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Coastal Barrier Resources (CEST and EA)
General requirements
HUD financial assistance may not be
used for most activities in units of
the Coastal Barrier Resources
System (CBRS). See 16 USC 3504 for
limitations on federal expenditures
affecting the CBRS.

Legislation
Coastal Barrier Resources Act
(CBRA) of 1982, as amended
by the Coastal Barrier
Improvement Act of 1990 (16
USC 3501)

Regulation

References
https://www.hudexchange.info/environmental-review/coastal-barrier-resources
Projects located in the following states must complete this form.
Alabama
Georgia
Massachusetts
New Jersey
Puerto Rico
Connecticut Louisiana Michigan
New York
Rhode Island
Delaware
Maine
Minnesota
North Carolina South Carolina
Florida
Maryland Mississippi
Ohio
Texas

Virgin Islands
Virginia
Wisconsin

1. Is the project located in a CBRS Unit?

☒No →

Based on the response, the review is in compliance with this section. Continue to the
Worksheet Summary below. Provide a map showing that the site is not within a CBRS Unit.

☐Yes →

Continue to Question 2.

Federal assistance for most activities may not be used at this location. You
must either choose an alternate site or cancel the project. In very rare
cases, federal monies can be spent within CBRS units for certain
exempted activities (e.g., a nature trail), after consultation with the Fish
and Wildlife Service (FWS) (see 16 USC 3505 for exceptions to limitations
on expenditures).
2. Indicate your selected course of action.

☐ After consultation with the FWS the project was given approval to continue
→ Based on the response, the review is in compliance with this section. Continue to the
Worksheet Summary below. Provide a map and documentation of a FWS approval.

☐ Project was not given approval
Project cannot proceed at this location.

Worksheet Summary

CDBG Demolition Project 2022
Compliance Determination
Provide a clear description of your determination and a synopsis of the information that it was
based on, such as:
• Map panel numbers and dates
• Names of all consulted parties and relevant consultation dates
• Names of plans or reports and relevant page numbers
• Any additional requirements specific to your region
Attached please find the CBRS Map from the US Fish and Wildlife Service pulled on 2/25/2022
confirming that Benton Harbor is not located within a protected area.

Are formal compliance steps or mitigation required?
☐ Yes
☒ No

EA for Demolition Project
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Coastal Barrier Resources Act Program, Source: Esri, Maxar,
GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS
User Community
Esri, HERE, Garmin, (c) OpenStreetMap contributors

This map is for general reference only. The Coastal Barrier Resources System (CBRS) boundaries depicted on this map are representations of
the controlling CBRS boundaries, which are shown on the official maps, accessible at https://www.fws.gov/cbra/maps/index.html. All CBRS
related data should be used in accordance with the layer metadata found on the CBRS Mapper website.
The CBRS Buffer Zone represents the area immediately adjacent to the CBRS boundary where users are advised to contact the Service for an
official determination (http://www.fws.gov/cbra/Determinations.html) as to whether the property or project site is located "in" or "out" of the
CBRS.
CBRS Units normally extend seaward out to the 20- or 30-foot bathymetric contour (depending on the location of the unit). The true seaward
extent of the units is not shown in the CBRS mapper.

This page was produced by the CBRS Mapper

CDBG City of Benton Harbor Demolition Project 2022

Environmental Assessment
Determinations and Compliance Findings for HUD-assisted Projects
24 CFR Part 58
Appendix B
Flood Insurance Worksheet

CDBG Demolition Project 2022

Flood Insurance (CEST and EA)
General requirements
Legislation
Certain types of federal financial assistance may
Flood Disaster
not be used in floodplains unless the community
Protection Act of
participates in National Flood Insurance Program
1973 as amended
and flood insurance is both obtained and
(42 USC 4001-4128)
maintained.
Reference
https://www.hudexchange.info/environmental-review/flood-insurance

Regulation
24 CFR 50.4(b)(1)
and 24 CFR
58.6(a) and (b);
24 CFR 55.1(b).

1. Does this project involve mortgage insurance, refinance, acquisition, repairs, construction,
or rehabilitation of a structure, mobile home, or insurable personal property?
☒No. This project does not require flood insurance or is excepted from flood insurance. →
Continue to the Worksheet Summary.

☐Yes → Continue to Question 2.
2. Provide a FEMA/FIRM map showing the site.
The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) designates floodplains. The FEMA Map
Service Center provides this information in the form of FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps
(FIRMs). For projects in areas not mapped by FEMA, use the best available information to
determine floodplain information. Include documentation, including a discussion of why this
is the best available information for the site. Provide FEMA/FIRM floodplain zone designation,
panel number, and date within your documentation.
Is the structure, part of the structure, or insurable property located in a FEMA-designated
Special Flood Hazard Area?
☐No → Continue to the Worksheet Summary.
☐Yes → Continue to Question 3.
3. Is the community participating in the National Flood Insurance Program or has less than
one year passed since FEMA notification of Special Flood Hazards?
☐Yes, the community is participating in the National Flood Insurance Program.
For loans, loan insurance or loan guarantees, flood insurance coverage must be continued
for the term of the loan. For grants and other non-loan forms of financial assistance, flood
insurance coverage must be continued for the life of the building irrespective of the
transfer of ownership. The amount of coverage must equal the total project cost or the
maximum coverage limit of the National Flood Insurance Program, whichever is less
Provide a copy of the flood insurance policy declaration or a paid receipt for the current
annual flood insurance premium and a copy of the application for flood insurance.
→ Continue to the Worksheet Summary.
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☐Yes, less than one year has passed since FEMA notification of Special Flood Hazards.
If less than one year has passed since notification of Special Flood Hazards, no flood
Insurance is required.
→ Continue to the Worksheet Summary.
☐No. The community is not participating, or its participation has been suspended.
Federal assistance may not be used at this location. Cancel the project at this
location.
Worksheet Summary
Compliance Determination
Provide a clear description of your determination and a synopsis of the information that it was
based on, such as:
• Map panel numbers and dates
• Names of all consulted parties and relevant consultation dates
• Names of plans or reports and relevant page numbers
• Any additional requirements specific to your region
The city is undertaking a city-wide demolition program to remove vacant, vandalized and fire
damaged buildings. These structures contribute significantly to blight and the low-income areas
of the city and are a threat to public safety. There are between 40 and 50 buildings that are
targeted for demolition.

Are formal compliance steps or mitigation required?
☐ Yes
☒ No
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I. BACKGROUND INFORMATION
The Indiana bat was listed as endangered under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) in 1967 due
to episodes of people disturbing hibernating bats in caves during winter, which resulted in the
death of substantial numbers of bats. Indiana bats are vulnerable to disturbance because they
hibernate in large numbers in only a few sites, with major hibernacula supporting 20,000 to
50,000 bats. Since it was listed as endangered, the range-wide Indiana bat population has
declined by nearly 60%. Several threats are believed to have contributed to the Indiana bat’s
decline, including the commercialization of caves, loss and degradation of forested habitat,
pesticides and other contaminants, and most recently, the disease white-nose syndrome (WNS).

Indiana Bat in Michigan
Indiana bats have been documented at many sites in Lower Michigan and are believed to range
throughout the southern five county tiers, as well as parts of the thumb and the western coastal
counties up to (and including) the Leelanau peninsula (see range map below). Michigan is home
to a single known Indiana bat hibernaculum: a hydroelectric dam in Manistee County. Although
the dam supports about 20,000 hibernating bats, Indiana bats comprise less than 1% of the winter
population. Research suggests that the majority of the Indiana bats that summer in Michigan
migrate to hibernacula in adjacent states, such as Indiana and Kentucky.
Like their overwintering sites, Indiana bats exhibit strong fidelity to their summer home ranges;
however, we do not have knowledge of all of these summering areas in Michigan. Therefore,
unless presence/absence surveys conducted in accordance with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(Service) guidelines
(https://www.fws.gov/MIDWEST/Endangered/mammals/inba/inbasummersurveyguidance.html,
and also available via IPaC) indicate the probable absence of the species, Indiana bats are
considered potentially present wherever suitable habitat exists within their range.

Range of the Indiana Bat in Michigan
2
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Suitable Habitat for Indiana Bats:
During the winter, Indiana bats hibernate in caves, mines, or similar structures. Most major
hibernacula for the species are found in Illinois, Indiana, Kentucky, Missouri, Tennessee, and
West Virginia, and critical (winter) habitat has been designated in these states. Michigan is
home to a single known Indiana bat hibernaculum, in Manistee County, and there is no
designated critical habitat for the species in Michigan.
Suitable summer habitat for Indiana bats consists of a wide variety of forested/wooded
habitats where they roost, forage, and travel and may also include some adjacent and
interspersed non-forested habitats, such as emergent wetlands and adjacent edges of
agricultural fields, old fields and pastures. This includes forests and woodlots containing
potential roosts (i.e., live trees and/or snags ≥5 inches dbh that have exfoliating bark or
cracks/crevices), as well as linear features such as fencerows, riparian forests, and other
wooded corridors. These wooded areas may be dense or loose aggregates of trees with
variable amounts of canopy closure.
Individual trees may be considered suitable habitat when they exhibit characteristics of
suitable roost trees and are within 1000 feet of other forested/wooded habitat. Southern
Michigan maternity roost trees are typically dead or dying trees in open areas exposed to
solar radiation. Infrequently, Indiana bats are observed roosting in human-made structures,
such as buildings, barns, bridges, and bat boxes.

II. VOLUNTARY CONSERVATION MEASURES
Voluntary conservation measures that benefit the Indiana bat include protecting, creating, and
enhancing mature forest, particularly hardwood/mixedwood stands containing standing snags,
dying trees, vertical complexity, midstory/understory flight space, and waterbodies such as
streams, ponds, and forested wetlands. As Indiana bats are known to avoid traversing large open
areas outside of migration, preserving wooded corridors (such as tree lines) can be extremely
beneficial in connecting fragmented patches of suitable roosting/foraging habitat.
Conserving Indiana bat habitat likely benefits the Federally threatened northern long-eared bat
(Myotis septentrionalis) and other native bat species, several of which are experiencing recent
population declines as a result of WNS and/or other factors. As significant predators of
nocturnal insects, including many crop and forest pests, bats are important to Michigan’s
agriculture and forests. For example, Whitaker (1995) 1 estimated that a single colony of 150 big
brown bats (Eptesicus fuscus) would eat nearly 1.3 million pest insects each year. Boyles et al.
(2011) 2 noted that the “loss of bats in North America could lead to agricultural losses estimated
at more than $3.7 billion/year,” and using their data for Michigan alone, we totaled the estimated
value at over $500 million per year (assuming standard crop pest survival). Taking proactive
1

Whitaker, J.O. 1995. Food of the Big Brown Bat Eptesicus fuscus from Maternity Colonies in Indiana and Illinois.
American Midland Naturalist 134(2):346-360.
2

Boyles, J.G., P.M. Cryan, G.F. McCracken, and T.H. Kunz. 2011. Economic Importance of Bats in
Agriculture. Science 332:41-42.
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steps to help protect bats may be valuable to agricultural and timber producer yields and pest
management costs.
Continue to the following sections for ESA guidance on Federal and non-Federal projects in
Michigan. For more information on the Indiana bat, including life history information,
designated critical habitat and draft recovery plan, please visit:
https://www.fws.gov/midWest/endangered/mammals/inba/

III. ESA GUIDANCE: PRIVATE LANDOWNERS/NON-FEDERAL PROJECTS
The Service does not require private landowners to conduct surveys for ESA-listed bats on their
lands in Michigan. However, the bats and the habitats where they are known to occur are
protected by the ESA. Under Section 9 of the ESA, it is unlawful for any person to “take” an
endangered species. The term “take” is defined as, “to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound,
kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct.” “Harm” is further
defined to include “significant habitat modification or degradation where it actually kills or
injures wildlife by significantly impacting essential behavioral patterns, including breeding,
feeding, or sheltering.”
In general, activities that impact suitable Indiana bat habitat have the potential to result in take.
One of the most common activities impacting Indiana bat habitat is tree clearing during the
summer season. Typically, incidental take associated with tree removal (i.e., trimming, cutting,
girdling, burning) can be avoided by scheduling these activities during the winter hibernation
period (October 1 through March 31), when Indiana bats have departed from summer habitat.
As long as the scope of winter tree removal, in terms of acres, is not significant enough to
constitute “harm,” effects to Indiana bats can be kept minimal or beneficial.
Permits and authorizations are required whenever incidental take of Indiana bats is reasonably
certain to occur. If your project is likely to result in the take of Indiana bats, please contact the
Michigan Ecological Services Field Office to determine if a permit pursuant to the ESA is
warranted. For general information about take permits, visit:
https://www.fws.gov/Midwest/endangered/permits/index.html.
As a means to determine the likelihood of take, project proponents may be interested in
documenting whether potential habitat is, in fact, occupied by Indiana bats. In such cases,
presence/absence surveys conducted in accordance with current Service guidelines
(https://www.fws.gov/MIDWEST/Endangered/mammals/inba/inbasummersurveyguidance.html
and also available via IPaC) can inform project-specific conservation measures and the need for
a permit.
Please note that projects that require State permits or authorizations that implement Federal laws
or are supported by Federal funds (e.g., Clean Water Act, transportation projects) may have
additional requirements under or similar to Section 7 of the ESA, as described in the following
section: IV. ESA GUIDANCE: FEDERAL PROJECTS.
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IV. ESA GUIDANCE: FEDERAL PROJECTS

1. Standard Section 7 Consultation:
Under the ESA, requirements for Federal projects (i.e., projects funded, authorized,
permitted, or implemented by a Federal agency) are different than requirements for wholly
private or otherwise non-Federal projects. The ESA mandates all Federal departments and
agencies to conserve listed species and to utilize their authorities in furtherance of the
purposes of the ESA. Section 7 of the ESA, called “Interagency Cooperation,” is the
mechanism by which Federal agencies ensure the actions they conduct, including those they
fund or authorize, do not jeopardize the existence of any listed species.
Federal agencies must request a list of species and designated critical habitat that may be
present in the project area from the Service (i.e., via IPaC, on our website at
https://www.fws.gov/midwest/Endangered/section7/sppranges/MIs7listrequest.html, or by
contacting our office). Then they must determine whether their actions may affect those
species or critical habitat. If a listed species or critical habitat may be affected, consultation
with the Service is required.
Please note that Section 7 or similar obligations may also apply to State permits or
authorizations that implement Federal laws or projects that are supported by Federal funds
(e.g., Clean Water Act, transportation projects).
For general guidance on Section 7 obligations for Federal projects, and step-by-step
instructions on the process, visit:
https://www.fws.gov/midwest/Endangered/section7/s7process/index.html.

2. Range-wide Programmatic Consultation for Indiana Bat and Northern
Long-eared Bat (optional for Federal transportation projects that may
affect Indiana Bats):
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) have
standardized their approach to assessing impacts to Indiana bats and northern long-eared bats
(NLEB) from highway construction and expansion projects; then avoiding, minimizing and
mitigating those impacts. This landscape-level conservation strategy encompasses the ranges
of both bat species and provides transparency and predictability to FHWA and state
Departments of Transportation (DOTs) through proactive planning. Information provided by
this consultation and conservation strategy allows transportation agencies to strategically
avoid projects in high impact or high-risk areas for the Indiana bat and NLEB. For projects
that cannot avoid impacts, project proponents receive information on ways to minimize
impacts and preclude the need to revise projects later in their development. For large-scale
projects or projects with greater impacts, priority conservation areas may be identified to
offset and minimize the impacts of the take. This approach is intended to increase the
consistency of both project design and review, reduce consultation process timeframes and
delays, and contribute meaningfully to the conservation of both species.

5
4/13/2022 7:34 PM

IPaC v6.73.0-rc17

Page 7

Michigan Ecological Services Field Office
General Project Design Guidelines - Indiana Bat and 8 more species

Please note that use of the Range-wide Programmatic Consultation for Indiana Bat and
NLEB is optional for Federal transportation projects, and transportation agencies may choose
to follow standard section 7 procedures instead. For more information on the Range-wide
Programmatic Consultation for Indiana Bat and NLEB, including User Guide and Project
Submittal Form documents, visit:
https://www.fws.gov/Midwest/endangered/section7/fhwa/index.html

V. MICHIGAN ECOLOGICAL SERVICES FIELD OFFICE CONTACT INFORMATION
Please contact the Michigan Ecological Services Field Office for more information on
potential impacts to listed bats as a result of any projects occurring in Michigan.
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Michigan Ecological Services Field Office
2651 Coolidge Road, Suite 101
East Lansing, MI 48823
Phone: 517-351-2555
Fax: 517-351-1443
TTY: 1-800-877-8339 (Federal Relay)
e-mail: EastLansing@fws.gov
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Environmental Screening for
Eastern Massasauga Rattlesnake
in Michigan
Background

March 14, 2017

The Eastern Massasauga Rattlesnake (EMR) is listed as a threatened species under the U.S.
Endangered Species Act (Act). The Act protects the EMR and their habitat by prohibiting “take”
and may require agencies to coordinate with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) before
authorizing or funding an activity affecting the species. To streamline coordination, the Service’s
Michigan Ecological Services Field Office has developed a set of Best Management Practices
(BMPs) for specific activities potentially impacting EMR in Michigan. These BMPs are voluntary
and just one of the ways that compliance with the Act may be achieved.

Projects may…
• have no effect to EMR and no need for additional ESA compliance considerations.
• have potential for adverse effects, but use BMPs to avoid adverse effects (i.e., “not likely to
adversely affect” EMR) or minimize the adverse effects.
• use surveys to confirm probable absence of EMR (contact the Service for survey guidance).
• use “Informal Consultation” with Service (for actions requiring a Federal permit or
funding).
• use “Formal Consultation” with Service (for actions requiring a Federal permit or funding).
• develop a Habitat Conservation Plan and seek an ESA permit, if adverse effects cannot be
avoided.
For activities not listed in the BMPs, please contact the Service for project-specific
recommendations. In some cases implementation of BMPs may not be sufficient to avoid all
adverse impacts to EMR and additional consultation with the Service may be required. The
Service can assist planners in determining whether adverse effects are likely as a result of
proposed projects, and whether implementation of BMPs is sufficient to remove the risk of
adverse effects.
Additional information on compliance with the Act can be found:

For Federal actions/section 7 consultation:
https://www.fws.gov/midwest/Endangered/section7/s7process/index.html

For non-Federal actions:
https://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/permits/index.html
1
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For questions or comments you may contact the Service below:
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Michigan Ecological Services Field Office
2651 Coolidge Road, Suite 101
East Lansing, MI 48823
Phone: (517)351-2555
Email: eastlansing@fws.gov

Definitions

Active Season: The active season begins in the spring when snakes emerge from hibernation, generally
when maximum air temperatures are above 50°F, and ends in the fall when EMR have returned to their
hibernacula and temperatures are consistently below 45°F. In Michigan, the active season is generally
April through October. The active season dates will vary by location and weather. Contact the Service for
project-specific dates based on location when work in EMR habitat is planned near the start or end
of the active season.
Affecting hydrology: We consider “affecting hydrology” to include projects that are likely to appreciably
change the elevations of surface water upstream or downstream, or in the local ground water (as estimated
pre-project vs. post-project). The concern is for changes to local hydrology (e.g., creating new ditches,
creating a new impoundment) that might harm EMR hibernating at or near ground water, or actions that
significantly alter available suitable habitat either through flooding or drying of EMR wetlands.

Hibernacula: Areas suitable for EMR to overwinter. For most EMR populations, the locations of
hibernacula are not known, but these areas are critical to protect. Unfortunately, we lack information on
how to reliably identify these areas. EMR usually hibernate below the frost line in crayfish or small
mammal burrows, tree root networks or rock cervices in or along the edge of wetlands or in adjacent
upland areas with presumably high water tables (areas where the soil is saturated but not inundated).
Following egress from hibernacula in the spring, EMR typically remain aboveground in the vicinity for a
week or two, and return to these areas in the fall for several weeks prior to entering hibernation. Surveys
in the spring (shorting following egress) or fall (prior to ingress) when snakes are congregating in the
vicinity may help identify these important areas. Maintaining stable hydrology of these areas is important
during the inactive season.

IPaC: “Information for Planning and Conservation” is a project planning tool available on-line to the public
that streamlines the Service’s environmental review process.
EMR Habitat: “Eastern Massasaugas have been found in a variety of wetland habitats. Populations in
southern Michigan are typically associated with open wetlands, particularly prairie fens, while those in
northern Michigan are known from open wetlands and lowland coniferous forests, such as cedar swamps.
Some populations of Eastern Massasaugas also utilize open uplands and/or forest openings for foraging,
basking, gestation and parturition (i.e., giving birth to young). Massasauga habitats generally appear to be
characterized by the following: (1) open, sunny areas intermixed with shaded areas, presumably for
thermoregulation; (2) presence of the water table near the surface for hibernation; and (3) variable
elevations between adjoining lowland and upland habitats.” From Michigan Natural Features Inventory
(Website: mnfi.anr.msu.edu)
2
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Tier 1 Habitat: Areas known to be occupied by EMR or highly likely to be occupied by EMR.
Tier 2 Habitat: Areas with high potential habitat and may be occupied by EMR.

Within the known range: EMR can occur throughout the Lower Peninsula and on Bois Blanc Island in
Mackinac County. Areas within the known range but outside of Tier 1 and Tier 2 are considered less likely
to be occupied. EMR is highly secretive and cryptic in nature, and can persist in low densities, which makes
them difficult to detect. Further, there are extensive areas of the state that have never been surveyed. It is
likely that there are additional and yet-unknown occurrences throughout the Lower Peninsula of Michigan.
Mapped habitats are subject to change based on new information identifying current Tier 1 and 2 areas as
unsuitable, or based on discovery of new EMR occurrences.
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EMR Environmental Screening Step-wise Process
Step 1.

Determine if EMR may be present in the action area

 Determine whether the project is in potential EMR habitat using https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac
o You can search for your project location and define the action area by drawing a
polygon or uploading a shapefile.
o IPaC will give you a list of species that may be present in the area you identified. If
you click on the thumbnail for EMR, it will tell you if your project is within Tier 1 or
Tier 2 habitat, or within the known range of EMR. If EMR is not listed, you do not
need to consider this species. Effects to other listed species should also be
considered; contact the Service if you need assistance.
o If EMR is listed, it does not necessarily mean that the entire action area is potential
habitat, only that some potential habitat is within the action area entered. For largescale (e.g., county-wide or multi-county projects) consider coordinating the
Michigan Ecological Services Field Office for direct assistance.
If your project is within the known range of EMR, including Tier 1 or Tier 2 habitat,
continue to step 2:

Step 2.

Determine if the project has the potential to affect EMR

Projects have no effect on EMR when…

 There is no suitable EMR habitat in the project area and no potential impact off-site (e.g.,
water discharge into adjacent EMR habitat). If project site conditions are determined to be
wholly unsuitable for EMR (e.g., project is in regularly mowed turf grass, row crop,
graveled lot, existing building, or industrial site), it is not suitable EMR habitat.
 The project occurs within suitable habitat, but the action will have absolutely no effect on
the habitat or EMR.
 In suitable EMR habitat, but the site is entirely unoccupied by the species. This is typically
confirmed through surveys (contact the Service for more information). In some cases it
may be easier to assume EMR are present and use BMPs than to conduct surveys for the
species.
For projects where there is a potential for effects to EMR, continue to the section of the document
as follows:
For Tier 1 Habitat .................................................................................................................. Page 5
For Tier 2 Habitat .................................................................................................................. Page 6
Within the range of EMR ...................................................................................................... Page 7
For projects with a combination of Tier 1 and Tier 2 habitat, follow the instructions for Tier 1.
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Tier 1 Habitat

Tier 1: Project will not affect EMR if all of the following
apply:
1. Project will not result in any changes to suitable EMR habitat
quality, quantity, availability or distribution, including
changes to local hydrology
2. If EMR are present in the project area, they are not likely to
have any response as a result of exposure to the action or any
environmental changes as a result of the action
3. Project includes all General Best Management Practices:
a. Use wildlife-safe materials for erosion control and site
restoration (see Erosion Control Resources side panel). In
Tier 1 habitat, immediately eliminate use of erosion
control products containing plastic mesh netting or other
similar material that could entangle EMR.
b. To increase human safety and awareness of EMR, those
implementing the project should first watch MDNR's "60Second Snakes: The Eastern Massasauga Rattlesnake"
video (available at https://youtu.be/-PFnXe_e02w), or
review the EMR factsheet (available at
https://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/reptiles/eam
a/pdf/EMRfactsheetSept2016.pdf or by calling 517-3512555.
c. Require reporting of any EMR observations, or
observation of any other listed threatened or endangered
species, during project implementation to the Service
within 24 hours.

Tier 1: Project Not Affecting EMR Coordination
Recommendation: No pre-project coordination with Service needed.
Document the steps above for your records.

Tier 1: All Other Projects: For any other projects in Tier 1 habitat
that may affect EMR or its habitat, contact the Service for assistance
in evaluating potential impacts. Best Management Practices (starting
on page 8) are included for many actions to help with project
planning, but may not be sufficient to avoid all adverse impacts. The
Service can determine whether additional measures are necessary
after a project-specific review.

Erosion Control
Resources

There are a variety of products
that can be used for soil
erosion and control
requirements. These products
may incorporate plastic mesh
netting to help maintain form
and function. This plastic
netting has been demonstrated
to entangle a wide variety of
wildlife from birds to small
mammals. In Michigan, soil
erosion control netting has
resulted in the documented
mortality of a number of
imperiled amphibian and
reptile species including the
EMR and the Eastern Fox Snake
(State Threatened).
Several products for soil
erosion and control exist that
do not contain plastic netting
including net-less erosion
control blankets (for example,
made of excelsior), loose
mulch, hydraulic mulch, soil
binders, unreinforced silt
fences, and straw bales. Others
are made from natural fibers
(such as jute) and loosely
woven together in a manner
that allows wildlife to wiggle
free. For more information
regarding wildlife-safe erosion
control measures contact the
USFWS Michigan Ecological
Services Field Office.
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Tier 2 Habitat

Tier 2: Project is not likely to adversely affect EMR if all of the following apply:
1. Project does not impact more than 1 acre of wetland habitat and includes all applicable
activity-specific BMPs (starting on page 8), and
2. Project will not appreciably affect hydrology
3. Project includes all General Best Management Practices:
a. Use wildlife-safe materials for erosion control and site restoration (See Erosion
Control Resources side panel, page 4). In Tier 2 habitat, eliminate the use of erosion
control products containing plastic mesh netting or other similar material that could
ensnare EMR as soon as is feasible but no later than January 1, 2018.
b. To increase human safety and awareness of EMR, those implementing the project
should first watch MDNR's "60-Second Snakes: The Eastern Massasauga
Rattlesnake" video (available at https://youtu.be/-PFnXe_e02w), or review the EMR
factsheet (available at
https://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/reptiles/eama/pdf/EMRfactsheetSept
2016.pdf or by calling 517-351-2555.
c. Require reporting of any EMR observations, or observation of any other listed
threatened or endangered species, during project implementation to the Service
within 24 hours.

Tier 2: Project Not Likely to Adversely Affect EMR Coordination Recommendation: Informal
consultation with Service for actions requiring a Federal permit or funding. For non-Federal
projects, document the steps above for your records, but no pre-project coordination with the
Service needed.
Tier 2: All Other Projects: Coordinate with the Service for a project-level review to determine
potential impacts and whether additional conservation measures are needed to avoid adverse
effects.
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Within the known range of EMR

For projects within the known range of EMR, but outside of Tier 1 and Tier 2 habitat:
To help ensure your project is unlikely to affect EMR:
1. Project applies the General Best Management Practices:
a. Use wildlife-safe materials for erosion control and site restoration (See Erosion Control
Resources side panel, page 4). By January 1, 2019, eliminate the use of erosion control
products containing plastic mesh netting or other similar material that could ensnare
EMR (within the known range but outside of Tier1 or Tier 2 habitat).
b. To increase human safety and awareness of EMR, those implementing the project
should first watch MDNR's "60-Second Snakes: The Eastern Massasauga Rattlesnake"
video (available at https://youtu.be/-PFnXe_e02w), or review the EMR factsheet
(available at
https://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/reptiles/eama/pdf/EMRfactsheetSept201
6.pdf or by calling 517-351-2555.
c. Require reporting of any EMR observations, or observation of any other listed
threatened or endangered species, during project implementation to the Service within
24 hours.
2. Project will not have significant impacts to dispersal, connectivity, or hydrology of existing
EMR potential habitat, i.e., filling less than 1 acre of wetland habitat or converting less than 20
acres of uplands of potential EMR habitat (uplands associated with high quality wetland
habitat) to other land uses.
Within the Known Range, but Outside Tier 1 or 2 Coordination Recommendation:
Document the steps above for your records and no pre-project coordination with the Service
needed. If you cannot implement the General Best Management Practices contact the Service for
assistance in evaluating potential impacts.
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Activity-Specific Best Management Practices
For Tier 1, BMPs are included; however, even with implementation of the BMPs, project-specific review
may be needed to determine whether they are sufficient to avoid all adverse impacts
•

•

•

In Tier 1 habitat, contact the Service regarding the potential applicability of surveys to
determine EMR absence in suitable habitat. In Tier 2, surveys can be conducted to confirm
the presence of suitable habitat and/or the presence/probable absence of EMR. If onsite
habitat is determined to be wholly unsuitable via desktop analysis (e.g., entirely mowed
lawn, row crop, graveled lot, and industrial site), then it can be classified as unoccupied and
the BMPs will not be necessary.
Minimize work in Tier 1 and Tier 2 EMR habitat. When feasible, do not route new
construction projects, such as pipelines, facilities, or access roads, through potential EMR
habitat. Implement the use of wildlife-friendly corridors (e.g., oversized culverts) into new
road design to maintain or enhance habitat connectivity.
Projects should be designed to minimize the potential for disturbance to EMR during
project activities.

Maintenance Activities (includes nominal modifications to existing roads and
infrastructure)

1. Ground Disturbing Activities
a. All
i. No known EMR hibernacula are destroyed or disturbed at any time of year.
Because these areas are often not known:
1. For Tier 1: contact the Service to determine whether adverse impacts
are likely as a result of ground disturbing work in Tier 1 habitat.
2. For Tier 2: when operating in potential hibernation areas (e.g., EMR
wetlands and adjacent areas with crayfish burrows, rodent holes,
small mammal burrows, etc.), work is conducted well within the
active season (June – August) to avoid when snakes are likely to be
present. During this time, they are most likely to be able to move out
of the way of disturbance and have greater chances to find alternative
hibernation sites. Destroying potential hibernacula may still impact
snakes indirectly. Potential hibernation areas should be avoided to
the extent possible.
b. Grading
i. When working during EMR active season, use exclusionary fencing to
separate EMR habitat from the work site to prevent EMR from accessing the
disturbance area. For example, in linear projects exclusionary fencing should
run parallel to the disturbance, creating a barrier to snake movement. Each
end of the exclusionary fencing should be angled away from the area of
disturbance to direct snakes traveling along fencing away from the site. The
8
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1

exclusionary fencing will typically be traditional silt fence that is set up
outside of all areas of disturbance and other types of fencing (i.e., snow fence
used to delineate the work zone). Do not use fencing materials that can
entangle or injure snakes.
ii. Any areas using exclusionary fencing should first be “cleared” by a qualified
individual 1 before beginning construction activities. Fencing should be
installed a minimum of 1 day before construction activities occur and walked
weekly to ensure the integrity of the fence. If snakes are seen within the
work zone, activity should stop until the snake can be safely moved, and the
fence examined for breeches.
iii. Revegetate all disturbed Tier 1 and Tier 2 habitat with appropriate plant
species (i.e., native species or other suitable non-invasive species present on
site prior to disturbance). Monitor all restoration plantings for proper
establishment and implement supplemental plantings as necessary to ensure
restorations are of equal to or better habitat quality than previous
conditions.
iv. In Tier 1 and Tier 2, avoid spread of invasive species into EMR habitat by
following best practices. This includes inspecting and cleaning equipment
and vehicles between work sites as needed to avoid the spread of invasive
plant materials.
c. Trenching
i. In Tier 1 and Tier 2, avoid trenching in EMR wetlands when possible. In Tier
1, if open trenching is required install exclusionary fencing (follow measures
1(b)(i)-(iv)) and ensure the area is clear prior to trenching.
d. Fill
i. In Tier 1 and Tier 2, ensure all imported fill material is free from
contaminants or invasive species could affect the species or habitat through
acquisition of materials at an appropriate quarry or other such measures.
ii. In Tier 1 and Tier 2, use exclusionary fencing around the area to be filled and
have the site “cleared” prior to placing fill by a qualified individual (as in
1(b)(i)-(ii).
e. Ditching
i. For Tier 1 and Tier 2, conduct work well within the active season (JuneAugust) when snakes are not likely to be near hibernation sites and can
escape disturbance, or contact Service for project specific recommendations.
ii. For Tier 1, use exclusionary fencing around the area to be cleared/graded
and have the site cleared by a qualified individual prior to construction
activities.
iii. For Tier 1, contact the Service for work greater than 200’ for project specific
recommendations.

A qualified individual is someone who has received training on the identification and life history of EMR.

9
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2. Site Access with vehicles (both Tiers)
a. Limit operating vehicles/equipment, clearing trees, etc., in EMR habitat to the
inactive season when the ground is frozen. During this time, under these conditions,
EMR are most likely underground and will not be impacted by these activities.
When possible, use low-impact equipment such as light weight track mounted
vehicles with low ground pressure. In Tier 1, if the ground isn’t completely frozen
(due to weather conditions during the inactive season or if working near seeps and
springs that are less likely to freeze), or if working near potential hibernacula,
manual access (on foot) may be required.
b. Strictly control and minimize vehicle activity in known/presumed occupied EMR
habitat to the extent possible. During EMR active season, speed limits at facilities
and access roads (i.e., 2-track and gravel) in occupied habitat should be <15 MPH.
c. In Tier 1 and Tier 2 habitat areas, drivers should be aware of the potential danger to
the driver of swerving to intentionally drive over snakes as well as legal and
conservation implications.

3. Heavy Equipment (both Tiers)
a. Spill Prevention for oils/fluids
i. Site staging areas for equipment, fuel, materials, and personnel at least 100
feet from the waterway, if available, to reduce the potential for sediment and
hazardous spills entering the waterway. If sufficient space is not available, a
shorter distance can be used with additional control measures (e.g.,
redundant spill containment structures, on-site staging of spill
containment/clean-up equipment and materials). If a reportable spill has
impacted occupied habitat:
1. Follow spill response plan;
2. Call MDEQ and the National Response Center (800-424-8802), and the
Service’s Michigan Ecological Services Field Office (517-351-2555) to
report the release.
b. Do not use large equipment or perform earth-moving activities, water withdrawal
and discharge for hydrostatic testing, or other activities that substantially affect the
ground or water levels in potential EMR hibernacula areas. Avoidance measures
may include, but are not limited to, re-routing of pipeline and appurtenance
facilities, boring or drilling, and timing/weather-related restrictions. Measures will
be determined on a site-specific basis, based on local habitat conditions, contact
Service for more information.
4. Hydrology impacts (both Tiers)
i. Water levels in known/presumed occupied habitats should not be artificially
manipulated during the inactive season.
10
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ii. Where applicable, water levels should be allowed to flow naturally and not
be artificially stabilized. This allows for the restoration of early successional
habitats.

Habitat Management and Restoration

5. Vegetation Management
a. Mowing
i. In Tier 1, mow during the inactive season.
ii. For Tier 2, mowing is unrestricted during the inactive season. During the
active season, follow daytime mowing restrictions and mow during times of
day when snakes are less likely to be active (Figure 1). Increase mower deck
height to >8 inches to reduce likelihood of injury to snakes. Higher deck
height will reduce the risk of death or injury to snakes in the area.
iii. In areas with turf grass or areas where trying to discourage EMR (e.g., in
areas around buildings), mow regularly and keep grass relatively short (less
than 4-6 inches) to reduce its suitability for EMR. If starting with longer
grass (greater than 6 inches), mow during the inactive season initially, and
then maintenance mowing can occur during the active season (as long as it is
regularly maintained and kept shorter than 4-6 inches, so that EMR is
unlikely to use those areas). Unmaintained/longer grass may be used by
snakes and make them vulnerable to mortality during the next mowing
event.

Figure 1. EMR Active season mowing schedule (NiSource Biological Opinion, page 273, USFWS 2015)
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b. Cultivation (e.g., disking)
i. In Tier 1 habitat, disking should be limited to the inactive season, and areas
within 50 m of known or potential hibernacula should be avoided. In Tier 2,
disking can occur in the active season if area is mowed during the inactive
season and maintained shorter than 4-5 inches.
c. Brush/Tree Removal
i. In Tier 1, conduct brush or tree removal in known/presumed EMR habitat
during the inactive season, when the ground is frozen (such that soils can
be left undisturbed).
ii. Use low impact harvest methods in Tier 1 and Tier 2 wetlands to cut and
remove individual trees. This includes using low-impact equipment such as
light weight track mounted vehicles with low ground pressure. In Tier 1, if
the ground isn’t completely frozen (due to weather conditions during the
inactive season or if working near seeps and springs that are less likely to
freeze), or if working near potential hibernacula, use hand tools and access
site on foot.
iii. In Tier 1 and Tier 2, do not burn brush piles during the active season.
Dispose of brush offsite or leave in place.
d. Herbicides
i. Follow all appropriate label instructions regarding which herbicide
formulation to use in potential EMR habitat. Avoid spray drift beyond the
target species/area (observing label instructions regarding optimal wind
speed and direction, boom height, droplet size calibration, precipitation
forecast, etc.).
ii. Avoid broadcast applications of herbicides in Tier 1. Spot spraying or
wicking can be used to control invasive plants in occupied habitat. If using
broadcast spray in Tier 2, limit the area of exposure to less than half of the
available EMR habitat to allow for untreated areas to provide potential
areas of refugia from exposure. Contact the Service if you need help in
determining this.
e. Prescribed burning (Tier 1 and Tier 2)
i. Conduct prescribed burns during the inactive season before snakes emerge from
hibernation. Walk the burn unit following the burn and report any dead or
injured EMR to the Service within 24 hours. Burn only a portion (e.g., one-third)
of available EMR habitat in any year to leave suitable cover for EMR and its prey.
ii. Establish fire breaks using existing fuel breaks (roads, rivers, trails, etc.) to the
greatest extent possible. Cultivation (disking or roto-tilling) of burn breaks will
be minimized to the extent that human health and safety are not jeopardized.
Cultivation and mowing to establish fire breaks will occur during the inactive
season.
12
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6. Erosion control
a. Use wildlife-safe erosion control blankets (without plastic mesh netting in the layers
of material) as required in the general BMPs. Remove all silt fence used for erosion
control once soils are stable to reduce barriers to EMR movement.
7. Revegetation
a. Revegetate all disturbed Tier 1 and Tier 2 habitat with appropriate plant species
(i.e., native species or other suitable non-invasive species present on site prior to
disturbance). Monitor all restoration plantings for proper establishment and
implement supplemental plantings as necessary to ensure restorations are of equal
to or better habitat quality than previous conditions.
8. Invasive species
a. In Tier 1 and Tier 2, avoid spread of invasive species into EMR habitat by following
best practices. This includes inspecting and cleaning equipment and vehicles
between work sites as needed to avoid the spread of invasive plant materials.
9. Wetland restoration
a. Restoring natural hydrology in areas that have been drained by tiling and ditching
may greatly benefit EMR habitat. Conduct tile breaking or excavation well within
the active season to avoid potential hibernacula. Have a qualified individual walk in
front of the equipment to clear the area. Work with the Service for Tier 1 habitat to
ensure no indirect adverse effects are expected as a result of restoration efforts.
10. Water-level manipulation
a. Water levels should not be artificially manipulated during the inactive season to
avoid impacts to hibernating snakes. Contact the Service in Tier 1 habitat when
water levels will be manipulated during the inactive season or will result in
significant alterations to EMR habitat during the active season.
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Published by Michigan Ecological Services Field Office for the following species included in your project
Indiana Bat Myotis sodalis
Piping Plover Charadrius melodus
Mitchell's Satyr Butterfly Neonympha mitchellii mitchellii
Pitcher's Thistle Cirsium pitcheri
Red Knot Calidris canutus rufa
Whooping Crane Grus americana
Monarch Butterfly Danaus plexippus
Eastern Massasauga (=rattlesnake) Sistrurus catenatus
Northern Long-eared Bat Myotis septentrionalis

Michigan Ecological Services Field Office
General Project Design Guidelines - Indiana Bat and 8 more species

Northern Long-eared Bat Project Review
in Michigan
Table of Contents

I. BACKGROUND INFORMATION .................................................................................................................. 2
NLEB in Michigan .................................................................................................................................... 2
II. VOLUNTARY CONSERVATION MEASURES ................................................................................................ 3
III. ESA GUIDANCE: PRIVATE LANDOWNERS/NON-FEDERAL PROJECTS ....................................................... 3
In Michigan, what is required if there are no known NLEB hibernacula or roost trees near my
project?................................................................................................................................................... 4
NLEB 4(d) Rule Take Prohibitions ........................................................................................................... 4
Michigan Known Hibernacula and Roost Tree Locations for NLEB ........................................................ 5
Where are the known NLEB hibernacula in Michigan? ................................................................... 5
Where are the known NLEB roost trees in Michigan? ..................................................................... 6
Map of Known NLEB Occurrence, Roosts, and Hibernacula in MI................................................... 7
IV. ESA GUIDANCE: FEDERAL PROJECTS........................................................................................................ 8
1. Standard Section 7 Consultation: ....................................................................................................... 8
2. NLEB Streamlined Consultation (optional for Federal projects that may affect but will not involve
prohibited take of NLEB): ....................................................................................................................... 8
3. Range-wide Programmatic Consultation for Indiana Bat and Northern Long-eared Bat (optional for
Federal transportation projects that may affect NLEB): ........................................................................ 9
V. MICHIGAN ECOLOGICAL SERVICES FIELD OFFICE CONTACT INFORMATION ........................................... 9

1
4/13/2022 7:34 PM

IPaC v6.73.0-rc17

Page 24

Michigan Ecological Services Field Office
General Project Design Guidelines - Indiana Bat and 8 more species

I. BACKGROUND INFORMATION
The northern long-eared bat (NLEB) is one of the species of bats most impacted by the
disease white-nose syndrome (WNS). Due to declines caused by WNS and continued spread of
the disease, the NLEB was listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) on
April 2, 2015. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) also developed a final 4(d) rule,
which was published in the Federal Register on January 14, 2016. The 4(d) rule specifically
defines “take” prohibitions for the species.
For more information on NLEB, its listing and the 4(d) rule, visit:
https://www.fws.gov/Midwest/endangered/mammals/nleb/

NLEB in Michigan
The NLEB is documented in many Michigan counties and is believed to range throughout the
entire state. Therefore, unless presence/absence surveys conducted in accordance with Service
guidelines
(https://www.fws.gov/MIDWEST/Endangered/mammals/inba/inbasummersurveyguidance.html,
and also available via IPaC) indicate the probable absence of the species, NLEB are considered
potentially present wherever suitable habitat exists within the state.
Suitable Habitat for NLEB:
During the winter, NLEB hibernate in mines, caves, or similar structures. Many NLEB
hibernacula have been documented in Michigan; however, our knowledge of these
overwintering areas throughout the state is likely incomplete.

Suitable summer habitat for NLEB consists of a wide variety of forested habitats where they
roost, forage, and travel and may also include some adjacent and interspersed non-forested
habitats, such as emergent wetlands and adjacent edges of agricultural fields, old fields and
pastures. This includes forests and woodlots containing potential roost trees (i.e., live trees
and/or snags ≥3 inches DBH that have exfoliating bark, cracks, crevices, and/or cavities), as
well as linear features such as fencerows, riparian forests, and other wooded corridors. These
wooded areas may be dense or loose aggregates of trees with variable amounts of canopy
closure.
Individual trees may be considered suitable habitat when they exhibit characteristics of
suitable roost trees and are within 1000 feet of other forested/wooded habitat. NLEB have
also been observed roosting in human-made structures, such as buildings, barns, bridges, and
bat boxes; therefore, these structures should also be considered potential summer habitat.
For more information on NLEB, its listing and the 4(d) rule, visit:
https://www.fws.gov/Midwest/endangered/mammals/nleb/
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II. VOLUNTARY CONSERVATION MEASURES
NLEB benefit from the promotion of mature forest habitat, particularly hardwood/mixedwood
stands containing standing snags, dying trees, and waterbodies such as streams, ponds, and
forested wetlands. As NLEB are known to avoid traversing large open areas outside of
migration, the protection and creation of wooded corridors (such as tree lines) can be extremely
beneficial in connecting fragmented patches of suitable roosting/foraging habitat.
In general, projects that involve the trimming, burning, girdling, or clearing of suitable roost
trees are encouraged to schedule these activities outside of the summer roosting period, which is
generally April through September in Michigan. When winter tree removal is not feasible,
avoiding the months of June and July (period when young bats are unable to fly) likely offers
some protection for roosting NLEB that may be present.
Implementing conservation measures for NLEB helps to protect other native bat species, several
which are experiencing recent population declines as a result of WNS and/or other factors. As
significant predators of nocturnal insects, including many crop and forest pests, bats are
important to Michigan’s agriculture and forests. For example, Whitaker (1995) 1 estimated that a
single colony of 150 big brown bats (Eptesicus fuscus) would eat nearly 1.3 million pest insects
each year. Boyles et al. (2011) 2 noted that the “loss of bats in North America could lead to
agricultural losses estimated at more than $3.7 billion/year,” and using their data for Michigan
alone, we totaled the estimated value at over $500 million per year (assuming standard crop pest
survival). Taking proactive steps to help protect bats may be valuable to agricultural and timber
producer yields and pest management costs.
Continue to the following sections for ESA guidance for Federal and non-Federal projects in
Michigan.

III. ESA GUIDANCE: PRIVATE LANDOWNERS/NON-FEDERAL PROJECTS
NLEB use a wide variety of forested habitats but are not found in all wooded areas in Michigan.
The species’ local distribution and abundance is influenced by both the distance to hibernacula
and the quality of available habitat. Although it can be difficult to predict where the species may
occur, once NLEB colonize a forest habitat for raising their young (pups), they will often return
to the same areas annually.
As a result of this fidelity to specific locations, the Service’s approach to implementation of the
ESA is based in part on “known” locations where important habitat for NLEB has been
documented; namely, hibernacula and maternity roost trees.

1

Whitaker, J.O. 1995. Food of the Big Brown Bat Eptesicus fuscus from Maternity Colonies in Indiana and Illinois.
American Midland Naturalist 134(2):346-360.
2

Boyles, J.G., P.M. Cryan, G.F. McCracken, and T.H. Kunz. 2011. Economic Importance of Bats in
Agriculture. Science 332:41-42.
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Please note that projects that require State permits or authorizations that implement Federal laws,
or are supported by Federal funds (e.g., Clean Water Act, transportation projects), may have
additional requirements under or similar to Section 7 of the ESA, as described in section: IV.
ESA GUIDANCE: FEDERAL PROJECTS.
Additionally, please contact the Michigan Ecological Services Field Office (contact information
at the end of this document) for project-specific recommendations for wind development
projects. Utility-scale wind turbines may attract and cause mortality of NLEB and warrant
additional considerations.

In Michigan, what is required if there are no known NLEB hibernacula or roost
trees near my project?
The Service does not require private landowners to conduct surveys for ESA-listed bats on their
lands, nor do we require our guidelines for NLEB to be followed on lands where no roosts or
hibernacula are known to occur. However, our records of these locations in Michigan are
limited, and we expect NLEB roosts to be present in many locations in addition to those listed in
this document.

NLEB 4(d) Rule Take Prohibitions
The definition of “take” pursuant to the ESA includes to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot,
wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect (see 50 CFR 17.3 for details). Our implementing regulations
further define the term “harm” to include any act which actually kills or injures fish or wildlife,
and emphasize that such acts may include significant habitat modification or degradation that
significantly impairs essential behavioral patterns of fish or wildlife.
The final 4(d) rule for the NLEB (50 CFR 17.40(o)) was published on January 14, 2016. Under
the final rule, prohibitions in Michigan include:
• Actions that result in the incidental take of NLEB in known hibernacula.
• Actions that result in the incidental take of NLEB by altering a known hibernaculum’s
entrance or interior environment if it impairs an essential behavioral pattern, including
sheltering NLEB.
• Tree-removal activities that result in the incidental take of NLEB when the activity: (1)
occurs within 0.25 mile of a known hibernaculum; or (2) cuts or destroys known
occupied maternity roost trees, or any other trees within a 150-foot radius of the
maternity roost tree, during the pup season (June 1 through July 31).
Please note that not all tree-removal activities within the buffer of a hibernaculum or maternity
roost tree will result in take. The timing and extent of tree removal may be an important
consideration in those circumstances; please contact the Michigan Ecological Services Field
Office to discuss your project plans in more detail. If your activity may result in incidental take
that is prohibited based on the above, we will work with you to determine whether a permit
pursuant to the ESA may be applicable.
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Michigan Known Hibernacula and Roost Tree Locations for NLEB
We have compiled location information for NLEB hibernacula and known roosts trees in
Michigan. This information can be used to help project planners in determining the applicability
of provisions of the NLEB final 4(d) rule under the ESA. Please use the tables below to see if
we have information that may be applicable to your project.
If you are planning a project that may impact suitable habitat in the Michigan townships below,
please contact our office with more specific information on the location of your project, and we
will confirm for you whether there are any known hibernacula within ¼ mile of your project or
any known roost trees within 150 feet of your project.

Where are the known NLEB hibernacula in Michigan?
County
Alpena
Baraga
Berrien
Dickinson
Gogebic
Houghton

Keweenaw

Mackinac
Manistee
Marquette

Ontonagon

Known NLEB in Michigan
Townships Containing Hibernacula Number of
and/or Buffer Areas
Hibernacula
Alpena (T32NR9E)
1
L’Anse (T49NR33W)
1
Buchanan (T7SR18W)
1
Breitung (T40NR30W, T39NR30W),
8
Norway (T39NR29W)
Ironwood (T49NR46W);
2
Bessemer/Wakefield (T47NR45W)
Adams/Quincy/Franklin/Stanton
3
(T55NR34W);
Calumet (T56NR33W); Laird
(T49NR35W, T49NR36W);
Schoolcraft (T56NR32W)
Allouez (T57NR32W, T58NR32W);
10
Eagle Harbor/Grant (T58NR30W);
Eagle Harbor/Houghton (T58NR31W)
Hendricks (T44NR7W)
4
Dickson (T22NR14W, T22NR13W)
1
Ely (T47NR28W);
3
Tilden (T47NR27W);
Richmond (T47NR26W)
Bohemia (T52NR37W);
42
Carp Lake (T51NR44W,
T51NR43W);
Greenland (T51NR37W, T51NR38W,
T50NR38W);
Matchwood (T49NR41W,
T49NR42W);
Rockland (T50NR39W, T49NR40W)

Landownership Within
Buffer(s)
Public
Private
Private
Private (8)
Private (1), public (1)
Private (1), public (2)

Private (9), private +
public (1)
Public (4)
Private + public
Private (3)

Private (20), public (8),
private + public (16)
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Where are the known NLEB roost trees in Michigan?
County

Alger
Calhoun
Eaton
Lake
Lenawee
Livingston
Manistee
Missaukee
Washtenaw
Wexford

Known NLEB Roost Tree Locations in Michigan
Townships Containing
Number of
Landownership
Roosts and/or Buffer
known roosts Within Buffer(s)
Areas
Burt (T49NR14W)
5 (all female)
Public (5)
Convis (T1SR6W)
1
Public (1)
Vermontville (T3NR6W)
1 (female)
Private (1)
Dover (T20NR11W)
4 (all female)
Public (4)
Ogden (T8SR4E), Palmyra 81
Private (81)
(T7SR4E)
Putnam (T1NR4E)
2 (1 female)
Private (1), public (1)
Dickson (T22NR13W),
4 (all female)
Private (2), public (2)
Norman (T21NR13W)
Richland (T21NR8W)
4 (all female)
Private (4)
Lyndon (T1SR3E),
3 (2 female)
Private (2), public (1)
Pittsfield (T3SR6E)
Cherry Grove
20 (16 female) Private (17), public
(T21NR10W), Selma
(3)
(T22NR10W), South
Branch (T21NR12W),
Wexford (T24NR12W)
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Map of Known NLEB Occurrence, Roosts, and Hibernacula in MI

*Map last updated 7/22/2016. Map will be updated as additional information becomes
available.
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IV. ESA GUIDANCE: FEDERAL PROJECTS
1. Standard Section 7 Consultation:
Under the ESA, requirements for Federal projects (i.e., projects funded, authorized,
permitted, or implemented by a Federal agency) are different than requirements for
wholly private or otherwise non-Federal projects. The ESA mandates all Federal
departments and agencies to conserve listed species and to utilize their authorities in
furtherance of the purposes of the ESA. Section 7 of the ESA, called “Interagency
Cooperation,” is the mechanism by which Federal agencies ensure the actions they
conduct, including those they fund or authorize, do not jeopardize the existence of any
listed species. Federal agencies must request a list of species and designated critical
habitat that may be present in the project area from the Service (i.e., via IPaC, on our
website at
https://www.fws.gov/midwest/Endangered/section7/sppranges/MIs7listrequest.html, or
by contacting our office). Then they must determine whether their actions may affect
those species or critical habitat. If a listed species or critical habitat may be affected,
consultation with the Service is required. For general guidance on Section 7(a)(2)
obligations for Federal projects, and step-by-step instructions on the process, please
visit: https://www.fws.gov/midwest/Endangered/section7/s7process/index.html
Please note that Section 7 obligations or similar requirements may also apply to State
permits or authorizations that implement Federal laws or projects that are supported by
Federal funds (e.g., Clean Water Act, transportation projects).

2. NLEB Streamlined Consultation (optional for Federal projects that may
affect but will not involve prohibited take of NLEB):
Federal actions that involve incidental take not prohibited under the final 4(d) rule for
the NLEB may still result in effects to individual NLEB. As discussed above, section 7
of the ESA requires consultation with the Service if a Federal agency's action may
affect a listed species. This requirement does not change when a 4(d) rule is
implemented. However, for the NLEB 4(d) rule, the Service has provided a framework
to streamline section 7 consultations when Federal actions may affect the NLEB but
will not cause prohibited take. Federal agencies have the option to rely upon the finding
of the programmatic biological opinion for the final 4(d) rule to fulfill their projectspecific section 7 responsibilities by using the framework.
For more information on the NLEB Streamlined Consultation process and to download
a Streamlined Consultation Form, visit:
https://www.fws.gov/Midwest/endangered/mammals/nleb/s7.html
Please note that use of the streamlined framework is optional, and an agency may
choose to follow standard section 7 procedures instead. Even when take of NLEB is
exempt, we encourage Federal agencies to implement voluntary conservation measures
(i.e., winter tree removal) and avoid adverse effects to the species whenever possible.
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If your project may result in prohibited take of NLEB (see “NLEB 4(d) Rule Take
Prohibitions” above), standard section 7 procedures apply and this framework cannot
be used.

3. Range-wide Programmatic Consultation for Indiana Bat and Northern
Long-eared Bat (optional for Federal transportation projects that may
affect NLEB):
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
have standardized their approach to assessing impacts to Indiana bats and NLEB from
highway construction and expansion projects; then avoiding, minimizing and mitigating
those impacts. This landscape-level conservation strategy encompasses the ranges of
both bat species and provides transparency and predictability to FHWA and state
Departments of Transportation (DOTs) through proactive planning. Information
provided by this consultation and conservation strategy allows transportation agencies
to strategically avoid projects in high impact or high risk areas for the Indiana bat and
NLEB. For projects that cannot avoid impacts, project proponents receive information
on ways to minimize impacts and preclude the need to revise projects later in their
development. For large-scale projects or projects with greater impacts, priority
conservation areas may be used to offset and minimize the impacts of the take. This
approach is intended to increase the consistency of both project design and review,
reduce consultation process timeframes and delays, and contribute meaningfully to the
conservation of both species.
Please note that use of the Range-wide Programmatic Consultation for Indiana Bat and
NLEB is optional for Federal transportation projects, and transportation agencies may
choose to follow standard section 7 procedures instead. For more information on the
Range-wide Programmatic Consultation for Indiana Bat and NLEB, including User
Guide and Project Submittal Form documents, visit:
https://www.fws.gov/Midwest/endangered/section7/fhwa/index.html

V. MICHIGAN ECOLOGICAL SERVICES FIELD OFFICE CONTACT INFORMATION
Please contact the Michigan Ecological Services Field Office for more information on any
projects occurring in Michigan.
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Michigan Ecological Services Field Office
2651 Coolidge Road, Suite 101
East Lansing, MI 48823
Phone: 517-351-2555
Fax: 517-351-1443
TTY: 1-800-877-8339 (Federal Relay)
e-mail: EastLansing@fws.gov
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Environmental Assessment
Determinations and Compliance Findings for HUD-assisted Projects
24 CFR Part 58
Appendix E
Noise Abatement and Control Worksheet

Noise (EA Level Reviews)
General requirements
HUD’s noise regulations protect
residential properties from
excessive noise exposure. HUD
encourages mitigation as
appropriate.

Legislation
Noise Control Act of 1972

Regulation
Title 24 CFR 51
Subpart B

General Services Administration
Federal Management Circular
75-2: “Compatible Land Uses at
Federal Airfields”
References
https://www.hudexchange.info/programs/environmental-review/noise-abatement-andcontrol
1. What activities does your project involve? Check all that apply:
☐ New construction for residential use
NOTE: HUD assistance to new construction projects is generally prohibited if
they are located in an Unacceptable zone, and HUD discourages assistance for
new construction projects in Normally Unacceptable zones. See 24 CFR
51.101(a)(3) for further details.
→ Continue to Question 2.
☐ Rehabilitation of an existing residential property
NOTE: For major or substantial rehabilitation in Normally Unacceptable zones,
HUD encourages mitigation to reduce levels to acceptable compliance standards.
For major rehabilitation in Unacceptable zones, HUD strongly encourages
mitigation to reduce levels to acceptable compliance standards. See 24 CFR 51
Subpart B for further details.
→ Continue to Question 2.
☐ A research demonstration project which does not result in new construction
or reconstruction, interstate, land sales registration, or any timely emergency
assistance under disaster assistance provisions or appropriations which are
provided to save lives, protect property, protect public health and safety,
remove debris and wreckage, or assistance that has the effect of restoring
facilities substantially as they existed prior to the disaster
→ Based on the response, the review is in compliance with this section. Continue
to the Worksheet Summary below.
☒ None of the above
→ Based on the response, the review is in compliance with this section. Continue
to the Worksheet Summary below.

2. Complete the Preliminary Screening to identify potential noise generators in the
vicinity (1000’ from a major road, 3000’ from a railroad, or 15 miles from an airport).
Indicate the findings of the Preliminary Screening below:
☐ There are no noise generators found within the threshold distances above.
→ Based on the response, the review is in compliance with this section. Continue
to the Worksheet Summary below. Provide a map showing the location of the
project relative to any noise generators.
☐ Noise generators were found within the threshold distances.
→ Continue to Question 3.
3. Complete the Noise Assessment Guidelines to quantify the noise exposure. Indicate
the findings of the Noise Assessment below:
☐ Acceptable: (65 decibels or less; the ceiling may be shifted to 70 decibels in
circumstances described in §24 CFR 51.105(a))
Indicate noise level here:
→ Based on the response, the review is in compliance with this section. Continue
to the Worksheet Summary below. Provide noise analysis, including noise level
and data used to complete the analysis.
☐ Normally Unacceptable: (Above 65 decibels but not exceeding 75 decibels;
the floor may be shifted to 70 decibels in circumstances described in 24 CFR
51.105(a))
Indicate noise level here:
If project is rehabilitation:
→ Continue to Question 4. Provide noise analysis, including noise level and
data used to complete the analysis.
If project is new construction:
Is the project in a largely undeveloped area1?
☐ No
→ Continue to Question 4. Provide noise analysis, including noise level
and data used to complete the analysis, and any other relevant
information.

1

A largely undeveloped area means the area within 2 miles of the project site is less than 50 percent developed
with urban uses or does not have water and sewer capacity to serve the project.

☐ Yes
→Your project requires completion of an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) pursuant to 51.104(b)(1)(i). Elevate this review to an EISlevel review.
☐ Unacceptable: (Above 75 decibels)
Indicate noise level here:
If project is rehabilitation:
HUD strongly encourages conversion of noise-exposed sites to land uses
compatible with high noise levels. Consider converting this property to a nonresidential use compatible with high noise levels.
→ Continue to Question 4. Provide noise analysis, including noise level
and data used to complete the analysis, and any other relevant
information.
If project is new construction:
Your project requires completion of an Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) pursuant to 51.104(b)(1)(i). You may either complete an EIS or provide
a waiver signed by the appropriate authority. Indicate your choice:
☐ Convert to an EIS
→ Provide noise analysis, including noise level and data used to complete
the analysis.
Continue to Question 4.
☐ Provide waiver
→ Provide an Environmental Impact Statement waiver from the Certifying
Officer or the Assistant Secretary for Community Planning and
Development per 24 CFR 51.104(b)(2) and noise analysis, including noise
level and data used to complete the analysis.
Continue to Question 4.

4. HUD strongly encourages mitigation be used to eliminate adverse noise impacts.
Explain in detail the exact measures that must be implemented to mitigate for the
impact or effect, including the timeline for implementation. This information will be
automatically included in the Mitigation summary for the environmental review.

☐ Mitigation as follows will be implemented:

→ Provide drawings, specifications, and other materials as needed to describe
the project’s noise mitigation measures. Continue to the Worksheet Summary.
☐ No mitigation is necessary.
Explain why mitigation will not be made here:

→ Continue to the Worksheet Summary.
Worksheet Summary
Compliance Determination
Provide a clear description of your determination and a synopsis of the information that it was
based on, such as:
• Map panel numbers and dates
• Names of all consulted parties and relevant consultation dates
• Names of plans or reports and relevant page numbers
• Any additional requirements specific to your region

This project is demolition – no new construction or rehabilitation, thus the project is in
compliance.
Jennifer Corralez, CDBG Coordinator

Are formal compliance steps or mitigation required?
☐ Yes
☒ No

Sole Source Aquifers (CEST and EA)
General requirements
The Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974
protects drinking water systems
which are the sole or principal
drinking water source for an area and
which, if contaminated, would create
a significant hazard to public health.

Legislation
Safe Drinking Water
Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C.
201, 300f et seq., and
21 U.S.C. 349)

Regulation
40 CFR Part 149

Reference
https://www.hudexchange.info/environmental-review/sole-source-aquifers

1. Does your project consist solely of acquisition, leasing, or rehabilitation of an existing
building(s)?
☐Yes → Based on the response, the review is in compliance with this section. Continue to the
Worksheet Summary below.

☐No →

Continue to Question 2.

2. Is the project located on a sole source aquifer (SSA)1?
☒No → Based on the response, the review is in compliance with this section. Continue to the
Worksheet Summary below. Provide documentation used to make your determination, such
as a map of your project (or jurisdiction, if appropriate) in relation to the nearest SSA and its
source area.

☐Yes → Continue to Question 3.
3. Does your region have a memorandum of understanding (MOU) or other working
agreement with EPA for HUD projects impacting a sole source aquifer?
Contact your Field or Regional Environmental Officer or visit the HUD webpage at the link
above to determine if an MOU or agreement exists in your area.
☐Yes → Provide the MOU or agreement as part of your supporting documentation. Continue to
Question 4.

☐No →

Continue to Question 5.

4. Does your MOU or working agreement exclude your project from further review?
☐Yes → Based on the response, the review is in compliance with this section. Continue to the
Worksheet Summary below. Provide documentation used to make your determination and
document where your project fits within the MOU or agreement.
1

A sole source aquifer is defined as an aquifer that supplies at least 50 percent of the drinking water consumed in
the area overlying the aquifer. This includes streamflow source areas, which are upstream areas of losing streams
that flow into the recharge area.

☐No →

Continue to Question 5.

5. Will the proposed project contaminate the aquifer and create a significant hazard to public
health?
Consult with your Regional EPA Office. Your consultation request should include detailed
information about your proposed project and its relationship to the aquifer and associated
streamflow source area. EPA will also want to know about water, storm water and waste
water at the proposed project. Follow your MOU or working agreement or contact your
Regional EPA office for specific information you may need to provide. EPA may request
additional information if impacts to the aquifer are questionable after this information is
submitted for review.
☐No →

Based on the response, the review is in compliance with this section. Continue to the
Worksheet Summary below. Provide your correspondence with the EPA and all documents
used to make your determination.

☐Yes →

Work with EPA to develop mitigation measures. If mitigation measures are approved,
attach correspondence with EPA and include the mitigation measures in your
environmental review documents and project contracts. If EPA determines that the project
continues to pose a significant risk to the aquifer, federal financial assistance must be
denied. Continue to Question 6.

6. In order to continue with the project, any threat must be mitigated, and all mitigation must
be approved by the EPA. Explain in detail the proposed measures that can be implemented
to mitigate for the impact or effect, including the timeline for implementation.

→ Continue to the Worksheet Summary below. Provide documentation of the consultation
(including the Managing Agency’s concurrence) and any other documentation used to
make your determination.

Worksheet Summary
Compliance Determination
Provide a clear description of your determination and a synopsis of the information that it was
based on, such as:
• Map panel numbers and dates
• Names of all consulted parties and relevant consultation dates
• Names of plans or reports and relevant page numbers
• Any additional requirements specific to your region
The area was mapped using the Sole Source Aquifers Map linked from the HUD Exchange Sole Source
Aquifers Map on 4/13/2022. Benton Harbor is not located near a sole source aquifer.
CDBG Coordinator Jennifer Corralez

Are formal compliance steps or mitigation required?
☐ Yes
☒ No

Esri, HERE, Garmin, NGA, USGS, NPS

