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Stormwater runoff from the church parking lot exacerbates the bank erosion as it flows unmanaged over 
the paved surfaces and down the unstable embankment.

Additionally, aquatic organism passage and river flow are compromised at this site as a result of 
an abandoned municipal water main. The water main is exposed on the riverbed and is encased in 
concrete. The pipe and concrete control the riverbed elevation and have created an artificial pool with 
backwater extending about 150 feet upstream during low flow conditions. The low flow water level drops 
approximately 22 inches from the pool above the water main to a scour pool immediately below the 
water main. The height of this drop likely prevents the passage of most Eastern Brook Trout, especially 
the smaller size classes. Further, backwater created by the water main may be contributing to bedload 
deposition along the right bank above the crossing where a gravel point bar has formed.  

Project Objectives: The goal of the project is to restore and stabilize approximately 250 feet of severely 
eroding river bank and remove a fish passage and river flow barrier from the river (an abandoned water 
main). Two phases are planned: This project implements Phase 1 - design and permitting. Phase 2 will 
implement restoration construction at the site including stabilization of the riverbank at St. Peter Church, 
stormwater management for the church parking lot, and removal of the abandoned water main. 

Project Outcomes: The project outcomes for Phase 1 have been met which include the development of 
construction ready designs, approval of NHDES Wetlands permit, landowner permissions and selection of 
a consulting and engineer team of Headwaters Hydrology, LLC and Pathways Consulting, LLC. 
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Project Outcomes: With labor from the Brentwood Department of Public Works as well as volunteers, the 
following accomplishments were achieved:

•	 Installation of vegetated treatment swales, a stormwater treatment wetland and improved stormwater 
collection including two catch basins; 

•	 Installation of a grassed filter strip and buffer plantings along approximately 700 feet of the shoulder 
of Rowell Road; 

•	 Repairs and stabilization to damaged portions of the riverbank; 

•	 Repairs to culverts;

•	 Construction of a canoe launch with infiltration stairs for foot traffic; and

•	 Distribution of approximately 1,500 educational brochures. The brochures, titled Help Our River: Save 
Our Bay, provided practical measures for residents to reduce nutrient loads in stormwater runoff.

The town was also able to secure a conservation easement under a separate grant to ensure connectivity 
of the riparian buffer as well as to protect the project improvements. 
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length of Warren Brook and increased its slope. This has caused the channel of Warren Brook to carry more 
sediment, trigger bank erosion from what were once stable and well vegetated stream banks, and has 
eliminated the ability of the brook to deposit sediment upon its floodplains due to the lack of meanders 
or bends.

Project Objectives: The ultimate goal in implementing the Restoration Plan is to restore form and function 
to Warren Brook with access to floodplain. The continuing erosion, channel widening and encroachment 
through private properties threatens safety and the structural integrity of adjacent businesses and homes. 
The objectives and associated tasks for this project entailed design and permitting (data review, landowner 
coordination, wetland delineation, hydraulic modeling and construction design), bidding, construction, 
oversight and reporting for the Lower Warren Brook reach identified in the Restoration Plan.  

Project Outcomes: After approval of this project in 2012, a significant rainfall event occurred in June of 
the following year.  Approximately six inches of rain fell in five hours which resulted in flash flooding 
and damage to the previously restored section of the brook. The flooding in 2013 triggered channel 
incision and floodplain scour and revealed a buried concrete structure (old dam) within the project area 
that the Restoration Plan had not taken into account. The discovery of this structure resulted in elevated 
construction bids that were beyond the available budget secured by project partners. As a result, this 
project needed to be redesigned to incorporate removal of the buried dam remnants.

Headwaters Hydrology, professional land and water resources consultant, was selected by the Town 
of Alstead to manage the project. The tasks of existing data review, landowner coordination, wetland 
delineation, field survey, base map creation, hydraulic modeling, final designs and construction plan 
preparations, permitting, bidding and drafting of contract documents have all been completed to date. 
Permission letters from the two private land owners within the project area have also been secured and 
the New Hampshire legislature passed Senate Bill 57 in the 2013 session which specifically approves the 
project on the state-owned properties in the project area.

Although this project was closed, prior to completion, the $20,000 expended under this phase funded all 
of the project tasks, except for actual construction. The unspent balance will be applied toward a future 
Section 319 grant that will restore long-term stability and high quality aquatic and riparian habitats by 
realigning 810 linear feet of the brook to a meandering channel, constructing terraces bordering the 
brook, installing rock and wood in-stream structures, removing riprap and planting willow and dogwood 
live stakes. The floodplain habitat will also be diversified through the creation of vernal pools where the 
former channel existed. Project partners expect that within five to ten years after construction has been 
completed, visitors to this restored reach of Warren Brook will not be able to distinguish this restored 
reach from an undisturbed stream habitat in New Hampshire. The NHDES Watershed Assistance Section 
looks forward to the construction phase of this project and our continued partnership with the Town of 
Alstead, the Local River Advisory Committee and Headwaters Hydrology. 
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Harbor;

3. Establish water quality goal for phosphorus within Center Harbor;

4. Identify current and future pollution sources;

5. Estimate pollution reductions needed to maintain the water quality goal under projected future build-
out;

6. Determine actions needed to reduce pollution source loads in order to maintain the water quality goal;

7. Post Center Harbor Watershed Management Plan at www.winnipesaukeegateway.org;

8. Provide opportunities for participatory involvement for watershed residents as plan is developed;

9. Education and outreach of watershed stakeholders; and 

10. Project administration and reporting.

Project Outcomes: Unfortunately, just under half of the 31 tasks were completed between 2011 and 2014. 
Significant and timely progress was made at the outset of the project once the Grant Agreement was 
approved and the following outcomes were achieved:

1. Approved Site Specific Project Plan;

2. Calculation of the current water quality criteria for phosphorus and Tier 2 confirmation;

3. A water quality goal for phosphorus was developed and approved by the water quality advisory and 
project steering committees;

4. STEPL modeling results and modeling report for Center Harbor Bay Subwatershed; and

5. Various outreach efforts including a riparian buffer workshop, expansion of the Wi-CAN network blog 
and integration of the residential runoff tool on www.winnipesaukeegateway.org. 

However, the momentum achieved during the first year slowed over time due to personnel changes, 
resignations of key team members at critical junctures, and the eventual absence of a project manager.

In 2013, an extension of the project end date from December 31, 2013 to December 31, 2014 was granted 
in order to provide new staff time to get acquainted with the project and the scope of work yet to be 
completed. In February, 2014 and shortly after the STEPL modeling report was delivered by the Lake 
Winnipesaukee Watershed Association (LWWA), the new project manager at the LRPC resigned. One 
month later, a key technical project member resigned from the LWWA Board of Directors and the project 
team. With that resignation, the ability to conduct the on-the-ground survey work for BMP identification 
and prioritization was lost. Concurrent with this setback, the Director of the LRPC retired and, with that, 
support for completing remaining tasks dissolved. In April 2014, NHDES closed out the project with 
$39,700 of the grant award unspent. 

Although this project did not deliver the results anticipated, it did complete a large portion of the water 
quality criteria determination, goal setting and STEPL modeling required for the development of a 
watershed-based plan. Future efforts to develop a plan for Center Harbor will benefit greatly from these 
work products and NHDES looks forward to an opportunity to collaborate on this effort in the future.
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•	 An educational effort to make property owners and lake users aware of the sources and consequences 
of non-point source pollution; 

•	 Preliminary BMP designs to address sources; 

•	 Review of planning and zoning ordinances with an eye towards water quality protection; and,

•	 Methods for tracking progress during implementation of the plan recommendations.

Project Outcomes: A comprehensive watershed plan has been created with short and long-term goals for 
improving the water quality of Lake Wentworth and Crescent Lake over the next ten years (2013-2023). 
The long-term goal is to protect the water quality of Lake Wentworth and Crescent Lake through a 15% 
reduction in median in-lake total phosphorus (TP). The plan provides a roadmap for improving the water 
quality of Lake Wentworth and Crescent Lake, and provides a mechanism for acquiring grants and other 
funding to pay for the actions needed to achieve the water quality goal. In addition, it sets the stage for 
ongoing dialogue among key stakeholders in many facets of the community, and promotes coordinated 
municipal land use changes to address stormwater runoff. The success of this plan is dependent upon on-
going leadership, group commitment, and a concerted effort of volunteers.







































5. Governance, Law and Policy 

a. Recent Developments in Water Law and Policy 

There have been a number of significant developments in water law and public trust law, 
which along with a proper concern for common law limitations that limit uses of water by 
landowners or others outside a watershed or the basin, offer a supplemental basis for 
evaluating and protecting the waters of Michigan and the Great Lakes from diversions, 
withdrawals, consumptive uses, or other removals. In some instances, these recent 
developments could be used to strengthen the position of states and provinces in 
defending actions regarding denial or strict regulation of diversions and consumptive 
uses. In others, these developments may have weakened common law traditional 
limitations on water transfers off-tract or out of watersheds that protect flows, levels, 
water quality, and preferred traditional uses of water in connection with riparian or land 
overlying an aquifer. This section examines new developments in (1) riparian law and 
(2) groundwater law. 

Riparian Law 

The off-tract limitation or limit on diversions of groundwater that was removed from 
hydraulically connected lakes and streams may have been relaxed in Michigan Citizens 
for Water Conservation (MCWC) v. Nestle Waters/6 a case that influenced debate over 
Annex 2001 and later the diversion ban and the treatment of bottled water as a 
consumptive use, and consumptive uses and other provisions in the Compact. In the 
MCWC v. Nestle case, the Michigan Court of Appeals ignored the "off-tract" or "out of 
watershed limitation" in Michigan Supreme Court cases in favor of a new "reasonable 
use balancing test."17 Unlike the state Supreme Court's decisions, the Court of Appeals 
adopted the balancing test without regard to the status of the intermediate or end-user of 
the water. In short, Nestle was not a riparian owner and admittedly diverted the millions 
of gallons out of the watershed for bottling and sale to a significant extent out of the 
Great Basin. Accordingly, the underlying right of a landowner to use water in connection 
with his or her land may have been expanded to include anyone, anywhere, at any time. 
However, it is not clear if the case applies to direct removals or diversions from a lake or 
stream under riparian law, because a subsequent Michigan Court of Appeals decision that 
applied MCWC v. Nestle to Michigan's famed Au Sable R�ver was vacated.18 

16 Michigan Citizens for Water Conservation v. Nestle Waters North American Inc. 709 N.W. 2d 

17 4 (Mich. Ct. App. 2005), reh'g denied, 739 N.W.2d 332 (Mich. 2007). 
17 Kennedy v. Niles Water Supply Co., 173 Mich. 474. 1 39 N.W. 241 ,  (Mich. 1 913); Dumont v. 
Kellogg, 29 Mich. 420 1 8  Am. Rep. 102 ( 1874); Schenk v. City of Ann Arbor, 196 Mich. 75; 1 63 
NW 109 ( 19 17). 
18 Anglers of the AuSable v Department of Environmental Quality, 793 NW 2d. 596 (2010), 
vacated on rehearing (the vacated court of appeals decision reinstated the trial court opinion and 
erased the suggestion that the "reasonable use balancing test" in Nestle applied to riparian 
waters). 

11 

















From: Mangus, Amy
To: mi-waterstrategy
Cc: Karll, Kelly C; Evan Pratt; Chuck Hersey
Subject: SEMCOG Water Strategy Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 26, 2015 2:47:32 PM
Attachments: SEMCOG Water Strategy Comments.pdf

Thank you for your consideration of the attached comments.
 
Amy Mangus, Manager
SEMCOG Plan Implementation
313-324-3350
 

 
1001 Woodward Avenue, Suite 1400
Detroit, MI 48226
Main: 313-961-4266
Visit: www.semcog.org

 























From: Laura Haynes
To: mi-waterstrategy
Subject: Sen. Pavlov comments
Date: Thursday, August 27, 2015 11:06:17 AM
Attachments: Water Strategy Comments.pdf

Attached, you will find comments from Sen. Phil Pavlov regarding the 30-year water strategy.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.
 
Thank you,
 
Laura Haynes
Director of Constituent Relations and Community Resources
Senator Phil Pavlov

Michigan’s 25th Senate District
 
517-373-5074
LHaynes@senate.michigan.gov
 



From: Anne Woiwode
To: mi-waterstrategy
Cc: Gail Philbin; Melissa Damaschke; Erma Leaphart; Nancy Shiffler
Subject: Sierra Club comments on Water Strategy
Date: Friday, August 28, 2015 2:24:08 PM
Attachments: SierraClubCommentsonMichiganDEQ.docx (1).docx

To the Office of the Great Lakes:

Attached please find the comments of the Sierra Club on “Sustaining Michigan Water Heritage, A Strategy for the
 Next  Generation”.  These are the compiled comments of the Michigan Chapter and the Great Lakes Program of the
 Sierra Club.

I've copied the principals engaged in preparing the comments so that if there are questions we can respond to them. 

Thank you for accepting our comments.

Anne Woiwode, Conservation Director
Sierra Club Michigan Chapter

-- 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Anne Woiwode, Conservation Director 
Sierra Club Michigan Chapter
109 E. Grand River Ave, Lansing, MI 48906
anne.woiwode@sierraclub.org   office: 517-484-2372 x 11

Support the Sierra Club Michigan Chapter - protecting, exploring and enjoying
 Michigan since 1967
https://www.facebook.com/SierraClubMichigan 
 



Sierra Club Comments on  
“Sustaining Michigan Water Heritage, A Strategy for the Next  Generation” 

Submitted by the Sierra Club Michigan Chapter and the Sierra Club Great Lakes Program 

August 28, 2015 

“Sustaining Michigan Water Heritage, A Strategy for the Next  Generation” (Strategy) provides a broad 
sweep of water related issues in Michigan, and the objective of setting out a thirty year horizon on these 
issues is a positive.  Sierra Club offers these comments and recommendations seeking to improve and 
strengthen the Strategy, in particular in those areas where clearer, enforceable measures are needed to 
achieve the goals.  On the whole, we are disappointed that the Water Strategy speaks to what government 
“can” and “should” do versus what it WILL do to protect waters within the Great Lakes Basin.   

We respect and agree that all of the people of Michigan have a role to play in protecting and restoring our 
water quality, and Sierra Club has been among the organizations actively engaging our members and 
allies in water testing and storm water reduction for many years.  However, the State of Michigan must 
take the leadership role, starting with creating a stronger vision statement, and establishing or adopting 
specific verifiable goals and data driven solutions. For example, enforcement regarding citizen complaints 
on some categories of water quality permits have been noticeably reduced in the past few years, making it 
appear there are fewer violations and problems than in fact exist.   

In addition, the emphasis on voluntary measures should not take away from the state’s duty to ensure that 
regulations are protective of water quality and health, that they are based on the current scientific 
information rather than just balancing stakeholders’ positions, and that protective standards and permits 
are enforceable and, in fact, are enforced.  This is the State of Michigan’s primary obligation to its 
citizens in any Water Strategy - yet it seems to be significantly deemphasized over past statewide water 
plans.   

Sierra Club is concerned that the Strategy takes a step back from the 2009 “Michigan Great Lakes Plan” 
(https://www.michigan.gov/documents/deq/MI-GLPlan 262388 7.pdf ) with no explanation as to why 
this is being done.  The 30 year horizon of the Strategy suggests that the goal is to create forward motion 
that is not subject to political whims, yet the Strategy makes no mention of the extensive work done under 
the Granholm administration towards this same goal.  We ask that the Office of the Great Lakes compare 
the recommendations of the MI Great Lakes Plan with those of the Strategy and, in responding to 
comments, document and identify the differences.  

In addition, we are perplexed that certain vital pieces of information are missing from the Strategy.  For 
example, while there is a reference to researching technologies to treat ballast waters, there is no 
legislative or policy objective laid out based on extensive information that already exists.   

Below Sierra Club offers more detailed comments on the Water Strategy by section. Please let us know if 
there are questions.  Sierra Club is also willing to participate as a stakeholder in additional review and 
forums on the Water Strategy if invited.  

GOAL 1: Michigan’s aquatic ecosystems are healthy and functional 
 



Reducing blue-green algae blooms: Sierra Club agrees wholeheartedly that it is essential to develop a 
Strategy to tackle blue-green algae. Michigan agricultural crop and livestock operation runoff contributes 
to the cyanobacteria growth that poisoned the Lake Erie drinking water of more than 400,000 people in 
southern Michigan and Toledo last summer, and that is threatening western Lake Erie again this year.  
Similar conditions are of concern in Saginaw Bay and other parts of the Great Lakes as well.  However, 
the tools and actions cited in the Strategy that are intended to address this threat fall far short of 
addressing this dangerous and growing problem.  
 
Research and data going back as far as thirteen years1 has repeatedly demonstrated that agricultural 
practices along waterways, including buffer strips, grass strips, constructed wetlands, cover crops, and no-
till, are inadequate in removing dissolved reactive phosphorus (DRP) from surface water, especially in 
heavily tiled fields. These are among the activities in the Michigan Agricultural Environmental Assurance 
Program (MAEAP) “suite of practices” the report promotes. They are good practices for certain issues, 
but not if the goal is to “achieve 40% phosphorus reduction in the western Lake Erie basin,” because DRP 
will continue to enter waterways despite the use of these practices.  
 
The state has repeatedly passed up opportunities to take substantive steps to address the problem, and 
unfortunately the Strategy again ignores these effective steps. Just this year, the Michigan Department of 
Environmental Quality (DEQ) declined to make a change to its concentrated animal feeding operations 
(CAFO) water quality permit that would have taken a significant step towards reducing phosphorus 
runoff. The DEQ could have replicated a recent decision made in Ohio to completely ban the application 
of CAFO wastes to frozen or snow-covered ground, which would virtually eliminate one of the most 
common sources of substantial agricultural discharges into waterways that feed into our Great Lakes.  
Despite extensive, well-documented comments submitted to DEQ regarding the proposed renewal for the 
CAFO NPDES General Permit, the DEQ decided instead that spreading wastes on snow-covered or 
frozen ground would be a voluntary option for CAFO operators. This decision reflects the failed status 
quo here, where Michigan state agencies ask for rather than require that permitted agricultural operations 
implement measures to protect our water quality. The Lake Erie water crisis of last summer points clearly 
to the failure of “voluntary” standards, and the Strategy should demonstrate that the state is capable of 
learning from such failures by enacting enforceable, proven requirements. 
 
Refine and improve the water withdrawal assessment process:  Sierra Club supports the 
acknowledgement in the Strategy that the Water Withdrawal Assessment Tool (WWAT) needs 
improvement, because the current iteration is flawed. Groundwater is the primary source of drinking 
water for the majority of Michigan residents. Additionally, groundwater keeps streams wet during times 
of low flow and keeps many of our streams cold enough to support coldwater fish such as trout (and our 
comments apply to Goal 2 as well). 
 
In particular, the WWAT needs to address the short-term, high volume withdrawals used for oil and gas 
operations.  The model does not adequately address these impacts. Hydraulic fracturing uses very large 
quantities of water to fracture wells. Oil and gas wells drilled in Michigan have used upwards of 20 
million gallons for one well. In most cases, the water used to fracture the well is withdrawn from the 
ground near the hydraulic fracturing site. Back-flow from these wells can result in 30 to 75% of this water 
being returned to the surface.  The use of deep injection wells to dispose of this water renders this water 
as a total loss to the hydrologic system. Data collected on the impact of water withdrawals is necessary to 
effectively update the WWAT model, and deficiencies in or loss of that data raise concerns about the 
validity of the tool (see related comments regarding monitoring).  
                                                           
1 Environmentally Concerned Citizens of South Central Michigan (ECCSCM), www.nocafos.org , have documented 
the repeated failure of these practices to prevent pollution from concentrated animal feeding operations (CAFO) 
from entering surface waters.  Additional study references are available on request.  



 
 
GOAL 2: Michigan’s Water Resources are Clean and Safe 
Sierra Club supports the general direction of the recommendations under this goal, and the definitive 
language of the “measures of success” is encouraging.  We commend the recommendation to pass 
legislation to phase out the sale and use of microbeads as a solid and needed addition to current laws.  The 
recommendation to “establish priorities and address emerging pollutants of concern” is also a solid goal.  
However we note that simultaneously the DEQ is proposing to weaken Michigan air toxics regulations. 
Michigan’s unparalleled connection to and dependence on water, and our historic challenges addressing 
contamination of waters, argues for our state to implement protections based on precautionary principles.  
The continued existence of unresolved massive contamination sites in our state, and the stunning return of 
the algal blooms in Lake Erie should be a wakeup call that vigilance is critical when it comes to 
preventing pollution in Michigan.   
 
It should be remembered that the first solid understanding of the presence and threat of air toxics occurred 
in Michigan as PCBs were discovered in Siskiwit Lake on Isle Royale, and that our lack of knowledge is 
no guarantee that a pollution does not exist.  How the state identifies emerging pollutants is an important 
question, and the openness of Michigan agencies to responding to these will be a critical measure of 
success for the Strategy.  
 
There are some specific additions and improvements Sierra Club urges be addressed in this section, and 
we note this is not an exhaustive list.  Specifically, the state should adopt and enforce the updated EPA 
standards for protection of human health and the environment, for example the new standards for 
exposure to dioxane.  The state should increase restrictions and monitoring of injection wells for oil and 
gas production waste, including presence of TENORMS.  
 
 
 
GOAL 3: Michigan communities use water as a strategic asset for community and economic 
development. 
GOAL 4: Michigan’s water resources support quality natural resources, recreation and cultural 
opportunities. 
 
These two goals go hand in hand and should not be considered separately. The recognition that 
Michigan’s extraordinary water resources are an asset to all communities is one of the most important 
changes in attitude during the past several decades.  Protection of these natural resources, and assuring 
that any economic development or recreational uses must work to assure the protection of these assets 
needs to be clearly articulated in the Strategy.  These goals can be a positive, as long as it is recognized 
that water quality and ecosystem protection and restoration are an essential measure and need to come 
first; that access for the public for recreation, fishing, and other purposes should not be reduced in order to 
promote commercial developments; and that green infrastructure goes hand-in-glove with any proposals 
of this kind.  Even though Goal 4 includes some of these ideas, these need to be integrated.  
 
In developing commercial or recreational uses of our waters, Michigan must also assure that degradation 
of native ecosystems does not occur, and that restoration of those riparian and aquatic ecosystems is the 
top priority.  For example, the state of Michigan has opened up the possibility of commercial 
development of fish farming both on the Great Lakes and in the Au Sable River, and in fact issued a 
permit for a commercial operation in the Au Sable that threatens Michigan’s top, self-sustaining blue 
ribbon trout fishery.  The Strategy must clearly articulate that not all uses of our waterways are on par 
with each other, and reject the argument that there is a “balancing of interests” when the net result is the 
degradation of unique and irreplaceable resources.  Whether the damage occurs in a single action or 



through incremental degradation, Michigan must adopt and enforce a position that non-degradation of our 
precious waterways is always the top priority.  
 
Among the specific objectives for protecting our waterways, Michigan needs to assure reduction of 
mercury in the Great Lakes and inland fisheries by adopting of a strong, effective Clean Power Plan State 
Implementation Plan. Addressing climate disruption through this and many other measures is also 
essential in the goal of assuring our rivers, lakes and streams are healthy. As noted above, the State’s 
proposal to reduce the number of air toxics regulated may result in introduction of dangerous materials 
into even the most remote waters – again.  
 
The recommendations discuss monitoring beaches for contaminants, which is a good goal.  However, as 
we have seen in Lake Erie’s algal blooms, even when a situation begins to emergy it can take years of not 
decades to take steps to counteract it.  Monitoring alone is insufficient if there is not a commitment to act 
to address the problems in a preventative fashion. Of particular concern for recreational uses of water is 
addressing nutrients, pathogens and biological contaminants and invasives in ways that are enforceable.  
Western Lake Erie is the canary in the mine of threats to Saginaw Bay, Green Bay and inland waterways 
from bacteria and other pathogens.   
 
 
GOAL 5: Michigan has a strategic focus on water technology and innovation to grow sustainable 
water-based economies. 
Sierra Club applauds the in depth discussion of water conservation and developing a conservation and 
reuse strategy.  In addition to meshing with our commitments to the other Great Lakes and Provinces 
regarding sound policies for water conservation, this is an increasingly important priority in a world 
where climate disruption threatens water resources everywhere.  However, we are concerned that the 
Strategy again focuses on voluntary action primarily.  As climate change increasingly affects available 
water resources throughout North America, the state and Great Lakes Region need to assure that we have 
in place proactive, enforceable strategies for preventing water diversions and addressing water quantity, 
and that these measures are continually updated and sufficient to protect the waters here. The repeated 
efforts by Waukeshaw, WI, to seek a diversion out of the Great Lakes basin should be seen as the leading 
edge of what will be increasing urgent and politically powerful demands to undermine Michigan’s wise 
policies to keep our water here and ask people to come here to use it, rather than divert it away.  
 
 
GOAL 6: Michigan invests in infrastructure and supports funding to maintain clean water and 
healthy aquatic ecosystems.   
The long term challenges of failure to invest in our infrastructure are among the most pressing issues 
facing many communities, and this goal is a good one.  However, a concern of Sierra Club is what is 
unaddressed here: that access to water for drinking, washing, etc. is guaranteed in Michigan as a human 
right.  Michigan has been the home to gross injustices as a result of the “cost of service” for water utilities 
being imposed on communities and individuals who were unable to afford it, not because they did 
something wrong but as a result of the loss of customers from those systems, for example in Highland 
Park.  The Strategy needs to assure that Michigan policies address the questions of equity, of ensuring 
that water utilities continue to be publicly owned, and that the price of meeting the basic water needs for 
families is affordable.  
 
GOAL 7: Michigan has integrated outcome-based monitoring systems that support critical water-
based decisions. 
Sierra Club strongly endorses the concept that Michigan needs a plan and funding for comprehensive 
monitoring of groundwater and surface water quality and quantity. The best argument for the need is 
contained right here in this document--the state’s plan to reduce phosphorus runoff by 40% in the western 



Lake Erie basin as described in Goal #1 relies on buffer strips and other practices that won’t address the 
problem of dissolved phosphorus runoff.  Leaders who rely on academic models that don’t accurately 
reflect what happens on the ground are misled into thinking this will be money well spent.  Evidence that 
these practices won’t achieve the desired result is found in data gathered by ECCSCM through regular 
and meticulous edge-of-field testing around 41 sites in 19 Michigan townships in the western Lake Erie 
basin where CAFOS apply manure. In 2013 and 2014, 100% of samples (70 of 70) were above the safe 
level for aquatic species of .1 mg/L, and 96% (67 of 70) exceeded Michigan’s water quality standard for 
point sources of 1 mg/L. 
 
This is evidence gathered in one small part of the state by unpaid volunteers who care about their 
community and the health of the land and water. They see that a huge problem exists that is being ignored 
by the people in charge and decided to take matters into their own hands. The state needs to take a cue 
from them. Stop relying on academics to tell them what’s happening on the ground and find the money to 
do regular edge-of-field testing near CAFOs all over the state to find out what’s working and what’s not. 
Otherwise the 40% reduction goal will remain just that--a goal, not an achievement. 
 
Monitoring Tools are Essential: The State of Michigan appears to lack an emphasis on the most critical 
tools for determining the success or failure in achieving the proposed goals for the Strategy.  Two years 
ago, Sierra Club learned that the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) had discontinued or cut back 
substantially on their 5-year basin reviews or assessments as a result of budget cuts and staffing cuts.  
These 5-year basin reviews focused on fisheries, looking at fish community and populations, 
macroinvertebrates, other wildlife, riparian habitat, land use and land covers, paying particular attention 
to changes in land use or cover in the most recent 5 year period such perviousness. If the state has 
discontinued these 5-year basin reviews, the ability to monitor changes in these waterways resulting from 
permits affecting both water quantity and quality has been lost. Without a systematic assessment process, 
there won't be any way to effectively analyze trends in changes to surface water quality.  Watershed 
monitoring is occurring in some areas, but rather than the DEQ and DNR systematically identifying the 
most important waterways to monitor and assuring programs are in place (e.g. the Michigan reaches of 
the Maumee River basin and the Detroit River) the program is tied to voluntary actions.  A well-
developed and effectively implemented plan for monitoring Michigan’s waterways that are particularly of 
concern to the health of the Great Lakes and key areas of our state and region should be a priority.  
 
Goal 8: Michigan has the governance tools to address water challenges and provide clean water and 
healthy aquatic ecosystems. 
 
This goal acknowledges that institutional barriers and gaps can undermine even the best of intentions for 
achieving actual environmental protection.  We note that the focus is on agencies and policies that are 
focused on water.  Integrated systems need to also recognize that air pollution, toxics, energy policies and 
other arenas can and do have an effect on water quality and quantity.  As noted above, there is a need to 
also address contradictions across agencies vested with authority in these media and issues.  For example, 
inadequate enforcement of air quality standards impacts water quality goals.  
 
The emphasis on private foundations to support this work is troubling in several respects. The costs of 
addressing environmental challenges need to be borne by those who are benefiting from the activity that 
potentially compromises environmental quality.  The Strategy needs to state clearly that funding  
programs to protect the water quality and quantity of Michigan needs to be a high priority for the state, 
and should neither depend on the largesse of private foundations, nor be undercut because those who 
benefit refuse to pay the costs.  Michigan will not be able to sustain this Strategy or any other 
environmental programs if they are built increasingly on voluntary compliance and voluntary funding.  
And this premise ultimately shifts the burden to those who are the victims of improper environmental 
controls, who pay with their health and well-being, as well as the loss of ecosystem function and value.   



 
The suggestion that there should be great collaboration and inclusiveness in water policies is good, 
especially when the importance of not undercutting the state’s authority to maintain our legal authorities 
under the federal and state laws is clearly articulated. But the world is run by those who show up, and too 
often the people most in need of representation in the processes are unable to “show up”.  The increasing 
use of stakeholder processes where only a select group of invited people are at the table closes the door to 
those who are often the most at risk and in most need of having their voices heard. Open, public, 
transparent processes are critical at every level and the Strategy should prioritize this as an outcome for 
every step of the process.  
 
Regarding the proposed measure of success that “by 2030, achieve a 40% reduction in number of 
designated uses or impaired waters,” this measure is not explained and raises questions about 40% of 
what?  Does this relate to river miles, or a change in 40% of the segments, or some other measure? One 
on-going criticism of Michigan’s assessment of its progress in bringing our waterways back to fishable, 
swimmable, etc., is that waterways that have been designated agricultural drains have effectively been 
written off when it comes to cleaning them up.  Many other waterways have “insufficient information” or 
have had no assessments completed according to DEQ’s reporting the EPA. It will be impossible to use 
this merit to measure success if it is not future defined.   
 
GOAL 9: Michigan citizens are stewards of clean water and healthy aquatic ecosystems. 
 
Sierra Club strongly supports the encouragement of an engaged and informed citizenry who are 
participants in shaping policies and ensuring they are implemented.  We are among the organizations that 
actively participate in a variety of stewardship work and educational efforts, and support the Strategy 
encouraging these types of activities. Sierra Club would strongly suggest expanding this section to also 
acknowledge the importance of the active participation of citizen in supporting the development of laws, 
policies and other tools for protecting our waters.  The state needs to facilitate that through open, 
transparent and accessible decision making processes that are not simply limited to select stakeholders 
from the beginning.  In addition, the Strategy should acknowledge the importance of agency enforcement 
of those policies, and, in some cases, citizens taking steps to enforce Michigan’s environmental laws.  
While state agencies have the primary responsibility to enforce laws, citizens in our state are also given 
clear authority to act when our government agencies are either unable or unwilling to act.   
 
 





To us, the big picture context is quality of life. The state's overall, long term vitality will be 
determined by the quality of life it provides. And sustained investment in quality of life is 
inextricable from economic vitality. If the architects of the plan and the State of Michigan also 
hold this to be true, we urge you to make it explicit early and often. 

An example of how our thought process could be reflected in a unique vision that announces 
what we intend to do is: "Michigan capitalizes on its unique connection to the Great Lakes and 
all its water asset resources to support economic prosperity which enables sustained investment 
in protecting those water resources." (Note: to capitalize on our water resources, we have to 
invest in protecting them just like any other valued asset; economic vitality enables that 
protection). 

Stormwater Management 

The OCWRC is leading a multi-agency effort to answer the question: what do we need to do to 
advance protection and enhancement of our water resources? We believe the science is clear and 
compelling: do a much better job of managing stormwater. Does the state also believe that 
stormwater management is the most common key to restoring water from impaired uses? We 
believe the state's answer is yes, but only by implication. If so, it must be explicitly stated and 
prominent in the Strategy. If not, ironically, the Water Strategy will reduce local governments' 
chances of success in addressing the problem. A whole range of the positive actions would 
trickle out of this powerful recognition in the Strategy. It will appropriately turn much more of 
the discussion and debate from "what do we need to do" to "how do we do best get it done." 

It would also be helpful if the Strategy recognized that storm water management services are akin 
to other utility services such as sewage treatment, and the provision of safe drinking water. 
Lastly, the Strategy could articulate the components of rate structures that represent the true cost 
of service. This would include the full cycle of asset management: capital, operation, 
maintenance, and replacement. The Strategy could urge their adoption in utility rate systems 
recognizing it as an integral feature of investing in our own economic prosperity. 

Answering the "So what?" Question - Part 1 

The intent that we all own the plan is fairly clear. It is also very appropriate. What is not clear is 
how the state's initiative to create the Strategy will be accompanied by its use of the Strategy in 
decision making. 
However complex and/or controversial, we urge that the final strategy lead by example. It 
should articulate some of the ways it will be used to support the state's decision making. And it 
should do so for departments other than DEQ. This is critical to making the culture of thinking 
sought in the Strategy, well, a part of the culture of thinking. Our suggested approach to 
Outcomes and Measures (see below) provides a concrete structure for providing clarity of 
direction and purpose to a wide range of organizations, including state government. 



Answering the "So what?" Question - Part 2 

The Strategy can be given immediate impact and credibility through identifying a short list of 
important actions that must be pursued immediately. Each action should have an explanation of 
why it rises to the top in the context of the big picture. We urge that one of those actions be 
geared toward assuring the Strategy supports advancement of stormwater management. We urge 
the Strategy "support providing owners and operators of stormwater systems with the investment 
tools necessary to manage this asset because it is fundamental to achieving the vision." 

Outcomes 

The focus on outcomes is a great approach for a strategy document. Very appropriately, the 
Strategy is a product of several state departments reflecting the inter-agency collaboration 
needed for success. But some outcomes actually read as actions. Two examples follow: 

"Surface and groundwater are managed to support sustainable human uses and ecological 
function." 

"Policies and innovative technologies are developed and adopted to grow and promote 
sustainable water-based economies. " 

Our primary concern is the outcomes in the draft Strategy are presented as new, unique to the 
Strategy, or both. We urge that the Strategy be built around the very same outcomes to which the 
whole state aspires in the aggregate. Presently those state outcomes are more implicit than 
explicit. Yet, they can be readily extracted from speeches, written materials, decisions, etc. We 
believe that Michigan is rightly focused on quality of life. And we believe that quality of life can 
be defined by a simple set of outcomes that become the focus of every action we take. 

Some examples of what we believe those outcomes to be with example actions from the draft 
Strategy follow. 

Healthy, Accessible Water Resources 
• Establish a long-term Water Fund to achieve Water Strategy goals including water 

infrastructure management 
• Prioritize investments in recreational harbors to address long-term infrastructure needs. 

Economic prosperity 
• Michigan has a strategic focus on water technology and innovation to grow sustainable 

water-based economies 
• Michigan communities use water as a strategic asset for community and economic 

development. 

Quality services 
• Pass a statewide sanitary code and inspection requirements. 





From: Willi Water
To: mi-waterstrategy
Subject: Stormwater
Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2015 11:27:03 AM

Hello,

Is Macomb following Oakland's lead

https://www.oakgov.com/water/Documents/Standards/manufactured_treatment_systems_standards_update_2014.pdf



From: Gary A. Dawson
To: mi-waterstrategy
Cc: Linda M. Hilbert; Jeffrey A. Myrom; Thomas A. Stanko; Jessica M. Woycehoski; DOUGLAS B. ROBERTS JR
Subject: Submittal of Consumers Energy"s Comments on Michigan"s Draft Water Strategy: Sustaining Michigan"s Water

 Heritage-A Strategy for the Next Generation
Date: Friday, August 28, 2015 12:28:50 PM
Attachments: Michigan Water Strategy Comments of Consumers Energy.pdf

Consumers Energy’s comments on Michigan’s Draft Water Strategy are attached.
 
Thank you,
 
Gary A. Dawson, Ph.D.
Director of Environmental Policy– Land and Water Management
Environmental Services  Consumers Energy
O: 517-788-2432 | C: 517-262-5672 |Fax 517-788-2329

 
 



From: Joseph Aragona
To: mi-waterstrategy
Subject: Suggestions to Michigan"s Water Strategy
Date: Tuesday, August 25, 2015 5:38:13 PM
Attachments: letter to office of great lakes.pdf

Director Jon Allan,
 
Please see the attached letter from Representative Forlini regarding the draft of Michigans water
 strategy.
If you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me.
 
Joseph A. Aragona
Legislative Director
Rep. Anthony G. Forlini (24)
(517) 373-5746
 



From: Thomas Stephens
To: mi-waterstrategy; dremcom@lists.d-rem.org
Cc: Detroit Warriors; D-REM; PMA Group; D-REM Communications List
Subject: Supplemental Comments - State Water Strategy
Date: Saturday, October 03, 2015 8:24:58 AM

Dear Michigan Office of the Great Lakes:

I have received no response to the timely comments I filed on August 23 - not even any
 acknowledgment  of their receipt.  The State Water Strategy web site does not reflect any
 receipt or content of comments.  

In the meantime, new test results regarding lead in the water and the bloodstreams of children
 in Flint have furthered revealed the true, basic nature and direction of state water policy.   

I am now submitting a supplemental piece recently published (September 25) by Nick
 Dearden, Director of Global Justice Now, regarding the United Nations Sustainable
 Development Goals (SDGs), which raises parallel concerns expressed about the Draft State
 Water Strategy.  It is extremely relevant and persuasive.  

EXCERPT: "Unless you understand that the poverty of some flows from the
 wealth and power of others, efforts to fight poverty will not truly work."

Here is the link:
The UN Development Goals Miss the Point – It’s All About Power

MORE EXCERPTS: "The real problem is that this wish-list comes with no
 historical background of how we got here, and no political strategy for how we
 get out. As such it relies on a mixture of more market and more technically
 competent governments. There’s no sign that the economic model itself is
 broken – just that it needs some tuning.

Take one obvious gap: trans-national corporations. They aren’t mentioned in the
 SDGs, yet the power of corporations is fundamental to the staggering levels of
 inequality which afflict the world, and are at the centre of an economic model
 quite prepared to burn the planet in its drive for ever more profit. It is impossible
 to realise the targets of the SDGs without tackling corporate power.

Nor is there any acknowledgment of colonial history, of slavery, of racism, of
 desperately unfair terms of trade, of structural adjustment policies which flushed
 dozens of countries’ economies down the drain only 30 years ago [or of
 Michigan Emergency Management policies on the cutting edge of
 depriving our most vulnerable People of political agency, health and the
 means for life itself - TS]. Far from critiquing the control of the market, the
 SDGs exhort world leaders to "remove market distortions" and "ensure the
 proper functioning of food commodity markets." ... [the same underlying flaw
 in the draft state water strategy document, as discussed at length in my



 original comments]

In short, power doesn’t exist in the SDGs. The chapter on inequality nowhere
 mentions that the problem of poverty is inseparable from the problem of super-
wealth; that exploitation and the monopolisation of resources by the few is
 the cause of poverty.  Of course this lack of analysis isn’t accidental. In the
 world of fighting poverty, of 'development,' corporations and the super-rich are
 no longer problems, but partners."

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter.

Tom Stephens
jail4banksters@yahoo.com

In Detroit, democracy and the rule of law were suspended by a brutal white

 supremacist, neoliberalizing corporate patriarchal takeover.  For the barely

 concealed purpose of imposing the terrible costs and burdens of the Wall

 Street crash of 2008 on the most powerless and vulnerable among us.
http://www.counterpunch.org/2014/03/19/detroit-lives/

If you're going to kick authority in the teeth, you might as well use two feet. - Keith

 Richards  

http://www.telegraph.co.uk/culture/music/music-news/10522722/Keith-Richards-21-of-his-best-quotes.html?

frame=2768039

From: Thomas Stephens <thomasstephens2043@sbcglobal.net>
To: "Mi-waterstrategy@michigan.gov" <Mi-waterstrategy@michigan.gov> 
Cc: Detroit Warriors <commons-pwb-forum@lists.sierraclub.org>; D-REM <d-rem@lists.d-rem.org>; PMA
 Group <pmadetroit@googlegroups.com>; D-REM Communications List <dremcom@lists.d-rem.org> 
Sent: Sunday, August 23, 2015 9:44 AM
Subject: [DREMcom] Final Comments on Draft State Water Strategy



“… access to safe drinkable water is a basic and universal human right, since it is essential
 to human survival and, as such, is a condition for the exercise of other human rights.”
–Pope Francis, Laudato Si’ (P. 23 ¶ 30)
 



Sustaining Michigan’s Water Heritage, A Strategy for the Next Generation 

DRAFT 

4 June 2015 

Lake Carriers’ Association Review 

21 July 2015 

 

Lake Carriers’ Association (LCA) appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the document, 
“Sustaining Michigan’s Water Heritage.”  Overall, the document is well written, comprehensive, 
detailed, thoughtfully presented, and implementable.  LCA does have specific comments as they relate 
to commercial shipping, the supporting infrastructure, investment priorities, and related discussions on 
policy.  They are as follows: 

 

1. Page 7, Create Vibrant Waterfronts, Goal 3, “Michigan communities use water as a strategic asset 
for community and economic development.”  Key recommendation, “Support investments in 
commercial harbors and ports and address long-term maritime infrastructure needs.” 

LCA fully supports commercial harbor and port investments as a key component in the economic 
vitality of the State of Michigan and local communities.  Maintaining existing harbors keeps products 
flowing such as iron ore to Detroit and coal to Monroe with significant reductions in transportation 
costs over other modes of transportation, minimizes the environmental impacts, and alleviates major 
impacts to the state’s aging roads and bridges.  Improving harbors such as Escanaba, including 
deepening its channels, increases its economic efficiency and viability for growth.  Our only caution is 
that development must always recognize that commercial vessels can only navigate in waters free of 
obstructions, so docks, floating finger piers, and the like must not interfere with waterborne 
commerce. 

 

2. Pages 14 and 15, last paragraph, reference to riparian erosion and sedimentation problems due to, 
among others, the lack of riparian buffers and deforestation. 

LCA believes that upstream riparian management of soils is an essential tool not only to the 
quantitative reduction of sediments downstream impacting commercial and recreational navigation 
interests, but also in the environmental quality of the sediment that if managed properly can reduce 
and eventually eliminate the need for the costly option for storage of dredged materials in confined 
disposal facilities, and open the door to more environmentally sound beneficial uses of the dredged 
material. 

 

3. Page 15, second paragraph, “Taking a broad approach starting upstream and working downstream 
to the mouth of the river can have comprehensive impacts on aquatic ecosystems, international 
shipping, and river recreation.” 
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Initiatives that begin as high up in the watershed as possible and continue downstream focusing on 
minimizing stream bank erosion due to anthropogenic modifications to the watershed and that seek 
to restore to the greatest extent possible the environmental integrity of ecosystems are paramount 
to healthy streams, rivers, harbors, and lakes.  This approach not only facilitates environmental 
healing, but also minimizes downstream degradation where pollutants concentrate when sediments 
drop out of suspension.  It reduces overall sediment loads, thus decreasing the frequency of dredging 
of waterways and harbors and the very costly construction, with a large local partner financial cost 
share, of new confined disposal facilities.  Also, the positive impacts are not just limited to 
“international shipping” but to all shipping, foreign and domestic, on the Great Lakes. 

 

4. Page 27, first paragraph, “Michigan’s waterfronts supported industries such as shipbuilding, power 
production, lumber yards, tanneries and chemical production . . . As industries abandoned the 
waterfront . . .” 

In our opinion, it was not a question of industries “abandoning” the waterfront, it was that many 
were driven out of business by unfair trade.  Still, many remain as integral drivers of local economies.  
A 2011 study by Michigan Sea Grant showed that the Great Lakes shipping industry is a key factor in 
directly supporting over 525,000 Michigan jobs, including those in manufacturing, construction, 
power production, and mining.  It should be stressed that vibrant waterfronts can and do include 
commercial ports and operations such as in Detroit, Sault Ste. Marie, and Marquette. 

 

5. Page 28, Create Sustainable Commercial Ports and Harbors, last sentence, ”However, the 
maintenance of channels, ports and harbors is only partially the responsibility of the state and 
federal government and therefore needs to be incorporated into the business models of maritime 
companies.” 

It is in fact the responsibility of the United States Army Corps of Engineers (the Corps) to provide safe, 
reliable, efficient, and environmentally sustainable waterborne transportation systems (channels, 
harbors, and waterways) for movement of commerce, national security needs, and recreation in 
federally authorized projects.  What is lacking is the dedication of sufficient funds by the Corps to 
Great Lakes ports’ dredging and maintenance.  The Harbor Maintenance Tax (HMT) is a federal tax 
already imposed on shippers based on the value of the goods being shipped through ports.  The tax is 
placed in the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund (HMTF) which is used for projects such as maintenance 
dredging of federal navigational channels.  HMT revenues are about $1.6 billion per year with 
expenditures from the HMTF averaging only $850-900 million per year.  Currently the HMTF has 
nearly $10 billion in unexpended funds.  In the Great Lakes, there is a $220 million backlog in 
dredging.  The real issue is to get the funds already paid by the shippers to the outstanding projects 
in the harbors and waterways of the Great Lakes.  The Water Resources Reform and Development 
Act (WRRDA) of 2014 directs the federal government to incrementally increase expenditures from 
the HMTF until they reach 100 percent of receipts by 2025. 
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6. Page 29, last section, Recommendation, “Prioritize investments around strategic economic assets of 
commercial harbors and long-term sustainable infrastructure.” 

LCA wholeheartedly supports this recommendation as it promotes asset stewardship, a balance of 
the economic gains with the environmental benefits of waterborne transportation, and a 
compatibility with the regional approach of the Great Lakes Navigation System (GLNS). 

 

7. Page 42, first paragraph, first sentence, “The state’s infrastructure – roads, commercial ports, 
drinking water systems, sewer systems, energy plants, transmission systems and recreational 
facilities – form the backbone of the economy.” 

In addition to “commercial ports” and the rest of the list should be added “waterways” as these 
include the connecting channels of the St. Marys, St. Clair, and Detroit rivers as vital components of 
the State of Michigan’s infrastructure, for instance. 

 

8. Page 64, Goal 3, Number 3, Recommendation, “Prioritize investments around strategic economic 
assets of commercial harbors and long-term, sustainable infrastructure.”  Implementation Metric, 
“By 2020, increase the percentage of commercial traffic and other economic activity at Michigan’s 
commercial ports over a baseline established in 2015.”  Lead Actor, “MDOT, MDNR, MDEQ’s Office 
of the Great Lakes, Governor’s Office of Public-Private Partnerships, commercial maritime interests, 
local planning professionals.” 

LCA agrees wholeheartedly with the recommendation, but believes the implementation metric 
should define the baseline by some quantitative measure such as tonnage.  The lead actor list should 
also include industry as they are responsible for the products brought into and shipped from each 
port and how the cargo is moved (i.e., water, rail, or road). 

 

9. Page 71, Goal 4, Number 3, “Invest in innovative and technological advancements to lower the cost 
and frequency of dredging.” 

“Best practices” and “proven technology and methods” should be added.  For instance, in Cleveland, 
Ohio, the port authority has installed on a trial basis bed-load interceptors upstream of the 
navigation channel.  The port is intending to sell the captured material, mostly sands and larger 
grained silts, for beneficial reuse in construction and composting.  In Green Bay, Wisconsin, the port 
authority has worked with the Corps to rebuild the Cat Islands, which will take significant amounts of 
dredged material through the next 30-50 years and will also minimize the movement of sediment in 
the outer harbor, minimizing dredging in the channel.  For the lead actor, the state and local 
communities should be added because the Corps dredging mission does not mandate anything 
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beyond traditional removal from the navigation channel.    Also add the Technical Committee of the 
Great Lakes Dredging Team (GLDT).  Michigan is represented on the GLDT by the Michigan 
Department of Transportation and Michigan Department of Environmental Quality. 

 

10. Page 72, Goal 5, Recommendation 6, fourth bullet, “Researching treatment technologies to prevent 
introduction and spread of invasive species by ballast water.” 

Ballast water treatment technologies are currently mandated and regulated by the International 
Maritime Organization, United States Coast Guard, and United States Environmental Protection 
Agency.  The commercial maritime industry has established best management practices that since 
2006 have halted the introduction of new aquatic invasive species into the Great Lakes.  Spreading of 
invasive species throughout the GLNS by the domestic fleet, which is mostly confined upstream of the 
Welland Canal, has not been shown in this time period.  Prevention efforts are extremely important 
at the state and local level and should focus on recreational boaters, fishers, and the other 62 vectors 
of introduction and spread identified by the U.S. Geological Survey. 

 

11. Page 148, fourth paragraph, Inland Lakes and Streams. 

Please include in the definition, for clarification, that Part 301 includes “the St. Marys, St. Clair, and 
Detroit rivers.  Inland lake or stream does not include the Great Lakes, Lake St. Clair, or a lake or 
pond that has a surface area of less than 5 acres.” 



From: Spratling, Diamond (DEQ)
To: mi-waterstrategy
Subject: The Water Strategy Review
Date: Tuesday, August 04, 2015 9:55:44 AM

Hello, my name is Diamond Spratling. I am currently a sophomore at Bowling Green State University.
 I am also finishing up my internship at the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality. I would
 just like to say that I really enjoyed reading The Water Strategy Report. This report really opened my
 eyes to what could potentially be a new Michigan. Prior to reading this report, I hadn’t even had an
 interest in water conservation, let alone the numerous ways Michigan could benefit from it.
 Throughout my time at the DEQ, I got to work on a project that pertained to both The Water
 Strategy and The Blue Economy. I must say, that was by far the most exciting and interesting project
 I worked on all summer. I am excited to see what Michigan will do next and I would love to be a part
 of the next steps.
 
Diamond Spratling
Office of Environmental Assistance, Intern
Michigan Department of Environmental Quality
SpratlingD@michigan.gov
Ph: (517)-284-6886
Mon- Tues. 8 a.m- 5 p.m
 



 
426 Bay St., Petoskey, MI 49770 

231.347.1181 www.watershedcouncil.org 
 
 

August 28, 2015 
 
Mr. Jon Allan 
Michigan Department of Environmental Quality 
Office of the Great Lakes 
P.O. Box 30473 
Lansing, MI 48909-7973 
 
Dear Director Allan: 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the recent release of “Sustaining Michigan’s 
Water Heritage: A Strategy for the Next Generation.”  I am writing on behalf of Tip of the 
Mitt Watershed Council and more than 2,300 individual, business, and lake association 
members.  
 
The draft Water Strategy, “Sustaining Michigan’s Water Heritage: A Strategy for the Next 
Generation,” is a good step towards protection and restoration of Michigan’s most valuable 
resource – our waters – as well as the long-term support of our citizens, communities, and 
economy.  We commend the Governor and Office of the Great Lakes for initiating and 
developing the Water Strategy.  Implementation of the recommendations put forth in the 
Strategy would result in substantial improvements to the health of the Great Lakes 
ecosystem, Michigan’s citizens, and our economy. 
 
In the following sections, we provide recommendations that would strengthen Michigan’s 
Water Strategy. 

Overall Comments 
Coordination: It must be noted that the Great Lakes are, in fact, a global treasure and, 
therefore, protection and restoration must be considered in the context of all who share the 
resource.  While the Strategy is Michigan-specific, coordination with the other Great Lakes 
states, Canadian provinces, and Native American Tribes and First Nations is necessary to 
fully sustain our water heritage.  It would be good to acknowledge this. 
 
Funding: A substantial national and state commitment of financial resources will be 
required to implement the recommendations put forth in the Strategy.  Therefore, the 
Water Strategy should include specific funding levels, as well as existing and new funding 
resources for each issue area’s recommendations.  Additionally, the Strategy should 
encourage full allocation of appropriated funding for existing programs. 
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Accountability: Successful protection and restoration of the Great Lakes requires 
accountability, coordination, and fiscal responsibility. The roles and responsibilities of 
involved parties need to be fully defined or outlined.   
 
Leadership: In addition to outlining the roles and responsibilities of lead actors, it would 
improve the overall implementation performance if a central leadership position or 
authority was identified to provide more direction to the efforts of all the parties.  We 
worry that there is no implementation step identifying the overall leader, in charge of 
implementing the plan.  There needs to be an agency or office assigned and articulated as 
such.  We understand the challenges of writing and implementing a 30-year plan as 
numerous governors, legislatures, and agency personnel will ultimately take part.  
However, let us take notice of lessons learned from similar efforts.  The Comprehensive 
Everglades Restoration Program is a 30-year program, signed into law when Clinton was 
President and Jeb Bush was Governor of Florida.  This program, started in 2000, is still 
going strong at its halfway point, 15 years old.  One key reason for its success is the fact 
that lead agencies were identified as “orchestra leaders”, making sure the plan did not sit 
on a shelf. (See 
http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/Portals/44/docs/FactSheets/CERP FS August2015.pdf).   
 
Flexibility: Strategy goals must evolve with the advent of new stresses, technology, and 
scientific knowledge. It needs to be recognized by all that the Strategy is a living document, 
subject to the dynamic nature of the Great Lakes, and needs to maintain flexibility to 
adequately address and incorporate emerging threats, issues, technologies, and 
advancements in science. 
 
Transparency: We recommend requiring Annual Reports to be developed for the Water 
Strategy, in addition to a “taking stock” exercise every 5 years.  Annual reports should 
include information on progress made, successes, and obstacles or challenges faced with 
implementation of the recommendations.  This will keep the document in the public’s eye, 
and will show decision makers the important progress being made. 
 
Wetlands: Oddly, there is very little reference to wetlands within the Water Strategy.   
Wetlands are some of our most valuable resources – they provide homes for wildlife, 
maintain water quality, and protect us from floods. They are places of beauty that 
contribute greatly to the overall health of our environment and our quality of life. Although 
the functions and values that wetlands provide make them our most valuable landforms, 
the United States and Canada have lost alarming amounts of wetland habitat.  Michigan has 
lost 50% of its original wetlands. The percentage of Michigan’s coastal wetlands that have 
been lost is even greater, at 70%.  In total, over 5,600,000 acres of wetlands have been 
damaged or destroyed in Michigan. As we continue to lose wetlands in Michigan, it has 
becoming increasingly important for the State of Michigan to protect and wisely manage 
our wetland resources.  This needs to be reflected in a 30-year vision for our waters.  
Therefore, in addition to Michigan’s lakes, streams, and groundwater, wetlands need to be 
referenced and emphasized within the Strategy. 
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Table 2 Comments 
GOAL 1. 
 

 #1.  The implementation metric for #1 should also articulate some state-specific 
metric of measurement, taken from the Michigan Aquatic Invasive Species Plan.  In 
addition to ecological separation of the Great Lakes and Mississippi River Basins, we 
suggest including an additional recommendation: “By 2020, establish and fully fund 
a statewide Rapid Response Team, to address reports of new invasive species.” 
 

 #2.  If the implementation metric is to be a pilot project with Ontario, the Canadian 
Province needs to be identified as a Lead Actor.   
 

 #4.  A comprehensive strategy to prevent nuisance and harmful algal blooms must 
include mandatory measures for agricultural.  The current framework of relying 
solely on voluntary actions by farmers has proved ineffective to adequately address 
agricultural pollutants.  To ultimately protect the health of the lakes and citizens, it 
is time to consider more strict and accountable requirements for agriculture.  This 
should include, at a minimum, a full ban on winter application of manure and 
municipal sewer sludge on frozen fields. 
 

 #7.  The State should go beyond developing a harmful algal toxin assessment criteria 
and develop a statewide drinking water advisory, or action level target, for harmful 
algal toxins.  
 

 #8.  Non-governmental organizations (NGOs) should be included among the Lead 
Actors for this recommendation.  NGOs have been many steps ahead of state and 
local governments, and ahead of communities, at large, on the issue of climate 
change.  NGOs can provide valuable information to those entities, to help implement 
this recommendation. 
 

 #10.  NGOs should be included among the Lead Actors.  Many NGOs throughout the 
State, including the Watershed Council, have developed materials on shoreline and 
riparian ecology that can be utilized to encourage landowners to protect and fully 
benefit from their riparian area. 

 
In addition, the State needs to promote statewide policies and regulations that 
protect and enhance the riparian zone.   We have recently seen a rollback in 
environmental protections by the State Legislature.  If we truly want to leverage 
Michigan’s most treasured natural resource and ensure its long-term sustainability, 
then we need our elected officials to better protect lakes, rivers, and wetlands that 
are pillars of the state’s $17-billion tourism industry. 
 

 #13.  In addition to refining and improving the water withdrawal assessment 
process, the legislative exemption for water withdrawals associated with oil and gas 
development needs to be removed from state law.  Part 327, Great Lakes 
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Preservation Act, prohibits new or increased large quantity water withdrawals that 
cause an adverse resource impact.  When the water withdrawal legislation was 
originally enacted in 2006 and revised in 2008, Michigan’s oil and gas industry was 
using techniques that did not require large quantity withdrawals of water.  As a 
result, a withdrawal associated with oil and gas production is exempt from Part 327.  
(MCL324.32727(1)(a))  However, recent hydraulic fracturing techniques use 
significantly greater quantities of water than traditional methods – as high as 21 
million gallons per well.  Given the changing technology and potential impact upon 
groundwater resources of the state from these withdrawals, the exemption granted 
for activities authorized under Part 615 needs to be removed from Part 327.   
 

 We suggest inclusion of another recommendation for Goal 1:  Uphold the Great 
Lakes-St. Lawrence River Basin Water Resources Compact (Compact) by ensuring 
that Great Lakes water diversion applications meet every standard and requirement 
of the Compact, during Compact Council Regional Reviews.  We are expecting the 
City of Waukesha Diversion application to be approved by the Wisconsin 
Department of Natural Resources and submitted to the Compact Council.  As the 
first request for a diversion of Great Lakes water outside the Basin under the Great 
Lakes Compact, the review and decision-making on the Waukesha diversion 
application will establish a valuable precedent, setting the standard for future 
diversions.   It is imperative that the review and final decision be made on the 
standards put forth in the Compact.  

 
 #16.  We enthusiastically applaud the inclusion of this recommendation. 

 
 #17.  We suggest an additional recommendation to establish stormwater plans to 

protect high quality waters. The Watershed Council works with the cities of 
Petoskey and Harbor Springs, for example, in addition to numerous other cities and 
townships in our 4-county service area, to create stormwater management plans.  
This is very important and supplements work accomplished by numerous 319 
grants to address non-point source pollution in our high quality water region. 
 

 #18.  A similar implementation step is needed to protect high quality watersheds 
that are under constant pressure from development. Development needs to be 
conducted in an environmentally responsible manner that prevents degradation to 
water quality and ecosystem health.  Engaging landowners about healthy waters is a 
key investment for the state as it prevents spending thousands of more dollars to 
restore waters if they become impaired. 

 
GOAL 2. 
 

 #1.  We enthusiastically applaud the inclusion of mapping local groundwater 
conditions.  This is greatly needed.  
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 #2.  EXCELLENT pick up here!  We recently started researching information on 
geothermal, and shared our concerns with a member of the Water Use Advisory 
Council.  This is an area that needs to be more publicized, because we have seen 
circumstances in Northern Michigan where geothermal systems are being 
constructed without any permit application or evaluation of impacts to water 
resources.  (ALSO NOTE: The implementation metric section, under 2020, has a typo 
that says: “for comland-usemunity water systems…”) 
 

 #4.  First, we are not sure what this step actually means.  The implementation 
metric refers to a “pipeline strategy” that we think means the recommendations put 
forth in July 2015 by the Michigan Petroleum Pipeline Task Force.  If this is what is 
being referenced, the Water Strategy should identify it as such.  Additionally, the 
Lead Actors need to include federal government agencies and pipeline operators 
with infrastructure within the state. You cannot have a solid emergency plan 
regarding pipelines without including key federal actors responsible for emergency 
management and response, such as U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 
U.S. Coast Guard (USCG), and the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety 
Administration (PHMSA), or the pipeline operators themselves. 
 
In addition to implementation of the “pipeline strategy,” there are a number of 
actions the State could take to reduce the risk associated with oil transportation and 
improve preparedness to respond to pipeline emergencies.   
 
Examples include:  
 Enact legislation that amends Michigan Public Act 16 of 1929 and strengthens 

the review process for new oil pipelines by requiring a full environmental 
review of proposed routes, placing emphasis on minimizing pipeline water 
crossings. 

 Require that the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) 
conduct a pipeline water crossing survey to assess the risks of existing pipelines 
running under the state’s rivers, streams, and lakes. 

 Require approval of all spill response plans by MDEQ, subject to certain 
standards and open to public review and comment.  

 Further accelerate the replacement of bare steel and cast iron pipe within the 
State.  

 Prohibit transportation of crude oil and petroleum products in barges or tankers 
in Michigan waters.  

 Prohibit construction of new pipelines in the Great Lakes.  
 

 #5. YES!!!! This is sorely needed – see MSU’s recently released study showing we 
have underestimated the impacts of septic systems on our lakes and streams: 
http://msutoday.msu.edu/news/2015/septic-tanks-arent-keeping-poo-out-of-
rivers-and-lakes/ .  Lead Actors need to be more than the Legislature.  At a 
minimum, local Health Departments should be named, in addition to the MDEQ.    
 



Water Strategy Comments - TOMWC 
6 

 

 #6. The statewide code should require regular inspection and maintenance of all on-
site wastewater systems, with proof of such submitted periodically to the county or 
township.  The state should design and export a simple, standard record-keeping 
procedure required in the code.  Additionally, Lead Actors need to be more than the 
Legislature.  At a minimum, local Health Departments should be named, in addition 
to the MDEQ.   
 

 #10:  Community collection programs to properly dispose of unwanted and unused 
pharmaceuticals and personal care products can place a significant financial burden 
on local community entities.  Long-term funding needs to be secured and allocated 
to ensure communities can continue collection programs and properly dispose of 
such contaminants, into the future.   
 

GOAL 3.  
 

 #3.  The implementation metric should be quantitative, identifying how many 
communities by a certain year.  The recommendation needs numbers and timelines 
attached to them so that progress can be tracked against schedules.   

 
GOAL 4. 
 

 #4.  Include local governments as Lead Actors here. 
 

 #5.  Include local governments, Lake Associations, and NGOs as Lead Actors. 
Also, any public access site should include the establishment and maintenance of 
optimal greenbelts. Many state boat launches exhibit erosion and over-maintenance 
such as mowing and removal of native vegetation near the shoreline.  This can have 
potential negative effects on aquatic systems. The presence of a healthy greenbelt 
helps to drastically reduce the impact of boat launch pollutants. In addition, this 
allows the state to lead by example, educating the public on greenbelts which can 
promote their use.   
 

GOAL 5. 
 

 #1.  In addition to the Michigan Economic Development Corporation (MEDC) as a 
Lead Actor; we suggest including academia as well as the Michigan Department of 
Natural Resources (MDNR) as Lead Actors.  
 

 #2.  This recommendation should acknowledge the Compact, specifically, and 
emphasize how important this is to our ability to enforce the Compact standards in 
federal court. 
 

 #4.  We enthusiastically applaud this recommendation! 
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 #5.  We recommend encouraging entrepreneurs who think outside the box to 
handle wastewater management.  A good example is Big Fish Environmental ( see: 
www.bigfishenvironmental.com.) In 2007, Big Fish became the first (and only) 
facility in Michigan to produce bio-solids that meet the Class A Pathogen Reduction 
criteria to be considered Exceptional Quality by the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency. Companies like Big Fish should be supported and encouraged! 
 

GOAL 7.  
 

 #1.  We think the Compact should also be acknowledged on this step.   
 

 #2 and #3. YES!! 
 

GOAL 8. 
 

 #2.  We are very supportive of a Water Fellows Program. 
 

 #3.  It is past time to update the Drain Code!!   
   

 #4. The State needs to amend Part 303, Michigan’s Wetland Protection Act, to 
ensure the state program is consistent with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.   In 
1984, the State of Michigan was given approval to administer Section 404. This 
means that the MDEQ was approved to administer a state dredge and fill permitting 
program, in lieu of the federal Section 404 program administered by the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE) and EPA.  To keep the authority to administer Section 
404, a state must maintain a program that is equivalent to the federal program 
administered by the EPA. This is required so that every state meets minimum water 
quality standards, and to maintain a level playing field for business and 
development interests.  
 
Michigan has not maintained a program equivalent to the federal program. The EPA 
conducted a comprehensive review of the state program and found numerous 
deficiencies. EPA identified corrective actions for the state to take, in order to 
address those deficiencies and keep administering Section 404. A new law, PA 98 
enacted in July of 2013, was supposed to fix the deficiencies. But after changes by 
the Legislature, this law failed to correct all of the deficiencies, as it was intended to 
do in its original form, and introduced new inconsistencies with federal law. EPA 
has identified more than 20 provisions within the new law that are not consistent 
with, or are weaker than, federal law.  In order to retain full authority under the 
Clean Water Act to continue to manage Michigan’s own water resources, Part 303 
must be amended to be consistent with federal law.   
 

 #5.  A leader needs to be identified for the Water Team.  Additionally, the document 
needs to identify the tools and resources available and/or needed to achieve the 30-
year vision.   
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Table 3 Comments 

Continuing to advocate for Great Lakes Restoration Initiative funding and other federal 
programs that support the Great Lakes should be a priority within the Water Strategy 
Implementation Plan.  Over the last six years, the Great Lakes Restoration Initiative has 
invested more than $1.9 billion in the Great Lakes states of Minnesota, Wisconsin, Illinois, 
Indiana, Michigan, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and New York, and has been widely credited with 
accelerating the restoration of one of the world’s most important water bodies. It 
supported more than 2,000 projects, which have restored more than 110,000 acres of fish 
and wildlife habitat, opened up fish access to more than 1,900 miles of rivers, and helped 
farmers implement conservation programs on more than 280,000 acres of rural working 
lands. The Great Lakes Restoration Initiative has also funded important work on toxic 
hotspots around the region and as a result enough cleanup work has been completed to 
delist five of these formerly contaminated sites—in the previous two decades before the 
GLRI, only one site had been delisted.  State advocacy for this highly successful and 
unparalled program must remain a priority. 
   

Conclusion  
Protecting and restoring the Great Lakes is critical to Michigan’s future.  Michigan’s 10 
million residents depend on the Great Lakes for drinking water, recreation, and to support 
our economy. The Great Lakes keep our lights burning and assimilate our wastes. They 
cradle our fish and wildlife and provide endless hours of recreation. They temper our 
weather, allowing for a cornucopia of specialty crops. They define our state and our lives.  
 
The state’s economy, quality of life, scenic beauty and ecological health are irrevocably 
intertwined with the health and productivity of the Great Lakes.  It is with this 
understanding that we again commend the Administration for taking on the charge of 
developing a Water Strategy, and we look forward to working jointly with all partners to 
sustain Michigan’s water heritage for future generations.   
 
Thanks again for the opportunity to comment.  If you have any questions regarding these 
comments, please feel free to contact me at 231-347-1181 or 
grenetta@watershedcouncil.org.  
 
Sincerely,  

 
Grenetta Thomassey 
Program Director 
 



From: Haefner, Ralph
To: mi-waterstrategy
Cc: Allan, Jon (DEQ); Creal, William (DEQ); Jim Morris
Subject: USGS comments on Michigan’s Draft Water Strategy
Date: Tuesday, August 25, 2015 10:51:19 AM
Attachments: USGS MI Response to Draft Water Strategy-signed.pdf

Thanks for the opportunity to comment on Michigan's Draft Water Strategy. Please find our
 comments in the attached letter.

I look forward to seeing how USGS and MDEQ can work together on these important water
 issues.

Ralph.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Ralph J. Haefner, Deputy Center Director
U.S. Geological Survey
Michigan-Ohio Water Science Center
6520 Mercantile Way, Suite 5
Lansing, MI 48911-5991
Office: (517) 887-8927
Mobile: (517) 599-4954
Fax: (517) 887-8937
http://mi.water.usgs.gov/
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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United States Department of the Interior 
U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 

Michigan-Ohio Water Science Center 
6520 Mercantile Way, Suite 5 

Lansing, MI 48911 
 
 

August 25, 2015 
 
Office of the Great Lakes, DEQ 
P.O. Box 30473-7973 
Lansing, Michigan 48909 
 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Michigan’s Draft Water Strategy “Sustaining 
Michigan’s Water Heritage: A Strategy for the Next Generation.” A few of our staff members 
reviewed the document and two of us attended one of the Water Strategy Community 
Conversations hosted by Jon Allen. We offered some limited input at the meeting, and this letter 
provides some additional comments. 
 
As you may know, the U.S. Geological Survey Water Mission Area has many overlapping goals 
with the State of Michigan related to water resources and the Draft Water Strategy. Specifically, 
our mission is to serve the Nation by providing reliable scientific information to describe and 
understand the Earth; minimize loss of life and property from natural disasters; manage water, 
biological, energy, and mineral resources; and enhance and protect our quality of life.  
 
During our recent strategic science planning process, our staff and partners (including the MDEQ 
and other state agencies) identified several water-related focus areas for the Michigan-Ohio 
Water Science Center. These include the myriad of Great Lakes issues related to water use and 
availability; surface-water flows; surface-water and groundwater quality (including water-quality 
issues related to nutrients and sediment, HABs, green infrastructure and urban best management 
practices, and agricultural best management practices); environment and human health; mining; 
and oil and gas development. Clearly, we should take this opportunity to further coordinate our 
work with regards to the Water Strategy and the mission and strategic science planning of the 
U.S. Geological Survey. 
 
That being said, we would like to offer the following comments: 
 
1. We like how the strategy puts the onus on all Michiganders to be the stewards of their water 

resources (for example, Chapter 9 "Inspire Stewardship for Clean Water" and "Improve 
Water literacy”). 
 

2. Throughout the nine chapters, the U.S. Geological Survey recognizes many opportunities for 
collaboration with MDEQ and other state agencies. Our data-collection and research efforts 
have touched on almost all of the topics within the Water Strategy and we would welcome 
discussion on how we could lead or otherwise be involved in future efforts, including 
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Chapter 1: HABs, restoring hydrologic connectivity, WWAT, and the WUAC. 
  
Chapter 2: Mapping of local groundwater resources, evaluation of on-site wastewater 
treatment systems, and research with contaminants of emerging concern. 
 
Chapter 4: Beaches.  
 
Chapter 5: Water-research capabilities and green infrastructure. 
 
Chapter 6: Funding. Although our funding model includes some appropriated funds for work 
related to the National Streamflow Information Program, the National Groundwater 
Monitoring Network, and other programs, the U.S. Geological Survey also can provide 
matching funds from our Cooperative Water Program to leverage state funding.  
 
Chapter 7: Monitor water quality including natural and man-made contaminants, nutrients, 
and microbial health. Monitor water quantity including stocks and flows of surface water and 
groundwater. Some key strengths of the U.S. Geological Survey related to monitoring 
include quality assurance and quality control, archiving, and providing access to the data 
through our National Water Information System (NWIS) database available on the Internet at 
http://waterdata.usgs.gov/nwis. 
 
Chapter 8: The Interdepartmental Water Team described on the bottom of page 54 could 
include scientists from the U.S. Geological Survey plus other water managers, professionals, 
and trade groups. 
 
Chapter 9: Stewardship, outreach, and education. 
 
And throughout Table 2 (starting page 58), we recognize many data-collection and research 
topics that we are uniquely qualified to undertake and (or) partner with the MDEQ. 
 
3. Some specific recommendations… 

a. On page 4, you list “Monitor Water Quality.” Could that be expanded to “Monitor 
Water Quantity and Quality?” Seems like Chapter 7 should include quantity since 
quantity is an outcome of the chapter. 

b. Under Recommendations on page 14, consider adding something about droughts, as 
in “Incorporate planning for wet-weather extremes, droughts, and increased 
variability…” 

c. On page 31, perhaps you could include something about predictive beach models to 
complement real-time monitoring and source tracking in the Recommendation. The 
USGS has successfully developed predictive models in other areas of the country. 

d. In Chapter 6, you might include “Cooperative Programs” and (or) “Federal match” in 
the “Federal” box on line 2 of Figure 2 on page 46.  

e. As noted on page 50, Clean Michigan Initiative (CMI) funds are not adequate to 
support monitoring efforts and are scheduled to end in 2017. We need to plan to make 
other funding source(s) available for stream-flow monitoring and microbial health. 
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On a side note, U.S. Geological Survey hydrologists are working on a document 
summarizing our water-quality data collection at Michigan streams that was funded 
through CMI. 

f. We feel that there should be mention of the Great Lakes Compact in Chapter 8 to 
state something like… “The state should vigorously support the Great Lakes 
Compact and Agreement by active participation in the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence 
River Regional Body and Great Lakes- St. Lawrence River Compact Council 
including financial support of these entities entrusted to govern the Compact and 
Agreement.” 

 
4. In a few instances, the Strategy focuses specifically on Michigan’s waters without regards to 

neighboring states or Canada. For example, on page 48, the term "Michigan's water” is used. 
We all recognize that the Great Lakes (and water in general) are a shared resource and we 
cannot take on this responsibility or this water strategy alone. Our recommendation is to 
expand Michigan’s waters to include those waters shared by Great Lakes states and Canada. 
 

5. Similarly, the Water Strategy (and the State of Michigan) should look to adjoining states and 
Federal agencies to help accomplish the stated goals. We agree that, as described on page 35, 
“Collaboration among industry, regulators, economic developers and academia directing 
water research and development is the right place to start;” however, we also recommend 
including entities in neighboring states, Federal agencies, and Canada. 

 
6. In several instances, you emphasize that research should be done by academia (for example, 

under “Recommendations” on pages 25, 35, 39, and several instances in table 2), but we feel 
that you are missing an opportunity to involve internationally recognized researchers 
employed by federal agencies such as the U.S. Geological Survey and others.  

 
 
In closing, we welcome existing and future opportunities to collaborate with the State of 
Michigan. The Water Strategy is an impressive vision for the future of the State of Michigan and 
of the Great Lakes.  
 
You and your staff should feel free to contact us if there are any questions or discussions related 
to the Water Strategy or water-resources issues in general. We look forward to seeing how the 
U.S. Geological Survey can be an integral part of Michigan’s Water Strategy as it is 
implemented. 
 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 

Ralph J. Haefner 
Deputy Center Director 
rhaefner@usgs.gov 
(517) 887-8927 



From: Barbara Stevenson
To: mi-waterstrategy
Subject: Water afford ability plan
Date: Thursday, July 30, 2015 12:18:47 AM

Detroit and other cities such as Flint have conducted water shut offs that jeopardize the lives of citizens!  There are
 many people whose incomes are less than $10,000 a year and these people are disabled or elderly and they will not
 see an increase in their income . There is a well thought out Water Affordability plan that can offer alternatives to
 those low income consumers . In addition the city of Philadelphia is in the process of adopting such a plan . We
 urge the State of Michigan to respect  peoples right to water to survive, and to adjust this plan for the future to
 address the needs of all citizens to have clean water! Barbara Stevenson , Detroit 48214

Sent from my iPhone



From: Patricia Becker
To: mi-waterstrategy
Subject: Water for all
Date: Friday, August 07, 2015 10:45:31 AM

Water should be infrastructure. It should be paid for out of tax money and not billed to
 individual customers. That's the long-term solution to this problem.

Patty Becker

Patricia C. (Patty) Becker
APB Associates/Southeast Michigan Census Council (SEMCC)
28300 Franklin Rd, Southfield, MI 48034
office: 248-354-6520

pbecker@umich.edu 



From: Arthur
To: mi-waterstrategy
Subject: Water for all
Date: Thursday, July 30, 2015 2:45:56 PM

Please make sure your water plan includes provisions for Water For ALL regardless
 of income level!  

Thank you,

Arthur Liebhaber
Royal Oak, MI





From:
To: mi-waterstrategy
Subject: Water for Detroit Residents
Date: Friday, August 07, 2015 10:04:48 AM

Please make sure all Detroit residents, rich and poor, have water. It's a basic need for
 all.

Jean Klarich



 
 

 
 
 
 
 

University of Michigan 
520. E. Liberty St.  Suite 310  
Ann Abor, MI  48104-2210 

734-763-5834 
 

August 28, 2015 
 
Michigan Department of Environmental Quality 
Michigan Office of the Great Lakes 
525 West Allegan Street 
P.O. Box 30473 
Lansing, MI  48909-7973 
800-662-9278 
 
Dear Michigan Office of the Great Lakes:  
 
I am writing to express my support for your work to create and implement a comprehensive strategy for 
Michigan’s water resources. Many of the goals found within Sustaining Michigan Water Heritage, A 
Strategy for the Next Generation align with goals Michigan Sea Grant has worked toward for nearly 40 
years.  
 
Michigan Sea Grant promotes better understanding, conservation, and use of Michigan’s coastal resources 
by funding research, education, and outreach projects. These are designed to foster science-based decisions 
about the use and conservation of Great Lakes resources and provide access to science-based information 
about Michigan’s coasts and the Great Lakes. These efforts mesh with the strategy’s vision that 
“Michigan’s water resources support a healthy environment, healthy citizens, vibrant communities, and 
sustainable economies.” 
 
For example, Michigan Sea Grant’s recent and long-term efforts to provide science-based information 
about aquaculture, offer place-based learning opportunities, promote sustainable small harbors, and 
establish a clean marina program all support specific goals found in the strategy.  
 
Michigan Sea Grant’s work to develop a sustainable aquaculture industry in the state directly aligns with 
recommendations that the state focus on water technologies and innovation to grow sustainable water-based 
economies (Goal 5). Our program recently funded an integrated assessment to develop a strategic plan for 
the industry, with input from culturists, ecologists, and the public. We were successful in a recent 
application to fund a new extension educator who will focus work on aquaculture in the state, and we have 
additional funding to help support interns, develop curricula at community colleges, promote seafood at our 
annual Michigan Seafood Summit, educate the public in a series of meetings, and develop scientific  
underpinnings to help the state make decisions on which directions aquaculture should take.  



University of Michigan 
520. E. Liberty St.  Suite 310  
Ann Abor, MI  48104-2210 

734-763-5834 
 

 
 
I personally have been involved in the panel of experts to evaluate net-pen aquaculture, which is targeted to 
help the Quality of Life Agencies use best available science in their decisions about permitting net pens in 
the Great Lakes. We applaud the focus on aquaculture in the water strategy and believe aquaculture 
expansion could be a great addition to the Michigan economy, especially in rural areas of the state still 
needing employment. We also realize that this expansion must be done in an ecologically sensitive manner 
and strive to help maintain that focus throughout the industry. 
 
The Great Lakes Education Program (GLEP) has provided classroom and vessel-based education for K-12 
students in southeast Michigan since 1991. More than 85,000 students and 15,000 adults have participated 
— many experiencing the Great Lakes for the first time. Designed and run by Michigan Sea Grant, this 
long-term effort speaks to recommendations to integrate water literacy and place-based education into 
Michigan curriculum standards (Goal 9). The program includes classroom lessons and an entire day in the 
field — half a day on a Michigan Sea Grant educational vessel and half on shore learning about coastal 
ecology.   
 
Additionally, since 2001, GLEP cruises have been open to the public during the summer providing 
individuals, families, and educators an opportunity to learn about the Great Lakes by experiencing them 
firsthand. Surveys from these tours show that 95% of people feel greater responsibility for the lakes after 
participation.  
 
Michigan Sea Grant shares the goal that communities recognize and manage their waterfronts as strategic 
assets for economic development and stewardship of natural resources. We are currently working with state 
partners, including your department, as well as MDNR and MSHDA on the Sustainable Small Harbors 
project, and making strides toward implementing the recommendations outlined in Goals 3 and 4 of the 
strategy. We look forward to continuing the work initiated in this unique partnership. Michigan Sea Grant 
supports the state in developing a water fund to finance water infrastructure management, including harbor 
maintenance, as described in Goal 6. 
 
Water trail initiatives (Goal 4) and the Clean Marina Program (Goals 2 and 3) provide additional 
opportunities for the state and Michigan Sea Grant to continue, and build upon, collaborative efforts to 
protect natural resources and develop a stewardship ethic among Michigan citizens.  
 
Michigan Sea Grant supports the state’s efforts to create a long-range vision for Michigan’s water 
resources. Our program already works toward many of the strategy’s goals. We see ourselves as a natural 
partner as the state strives to implement recommendations in the plan and look forward to assisting the state 
in these efforts.   
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 
 

Dr. James S. Diana, Director 
jimd@umich.edu 
 



From: Laura Bretheim
To: mi-waterstrategy
Cc: David Ullrich; Simon Belisle
Subject: Water Strategy Comments - Great Lakes and St. Lawrence Cities Initiative
Date: Thursday, August 27, 2015 3:58:33 PM
Attachments: MI Water Strategy Comments GLSLCI final.pdf

Dear Michigan Department of Environment Quality Staff,
 
Please see the attached comments on the Michigan Water Strategy from the Great Lakes and St.
 Lawrence Cities Initiative. The Cities Initiative welcomes the opportunity to comment on the draft
 Water Strategy, and we look forward to seeing progress on the protection and restoration of the Great
 Lakes in the State of Michigan as this strategy moves forward.
 
With questions or requests for further information, please contact Simon Belisle, Program Manager, at
 312-201-4517 or simon.belisle@glslcities.org.
 

 
Thank you for your consideration,
 

  
David A. Ullrich, Executive Director 
Great Lakes and St. Lawrence Cities
 Initiative 
20 North Wacker Drive, Suite 2700 
Chicago, Illinois 60606 
Phone: 312.201.4516 
david.ullrich@glslcities.org 
www.glslcities.org 

 
 



From: Bair, Michael (DEQ)
To: mi-waterstrategy
Subject: Water Strategy Comments - Michael Bair
Date: Tuesday, August 04, 2015 9:25:34 AM

Dear Water Strategy Editors,

After reviewing the strategy draft, I have come up with a few comments and suggestions.  These
 ideas are fairly broad, but they include some of my main concerns with the draft.  I hope you take
 the following into consideration:

 

Increase Access to Great Lakes by providing public access to every five miles on shorelines.

·         I find this to be a good intention, but it has a high risk of failure.  There are too many people
 that would get upset by public access being added in areas that are natural and have been
 untouched for generations.

Promoting Water Based Economies

·         This seems risky, as marketing Michigan’s advantages based off of an abundance of water
 would mean a possible depletion of the great lakes natural fresh water and beauty

This whole water strategy seems really great for the state!  However, there is so much
 business/economic strategy that it is hard to see a healthy balance between conservancy and
 economic growth here.  In the strategy, Michigan seems to be used as a bargaining chip, displaying
 its natural resource advantages on the forefront as a means to economic success.  Both sides,
 economic and conservation, are presented well; but when put into action, will both be able to
 coexist simultaneously?

Thank you,

 

-Mike

 



From: Hans VanSumeren
To: mi-waterstrategy
Cc: Marguerite Cotto; Gabriel Schneider
Subject: Water Strategy Comments - Northwestern Michigan College
Date: Friday, August 28, 2015 4:56:13 PM
Attachments: Northwestern Michigan College WS Comments.pdf

Please find attached our comments regarding the draft report "Sustaining Michigan's Water
 Heritage - A Strategy for the Next Generation"

Thank you,
-- 
Hans W. Van Sumeren
Director of Great Lakes Water Studies Institute
Northwestern Michigan College
(231) 995-1793

hvansumeren@nmc.edu



From: John Gruchot
To: mi-waterstrategy
Subject: Water Strategy Comments - Ports & Harbors
Date: Friday, August 28, 2015 2:45:29 PM
Attachments: MI WaterStrategy - draft- comments.pdf

Attached is a letter transmitting comments from the St. Joseph River Harbor Authority on the State’s
 Water Strategy.
 
Please contact me if you have any questions or need any clarification.
 
 
Thank you, for your efforts in developing the comprehensive document.
 
John Gruchot
Planning Coordinator - Berrien County - Community Development Dept.
701 Main St.
St. Joseph, MI  49085
 
269-983-7111  ext.8350
 
 



Hi- 
I reviewed the Michigan Water Strategy from my perspective as the Volunteer Monitoring 
Program Manager at Friends of the Rouge.  Thank you for the opportunity.  Here are my 
comments. 
 
P. 6-7 Recommendations and Measures of Success 
 
Goal 1 – If “Reduction in annual volumes of untreated sewage discharges” is a measure, there 
should be a corresponding Key Recommendation that states:. 

• Support the funding necessary to address the remaining CSOs in the state 
 
Goal 3 – Outcome:  Economic and community development plans and efforts fully leverage 
water assets to create great places to live, work and play while protecting the ecosystem. 
 
Goal 4 – Need a corresponding Recommendation for “90% of the population has convenient 
access to swimmable and fishable water” AND realistically, boatable is more possible than 
swimmable since the urban watersheds where most of the population lives are nowhere near 
swimmable. 

• Fund the research and projects necessary to reduce E. coli in waterbodies.  
 

p. 13 Recommendations 
• Support research to develop a comprehensive understanding of the cause of HABs in 

Michigan’s waters (this is mentioned as the biggest challenge to the recommendations 
should address this) 
 

p. 14 Recommendations 
• Encourage planning across municipal boundaries, sharing of information and services 

 
p. 15 Recommendations – add to 

• “Remove or improve dams that are no longer safe or ecologically, economically or 
socially viable to protect public safety and create healthy connected aquatic systems” 
while avoiding opening dams that will invite invasive species movement 
upstream. 

 
p. 17 Recommendations - add 

• Support research to assess the effectiveness of green infrastructure and require grant-
funded projects to use the same measure of success so that projects can be evaluated 
and compared. 

 
p. 18 Recommendations 

• Fully fund measures that combine conservation and farmland preservation 
• Prohibit farms from releasing runoff from manure and discourage concentrated animal 

housing. 
 
p. 31 Recommendation 

• Address untreated CSOs and fund solutions. 
 
p. 32 Recommendation 

• Address site specific legacy issues 
 



p.33 Recommendation 
Define public access and address concerns about fragile environments, problems with 
aggressive use of water resources, etc.  
 
Designate Water Trails – recommendation 

• Provide support for agencies developing water trails 
 
p.36 Recommendations 
add to end- with an emphasis on business that improves water quality and does not harm it. 
 
p. 38 last paragraph 
Aquaculture especially in the Great Lakes will impair the lakes, increase phosphorous and 
potentially spread disease to native fish populations.  The Great Lakes are held in the public 
trust and should not be used for private aquaculture. Aquaculture contributes to the 
phosphorous problem. 
 
p.45 Recommendations 

• “Establish sustainable funding mechanisms to achieve Water Strategy goals including 
infrastructure management especially for CSOs. 

 
p. 48 second to last paragraph 
add:  Monitoring is being conducted by many organizations using volunteers and maintaining 
high data quality standards, especially those being certified through MiCorps.  The data is very 
useful to state agencies and these programs need to be supported and continue. 
 
p. 49 Recommendation 
add – and integrate volunteer monitoring data 
 
four goals – make five goals and add 

• Continue to support MiCorps and groups collecting useful data and integrate data into 
models 

 
p. 54 Recommendation 
add – Make sure state departments work together i.e. AOCs and stormwater management 
 
 
p. 58 
Recommendations 4-6 all need to address CSOs  
 
p. 59 11 “Remove or improve dams that are no longer safe or ecologically, economically or 
socially viable to protect public safety and create healthy, connected aquatic systems without 
encouraging the upstream movement of invasive species. 
 
p. 60 
14 – add  - the development of an evaluation tool for green infrastructure 
15 – add- and encourage green infrastructure 
 
p. 65 1 Recommendation – add for business that improves or does not impair water quality 
Implementation Metric – Ensure any aquaculture does not damage waterbodies. 
 
p. 67 Goal 7 1 Implementation metric – add and includes volunteer monitoring data 



 
 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the State of Michigan’s Water Strategy, 

Sustaining Michigan’s Water Heritage, A Strategy for the Next Generation.  

The Water Strategy is a strong document that confirms that one of Michigan’s greatest 

assets is clean and abundant water.  This priority needs to be embraced and 

institutionalized by the Governor, the legislature, the state agencies, watershed councils, 

and local governments.  These partners are vital to the success of this strategy.   

 

The overall goals, outcomes, and recommendations will help partners work toward a 

shared over-arching direction.  HRWC is a partner in implementing the water strategy 

and will take a leadership role on many recommendations.  As a partner on this Strategy 

though, we need the state agencies, legislature, and Governor to lead on several 

foundational role mentioned below. 

 

1. Implementation – While tables 1 and 2 are fairly comprehensive, a discussion on the 

strategy’s implementation is still unclear.  Will the state facilitate meetings with partners 

on each goal to define short and long-term goals and divide responsibilities?  Or is 

implementation of each goal left to disparate actions with a hope that together the actions 

will meet the overall goal?  HRWC recommends annual meetings of stakeholders for 

each goal. 

 

2. Roles -- Many of the recommendations require implementation at federal, state, 

watershed, and local levels.  HRWC is a key partner at the watershed level but detail on 

non-governmental participation is lacking and watershed council roles are unclear.  In 

Goal 8 on governance, the strategy should clarify partners to the strategy and their roles.  

The strategy should identify watershed councils as a key partner. 

 

Inter-agency coordination and communication is also vital for the implementation, yet 

any description of how this will happen is lacking.  

 

3. Enabling legislation-- Many of the goals require local government action such as 

stormwater improvements, asset management, and land use protections.  Legislation is 

needed that allows local units of government more freedom to pursue these actions such 

as a statewide sanitary code, septic inspection regulations, and enabling legislation to 

support stormwater utilities.  How will these be initiated, prioritized, and realized?  

 

4. Funding--Funding from state and federal governments is vital to the success of this 

strategy. Thus, a greater emphasis on the importance of the continuation or development 

of the Clean Water Nonpoint Source funds and a Clean Michigan Initiative-like bond are 



needed. Michiganders reliably demonstrate their commitment to invest in our state’s 

water and natural resources to protect a shared heritage and quality of life. 

 

5. The plan needs a strategy for evaluation.  Measures vary widely on specificity and 

appropriateness. 

 

Specific comments on Table 2. The Water Strategy Implementation Plan: 
 

Goal 1 #10 
HRWC has worked extensively with local governments and conservancies to enact 

ordinances and purchase land to protect buffers, riparian landscapes, and high quality 

natural lands that are critical to the protection of our water resources. Greater emphasis 

needs to be placed on conservation/protection strategies for natural lands, even those not 

located immediately in riparian zones. A statewide riparian buffer protection zone of 50 ft 

would be very effective at protecting aquatic ecosystems. 

 

Goal 1 #11  
HRWC advocates for dam removal and was successful in removing the Mill Pond Dam 

in Dexter, MI.  HRWC will continue to advocate for strategic dam removal as an 

effective tool for river and stream restoration.  Additional funding for the planning, 

deconstruction and restoration phases and technical support is needed from the State. 

 

Goal 1 #13  
More accurate data is needed to better calculate environmental flows for rivers.  HRWC 

is working through MiCorps to develop volunteer monitoring procedures to measure 

flow.  More flow monitoring is needed as is volunteer monitoring flow protocols. 

 

Goal 1 #14 
HRWC fully supports the use of green infrastructure across urban areas as a means of 

distributed stormwater runoff capture and treatment. HRWC has worked with local 

municipalities and regional organizations to help identify and plan for green 

infrastructure opportunities. HRWC also supports and works toward the conservation of 

existing green infrastructure across our watershed with planning assistance and land 

conservation strategies. Promoting green infrastructure is not sufficient. Phase II 

stormwater plans should be required to identify how green infrastructure and other 

stormwater infiltration strategies will be used to reduce impairments caused by excessive 

runoff, and the results should be measured and reported to DEQ. 

Goal 1, #16 

We believe the synergistic and innovative partnerships and planning needed to implement 

multiple goals of the Water Strategy are happening at the watershed level, and we are 

fortunate to have some outstanding watershed council and river restoration organizational 

models throughout the state.  We urge that this recommendation be a top priority of the 

plan:  Enhance financial and technical support of local stakeholder efforts to develop and 



implement watershed management plans to restore impaired waters, protect high quality 

waters, and develop and utilize water resource assets. 

Goal 1 #18 and elsewhere  
The Water Strategy needs to have clear and enforceable actions to curtail agricultural 

runoff and phosphorus. Numerous studies conclude that the harmful algae blooms in 

Lake Erie are driven by excessive phosphorus levels and that the vast majority of excess 

originates from agricultural watersheds. Agricultural management practices should be 

directly tied to water quality improvements, and accountability is sorely needed. 

Agriculture impacts and strategic goals need more emphasis. 

 

Goal 2 #1  
Water budgets are commonly used as a tool to manage surface and groundwater use and 

ecological function.  Water budgets need to be calculated for current and projected 

populations across major sectors.  Many recommendations are based on the assumption 

that we know how much water we have as surface water and ground water. Yet this 

exercise has not been conducted in any meaningful way and is a necessary foundation for 

making water resource decisions, especially with a changing climate.  

 

Goal 2 #3-7  
These recommendations address key issues of concern to HRWC.  In the Huron River 

Watershed, HRWC worked with local and county governments to pass point of sale 

septic inspection requirements.  This needs to be implemented statewide.  A statewide 

sanitary code is vital and needs to be passed in the first year.  Finally, HRWC has 

developed materials directed at homeowners with septic systems in conjunction with 

County health departments.  Funding and coordination is needed to get these materials 

distributed more widely. 

 

Goal 2 #10  
HRWC is advocating for a ban of coal tar based sealants and high PAH sealants.  

Michigan needs to revise water quality standards to better account for these established 

and potential carcinogens. HRWC is using the USGS data and working with local 

municipalities to pass local ordinances in hopes to gain enough momentum to pass a 

statewide ban.  Minnesota, Washington, and New York have passed a statewide ban.  

 

Goal 3 and Goal 4  
HRWC is leading a river revitalization and water trail effort on the Huron.  A statewide 

user survey and economic impact analysis will help make a stronger case for investments.  

Additionally, designated funding for water trail investments and recreation such as 

licenses and fees should be enacted.  Finally education on water safety and instruction 

needs to be expanded for non-motorized watercraft as water trail use increases. 

 

Goal 3  
There is too much emphasis and text on harbors relative to other strategies. 

 

Goal 5 #2  



In addition to voluntary targets, hard requirements and goals need to be implemented and 

enforced.  Voluntary measures will not get us to our goals.  We also need mandatory 

measures and incentives. 

 

Goal 5 #4  
HRWC strongly supports a water conservation and reuse strategy and is working in the 

watershed to develop best practices and educational materials for homeowners.  Major 

sectors should have set goals and minimum requirements rather than voluntary targets. 

 

Goal 6  
Many Michigan municipalities have dangerously old and unreliable water infrastructure. 

The recent SAW grant investments were a good start, but replacing and repairing aging 

infrastructure should be given more emphasis and funding focus. Local municipalities 

need enabling legislation for stormwater utilities.  Stormwater utilities are widely used 

throughout the county to fund much needed stormwater infrastructure improvements.  In 

the Huron River Watershed, the City of Ann Arbor has a stormwater utility and has 

accomplished substantially more projects and secured more matching funds for 

stormwater projects than any other community.  The City of Ann Arbor fears a future 

lawsuit given the Lansing v. Bolt and Jackson County v. City of Jackson legal decisions. 

As the legal opinions are clear on a lack of justification for stormwater utilities, utility 

rules need to be clarified to allow other communities to feel safe in establishing a utility 

to pay for needed infrastructure improvements, green infrastructure and other stormwater 

management strategies.  HRWC’s conversations with state elected officials in SE 

Michigan indicate there’s a foundation for bipartisan support. 

 

Goal 7  
HRWC’s monitoring program is in its 20th year and growing.  The Huron is hailed by 

scientists as the best studied river in Michigan.  Funds are hard to find for consistent, 

long-term, and high quality monitoring data.  Funding and central coordination through 

the MiCorps program is key to the success of this goal. 

 

Additionally, the Pall Gelman spill in our watershed highlights the lack of knowledge and 

data on groundwater supplies and movement. Groundwater data needs greater emphasis. 

 

Finally, monitoring should be considered integral to outcome-based management. 

Monitoring needs greater emphasis in stormwater rules and should be part of all 

conservation, remediation and restoration strategies. 

 

Goal 8  
This goal needs to be clearer on the governance roles of the federal, state, regional, 

watershed, and local partners.  A chart detailing these roles and responsibilities would be 

helpful, including watershed councils as an appropriate governance structure. Right now 

this goal seems like a catch-all for extra issues.  Clear roles of partners and lead agencies 

would be helpful with a clear statement to leverage and support watershed-based 

organizations to advance the goals and outcomes of the Water Strategy. 

 



Goal 9   
This goal is very important to the success of the strategy and HRWC prides itself on 

strong citizen engagement and stewardship.  A coordinated and funded public education 

and outreach program on water literacy is needed, not solely focused on K-12 education.  

Under recommendation #2, the State already implements and adheres to the US EPA’s 

survey tool method to assess behaviors and attitudes, the SIDMA/SIPES protocol.  

HRWC uses this protocol on our education and outreach efforts.  Finally, HRWC has 

been coordinating the MiCorps project with the Great Lakes Commission.  This program 

has had great success in engaging citizens in lakes and stream monitoring while 

producing extensive water quality and quantity data.  Through the tenure of the program 

there have been strong ideas to expand and deepen the program such as expanded 

monitoring parameters (flow as referenced earlier), a more robust conference, and better 

database and analysis tools. 

 

 

 







August 27, 2015 
Office of the Great Lakes,  
Department of Environmental Quality  
P.O. Box 30473-7973, Lansing, Michigan 48909  
Mi-waterstrategy@michigan.gov 
 
Comments on Michigan’s Draft Water Strategy 

From Michigan Trout Unlimited 

 

Michigan Trout Unlimited is a Michigan Non-Profit, serving ~7,500 members in Michigan (19 local 

chapters covering the entire state); whose mission is the conserve, protect and restore Michigan’s 

coldwater fisheries and their watersheds.   

We would like to commend the Office of the Great Lakes on their Draft Water Strategy.  The topic of 

water management in Michigan is complex and multi-faceted to say the least.  The draft report covers 

the breadth of relevant issues reasonably well given its length.  The report is logically organized and 

reads well.  We also commend you for the process you undertook in its development.  You hosted lots of 

public listening sessions, and it’s apparent in the report that you heard people during them.  You’ve also 

held numerous public outreach events to present the draft.  All of this is great public process, and is 

greatly appreciated.   

Our comments will address specific points we feel should be addressed in revision of the Water 

Strategy, but will also include feedback as to the points in the strategy that we will contribute to in the 

future.  You have done so much “right” with the report, that for brevity here, we will only focus on what 

we think need more consideration or inclusion – not all of the elements you have done successfully 

(those are numerous).  If you have any questions on these, or need clarification, please do not hesitate 

to contact us, through our representative, Dr. Bryan Burroughs (Executive 

Director)(bryanburroughs@michigantu.org), who has attended your past events related to this report.   

Thank you for considering these comments and thank you for your good work towards Michigan’s 

future. 

Comments 

I. Protect & Restore Aquatic Ecosystems 

A. AIS.   

1. Recommendation #1, add to Implementation Metrics, that ballast water treatment 

reform policy is implemented that is adequate to ensure the GL’s are not 

continuously ecologically disrupted by AIS from this vector.  The Chicago Area 

Waterways is a top threat, but Ballast Water has been the vector that has led to our 

damaging disruptions thus far, and is still not fully controlled.  

2. Recommendation #3, this is fine and good, but documenting the impacts from AIS is 

far less important than preventing them.  Do not let investment here detract from 

efforts needed to prevent them. 



3. Dreissenid mussels have devastated the function of the Great Lakes.  With the onset 

of Zequanox development, we finally may have the first promising prospect to 

managing them.  The state should fully invest itself into the development and 

effective implementation of that tool.  Research into its use should be pursued.  

Mass production scale up will be an issue, as well as deployment of it.  Current 

deployment is not adequate.  If we can manage to spread microbeads all over the 

lakes – we can figure out how to spread Zequanox all over them as well.  Investment 

here could be profoundly important to the productivity of the GL’s.  

B. Harmful algal blooms. 

a. Recommendations # 4 -7 pertain to HAB’s, and there impacts for safe drinking 

water.  These recommendations are likely more appropriately placed under Goal 2. 

– Clean and Safe waters.  Not sure they fully pertain to healthy and functional 

aquatic ecosystems.  Some do – as they pertain to non-toxic ones that have 

ecological effects on the lakes like anoxia, but the toxic ones are often an issue more 

relevant to clean and safe waters.   

C. Riparian Areas.  Recommendation #10.  Stops short of regulation or zoning use as a tool. The 

development of the guidance suggested is useful in education, but should also be 

incorporated into permitting rules, zoning restrictions, etc.  The State Natural Rivers 

Program was an example of such, and has been reduced greatly in funding and 

staffing/operation and has been suffering due to it.  Promoting expansion of this program 

would be a good additional recommendation. 

D. Dam Removal.   

a. Recommendation #11.  Dams are our greatest impairment of watershed function, 

and removal of them our greatest tool to improve it.  As this recommendation is in 

the ecosystem health and function goal – the inclusion of “improving” them for 

“protecting public safety”, should be moved to the Goal 6 – Infrastructure.  For 

stream ecosystems – removal of them is the benefit – not repairing and maintaining 

them.   

b. Implementation Metric: this focus on “address all at risk of failure” should be moved 

to Goal 6 – Infrastructure.  For this Goal #1, the important implementation metrics 

should include things like; 1. Complete a comprehensive state database of all dams, 

including information about their attributes that allow prioritization ranking of the 

ones where removal would do greatest benefit to aquatic health and function (this 

has not been done).  It should also include a metric on the progress towards 

removal of the damaging ones, (e.g., 10% of them should be removed by 2025).  

c. Another Implementation Metric, would be increase dedicated funding to dams 

(Governor Snyder created the state dam grant program a few years ago, initially at 

~2.5 million per year from General Fund.  It has shrunk to ~250 -350,000$ annually, 

which is good, but does not move quickly to the number of these that need to be 

addressed.)  

d. One other topic relevant to dams and their impacts on aquatic ecosystem health 

and function, is their continued use for hydroelectricity generation.  While this is 



renewable, it is not “Green Energy”, and is profoundly damaging to natural stream 

ecosystem function.  In relation to this we believe a recommendation such as the 

following would be valuable: “By 2017, no new sources of hydroelectric generation 

will qualify towards meeting the State’s mandatory renewable energy portfolio 

standard”.   We believe that “hydrokinetic” turbines will be a sector that seeks to 

develop.  These will cause almost all of the same impacts to stream ecosystem 

health and function as dams, and will also slow the momentum for small dam 

removal (as those old small dams are often targeted as sites for installation of these 

new turbines).  

e. This dam removal recommendation area is one that Trout Unlimited will be 

committed to pursuing continuously with the State.  Dam removals rank as our #1 or 

#2 most important proactive tools to ensure coldwater fish sustainability.   

E. Road Stream Crossings; Recommendation #12.   

a. TU is active in this realm, and is committed to continuing to be.  

b. The implementation metric is based on an increase over a baseline.  If this was 

meant to be an increase in annual numbers of these, clarify to state “annual”.  We 

suggest it might also be good to quantify the goal for increasing it (e.g., a 20% 

increase annually, by 2020).  But, with NGO’s and LUG’s being the lead actor, its 

important to note that we are limited by two things in how many of these can be 

done annually – 1. Staffing capacity to identify, coordinate, manage and 

engineer/design them, and 2.) available funding to pay for them (pots of funding are 

currently satiated by demand annually.)  So a plan to increase the number, needs to 

have a plan for how to overcome those limiting factors. 

c. Currently, there is a new state owned database for road stream crossings.  Many 

inventories of these crossings have been done for select watersheds, but much or 

most of the watersheds in the state, have not.   Ideas for other implementation 

metrics could include; 1. Covering road stream crossing inventories as part of 

watershed management plans, 2. Promoting or funding inventories of all Michigan 

watersheds, 3. Creating a prioritization scheme for these, based on both the river 

miles connected, quality of habitat connected by them, and sedimentation 

prevented by them – to help ensure the best ones are being done, 4. Increase state 

funding programs to pay for these (only state funding for them right now – is DNR 

Aquatic Habitat Grant – which is paid for by anglers).   

F. Water Use.  Recommendation # 13. TU is committed to engagement on this issue.  The 

implementation metric for this could use improvement.  Its too meager to only have as a 

goal, the development of priorities to the WUAC recommendations, and an implementation 

plan for them (that’s been done now by DEQ already).  We suggest that ALL of the WUAC’s 

recommendations are things that need to be done.  The metric should be something like, 

“By 2020, successful execution of the WUAC Rec’s implementation plan (provide a weblink 

directly to that new document, and the WUAC rec’s document), and by 2025 or 2030 – 

implementation of all the WUAC recommendations.”  Please also do revisions in the text 

(page 16) to more concretely link to the WUAC report and recommendations, and consider 



paraphrasing some of the conclusions of it rather than just eluding to or referencing its 

existence.   

G. Recommendation #15 – road planning for flooding.  Should this be placed under 

Infrastructure?  What’s the connection with this to aquatic health and function? 

H. Recommendation #16.  This is great.  However, traditional watershed management planning 

often did not cover topics like dam inventories or road stream crossing replacements – they 

were heavily focused on sedimentation issues.  In the future, it would be good to see this 

tool develop out to be a source for people to complete these other inventories and projects, 

and contribute to recommendations #11 and 12.   

I. Protection of High Quality Aquatic Environments. 

a. Throughout the plan, there is a heavy focus on restoring or fixing past ailments.  

What’s missing is a strategy to ensure how we can adequately protect, or keep our 

highest quality environments that way.  We’d like to see the strategy have a 

recommendation for how we can keep our best functioning waters in that state.  

Many of these are under near constant threats from various development 

proposals, new industry uses (e.g., agriculture expansion, mineral extraction, 

aquaculture expansion, climate changes, etc.).  Maybe a simple step towards that 

would be to call for an effort to identify MI’s highest quality aquatic ecosystems, 

and to promote development of means to ensure they stay that way (perhaps a 

committee or panel effort could be called to identify these waters as a first step?). 

J.  Aquaculture 

a. Aquaculture expansion was not mentioned explicitly in this document.  That 

industry is trying to lead an effort of massive expansion of it in this state, both on 

the Great Lakes, and on inland waters.    This offers some opportunities, but also 

myriad threats to the very things this strategy is aiming to ensure.  It offers threats 

such as nutrient enrichment/phosphorus pollution, effects on HAB’s, AIS 

introductions, diseases to impact all aquatic biota (e.g., the brook trout, lake trout 

and sturgeon used as measures of success in this document), effects on clean and 

safe waters (via antibiotics, hormones, etc.), and genetic dilution of wild fish stocks 

necessary for water-based recreation and world class fisheries (like steelhead) 

through escapement issues.  We realize the State is in a process of contemplating 

this issue, but to omit it from this report, while it’s on the brink of fruition and 

contemplation now, seems an unproductive omission.  We’d hope that coverage of 

this issue is possible in the revision, and perhaps a general recommendation on it is 

possible, (e.g., “Development of water-dependent economies, such as aquaculture, 

will be guided by regulations that ensure its establishment is sustainable, and not at 

the detriment of Aquatic Ecosystems, clean and safe waters, vibrant waterfronts, 

water-based recreation, or other water-based economies or the goals for those as 

proposed by this water strategy.) 

K. Drains and drain tiling 

a. The report explains a lot of concerns about designated drains, and drain tiling that 

has occurred and is occurring today, appropriately within this section on Aquatic 



ecosystem health and function.  However, recommendations do not appear to flow 

from that within this section.  Goal 8, Recommendation #3, is the mention about 

reviewing Drain Codes – and we support that and would wish to participate in it.   

b. Drain Code reform is critical.  Our Drain Code places drainage of water from the 

landscape as the primary objective of those waters, rather than as a critical one 

within a necessary set of multiple uses for those waters.  Maintaining their functions 

for drainage should and can be in concert with mutual uses, and no longer needs to 

be done at the exclusion of all other uses.  Goal 8, Rec #3 could just as easily be 

placed here under Goal 1 to emphasize this. 

c. Drain tiling is occurring at seemingly unprecedented rate in Michigan. This report 

spells out what the consequences will be for that, but other than offering voluntary 

collaborations as the follow up, offers no recommendations to address it.  At the 

very least, given the severity of this activity, there should be a recommendation for 

required permitting of it.  At the very least, we need to know where these are 

occurring so we can understand their future impacts, and later know where to look 

and revisit with solutions to fix them (if the impacts on the rivers will even be 

reversible).  Right now there is legislative effort to ensure no permitting is required 

– and the state has no account of the spread of this activity.  This really needs to be 

addressed with a recommendation for permitting.  You did a great job bringing the 

threat to the forefront in this report, we need a leadership recommendation to 

address it.   

L. Aquatic Diseases 

a. Much like AIS, or “emerging contaminants”, aquatic disease management should be 

explicitly discussed.  BKD, VHS and other disease concerns pop up, and threaten the 

health and function of our aquatic ecosystem, and the benefits they provide to us.  

Aquaculture expansion in Michigan, will pose severe new aquatic disease issues.  

Wildlife has been dealing with Bovine TB, EHD, Chronic wasting disease, avian flu, 

and others.  Much like Bovine TB, aquaculture expansion will introduce new disease 

management challenges which will cause losses and require significant resources to 

manage, and will likely come at the cost of both ecosystem health and function, but 

also water-based recreation goals in this report. Please consider the need to address 

this specifically.   

M. Wetlands.  This key aquatic resource, and its management needs does not prominently 

figure into this draft of the strategy.  As their benefits touch so many of the goals of the 

strategy, it likely deserves more explicit attention. 

N. Measures of Success 

a. In Table 1. There are specific measures of success listed, that are not found in the 

subsequent tables on all recommendations.  For goal 1, they include mentions of 

several fish metrics. 

b. Brook trout.  We support this measure, and know that is it is inline with federal 

agencies use of brook trout as a species indicator of concern.  However, please 

consider adding mention of steelhead as well – as it is another fish indicator that 



can also reflect the health and productivity of the Great Lakes, as well as stream 

systems (and their connectivity as one whole system), and is a critical element to 

water-based recreation. 

c. Sturgeon – rehabilitation of 10% of streams targeted for rehabilitation by the 

management plan for them, seems like an unambitious goal for a 30 year vision? 

Wouldn’t that mean the sturgeon restoration plan was a 300 year plan? 

d. Lake trout naturally reproducing and supporting wild-fish based fisheries in Lake 

Michigan, Huron and Superior.  This is an admirable goal, but 40 plus years of 

restoration efforts has not gained ground on this in Lakes Michigan or Huron.  

Protection of them in Lake Superior should be a priority, but 40 years of lack of 

success in the other lakes, may indicate that those lakes have been irrevocably 

changed by invasive species to states that just do not support wild lake trout.   At 

the same time, lack of prevention of AIS has now led to more changes that threaten 

collapse of chinook salmon fisheries.  What’s important here, is that we ensure AIS 

do not keep removing our valuable fisheries, and that we ensure some kind of high 

value salmonids are present in robust numbers.  Continued lake trout restoration is 

admirable, but if too much focus is given to recreating the past, we will not be 

focused on ensuring a productive future for the Great Lakes.  Lamprey management 

is another example, in focusing on them, we may not have invested properly in 

preventing dreissenid mussels, or begun work on Asian carp soon enough.  The goal 

should be a stabilized, highly productive, attractive, and valuable sport fishery in 

those lakes.    

II.  Ensure Safe & Clean Water 

a. We greatly appreciate the leadership recommendation on phasing out microbeads. 

b. The one category of “emerging” contaminants that perhaps was not clearly addressed, 

are things like hormones and or antibiotics.  These are being found in increasing 

distribution in the Great Lakes, through venues like municipal wastewater discharges 

that are not equipped to treat the water for things like birth control hormones, and 

other disposed of pharmaceuticals.  In public waters, these can find their way back into 

drinking water supplies, with potentially disturbing consequences for human health, as 

well as for fish and aquatic organisms.  If commercial aquaculture expands, there 

routine use of antibiotics in fish feed, and occasionally growth hormones, will similarly, 

be introducing these chemicals into public waters.  Public waste water treatment 

facilities need to adapt to the treatment of these chemicals, and aquaculture should be 

restricted from using them when they will be discharged to public waters.  They can 

have both human health, and was well fish & wildlife consequences, that may not be 

fully understood here yet, but have been better studied elsewhere in the world already.   

III. Create Vibrant Waterfronts 

a. Goal 3, Recommendation #4, appears more appropriate for Goal 5 – Water-based 

Economies than for this goal on vibrant waterfronts.  Often, the more “commercial” or 

“industrial” the waterfront remains, the less aesthetically pleasing and less vibrant it 

appears for tourism based stimulus or skilled worker business attraction, and the less 



potent it is for the community to use it as a centerpiece asset for a renaissance or 

revitalization.     

IV. Support Water-based Recreation 

a. The Mercury reduction recommendations is good, but could also be placed under Goal 2 

– clean and safe waters.  As in reality, fish with higher mercury levels may be healthy 

and function fine to create attractive fishing opportunities for those people not heavily 

focused in consumption of them.  Reduction of mercury is as much about keeping 

people safe while eating them, as it about creating world-renowned fishing 

opportunities. 

b. Despite this goal having an outcome of “waters of the state are world renowned for 

water –based recreational pursuits such as hunting, fishing, boating and swimming”, the 

recommendations under it are focused on swimming, GL boating harbors, fish 

consumption health and marketing water trails for boating and paddling.  The glaring 

omission, is recommendations focused on ensuring world-renowned hunting and fishing 

opportunities.  We appreciate the reference to water access goals of the state land plan, 

and those are appropriately reflected here.  However, this report needs to address a 

plan for expanding or better capitalizing on fishing and hunting here. 

i. We recognize that DEQ OGL would largely yield to and reference other plans of 

the DNR for fishing recreation, at least on the biological side of that 

management scenario.  However, here, as it relates to promoting these 

recreation pursuits, this report can help provide support to DNR management.  

One arena that the DNR is not robust in currently, is using socio-economic 

science and tools, with a staff proficient in them, to fully document and 

understand the market desires, or demands of the public (in-state, out-of-state, 

and globally) for their fishing experiences, with commensurate management 

changes to cater to them optimally, and market those opportunities effectively.  

Fishing, as a water-based recreational pursuit of key significance in MI, will not 

be maintained, or increased, unless fish management using much more 

recreation management based practices and socio-economic science are 

employed. 

ii. It would be a good to have recommendations based on fisheries, and some text 

dialogue about it in the strategy report.   

iii. A recommendation could be based on the Great Lakes fisheries, “Ensure that 

multiple productive, stable, attractive, and high valuable fisheries are 

maintained or created on the Great Lakes.” 

iv. A recommendation could be to “fully document the angling market for all of 

Michigan fisheries, integrate these demands into sport fisheries management 

plans and objectives, develop marketing strategies to increase recreational 

fishing in MI by 15% by 2025, and at least semiannually evaluate/monitor key 

metrics for this sector (licenses, trips, angler days, expenditures, satisfaction, 

etc. etc.) to assess effectiveness of management efforts.  [Today – most of our 

key fisheries have no existing management plans, or explicit objectives for their 



management direction – and little information exists on the preferences or 

attitudes of the users of them – that’s a problem for us managing that 

recreation!] 

c. Water-based recreation as an economy – and threatened by others. 

i. Water-based recreation is treated in this strategy as separate from water-based 

economies.  In reality, they are water-based economies.  Michigan’s tourism 

sector is its 2nd or 3rd largest depending on the measures used.  While not all of 

the tourism is water-based, much of it is either directly or indirectly. The 

Michigan Tourism Council has some very important strategic documents that 

illustrate that industry’s recognition of water-related issues as the most 

important set of issue threatening their economy (as self-identified in polling 

from within the industry).  Water-based recreation is not solely important as 

just a quality of life attribute, but it is an incredible economic base.   

ii. This economic sector is highly sustainable, and it is complimentary to and 

dependent on ecosystem health and quality.  This report mentions “achieving its 

water vision in a way that builds economic capacity while sustaining ecological 

integrity of this crucial resource for future generations.”  Water-based 

recreation, and the water-based or water-dependent tourism sector are ideal 

economic sectors in achieving this, as they benefit from ecological integrity, and 

often pay for restoration (recreational anglers pay for fisheries management, 

habitat restoration, dam removals, culverts, etc – while creating billions in 

economic expenditures in this state annually).    There should be some 

discussion of how these recreational pursuits are indeed also economies (and 

often other economies developing can jeopardize them).   

V. Promote Water-based Economies.  The key lacking piece of this goal and its discussion in the 

report, is the water-dependent tourism economy.  Almost of all of the recommendations are 

focused on innovations, or efficiencies for sectors that use water, but leave impacts from 

their use of it on other aspects – ecological, social, and cultural.  The MI Tourism Council has 

very useful and enlightening strategic documents for their expansion (#2 or 3 largest 

economic sector in MI), and also the aquatic threats they perceive threatening this sector.  

All too often, this economy is overlooked.  It is also too common, for any other form of 

economic development being proposed, to jeopardize or diminish the base of the water-

dependent tourism economy, without full consideration of the possible economic losses.    

a. We strongly request a recommendation or implementation metric be included, that in 

light of expanding water-based economies, says that we will have no net loss of water-

dependent tourism economy as a result of impacts from new water-based economies. 

b. An example; large scale commercial aquaculture expansion on the Au Sable River, will if 

disease such as whirling disease proliferate, or nutrients lead to expected noxious algal 

growth, diminished insect hatches, diminished trout densities, etc., lead to lower 

property values and local and state taxes,  diminished recreational fishing, loss of 

revenue to local hotels and lodges, restaurants, retail shops, and professional fishing 

guides.  This economic risk is in trade for 1-2 new jobs at the aquaculture facility.  This 



will play out with Great Lakes net penning similarly.  In efforts to grow water-based 

economies – we cannot jeopardize or lose more than we gain.  This concept is so critical 

to our future use of water resources – and its mentioned in this report’s introduction – 

but not explicitly addressed in these sections on water-based recreation and economies.   

c. Goal 5, Recommendation #1, Implementation Metric – refine to better define water-

dependent companies and investments, to include water-dependent tourism 

companies, existing and new.  Please omit specific mention of “specifically tracking 

aquaculture technology and related opportunities”.  This report really covered no 

ground work to be choosing favorites among water-based economies, especially 

aquaculture – which poses serious and significant risks to other water-based economies.  

If Michigan wants to see aquaculture develop – it should be through land-based 

recirculating system setups – not flow-through riverine ones or GL netpens.  The state 

should be developing stringent regulations on aquaculture, consistent across its forms, 

which would prevent impacts, while incentivizing sustainable and responsible forms.  

This report in no way develops or addresses aquaculture in any way robust enough to 

warrant an implementation metric specifically calling for special stewardship of 

aquaculture industry – we enthusiastically urge you to omit it here.   

VI. Invest in Water Infrastructure.  Dam repairs at unsafe dams, for public safety, better fits 

here on infrastructure – than with dam removals for aquatic health and function.   

VII. Monitor Water Quality. 

a. Recommendation #1.  We agree, and this recommendation should build into it, 

monitoring metrics for all of those purposes mentioned.   Large undertaking.  TU would 

be committed to supporting that effort.   

b. Recommendation #2 and 3.  TU is committed to supporting these.  Better understanding 

of our groundwater systems will be the key to both better protecting groundwater 

dependent systems (e.g., coldwater fisheries), but also minimizing user conflict and 

allowing greater use of groundwater.  It’ll be expensive, but we must start in 

understanding that resource better. 

VIII. Build Governance Tools. Goal 8, Recommendation #3, we wholeheartedly support that and 

would wish to participate in it.  Drain Code reform is critical.  Our Drain Code places 

drainage of water from the landscape as the primary objective of those waters, rather than 

as a critical one within a necessary set of uses for those waters.  Maintaining their functions 

for drainage should and can be in concert with mutual uses, and no longer needs to be done 

at the exclusion of all other uses.  In some rivers in Michigan, designated drain maintenance 

is now intruding on public trust rights and uses, and property uses of some in some cases.  

There have been too many abuses of the drain code, and its time to universally modernize 

and professionalize how we manage drains.   

IX. Inspire Stewardship for Clean Water 

a. Goal 9, Recommendation #1, we support this, have some national experience doing this, 

and would be willing to help support this effort. 

b. Recommendation #3, this recommendation on increasing volunteerism and stewardship 

is great, our organization is built upon that foundation.  However, the recommendation, 



the implementation metric, and the lead actors, are all written or structured as though 

it’s going to be about the State doing the programs and direct engagement of 

volunteers and stewards (e.g., MICorps expansion?).  The State agencies have relatively 

little experience engaging with new volunteers directly, and using and working with 

them effectively (even within MICorps, most of the individuals participating are doing so 

through a coordinating NGO).  However, Michigan boasts one of the most diverse, 

extensive, and passionate portfolios of volunteer-led conservation non-profits in the 

country (and likely the world).  Those groups have been monitoring, restoring, 

advocating and funding conservation works in MI for a very long time.  They are also 

always working to recruit and engage new volunteers and stewards from the public.  In 

the tenor of the Water Strategy, this plan has to be Our plan, with all Michiganders 

pulling for it.  In light of that, we think this recommendation and implementation could 

be reworked to reflect the State working to promote volunteerism through existing 

conservation NGO’s, working in partnership with those existing volunteer groups to help 

grow them and see them more productive towards all of the relevant goals in the 

strategy.  The way this is written now is missing some really great opportunities for true 

synergy.   We would be glad to meet further to help revise this ideally if you decide to.   

c. MITU has a developed system of restoration work, advocacy, but also an entire existing 

program for aquatic resource assessment.  We are committed to working towards Goal 

9, and would love to develop specific implementation goals with the State towards this.   

 



From: Grenetta Thomassey
To: mi-waterstrategy
Subject: Water Strategy Comments
Date: Friday, August 28, 2015 3:14:33 PM
Attachments: TOMWC comments on Michigan Water Strategy.pdf

Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the Water Strategy!  Grenetta
 
Grenetta Thomassey, PhD
Program Director
Tip of the Mitt Watershed Council
231.347.1181 ext. 118
231.838.5193 cell
 



From: Randy Roost
To: mi-waterstrategy
Subject: Water Strategy Comments
Date: Friday, August 28, 2015 7:57:28 AM
Attachments: Water Strategy Comments 8-28-2015.pdf

The Michigan Section of the American Water Works Association would like to submit the attached
 comments with regards to the Draft Michigan Water Strategy, “Sustaining Michigan Water Heritage,
 A Strategy for the Next Generation”.
 
The Michigan Section is very supportive of the recommendations made in the draft language and to
 the overall prioritization of the protection of the state’s water resources.
 
We also hope that in the future that the Michigan Section – AWWA and its almost 1,600 members
 can become more engaged in the development of the final strategy or in programs and initiatives
 that develop as a result of the strategy’s implementation.
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and if you have any questions or would like
 further assistance from the Michigan Section – AWWA, please do not hesitate to contact us.
 
Respectfully Submitted,
 
 
Randall Roost, MBA
Chair, Michigan Section - AWWA
Ph (517) 702-6114
rwr@lbwl.com
 
 
 
The Michigan Section, American Water Works Association (AWWA) was formed in 1938.  Our
 mission is to serve our member’s needs by enhancing the knowledge, skills and technology
 necessary to manage water supplies to assure a safe, adequate, reliable and cost effective
 supply of drinking water, by promoting laws and regulations which protect public health and
 by promoting customer confidence in drinking water.  We are a 1,600 volunteer member
 driven organization, managed through the strategic planning process. The Section strives to be
 responsive to the needs and desires of membership and actively solicits membership input to
 determine priorities and develop new policies, procedures and products. New programs and
 services are considered when there is the opportunity to serve the needs of the membership.



From: McElhinney, Cary
To: mi-waterstrategy
Subject: Water Strategy Comments
Date: Thursday, August 27, 2015 6:11:20 PM

-          The Michigan DEQ and other applicable organizations, water utilities, etc. should consider
 leveraging the USEPA WaterSense program by becoming voluntary partners with
 WaterSense and utilizing the resources and consistent messaging WaterSense has to offer
 for robust water conservation and efficiency programs: http://www.epa.gov/watersense/

-          Be sure to explore supply-side water efficiency in municipal water and not just demand
 reduction.  Water loss control and other non-revenue water programs can enhance utility
 supply concerns as well as revenue issues.

 
 
Cary McElhinney
WaterSense Coordinator
(312)886-4313
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August 28, 2015 
 
VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL TO: Mi-waterstrategy@michigan.gov 
 
Office of the Great Lakes 
Department of Environmental Quality 
P.O. Box 30473 
Lansing, Michigan 48909-7973 
 
Re: Michigan’s Draft Water Strategy 
 
Dear Sir or Madam: 
 

Please accept these comments submitted on behalf of the Great Lakes 
Environmental Law Center (“GLELC”)1 regarding the Michigan Draft Water Strategy.  
Although commenters generally support the draft, they have a few concerns.  Written 
comments received on or before August 26, 2015, will be considered in the final action of 
the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (“MDEQ”).  Accordingly, these 
comments are timely submitted. 
 
I.  The strategy overemphasizes water as a tool for economic and business 

development throughout. 
 
 The introduction to the draft strategy lays out four core values identified with 
water: economic, environmental, social, and cultural, stating that all are equally 
important.2 While the economic impact of any proposed environmental action plan is 
certainly very important to the plan’s overall viability and ability to be implemented, the 
environmental impact should be the primary concern of an environmental plan of action. 
   

Environmental and economic goals certainly can coexist and work towards the 
same end, but they can and frequently do conflict.  Programs or policies which benefit the 
environment frequently come at an economic cost in terms of tax expenditures and 
increased burden to businesses.  In such situations, the state should err on the side of 
protecting the environment.  For example, the proposed strategy lists several points on 
how to use water for economic gain, suggesting that water-based recreation as an 

1 1 A non-profit organization, based in Detroit, Michigan, dedicated to protecting the environmental 
2 Draft Water Strategy, Mich Dep’t of Envtl Quality, p 1 (June 4, 2015), available at 
http://www.michigan.gov/documents/deq/deq-ogl-Draft_Water_Strategy_and_Appendices__06-04-
2015_491266_7.pdf. 
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important tool for economic development.3  This can, on occasion, be at odds with the 
goal of protecting our water resources.  For example, power boat wakes can negatively 
affect shorelines and wetlands through erosion of natural shorelines.4 

 
 By weighing the core values of the economy and environment equally, the plan 

may encourage a way of  thinking in which environmental action is only taken if it is 
helpful without coming at an economic cost.  The plan should urge citizens and business, 
in the spirit of the stewardship which the plan advocates, that our environmental goals 
come with some cost, and we should be willing to make that sacrifice as part of our duty 
to future generations. 

 
The strategy also urges that the State of Michigan “accelerate water technologies 

to solve water problems using an entrepreneurial business-led initiative.”5  While 
businesses and entrepreneurs should certainly be encouraged to take and active roll in 
developing these new technologies, the state should lead the initiative by drawing on our 
world-class universities.  As the draft itself points out, while allowing business and 
industry to exploit the environment may have led to Michigan’s economic boom, it was 
very costly for the environment.6  By taking a lead roll, the State of Michigan can ensure 
that environmental concerns are placed before profitability. 
 
II.  The strategy should engage in a real discussion on guaranteeing low-income 

Michiganders access to drinking water. 
 
 The strategy spends a significant amount of time focusing on the health and safety 
of Michigan’s drinking water, both through municipal systems and private wells.  While 
much attention is rightfully given to ensuring the water is pure and safe to drink, little 
attention is given to ensuring that the most vulnerable Michiganders have access to it.  
While the draft states that “clean, safe water is fundamental to Michigan’s economy,” 
which it most certainly is, we urge the strategy to more importantly recognize access to 
drinking water as a fundamental human right, rather than an economic tool.   
 
 Detroit’s controversial water shut-offs to low income residents is mentioned only 
in passing, stating that they have put a sharper focus on rates, affordability, and funding 
legacy infrastructure.7  While this is certainly true, the draft fails to further elaborate on 
the true nature and seriousness of the problem.   The draft’s brief solution is to “evaluate 
current community practices regarding providing water to financially distressed 
customers to ensure all citizens have affordable access to water for drinking and 
sanitation.”8  This recommendation is slipped in among several other recommendations 
regarding infrastructure funding and future investment strategy, and does not go beyond 

3 Id. at 7 
4 Common Problems: Erosion, Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, (August 28, 2015 3:01 pm) 
http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/restoreyourshore/sl/shoreline html 
5 Id. 
6 Id.  at 3 
7 Id. at 7 
8 Id. at 44 
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conducting an evaluation of existing policy, and possibly implementing changes at a later 
date.  The strategy should go beyond simple evaluations and lay out firm steps and 
actionable recommendations, along with ways to measure success as it has with many of 
its other recommendations. 
 
III. The impact of global warming must be addressed. 
 
 The very first goal of the strategy is to create healthy and functioning aquatic 
ecosystems, and lays out a number of specific goals and recommendations to accomplish 
these goals.9  One of the biggest specific concerns addressed in the strategy is how to 
reduce harmful algae blooms, which have economic, environmental, and health 
impacts.10  As global temperatures continue to rise, these harmful algae blooms are 
predicted to become more frequent and more problematic,11 yet this fact is not mentioned 
in the strategy. 
 
 Throughout the entire proposal, the terms “global warming” and “climate change” 
are not mentioned at all.  The affect of rising temperatures on algae blooms is just one 
example of the damaging effects global warming will have on Michigan’s aquatic 
ecosystems in the coming decades.  It is a problem that must be addressed in this strategy, 
if only to plan for the future, if not to propose solutions and ways of combatting this very 
real, and very pressing issue. 
 
IV.  The strategy must do more to address the imminent and serious threat of 
nutrient pollution. 
 
 As the plan recognizes, nutrient runoff can have a very serious ecological impacts 
on lakes and streams.12  According to the Environmental Protection Agency, nutrient 
pollution is one of the nation’s most serious environmental issues.13  Excess nutrients in 
water can cause a variety of health and ecological problems, including contributing to the 
growth of toxic algae blooms.14  Excess nutrients in drinking water can pose a direct 
threat to the health of young children, while the chemicals used to treat for nutrient 
pollution can lead to further health problems in adults.15   
 

Nutrient pollution can also have a devastating effect on water quality and 
wildlife.16  Algae blooms, fueled by these excess nutrients, deplete oxygen levels in 

9 Id. at 6 
10 Id. 
11 Impacts of Climate Change on the Occurrence f Harmful Algal Blooms, United States Environmental    
Protection Agency (August 28, 2015, 2:44 pm), 
http://www2.epa.gov/sites/production/files/documents/climatehabs.pdf 
12 Draft Water Strategy at 10 
13 The Facts About Nutrient Pollution, United States Environmental Protection Agency (August 28, 2015, 
2:44 pm), http://midwestadvocates.org/assets/resources/nutrient_pollution_factsheet.pdf 
14 Id. 
15 Id. 
16 Id. 
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water, suffocating fish and shellfish.17  Toxins produced by the algae blooms can kill 
animals, fish, and pets.18 

 
Nutrient pollution also directly impacts the economy, costing Americans roughly 

$1 billion annually, mostly due to losses from fishing and recreation.19  Nutrient pollution 
cases have caused tens of millions of dollars in damage to commercial fisheries, and 
algae blooms negatively impact the value of waterfront properties.20  Costs of cleanup 
can potentially run into the billions of dollars, and can shut entire towns off from access 
to drinking water, as was recently demonstrated in Toledo and parts of south-east 
Michigan which rely on the Toledo municipal water system.21 

 
The bulk of nutrient pollution comes from agricultural sources.22  While much of 

it of it comes from livestock waste, a significant amount comes from excessive use of 
fertilizers, both of which was into streams and lakes when it rains.23  The strategy should 
include steps to encourage, if not require farmers to take affirmative steps to help lessen 
their nutrient pollution output.  By applying the correct amount of fertilizer, at the right 
time of year, and through the proper method, farmers can significantly reduce the amount 
of fertilizers which runs into bodies of water.24  By planting trees, bushes, and grasses 
around fields, farmers can create a buffer to absorb nutrients before they reach nearby 
streams and lakes as pollution.25  It is also important for farmers to keep their livestock 
away from rivers and streams, as their waste washes down stream, releasing nutrients into 
and polluting the water.26 
 
V.  The strategy fails to address the closure of the Mackinac Straights pipeline. 
 
 The strategy supports Attorney General Schuette’s calls to close the Mackinac 
Straights Pipeline,27 a call which is echoed by the commenters.  Every day, 500,000 
barrels of oil flow through this sensitive area.  Attorney General Schuette has called the 
pipeline “the most acute potential threat” to the great lakes, and advocates for aggressive 
action.28  
 

17 Id. 
18 Id. 
19 Id. 
20 Id. 
21 Id. 
22 The Sources and Solutions: Agriculture, United States Environmental Protection Agency (August 28, 
2015, 2:44 pm), http://www2.epa.gov/nutrientpollution/sources-and-solutions-agriculture 
23 Id. 
24 Id. 
25 Id. 
26 Id. 
27 Draft Water Strategy at 66 
28 Jim Lynch, Schuette: Days Numbered for Mackinac Straits’ Pipelines, The Detroit News (August 28, 
2015, 2:49 pm) 
http://www.detroitnews.com/story/news/politics/2015/07/14/schuette-pipelines-straits-mackinac/30128275/ 
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Enbridge, the company which runs the pipeline, has failed to adequately disclose 
their own safety test results or the methods used.29  They have also failed to consider the 
effect that Aquatic Invasive Species, such as zebra mussels, may have on the safety and 
stability of their pipeline.30  This same company is responsible for the spilling of 840,000 
gallons of heavy crude oil into the Kalamazoo River in 2010.31  A similar spill in the 
Straights of Mackinac would prove disastrous.  The strategy should propose a concrete 
timeline with distinct milestones for retirement of this antiquated technology. 
 
VI. Conclusion 
  
 GLELC appreciates your consideration in this matter and hopes that DEQ will 
take the above items into account before taking final action on the Draft Water Strategy. 
GLELC expects that the agency will continue to give precedence to public concern and 
will continue to ensure the ecological integrity of our state’s waters. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
/s/ Kyle Bredell 
Student Attorney 
Great Lakes Environmental Law Center 
khbredell@gmail.com 
 
 
 
 
 
Stephanie Karisny  
Staff Attorney 
Great Lakes Environmental Law Center 
stephanie.karisny@glelc.org 
313.782.3372 
 

29 Id. 
30 Id. 
31 Id. 
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25TH DISTRICT 

P.O. BOX 30036 
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PHONE: (517) 373·7708 

FAX: (517) 373-1450 

August 27,2015 

Director Jon Allen 
Offce of the Great Lakes 
P.O. Box 30473-7973 
Lansing, Michigan 48909 

RE: 30 year water strategy 

Director Allen: 

THE SENATE 
STATE OF MICHIGAN 

COMMITTEES 

EDUCATION, CHAIR 

FAMILIES, SENIORS, AND 

HUMAN SERVICES, VICE CHAIR 

NATURAL RESOURCES, VICE CHAIR 

TRANSPORTATION 

APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE 

K-12, SCHOOL AID, EDUCATION, 

VICE CHAIR 

Thank you for providing the opportunity to conunent on the Offce of the Great Lakes' proposed 
30-year water strategy. I appreciate the efforts that have been made to craft this draft strategy and 
the sincere interest that we all must take in protecting our Great Lakes. 

As a Michigan legislator, I am duty bound by our state's constitution to protect our natural 
resources from pollution, impairment and destruction: 

The conservation and development of the natural resources of the state are hereby declared to be 
of paramount public concern in the interest of the health, safety and general welfare of the 

people. The legislature shall provide for the protection of the air, water and other natural 
resources of the state from pollution, impairment and destruction. 

With this charge in mind, let me offer the following commentary for inclusion in your thoughts 
as you review the draft further: 

As the strategy introduction states: "Water defines Michigan." We are charged with a great 
responsibility to keep our Great Lakes, inland lakes, rivers and streams clean. As you indicate, 
we must do what we can to protect the Great Lakes basin by guarding against invasive species, 
protecting habitat, ensuring recreational access and improving drinking water quality, but that all 

hinges on keeping our lakes free from a needless risk of nuclear waste contamination. 

The draft strategy lays out a large focus on keeping the water clean. It speaks of safe water being 
"fundamental to Michigan's economy and to ensuring high-quality places to live, work and 
play." As a leader in the basin, Michigan has a stewardship role in getting all states and 



provinces to stand behind strong laws like our radioactive waste siting laws to avoid long-term 
permanent disposal of nuclear waste. 

Consider Michigan's current laws regarding siting of radioactive waste facilities: 

333.26210 Final siting criteria; establishment; minimum requirement. 

Sec. 10. 

The authority shall establish final siting criteria that at a minimum excludes a candidate site that 
is any of the following: 

(a) Located in a 500-year floodplain. 

(b) Located over a sole source aquifer. 

(c) Located I mile or less from a fault where tectonic movement has occurred within the I 0,000 
years preceding the effective date of this act 

(d) Not sufficiently large to assure that an isolation distance of 3,000 feet or more from the 

disposal unit and adjacent property lines is available. 

(e) Has wetlands within the boundaries of the candidate site as defined in part 303 (wetland 
protection) of the natural resources and environmental protection act, Act No. 451 of the Public 
Acts of 1994, being sections 324.3030 I to 324.30323 of the Michigan Compiled Laws. 

(f) An environmental area or a high risk area as defned in part 323 (shorelands protection and 
management) of Act No. 451 of the Public Acts of 1994, being sections 324.3230 I to 324.32315 

of the Michigan Compiled Laws. 

(g) A floodway designated under part 31 (water resources protection) of Act No. 451 of the 

Public Acts of 1994, being sections 324.310 I to 324.3119 of the Michigan Compiled Laws. 

(h) Located where the hydrogeology beneath the site discharges groundwater to the land surface 
within 3,000 feet of the boundaries of the candidate site. 

(i) Located within I 0 miles of Lake Michigan, Lake Superior, Lake Huron, Lake Erie, Saint 

Marys river, Detroit river, St. Clair river, or lake St. Clair. This subdivision shall not apply to a 
site that is located at or adjacent to a nuclear power generating facility. 

We must make sure that these same criteria are used to protect all parts of our basin and that all 
states and provinces take a similarly protective approach to our lakes. The fact that the proposed 
long-term nuclear waste facility lies within a half mile to the Great Lakes is deeply troubling to 
me and clearly violates the science-based buffer zone of ten miles that is contained in Michigan 
law. 



The draft strategy also speaks to the issue of improper waste disposal and governance issues-let 
me say that both of these principles seem to be compromised by a failure to strongly advocate 
against the OPG proposal that will needlessly store nuclear waste near the world's most 
distinctive and critical sources of fresh water. 

The Council of Great Lakes Governors is currently scrutinizing a proposed diversion of Great 
Lakes water to support use by the city of Waukesha in Wisconsin and we should be jointly 
taking a similarly critical view of the OPG proposal. If we all took such a view, my thought is 

that this proposal would and does put at risk the integrity of the health of the basin and the 
people and resources that depend on the lakes. 

Thank you again for providing the opportunity to comment on this plan. I hope we can continue 
to work together to keep our waters clean. 

Sincerely, 

Phil Pavlov 
State Senator 
25'h District 



From: Kendra Everett
To: mi-waterstrategy
Cc: Marty Fittante; Kara Butters; Pallone, Maggie (DEQ); Howes, Sarah (DEQ)
Subject: Water Strategy Comments
Date: Friday, August 28, 2015 5:10:08 PM
Attachments: Comments on DEQ Water Strategy 8-28-15.pdf

Please see the attached comments from Senators Booher and Casperson on the DEQ Water
 Strategy. Thanks,
Kendra Everett
Sen. Tom Casperson
517-373-7840



From: Bill Hickey
To: mi-waterstrategy
Subject: Water Strategy Draft
Date: Friday, August 21, 2015 6:17:36 AM

Dear Sir or Madame,
I live in Detroit.  My neighbors cannot pay their water bills. Their water is being turned off.  They are
 forced to borrow water from neighbors or move.  There is not enough money in plans to aid such
 families.  Payment plans are unaffordable.  I believe that water is a human right.  No one should be
 without it because they can’t afford to pay for it.  Our State’s water strategy must include this principle, as
 well as establish a strong mandate for water affordability plans.  The poor pay a higher percentage of
 their meager income for water than do our richer citizens and businesses whose water rates go down the
 more they use.  This is not fair or right.  We need a commitment to water affordability plans in our State
 Water Strategy.
Thank you.
William Hickey
14910 Lamphere St.
Detroit, MI 48223
(313) 472-5295




