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Background 

Net-pen aquaculture is the process of growing young fish in a land-based aquaculture facility 
and then transferring them to a mesh netpen or hard cage structure in the open water of a lake 
or ocean for final grow out.  Fish are raised in the netpens, often for more than one year, to 
achieve marketable size.  The open water facilities are often connected to the shoreline with a 
dock. The location of the netpen determines the necessary requirements for flow around the 
pens or cages to maintain adequate growing conditions and sheltered environments are 
required to protect the netpens from wave, wind, and ice damage. 

Netpens are currently used for aquaculture internationally in many countries and along the 
coasts of the United States.  A few countries and states have either banned the use of netpen or 
cage structures or are reversing their decisions to allow the activities.  The only commercial 
aquaculture net-pen facilities in the Great Lakes are located in Lake Huron’s Georgian Bay and 
North Channel in Ontario waters. State fisheries agencies may use individual netpens at 
desired locations to serve as imprinting stations for young salmon and steelhead to cue them in 
to homing back to a particular river.  In these cases, the usage is temporary for a few weeks and 
the facilities are referred to as “imprinting” netpens. 

In late 2014, the Michigan Departments of Agriculture and Rural Development (MDARD), 
Environmental Quality (MDEQ), and Natural Resources (MDNR) (the Departments) were 
presented with two separate proposals desiring to utilize Michigan’s near-shore waters in the 
Great Lakes. One was proposed for northern Lake Michigan and the other was proposed for 
northern Lake Huron. 

This document is intended to serve as an overview of the process that the Departments have 
used in considering the issue of commercial net-pen aquaculture in the Great Lakes and to 
provide a summary of concerns, issues, and support generated through the public input 
process. While distilled summaries are provided as an overview in this document, the letters 
and emails from the many individuals, governments (tribal and state), and non-governmental 
organizations who dedicated their time to provide input on this issue are included in the 
appendices. 

Process of Evaluation of Commercial Net-Pen Aquaculture in the 
Great Lakes 

Because this would be a new use for Michigan’s waters of the Great Lakes and because of 
previous agency concerns regarding Ontario’s net-pen operations, the Departments chose to 
use an ecosystem management approach to evaluate the prospect of this activity in the Great 
Lakes. 

Under an ecosystem management paradigm, the Departments sought to develop a thorough 
understanding of the scientific environmental and ecological issues regarding commercial net-
pen aquaculture, the regulatory authorities, the economic aspects for both opportunity and risk, 
and the social or public opinions and concerns. To explore the environmental and ecological 
issues, a multi-disciplinary science panel of experts on hydrodynamics, fisheries management, 
waste engineering, aquaculture, ecology, and nutrients was convened to review and assess the 
scientific literature and provide a report that outlined the risks and issues with net-pen 
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aquaculture and provide advice on protective measures and programming if this activity were to 
be pursued.  Regulatory authorities were evaluated and compiled by the Departments.  The 
economics studies were commissioned through the Michigan Small Business Development 
Center and Michigan State University (MSU).  The public was provided the opportunity to 
provide input and comment after the reports were completed and a special consultation was 
conducted with the Michigan federally recognized tribal nations.    

All five of the reports were made publicly available through the Department’s website in early 
November (all reports can be found at:  www.michigan.gov/aquaculture).  A press release was 
issued regarding the availability of the reports and announcing the public meeting that was held 
in Gaylord, Michigan on November 19, 2015.  

Consultation and Input 

At the initiation of the external Science Panel and after the reports were provided to the public, 
the Departments sought formal public input and comment on the issue. Written comment was 
received by mail and electronically through December 4, 2015. 

Tribal Nation Consultation Process and Input 
There are 12 federally recognized tribes in Michigan.  Six tribal nations have a recognized treaty 
right for fisheries in the Great Lakes and five of those are signatory to the Great Lakes Consent 
Decree regarding fisheries management in the Great Lakes. As such, they are legally 
recognized as co-managers in the treaty-ceded areas of Michigan’s jurisdictional waters.  On 
November 2, 2015, the Departments met with representatives of the interested tribal nations 
and provided an overview of the process used to evaluate the issue and a brief overview of the 
findings of each report (Appendix A).  Nine of the 12 tribes participated.  The following bullets 
are from concerns, questions, and issues voiced at this meeting.  The points below illustrate 
their input and are not meant to be exact quotes of any single individual or tribe.  

Concerns and Opinions of the Tribal Nation Representatives  
 The perception that the state was moving ahead with netpens in the Great Lakes without 

further process 
 That enough time has been spent on the issue and a decision should be made 
 Locations of the proposed net-pen operation in Northern Lake Huron in relation to treaty-

ceded waters 
 There needs to be recognition of the property rights in treaty-ceded areas of the Great 

Lakes in the process 
 The economic effects on the subsistence and commercial fisheries were not studied in-

depth 
 Perception that Ontario companies were coming to Michigan waters because they 

couldn’t grow any further in Canadian waters due to fouling of their current sites 
 That feeding fish with PCB residues will result in contaminated fish, and general concern 

over bioaccumulation of toxins from fish feed 
 Questions regarding current levels of phosphorous loading into the Great Lakes and the 

effect that netpens would have on those amounts 
 Unknown fate of phosphorous inputs from netpens in terms of nuisance cladophora or 

some other negative effect 
 Concerns that monitoring data on the existing netpens is not being shared by the Ontario 

operators 
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 Whether or not tribal water quality standards were considered  
 Issues pertaining to fish disease and escape from the nets 

The general tone of the tribal nations’ input was grave concern for degradation of water quality 
in the lakes, threats to tribal fisheries, and the lack of a real cost-benefit analysis for venturing 
forward with commercial net-pen aquaculture in the Great Lakes.  The Hannahville Indian 
Community was initially an active partner in the proposed Northern Lake Michigan venture, 
however subsequent to this consultation meeting, they notified the state that they had 
suspended their participation in the project although their land was still a potential site for 
commercial net-pen aquaculture development. Hannahville Indian Community is one of the 12 
federally recognized tribal nations in Michigan, but is not signatory to the Great Lakes Consent 
Decree as a co-manager of the Great Lakes. 

Written input was received from the Little Traverse Bay Bands of Odawa Indians and the Grand 
Portage Reservation Tribal Council (Appendix B).  Both letters conveyed opposition to 
commercial aquaculture netpens in the Great Lakes.  Concerns included disease, parasites, 
water quality, fish waste products, accidental introductions, genetic integrity and that all parties 
that are co-managers in the Great Lakes should have signatory authority in the decision 
regarding allowing this activity in the Great Lakes. 

Interested Stakeholder Groups and General Public Input Process 

Interested stakeholders and the general public had two opportunities for public input to the 
process. The first opportunity was on June 25, 2015 to the Science Panel to which the tribal 
nations were also invited.  The purpose of input at that time was to provide the external Science 
Panel addressing the environmental and ecological issues with any additional data or 
information that the Panel may need to consider.  This opportunity was not intended to provide a 
general input forum for public views on the issue as that was the intended purpose of the 
second public input process scheduled for a later date after all of the reports were assembled 
and provided publicly. On November 19, 2015, the second public meeting was held. 

Public Meeting for Input to the External Science Panel 

Approximately 30 people attended the meeting and 22 people spoke or requested their letters to 
be provided to the Panel. Approximately half of the input received was in support of commercial 
net-pen aquaculture in the Great Lakes while the other half was opposed or requested due 
diligence in the consideration and governance of this activity.  However, the focus of the 
meeting was to provide the opportunity for individuals or organizations to provide the external 
Science Panel with additional data or information for consideration.  Several types of information 
were brought forward for the Panel’s consideration. 

 A Trout Unlimited policy document covering information on water temperature and 
dissolved oxygen, nutrients, antibiotics and growth hormones, diseases, fish escapes, 
interruption of existing uses and overall regulatory standards. 

 A draft paper of GIS site suitability selection for Great Lakes aquaculture systems.  
 Reference to a National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 2013 report 

on Marine Cage Aquaculture and the Environment. 
 Information on the annual temperature profile of Northern Lake Huron along Presque 

Isle County. 
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	 A binder of information to each of the Science Panel members that included 24 scientific 
research papers regarding net-pen aquaculture for the Panel’s consideration. 

Additionally, two formally adopted resolutions were submitted from:  1) Michigan United 
Conservation Clubs, and 2) the Committee of Advisors of the Great Lakes Fishery. 

Public Meeting Input to the State Agencies 

On November 19, 2015, after publicly posting the five reports regarding the legal authorities, 
economics, and environmental and ecological issues (www.michigan.gov/aquaculture), a public 
meeting was held to provide interested stakeholders and general public an overview of the 
reports and an opportunity for verbal input.  Over 60 non-state agency participants attended the 
meeting at Treetops Resort in Gaylord, Michigan (Appendix C).  Participants were asked to 
keep their comments to a length that respected the ability of others to share their thoughts, but 
were not given any time limitations.  An overview of the issue and process was provided as a 
presentation (Appendix D).  Livestreaming and recording of the event was provided by Michigan 
United Conservation Clubs. The meeting began at 1:03 p.m. and concluded at 4:41 p.m. after 
all those who desired to publicly comment were heard.  Two-thirds of the speakers were in 
general opposition with the remainder in support of commercial net-pen aquaculture in the Great 
Lakes. Many of those individuals also provided written comments for the record.  The following 
bullets are a distillation of the personal opinions, concerns, and views that were presented in 
addition to many general statements of support or opposition.  These viewpoints are 
summarized below by topic area. In some case the same points were presented several times, 
but they are not repeated below. The agencies did not attempt to correct or revise any 
statements that were factually incorrect and are providing this summary as a broad overview of 
the issues stated. 

Aquaculture 
 If netpens are allowed, the state would be going backwards, recirculating aquaculture is 

the way forward 
 Michigan needs to do its part to feed the world and it can be done without impacting 

natural resources; and there is a demand for fresh products from aquaculture systems 
 Could consider a zoning approach in the lakes to identify where netpens could be and 

where they could be prohibited 
	 Can learn from Ontario 
	 Use an adaptive management approach with the precautionary principle as a way 

forward 
	 Concerns for the viability of aquaculture with the cold temperatures of the Great Lakes 
	 Learn from Norway and Chile who have had disasters, people don’t generally want this 

in their line of view or along their beaches 
	 The Bay of Fundy experience of thousands of pounds of feed going out, pollution of the 

water, replaced artisanal fishery, and divided communities 
	 Reliance upon wild-caught fish will result in overharvest 
	 Netpens will produce jobs 
	 There is a balance that can be achieved with use of the natural resources and economic 

development 
	 Establish rules and regulations to follow 
	 Call for advanced research and development on netpens which are seen as a necessary 

element to growth of the industry 
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 Overharvesting wild fish stocks is not the way of the future 
 Have to grow fish more economically which is what net-pen aquaculture provides 
 Netpens provide economic disadvantages for the environmentally friendly approaches to 

aquaculture and recirculating systems are a better way 
 Because there are global issues with water stress and food production, Michigan is the 

logical place for this to occur 
 A pilot project is the place to start; wants to use state facilities to get started 
 Need to manage in a sustainable manner for the Great Lakes, food and waste could 

benefit the environment by supplementing the food chain 
 Still waiting for someone to be successful with recirculating aquaculture 
 Have not seen disease issues in Ontario netpens 
 Need to conduct a business case study, there is no infrastructure to support the activity 
 None of the studies address the risk of wind and ice, and large ice heaves on beaches 

should be a concern for netpens 
 Makes no sense to be planning for cleanup of phosphorous in one place and then allow 

it to be added this way 
 Michigan should ban netpens and Canada should stop this activity 
 Encourage MEDC, state agencies, and universities to continue to address the regulatory 

needs and address the growth of the industry by streamlining regulation and providing 
access to capital 

 Alaska does not allow this why should Michigan 
 Should look towards land based recirculating and flow through systems for future 

aquaculture development 

Environmental and Ecological Issues 
 Lack of documentation of the harm that netpens have caused in other locations such as 

Denmark, Norway, and Nova Scotia 
 Concerns over yet another contribution of antibiotics, hormones, etc. to the lakes and 

their ability to recover 
 Potential harm to native fish populations as a result of fish escaping from netpens 
 The paper on environmental and ecological effects missed the mark and did not 

document the information available on how netpens can harm the lakes and it did not 
delve deep enough into the water quality issues 

 Adaptive management is not an appropriate approach to moving forward with netpens 
 Concern for the Great Lakes ecosystem - fish that escape will cause problems  
 Nitrate, ammonia, bacteria, copper, and mercury would increase in locations with these 

facilities 
 Question how can the state of Michigan require farms to do everything possible to keep 

nutrients on the farms and out of waterways and then allow fish facilities to allow 
untreated effluent from the netpens directly into the Great Lakes 

 23 studies show effects from the fish that escape from netpens on wild populations 
 Disease concerns, fish food into the water and subsequent effect 
 Desired the Science Panel report to have gone into greater detail regarding the disease, 

nutrient input, and escaped fish issues on wild population 
 Concerns for wild fish populations- reflections on the problems with netpens in Chile 
 Unclear as to how the contribution of additional phosphorous from netpens is in line with 

the State’s approach to reducing phosphorous loading overall 
 Should not use the lakes as an experiment under the adaptive management design  
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 Nutrients, fish waste, escape of fish from nets at very small sizes and as a result of net 
failures 

 Netpens in the Great Lakes are clearly not economically justifiable and poses concerns 
for the Great Lakes in terms of fish escapes, effluent, toxins, and invasive species 

Public Use of Great Lakes 
 Concerns that netpens in the Great Lakes present an inappropriate use of the public’s 

resource for commercial ventures 

 Necessary to review the public trust doctrine for this activity 

 Could contribute to vital working waterfronts 

 The Great Lakes are a public resource; consider all of the opposition and points 


provided, and just say no 
	 Questions about whether or not netpens in the Great Lakes are subject to the public 

trust doctrine and large issues with whether there would be significant material 
impairment for the public trust of the waters in all public use – navigation, boating, 
fishing, swimming, duck hunting, drinking water, etc. 

 State has a duty to protect and prevent, not minimize 
 Even a de Minimis demonstration scale pilot project would be unacceptable relative to 

public trust doctrine as it would be seen as precedent setting 
 Given all of the technical issues and the science, few people are willing to take a big risk 

for things that belong to the state of Michigan for the benefit of a few 

Sport and Commercial Fisheries 
 General concerns for the recreational and commercial fisheries from commercial net-pen 

aquaculture 
 Concern for all fisheries stated many times 

A video stream of the actual presenters and their input can be viewed online:  

 Part 1: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=G1dtMcf1QDY; and 

 Part 2: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=W1t-tZIYEkE. 


Written Comments Received  

Nearly 1,700 written comments were received by the Departments.  More than 1,600 were in 
opposition while 11 letters provided support.  Of those, 90% were an electronically submitted 
form letter through the Food and Water Watch organization in opposition.  An additional 117 
individual comments were received articulating ardent and colorful opposition to commercial 
aquaculture net-pens from individuals (MI, IL, IN), tribal nation governments, nongovernmental 
environmental groups, and one Great Lakes State Department of Natural Resources.  One letter 
was neutral, but strongly supported adhering to the collaborative governance process for 
fisheries management in the Great Lakes as coordinated by the Great Lakes Fishery 
Commission. 

Tribal nation comments are characterized in the section above, the rest of the comments are 
characterized below and the letters are provided in the appendices as noted. 
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Comments Opposed to Commercial Net-Pen Aquaculture in the Great Lakes 

Other Great Lakes States 

The Director of Indiana Division of Fish and Wildlife stated a common interest between the 
states in the prudent management for Great Lakes fisheries and habitat.  The Indiana agency 
supported the work of the Science Panel, but stated opposition to the expansion of net-pen 
aquaculture in the Great Lakes citing the connected nature of the system and concern for 
invasive species, foreign genetics, parasites, and novel/highly pathogenic disease issues 
threatening the sport fish strains, and overall integrity to the health of the Great Lakes 
ecosystem (Appendix E). 

Stakeholder Groups 

The following non-governmental stakeholder groups submitted comments, all in opposition to 
commercial net-pen aquaculture in the Great Lakes:  Alliance for the Great Lakes, Anglers of 
the Au Sable, Hammond Bay Anglers Association, International Federation of Fly Fishers, For 
Love of Water (FLOW), Food and Water Watch, Lone Tree Council, Michigan Trout Unlimited, 
Michigan Environmental Council (MUCC), Izaak Walton League of America, Northern Michigan 
Environmental Action Council, Michigan United Conservation Clubs jointly with National Wildlife 
Federation, Schrems West Michigan Chapter of Trout Unlimited, Sierra Club Michigan Chapter, 
Straits Area Audubon Society, Watershed Center Grand Traverse Bay, and the Upper 
Peninsula Environmental Coalition (Appendix F). 

The concerns in many of the letters were similar but many additional unique points were 
contributed.  Summarized issues and concerns from those letters are noted below. 

 Excessive nitrogen and phosphorous contributions 
 Disease issues 
 Non-native fish introductions 
 Unfairly compete with environmentally friendly aquaculture systems 
 Support for closed-loop or recirculating aquaculture systems 
 Support for MUCC resolution 
 Activity is not currently legal under the Michigan Aquaculture Development Act 
 Require significant oversight and regulation to avoid ecological harm 
 Economic uncertainties outweigh the economic impact 
 Perception that Ontario operators may be moving to Michigan resulting from tightening 

of requirements in Ontario 
 Agree with adaptive management approach provided by Science Panel if the risks are 

deemed ultimately worth taking 
 Need more understanding of fish disease and surveillance 
 Concern that “dilution is the solution for pollution” regarding net-pen effluent 
 Concerns with the completeness of the Science Panel’s report in in-depth understanding 

of the consequences of net-pen aquaculture in the Great Lakes 
 Concerns with overestimation of the economic benefits 
 NPDES permit may not be adequate to ensure water quality and designated uses; 
 Concern for injury to recreational and commercial fisheries 
 Concern for disease, specifically Infectious Salmon Anemia 
 Need to develop regulatory certainty for land-based aquaculture such as developing a 

general permit for recirculating aquaculture systems 
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 The bottomlands of the state are in public trust and the net-pen proposals are not in the 
best interest of the public 

 Concern for antibiotics and growth hormones in the water 
 Perception of “factory farming” in the Great Lakes and its effects on tourism and 

recreation 
 The agencies need to conduct an in-depth review of the Public Trust Doctrine as it 

pertains to the activity of commercial net-pen aquaculture in the Great Lakes 

General Public 

The majority (90%) of the general public comments came in from the Food and Water Watch 
organization’s website with a common statement while.  Comments were also received from 90 
individuals not associated with the Food and Water Watch website. 

Food and Water Watch is a Washington D.C. based consumer advocacy organization focusing 
on accountability relating to food, water, and fishing. The local chapter is based out of Detroit 
and claims over 27,000 supporters in Michigan. Formal comments were read at the November 
19th meeting in Gaylord as well as submitted in writing by their Michigan Senior Organizer, 
Lynna Kaucheck. Over 1,400 form letters were received from their supporters, the vast majority 
of these letters were identical, however, a few added additional thoughts in addition to the topics 
already outlined in the form letter (Appendices G and H). The letter mirrored the sentiments of 
the formal comments with three main concerns:  1) waste, including uneaten feed and feces 
being released directly into the water and the ability for that effluent to travel and effect a broad 
area: 2) the risk of escapement and the potential harm that could pose to the wild fish 
populations; and 3) disease and ability for rapid spread due to close captivity. Food and Water 
Watch states support for the development of recirculating aquaculture, however, remains 
opposed to open net pen aquaculture in the Great Lakes. 

The remaining public input comments from 90 individuals cited natural resource concerns 
regarding genetic threats to the fishery, fish escapes from netpens, disease, pollution, nutrients, 
threats to the commercial and recreational fisheries, disadvantages to businesses using 
environmentally friendly approaches to aquaculture, beach contamination concerns, and many 
of the same types of concerns that have been articulated in previous sections.  Additional 
comments were those that simply stated that commercial net-pen aquaculture in the Great 
Lakes is a bad idea and were incredulous that it was even being considered for the Great Lakes 
(Appendix I). 

Comments in Support 

Eleven comments were received in support of developing net pen aquaculture in the Great 
Lakes. Seven of the comments received represented an organization and the remaining four 
were from individual stakeholders (Appendix J). 

The most frequently mentioned reason for support was the economic opportunity that net pens 
could provide to a community as well as the state of Michigan.  Additional points of support 
included: the opportunity for job creation, both that direct jobs would be created from the 
opening of a facility and indirectly from processing, etc.; Michigan can do more to feed the 
world’s growing population and rising global demand for seafood; and there is a need and a 
demand for this food type and the market already exists.  
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In addition to taking a stance and providing reasoning, a few of the comments cited concerns 
with the published reports themselves. One concern was with the use of the term “flushing” in 
regards to waste management. The commenter believed that the term flushing was used to 
mean dilution when that is not the intent by the net-pen aquaculture project proposals. 
Additionally, there were concerns with the overall economic analysis, saying it was “scattered” 
and that that information was missing. There was a desire for more of the potential benefits to 
be explored as well as the risks.  Issues with the legal authorities were also raised, as one 
commenter disagreed with the fundamental interpretation of the 1996 Michigan Aquaculture 
Development Act. 

Other Comments Regarding Commercial Net-Pen Aquaculture in the Great Lakes 

The Commissioners of the Great Lakes Fishery Commission provided a letter that did not take a 
position, but supported the careful approach that was being used by the state of Michigan in 
evaluating the issue. The letter requests careful consideration of the nutrient loading issue and 
other sources that influence the nutrient loading targets.  The Commissioners state that siting is 
a critical issue to be addressed and this would be an important determinant to success of any 
netpens in the Great Lakes.  They support a multi-faceted, stakeholder-shared spatial decision 
support tool for the siting question.  Lastly, they pointed to the shared governance issue 
regarding the Joint Strategic Plan for Fisheries Management in the Great Lakes and asked that 
Michigan continue to seek input and recommendations from partners around the lakes for 
consensus about actions related to net-pen aquaculture facilities from the fishery agencies 
(Appendix K). 

Summary 

To summarize, of the people who commented, far more have concerns over many aspects 
related to commercial net-pen aquaculture in the Great Lakes than those who are supportive of 
the activity. Many posed similar issues of concern regarding environmental and ecological 
issues.  Several novel issues were addressed as well regarding the agencies’ roles in 
considering the Public Trust Doctrine, potential for issues with tourism and recreation based on 
perceptions, concern for recognizing the importance of collaborative agreements for managing 
fisheries in the Great Lakes, and tribal rights in Great Lakes fisheries management issues.  
Those who are in support point to a need for a growth in the aquaculture industry and that 
industry growth would provide additional jobs and a desired commercial product.  Many of those 
in opposition to commercial netpens in the Great Lakes also voiced support for aquaculture as a 
growth industry in regards to closed-loop or recirculating aquaculture and a few also supported 
properly designed flow- through systems. 
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Appendices 

Appendix A.  Presentation given at tribal nation consultation. 
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Appendix B.  Letters received from tribal nations on commercial net-pen 
aquaculture in the Great Lakes. 
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Appendix C.  Partcipants at the November 19, 2015 public input meeting on 
commercial net-pen aquaculture in the Great Lakes. 

Attendees 
Last Name First Name Title/ Affiliation 
Averill Jess Legislative Director, Sen. Jones 
Balmer Lyn 
Bordear Pat 
Cahn Jack & Jeff 
Cieslinski Ed Pine River TU 
Coddens Barry Council of Trout Unlimited 
Cozad David 
Douglas Denny Pine River Area TU 
Glaspie Stevie Inspector 
Green Mike State Senator 
Harrison Karen President, Mason-Griffith Founders TV 
Haslett Richard Vice President, MCBA 
Isaman Gary 
Jaredci Joe & Judi 
Lathrop Bob 
Lienczewski Larry Captain, MI Charter Boat Association 
McCormack Spencer Board Member, Miller VanWinkle TU 
Meyer Don Vice President, Mershon TU 

Meyers Dave & Shelia Grand Traverse Area Sport Fishing Association 

Olsen Erik Lead Great Lakes Fisheries Biologist, Grand Traverse Band of 
Ottawa and Chippewa Indians 

Osge James Bay Mills Indian Community 

Schroeder Brandon Extension Educator, Michigan Sea Grant Extension 

Shiflett Jim Anglers of the AuSable 
Smith David Anglers of the AuSable 
Truchan John Vice President, Traverse City Area Steelheaders 
Vetter Gary & Barb 
Walsh Terry Michigan Charter Boat Association 
Weyeneth Lance Anglers of the AuSable 

Attendees That Provided Public Comment 
Last Name First Name Title/Affiliation 

Andersen Eric President, Michigan Charter Boat Association 

Boersen Gary 
Burroughs Bryan Executive Director, Michigan Trout Unlimited 
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Colyn Joe Originz, LLC - Food systems for a healthier world 
DeClerck Jim 
Earnst John 
Frank Krist Hammond Bay Areas Anglers Assoc. 

Gleason Rick Regional Representative, Michigan Farm Bureau 

Hammond Sean Deputy Policy Director, Michigan Environmental Council 

Hamper Louis Aquaculture Consultant 
Heritier Thomas State-wide President, MUCC 

Herrick Kent President, Aquaculture Research Corporation 

Johnson Jim Retired DNR Fisheries Research Biologist 
Kaucheck Lynna Senior Organizer, Food & Water Watch 
Marek Gary 
McClintic Gavin 

Merckel Ken 
President, Michigan Steelhead and Salmon Fishermen's 
Association; Lake Huron Sport Fishing Advisor, Great Lakes 
Fisheries Commission 

Meyer Don Vice President, Trout Unlimited, Mershon Chapter 

Olson Jim President, FLOW (Flow for Love of Water), Great Lakes Policy 
Center 

Schwab Vicki Director, Delta County Economic Development Alliance 
Smethurst Dave 
Tanner Howard Retired DNR Director 

Thomassey Grenetta Program Director, Tip of the Mitt Watershed Council 

Vogler Dan President, Michigan Aquaculture Association 

Walters John State Chairman, Michigan Trout Unlimited 
Weeks Chris Aquaculture Extension Specialist, Michigan State University 
YoungeDyke Drew Chief Information Officer, Michigan United Conservation Club 
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Appendix D.  Presentation provided at the November 19, public meeting. 
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Appendix E.  Input received from the Indiana Department of Natural 
Resources. 
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Appendix F.  Stakeholder groups in opposition of commercial net-pen 
aquaculture in the Great Lakes. 
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Appendix G.  Example of the form letters were received from the listed 
individuals from the Food and Water Watch website. 

Nov 14, 2015
 

Hannah Guyer
 

To whom it may concern: Guyer,
 

I urge you to protect the Great Lakes' ecosystem and to prohibit net pen aquaculture in their waters.
 

Our Great Lakes should not be opened to the same industrial factory farm model that currently pollutes
 
our environment on land.
 

These systems are not contained and allow a tremendous amount of waste to flow directly into the
 
water, potentially contributing to toxic algae blooms. Fish in these systems can spread disease quickly,
 
and the risk of thousands of fish escaping and harming wild fish populations is a very real threat.
 

Factory fish farming is simply too big, too dirty and too risky for the Great Lakes. We expect our leaders
 
to protect our public natural resources, including our Great Lakes environment, fishermen and coastal 

communities.
 

I urge you to prohibit net pen aquaculture in Michigan's Great Lakes waters.
 

Sincerely,
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Appendix H.  Individuals and organizations other than from Food and Water 
Watch that provided written comment (Last name, first name, and 
organization). 
(Unknown), Anne 
(Unknown), Theresa 
Abbott, John 
Abele, Patricia 
Abercrombie, James 
Acord, Verlon 
Adams, Pegge 
Ade, Daniel 
Adkins, Thomas 
Agacinski, Karen 
Aguirre, Robert 
Aird, Ross 
Akom, Denise 
Aksman, Cyrene 
Alberts, Douglas 
Alberts, Raechel 
Aldea, Suzanne 
Alexander, Heather 
Allen, Amanda 
Allen, Janis 
Allen, Lynn 
Allen, Wynona 
Allman, Lecia 
Almer, Tom 
Alsobrooks, Diane 
Alspector-Kelly, Tammy 
Amar, Kat 
Ames, Judi 
Anbender, Irene 
Anderson, Janet 
Anderson, Karen 
Anderson, Marilyn 
Anderson, Michael 
Anderson, Michelle 
Anderson, Patricia 
Anderson, Peter 
Anderson, Robert 
Anderson, Tina 
Andre, Deanna 
Andre, Marilu 
Andreski, Joan 
Andrews, Gordon G. Jr. 
Andrews-Mckinney, Joyce 
Angell, Donald 
Anne, Abate Jo 
Anne, Bowie Carol 
Anne, Lowery Jo 

Anne, Wagtmann Maria 
Anthony, Rachael 
Appelt, Tammie 
Apps, Darryl 
Archer, Vikki 
Archibald, Cindy 
Arena, Serene 
Armstrong, Beth 
Armstrong, Jameka 
Armstrong, Sara 
Arnold, O. 
Arnst, Von 
Arrivee, Sally 
Ash, Barbara 
Ash, Michelle 
Ashley, Claudette 
Assel, Ernest 
Atkinson, Chuck 
Atkinson, Dennis 
Austin, Terry 
B, Marc 
B., Anne 
Babb, Jim 
Bachmann, George 
Bagnall, Sally 
Bahlman, Nancy 
Baier, Mary Ann 
Bailey, Dave 
Bailey, Deborah 
Bailey, Norma 
Bailey, Tracy 
Bails, Jean 
Bails, Kirk 
Baker, Janice 
Baker, Nancy 
Baker, Steven 
Bakker, Clara 
Balasko, Debbie 
Baldridge, George 
Balgavy, Jason 
Ballard, Cynthia 
Ballingall, Christina 
Balogh, Beth 
Balsick, John 
Bambach, Barbara 
Banes, Patricia 
Banks, Patrick 

Baran, Judith 
Barber, Arleen 
Barber, Susan 
Barclay, Joshua 
Bargman, Ben 
Barnes, Brooks 
Barnes, Julia 
Barnes, Margaret 
Baron, Avrey 
Barrett, Christine 
Barrett, Elizabeth 
Barrios, Meyer Pamela 
Barry, Debra 
Bartell, Robert 
Bartels, Joyce 
Barton, Edward 
Basta, Sue 
Batzer, Stephen 
Bauerle, Sharon 
Bayi, Jerilynn 
Beatty, Annette 
Beatty, Lorne 
Becker, Christine 
Bedell, David 
Belanger-Neddo, 
Catherine 
Belknap, Bobby 
Belrose, Bradley 
Bemis, Judith 
Bennett, Thomas 
Benoit, Maria 
Berg, K. 
Berglund, Vicki 
Berkey, James 
Bertolino, Terry 
Betts, Nanette 
Betzold, Joann 
Beukema, Kristi 
Bierma, Daniel 
Bijkerk, Inie 
Birdsall, Sammie 
Birely, Karen 
Birmingham, Steve 
Blake, Richard 
Blake, Veronica 
Blanc, Walter 
Blanchard, Irene 
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Blazier, Karin 
Blodgett, Linda 
Blum, Shira 
Bober, Rita 
Bodner, Carole 
Bohatch, Oksana 
Boike, James 
Bolleber, Luise 
Booth, Richard 
Borin, Victoria 
Boris, Donna 
Bosko, Jan 
Boswell, Thomas 
Bovee, Emily 
Bowen, Donna 
Bowers, Marsha 
Bowie, Linda & Willie 
Boyce, Brady 
Boyer, Ralph 
Boyers, Gary 
Boys, Sara 
Bragg, Dianne 
Bragg, Kenneth 
Brainerd, Kay 
Bramer, Courtney 
Brandmeier, John 
Brazin, Elaine 
Breidenstein, Beth 
Brennan, Denise 
Brill, Bob 
Brinkle, Laurie 
Brock, Catherine 
Brockett, Grace 
Brooks, William 
Brown, Beverly 
Brown, Elizabeth 
Brown, Gerald 
Brown, Jacqueline 
Brown, Joanna 
Brown, Kathleen 
Brown, Louis 
Brown, Ronald 
Bruder, Karen 
Brumleve, Charles 
Brzak, Cynthia 
Brzezinski, Matt 
Buchanan, Saylor Carla 
Budzynski, Jill 
Buese, Joe 
Buhse, Tim 
Buntin, Sheryl 

Burbeck, Martha 
Burgess, Carmen 
Burke, Rose 
Burnell, Nathan 
Burnham, Gerald 
Bush, Donna 
Butcher, Michael 
Byars, Jackie 
Byrd, Carol 
Byrd, Darlene 
C., P. 
Cade, Colleen 
Cady, Kirsten 
Calati, Chuck 
Calhoun, Elizabeth 
Calvert, Bruce 
Camero-Sulak, Adrianne 
Camp, Don 
Campbell, Amy 
Campbell, Danyelle 
Campbell, Eric 
Campbell, Sarah 
Candela, Theresa 
Canjar, Jessica 
Cannon, Bill 
Cantrell, Albert&Patsy 
Carantza, Tina 
Carey, Strven 
Carpenter, Dale 
Carpenter, Steven 
Carrell, James 
Carrigan, Katherine 
Carroll, Carole 
Carroll, Nancy 
Carson, Todd 
Carter, Linda 
Cartwright, Larry 
Carty, Karen 
Caskey, Kay 
Castaneda, Olga 
Castle, Ronald 
Caulfield, Joyce 
Cavanaugh, Daniel 
Centers, Alana 
Chagnon, Cari 
Chambers, Peggy 
Champagne, Christine 
Charlier, Thomas 
Charnetski, Mary 
Chartier, Allen 
Chelland, Ron 

Chen, Yani 
Chennault, Barbara 
Christman, Mary 
Christoff, Joan 
Christopher, John 
Chubb, Margaret 
Cianfarani, Ryan 
Cicholski, Laura 
Cindrich, Susan 
Claflin, David 
Clark, Abigail 
Clark, Leann 
Clark, Pamela 
Clary, Barbara 
Clenet, Joy 
Clifford, Nancy 
Cline, Andi 
Cline, Michael 
Cloninger, Bryan 
Clyne, Robert 
Cober, Ron 
Cole, Nancy 
Coleman, Helena 
Cole-Misch, Sally 
Colista, Gian 
Collier, Marion 
Collins, Greg 
Collins, Peggy 
Colville, Roberta 
Colwell, John 
Conaway, Tara 
Conklin, Lindsay 
Connors, Timothy 
Conti, Anthony 
Cook, James 
Cook-Fine, Marcy 
Corrigan-Calley, Diane 
Costello, Carol 
Cottrell, Larsen 
Couck, Lynn 
Courtade, Mylene 
Cowie, Virginia 
Cox, Joseph 
Cox, William 
Coyle, Patricia 
Craig, Janelle 
Cramer, Carol 
Cramer, Kathleen 
Crancer, Connie 
Crawford, Tracy 
Creech, Nancy 
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Cremeans, Michael Dolinka, Toby Fairchild, Felicia 
Croce, Hugh Doolittle, Don Faith, Pat 
Cromley, Michael Doty, Carol Farmer, Heidi 
Crooks, Patricia Doughty, Blondell Farrell, Wendy 
Crosby, Elizabeth Douglass, K.A. Farrer, Judy 
Crossey, Colleen Doyle, Carrie Faust, Nancy 
Crouch, Mary Drake, Margery Feichtinger, Dennis 
Cruden, Robert Drenten, Judy Feldman, Agnes 
Crump, Gary Dudek, Gary Fent, Sherry 
Curran, Jennifer Duffy, Diana Ferrier, Daniel 
Cushman, Anna Dukovich, Karen Fiebernitz, Mitchell 
Cypher, Steven Dulac, Janine Field, Kathleen 
Cyr, Anette Dunlop, Ann Field, Whitney 
D, K Dunn, Marilynn Findley, Marjorie 
D'Alessandro, Keith Dunn, Melvin Finwall, Maggie 
Dalinowski, Kimberly E, Harris Marilyn Fisch, Dorothy 
Dalley, Vicki E., Boik Mark Fisher, Lynn 
Dalton, Brian Eacker, Glenn Fisher, Sharon 
Daniel, Al Eaton, Alexandra Fisher, Stephen 
Daniels, Joanne Ebersole, Jan Fisk, Katherine 
Dannin, Ellen Edgren, Carl Fitzgerald, Robin 
Dashner, Steve Edison, Jeffrey Fletcher, Carol 
David, Carlo L. Edwards, John Flis, Jerry 
Davies, Miranda Edwards, Tao Florido, Carlos 
Davis, John Egged, Jim Florkowski, Nancy 
Davis, Kathleen Ehrhardt, Jean Flum, Sarah 
Davison, Rondi Ehrnst, Amanda Foix, Alex 
Dawe, Jennifer Eldridge, David&Ellen Foley, Patricia 
Day, Stephen Eliowitz, Mary Folkertsma, Casey 
Dean, K. Ellis, Tammy Follett, Sandra 
Debelak, Theresa Ellsworth, Marcie Fong, Christina 
Decker, Emily Ellyn, Cain Mary Fordham, Chad 
Defilippo, Terri Elmore, Ronald Fortune, Kelly 
Degennaro, Mary Elster, Evelyn Fox, Robert 
Dekorte, Robert Emmons, Adeline Fox, Robert D 
Delisi, Donna Emmott, Tom Fragel, Robyn 
Dellacorte, Maria Engel, John Francis, Deborah 
Dennis, John Englund, Mary Francis, Donald 
Deplanche, Mike Englund, Rob Francisco, Jerome 
Descheneau, Katie Engwall, James Francisco, Linda 
Devane, Karen Enneking, Dj Franulic, Sean 
Devoe, Carolyn Erlewine, Phillip Frazier, Marjorie 
Dick, Rachel Ernst, Charlene Freas, Roy 
Dickinson, Vicki Ernzen, Florence Frederick, David 
Dierkes, Don Esser, Pamela Friday-Craft, Betty 
Diment, Kim Estrada, Toni Frieden, Amy 
Dimmitt, Ruth Evans, Barbara Friedman, Michael 
Dineen, Charles Evans, Margaret Friend, Joseph 
Dinges, Marcia Evans, Monica Fry, William 
Dixon, Francine Evans, Tania Fugate, Karl 
Dobson, Melissa Exoo, Alan Fuller, Jane 
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Funke, Julie Gram, Neil Hausauer, Kurt 
Furst, Steven Grant, Larry Haviland, Adam 
Gage, Elizabeth Graube, Davids Haworth, Patricia 
Gagnon-Wielart, Tiffany Gravlin, Kim Hayden, Sherry 
Gailliard, Esperanza Gray, Norleen Hayes, Laura 
Gaines, Jeff Gray, Tonya Hayes, Roger 
Gallo, Patty Gray-Lion, Annelissa Hayes, Sylvia 
Galt, Sarah Greenhoe, Todd Haynes, Margot 
Gamache, Bobbi-Jo Greening, Gretchen Head, Jim 
Gamalski, Robert Greenwald, Patricia Heath, B 
Gamboa, Miguel Greer, Liz Hebert, Marilyn 
Ganesh, Charanya Gregory, Renee Hedrick, Michael 
Gardey, Cheryl Grenadier, Carl Heether, Leonard 
Gardner, Pamela Griffith, David Hefling, Tracy 
Garland, Antoinette Grimm, Barton Hegstrand, Lee 
Garlit, Donald Grother, Susan Helman, Michal 
Garrels, Nancy Grove, Marie Helton, Cathy 
Garrett, Gary Groves, Sharon Hendrix, Jo 
Gaudette, Cheryl Grunewald, Dennis Henzler, Judith 
Gedelian, Craig Guilbault, Aubrey Herrington, Michael 
Genn, Oliver Gumina, Greg Herron, Richard 
Gerber, Pam Gurney, Hugh Herron, Scott 
Gerlach, Sharon H, Chris Hershman, Lesley 
Germain, Mary H., Karr William Hewett, Heather 
German, Bonnie Haan, Doug Hewitt, Sharon 
Gibbings, Jim Habalewsky, Ruth Higdon, Maxxcell 
Gibbs, Melissa Hagerman, Timothy Hildebrant, Kathryn 
Giebel, Cathie Haines, Joel Hill, Jack 
Giesick, Christy Hair, Karla Hinds-Lepsy, Kim 
Gilbert, Dave Hakala, William Hirlemann, Eloise 
Gilbert, Pamela Hambrock, Geri Hirschhorn, Susan 
Gilchrist, Joellem Hamlin, Teri Hoadley, Mary 
Gilmer, Ted Hammer, Jeffery Hobbs, Deb 
Gittlen, William Han, Richard Hodak, Dana 
Glassheim, Barbara Hanaford, Patricia Hoekje, Lee 
Gleissner, Alexander Hanka, Ladislav Hoffmaster, Debra 
Glenn, Julie Hanks, Enrico Hofmann, Rachel 
Glicker, Jason Hannah, James Holappa, Peggy 
Glickfield, Bette Hanninen, Janice Holbrook, Claudine 
Glygoroff, Leanne Hansen, David&Sharyn Holcomb, Barbara 
Goecke, Sarah Hanser, Jackie Holden, Jodi 
Goedhart, Gayle Hanson, Art Holmes, Katherine 
Goldsweig, David Hanson, Natalie Holmes, Linda 
Golembeski, Edmund Hanus, Heidi Holsinger, Sue 
Gonsky, Carol Hardie, D. Hominga, Lorraine 
Goode, Julia Harmon, Arianna Honey, Linda 
Goodspeed, Elaine Harmon, Elaine Hood, Jerry 
Goralski, Kathy Harrier, Katherine Hormel, Michael 
Gordon, Amanda Harrison, Patrick Horn, Anne 
Gordon, June Hartmann, Paula Horowitz, Phyllis 
Graham, Sylvia Hascall, Mary Houseworth, Bradley 
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Houston, Roy 
Howard, James 
Howard, Kristen 
Hoyt, Tom 
Hubbard, Sarah 
Hudnut, Christine 
Hughes, Don 
Hughes, Maureen 
Hulme, William 
Hummer, Karen 
Humphrey, Earnest 
Hundley, Ann 
Hunt, Ann 
Hunwick, Mishia 
Hurlin, Shirley 
Hutchinson, Peggy 
Hutchison, Larry 
Ibarlucea, America 
Ingram, Laurie 
Inman, Susan 
Ishii, Megumi 
Iskra, Matthew 
Isler, Lisa 
Iyer, Janine 
J, Swann Kevin 
Jackson, Chris 
Jackson, Heather 
Jackson, Jim 
Jackson, Mary 
Jane, Mcintee Mary 
Jarvis, Gary 
Jellema, John 
Jenkins, Lloyd 
Jersett, Melissa 
Jett, Alexandra 
Johnsen, Mark 
Johnson, Anthony 
Johnson, Barry 
Johnson, Cheryl 
Johnson, Cheryl 
Johnston, Todd 
Jones, Gordon 
Jones, Ralph 
Jones, Ruth 
Julian, Judith 
Justen, Kathy 
K, Paruchuri Rama 
Kaczorowski, David 
Kaiser, Sue 
Kalamarz, Mary Ann 
Kaleel, Joseph 

Kanistanaux, Nancy 
Kappe, Ruediger 
Karasek, Lois 
Kardos, Ron 
Katakowski, Dennis 
Kathi, Fred 
Katz, Jerome 
Kauffmann, Leisa 
Kaufman, Randy 
Kayne, Nan 
Kazak, Ilene 
Keefer, Deborah 
Keegan, Barbara 
Keirnan, Sandra 
Kelley, John 
Kellum, Travis 
Kelty, Joseph 
Kendall, Karen 
Kendall, Kenneth 
Kendall, Sandra 
Kendall-Rozman, Joan 
Kerman, Michael 
Kesti, Jill 
Khachaturian, Joann 
King, Ginny 
Kinnard, Evelyn 
Kinney, Ronnie 
Kitchen, Karen 
Kittle, Rex 
Klein, Chris 
Klein, Jeff 
Klein, Robert 
Kleinsmith, Dennis 
Kler, Chloe 
Klimovitz, Joseph 
Kline, Samuel 
Klingel, Kaaren 
Klinkhamer, Luci 
Klykylo, Katherine 
Knight, Haven 
Knoerl, Marie 
Knox, Karen 
Kohl, Jusy 
Kohn, Beverly 
Kohn, Jerry 
Kolasa, Gary 
Konwinski, Jarita 
Koop, Susan 
Korstange, John 
Korthase, Anne 
Koslek, Terry 

Kostiuk, Wolodymyr 
Kott, Cyndee 
Kramer, Victoria 
Krasner, Beryl 
Krick, Julie 
Krispien, Christina 
Kristofice, Kathy 
Kroske, Kelly 
Krueger-Locy, Christie 
Krug, Patty 
Krull, William 
Kuboske, Patricia 
Kukla, Terry 
Kustasz, Robin 
Kwitt, Michael 
L, Parker Ann 
La, Fleur Gloria 
La, Fond Nan 
Labarge, Karen 
Laclair, Gary 
Lafond, James 
Lamarr, Barbara&Theresa 
Lameck, Janet 
Landuyt, Renee 
Lane, Lee 
Lane, Roger 
Langberg, Mark 
Langmeyer, Delana 
Laporte, Chris 
Larson, Katherine 
Larson, Sherry 
Larson, Stephen 
Laufer, Scott 
Laurence, Sandra 
Lauzzana, Gail 
Lavaute, Judy 
Lawrence, Richard 
Lebert, Mary 
Leclair, Jeff 
Lehman-Rittinger, Ann 
Leichner, Karen 
Lemke, Eric 
Lenhard, Tom 
Lent, Patricia 
Lenzen, Robert 
Leonard, Henrietta 
Leppanen, Marianne 
Lesinski, Pete 
Lesser, Margo 
Lester,, Md Eric 
Leszczynski, M. 
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Letts, Susan 
Levasseur, Luana 
Leven, Marie 
Levine, Vivian 
Levinson, Lydia 
Lewis, Susan 
Ley, Barb 
Ley, Cristina 
Lheureux, Jole 
Liff, Christine 
Light, Kathryn 
Linabury, Theodore 
Lindberg, Kathie 
Lindsay, Paricia 
Lindsey, Toi 
Lisowsky, Maria 
Livingston, Marilyn 
Lockhart, Theresa 
Lockwood, Jeff 
Lofman, Sherry 
Lonewolf-Kitzul, Deborah 
Longcore, Judith 
Lootens, Tom 
Lord, Jeanine 
Lore, Lourdes 
Lottridge, Kimberly 
Loubert, Paul 
Lowe, Judith 
Lozon, Sharon 
Lubbers, Kaitlyn 
Ludwig, Russell 
Luedtke, Kelene 
Luppe, Beth 
Lusk, Wm 
Lyles, Lori 
Lyon, Gary 
M, Anita 
M, Senesi Stephen 
M., Van-Deventer F. 
Mabie, Craig 
Macbay, Annette 
Macdonald, Gordon 
Mackay, Jeanne 
Mackres, David 
Macks, Victor 
Maffessoli, Maryjo 
Magee, Patricia 
Maguire, Patricia 
Mahan, John 
Makarewicz, Jamie 
Maki, Mary 

Malnati, Peggy 
Malone, Mary 
Mandel, Mark 
Maraldo, Mario 
Marcus, Michael 
Marie, Osborne Anne 
Marikovics, Martha 
Markillie, Paul 
Markley, Barbara 
Martich, John 
Martin, Laura 
Martin-Herlein, Carla 
Masani-Manuel, Nzingha 
Mason, John 
Massey, Robert 
Matash, Scott 
Matero, Suzan 
Mathews, Betty 
Mathieu, Patricia 
Matthies, Andrea 
Mattice, Linda 
Mattison, Thomas 
Mattys, Brian 
Maturen, Virginia 
Matuszak, Sarah 
Matz, Appolonia 
May, Cynthia 
May, Dave 
Maybouer, P 
Mayes, Ava 
Maynard, Lorraine 
Mayor, Carol 
Mayotte, Mark 
Mazian, Armeney 
Mazurek, Cynthia 
Mccabe, Marie 
Mccallum, Sarah 
Mccance, Robert 
Mccarthy, Lee 
McComb, Sandy 
Mccomber, Rod 
Mccombs, Annie 
Mcdaniel, Janice 
Mcdavid, Carrie 
Mcdonald, Daryl 
Mcdougall, Carey 
Mcgarry, A.C. 
Mcgeehan, Carol 
Mcghee, Liane 
Mcgill, Linda 
Mcginnis, Kelley 
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Mchugh, Robert 
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Mcmillan, Brandi 
Mcnea, Judith 
Meinhardt, Ken 
Melmoth, Kathy 
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Messing, Mark 
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Meyers, Sarah 
Michael, Liberato C. 
Michael, Nevette 
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Mickie, John 
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Milbrodt, Bob 
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Miller, Angela 
Miller, Betsy 
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Miller, Glenn 
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Milne, Beverley 
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Motz, Tina O'Toole, Virginia Piper, Elaine 
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Moyer, Sharon Pabst, James Plumb, Brenda 
Mueller, Linda Paddock, Amoreena Podrasky, Joseph 
Mugridge, Denis Pagels, Mary Polesnak, Bill 
Muhammad, Mary Palazzolo, Joseph Polidori, Marguerite 
Mulder, Linda Palmer, Al Popp, Joseph 
Mulder, Ruth Palmgren, Tris Porter, Jan 
Muller, Thomas Palms, Jeannine Porter, Jeffrey 
Mulvey, Lori Pappas, Carole Porter, Linda 
Murdock, Michael Parhar, Pawiter Posselt, Gita 
Murphy, Judy Parker, Marna Post, Lara 
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Musialowski, Monique Parkett, Renee Postma, Wendi 
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Nawara, James Parsons, Mary Powers, Ed 
Nearing, Sue Pasco, Vicki Powers, Susan 
Nedeau, E. Patrick, Dwyne Poxson, David 
Neer, Tom Patrick, William Poxson, Tim 
Neff, Dorothy Patton, Susan Prochowski, Richard 
Nelson, Barbara Patzer, Phillip Pryor, Diane 
Newhouse, Jocelin Payne, Randolph Ptasznik, Ed 
Newman, Hilary Payne, Robert Purcell, Gary 
Newton, Sandra Pearl, Robert Quinn, Deborah 
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Nichols, Richard Peet, Henry Raby, Christina 
Niebuhr, Steven Pelath, Jeff Rahbari, Carol 
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Oldham, Craig Peterson, Georgie Reed, Andrew 
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Reed, Gary 
Reed, Harvey 
Reichel, Tom 
Reid, Kenneth 
Reiher, Linda 
Reinhart, Hollie 
Remkus, Ann 
Renaud, Thomas 
Renshaw, Jr Robert 
Reynolds, Michele 
Rhizal, Ross 
Richards, John 
Richards, John 
Richardson, Suzy 
Richter, Dianne 
Rider, Richard 
Ridley, Debbie 
Riley, Chris 
Ring, Terry 
Rios, Dorene 
Ripley, Carlotta 
Riser, Gary 
Rittenberg, William 
Robert, James 
Roberts, Catherine 
Robinson, Benjamin 
Robinson, Irene 
Robinson, Peggy 
Roche, Clinton 
Rodgers, Lori 
Rodriguez, Matt 
Rogan, Robert 
Rogers, Ann 
Rogers, Linda 
Rolands, Joseph 
Root, Christine 
Root, John 
Rop, Charles 
Ross, Ken 
Rossdo, Cindy 
Roush, Sue 
Rousseau, Karline 
Rowe, Bill 
Royer, Jeremy 
Rozek, Renee 
Roznick, Lisa 
Rubenstein, Howard 
Rudolph, Joellen 
Ruedemann, Diane 
Rummel, Mitzie 
Rungis, Sniedze 

Rupprecht, Michael 
Rusanowski, Michael 
Rush, Todd 
Rushlow, Timothy 
Rusnell, Patricia 
Ryburn, Charles 
Ryman, Denise 
S, Hands David 
Sacksteder, Carla 
Salmons, William 
Saltonstall, Constance 
Salvner, Amanda 
Salyer, Allen 
Sanford, Steve 
Sauntry, John 
Sawyers, Michelle 
Sayer, Christine 
Sayles, Andy 
Scaglione, Carmen 
Scarbrough, Terry 
Schaberg, Pamela 
Schaffer, P 
Schaller, Dawn 
Schambeers, Barbara 
Scharffe, Kirk 
Schaut, Ruth 
Scherpenisse, Carol 
Schilling, Kenneth 
Schindler, Arlene 
Schleusener, Marion 
Schlick, Haim 
Schmitt, Karen 
Schneider, John 
Scholl, Jack 
Schriner, Macie 
Schroeder, Jan 
Schroen, Hazel 
Schrotenboer, Micah 
Schultz, James 
Schultz, Peggy 
Schumacher, John 
Scorzelli, Susan 
Scott, Kathy 
Scott, Paul 
Scotti, Lucille 
Scrivnor, Norma 
Sears, Carol 
Sears, Frances 
Seay, Emily 
Seeley, Mark 
Seigneur, Judy 

Seiler, Mike 
Semeniuk, Betty 
Senker, Etienne 
Sercombe, Sarah 
Sevald, Diane 
Shagena, Scott 
Shane, Judith 
Sharon, Michael 
Sharp, Sam 
Shaw, T. 
Sheahan, Maureen 
Shear, Julie 
Shehadeh, Sommer 
Shelleau, Maureen 
Shelton, Elizabeth 
Sheltraw, Sam 
Sherman-Jones, Cynthia 
Sherman-Jones, John 
Shock, Jasmine 
Shoemaker, Lisa 
Shorkey, Tim 
Shoults, Bradley 
Shovein, Bart 
Sieracki, Tabatha 
Sigurdson, Lynn 
Sikora, Gene 
Sikorski, Frank 
Simmer, Walter 
Simms, Herman S. Jr. 
Simon, James 
Sims, Cindra 
Sisler, Robert 
Sitkoski, Selena 
Skelton, Julie 
Skowronski, Mark 
Skufis, Paul 
Skufis, Xen 
Slayton, Bonnie 
Slintak, Martin 
Small, Tom 
Smalley, Dennis 
Smarjesse, Dean 
Smarsch, William 
Smidtz, (Unknown) 
Smith, Brian M 
Smith, Chris 
Smith, Gerald 
Smith, Gregory 
Smith, Jim 
Smith, Julie 
Smith, Lynette 

98 



 

 
 

  
  
  
  
   
  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  
  

  
  

  
  

  
   

  
  

  
  

  
  
  
  
  

  
  
  

  
  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

 
  
  

  
  

  
  
  
  

  
  
  

  
  

  
  
  

  
  

  
  
  

  
  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  
  
  

  
  
  

  
  
  

  
  
   

  
  
  

  
  

  
  
  
  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  
  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  
  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  
  

   
   
   
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  
  
  

  
  

  
 

  

Smith, Michelle Stone, Brenda Thomas, Natalie 
Smith, Phillip Stoody, Carol Thompson, Kyle 
Smith, Richard Stordahl, Eric Tianen, Keith 
Smith, Richard Storrer, Patricia Tilly, Arlene 
Smith, Romanow Loma Strader, Veroneze Timm, Carol 
Smith, Ronald Strawn, Michael Tindall, Christine 
Smith, Sandra Streu, Debra Tinker, Robert 
Smith-Hoffman, Rebecca Stricklin, Andrew Toledo, Karen 
Sneden, K Striegel, Gordon Toshalis, Barbara 
Snyder, Ca Strom, Kirsten Tosiello, Josephine 
Snyder, Carol Strong, Grace Trainor, Catherine 
Solomonson, Barb Strotkamp, Dorothy Travis, Linda 
Soper, Jerry Stuart, Douglas Trevorrow, Theresa 
Sotala, Leslie Stucki, Marcia Trumbell, Elizabeth 
Sparkes, Richard Stulz, Ella Trumbull, Ramon 
Sparks, Steven Suarez, Joe Tucholski, John 
Spencer, Lynn Sulier, Patricia Tucich, Rudolph 
Spencer-Wood, Suzanne Sullivan, Susan Tucker, James 
Spens, Nick Surface, Sandy Turgeon, Randall 
Splan, Mary Sutliff, Leslie Turnbull, Karen 
Spring, Kym Sutton, Susan Twigg, Judy 
Spyridakis, Kathrina Swain, Robert&Mary Ugelow, Joanne 
Stadel, Dallas Swanson, Mark Updyke, Shana 
Stafford, Donna Swanson, Scott Urueta, Mariah 
Stallard, Michelle Sweeny, Candace Valdez, Amy 
Stanbury, Phyllis Swiatek, Vicki Valdmanis, Vivian 
Stanfield, Jr Wayne Sy, Steven Valley, Daniel 
Stankowski, Janet Szalega, Marianne Vallimont, Deborah 
Stankye, Karen Szczepanski, Gerald Valrance, James 
Starr, Susan Szof, Mark Valrance, Nancy 
Staszkow, Richard Szutz, Joe Van, Andel Mary 
Staudacher, Daniel Szwed, Steven Van, Eijnatten Maurits 
Steen, Carmella T, C Van, Loo Randy 
Steeno, Mary Taite, Linda Van, Rooyen Robin 
Stefani, Kathy Tam, Stephen Vandervere, Dan 
Steiner, Kay Tarlton, Amanda Vandyken, Barbara 
Steinman, Re Taylor, Jennifer Vanhall, Teri 
Stenske, Dorothy Tazzia, Charles Vanhapelto, Hilkka 
Stephan, Debra Tee, Jerry Vanwart, Shelly 
Stephenson, E. Tee, Patricia Veenema-Birky, Jean 
Stephenson, Jennevie Ten, Brink Antoinette Velandra, Paul 
Stephenson, Valorie Tennant, Dawna Velazquez, Francisco 
Stevens, David Tetreault, Chantal Verhelst, Jennifer 
Stevens, Jjeff Thanasas, Patty Vigo, Eva 
Stevenson, Ruthie Thibeault, Barbara Virag, Leslie 
Stickel, Ann Thiebaut, Dana Visger, Theresa 
Stiles, Roger Thierry, John Vogel, Kathleen 
Stinson, Loree Thomas, Abigail Von, Glahn Jeffrey 
Stitt, Brenda Thomas, Arthur Vorenkamp, Jane 
Stockdill, Nelson Thomas, James W, A 
Stoddart, Gail Thomas, Kane Dr Wackerly, Shirley 
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Wagler, Jennifer 
Walk, Robert 
Walker, Lindsey 
Wallace, Barbara 
Wallace, Patrice 
Wallick, Eileen 
Walsh, Marie 
Walsh, Sally 
Walter, Gail 
Walters, Alta 
Walters, Susan 
Ward, Bissell R. 
Warmbier, Bradley 
Warren, David 
Wassmer, Tom 
Watkins, Barbara 
Watkins, Jim 
Watson, Barbara 
Watson, David 
Watson, Jamey 
Waurzyniak, Thomas 
Way, Lee Li 
Wayda, Georgia 
Weaver, Harvey 
Weber, Joanne 
Weeber, Mary 
Weed, Wendelin 
Weeden, Janice 
Weitkamp, Ernst 
Welch, Irene 
Welch, Sandra 
Wellman, Kate 
Welsford, Susan 
Wengert, Nancy 
Wesley, Mark 
Whalen, Shannon 
Whaley, Barbara 
Wheatley, Catherine 
Whipple, Dennis 
Whitaker, Kimberlee 
White, Allen 
White, Barbara 
White, Mary 
Whitman, Fran 
Whitt, Heather 
Widick, Barbara 
Widigan, Sharon 
Wiesner, Kris 
Wilbourn, Pam 
Willer, James 
Williams, Helen 

Williams, Marijean 
Williams, Matt 
Williams, Tsatsos Claire 
Williamson, Jim 
Williamson, Linda 
Williamson, Richard 
Willingham, Andre 
Wilson, Marilyn 
Witkowski, Mark 
Witt, Michael 
Wittebols, James 
Wolf, Debra 
Wolfe, Margaret 
Wolfe, Shirley & Arthur 
Wolk, Mik 
Wolschlager, Linda 
Wood, Dawn 
Wood, Roderick 
Wood, Suzanne 
Woodbury, Mark 
Woodworth, Linda 
Woolworth, Chuck 
Worden, Bonnie 
Worley, Joseph 
Woznicki-Likavec, Marie 
Wright, James&Diana 
Wright, Jan 
Wyman, Susan 
Young, Brenda 
Yuncker, Michele 
Zajac, Andrea 
Zalba, James 
Zalenski, Lisa 
Zalewski, Jon 
Zamarron, Stephen 
Zarnoch, Walter 
Zelenak, Suzette 
Zhang, Victoria 
Ziarno, Raymond 
Zielinski, Betsy 
Zimmer, Zimmer Valerie 
Zimny, Gloria 
Zinsmaster, Kathryn 
Zitta, Mary Ann 
Zoldowski, Gary 
Zoldowski, Joan 
Zolkosky, Pamela 
Zorn, Connie 
Zucker, Cathy 
Zwald, Phil 
Zwarka, Jan 

Zwiernik, Susan
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Appendix I.  Letters submitted by individuals in opposition to commercial 
net-pen aquaculture in the Great Lakes. 
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There is concern over the effect of escaped fish on genetic and ecology of Lake Huron 

ecosystem. We have had escapements of 250,000 rainbow trout in past years which are a great 

concern. 

In all the sites available in Michigan waters of the Great Lakes there will be conflicts with sport 
fishing, boaters and commercial fisherman. 

Since the Bottom Lands over which these cage·culture would be located over are held In trust 
for the citizens of the State of Michigan by the MDNR. What will be the benefit for usage of 

these bottom lands if it falls In the category of monies collected for mining, oil and gas wells, 

and sales of timber from the state forests, which goes into the Natural Resources Trust Fund? 

In addition, to posting a security bond of cash (monetary) or insurance bond for damage to the 
bottom land from manure and food deposition and degradation, the damage of the ecosystem 

of the Great Lake waters of the State of Michigan, from escapement, disease transfer to native 

species, causes loss of valuable habitat. 

In conclusion, I support aquaculture in a closed system. 

Kenneth E. Merckel D.D.S. 

Sport Fishing Advisor Lake Huron 
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Date: November 18, 2015 at 6:15 PM , I
I 


I
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Sent: 11/17/2015 1:02:50 P.M. Eastern Standard Time 

Subj: Fwd: Net Pens 


Greeting everyone, 
This is my first attempt to do anything like this, i.e. send 

messages to a group that will eventually amount to pages of 
text. Let me remind you all about some of my deficiencies. My 
ability to use my computer is limited in the number of 
functions that I can undertake. Some of you will remember 
that I got my first computer in 1983 when I retired from the 
Michigan DNR. Being of sound mind, at that time, I traded it 
for fishing tackle. Helen and I acquired our next computer 
when we were both about the age of 80. Another excuse, I 
dictate all my messages to the person residing within my 
computer (Dragon Speaking Naturally). I have named him Dr. 
Watson and he does a very good job in translating my voice 
messages to a written text. However he sometimes makes 
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reading what I have dictated you may see some occasions 
when my text includes some totally unrelated phrases. With 
that I will end my excuses 

I am totally opposed to the proposed development of I 
fish rearing pens in the Great Lakes as proposed by several 
documents that have appeared recently. Sea Grant working I 
with the Michigan aqua culture Association produced a IIdocument earlier this summer entitled a strategic plan for the 
development of Michigan aquaculture. I t  is about 110 pages 
long and copies are limited. I got my copy as an attachment 
from Frank Crist. Perhaps that is a source that some of the 
rest of you could use. In my opinion it should not be described 
as a strategic plan. I would describe it as a promotional 
document. Again in my opinion it is deceitful. Deceitful in that 
it omits many of the negative aspects of developing 
aquaculture in the Great Lakes. I t  omits many readily 
available negative facts about the only example that we have 
for comparison that being the net pens currently in the North 
Channel area of Lake Huron in the province of Ontario. There 
are dozens of other places that I find objectionable 
statements. My intent is to share these concerns, express my 
opinions and describe what I believe is wrong with the whole 
idea. Having said this much, I don't want to make any of my 
emails so lengthy as they will sometimes be passed over 
because they take too long. 

In this message I want to make only one point. There is a 
public meeting to be held on November 19. I believe that it is 
at Treetops Resort immediately east of Gaylord. The meeting 
is a public review of what our state agencies have to say and 
provides an opportunity for public input. I hope that many of 
you can make that meeting I plan to be there if I can arrange 
transportation and I have registered as a person wishing to 
deliver comments. 

As more informative emails from me arrive, I hope you will 
feel free to share them to colleagues and any other interested 
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people 

Best regards to all of you, 
Howard Tanner 

' 
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ii ·i2 Sul)jact: Fwd: Net Pens 
o.,.e: November 17, 2015 1 PM 

Greeting everyone, 
This is my first attempt to do anything like this, i.e. send 

messages to a group that will eventually amount to pages of text. 
Let me remind you all about some of my deficiencies. My ability to 
use my computer is limited in the number of functions that 1 can 
undertake. Some of you will remember that 1 got my first computer 
in 1983 when 1 retired from the Michigan DNR. Being of sound 
mind, at that time, 1 traded it for fishing tackle . Helen and I acquired 
our next computer when we were both about the age of 80. Another 
excuse, I dictate all my messages to the person residing within my 
computer (Dragon Speaking Naturally). I have named him Dr. 
Watson and he does a very good job in translating my voice 
messages to a written text. However he sometimes makes some 
massive mistakes and since I have such a difficulty in reading what 
1 have dictated you may see some occasions when my text 
includes some totally unrelated phrases. With that 1 will end my 
excuses

I am totally opposed to the proposed development of 
fish rearing pens in the Great Lakes as proposed by several 
documents that have appeared recently. Sea Grant working with 
the Michigan aqua culture Association produced a document earlier 
this summer entitled a strategic plan for the development of 
l\Jl:-i....;,... ___..... . ·--· ........... - '"' ; ...... -'--· ·"' .... "'" ------ ·--- ---' ---;-- ........ _ 
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limited. I got my copy as an attachment from Frank Crist. Perhaps 
that is a source that some of the rest of you could use. In my 
opinion it should not be described as a strategic plan. I would 
describe it as a promotional document. Again in my opinion it is 
deceitful. Deceitful in that it omits many of the negative aspects of 
developing aquaculture in the Great Lakes. It omits many readily 
available negative facts about the only example that we have for 
comparison that being the net pens currently in the North Channel 
area of Lake Huron in the province of Ontario. There are dozens of 
other places that I find objectionable statements. My intent is to 
share these concerns, express my opinions and describe what I 
believe is wrong with the whole idea. Having said this much, I don't 
want to make any of my emails so lengthy as they will sometimes 
be passed over because they take too long. 

In this message I want to make only one point. There is a public 
meeting to be held on November 19. I believe that it is at Treetops 
Resort immediately east of Gaylord. The meeting is a public review 
of what our state agencies have to say and provides an opportunity 
for public input. I hope that many of you can make that meeting I 
plan to be there if I can arrange transportation and I have registered 
as a person wishing to deliver comments. 

As more informative emails from me arrive, I hope you will feel 
free to share them to colleagues and any other interested people 

Best regards to all of you, 
Howard Tanner 
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Subject: Net Pens :Jt3 

Date: November 18, 2015 at 1 :55 PM 


Monday, November 16 

I will make this my text with an old adage - - "Smart people learn by their 
mistakes, really smart people learn by the mistakes of others"! 

One of my main concerns with existing and proposed net pen 
operations in our Great Lakes is the track record of how, cage or pen 
culture, in any form using fish or any animals capable of surviving in the 
the wild. 

l will start with a review of experiences from least germane to our 
current situation, moving through the list to those more applicable, ending 
up with the experiences of pen culture in the North Channel of Lake Huron. 

There are many similarities in the experiences of raising mammals 
either for hunting preserves or for food that are at least remotely related to 
the net and culture of fish. In North America, for one reason or another, 
elk, deer, wild boar, and pigs have been raised chiefly for private hunting 
preserves. As a result we have at least 1 million wild pigs in Texas, several 
thousand in Michigan, wild boar, rooting up our forest floor vegetation in 
the upper Peninsula of Michigan. 

CWD or Chronic Wasting Disease was first spread from penned, 
infected, deer in Colorado. In less than 30 years it has been spread 
through deer and elk populations from Saskatchewan to Texas and from 
Colorado to New York. This year three infected deer were detected in 
Michigan. There is only one way this disease could have been spread so 
rapidly and so far - - it was the interexchange for trade or sale of animals 
by enterprises raising wild animals in pens. 
Yes, these were mammals, but the lesson is the same. Animals will escape 
and disease will be spread when pen reared animals escape and carry 
with them diseases . .  

Fish diseases have been spread in several places in North America by 
disease and escaping fish from private aquaculture. Whirling disease has 
decimated the trout populations of the famous Madison River. 
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And mentioned several times the five species of Asian carp originally 
escaped from aquaculture operations in Arkansas in Michigan a long time 
ago but within my memory experienced the spread of bacterial gill disease 
originating from state hatcheries, and then more recently in the late 1960s 
we experienced the whirling disease in the Tobacco River near Clare 
Michigan. We responded by poisoning 7 to 9 miles of that river eliminating 
all fish populations. Our efforts appear to have been successful. 

Turning to the pen culture of fish in more distant locations. In 

Norway, Atlantic salmon were reared in pens in saltwater. The amount of 

Atlantic salmon on the market grew tenfold in a few short years. Then a 

deadly disease developed in the pens producing a complete collapse of 


· the pen reared salmon industry. However the real tragedy, and the one that 
is growing in the North Channel, threaten us like a dagger pointed in our 
direction is that this disease spread to wild populations of Atlantic salmon 
and those populations have been decimated. Remember the Atlantic 
salmon is the most prized species of fish in the world. It is known as Salmo 
salar or the Leaper. Worldwide their populations continue to decline. So 
what was the solution of the companies operating in the pens in Norway 
waters? They moved most of their industry to protected areas along the 
shoreline in the country of Chile and the Pacific Ocean. There the industry 
grew to a billion-dollar industry and then collapsed. It has currently been 
restructured and its future is open to question - - as an aside I viewed 
three net pens sites in Chile while on tour. They were ugly but located in 
remote areas essentially unpopulated by people and other activities. At 
two of the locations I saw seals swimming near the net pens. To me they 
appeared fat and happy presumably feeding on the unwary pen reared fish 
escaping. 

Turning now to the net pens in the North Channel of Lake Huron. Those 
pens have been there for at least a decade and it is documented that 
rainbow trout have escaped many times, almost consistently. One escape 
incident more than 200,000 rainbow escaped. 
Why didn't Sea Grant tell us this in their so-called strategic plan 
document? 
Why didn't they tell us that these net pens have been in violation of water 
quality standards established by the province of Ontario? This one I must ' 

label as hearsay, but I believe it to be true. I have been told that there is 
t:>\/irl<>nl"'<> th<1t tn11ricm in th<>t <1ro<1 h<:>c rl.:>l"'linorl with hn<>rrlorl 11n mntt:>lc 

I
I 



.. ' 

'-"VIVIVll\,,I'-"' LllUI. t.VYllV'lll "' L11"'4.L ""''v/ 11'-AV '-''-'Vll•lvY YVl\.11 t.JVUIUVU \Af'-' , •• ...,"""'"' 

and other relics catering to visiting tourists. If this is true, why didn't Sea 
Grant tell us about this in their promotional document. 

Here are my closing comments. 
Aquaculture - as it exists in the net pens of the North Channel of Lake 
Huron, stare at us like a dagger pointed at our throat. 
Now the authors of this proposal would have us authorize net culture in 
Michigan's portion of the Great Lakes to an industry growing to a value of 
$1 billion a year. Are we nuts? This proposal must be defeated - - smart 
people learn by their mistakes, really smart people learn by the mistakes of 
others 

End of my third message - - Howard 

Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G L TE smartphone 



This will be my fourth message on the subject of net pens in the Great 
Lakes good afternoon everyone it's Monday afternoon this message will 
chiefly be on the subject of phosphates. 

This afternoon I will take as my starting point some memories of long long 
ago. As I write I am 92 years old and talking about my research 
experiences as a graduate student at Michigan State University. Both my 
Masters degree research and my PhD research were on the subject of 
adding nutrients to natural lake systems for the purpose of stimulating fish 
production and fish growth! I worked on seven lakes, I winter killed one of 
them and I produced offensive mats of filamentous algae on two more. I 
am happy and proud to report that that in my recommendations in my last 
chapter I made a statement to the effect no one under any circumstances 
should deliberately add nutrients including phosphates to natural aquatic 
systems! 

In that promotional document which C Grant chose to label as a strategic 
plan, pardon me while I wiped the froth away from my mouth, it is well 
established that phosphates are the limiting factor throughout the waters 
and soils of the great lakes watershed fish culture and net pens releases, 
without treatment, fish feces and other waste products. Research studies 
published in a review journal states that the amount of phosphates 
discharged from a single minute pen operation are the equivalent of the 
phosphates from a well-run sewage treatment plant serving the community 
of 1 0,000 people!! According to the - - when I will now call that accursed 
promotional document put forward by Sea Grant - - which postulates that 
we could have been aquaculture industry worth billions of dollars by 2025. 

don't know how many net pin operations that would take but let's just 
make a guess and say 100 discharging phosphates to the equivalent of 
ct::>W<>rtt::> trt::><:ihnt::>nt nbnt ct::>r\/inn 1 rnillif\n nt::>f\nlt::>I 
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We the people of Michigan are the stewards of the Great Lakes our history 
includes our struggles to reduce phosphates beginning in the late 1950s 
Michigan people led the nation to ban phosphates and detergents 
phosphates and lawn fertilizer and spent millions of dollars to upgrade the 
efficiency of our sewage treatment plants and our industrial discharges. 
The Department of natural resources spent three years and a lot of money 
to reduce the phosphate discharges from the Platte River hatchery that 
effort was successful in reducing the discharges of phosphates by more 
than 90°/o. Now comes forth that federal agency known as C Grant 
promoting net pen fish culture in the Great Lakes that without any 
semblance of treatment will discharge phosphates equipment to the ways 
of 1 million people. 
The predictable results will be that there will be considerable more amount 
of filamentous algae deposited in stinking decaying mats on the nearby 
beaches. There will be a general increase in the concentration of 
phosphates throughout the system. Producing more filamentous algae 
particularly in Lake Erie where it recently has produced sufficient 
filamentous algae that in turn produces toxic compounds forcing the 
closure of the intakes for drinking water tor the cities of Toledo and 
Cleveland. Again the authors of this document clearly have that 
information and jet chose never to mention it. Remember also that about 5 
million people or half the population of Lake Michigan takes their drinking 
water from Great Lakes sources. How come they never mentioned that? 
I'm going to close with some speculation. This aquaculture proposal starts 
on the assumption that they can take waters owned by the public and 
convert them to private profit motivated production of fish. The second 
assumption is that it's okay to discharge him treated fish feces in other 
ways in the waters of the Great Lakes. Let's strip this down to the fact that 
they would conduct operations that would discharge untreated animal 
wastes, yes Fisher animals, into the Great Lakes I wonder how far that 
assumption could be carried? Hypothetically let's assume that I own a big 
factory - - the truck picks up 100 pigs every Monday morning from my 
establishment one of my most difficult problems and most expensive 
problems is the proper disposal of animal feces. If their assumption is to be 
accepted I think I can make money by locating my pig factory where I can 
discharge into the Great Lakes - - seems fair - - about a chicken factory 
we could locate that on charity island and solve the difficult waste problem 
by just discharging it in the Great Lakes and so on and so on and so on. 
,,_ .......... :._,,.... .-. ..... -1 I t-..-.. ,-..-'.L -.&.-.&.-...J -ti -1. .a.L..- ---· • ....-..-.-..1..-. 1- • •.&. "t--........ .1.t-.:-
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reasons why Penn culture in the Great Lakes must be rejected we the 
people will not allow it - - not ever!! 
That ends my fourth in a series of opposition statements to greatly expand 
culture I hope to see many of you at dealer on the 19th - - Howard 
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DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: Jan Murphô 
Sent: Friday, December 04, 2015 8:37 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Fish farms 

To whom it may concern: 

I have lived in Michigan my entire life. and am still surprised at some of the really stupid actions that have been 
taken by the DNR. The idea of actually allowing fish farms on the Great Lakes, though, with the outrageous 
pollution that will be a given with such operations, is almost off the "bonehead scale". 

I am old enough to remember the damage that the sea lamprey did to our Great Lakes fisheries. We were lucky 
to recover as well as we did, and to tum around and risk the health of our waters with something as short­
sighted as fish farms seems extremely foolish. We are likely to be dealing with the fallout from fish waste long 
after these "entrepreneurs" have moved on to something else. 

Putting aside the intrinsic value of pure water, especially in light of the "megadroughts" that NOAA and other 
agencies are predicting, is nothing other than foolish. 

Please do the right thing and reject this proposal. 

Very truly yours, 

Janis Murphy 



DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: Kim Thomae••••••••··� 
Sent: Friday, December 04, 2015 5:56 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Commercial Net Pens 

Dear Sir, 

I 'm writing about the commercial net pen proposal on rainbow trout in Lakes Michigan and Huron. Please count this 

household against this unwarranted commercial venture. There's just too much at stake to allow this proposal to go any 

further than it has. One mistake and the lakes will be damaged for years to come. As practicing conservationists, hunters 

and anglers, we have to be able to see to it that ALL protections are taken when it comes to the lakes and rivers for a l l  

generations to come. This venture is just way too risky to even be considered any further. 

Please, don't allow this proposal!! 

Sincerely, 

John and Kim Thomas 

Sent from my iPhone 



DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
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From: Walter Boe�········· 
Sent: Friday, December 04, 2015 4:35 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Net Pen Aquaculture in Great Lakes Areas That Are Under the Jurisdiction 

To Whom it May Concern; 

Allowing large scale net pen aquaculture in the Great Lakes should not be authorized as the lake ecosystem as it is now 
configured does not lend itself to proper or safe management. The siting and management of such facilities would be 
extremely problematic and prone to failure. While I do see the future need for additional protein in the world's food 
chain the better option would be on land recirculation systems where any and al l  pollution loading would be controlled 
and treated. 

Thank you for a l lowing me this opportunity to comment on this very important issue concerning the future of the Great 
Lakes. 

Wally Bock 
"Conservation is a state of harmony between men and land" Aldo Leopold 



DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: Ann Georg4•••••••• 
Sent: Thursday, December 03, 2015 9:05 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Net Pen Aquaculture 
Attachments: My Comments on Net Pen Aquaculture to the State of MichiganAC.doc 

Attached please accept my comments on the proposed net pen aquaculture businesses in the Great 
Lakes. 
Gary Marek 



DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

Pen-Comments@M ichigan. gov 

From: 

Sent: 	 Thursday, December 03, 2015 4:50 PM 
To: 	 DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: 	 Net-Pen Aquaculture 

December 3, 2015 

TO: DNR/DEQ/MDARD Net Pen Aquaculture Group 

DN R-Net-

FR: Ann George 

RE: Great Lakes Net-Pen Aquaculture Proposals 

When I first heard of the plan to allow net-pen aquaculture in the Great Lakes, I was dumbfounded. I found it hard to believe that the 
agencies charged with conserving and protecting our environment in Michigan would have anything to do with such a troubled 
industry. Then I read the reports prepared for the Quality of Life Group and was further astounded. It would appear that none of the 
analyses takes into account the overwhelming evidence of disease, escapes, environmental degradation and economic loss from 
Europe, Canada, or South America. None of the reports even attempts to calculate a net economic or environmental benefit (or loss) 
from net-pen aquaculture. No mention is made of any of the documented negative effects from the Ontario operation in the North 
Channel of Georgian Bay, even though this is the only truly comparative example. No alternatives are considered, such as land-based 
recirculating aquaculture systems (RAS), even though the world-wide industry is heading in that direction. The current proposals are 
grossly inadequate -- and just plain wrong-- on many levels: 

• •The waters of the Great Lakes that Michigan shares are held in public trust. To allow private companies to exploit and profit from 
this public resource would be an egregious abuse and abandonment ofresponsibility by the very state agencies charged with its 
preservation and protection. 

• 	 * Around the world, net-pen aquaculture has been shown to be a boom and bust industry, leaving environmental and economic 
damage in its wake. 

• 	 •Michigan has a multi-billion dollar fishing industry dependent on the health of our waters, not to mention our tourist industry. 

• •Recirculating aquaculture systems work. They use less water, offer greater control of growing conditions, have less clirnate­
related risk and fewer disease problems, are expandable, can be situated close to markets, can be integrated into a growing system 
which incorporates plants and/or other organisms -- to name only a few of the potential benefits. 

• 	 •The aquaculture industry is heading toward RAS systems, having realized the returns are there in the long run. The initial 
investment is greater, but so are the benefits. RAS-raised Atlantic salmon and rainbow trout are being profitably brought to market by 

.... 
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Sustainable Blue, a company in Nova Scotia, to uame just oue example. There are several large-scale examples of companies growing 
other species here in the United States. 

• •Developed properly, Michigan could become a leader in freshwater RAS aquaculture. 

We humans have a well-documented history of destroying the environment, extirpating species, and endangering human health. Net­
pen aquaculture has been shown to have numerous adverse environmental effects, but it's too late (for instance) for the Atlantic 
salmon rivers of the Bay of Fundy or the coastal rivers of Maine. Have we in Michigan really learned nothing from the examples 
world-wide? In my mind, there is no justification for experimenting with net-pen aquaculture in the Great Lakes, fully 20% of 
the world's fresh water, especially given the analyses made public so far. 

I urge you to start over and take all potential effects (positive and negative) into account. A good article to start with might be 
Searching for Solutions in Aquaculture: Charting a Sustainable Course, by Dane Klinger and Rosamond Naylor, appearing in the 
Annual Review of Environment and Resources (2012). Then go on to analyze the most recent research and fully consider the 
potential for harm inherent to net-pen aquaculture. I am confident you will fmd that recirculating aquaculture systems have many more 
benefits and far fewer drawbacks, and would be a good fit for our state economy. 
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strongly urge you prohibit farming 

From: 

Sent: Thursday, December 03, 2015 : 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Great Lakes net pen aquaculture 

Dear MDNR, MDEQ, and MDARD Panel Members, 

I'm writing to provide commentary on proposal to allow net pen aquaculture (a.k.a. "fish farming") in the Great Lakes. 
I've been following this issue from articles in my local paper (the Petoskey News-Review) and my local public radio 
station (CMU public Radio). I have a degree in fisheries management from the University of Wisconsin-Stevens Point 
and have spent a good portion of my career working in water resource management. 

Even in the vast and resilient oceans, fish farming has been shown to be detrimental. Sustainable seafood guidelines 
advise against most types of net pen aquaculture due to the harm posed to marine life. I shudder to think what the 
consequences could be in in a much more sensitive freshwater ecosystem like the Great Lakes. Furthermore, the waters 
of the Great Lakes are a treasured public resource held in trust by the State for use by everyone. I do not want even a 
small portion of my Great Lakes dedicated to a private fish farming enterprise. 

to fish in the Great Lakes. 

Sincerely, 

I 
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DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: elizabeth benyi••••••••••I 
Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 8:41 AM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Fish Farming Pens 

Fish farming should NEVER be allowed in the Great Lakes. It is highly contaminating to the water and kills 
native species. There have been many credible scientific studies done on the hazards of farmed fish both to the 
consumer and to the environment. We have the most pristine and largest fresh water bodies in the world. We 
need to protect those resources no matter what. In the next ten years most wars will be fought over fresh water 
and not oil. 

Please stop this 

Elizabeth Benyi 



DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

Knopp4• From: John 
.

Sent: Sunday, November 29, 2015 1:07 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: aquaculture in the great lakes 

This is to express strong opposition to the proposal to set up "fish farms" in the Great Lakes and to request that 
you deny any such proposals. 

In addition to the sound environmental reasons provided at the public hearing, I ask you to consider that such 
proposals are at the expense of our public heritage and public ownership for the benefit of special interests. We 
are asked to give up ownership so a few can profit and degrade our ecosystem. This is dead wrong. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

John W Knoppe 



DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

Deb Hanse14 •• From: 

Sent: Saturday, November 28, 2015 8:38 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Net-Pen Aquaculture in the Great Lakes 

Please include my comments in your assessment of this issue. Thank you. 

It's my understanding that the State of Michigan has received proposals to establish 
privately owned net-pen operations in public waters of the Great Lakes near Escanaba 
and Rogers City. 

I do not support this proposal. There are better ways to undertake aquaculture away 
from the Great Lakes. Our responsibility is to ensure that we invest in improving the 
health of these waters as sources of life for natural fisheries not to allow private interests 
to exploit them. 

I understand from reports on the subject that net-pen operations in public waters of the 
Great Lakes is not economically justifiable and poses far too great of risk to them and to 
public health. It is your responsibility to put the public interest before private gain, 

Documented dangers include: 

* Adding tons of phosphorus and nitrogen each year. This is unacceptable. 

* Creating a potential breeding ground for diseases that could spread from caged fish to 
wild populations -- a superior food source to farmed fish. 

* Escapes such as what happened with Asian carp can have unintended and undesirable 
consequences. 

* Putting environmentally-friendly aquaculture systems at a disadvantage. 

I agree with the assessment of the scientific panel still believes that the State "must err 
on the side of caution." Protecting these waters is a sacred trust. We must not gamble 
with the health one of the fundamental sources of life itself for 44 jobs. 

mailto:DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov


Michigan already has closed-loop aquaculture. Separated from rivers and lakes, these 
operations do not endanger the Great Lakes and inland waterways. 

We do not own the Great Lakes, but we are responsible for their care. It is a profound 
responsibility as we will learn in the years ahead. 

I encourage you not to approve this business venture. 

Respectfully, 


Rev Debra Hansen 




DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: Dan Sernic�········· 
Sent: Friday, November 27, 2015 9:06 PM 
To: Armas Soorus 
Cc: DNR- Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Re: Fish Net Pen Farming in Great Lakes 

Well said. I second. 
Dan Sernick 

On Nov 27, 2015 6:12 PM, "Armas" wrote: 

I am speaking out as firmly opposed to fish net pen farming in the Great Lakes. 

The Asian Carp in the Mississippi watershed is a prime example of how fish farming cannot be adequately 
controlled and causes great environmental damage at the profit of a few special interests. We are already facing 
this threat in the Great Lakes through the Chicago River and it demonstrates how commercial interests conflict 
with the interests of environmental and recreational groups and can have far ranging impact. The Great Lakes 
are a public resource that should not be contaminated further by Fish Net Pen Farming. 

Further, I do not think open water net pen aquaculture has a place on the great lakes because: 

Fish invariably and routinely escape from aquaculture net pens and cages and not infrequent accidents release 
them in large numbers. These escapes have documented negative genetic effects on native or wild populations 
of the same and closely related species. If the escapees are of a non-native species, they may found (and have 
founded) viable populations and become pernicious invaders themselves. Escapees also transmit disease to and 
compete with all susceptible aquatic species. 

The crowded conditions in net pens and cages make them breeding grounds for fish disease and parasites that 
spread to nearby free ranging fish. Aqua culturists routinely lace their feed with antibiotics and pesticides just 
to keep their fish alive, while subjecting native and wild aquatic populations outside the cages to increased 
detrimental exposure, greater incidence of disease outbreak and greater severity of outbreaks. Moreover, this 
preemptive dosing with antibiotics accelerates declines in drug effectiveness and drug resistant maladies, while 
pesticides lead to unknown impacts on other aquatic animals. 

Aquaculture uses hormones to promote faster growing and larger crops. Unknown portions or metabolites of 
these chemical compounds are passed on through excrement to have still poorly understood effects on other 
aquatic populations and on the public water supplies. 
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Net pen and cage operations in the US waters of the Great Lakes would discharge very significant amounts of 
untreated animal excrement, dead animals, uneaten food, food additives, hormones, medications, pesticides and 
chemicals used to maintain the pens directly into the water. Volumes depend on pen size and numbers, as well 
as the fish species farmed, but their volumes are the equivalent to the effluent releases of small to medium sized 
cities. However, open water fish farmers do not treat that waste like our municipalities must! 

In the Great Lakes, where there are no tides to help disperse wastes, cage and net pens will concentrate effluent, 
stifle existing bottom life, and facilitate condition conductive to algal blooms, including blooms of poisonous 
species like Microcystis that cut off the public water of Cleveland a summer ago. 

Nutrient effluent from open water fish farms reduces dissolved oxygen and exacerbates conditions leading to 
dead zones, even as Great Lakes state and federal agencies, farmers, municipal sewage plants and others 
undertake costly efforts seeking to reduce anoxia in parts of the Great Lakes, including parts of Lake Michigan. 

Fish farms can definitely interfere with other beneficial uses of near shore areas, limiting recreational and 
commercial boating and paddling of all types, recreational fishing, use of adjacent beaches, swimming, 
appreciation of lake vistas, and the like. The much from near shore fish farms has itself prevented the use of 
beaches for other activities. I don't want to be swimming in excrement. 

Over their lifetime, farmed fish require a greater weight of fish protein in their food than they contribute to the 
human food supply. Indeed, one sixth of the total fish harvest worldwide is used to make aquaculture fish 
food. Harvesting of forage species to feed aquaculture is devastating these species worldwide. 

Aquaculture operations typically exploit nearby sources of fish protein to produce the less expensive feed 
needed to stay viable and Michigan's studies already suggest the likelihood of instate fish meal 
mills. However, the Lake Michigan - Huron complex is not an ocean with a vast forage base that can be 
exploited in support of aquaculture. Indeed, the amount of forage in these lakes has become a limiting factor 
for commercial and recreational fisheries and is currently near historic lows. The forage base caunot sustain 
fishing in support of aquaculture. 

Recreational fishing and tourism produce multiples of the small economic impact that might be expected from 
net pen aquaculture in the Great Lakes, Studies suggest that the combination of production cost and 
environmental costs of open water aquaculture actually make it an unprofitable choice. 



Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov DN R-

From: Charlie Weave4••••••• 
Sent: Friday, November 27, 2015 7:34 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Aquaculture in the Great Lakes 

I believe this to be a poorly designed project for the following reasons: 
1. Nutrient overloading from fish fecal matter and unconsumed food. 
2. Disease possibilities and their spread to other wild fish. 
3. Antibiotics used to prevent and treat diseases entering into the water and forwarded to drinking water systems. 
4. Genetic effects from escaped fish, especially in a ca tastrophic escape event 
5. Monitoring through ice cover during the harsh mid-western winters. 

Clearly the risks outweigh the economic benefits. I strongly recommend you put this project on hold 
until the above issues can be resolved and /or mitigated. 

If you do decide to go ahead with the project, it is imperative you adhere closely and completely to the 
various Science Advisory Panel recomme ndations. 

Thank you for considering this. 

Charles Weaver 

mailto:DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov


DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: Arma4•••••• 
Sent: Friday, November 27, 2015 6:12 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject Fish Net Pen Farming in Great Lakes 

I am speaking out as firmly opposed to fish net pen farming in the Great Lakes. 

The Asian Carp in the M ississippi watershed is a prime example of how fish farming cannot be adequately controlled and 
causes great environmental damage at the profit of a few special interests. We are already facing this threat in the 
Great Lakes through the Chicago River and it demonstrates how commercial interests conflict with the interests of 
environmental and recreational groups and can have far ranging impact. The Great Lakes are a public resource that 
should not be contaminated further by Fish Net Pen Farming. 

Further, I do not think open water net pen aquaculture has a place on the great lakes because: 

Fish invariably and routinely escape from aquaculture net pens and cages and not infrequent accidents release them in 
large numbers. These escapes have documented negative genetic effects on native or wild populations of the same and 
closely related species. If the escapees are of a non-native species, they may found (and have founded) viable 
populations and become pernicious invaders themselves. Escapees also transmit disease to and compete with al l  
susceptible aquatic species. 

The crowded conditions in net pens and cages make them breeding grounds for fish disease and parasites that spread to 
nearby free ranging fish. Aqua culturists routinely lace their feed with antibiotics and pesticides just to keep their fish 
alive, while subjecting native and wild aquatic populations outside the cages to increased detrimental exposure, greater 
incidence of disease outbreak and greater severity of outbreaks. Moreover, this preemptive dosing with antibiotics 
accelerates declines in drug effectiveness and drug resistant maladies, while pesticides lead to unknown impacts on 
other aquatic animals. 

Aquaculture uses hormones to promote faster growing and larger crops. Unknown portions or metabolites of these 
chemical compounds are passed on through excrement to have still poorly understood effects on other aquatic 
populations and on the public water supplies. 

Net pen and cage operations in the US waters of the Great Lakes would discharge very significant amounts of untreated 
animal excrement, dead animals, uneaten food, food additives, hormones, medications, pesticides and chemicals used 
to maintain the pens directly into the water. Volumes depend on pen size and numbers, as well as the fish species 
farmed, but their volumes are the equivalent to the effluent releases of small to medium sized cities. However, open 
water fish farmers do not treat that waste like our municipalities must! 

In the Great Lakes, where there are no tides to help disperse wastes, cage and net pens will concentrate effluent, stifle 
existing bottom l ife, and facilitate condition conductive to algal blooms, including blooms of poisonous species like 
M icrocystis that cut off the public water of Cleveland a summer ago. 

Nutrient effluent from open water fish farms reduces dissolved oxygen and exacerbates conditions leading to dead 
zones, even as Great Lakes state and federal agencies, farmers, municipal sewage plants and others undertake costly 
efforts seeking to reduce anoxia in parts of the Great Lakes, including parts of Lake M ichigan. 

Fish farms can definitely interfere with other beneficial uses of near shore areas, limiting recreational and commercial 
boating and paddling of a l l  types, recreational fishing, use of adjacent beaches, swimming, appreciation of lake vistas, 
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and the like. The much from near shore fish farms has itself prevented the use of beaches for other activities. I don't 
want to be swimm i ng in excrement. 

Over their lifetime, farmed fish require a greater weight of fish protein in their food than they contribute to the human 
food supply. Indeed, one sixth ofthe total fish harvest worldwide is used to make aquaculture fish food. Harvesting of 
forage species to feed aquaculture is devastating these species worldwide. 

Aquaculture operations typically exploit nearby sources of fish protein to produce the less expensive feed needed to 
stay viable and Michigan's studies a lready suggest the likelihood of instate fish meal mills. However, the Lake M ichigan 
- Huron complex is not an ocean with a vast forage base that can be exploited in support of aquaculture. Indeed, the 
amount of forage in these lakes has become a l imiting factor for commercial and recreational fisheries and is currently 
near historic lows. The forage base cannot sustain fishing in support of aquaculture. 

Recreational fishing and tourism produce multiples of the small economic impact that might be expected from net pen 
aquaculture in the Great Lakes, Studies suggest that the combination of production cost and environmental costs of 
open water aquaculture actually make it an unprofitable choice. 



DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: rivdrifter4•••••••• 
Sent: Friday, November 27, 2015 4:41 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Net pens 

We don't want net pen in our great Lakes hasn't government hurt our lakes enough by allowing all the foreign 
invades that are here already enough already do your job protect our natural resources stop the exploitation of 
our great lakes 

Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone 

-




DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: Judy Passon'lll••••••• 
Sent: Wednesday, November 25, 2015 2:57 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Fish Farming 

Please do not allow fish farming in the Great Lakes. It would add too much pollution and risk the introduction of invasive 
species to the ecosystem. There would be no advantage to citizens of Michigan, but it would endanger the state's most 
valuable resource! 
Judy Passon 
Michigan resident 



DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: Benjamin Brady•••••••••• 
Sent: Wednesday, November 25, 2015 11:18 AM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Save the tributary rivers! 

Good morning, 

As part of the Ojibwa tribe I plead for this not to take place. Fish invariably and routinely escape from aquaculture 
net pens and cages and not infrequent accidents release them in large numbers. These escapes have documented 
negative genetic effects on native or wild populations of the same and closely related species. If the escapees are of a 
non native species, they may found (and have founded) viable populations and become pernicious invaders themselves. 
Escapees also transmit disease to and compete with all susceptible aquatic species. 

Please no fish pens. 

Thank you, 

Benjamin Brady 



DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: Edson Murray ········ 
Sent: Wednesday, November 25, 2015 11:01 AM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Fish farms 

PLEASE do not allow FISH FARMS in any of the Great Lakes. 

Edson W Murray .... 




DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

DeVisser4········ From: Dan 
Sent: Monday, November 23, 2015 9:55 AM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Please protect our Great Lakes 

Please say no to the proposed net pens. \ love our fishery that has been carefully planned for throughout the years. I fish 
on Lake Michigan for game fish, this fishery is under extreme stress already because of invasive species and possible 
climate changes. I feel it would be detrimental to add net pens. I am extremely worried about adding the additional fish 
waste and also to chance of cross breeding that could happen as well as unforeseen problems that could happen do to 
the added pens. 

Dan DeVisser 



DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

Johnson1e••I From: Jim and Wendy 
Sent: Saturday, November 21, 2015 10:54 AM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Comments from James Johnson 
Attachments: Johnson Cage Aqua Nov 19.docx 

Categories: From Meeting, Print 

Attached is a text version of my oral comments delivered at the November 19 meeting at Treetops Resort Conference 
Center. This version is a bit more lengthy and includes some thoughts that I did not feel there was time for me to bring 
up at the meeting. 

Thank you for the opportunity to weigh in regarding this important issue. 

James E. Johnson 
Great Lakes Fishery Research Biologist, retired 



DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: Kala Snyde 
Sent: Friday, November 20, 2015 3:05 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Net Pen Aquaculture 

Categories: Print 

To Whom it May Concern: 

I am a proud Michigander who would like to thank you for all your work supporting our amazing state's natural 
resources. Our waters, forests, parks, and every God-given beauty make our state well-beyond matchable by 
any other. 

The introduction of fish fanning to the Great Lakes concerns me; the most important risk being contamination 
of our waters and wild aquatic species (by types of fish raised, given medications, fish food, colorants, etc.). 
These farm-factors will impact surrounding habitats and their species more than we can project. Additionally, I 
most certainly DO NOT agree with any GMO fish, let alone it being allowed in our majestic lakes. Fish were 
made perfect long before humans intervened in any way. 

My husband, and I agree, thought allowing fish farms that only raise native species is not too extreme of a 
requirement. Restrictions on mass medicating and fish being fed colorants and growth-stimulants are 
imperative, as well. This would still allow the introduction of a local industry in fish farming, but would 
decrease the daily negative impacts of pen aquaculture. It would also prevent enormous negative consequences 
on our local species due to an escape from the farm. 

I urge you to protect the Great Lakes' ecosystem, even if it means turning down a business and potential jobs. 
Polluting our waters, soils, and communities, even possibilities of such activities, should not be promoted by 
our DNR. Only businesses willing to effectively enhance Michigan should be allowed to work near our precious 
water systems. I do expect our leaders to protect our public natural resources, including our Great Lakes 
environment, fishermen, and coastal communities. 

Thank you for considering our views as you debate this topic, and for all your servitude to all living creatures. 

God bless you each and every day, 
Kala Snyder 
Christian, wife, mother, nurse, conservation advocate 



DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: jimkeller········ 
Sent: Friday, November 20, 2015 1:06 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: open water net pen aquaculture 

below are just some of the reasons I object to open water net pen aquaculture in ANY 
Michigan waters, especially the Great Lakes. 

In the Great Lakes, where there are no tides to help disperse wastes, cage and net pens 
will concentrate effluent, stifle existing bottom life, and facilitate conditions conducive to 
algal blooms, including blooms of poisonous species like Microcystis that cut off the 
public water supply of Cleveland a summer ago. 

Nutrient effluent from open water fish farms reduces dissolved oxygen and exacerbates 
conditions leading to dead zones, even as Great Lakes state and federal agencies, 
farmers, municipal sewage plants and others undertake costly efforts seeking to reduce 
anoxia in parts of the Great Lakes, including parts of Lake Michigan. 

Fish farms can definitely interfere with other beneficial uses of near shore areas, limiting 
recreational and commercial boating and paddling of all types, recreational fishing, use 
of adjacent beaches, swimming, appreciation of lake vistas, and the like. The muck from 
near shore fish farms has itself prevented the use of beaches for other activities. 

Over their lifetime, farmed fish require a greater weight of fish protein in their food than 
they contribute to the human food supply. Indeed, one sixth of the total fish harvest 
worldwide is used to make aquaculture fish food. Harvesting of forage species to feed 
aquaculture fish is devastating these species worldwide. 

Aquaculture operations typically exploit nearby sources of fish protein to produce the 
less expensive feed needed to stay viable and Michigan's studies already suggest the 
likelihood of in-state fish meal mills. However, the Lake MI - Huron complex is not an 
ocean with a vast forage base that can be exploited in support of aquaculture. Indeed, 
the amount of forage in these lakes has become a limiting factor for commercial and 
recreational fisheries and is currently near historic lows. The forage base cannot sustain 
fishing in support of aquaculture. 

Regards 

Jim Keller 

mailto:DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov
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From: Hugh Melling••••••••••••• 
Sent: Friday, November 20, 2015 9:09 AM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: opinion regarding aquaculture 

Thank you for allowing me to express my opinion regarding net pen fish raising operations in the Great Lakes. 

I feel that net pen aquaculture should not be allowed in the Great Lakes. Putting this great natural resource at risk for 
the personal profit of private individuals is not in the best interest of the state of Michigan or the people of Michigan. 

Thank you and best regards 

Hugh Melling 



DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: Lynn Chastair-41••••••• 
Sent: Friday, November 20, 2015 8:52 AM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Net-pens 

I say absolutely not.! !  We don't need this in our Great Lakes. How much more damage can our lakes take? Leave our 

lakes alone. 

Our lakes are busy enough with big freighters coming through dumping their ballast waters with contaminates, pleasure 

boats racing around, fishing charters and oil companies running oil lines under our 'clear, beautiful, pure water'. 

Don't let this Net-Pen idea take hold. As long as we have developers, people who don't care, as they have not lived on 

the Great Lakes all their life nor do they truly care about the quality of our lakes, they only care about the 'mighty dollar' 

going into their pocket, tell them 'NO'! 

Enough is enough. 

Regards, 

L.C. 
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http://blogs.usda.gov/2015/11/18/alternatives-to­
antibiotics-to-keep-food-animals-healthy/). 

http://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/publications/aguaculture/noaa pen farming sept2001.p 

From: Jessica Bell••••••••••• 
Sent: Thursday, November 19, 2015 9:02 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Net pens, my opinion 

To Whom It May Concern: 1Z c'"" 
I do not want my email on this publicly published and I am generally not prone to putting myself "out there", but I "'' 
thought I would put in my two cents regarding net pens in the Great Lakes. I am not well read on this particular 
company's pitch to put in the nets, but I have done some reading on general net pen usage elsewhere. 

There is a lot of information out there regarding the use of antibiotics in net pens. The overuse of antibiotics in our food 
supply, be it poultry, beef, pork or fish and the subsequent consuming by humans is becoming a huge health issue. Just 
look at this week's headline health news regarding this issue. It's a major contributor to antibiotic resistant bacterial 
infections in kids and adults (see this week's release from USDA 

Large quantities of penicillin being dumped into a mostly recreational body 
of water doesn't sound like a good idea. The waste byproducts resulting from net pens can cause major environmental 
issues in both plants and aquatic species if not handled very precisely. The problems are well documented in ocean net 
penning. I'm sure you can imagine the negative impact in a much smaller and more shallow body of water (ie. Great 
Lakes) in comparison to something as large and deep as the Atlantic and Pacific oceans which can absorb much more. 

I would suggest that the DNR really digs into researching this before agreeing to even a test run. Do not accept paid 
scientific consultants offered up by the people who have a direct interest in making this happen. The public needs to be 
informed of all findings via popular news media sources to reach a broad Michigan audience before a decision is made. 
I, for one, have zero interest in one of our state's most important and beautiful natural resources getting nastied up just 
so some company can make a ton of money at everyone else's expense. The economic benefit to the residing county 
and state is tiny compared to what they reap from both resident and out of state tourism. In this instance diversification 
of the DNR's income portfolio will eventually backfire ending in tourism, water quality and possibly native species 
suffering. 

I live 15-30 minutes from many beautiful, pristine places. I take my kids to all the beaches in the area throughout the 
summer. I would not, however, take my kids to swim anywhere near a net pen and most of my friends in this area 
would say the same thing. I 'm sure it doesn't matter as much to people who do not use the beaches or lakes, or who do 
not live near the water. We that do care very much! 

Jessica Bell 

PS. Although the publication below is a rather long and old study-from 2001-and in regards to salmon net pens, but I 
think there's some good points made regarding both the benefits and detriments of net pens. It covers my concerns and 
many others I didn't mention. 

memo net salmon 
df 
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Swab1••••11•²llllllllll• 19, 2015 8:53 PM 
From: 

Sent: 

Daniel 
Thursday, November 

To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Net Pen in Great Lakes is a Bad Idea! 

Categories: Print 

Reasons to be against Great Lakes fish farms: 

1. Fish raised in net pens concentrate fish waste below them and have created "dead zones" in some ocean "fish 
farms." 

2. Changes in the water chemistry near fish pens due to added nutrients from fish waste to and (likely) antibiotics given 
to the fish to keep them health will adversely affect other water species and potentially harm human who may consume 
the water. 

3. Fish pens will keep the public fro using the same waters which belong to all Michigan citizens. 

4. Fish pens are not needed. Ponds or tanks could easily be constructed on land to raise the fish. 

5 .  The possibility of the fish escaping and co-mingling with native fish could upset native fish populations. 

6. There is the potential to spread disease to other organisms and great lakes fish if the penned up fish were to become 
diseased. 

Please do not allow Great Lake fish farms! 

Dan Swab 



DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

JW/ml!llli!I ........... .. From: 

Sent: Thursday, November 19, 2015 7:55 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: net pens 

We are definitely opposed to any commercial type net pens in the great lakes. Go back in time and look at  

the contamination the salmon fish hatcheries caused to many of  the inland lakes such as  Platte Lake in Benzie 

County. It took years for things to be resolved from the contamination it caused. To allow this direct 

contamination would be a disaster for the great lakes and could cause irreversible contamination. Accidents 

will happen no matter what safe guards are put into place. There are other options that should be explored. 
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" , 

From: 

Sent: Thursday, November 19, 2015 2:27 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: fish farms 

As a member of Trout Unlimited I mplore the DNR to oppose the introduction of fish farming into Lake 
Michigan.The lake's coldwater species are currently in decline already.Introducing fish farms into the equation 
can only exacerbate that situation as they have wherever they've been allowed. 
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• • • 

From: Bruce Nobl�•••••ll!I•••• 
Sent: Thursday, November 19, 2015 10:37 AM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Aquaculture 

Hello, I would like to say I am against Aquaculture or large fish farm operations in the State of Michigan. Aquaculture 
produce large amounts of organic waste. Current water laws do not adequately regulate effluent discharge into sensitive 
water ways such as cold water trout streams. The proposed industrial fish farm in Grayling, M l  has great potential and 
will have a determinatly effect on the Au Sable river. Overall Michigan does not have a specific set of laws or regulations 
on how to properly Michigan waterways from Aquaculture. By not a l lowing large industrial fish farms to operate in 
Michigan, will protect our waters for future generations. 
Sincerely, 
Mr.  Bruce Noble, CPG, CHMM 

Sent from my iPad 



DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: 

Sent: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 11:36 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Written Comment 

MITU: 

I am unable to attend the 1 1/19/15 Gaylord meeting on Great Lakes Aquaculture, but I wish to state my opposition to the 
request to raising fish in net pens in the Great Lakes and connecting waters and I support Senate Bill 526 which would 
ban this practice. 

Jim Mirro 



DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: bfritzphot•c9••• 
Sent: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 6:24 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Don't Do It 

TU has a litany of reasons, bona fide reasons, not to do this. I don't even look for farmed salmon after everything I've 
read. 

Don't destroy the Great lakes with this pipe dream. 
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Greg Potter ••11!111!1·°-± Wednesday, November 18, 2015 6:17 PM 
From: 

Sent: 

To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Cc: Greg Potter 
Subject: Public comment on Net Pen Aquaculture in Michigan waters of the Great Lakes 

Categories: Print 

Michigan Department of Natural Resources 
ATTN: Hannah Guyer/Executive Office 

Michigan Department ofNatural Resources 

ATTN: Hannah Guyer 

Below and attached are my comments on Net Pen Aquaculture in Michigan waters of the Great 
Lakes, please include them in the public comments. 

In Michigan our Lakes and streams are held in a public trust. State and federal agencies are 
supposed to protect and manage them for us but they are owned collectively by every Michigan 
citizen. 

There are currently proposals from a couple Canadian companies to establish high 
concentration fish farms that would raise domesticated rainbow trout in Michigan waters of the 
Great Lakes. There is a third company that wants to expand the Grayling Fish Hatchery on the 
Au Sable River to also raise high concentrations of rainbow trout in a flow through system. 

Establishing net pen aquaculture and expanding commercial flow through systems in our public 
waters will reverse fishery and water management policy in our state by 50 years. When we 
managed our waters as commercial fisheries and used our lakes and streams as garbage 
disposals they were a mess. Only after we began managing our waters as recreational fisheries 
and quit releasing raw waste into them did they improve. 

We do not allow other businesses to dump raw sewage into our public waters. Every other 
business is required to properly dispose of their waste and treat their sewage. How can we 
justify asking other industries and enterprises to properly handle their waste or obtain release 
permits so we can meet TMDLs for pollutants like phosphorous, then allow aquaculture to 
release raw waste, possible pathogens including questionable genetics from escapes directly 
into our public waters. 

The science of nutrition management should be pretty clear and easily calculated on a 

42 



production unit basis. The trick is adjusting it to unique local conditions developing maximum 
permissible limits on each site, along with a requirement to vacate sites if limits are reached, 
accurately project growth or failure within the sector and design a build out model that reflects 
these changes, and develop cumulative limits on a watershed basis. Having experience with the 
managing agencies I am not confident they have the capacity to develop, monitor and enforce 
regulations that would adequately protect our waters. 

We have enough problems with land based concentrated animal feeding operations (CAFO) and 
their associated manure management systems. Why would we allow aquatic CAFOs to be 
placed in our lakes and streams? This is the foundation of my biggest concern, when 
agricultural practices become generally accepted the Right to Farm Act, if applied to the 
aquaculture industry, would allow these operators and those that follow to continue using 
damaging practices regardless of their effect on the local ecosystem and the cumulative effect 
on our environment. 

The recent statement by MD ARD that aquaculture is an important industry to Michigan is at 
best a stretch. Many of the producers licensed by MDARD are either out of production or never 
were in production of at least some of their listed species. I have spoken with aquaculture 
producers and their suppliers in Michigan and they tell me processing, low cost foreign 
competition and too small of an appropriate local market are all barriers to the industry's growth 
and sustainability. The last thing we want is an industry with a high probability to pollute 
operating in our lakes and streams without a strong business model in place before launching. 

At present the largest sector of aquaculture in Michigan by sales is the ornamental fish business. 
Over thirty years experience as an owner of a pet, aquarium and water garden business leads me 
to the following conclusions. The industry has a long history of fighting any and all regulations 
even when those restriction could help stabilize and sustain the industry. Currently there are few 
rules on the industry and those that do exist are poorly understood and communicated to the 
producers, wholesalers and retail businesses and their customers, and those rule are not 
commonly being enforced. That sector of the aquaculture industry could be used as a model of 
what we might expect from the net pen /flow through sectors 

At one time I thought aquaculture might make sense but at present the risks and costs far out 
weight the small chance of reward. 

In my opinion, 

Greg Potter 
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From: Ted Bernhard ••••••••••• 
Sent: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 4:07 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Pens for fish farms 

Please do not permit open water net pens for raising fish in any of the Great Lakes for the following reasons: 


Concentrations of fish will become places for various fish diseases that will be treated by the owners with antibiotics and 

pesticides that wil l  spread through the water and expose native fish to these chemicals. 


Aquaculture industry uses hormones to promote rapid growth for faster harvest and larger fish. these hormones would 

enter the water supply with effects that are not well understood by science. 


These pens would produce large amounts of untreated fish excrement which would have only negative effects on the 

creatures living in the lakes and also the water supply for humans. 


The pens not only would deplete the immediate water of oxygen but would also lead to massive algal blooms some of 

which may be poisonous. 


Fish can escape from these pens and mix with native fish having only undesirable outcomes such as transmitting 

diseases and negatively effecting the genetics of wild fish. 


Fish farms interfere with other uses of the water such as recreational and commercial boating, recreational fishing, use 

of beaches and swimming. 


The farmed fish would be given feed produced from smaller forage fish which are a l ready experiencing low populations 

for a variety of reasons. 


Please consider this request and not permit such pens in the Great Lakes. 


Sincerely, 

Theodore Bernhard 




Pen-Comments@michigan.gov DNR-Net-

From: 

Sent: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 1:17 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Bad Idea 

John Adams 

Hello, 

I would strongly urge the state of MI to not have net pens in Lake Michigan. I live in IL but fish both in WI and Ml. Please protect 

our Lake. 


Thank you, 


JA 

mailto:DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov
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Please consider the environment before pri11ting this email. 

From: Wojcik, Lawrence A ..•••••••••••••• 
Sent: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 12:08 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

I am writing to oppose fish farms in the Great Lakes. The Great Lakes are a treasured resource 
and I am very concerned that fish farms will create a danger to quality of the Great Lakes water. 
Thank you 

Lawrence Wojcik 
Partner 

The information contained in this email may be confidential and/or legally privileged. It has been sent for the sole use of the intended 
recipient(s). If the reader of this message is not an intended recipient1 you are hereby notified that any unauthorized review, use, disclosure, 
dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication, or any of its contents, is strict! rohibited. If ou have received this 
communication in error, please reply to the sender and destroy all copies of the message. 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

DANIEL 
Wednes 

Just what we need . . . .  high concentrations of fish manure and a select few profiting from a Michigan natural resource. Oh, 

wait.. . .  and we want the state to enforce keeping the public away from our operations in public waters! 

Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Tim Regan411••••••••• 
Sent: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 8:25 AM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Opposed 

I am writing to express my opposition to any aquaculture program in Lake Michigan. 

I enjoy fishing the Wisconsin and I l linois portions of Lake Michigan for salmon, smallmouth, musky and carp and feel that 

aquaculture in the lake could cause serious problems. 

Sincerely, 

Tim Regan 
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From: Rebecca Gril¯ 
Sent: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 7:26 AM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Do Not Permit Open Fish Pens in Lake Michigan 

As a resource specialist in Northeastern Illinois, I have studied the alarmingly rapid destruction of entire classes 
of native fish by invasive species. Introduction of farmed fish not only brings potential new invaders, but also 
pollution in the form of nutrients and waste, sediment and chemicals. 

More than 6 million people in our area rely on Lake Michigan water for drinking, cleaning and 

recreation. Please do not open another doorway to damage of this national resource of clean fresh water. 


I will be contacting our Senate and Congressional representatives regarding this matter. 


Sincerely, 


Rebecca Grill 




DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: Scott Reynolds 
Sent: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 7:02 AM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Net-Pen Aquaculture Comments 

Categories: Print 

To whom it may concern: 
Fish invariably and routinely escape from aquaculture net pens and cages and not infrequent accidents 
release them in large numbers. These escapes have documented negative genetic effects on native or wild 
populations of the same and closely related species. If the escapees are of a non native species, they may 
found (and have founded) viable populations and become pernicious invaders themselves. Escapees also 
transmit disease to and compete with all susceptible aquatic species. 

The crowded conditions in net pens and cages make them breeding grounds for fish disease and parasites 
that spread to nearby free ranging fish. Aquaculturists routinely lace their feed with antibiotics and 
pesticides just to keep their fish alive, while subjecting native and wild aquatic populations outside the 
cages to increased detrimental exposure, greater incidence of disease outbreak and greater severity of 
outbreaks. Moreover, this preemptive dosing with antibiotics accelerates declines in drug effectiveness 
and drug resistant maladies, while pesticides lead to unknown impacts on other aquatic animals. 

Aquaculture uses hormones to promote faster growing and larger crops. Unknown portions or metabolites 
of these chemical compounds are passed on through excrement to have still poorly understood effects on 
other aquatic populations and on public water supplies. 

Net pen and cage operations in the US waters of the Great Lakes would discharge very significant 
amounts of untreated animal excrement, dead animals, uneaten food, food additives, hormones, 
medications, pesticides and chemicals used to maintain the pens directly into the water. Volumes depend 
on pen size and numbers, as well as the fish species fanned, but these volumes are the equivalent to the 
effluent releases of small to medium sized cities. However, open water fish farmers do not treat that waste 
like our municipalities must! 

In the Great Lakes, where there are no tides to help disperse wastes, cage and net pens will concentrate 
effluent, stifle existing bottom life, and facilitate conditions conducive to algal blooms, including blooms 
of poisonous species like Microcystis that cut off the public water supply of Cleveland a summer ago. 

Nutrient effluent from open water fish farms reduces dissolved oxygen and exacerbates conditions 
leading to dead zones, even as Great Lakes state and federal agencies, farmers, municipal sewage plants 
and others undertake costly efforts seeking to reduce anoxia in parts of the Great Lakes, including parts of 
Lake Michigan. 

Fish farms can definitely interfere with other beneficial uses of near shore areas, limiting recreational and 
commercial boating and paddling of all types, recreational fishing, use of adjacent beaches, swimming, 
appreciation of lake vistas, and the like. The muck from near shore fish farms has itself prevented the use 
of beaches for other activities. 



Over their lifetime, fanned fish require a greater weight of fish protein in their food than they contribute 
to the human food supply. Indeed, one sixth of the total fish harvest worldwide is used to make 
aquaculture fish food. Harvesting of forage species to feed aquaculture fish is devastating these species 
worldwide. 

Aquaculture operations typically exploit nearby sources of fish protein to produce the less expensive feed 
needed to stay viable and Michigan's studies already suggest the likelihood of in-state fish meal mills. 
However, the Lake MI - Huron complex is not an ocean with a vast forage base that can be exploited in 
support of aquaculture. Indeed, the amount of forage in these lakes has become a limiting factor for 
commercial and recreational fisheries and is currently near historic lows. The forage base cannot sustain 
fishing in support of aquaculture. 

Recreational fishing and tourism produce multiples of the small economic impact that might be expected 
from net pen aquaculture in the Great Lakes. Studies suggest that the combination of production cost and 
environmental costs of open water aquaculture actually make it an unprofitable choice. 

Scott Reynolds 

Sent from my iPad 


Inspiration appears when we're willing to consider that what we believe might not be true. 
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From: Steven R. Bodenstab 
Sent: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 2:06 AM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Do Not Allow Open Water Net Pen Aquaculture in the Great Lakes 

Ge ntleme n: 

I wish to register my s trong opposition to ope n water ne t pe n aqu acul ture in  the Great Lakes; 
particularly in Lake Michigan. Among the reas ons that it is bad policy and should  not be permitte d 
are: 

1 .  	 F ish invariably a n d  rou tinely escape from aqu acul ture ne t pe ns and cages a n d  not infrequent  
accide nts release the m in l ar ge nu mbers . These escapes have docu me nted ne gative ge netic 
effects on native or wil d populations of the same and closel y  relate d species . If the escapees 
are of a non native s pecies, they may fou nd (and have fou nde d) viable popul ations and 
become pernicious invaders the mselves. Escapees also transmit disease to and compete with 
all susce ptible aqu atic species. 

2. 	 The crowde d conditions in ne t pe ns and cages make them bree ding grou nds for fish disease 
and parasites that spread to ne arby free ranging fish. Aqu acul turists routinely l ace their fee d  
with antibiotics and pes ticides just t o  keep their fish alive, while su bjecting native and w il d  
aqu atic popul ations ou tside the cages to incre ase d  de trime ntal exposure, greater incide nce of 
disease ou tbre ak and gre ater severity of ou t bre aks. Moreover, this pree mptive dosing with 
antibiotics accelerates decl ines in dru g effective ness and dru g resistant mal adies, while 
pes ticides lead to u nk nown impacts on other aqu atic animals. 

3. 	Aqu acul ture uses hormones to promote fas ter growing and l ar ger crops. U nk nown portions or 
me tabolites of these che mical compou nds are passe d on throu gh excreme nt to have s till 
poorly u nderstood effects on other aqu at ic populat ions and on publ ic water su pplies. 

4. 	 Net pe n and cage operations in the US waters of the Great Lakes wou l d  discharge very 
significant amou nts of u ntreate d animal excre me nt, dead animals, u ne ate n food, food 
additives, hormones, me dications, pes t icides and che micals use d to maintain the pe ns directly 
into the water. Volu mes de pe nd on pe n s ize and nu mbers, as well as the fish species farmed, 
but these volu mes are the equ ivale nt to the efflue nt rele ases of s mall to me diu m size d cities. 
H owever, ope n water fish farmers do not treat that waste l ike our mu nicipal ities must! 

5. 	 I n  the Great Lakes, where there are no tides to hel p  dis perse wastes, cage and ne t pens will 
conce ntrate effluent, st ifle exis ting bottom l ife, and facil itate conditions conducive to algal 
blooms, incl u ding blooms of poisonous species l ike Microcys tis that cu t off the public water 
su pply of Cleveland a su mmer ago. 
Nutrie nt efflue nt from ope n water fish farms re duces diss olve d oxyge n and exacerbates 
conditions leading to de ad zones, e ve n  as Great Lakes state and fe deral age ncies, farmers, 
mu nicipal sewage plants and others u ndertake cos tl y  efforts see king to re duce anoxia in  parts 
of the Great Lakes, inclu ding parts of Lake Michigan. 

7. 	 F ish farms can definitely interfere with other be neficial uses of ne ar shore are as, limiting 
recreational and commercial boating and paddl in g  of all types, recreational fishing, use of 
adj ace nt be aches, swimming, appreciation of l ake vis tas, and the l ike. The muck from near 
shore fish farms has itself preve nte d the use of be aches for other activities. 

8. 	 O ver their l ife t ime, farmed fish requ ire a gre ater weight of fish protein in  their food than they 
contribute to the hu man food supply. I ndee d, one sixth of the total fish harvest worl dwide is 



u sed to ma ke aquacu lture fish food . Harvesting of fora ge species to feed aquacu lture fish is 
devastating these species world wid e. 

9. 	 Aquaculture opera tions typically exploit nearby sources of fish protein to produce the less 
expe nsive feed needed to stay via ble a nd Michiga n' s studies a lready su ggest the likelihood of 
in -state fish meal mills. H owever, the La ke Ml - Huron complex is not a n  ocea n with a vast 
fora ge base tha t ca n be exploited in su pport of aquacu lture. I nd eed, the a mou nt of fora ge in 
these la kes has become a limiting factor for commercia l a nd recrea tional fisheries a nd is 
currently near historic lows. The fora ge ba se ca nnot sustain fishing in su pport of aquacu lture. 

1 0. Recrea tional fishing a nd tourism produce mu ltiples of the small economic impact tha t  might be 
expected from net pen aquaculture in the Great Lakes. Studies suggest that the combina tion 
of production cost a nd e nvironme ntal costs of open water aquacu lture actually ma ke it a n  
u nprofita ble choice. 

Please d o  not allow open water net pen aquacu lture in La ke Michiga n or a ny of the Great 

La kes. Tha nk you. 


Yours Truly, 

Steven R. Bod e nstab 




DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: Bruce Tompkin 
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 9:02 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Farm Fishing in Lake Michigan 

Pen-comments, 
I can't believe you are even considering the idea of approving commercial fish farming in Lake Michigan. The lake is a 
long bowl with minimal structure. There is no tide. I've always considered the lake to be a large bathtub that is 
dependent upon wind and other natural forces to create water movement. While water is added through rivers, rain 
and snow and loses water through usage by the surrounding cities and evaporation, what forces exist to remove solids 
and chemicals created by fish farming? Will the excess of soluble nutrients lead to algal blooms, bad tasting water or 
toxic compounds. 
All solid waste produced from such operations would settle to the bottom. Over time it wil l  accumulate, undergo 
anaerobic digestion and create dead zones. Such anaerobic areas could increase the prevalence of Clostridium 
botulinum type E and other pathogens of wildlife and humans. Michigan has had a number die-offs of birds from type E 
botulism in decaying alewives. The pathogen already exists. All it needs is decaying organic material. 
Short term profits by a currently non-existing industry in Lake Michigan should not drive this decision. The long term 
accumulation of nutrients will have a very negative impact on the existing ecology. Furthermore, if problems do develop, 
how many decades must pass for the lakes to heal themselves? How long would it take to flush Lake M ichigan arid rid 
itself of an excess of nutrients and dead zones. 
I am less familiar with Lake Huron but would expect a similar impact. 
In addition, this topic deserves input from the millions of consumers of drinking water that surround the lake. It is a 
decision that will i mpact several states and the province of Ontario. 
Last year many of us participated in a survey/vote to select management choices and bring about a better balance 
between forage fish and the trout/salmon population. This is clear evidence that Lake Michigan is not as big as we 
thought and we can influence the balance of nature in Lakes Michigan and Huron. Too many planted trout/salmon can 
be the wrong thing. Introducing captive fish that can escape by way of accidents, mismanagement (I worked in the food 
industry for 40 years and can tell you stories about that) and through unexpected strong forces of nature is just what I 
would expect from a Chicago politician or from a state that is in dire need of additional revenue. 
Please, bring in unbiased scientists ASAP to help provide guidance in arriving at a decision. 
Sincerely, 
R B  Tompkin 

Bruce 



DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

Gomber�··· From: Sam 
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 9:01 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Do not a l low fish farms in the Great Lakes 

This should be a no-brainer. With all of the troubles that the great lakes and its tributary waters have had with 

invasive species and pollution, why would you consider allowing fish farms in the Great Lakes. The economic 

benefits are small and far outweighed by the potential environmental disaster that these farms can bring to 

the great lakes. 

I, as a citizen who lives along Lake Michigan, as a fisherman who values our native species, and as an 

environmentally conscious person who recognizes the risks that this can pose to our native ecosystems, 

implore you to deny any request to establish fish farms in one of our nation's most precious water resources. 

Sincerely 

Sam Gomberg 

.. 




DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: PETER Hillmanrl'lll••······ 
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 8:49 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Please Stop this Insanity 

What's happening here ? Where's the leadership that has worked so hard and been so successful in restoring 
Michigan's Water Resources to become the envy of the Eastern Half of United States. Where are You ? Do You 
see what these Idiots are trying to Do? Where are You. 

Peter Hillmann 



DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

1' 

¢ 4 

From: 

Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 6:46 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Fish pens 

I live in Illinois, not Michigan, but the waters of lake Michigan dont know the difference. I am against the proposed "fish farms" as 
outlined above. All one has to do is realize what these enclosures have produced in other areas of the US/World. There is nothing 
new here. These already exist and the problems they generate already exist. The mass feedings, the introduction of growth steroids 
and other chemicals, untreated waste, escaped fish, non-native introductions, disease ....... the list goes on and on. The native fisheries 
of Lake Michigan are already suffering and this proposal would only add to that crisis. I'm sure a few people will make a decent profit 
for awhile, create all the problems associated with these "nets" and leave a huge mess that will need to be cleaned up ..... .  once again by 
those who actually care about the native fishery of Lake Michigan. I would like the State to think about the future of the natural 
resources instead of a salesman approach promising dollars for once. 

Brad Laaker 



DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: Jeff Shillington'lll••••••• 
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 6:22 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Trout Farming? 

Allowing this practice would be detrimental to native fish populations. I sincerely urge you not to move th ls proposal 

forward. 

Kind regards, 

Jeff Shill ington 


Sent from my iPhone 




DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: Chuck Ellis;········ 
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 5:54 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Net pen fish farms 

Trout Unlimited has brought to my attention that net pen fish farms are being considered for the Great Lakes. I 
am weighing in as one opposed to this potential aquaculture venture. We have incredible water and fish 
resources here in Michigan. The risk of aquaculture pollution, fish escape and damage to the wild and native 
fishes via genetic mixing is not worth it. We as Michiganders enjoy the clean waters, beauty, sport and 
economic gains of our Lakes and rivers. I am asking you to oppose the large scale aquaculture business 
ventures being considered by our state government. 
Sincerely, 
Charles Ellis 



DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: 

Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 4:53 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: No Net Pens 

Recreational fishing and tourism produce multiples of the small economic impact that might be expected from net pen 
aquaculture in the Great Lakes. Studies suggest that the combination of production cost and environmental costs of 
open water aquaculture actually make it an unprofitable choice. 

In Solidarity, 
Martin Turek 



DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: Mike Schmit•4•••••••ill•• 
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 4:50 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Net Pen Fish Farming 

I am writing to express my opposition to allowing net pen fish farming in the great lakes or anywhere in 
Michigan. The science is clear that this practice is extremely harmful to the resource and will only cause 
damage to our greatest natural resource, the Great Lakes. We have enough issues with invasive species that 
have already established themselves and those that are knocking on the door (Asian carp). We don't need to add 
this to our list of problems. Allowing net pen farming would have serious long term consequences both 
financially and ecologically. Do the right thing and do not allow this to happen 

Respectfully, 

Mike Schmitz 

-



DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: Bob Schroye•••••••••­
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 3:42 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Fish Farms in the Michigan waters - Concerns & Comments 

Categories: Print 

There are many things about this idea of fish farming in cages in Lake Michigan, but here are my primary 
concerns. 

1)  The crowded conditions in net pens/cages make them breeding grounds for fish 
disease and parasites that spread to nearby free ranging fish. Aquaculturists 
routinely lace their feed with antibiotics and pesticides just to keep their fish alive, 
while subjecting native and wild aquatic populations outside the cages to 
increased detrimental exposure, greater incidence of disease outbreak and greater 
severity of outbreaks. Moreover, this preemptive dosing with antibiotics 
accelerates declines in drug effectiveness and drug resistant maladies, while 
pesticides lead to unknown impacts on other aquatic animals. 

2) Aquaculture uses hormones to promote faster growing and larger crops. Unknown 
portions or metabolites of these chemical compounds are passed on through 
excrement to have still poorly understood effects on other aquatic populations 
and on public water supplies. 

3) Net pens/cage operations in the US waters of the Great Lakes would discharge very 
significant amounts of untreated animal excrement, dead animals, uneaten food, 
food additives, hormones, medications, pesticides and chemicals used to maintain 
the pens directly into the water. Volumes depend on pen size and numbers, as 
well as the fish species farmed, but these volumes are the equivalent to the 
effluent releases of small to medium sized cities. However, open water fish 
farmers do not treat that waste like our municipalities must! 

I do not want to risk the long te1m pollution of our Great Lakes for the short te1m profits of an industry that 
inherently creates significant pollution as byproduct. 

Thank you for considering my input. 

Bob Schroyer 



DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: 

Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 3:24 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

To Whom it may concern, 

Please keep Lake Michigan beautiful !  The risks and actual pollution from open pen 
aquaculture are too g reat. As a sportsman who travels to your state to enjoy the 
outdoors(fishing), I can only say that it would be a shame to damage the incredible 
natural resource that the Great Lakes are. Thank you and I appreciate the opportunity 
to comment on this decision .  

Scott Lawryn 

Sent from Windows Mail 


mailto:DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov


DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

---

From: Guyer, Hannah (DNR) 
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 3:03 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: FW: Fish farming in the Great Lakes 

Sent: Friday, November 13, 2015 4:18 P 
To: Guyer, Hannah (DNR) 

Subject: Fish farming in the Great Lakes 


Though the Canadian are doing this, it doesn't mean it makes good science for the Great Lakes. They want to 
bury radioactive waste near lake Huron. Do not let money or business groups persuade you. Let caution be your 
guide and spirit. The Lakes have suffered enough. 

Stan Blood 

mailto:DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov


DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: Bill Dallmar4••••1!1•••• 
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 2:59 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Against Fishing Farming in Lake Michigan 

To Whom It May Concern, 


Please do not allow fishing farming in Lake Michigan. 


Fish farms can definitely interfere with other beneficial uses of near shore areas, limiting recreational and commercial 
boating and paddling of all types, recreational fishing, use of adjacent beaches, swimming, appreciation of lake vistas, 
and the like. The muck from near shore fish farms has itself prevented the use of beaches for other activities. 

Thank you for your consideration. 


Very respectfully, 


Bill Dallman 




DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: Ron Fial········ 
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 2:24 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Aquaculture 

No fish farms in the Great Lakes! ! ! ! !  

Sent from my iPhone 

-




DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: 

Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 2:22 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Aquaculture 

Categories: Print 

Michigan DNR, 

Fish invariably and routinely escape from aquaculture net pens and cages and not infrequent accidents release them in 
large numbers. These escapes have documented negative genetic effects on native or wild populations of the same and 
closely related species. If the escapees are of a non native species, they may found (and have founded) viable 
populations and become pernicious invaders themselves. Escapees also transmit disease to and compete with all 
susceptible aquatic species. 

The crowded conditions in net pens and cages make them breeding grounds for fish disease and parasites that spread to 
nearby free ranging fish. Aquaculturists routinely lace their feed with antibiotics and pesticides just to keep their fish alive, 
while subjecting native and wild aquatic populations outside the cages to increased detrimental exposure, greater 
incidence of disease outbreak and greater severity of outbreaks. Moreover, this preemptive dosing with antibiotics 
accelerates declines in drug effectiveness and drug resistant maladies, while pesticides lead to unknown impacts on other 
aquatic animals. 

Aquaculture uses hormones to promote faster growing and larger crops. Unknown portions or metabolites of these 
chemical compounds are passed on through excrement to have still poorly understood effects on other aquatic 
populations and on public water supplies. 

Net pen and cage operations in the US waters of the Great Lakes would discharge very significant amounts of untreated 
animal excrement, dead animals, uneaten food, food additives, hormones, medications, pesticides and chemicals used to 
maintain the pens directly into the water. Volumes depend on pen size and numbers, as well as the fish species farmed, 
but these volumes are the equivalent to the effluent releases of small to medium sized cities. However, open water fish 
farmers do not treat that waste like our municipalities must! 

In the Great Lakes, where there are no tides to help disperse wastes, cage and net pens will concentrate effluent, stifle 
existing bottom life, and facilitate conditions conducive to algal blooms, including blooms of poisonous species like 
Microcystis that cut off the public water supply of Cleveland a summer ago. 

Nutrient effluent from open water fish farms reduces dissolved oxygen and exacerbates conditions leading to dead zones, 
even as Great Lakes state and federal agencies, farmers, municipal sewage plants and others undertake costly efforts 
seeking to reduce anoxia in parts of the Great Lakes, including parts of Lake Michigan. 

Fish farms can definitely interfere with other beneficial uses of near shore areas, limiting recreational and commercial 
boating and paddling of all types, recreational fishing, use of adjacent beaches, swimming, appreciation of lake vistas, and 
the like. The muck from near shore fish farms has itself prevented the use of beaches for other activities. 

Over their lifetime, farmed fish require a greater weight of fish protein in their food than they contribute to the human food 
supply. Indeed, one sixth of the total fish harvest worldwide is used to make aquaculture fish food. Harvesting of forage 
species to feed aquaculture fish is devastating these species worldwide. 

Aquaculture operations typically exploit nearby sources of fish protein to produce the less expensive feed needed to stay 
viable and Michigan's studies already suggest the likelihood of in-state fish meal mills. However, the Lake Ml - Huron 
complex is not an ocean with a vast forage base that can be exploited in support of aquaculture. Indeed, the amount of 



forage in these lakes has become a limiting factor for commercial and recreational fisheries and is currently near historic 
lows. The forage base cannot sustain fishing in support of aquaculture. 

Recreational fishing and tourism produce multiples of the small economic impact that might be expected from net pen 
aquaculture in the Great Lakes. Studies suggest that the combination of production cost and environmental costs of open 
water aquaculture actually make it an unprofitable choice. 

Stan Kotecki 

S tan Kotecki 



Pen-Comments@michigan.gov ON R-Net-

From: Cody Rhode4•••••••• 
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 2:20 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: DNR Net Pen comments 

Categories: Print 

Fish invariably and routinely escape from aquaculture net pens and cages and not infrequent accidents release 
them in large numbers. These escapes have documented negative genetic effects on native or wild populations 
of the same and closely related species. If the escapees are of a non native species, they may found (and have 
founded) viable populations and become pernicious invaders themselves. Escapees also transmit disease to and 
compete with all susceptible aquatic species. 

The crowded conditions in net pens and cages make them breeding grounds for fish disease and parasites that 
spread to nearby free ranging fish. Aquaculturists routinely lace their feed with antibiotics and pesticides just to 
keep their fish alive, while subjecting native and wild aquatic populations outside the cages to increased 
detrimental exposure, greater incidence of disease outbreak and greater severity of outbreaks. Moreover, this 
preemptive dosing with antibiotics accelerates declines in drug effectiveness and drug resistant maladies, while 
pesticides lead to unknown impacts on other aquatic animals. 

Aquaculture uses hormones to promote faster growing and larger crops. Unknown portions or metabolites of 
these chemical compounds are passed on through excrement to have still poorly understood effects on other 
aquatic populations and on public water supplies. 

Net pen and cage operations in the US waters of the Great Lakes would discharge very significant amounts of 
untreated animal excrement, dead animals, uneaten food, food additives, hormones, medications, pesticides and 
chemicals used to maintain the pens directly into the water. Volumes depend on pen size and numbers, as well 
as the fish species farmed, but these volumes are the equivalent to the effluent releases of small to mediun1 sized 
cities. However, open water fish farmers do not treat that waste like our municipalities must! 

In the Great Lakes, where there are no tides to help disperse wastes, cage and net pens will concentrate effluent, 
stifle existing bottom life, and facilitate conditions conducive to algal blooms, including blooms of poisonous 
species like Microcystis that cut off the public water supply of Cleveland a summer ago. 

Nutrient effluent from open water fish farms reduces dissolved oxygen and exacerbates conditions leading to 
dead zones, even as Great Lakes state and federal agencies, farmers, municipal sewage plants and others 
undertake costly efforts seeking to reduce anoxia in parts of the Great Lakes, including parts of Lake Michigan. 

Fish farms can definitely interfere with other beneficial uses of near shore areas, limiting recreational and 
commercial boating and paddling of all types, recreational fishing, use of adjacent beaches, swimming, 
appreciation of lake vistas, and the like. The muck from near shore fish farms has itself prevented the use of 
beaches for other activities. 

Over their lifetime, farmed fish require a greater weight of fish protein in their food than they contribute to the 
human food supply. Indeed, one sixth of the total fish harvest worldwide is used to make aquaculture fish food. 
Harvesting of forage species to feed aquaculture fish is devastating these species worldwide. 



Aquaculture operations typically exploit nearby sources of fish protein to produce the less expensive feed 
needed to stay viable and Michigan's studies already suggest the likelihood of in-state fish meal mills. 
However, the Lake MI - Huron complex is not an ocean with a vast forage base that can be exploited in support 
of aquaculture. Indeed, the amount of forage in these lakes has become a limiting factor for commercial and 
recreational fisheries and is currently near historic lows. The forage base cannot sustain fishing in support of 
aquaculture. 

Recreational fishing and tourism produce multiples of the small economic impact that might be expected from 
net pen aquaculture in the Great Lakes. Studies suggest that the combination of production cost and 
environmental costs of open water aquaculture actually make it an unprofitable choice. 

Cody M. Rhoden 



DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

Jfyou are not an intended recipient of confidential and privileged inforn1ation in this en1ail, please delete it, notify us bnn1ediately 

From: Steve Kaiser 
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 2:16 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Objection to fish farming in the Great Lakes 

The Great Lakes are too valuable a resource to damage with fishing farming. 

The crowded conditions in net pens and cages make them breeding grounds for fish disease and parasites that spread to nearby free 
ranging fish. Aquaculturists routinely lace their feed with antibiotics and pesticides just to keep their fish alive, while subjecting native 
and wild aquatic populations outside the cages to increased detrimental exposure, greater incidence of disease outbreak and greater 
severity of outbreaks. Moreover, this preemptive dosing with antibiotics accelerates declines in  drug effectiveness and drug resistant 
maladies, while pesticides lead to unknown impacts on other aquatic animals. 

Steve Kaiser 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
* * * * *  

or disse111inate such inforn1ation . 

.. 




DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: 

Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 2:14 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Great Lakes Aquaculture 

This is an uncommonly bad idea for a variety of reasons which I'm sure you are aware of .Please don't screw with the 
wonderful recreational fishery in Michigan.Believe me this will come back to bite you . 
Frank J Harford M D 

.. 




DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

••••••••• 
an at ac ment(s), 
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From: Hildreth, Christopher •••••••••• 
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 2:13 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Net Pen Aquaculture 

Hello. I 'm aware and concerned about the current deliberations around fish farming in Lake 
Michigan. Though I respect and indeed support the effort to stimulate job creation and diversify the 
state's economic base, I think this concept poses far more risks and cost than benefit. Recreational 
fishing and tourism produce multiples of the small economic impact that might be expected from net pen 
aquaculture in the Great Lakes. Studies suggest that the combination of production cost and 
environmental costs of open water aquaculture actually make it an unprofitable choice. Accordingly, I 
urge you to consider this proposal from a holistic perspective. Thank you. 

Chris H ildreth 
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DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: 

Sent: 1r 17, 2015 10:06 AM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Comment on Net Pen Aquaculture 

Having experienced the Bacterial Kidney Disease (BKD) induced die off and subsequent collapse of the Chinook fishery 
on Lake Michigan in the late 80s, I have witnessed first hand what happens when disease strikes fish communities. 
Plunging angler effort and a recovery that took nearly a decade back then. BKD may not be at the top of the list of 
diseases emanating from open water Net Pen Aquaculture, but many other diseases are. The point would be the same 
result, a devastating blow to Michigan's Great Lakes fishery. 

Escapement is inevitable, it happens around the world all the time. We only have to think about the threat of Asian Carp 
now knocking on our door that escaped Aquaculture farms in some southern States to remind us. Escapement from net 
pens has become a serious problem in aquaculture facilities, leading to aquatic invasive species issues, as well as the 
genetic diluting of same specie wild fish stocks. 

Fish waste creating pollution in public waters is another concern. Once again we can look no further then are own Platte 
Lake State hatchery system pollution of Platte lake in the 70s. That being a flow through system and now corrected to 
very low levels at a high cost is an example of havoc that may be caused by concentrated fish in culture. 

Closed Aquaculture systems and Flow through systems have merit, providing strict guidelines for flow through systems 
are mandated. 

Open water net pen Aquaculture is very risky ,has no place using public bottom land and water for what appears at 
best, economically questionable business ventures. 

Open water Net Pen Aquaculture is not a good idea in any jurisdiction in any Great Lakes waters. 



DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: Wayne Andersen ••••"'•llJll•••• 
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 9:42 AM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: No Net Pens 

Please do not allow net pens in the Great Lakes. Far too much risk to the fishery. 
Wayne Andersen 

-




DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: Holton, Jennifer (MDARD) 
Sent: Monday, November 16, 2015 10:18 AM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Cc: Benner, Thomas (MDARD) 
Subject: FW: Michigan Department of Agriculture & Rural Development Feedback Form 

(Content!D - 344492) 

For the public input comments. 

-----Original Message----­
From: M DA-lnfo 

Sent: Sunday, November 15, 2015 10:12 PM 

To: Holton, Jennifer (MDARD) 

Subject: FW: Michigan Department of Agriculture & Rural Development Feedback Form (ContentlD - 344492) 


Referral from M DA-lnfo; no contact available for reply. 


/tom 


-----Original Message----­
From: DoNotReply@michigan.gov [mailto:DoNotReply@michigan.gov] 

Sent: Sunday, November 15, 2015 11:26 AM 

To: MDA-lnfo <MDA-lnfo@michigan.gov> 

Subject: Michigan Department of Agriculture & Rural Development Feedback Form (ContentlD - 344492) 


name: Randy Nichols 

phone: 

email: 

subjecttype: General Question 

message: Net pen fish farming is a bad idea. Please do not do it. 


mailto:MDA-lnfo@michigan.gov
mailto:mailto:DoNotReply@michigan.gov
mailto:DoNotReply@michigan.gov


DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: Keith Konvalinka 
Sent: Monday, November 16, 2015 9:11 AM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Net Pen Farming 

I oppose Net Pen Farming in the Great Lakes. Pollution, disease, genetic contamination of and threats to wild stock are 
too great a risk to our unique fishery. Please ban this practice in the Waters of the Great Lakes. 

Keith 
Sent from my freakin' iPad Mini4 

-




DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: Bill Grau ·······­
Sent: Sunday, November 15, 2015 6:53 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: comment on aqua farming in great lakes 

Please do not approve the proposed net farming in the Great Lakes. 

There is enough pressure on the Great Lakes as it is from pollution, invasive species and other threats. 


I have l ived in Michigan for 63 years and appreciate the unique natural resources we have here not to mention the 

economic benefit to Michigan's economy and al l  the recreational opportunities we have. 

Thanks for listening, 

Bill Grau 




DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

Fritz ......... .. 

ó 

From: 

Sent: Friday, November 13, 2015 12:40 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Great Lakes Fish Farming 

I am 100% opposed to allowing net-pen fish farming in the Great Lakes. The risk of disease, genetic pollution 
from escaped fish and water quality degradation is way to high. 

Fritz Grebe 



DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: Mark Olsorim•••••••• 
Sent: Friday, November 13, 2015 11:27 AM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

Comment on Commercial "Pen" style fish farming in the great lakes. 

Having worked with surface water personnel for 20+ years as an Environmental Manager for industry, I 
remember the great furor regarding unhealthy BOD levels which my plant might cause since it 
was situated along the banks of the Bear River in Petoskey, Michigan. To set aside those standards for the sake 
of commerce after all the hard work that has been done in the attempt to maintain high water quality in the great 
lakes watershed would be a travesty. 

I am well aware of the commercial allure of such a program; however it is my belief that at this time: 
insufficient study has taken place, and also insufficient safeguards required, for this to be a worthy program. I 
believe that such a commercial venture would exhibit all the same problems and documented ill effects and 
accidents that land based "CAFO" operation represents with even greater likelihood of detrimental effects to the 
environment. 

It is my opinion that this practice would be very hazardous to the water quality of the greats lakes watershed due 
to the high concentration of fecal matter (both local and downstream) which results from such a high population 
concentration in such a limited area. 

At this time I am vehemently opposed to any pen type fish farming in the great lakes. 

Kindest Regards 
Mark W. Olson 



DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

Jazdzy®·­ll_!l!¬«'!lll!l!I! • 
November 13, 2015 9:55 AM 

From: 

Sent: 

Greg 
Friday, 

To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Net Pen Discussion 

I just want to add my voice to the discussion stating that I believe that the net pen commercial fish farming idea 
is a bad idea. Our great lakes are already under significant stress from invasive species, lack of forage base, and 
pollution. I would ask why add another stressor to a system that is of such high value to the people and 
businesses of Michigan. 

Greg Jazdzyk 

mailto:DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov


DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

WORLD'S 

From: Karen Cortis9••11111111•• 
Sent: Friday, November 13, 2015 9:51 AM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: STOP THE FARMING 

Dear Sirs, 

Fish farming in our great lakes, or anywhere for that matter is not safe. It can cause irrepairable damage to our 

fish and waterways. 

Stop the farm fishing! 


Toward Healing The Planet, One Person At A Time 

Karen Cortis 

"Someone is sitting in the shade today 
because someone planted a tree a long time ago." 

THE FIRST GLUTEN SUMMIT COULD CHANGE YOUR LIFE! 

Become a CGP or Find One Near You! 

Notice: The i nforma tion conta i ned i n  this e-ma il, i nclu di ng a ny a t tachme nt(s) ,  i s  i n te nded only for the 
personal a nd confi dential u se of the i ndividua l(s) or e n t i ty t o  which i t  i s  a ddressed. Content  i n  this e­
mai l  is  provi ded for i nforma tional purposes only a nd is  not i n t e nded as a subs t i tu te  for the a dvice 
provi ded by you r  physicia n or other heal thcare professionals. 

mailto:DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov


DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Matthew Koekkoek ••llllllil••••• 
Friday, November 13, 2015 9:14 AM 
DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

Subject: Net-pen aquaculture 

Categories: Print 

To whom it may concern: 

I would like to communicate my concerns regarding the proposal and possible approval of net-pen aquaculture 
in the Great lakes, specifically in Lake Michigan and Lake Huron. MITU has reviewed the science behind net 
pen fish farming, and has concluded that it cannot be done today without causing damage to our fisheries and 
putting them at severe risk. With all the possible impacts that aquaculture can have, the risks posed by its 
expansion in Michigan are real and numerous. How these will be regulated will be critical, and is yet to be 
determined. On inland waters, permitting and regulations are following traditional lines, considering the new 
requests in piecemeal fashion, within regulatory silos, rather than holistically or comprehensively. Nutrient 
pollution limits are set by MDEQ without the ability to require detailed waste removal plans prior to permit 
authorization; potential disease spread falls under MDARD not under the permitting for the operation overseen 
by the MDEQ (or regulated by theDepartment of Natural Resources - who will be forced to deal with the 
impacts it will have on our wild fisheries). Escapement concerns are not easily captured or regulated under 
existing permitting; and interruptions of existing uses are not commonly regulated at all, but left up to any 
lawsuits that might follow. On the last point, the Clean Water Act does have a provision for "anti-degradation", 
wherein if a proposed permitted operation is going to cause water quality degradation, the societal benefits of 
the operation are supposed to be balanced along with the costs posed by it. Assessing accurate socio-economic 
costs and benefits and risk assessment are complicated endeavors, limited by our basic understandings of these 
today (and the MDEQ doesn't collect permit fees commensurate with them being able to acquire it properly). 

My personal stance in conjunction with MITU, views the possible introduction of net-pen fish farms into Great 
Lakes waters as one of the largest threats facing our coldwater fisheries today. I advocate strongly against Great 
Lakes net penning and ask that further research be conducted and thought be given to existing research on the 
harmful effects that penning will have on our freshwater fisheries. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Matt Koekkoek 



DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: Matthew Warner••••••••• 
Sent: Friday, November 13, 2015 9:14 AM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: NO to the Nets 

This idea sounds dangerous to the waters I love to fish. 

Matt Warner/Administratar 

"Let SourcIT help manage your technology while you manage your business" 

Confidential: This e-mail and any attachments are for the exclusive and confidential use of the intended recipient. If you are not the intended recipient, 
please do not read, distribute or take action in reliance upon this message. If you have received this in error, please notify us immediately by return e­
mail and promptly delete this message and 11s attachments from your computer system. We do not waive any applicable attorney-client or work product 
privilege by the transmission of this message . 

.. 




DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: Watty ··----
Sent: Thursday, November 12, 2015 9:36 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Great Lakes Net Pen Farming 

Although I am a free market guy, love eating fresh fish and would love to increase Michigan's tax base, I must voice my 
disapproval of the pens. Our King (Coho} populations are diminishing because the Alewives are declining because they 
are being out-competed by zebra a n d  quagga mussels for the same nutrients in the lake. Farm/pen fishing wil l  not 
help that problem and might hurt other species as wel l .  

If the State could f ind a solution to r id our waters of the Zebras and gobies, I might be i n  favor of a l imited testing 
of farm pens. W. Bernard 



DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: Mossner, Tim 
Sent: Thursday, November 12, 2015 8:25 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Salmon pens in the Great Lakes 

Dear Sir or Madam, 

Please consider this my opposition to pen raised salmon in any of the Great Lakes. Pig farms and chicken farms are 
expected and regulated enough to keep their waste contained and when accidents occur where the waste enters 
d itches and creeks, the companies are fined and expected to clean up the accident. With pen raised salmon the waste is 
dumped into the Great Lakes and concentrated where the pens are kept. Who is responsible for the damage? Likely 
"dead zones" would occur as in Chesapeake Bay and other areas where pen raised salmon are raised. 

Look at Chesapeake Bay. It is well documented that great damage has occurred to Chesapeake Bay from 
pollution. Animal waste likely from chicken farm waste has been theorized as the culprit but has been hard to prove and 
therefore stop. The same thing likely would happen with pen raised salmon in that environmental problems would be 
determined well AFTER the problem occurred. 

It is also proven that the nutritional value of pen raised salmon is virtually zero. Once again we are tricking people into 
thinking that this is a good thing. Why would we risk producing these fish with no nutritional value in public waters? 

Please keep our Great Lakes clean and accessible. 

Tim Mossner, life-long M ichigan resident 

This e-mail communication (including any atta 
its affiliates that is confidential and may be privileged. The information contained herein is intended only for the 
use of the addressee(s) named above. If you are not the intended recipient (or the agent responsible to deliver it 
to the intended recipient), you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, use, or copying of this 
communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please immediately reply to 
sender, delete the message and destroy all copies of it. If you have questions,111•••••••••••• 
Thank you. 

.. 




DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: mark desanto ••••llillliiill•illl•• 
Sent: Thursday, November 12, 2015 7:55 PM 
To: D NR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Fish net pen aqua farming 

Raising fish in pens has proven in past to introduce too much nutrient , fish waste and disease into the surrounding 
water, raising fish in a confined area is asking for the same problem that bulk feeding of deer caused, raising fish in a 
confined pond is safer, it does not spread anything out side of the contained pond. Raising fish in net pens in an open 
body of water will cause problems with d isease, and waste by products. please do not allow this to take place in the 
great lakes, the facts show it causes many problems 

89 



DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: 

Sent: Thursday, November 12, 2015 6:51 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: net pen aquaculture 

As a long time michigan fisherman and Trout Unlimited member, I am very much against fish farming in the 
great lakes. We have a wonderful resource in this state that has enough challenges without adding more! 

90 



DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: 

Sent: Thursday, November 12, 2015 5:12 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: net pen fish farming 

Many well informed people will argue against this activity in the Great Lakes. Please listen to 
them. Their reasoning will be based on the common good now and into the future. They will not be 

Charles R. Fisher, 
motivated by personal gain, and they will know what they are talking about. · 

-




DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: John Reinartz ••••••• 
Sent: Thursday, November 12, 2015 5:00 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: No Net Pen Fish Farms 

I am deeply upset that there is consideration for this activity in Lake Michigan. I do not support this and hope that it is not 
permitted! 

John Reinartz 

92 



DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: Denny Douglas 
Sent: Thursday, November 12, 2015 4:44 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Aquaculture hearing/Meeting 

The purpose of this message is to state my opposition to the open pen type form of aquaculture on our Great 

Lakes. There is a smart old adage that says "don't sh-- where you eat. " These pens would force the fish to do 

just that. How could pollution and disease be prevented with this type of operation? 

Dry land CAFO's are at least amenable to controls, I just can't see that with fish pens. The Great Lakes belong to 

the people, they are not the property of any individual or company who wants to start a water based CAFO. 

Fish hatcheries have already been identified as sources of pollution and steps have been taken to control them. 

Don't see how controls could be applied to a fish pen. Beside the pollution, the ability to create "Frankenfish" 

would be extremely tempting. It has already been done to a small degree and expanding aquaculture in this 

direction would be horrible. 

Weather permitting, I plan to attend the meeting on the 19th. 


Denny Douglas 

-




DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: Ladislav Hanka 
Sent: Thursday, November 12, 2015 4:04 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Net Pen trhoughts 

Categories: Print 

Dear Sirs, 

with regard to your soliciting comments on the allowance of pen-held aquaculture in the 
Great Lakes please register my protest as an informed and interested party. 

I was a fisheries biologist some time ago and have an MS degree in Zoology from 
Colorado State University. I am also a fly-fisherman and TU member who grew up in 
Michigan and still lives here at the age of 62. I am an interested party to this matter and 
knowledgable. 

The idea of further degrading the precious genetic stocks of the Great Lakes with 
promiscuous introductions of exotic strains of domesticated and transgenic food fish 
greatly horrifies me. 

The damage already done to Great Lakes fisheries is outrageous. The loss of nearly half 
the native Corregonids, most native genetic variants of Salmonids, the complete Blue Pike 
fishery, most breeding populations of Sturgeon in most watersheds as well as American 
Eels, should be enough damage to demonstrate the vulnerability of the Great Lakes to 
overfishing and ill-considered ecological impacts. Now we have a continual influx of 
invasive species on top of the short-sighted introductions of non-native game fish. When 
will the evidence be overwhelming enough to over-rule uninformed economic interests? 

Ignorance is perhaps an excuse of sorts for past transgressions - an attempt to 
"improve" a sport fishery or overcome the collapse of the commercial fishery after Alewives 
and Sea Lamprey were allowed entry, but of course today the science is far more astute, 
peer reviewed and well evidenced with far superior statistics and experimental design being 
brought to bear. Resource management is today informed by actual science which has in 
many instances come of age and stands as the equal of any academic research-based 
discipline, if you'll but listen. The old agricultural and forestry models of maximal 
sustainable (monetized/ economic) yield and such voodoo models of presumptive 
management are being supplanted by informed husbandry. We could join the intelligent 
world of 2 1st century best management practices and have a far better basis of 
understanding than has ever before been the case. We know just how labile and unstable 
an ecosystem we have here. 

There is no honest science that could justify allowing aquaculture into the great Lakes -
only the most myopic and short-sighted of self-serving economic arguments. Quite to the 
contrary however, there is every bit of needed evidence available (and no need for further 

94 



study) to ban all exotics and begin an active program of their eradication, while erecting 
effective regimes to protect the Great Lakes from further introductions. 

Further aquaculture, especially of domestic cultivars and transgenic fish, must never be 
allowed to happen. 

L R  Hanka 

Ladislav Hanka 



DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

••••••••• From: Donald Goodman 
Sent: Thursday, November 12, 2015 3:59 PM 
To: D NR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: penned fish 

When my great- great-grandfather, John Holt, arrived in the frontier of Wisconsin to preach in Methodist churches in 1 848 
there were an estimated 5 billion (Yes Billion ) passenger pigeons alive in the states of Michigan and Wisconsin. When he 
died early in the 1900's every single one was gone. Yes, you can wipe out entire populations of wildlife or even plant life 
through stupidity. Through stupidity our own generation has pretty well destroyed the Orange Roughy fish population: it 
was not ignorance because we should have done the research; it was stupidity. 

There is no possible way to confine the diseases that absolutely WILL be generated within the confines of a fish pen; they 
will spread to the wild. Good Lord, have you never heard of Asian Carp? They WILL get away! Arguments claiming you 
cannot P R OVE that disaster will happen remind me of the tobacco companies in the 1 970's claiming that cigarettes were 
safe. Yeah, just like fish pens. Safe . . .  

Donald J. Goodman 



DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

................ , 
2015 3:58 

From: 

Sent: 

Jeffrey Hohman 
Thursday, November 12, PM 

To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Please Don't Do It - We Are Smarter Than This - We Have The History 

As a worried Michigan resident, I feel it is my duty to write this letter to you voicing my concerns about us even 
considering using net pen farming in our Great Lakes. As you know, the Great Lakes are a spectacular natural 
resource and they need to be protected. Too many times in our recent history we have already had negative 
impacts on this world class fishery we have. Net pens are not new. We have the history of fish pens in oceans 
which are much larger than our lakes. We know for a fact that fish pens will impact the wild and 
resident populations of fish we already have. Please do not do this. I for one, will make every attempt I can to 
block the usage of them. Please hear our voice. Thanks for your consideration. 

Jeffrey D Hohman 
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DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

Moshieȅ ..... ······� 
November 12, 2015 

From: 

Sent: 

Chris 
Thursday, 3:18 PM 

To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Net-Pen fish farming(opposed) 

To whom it may concern, 

I a m  u nilaterally opposed to any future net-pen fish farming in Lake Huron or Michigan. I 

believe the possible nutrient pollution and disease outbreak in wild fish populations is too 

great a risk. Our fresh water resou rce is too i mportant and fragile to risk on such commercial 

endeavors given the present science. 

Sincerely, 

Chris Moshier 

mailto:DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov


DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: 

Sent: Thursday, November 12, 2015 3:13 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Fish Farming 

Please do not allow net pens in the Great Lakes. I know we have to support business but that will be a major 

pollutant with the high phosphate discharge along with other nutrients, possible antibiotics, and other 

chemicals. 

There can be other ways onshore to do this so that the fishery discharges can be monitored properly. The 

Great Lakes are too important to be experimenting with and so much depends on them being safeguarded. 

Thank you. 

Dale M. Borske 

-




Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

Douglas···· 
November 11, 2015 

DN R-

From: Guyer, Hannah (DNR) 
Sent: Thursday, November 12, 2015 1:39 PM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: FW: Net Pen Aquaculture 

From: Denny 
Sent: Wednesday, 9:30 AM 
To: Guyer, Hannah (DNR) 
Subject: Net Pen Aquaculture 

I am opposed to polluting our Great Lakes and the net pen form of aquaculture is the worst form of aquaculture. 

I don't see how any effective pollution control would be possible. A great old bit of wisdom applies 

here . . .  "Don't sh-- where you eat!"  Fish raised in net pens would be forced to do so. Net pens would become 

cesspools of disease that would spread throughout the lakes. 

We are already aware of the dangers that CAFO's present on land. Establishing such things in our Great Lakes 

would be totally irresponsible. How could the detrimental effects be controlled? 


mailto:DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov


DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: mari\yn ••••••• 
Sent: Thursday, November 12, 2015 9:47 AM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Fish Farm Farce 

ATIN: Hannah Guyer 

With horror I read about the proposed fish farm at the old Grayling Fish Hatchery and possible expansion to 

Lake Michigan. I know conservation means WISE use of our resources but the idea of allowing the high 

concentration of fish waste in one of our state's premier fisheries does not constitute wise use in any 

way. This proposal would only financially benefit a few in that business and cause irreparable harm to a river I 

and my family have enjoyed since my childhood. You are charged with the responsibility of ensuring the 

health of Michigan's water resources. Great strides have been made over the past few years in educating the 

public about maintaining our clean water status. I hope you bear this in mind and not allow the fish farms to 

gain a foothold in our state. I depend upon you to protect our waters for future generations to come. 

Marilyn Case 

... 

This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software. 

www.avast.com 



DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: 

Sent: Tuesday, November 10, 2015 10:03 AM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Say NO to Commercial Net Pens on the Great Lakes 

Dear Sir, 


I Vote NO to commercial net pens in the g reat lake or any other Michigan water. 


Thank You. 




DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 

From: Dick Stafford••••••••­
Sent: Tuesday, November 10, 2015 5:01 AM 
To: DNR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan.gov 
Subject: Say NO to Commercial Net Pens on the Great Lakes 

As a formercharter boat owner and operator of 30 years and past President of the Michigan Charterboat Association, I 
am opposed to pen nets for the sake of commercial fish farming. Living in Escanaba, Michigan where fish farming is 
proposed, commercial fish farming would be devastating to the ecco system in our area. I will work with al l  my ability to 
keep these out of the Great Lakes. 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Nov 15, 2015 

Hannah Guyer 

To whom it may concern: Guyer, 

I 'm sorry to say that I am extremely disappointed in the DNR of this state. There are so many issues that are poorly 
managed and based on very bad descions with no research backing them. This is yet another case. After living a longside 
Michigan in Ontario for my entire life, and now residing IN Michigan, I have been exposed to more truths and have 
become even more upset with the mismanagement and biased opinons on how to handle wildlife and environment 
situations. Take for instance, the declining deer population in Michigan. The past few winters have decimated herds in 
the U.P. and yet hunters are still encouraged and allowed to kill whatever deer are left. It's sickening to see young 
people killing young deer and hovering over their kills on Face book just like those gruesome trophy hunters do. It's al l  
about the money and the greed and the 'showing off' and no concern is put on the animal's well-being. So, with this 
said, and al l  things you haven't considered about consequences, I urge you to protect the Great Lakes' 
ecosystem and to prohibit net pen aquaculture in their waters. 

Our Great Lakes should not be opened to the same industrial factory farm model that currently pollutes our 
environment on land. 

These systems are not contained and allow a tremendous amount of waste to flow directly into the water, potentially 
contributing to toxic algae blooms. Fish in these systems can spread disease quickly, and the risk of thousands of fish 
escaping and harming wild fish populations is a very real threat. 

Factory fish farming is simply too big, too dirty and too risky for the Great Lakes. We expect our leaders to protect our 
public natural resources, including our Great Lakes environment, fishermen and coastal communities. 

I urge you to prohibit net pen aquaculture in Michigan's Great Lakes waters. 

Sincerely, 

Maureen Shelleau 

1 



-......./) ;".i ,/ª&'4,<;!_,1['" __ _ /;,i{r 

I 
I 
! 



ONR-Net-Pen-Comments@michigan goy (mailto:ONR-Net-Pen-Comments@michiqan.govl 

.ef4.Y; 

!Jy fis71tt<.,1110,; 
A U!!J<J21?_ 

l(Jt!Jftf 
f//l?/Uf; 

Letter: Fish farms a setback to water management 
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In Michigan our lakes and streams are held in a public trust. State and federal agencies protect and manage 

them for us, but they are owned collectively by every Michigan citizen. 

There are currently proposals from a small number of companies that would establish high concentration fish 

farms to raise domesticated rainbow trout in large nets in Michigan waters of the Great Lakes and expand the 

Grayling Fish Hatchery on the Au Sable River. 

(Photo: Getty Images, AFP/Getty If allowed, these fish farms would set back the fishery and water management policy in our state by 50 years. 
Images) When we managed our waters as commercial fisheries anĚ used our lakes and streams as garbag e disposals, 

they were a mess. Only after we began managing our waters as recreational fisheries and quit allowing raw 

waste to be flushed into our lakes and streams did they improve. 

We do not al!ow other businesses to dump raw sewage into our public waters. Every other business is required to properly dispose of their waste and 

treat their sewage. 

We have enough problems keeping manure and antibiotics from land-based concentrated anlmal feeding operations out of our water. Why would we 

even consider allowing them to be placed directly into our lakes and streams? 

Michigan's lakes and streams and the world class recreational fisheries they support belong to you. The agencies that watch over them for you would like 

to hear your opinion on how you want them managed. 

Your public comments can be made via email at or via 

regular mail at: 

Michigan Department of Natural Resources 

ATTN: Hannah Guyer/Executive Office 

525 West Allegan St. 

P.O. Box 30028 

Lansing, Ml 48909-7528 

Comments will be accepted through Dec. 4, 2015. All submitted comments will be made publicly available following the close of the comment/review 



 

 
 

 
 

 

Appendix J.  Letters in support of commercial net-pen aquaculture in the 
Great Lakes. 
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Appendix K.  Other letters on commercial net-pen aquaculture in the Great 
Lakes. 
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