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Water Asset Management Council Meeting 

Constitution Hall, Atrium, Lee Walker Conference Room 
Thursday, February 24, 2022 

10:30 a.m. – 12:30 p.m. 
 
The WAMC meeting will also have a virtual attendance option. 

 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 

MEETING MINUTES 
 

I. Call to Order 
Sue McCormick, Chair – Meeting called to order at 10:33 AM 
 

II. Attendance 
Roll Call –Beth Lounds 
 Sue McCormick, Chair, present 
 Cameron Van Wyngarden, Vice-Chair, present 
 Carrie Cox, attending virtually 
 Jane Fitzpatrick, attending virtually, 
 Aaron Keatley, present 
 Scott Noesen, attending virtually 
 Evan Pratt, present 
 Randy Scott, attending virtually 
 Tim Zebell, present 
 
Support Staff Present: 
Beth Lounds – EGLE 
 

III. Approval of December Meeting Minutes  
(was no meeting in January) 
WAMC Members – Cameron VanWyngarden made the motion to approve the 
meeting minutes from December’s meeting, Evan Pratt supported the motion, 
with corrections of the  names of the individuals of the new committee mentioned 
in the MIC updates. Meeting minutes of the December meeting were 
unanimously approved. 

 
IV. Approval of Agenda 

WAMC Members- Tim Zebell motioned to approve the agenda; Evan Pratt 
supported the motion.  Meeting agenda was unanimously approved.   

 
V. Public Comment – no public comment made.   

  

GRETCHEN WHITMER 
GOVERNOR 

LIESL EICHLER CLARK 
 DIRECTOR 
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VI. MIC Update 

Sue McCormick – MIC is moving forward with their process for provisioning the 
consultant has started and working on a survey; looking at a variety of issues 
that’s important from a council perspective and from an individual perspective; 
and what would like to be seen with the advancement of the asset management 
in Michigan.  Workgroup has not met while that survey is ongoing.  Hoping it will 
be productive.   
 
MIC has a new Executive Director.  Ryan Laruwe (laruwer1@michigan.gov) has 
been selected as the new Division Administrator. 
 

VII. Drinking Water Presentation – Eric Oswald – Aaron Keatley introduced Eric to 
the group.  Eric then started his presentation regarding the drinking water 
resources.  Eric gave a brief overview of the DWEHD Asset Management 
Program.  The PowerPoint presentation covers Asset Management Regulations, 
the current status, the vision for Asset Management Plans in Public Water 
Supplies; and WAMC Support.  Eric stated the mission and vision of the 
DWEHD.   
As of January 1, 2018, all public water supplies serving over 1,000 are required 
to submit an AMP.  Currently DWEHD has no dedicated division staffing.  All 541 
PWS are required to submit a plan and currently only 521 have submitted.  Luke 
Dehtiar is the manager that handles the Asset Management side of the Division.  
Still have 20 supplies that have not submitted anything – qualify and effort varies.  
Some just do it to not get the violation.   
 
Eric shared the rule citation with the group.  Current status shows that we have 
about 96.3% compliance with AMS’s submitted; about 73/4 percent financial 
approved; 64.1 percent that have the technical approve and the same 
percentage that have both financial and technical approved.  Eric also noted that 
they have disused 14 violation notices and 44 district supporting violation notices.  
These are not a priority for the division because of staffing issues. Eric indicated 
that they are backlogged in the reviews.  They have not been able to keep up 
with the sanitary surveys over the last couple of years.  Eric is working toward 
getting additional staff on board just to review AMPs.  He also explained the 
support opportunities from WAMC.   
 
Eric indicated there are about 10,500 public water supplies in the State, and of 
those public water supplies there are 541 who service a population of over 1,000 
people.  Those smaller public water supplies are not required to have an AMP.  
Systems that are more well run have a better water quality and those have the 
better water asset management plans.   
 
Data is not in an electronic format.  There is not much data that is collected in a 
standardized format that is much more than a pdf file.  All are self-reported.  
Sanitary services have the input system where the data can be mined as far as 

mailto:laruwer1@michigan.gov
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creating the report necessary for EPA. Getting all data into a basic GIS format 
would be every helpful for all parties involved.  It’s not a data base that would be 
like an inventory repository; it more like a system of all of the hard copy files.  
Sue recommended the idea of a template so that then the input information could 
be put into the format of a data table so that then the data could be parsed and 
mined for specific purposes.   
 
It’s understood that EGLE isn’t there yet but are talking about what is coming up 
next and predates the governor’s request.  
 

Eric shared the presentation with the group.  
DWEHD Director - 

2022 WAMC AMP Pres 
 
 
VIII. SRF Scoring – from December meeting 

Paul McDonald shared information regarding Senate bill 565.  EPA hasn’t 
provided guidance on limitations or structure behind the new funding and any or 
all requirements related to the additional principal forgiveness as part of the bill 
package.  Meaning, the contamination and remediation portion or the 
contaminated substance portion for both drinking water and clean water requires 
100% forgiveness on those dollars.  EGLE continues to reach out to EPA 
requesting the information to be given a little quicker than it is so EGLE can 
provide that information to the communities applying for funding.  EGLE has 
every intention of making the funding available in this IUP process. If EPA is has 
not given additional guidance by a given date (not yet established), the process 
will be forced to pull that back out.  It’s not our goal, we want to see all the 
funding used. 
 
With regards to the demand, it is at the highest in history of the program with 
both drinking water and clean water exceeding $1billion each in requests.  Which 
is exciting and nerve wrecking making sure we have the time and capacity to 
meet with every community to be able to walk through those plans, in detail, 
which is necessary to get to an adequate project plan.   

 
Sue McCormick asked whether or not EGLE would pursue any changes to the 
SRF scoring itself as it was heard that there has been experience in the past for 
whatever reason, that by system submitted or info was available; changes in 
scoring had occurred.  More applicants might change their submission to adhere 
to the scoring to position themselves in the possibility of receiving more funding.  
Paul informed that the scoring has been and will continue to be defined by the 
state statute.  Scoring hasn’t been updated in quite a long while.  That info is 
available in the statute.   
 
Carrie discussed that when she and Paul spoke in December that the specific 
scoring for drinking water.  It was stated that because the scoring for drinking 

file://hcs084vsnbpf007/DEQ6/FBS/SHARED/Administration%20Division/Lists%20of%20Lists/Boards%20and%20Advisory%20Groups/Water%20Asset%20Management%20Council/Presentations/DWEHD%20Director%20-%202022%20WAMC%20AMP%20Presentation.pptx
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water was so old, EGLE might look into the language. Wants to know if that is 
still on the table to update and Paul agreed.  EGLE is now looking for the best 
way of reaching out to advocacy groups regarding potential language changes.  
He reminded there is a lot of drafting on the back end – looking at being able to 
adjust the scoring to take into consideration the current environmental needs or 
changes i.e. lead and copper rule change.  It is being pursued and is unlikely that 
any changes would happen for this IUP.   
 
Randy Scott commented that SRF applications submitted by smaller 
communities really don’t have a chance because the way the point scoring was 
done not able to rate high enough to obtain funding.  For example, Sault Ste. 
Marie, did not have certain components that other communities had so they 
scored lower, and it seems they struggled to get any funding.  With the smaller 
communities, they didn’t even hit the ballpark mark to receive funding. It got 
better for a while as money became available, but they are currently in the same 
predicament as they were 10 years ago – not being able to score high enough for 
funding.  
 
Paul McDonald responded that in order to put out a listing all of the ITAs have to 
be put out by January 1st, as it is known EGLE has to meet with the communities 
first and the ITA was to get notice in the door for potential interest from the 
communities.  Then Kelly Green’s team meets and/or coordinates with the 
drinking water or water resource division engineer to meet with the community to 
work through those metrics.  The need that is put on the ITA for and as you work 
thru the conversation with the engineers for any potential permitting or 
construction issues, those numbers vary.  In order to put it into a detailed draft 
IUP for scoring, it takes time to get thru the 140+ submittals for drinking water 
and 116 for clean water.  One of the other things that EGLE is going to do, is to 
post on the websites what is available in loan dollars as well as principal 
forgiveness dollars for both Clean Water and Drinking Water programs.  This 
information will hopefully be updated within a week.  This should help 
communities make that assessment of availability of buckets of funding.  We are 
encouraging Eric Oswald’s team as well as Teresa Seidel’s team of getting 
through those ITAs so get some sort of scoring. Please reach out to the WIFS 
team via the general email address or if you have a project manager you are 
working with, reach out to that person.   
 
Carrie Cox mentioned we would like to see changes in the scoring system itself 
because it seems that the state is rewarding bad behavior to those communities 
who are not keeping an operable system.  WAMC has talked about this in the 
past and how can we help, but how do we get funding for those who are trying to 
maintain their system and doing the right thing?   
 
Paul McDonald confirmed that we have certainly heard that issue before.  We 
can definitely dial those concerns into scoring concepts.  Last year we did see 
that communities that did not come in with a consolidated drinking water plan and 
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only lead service replacement lines they didn’t score as high as a community that 
came in with more like plan upgrades and water main replacements, and lead 
service line replacements.  Senate 565 – big funding package that came in for 
water infrastructure.  If you go to Michigan.org legislature website, you can look 
that up and see the details.  Most, if not all the money is tied to the SRF and 
more than likely intended to be grants to be able to assist those communities that 
may or may not be able to get the financing available thru the SRF or be tied to 
the SRF to be able to extend availability further.  One program to bring up is the 
Water Infrastructure grants.  The DWI program is a $35 million program. DWI 
is/was available to all communities and is not to be paired up with project 
received Booker.   
 

IX. Subcommittees – Task Force on Survey Results and KPIs Summary 
 

a. Prior strategic recommendations for MIC and WAMC. 
 
Link to document. 
 

executive_summary_6
21265_7.pdf    

Recommendation - pdf file.  Please refer to Evan’s email dated January 
31, 2022, at 3:39 PM 

 
b. Carrie Cox shared the survey results and KPI subcommittee 

recommendations and findings document to the group.  She discussed the 
summary.  Please see the document above.   
 
Link to 2022 Survey Results and KPI Subcommittee Recommendations 
document.  This will also be sent to the members to be able to discuss at 
the next meeting.  Suggestion – share this document with MIC.  Make 
sure that this group is not responsible for the 90-day review and 
recommendations.  We do have a responsibility to share with those that 
submitted answers to the survey that their answers were sufficient – per 
the statute.   
 
Another recommendation from Carrie would be to make sure that the 
letters sent out would go to the correct person instead of just to the person 
on the permit.  In moving forward, that could be something that would 
need to be worked on for next year’s survey.   
 

X. Closing Remarks 
Sue McCormick, Chair 
 
Sue McCormick shared that she was glad to see that the numbers have grown 
from the initial numbers of surveys submitted.  Should be thinking about how to 

https://www.michigan.gov/documents/snyder/asset_management_report_621264_7.pdf
file://hcs084vsnbpf007/DEQ6/FBS/SHARED/Administration%20Division/Lists%20of%20Lists/Boards%20and%20Advisory%20Groups/Water%20Asset%20Management%20Council/Meeting%2034%20February%2024%202022/Subcommittee%20Recommendations%2020220218%20v2.pdf
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build the results into the report to the legislature and the recommendations from 
the committee has put on the table feed into what is said in the report.  Topic for 
next agenda.  Think about how this will be addressed as this will be the first time 
WAMC has some data and experience around systems respond to the request 
for data which will be important to convey to the Legislature in the report.   
 
Sue will talk to John about how to approach the conversation between WAMC 
and MIC.  She is not sure if it will be full meetings or subcommittee meetings.  
May not be all the members of MIC or WAMC would need to participate in the 
conversation. 
 
Thank you for all the information from EGLE; very helpful to understand how the 
information is collected. 
 
Aaron Keatley will need to form a committee, GIS requirement directive, with 
participation to include someone in WAMC and key stakeholders but related to 
who owns the data and the security who will have access rights.  Future agenda 
item, Aaron would like to know if anyone in this group would be interested in 
helping to create templates for asset management plans.  Specifically for the 
smaller entities who do not have the capacity to create something themselves.  
Eric Oswald was very gracious when he described the diversity of input that we 
have received.  It is felt that WAMC could play a key role in helping to elevate the 
discussion, the content and the use of these things going beyond what regulatory 
program can do.  Jane Fitzgerald would support what Aaron stated, and thru her 
meetings with other groups they find capacity is a huge issue.  The work force 
just isn’t there and they smaller communities are struggling to even fill out the 
required forms. 
 
WAMC members would like to see a template that would check the box for 
quality of data for WAMC, EGLE and others.  Also would like to see education 
and training on how to fill out the templates. 
 

XI. Adjournment 
Sue McCormick, Chair 
 
Meeting adjourned at 12:16 PM 
  
 
Next Meeting:  March 24, 2022,   10:30 AM – 12:30 PM 
In-person:        Lee Walker Conference Room  
 Lansing, MI 48933  


