
Appendix A 
Watershed Management Planning Guidance and Criteria 

Three types of projects will be considered under this Request for Proposals (RFP): (1) 
Development of new watershed management plans for watersheds without an approved 
watershed management plan as well as nested watersheds within larger scale approved 
plans; (2) General updates of previously approved watershed management plans; and (3) 
Technical updates of current, approved watershed management plans.  Technical updates of 
watershed management plans are also an eligible component of nonpoint source (NPS) 
implementation projects under a separate RFP process (scheduled for release in the summer 
of 2022).  Technical updates consist of adding or updating specific information to otherwise 
current and approved watershed management plans.  Technical updates could include, but 
are not limited to: 

• Field inventories identifying specific sites that are the sources and causes of NPS 
pollutants impairing a designated use. 

• Environmental or social monitoring. 
• Incorporating the NPS load allocation from approved Total Maximum Daily Loads. 
• Models that identify and prioritize areas for restoration or protection like the landscape 

level wetland functional analysis. 

State and Federal Guidance 
State Guidance:  Clean Michigan Initiative (CMI) Administrative Rules on Watershed 
Management Planning (Part 88, Water Pollution and Environmental Protection Act, of the 
Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 451, as amended, 
MCL 324.8808).  

Administrative Rules promulgated in October 1999 for CMI NPS Pollution Control Grants, 
require watershed management plans be approved by EGLE.  In addition, the rules require 
EGLE to use CMI NPS funds to implement only EGLE-approved watershed management 
plans.  The NPS Program produced a guidebook (the “Blue Book”) for the development of 
watershed management plans that includes the required CMI elements and examples.  The 
Guidebook is available on the NPS Program web page in the Technical Assistance section, 
“Developing an Approvable Watershed Management Plan.” 

Federal Guidance:  The United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (USEPA) 
Nine Minimum Elements of Watershed Management Planning 
To ensure that Section 319 projects make progress towards restoring waters impaired by 
NPS pollution, watershed-based plans that are implemented with Section 319 funds must 
include the nine minimum elements of watershed management planning.  The USEPA 
believes that these nine elements are critical to assure that public funds are used effectively.  
The USEPA has developed a handbook describing these elements and including information 
on how these elements can be met.  The handbook and additional guidance is available on 
the NPS Program Web page in the Technical Assistance section, “Developing an Approvable 
Watershed Management Plan.” 

https://www.michigan.gov/egle/-/media/Project/Websites/egle/Documents/Programs/WRD/NPS/General/developing-watershed-plan-intro-guide.pdf
https://www.michigan.gov/egle/about/organization/water-resources/nonpoint-source
https://www.epa.gov/nps/handbook-developing-watershed-plans-restore-and-protect-our-waters
https://www.michigan.gov/egle/about/organization/water-resources/nonpoint-source


Appendix B 
Guidance for Wetland Related Elements in Nonpoint Source (NPS) Proposals 

Background 
Prior to European settlement, the state of Michigan contained an estimated 11 million acres 
of wetlands, covering approximately 30 percent of the state’s land mass.  Approximately 6.5 
million acres of those original wetlands remain.  The primary reasons for wetland losses have 
been drainage for conversion to agriculture and urban development.  Watersheds are 
significantly influenced by their wetlands.  Wetlands provide many valuable water quality 
related functions including storing floodwaters, trapping sediments and nutrients, and 
protecting erodible stream banks and shorelines.  Wetlands also contribute to groundwater 
recharge and provide valuable fish and wildlife habitat.  Restoring, enhancing, or protecting 
wetlands can have positive water quality impacts.  Therefore, the NPS Program is 
encouraging the integration of wetland restoration and protection goals into local watershed 
management plans and supports the restoration and protection of wetlands as a means of 
addressing water quality concerns. 

Planning Projects 
Wetlands and Watershed Management Planning 
All Nonpoint Source Program funded watershed management plans should include a 
wetlands component which results in the development of an inventory of existing wetlands, 
identification of historically lost wetland areas, procedures and strategies to prioritize 
historically lost wetlands for restoration and existing wetlands for protection and restoration, 
and the development of wetland specific water quality based recommendations.  Maps 
depicting current wetlands and areas with the potential for wetland restoration are available 
through the Wetlands Map Viewer or from Jeremy Jones; Wetlands, Lakes, and Streams 
Unit; Field Operations Support Section Water Resources Division (JonesJ28@Michigan.gov 
or 517-899-6122). 

The Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy (EGLE) endorses the use of a 
Landscape Level Wetland Functional Assessment (LLWFA) as a means to prioritize areas for 
wetland restoration and protection.  Methodologies to conduct an LLWFA of existing and 
historically lost wetlands were developed by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service.  
EGLE has modified and refined the LLWFA process to reflect Michigan conditions.  The 
LLWFA methodology is based on an inventory of existing wetlands, and a determination of 
the functions they are performing.  This information is then used to prioritize them for 
protection and restoration.  The LLWFA methodology will also allow the identification of 
historically lost wetlands, determine the functions they once provided, and to prioritize 
wetlands for restoration in order to obtain the most significant water quality improvements. 

Elements for Inclusion in Watershed Management Plans  
The following wetland related elements should be considered for watershed planning 
projects:  

1) Compile wetland information on a watershed basis. 

2) Assess local wetland protection capacity. 

http://www.mcgi.state.mi.us/wetlands/
mailto:JonesJ28@Michigan.gov


3) Identify wetland partners and roles. 

4) Create an inventory of existing wetlands and potential wetland restoration sites within 
the watershed using Geographic Information System wetland related data layers 
(inventory/maps are now available from EGLE). 

5) Conduct an LLWFA, or similar protocol, of the watershed to produce an analysis of 
both historic and present-day wetlands and their functions.  The results are used to 
estimate the cumulative effect of historic wetland losses on the watershed and water 
quality.  The results will assist the grantee in setting goals to replace wetland functions 
that have been lost since pre-settlement.  The results will also be a critical source of 
information for developing procedures to prioritize existing wetlands for protection and 
preservation as well as prioritizing historically lost wetlands for restoration.  Note: A 
map is included at the end of this guidance indicating watersheds where an LLWFA 
has been completed by EGLE or is underway. 

6) Define wetland goals and objectives for the watershed. 

7) Develop a water quality based wetland restoration strategy.  The strategy should 
identify the tools that will be used to accomplish the physical restoration as well as a 
system to prioritize which historically lost or degraded wetlands should be restored. 

8) Develop a water quality based wetland protection/preservation strategy.  The strategy 
should specify the methods or tools that will be used to increase the protection of 
existing wetlands and to prioritize the preservation of the highest quality wetlands.  

9) Screen “priority” wetlands for further assessment and field evaluation.  

10) Develop specific water quality based priority recommendations for wetland restoration 
and wetland protection 

Projected Environmental Improvement 
The short-term outcomes of this effort will be that grantees will gain an increased knowledge 
of where their wetlands are located, the specific functions that wetlands perform, and the 
overall importance of wetlands in the watershed.  The expected transitional outcomes will be 
changes in practices that impact wetlands and local decisions that can protect or preserve 
wetlands.  The anticipated long-term outcomes will be improved water quality as a result of 
existing wetlands that are protected and the restoration of wetlands that improve water 
storage and pollution removal capabilities. 
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Appendix C 
Guidance for Hydrologic and Geomorphic Analyses 

Planning 
A hydrologic analysis developed to support a watershed management plan should cover the 
entire watershed to help stakeholders understand the hydrologic characteristics of the 
watershed.  This analysis should help stakeholders understand the impact of changes on 
stream flows, provide a basis for storm water management, and help determine the critical 
areas.  The scope of the analysis should vary with the watershed and stakeholder needs.  It 
could include: 

• Delineation of watershed boundaries.
• Review of soil, land use, and population information.
• Calculation of stream flows and pollutant loads.
• Comparison of calculated runoff volumes or yields per sub basin.
• Flashiness Analysis.
• Analysis of percent imperviousness.
• Analysis of stream order.
• Recommendations to protect or improve treatment of stormwater runoff.
• Recommendations to manage storm flows to protect stream channels from increased

erosion.

Watershed management plans that recommend streambank stabilization, channel 
realignment, changes to channel geometry, or changes impacting flow or sediment transport 
must include a stream geomorphology assessment equivalent to the USDA-NRCS 580 
Standard.  Also see “Stream Stability Assessment Guidelines for NPS Grant Applicants” or 
the “Nonpoint Source Hydrological Analysis” page for additional guidance. 

Implementation 
Often, streambank erosion is part of a natural stream process that is not caused by human 
influence and is not causing any stream impairment.  When erosion is unnatural and 
excessive, it is often the result of changes in the amount of runoff from the contributing 
watershed or due to channelization of the stream.  Grant funding will not be awarded to 
proposals attempting to treat natural erosion sites or proposals attempting to fix unnatural or 
excessive erosion without addressing the underlying cause. 

Implementation grant proposals with major stream treatments such as stream channel 
restoration, stream rehabilitation, or stream bank stabilization must include a statement on 
hydrology/morphology.  The statement must provide a site-specific analysis of the cause 
and magnitude of the problem to be addressed with grant funds. 

The hydrology/morphology statement should describe, in one to two pages, the hydrologic 
and geomorphic condition of the stream, including if and how the hydrologic conditions have 
changed over time and the corresponding changes to the morphological stream conditions.  
The statement should summarize reports and data and outline the steps taken to determine 
the hydrologic/geomorphic status.  Applicants should be prepared to supply the full reports or 

https://www.michigan.gov/egle/-/media/Project/Websites/egle/Documents/Programs/WRD/NPS/Tech/hsdsu-flashiness.pdf
https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/resources/guides-and-instructions/streambank-and-shoreline-protection-ft-580-conservation-practice
https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/resources/guides-and-instructions/streambank-and-shoreline-protection-ft-580-conservation-practice
https://www.michigan.gov/egle/-/media/Project/Websites/egle/Documents/Programs/WRD/NPS/Tech/stream-stability-guidance.pdf
https://www.michigan.gov/egle/about/organization/water-resources/hydrologic-data/nonpoint-source-hydrologic-analysis
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data used to make the hydrologic/geomorphic assessment.  Applicants should be aware that 
proposals to stabilize erosion caused by natural river processes are not likely to be funded 
with nonpoint source grants.  The justification to stabilize erosion at these sites may be more 
appropriate for other grant programs. 

The hydrologic/geomorphic assessment should utilize recognized tools such as stream 
flashiness indices; channel evolution models; regional reference curves; stream bed particle 
size assessments; streambank stability analysis; stream power calculations; regime equation 
calculations; or similar measurements or models.  The Department of Environment, Great 
Lakes, and Energy’s Nonpoint Source Program has provided a number of guidance 
documents and tools on the Nonpoint Source Hydrologic Analysis page.  In particular, see 
“Stream Stability Assessment Guidelines for NPS Grant Applicants”.  Hydrologic and 
geomorphic stability assessments are especially important in watersheds that have been 
significantly disturbed or modified.  Hydrologic and geomorphic assessment shall include an 
inventory of current site condition (i.e., stable, aggrading, or degrading), identification of the 
type, extent, magnitude, and cause(s) of the stability problem(s) to be addressed, and a 
prediction of future stream response to the proposed treatment. 

Alternative treatment options should be considered that are based on suitability of the site, an 
analysis of bank and/or bed stability, and be consistent with an appropriate bank and/or bed 
stabilization techniques.  For stream bank stabilization projects, the applicant shall first 
consider vegetative treatments.  Problems that cannot be controlled by vegetative treatments 
alone should consider a combination of structural treatments and vegetative treatments.  No 
stream stabilization should be implemented until it has been determined that the hydrologic 
condition of the contributing watershed is stable or actively being stabilized. 

Geomorphic assessments for proposed changes in channel alignment, or channel geometry, 
shall include the stream reaches upstream and downstream of the project area.  Channel 
width-to-depth ratios, stream bed slope, meander pattern, and other bed features of the 
proposed channel designs shall be modeled according to a stable reference reach.  
Reference reaches are nearby, hydrologically and geomorphically stable stream segments.  
A reference reach could be upstream or downstream of the project area, or in a nearby 
watershed.  Assessment of the current and future discharge and sediment regimes shall be 
based on conditions in the watershed above the proposed channel alignment, as close as 
possible to the project reach. 

https://www.michigan.gov/egle/about/organization/water-resources/hydrologic-data/nonpoint-source-hydrologic-analysis
https://www.michigan.gov/egle/-/media/Project/Websites/egle/Documents/Programs/WRD/NPS/Tech/stream-stability-guidance.pdf
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Appendix D 
Guidance for Proposals within Michigan’s Coastal Nonpoint Boundary 

The Coastal Nonpoint Pollution Control Program, established by Section 6217 of the federal 
Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments (CZARA), addresses nonpoint source (NPS) 
pollution problems in coastal waters. Section 6217 requires states and territories with 
approved Coastal Zone Management Programs to develop Coastal Nonpoint Pollution 
Control Programs.  In its program, a state or territory describes how it will implement nonpoint 
source pollution controls, known as management measures.  This program is administered 
jointly by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration. 

As a condition of Michigan’s Coastal Nonpoint Pollution Control Program, the Michigan 
Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy (EGLE) has agreed to complete 
specific activities within Michigan’s Coastal Nonpoint Boundary (Figure 1.) as well as 
requiring some additional elements in EGLE funded new or updated watershed management 
plans within the boundary.  A shapefile of the boundary area or assistance determining 
watersheds within the boundary is available from Peter Vincent, NPS Unit, Surface Water 
Assessment Section (SWAS), Water Resources Division (WRD)  at VincentP@Michigan.gov 
or 517-512-3969; or Robert Sweet NPS Unit, SWAS, WRD at SweetR@Michigan.gov or 
517-512-9765.  The additional watershed management planning elements are listed below. 

Additional planning elements for EGLE funded new and updated watershed management 
plans within the Coastal Nonpoint Boundary:  

1. All EGLE funded new or updated watershed management plans covering Urban 
Clusters within the coastal NPS boundary (Figure 2 and Table 1) will include 
recommendations for controlling post construction sediment and runoff rates and 
volumes to levels consistent with the New Development Management Measure 
(reduce the average annual total suspended solids loadings by 80 percent and 
maintain post-development peak runoff rate and average volume at levels that are 
similar to pre-development levels). 

2. All EGLE funded new or update watershed management planning projects within the 
coastal nonpoint source boundary will include an On-Site Disposal System (OSDS) 
section that includes system distribution and density information, a summary of 
pertinent water quality data, and a review of OSDS related codes and ordinances to 
support comprehensive approaches to deal with OSDS. 

3. Specific OSDS maintenance and inspection recommendations will be included in all 
EGLE funded new or updated watershed management plans covering water bodies 
with impairments or impacts caused by OSDS. EGLE will encourage 
recommendations to support comprehensive approaches with a mix of regulatory and 
voluntary actions to best deal with existing and potential future problems. 

4. The NPS Program will require all EGLE funded social surveys conducted within the 
Coastal Nonpoint Boundary to include an enhanced OSDS focus consisting of 

mailto:VincentP@Michigan.gov
mailto:SweetR@Michigan.gov
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selected stock questions and custom questions to demonstrate voluntary homeowner 
compliance with the OSDS Management Measure. 

Geographic priorities for watershed management plan development within the Coastal 
Nonpoint Boundary: 

1. Priority will be given to proposals to develop approvable watershed management plans 
for the following Urban Clusters (see Figure 2 and Table 1): 

a. Menominee,  
b. Ironwood, and  
c. Escanaba. 

 

Figure 1 Michigan's Approved Coastal Nonpoint Boundary (shaded Blue) 
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Figure 2 Urban Clusters within Michigan's Coastal Nonpoint Boundary 
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Table 1. Urban Clusters and sub areas within the Coastal Nonpoint Boundary 

Urban Cluster Sub Area 
Adrian   

 Adrian city 
 Clinton village 
 Tecumseh city 
Alma   

 Alma city 
 St Louis city 
Alpena   

 Alpena city 
Au Sable   

 Au Sable CDP 
 Oscoda CDP 
Caro   

 Caro village 
Escanaba   

 Escanaba city 
 Gladstone city 
Houghton   

 Dollar Bay CDP 
 Hancock city 
 Houghton city 
Ironwood   

 Ironwood City 
Ishpeming   

 Ishpeming city  
 Negaunee city  

 
West Ishpeming 
CDP 

Kinross 
Township   

 Kinross Township 
Laurium   

 Calumet village 
 Hubbell CDP  

 
Lake Linden 
village 

 Laurium village  
Ludington   

 Ludington city 
Manistee   

 East Lake village 
 Filer City CDP 
 Manistee city 
 Oak Hill CDP 
 Parkdale CDP 
 Stronach CDP 
Urban Cluster Sub Area 

Marquette   
 Harvey CDP 

 Marquette city 

 
Trowbridge Park 
CDP 

Menominee   
 Menominee city 

Mount Pleasant   

 
Mount Pleasant 
city 

Owosso   
 Corunna city 

 Middletown CDP 
 Owosso city 
Paw Paw Lake    

 Coloma city 
 Hartford city 

 
Paw Paw Lake 
CDP 

 Watervliet city 
Petoskey   

 Bay View CDP 
 Conway CDP 
 Petoskey city 
Sault St. Marie   

 
Sault St. Marie 
city 

South Haven   
 South Haven city 

Traverse City   

 
Chums Corner 
CDP 

 Grawn CDP 
 Greilickville CDP 
 Traverse City 
Whitehall   

 
 Montague city 
 Twin Lake CDP 

 
Whitehall city 
  

  
CDP = Census Designated Place 
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Appendix E 
Social Indicators and Social Monitoring 

Effective management of Nonpoint Source (NPS) water pollution requires addressing both 
environmental conditions and the choices people make that impact the environment.  
Monitoring social indicators, like monitoring environmental indicators, yields valuable 
information about the direction you should take or how well your management strategies are 
working.  If you are monitoring social indicators, developing a watershed management plan, 
or implementing outreach or education actions from a watershed management plan then this 
appendix may apply to you. 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Region 5 Social Indicators 
Work Group developed a step-by-step system (the Social Indicator Planning and Evaluation 
System (SIPES)) for using social indicators to help plan, implement and evaluate NPS 
outreach and education projects.  SIPES and the associated Social Indicator Data 
Management and Analysis (SIDMA) tool (described below) are required to be used by all 
Michigan NPS grantees that are conducting social monitoring funded with federal funds.  The 
benefits of standard social monitoring protocols include better education and outreach 
components of watershed management plans, standardized protocols for social surveys 
across watersheds in Michigan, standardized assessments of the effectiveness of NPS 
outreach efforts, and comparability at the watershed, regional, and state scale. 

The SIDMA tool is a web-based project management aid that supports SIPES watershed 
projects.  The SIDMA tool can be used by project coordinators to collect, organize, and use 
social indicators related to water quality improvements. 

SIDMA includes the following features: 

• Survey builder:  Provides survey questions to be selected and adapted for use by a 
watershed project. 

• Data input screens and database:  Use to input and store responses from 
questionnaires and other social indicator data. 

• Online survey tool:  Allows potential respondents to complete your social indicators 
survey online. 

• Data analysis tools:  Generates basic statistics from survey data for individual questions 
as well as social indicators. The tools also include a compare feature that compares 
responses or social indicator scores between any two surveys in the SIDMA system. 

• Report creating tools:  Helps with communicating social indicator data including custom 
made graphs and charts.  

https://iwr.msu.edu/sidma/Info/pdfs/SI_Handbook_v4_02012012.pdf
http://35.8.121.111/si/home.aspx
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NPS grant funded projects should use the SIPES guidance and SIDMA tool as follows: 

• Watershed management planning projects:

o Are encouraged to use the SIPES guidance and SIDMA tool to develop baseline 
information for the general public regarding existing knowledge, beliefs, and 
behavior about environmental and NPS issues.

o The results of a properly designed SIPES/SIDMA assessment can easily be used 
to develop recommendations for education and outreach activities for the general 
public as well as target audiences to address element E of the USEPA’s nine 
required elements of a watershed management plan.

o All EGLE funded social surveys conducted within the Coastal Nonpoint Boundary 
must include an enhanced OSDS (On-Site Disposal System) focus consisting of 
selected stock questions and custom questions to demonstrate voluntary 
homeowner compliance with the federal Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization 
Amendments section 6217 Management Measures, see Appendix D for details.

• Implementation projects:

o With significant outreach and education tasks with the goal of changing knowledge, 
or awareness should generally include “pre” and “post” SIDMA social monitoring to 
assess the effectiveness of those activities.

When a full SIDMA based survey is not necessary: 

• Watershed Planning Projects:

o When preparing a watershed plan that is:
 “Nested” in a larger watershed with appropriate social monitoring data.
 Neighboring or near to a watershed with acceptable SIDMA data and similar

demographics and issues.

• Implementation Projects:

o Narrowly focused outreach for a targeted audience and focused on a single
pollutant/source/cause with a limited suite of BMPs.  Generally, evaluation will be
based on increased implementation rate for the BMPs or a short survey (the short
survey still requires a QAPP, using standard protocols, and the data must be
entered into SIDMA).

o Passive outreach efforts such as signage.

For questions, contact Robert Sweet, NPS Unit, Surface Water Assessment Section, Water 
Resources Division at SweetR@Michigan.gov or 517-512-9765. 

mailto:SweetR@Michigan.gov
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