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1. Welcome – Kurt Giberson, Chair 
 

2. Roll Call of Members (ECT) and record of others present. 
 

Alliance of Rouge Communities 

Executive Committee 
 
Officers 

Chair Kurt Giberson Dearborn 

Vice-Chair Gary Mekjian Southfield 

Treasurer Tim Faas Canton 

Past Vice-Chair Wayne Domine Bloomfield Township 
Counties 

Oakland Co. – Rep. John McCulloch OCDC 

Oakland Co. – Alt. Phil Sanzica OCDC 

Oakland Co. – Alt. Joseph Colaianne OCDC 

Washtenaw Co.- Rep. Janis Bobrin WCDC 

Washtenaw Co.- Alt. Michelle Bononi WCDC 

Wayne Co. - Rep. Kurt Heise WCDOE 

Wayne Co. - Alt. Kelly Cave WCDOE 
SWAGs 

Main 1 & 2 - Rep. Jennifer Lawson Troy 

Main 1 & 2 - Alt. Meghan Bonifiglio Bloomfield Township 

Main 3 & 4 - Rep. TBD  

Main 3 & 4 - Alt. TBD  

Upper - Rep. Tom Biasell Farmington Hills 

Upper - Alt. Jim Zoumbaris Livonia 

Middle 1 - Re. Jill Rickard Northville Township 

Middle 1 - Alt. Aaron Staup Novi 

Middle 3 - Rep. Jack Barnes Garden City 

Middle 3 - Alt. Kevin Buford Westland 

Lower 1 - Rep. Bob Belair Canton Township 

Lower 1 - Al. Dan Swallow Van Buren Township 

Lower 2 - Rep. Ramzi El-Gharib Wayne 

Lower 2 - Al. Tom Wilson Romulus 

AGENDA 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING 

Monday July 30, 2007 
City of Dearborn DPW Office, 2951 Greenfield Road 

1:30  ~ 4:00 p.m. 



 
 

3. Summary of April 24, 2007, Executive Committee Meeting  Action 
 
4. Additions or Changes to Draft Agenda  
 
5. Chair Communications (Giberson)     Information 

a. Alliance Membership Status     Information 
b. Round VIII Grant Awards     Information 
 

6. Treasurers Report (Faas and WCDOE)    Information 
a. 2006-7 Invoicing / Assessment Paid Status   Information 
b. 2007 Expenditures / Task Status Report   Information 
c. 2008 ARC Budget Preparation Schedule   Information 
 

7. Executive Director Report (Ridgway)    Information 
a. Response from MDEQ re: SWMP Updates   Discussion 
b. TMDL ARC Meeting      Discussion 
c. SEMCOG/Phase II Permit Focus Group  

(Incentives for Watershed Permit)     Discussion 
 
8. Standing Committee Reports (Giberson) 

a. Finance Committee (Faas)     Discussion 
b. Organization Committee (Heise/Payne – Co-Chairs)  

i. ARC – County In Kind Contributions Policy  Action    
c. PIE  (Public Involvement and Education) Committee (Lawson, Chair)  

i. Status Report      Information 
d. Technical Committee (Zorza, Vice Chair)   

i. MDEQ SWPPI Template Comments   Information 
ii. TMDL Comments     Information 

iii. Rouge 5-Year Monitoring Plan   Information 
iv. MDEQ / Rouge River RAP Advisory Council (RRAC)                                 

Area of Concern Delisting Criteria   Information 
e. Grants Committee (Sanzica)      

i. Upcoming MDEQ grants    Information 
ii. US-ACOE Rouge River Supplemental   Information 

 
9. Report from WCDOE 

a. Rouge Project Update (Cave)     Information  



 
10. Reports from SWAGS (Comments, Concerns, and/or Recommendations) 

a. Main 1 & 2 
b. Main 3 & 4 
c. Upper 
d. Middle 1 
e. Middle 3 
f. Lower 1 
g. Lower 2 

   
11. Summary of Executive Committee Actions (Giberson)   
 
12. Upcoming Meeting(s)  

Finance Committee Meeting: 1:30 p.m. August 2, 2007 WCDOE Offices, Wayne 
PIE Committee Meeting, 1:30 p.m., October 18, 2007, Livonia DPW Offices  
Technical Committee Meeting, 1:30 August 21, 2007, Farmington Hills    

Adjourn 
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MEETING SUMMARY 
ALLIANCE OF ROUGE COMMUNITIES 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
April 24, 2007    2:00 -4:00 p.m. 
Dearborn Dept. of Public Works 

Conference Room 
2951 Greenfield 

Dearborn Michigan 
 
 

1. Welcome:  Chair 
 

2. Roll Call of Members:  Record of members and others present. A quorum 
was present 

 
In Attendance: 
Chair: Kurt Giberson Dearborn 
Vice-chair Gary Mekjian Southfield 
Treasurer Tim Faas Canton Township 
Past Vice-Chair Wayne Domine Bloomfield Twp. 
Wayne County-Rep. Kurt Heise WCDOE 
Wayne County Alt Kelly Cave WCDOE 
Oakland County-Alt Phil Sanzica OCDC 
Main 1-2-Rep Jennifer Lawson Troy 
Lower 2-Rep Jack Barnes Garden City 
Lower 2-Alt Ramzi El-Gharib Wayne 
Upper-Rep. Tom Biasell Farmington Hills 
Upper-Alt. Jim Zoumbaris Livonia 
Executive Director Jim Ridgway ECT 
Middle 3-Alt. Kevin Buford Westland 
Lower 1-Rep. Dan Swallow Van Buren Twp. 
   
 
Not In Attendance: 
Washtenaw County-Rep Janis Bobrin WCDC 
Washtenaw County-Alt Michelle Bononi WCDC 
Oakland County-Rep. John McCulloch OCDC 
Oakland County-Alt. Joe Colaianne OCDC 
Main 3-4-Alt Mark Kibby Melvindale 
Middle 1-Rep. Aaron Staup Novi 
Middle 1-Alt. Jill Rickard Northville Twp. 
Lower 1-Alt. Bob Belair Canton Twp. 
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Others in Attendance: ECT Staff, Zachare Ball and Kelly Karll 
 

3. Approval of January 25, 2007 Meeting Minutes: 
A motion was made to accept the minutes and it was supported. It passed 
unanimously. 

 
4. Additions or changes to the Draft Meeting Agenda: 

There were none. 
 

       5.      Chair Communications:  
Grants Committee:  Kurt Giberson reported that the committee, chaired by Phil 
Sanzica, OCDC, met on April 16, 2007 and focused on whether to use 2008 
monitoring funds to pay for updates of the subwatershed management plans in 
order to be eligible for 319 grants. Jim Zoumbaris, Livonia, said that Jack Bails 
previously had said the current plans were 319-compliant. Executive Director Jim 
Ridgway said that MDEQ and EPA audited one of the Rouge subwatershed 
management plans (Main 3-4) and said we needed to add some information. He 
said we would need to convince DEQ that our plans are satisfactory. He said he 
believed we need to modify the plans. 

 
Mr. Giberson said there were two alternatives: Instead of doing monitoring in 
2008, use that funding to update plans or if we want to comply with the 3rd party 
audit, apply for a Round VIII RPO grant now.  Tom Biasell, Farmington Hills, 
said he would like to see one permit for the watershed or write all subwatershed 
management plans the same and make them 319 compliant at the same time.  

 
Jack Barnes, Garden City, wanted to know what effect a one-year sabbatical on 
monitoring would have. Mr. Ridgway responded that the Rouge is the most 
monitored watershed in the state and suggested the ARC supplement its 
monitoring with volunteer monitoring.  

 
Mr. Giberson said if the plans aren’t updated now, he is concerned that in a 
couple of years, there will be no RPO funding, the plans aren’t 319 compliant and 
there is no way to get any money to update the plans. 

 
Kelly Cave, WCDOE, said this year is the fifth year of the Rouge 5-year 
monitoring plan. The ARC has to develop a monitoring plan for 2008 and beyond, 
and discuss this plan with MDEQ since the current SWPPIs reference the existing 
Rouge 5-year monitoring plan. She said the monitoring program is all volunteer-
based in the 3 Downriver watersheds in Wayne County. Kelly Karll, ECT, said 
Clinton River Watershed Council volunteers have successfully been used to do 
road stream crossing, stream bank erosion surveys, macroinvertebrates and non-
point source pollution based on development. She said ECT trained CRWC 
volunteers to do the various monitoring. 
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Ms Cave said her only concern is disrupting the continuous (over 10 years) record 
of flow and dissolved oxygen monitoring data provided by the USGS at 5  
stations in the watershed.  Data collected continuously over the long-term allows 
analysis of trends in the water quality in the watershed. Mr. Ridgway noted that 
USGS is the only federal agency that can match federal dollars with federal 
dollars. He said if it is important for the ARC to keep USGS monitoring, then it is 
important to meet with them now to work it out. Ms. Cave said there are 5 
permanent USGS DO stations throughout the watershed. She also noted that the 
budget for the USGS monitoring is small, compared to the budget for the other 
monitoring activities for 2007.   She agreed with Mr. Ridgway that the USGS 
should be contacted to explore cost-sharing opportunities.  Gary Zorza, 
Farmington Hills, said that Oakland County is also looking at whether to continue 
its USGS monitoring.  Ms. Cave suggested that the ARC explore whether the 
continuous data collection could continue at some level, with the remainder of the 
monitoring funds used to update the subwatershed plans. 
 
Mr. Biasell asked what the Executive Director recommended. Mr. Ridgway said 
he recommends that the Technical Committee review the monitoring plan and that 
the ARC ask for a Round VIII RPO grant to update the plans. He said some 
subwatersheds are going to move forward. He said the Main 1-2 specifically has 
asked the ARC to submit a Round VIII grant. Ms. Cave said that if all seven 
subwatersheds want to use Round VIII grant funds for updates the funding would 
be taken off the top of the total funds available, so applications wouldn’t be 
necessary.  
 
Tim Faas, Canton Twp., said the 2007 monitoring budget is $330,000. Ms. Cave 
said the 2008 monitoring budget is $419,000 including $29,850 for USGS gages. 
She said funding is also needed for the annual Rouge River Ecosystem 
Monitoring and Assessment Report (RREMAR). 

 
Mr. Ridgway said the action items are: 
• Update all plans with the intent of ultimately having one plan for the 

watershed 
• Ms. Karll to estimate the types of field work w/costs for the updates 
• Get a better price for USGS gages in 2008 
• Offer/ask each SWAG if they want to update their plans. If all want to do 

updates, money will be reserved from the Round VIII grant offering. If only a 
few want to update, they will be required to submit a grant application to 
Wayne County.  Once this issue has been discussed by all the SWAGs, 
Wayne County requests notification by the ARC of the intentions of the 
SWAGs regarding the plan updates as soon as possible.   

• Draft a letter to the MDEQ by the June 1 deadline that as of the deadline we 
are not updating plans. 
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A motion was made to use the 2008 ARC monitoring budget to update the 
subwatershed plans. (Motion: Jennifer Lawson, Troy; Second: Kevin Buford, 
Westland) There was no further discussion and the motion passed unanimously.  

 
2007 Objectives: Mr. Giberson reviewed the 2007 Objectives set by the ARC and 
listed on the agenda. 

 
6. Treasurer’s Report/Finance Committee: Mr. Faas said that a copy of 

the Executive Director’s contract was attached. He said the previous 
estimate of a $55,000 rollover was valid. The 2007 membership invoices 
have gone out, and some communities have paid. 

 
7. Other Committee Reports: 

a. Organization Committee (K. Heise/D. Payne, co-chairs): Mr. Heise 
said the committee would like to determine what membership costs 
would be from the member counties and asked that OCDC provide 
something that outlines current services provided and their costs. Ms. 
Cave reported that MDEQ is cracking down on permit violations, i.e., 
reports due, etc. She said MDEQ contacted her to review the Wayne 
County Storm Water Ordinance. 

b. Public Involvement and Education Committee (J. Lawson, Troy, 
Chair): Ms. Lawson said three septic system maintenance workshops 
were held in March which attracted 135 participants. She said the 
committee is considering offering the workshops every other year, 
rather than annually. She said this year’s monitoring posters will be for 
the Lower 1 and Lower 2 Subwatersheds. In addition, she said the PIE 
Committee just mailed out copies of the municipal training fact sheets 
and posters (from last year’s SEMCOG workshop) to each ARC 
member. The next PIE Committee Meeting will be at 1:30 p.m. April 
26, 2007 at Canton Township.  

c. Technical Committee (G. Zorza, Chair): Mr. Zorza said the committee 
will have to look at what its role will be if there is no 2008 monitoring 
program. 

 
8. Report from the Executive Director: Mr. Ridgway referred to the Strategic 

Plan outline on the agenda as possible tasks and asked for volunteers for a 
Strategic Plan Committee. Mr. Domine suggested a representative from each 
SWAG. Executive Committee Members who volunteered for the committee 
are: Gary Mekjian, ARC vice-chair; Kurt Heise, WCDOE and Organizational 
Comm. Chair; Phil Sanzica, OCDC; Jennifer Lawson,  Main 1-2 SWAG 
Representative and PIE Committee Chair; Tom Biasell, Upper SWAG Rep, 
and Wayne Domine, ARC Past Vice-Chair.  Kelly Cave (WCDOE) 
volunteered for the committee after the meeting. 

 
9. Report from WCDOE: All items were discussed previously in the meeting. 
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10. Reports from the SWAGS:  There was nothing to report 
 

11. Summary of Executive Committee Actions:  
• A resolution was adopted to take the 2008 monitoring funds to update 

the subwatershed management plans to 319 standards. 
 

12. Upcoming Meeting Schedule:   
• PIE Committee, 1:30 p.m. April 26, 2007, Canton Twp. 
• Main 1-2 SWAG, 1:30 p.m. May 8, 2007, Troy Community Center 
• Middle 3/Lower 2 SWAG, 10 a.m. May 9, 2007, Livonia DPW 
• Organizational Committee, 3 p.m.  May 11, 2007 Bloomfield Twp.  
• Upper SWAG, (tentative, no time set) May 17, 2007, Livonia DPW 
• Lower 1/Middle 1 SWAG,  (no time or location set) May 24, 2007 

 
13. Next ARC Executive Committee Meeting: There wasn’t one scheduled. 

 
14. Adjourn 
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July 24, 2007 
 
 
 
Ms. Brenda Sayles 
MDEQ 
Water Bureau 
P.O. Box 30273 
Lansing, MI  48909 
 
Dear Ms. Sayles: 
 
The Alliance of Rouge Communities thanks you for the opportunity to comment on 
the Draft TMDLs for the Rouge River.  Our specific comments are attached to this 
letter.  We would also request a second meeting with your staff to further discuss the 
TMDL and how it will impact our communities in the future.  Your staff has been 
extremely cooperative and forthcoming with information as we requested it.  We are 
concerned, however, that the regulatory burden that may result from this analysis is 
inappropriately placed upon the communities; the same communities that have 
invested hundreds of millions of dollars to make the progress we have enjoyed to 
date. 
 
Once you have had the opportunity to review our comments, we would ask that you 
allow us to further discuss these important matters with you.  I can be reached at 313-
963-6600. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
ALLIANCE OF ROUGE COMMUNITIES  
 
 
 
James W. Ridgway, PE 
Executive Director 
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Comments Regarding the   Alliance of Rouge Communities 
Rouge TMDLs 

A compilation of verbal comments from the ARC Technical Committee Meeting held on 
July 17th and written comments supplied by WCDOE, Northville Twp and the Alliance of 
Rouge Communities (ARC) 
 
General Comments 

1. What is the purpose of the Reasonable Assurance section? Please explain in the document. 
 
2. What is the source of the land use data for each of the TMDLs? The most recent data from 

SEMCOG should be utilized. The land use data should be divided by community, so that each 
community can determine how their current land uses vary from the most recent SEMCOG data 
(this is especially important for rapidly developing communities). 

 
3. Each of the TMDLs assumes that the MS4 permittees have control over the stormwater 

discharges from residential and commercial areas within their jurisdiction. However, many of 
these systems are privately owned. How will the state enforce the proposed limits on these private 
systems and for the MS4s? 

 
4. In the MDEQ presentation it was noted that TMDL numeric allocations were not going to be 

assigned to individual MS4 permittees.  MDEQ Permit staff have made statements to the effect 
that the “TMDL’s will be rolled into the individual MS4 permits”.  Within each TMDL document 
there should be a statement that clarifies that the numeric TMDL allocations will not be assigned 
to each MS4 permit but that cumulatively through the iterative watershed management storm 
water permit process it is anticipated that the TMDL targets will be met.   Note: Watershed-Based 
Storm Water Permit indicates that the Watershed Management Plans are to address TMDL 
concerns it does not require that individual permittees address them in their SWPPI’s nor does it 
authorize MDEQ staff to place numeric targets into the individual permittee certificates of 
coverage. 

 
5. Is there a difference in the terms suspended sediment (SS) (from the DO TMDL) and the total 

suspended solids (TSS) (from the Biota TMDL)? 
 
TMDL for E. coli for the Rouge River Watershed 
Content Comments 

6. The water quality goal for the E. coli TMDL is 300 cfu/100mL, regardless of flow conditions.  
The ARC is concerned that this goal is unrealistic as no urbanized area across the country can met 
it, especially during wet weather conditions. Is it possible to at least use the partial body contact 
standard of 1,000 cfu/100mL for wet weather periods? 

 
7. Can the MDEQ clarify the term ‘daily maximum’ when referring to the daily geometric mean. 

Does the daily maximum refer to the highest E. coli concentration for a given day? Or does the 
daily maximum refer to the geometric mean of a set of 3 or more values and that geometric mean 
must be lower than 300 cfu/100mL? If the later is the case, then it may be clearer to call it the 
daily geometric mean, and not the daily maximum. 

 
8. It is not clear why the Upper and Main Branches were not assigned non-point loads, when the 

Lower (35%) and Middle (46%) were assigned non-point source loads. Is this based on what is 
considered the urbanized area? If so, can you please provide an explanation and map showing this 
area. 

 
9. For each watershed, what was the number of acres used to calculate the daily load for the 

industrial storm water permits? How was this acreage derived? 
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10. Most industrial stormwater permits do not have E. coli limits associated with them (and therefore 
they are not required to do E. coli monitoring), so how can it be said that they are (or are not) in 
compliance with the water quality goal. 

 
11. Will the communities be required to calculate an E. coli load in order to determine compliance 

with the TMDL? 
 

12. If pollutant reduction goals from the TMDLs are rolled into the stormwater permit, how will 
enforcement be done?  The waste allocations for industrial storm water permitted facilities are 
based on a model, utilizing land use types, soil conditions, rainfall, etc.  WWTPs and CSO basin 
allocations are based on existing permit limits. We are concerned that enforcement may fall upon 
the MS4s.  A significant challenge to the MDEQ is how to allocate to different MS4s.  If MDEQ 
uses the land use model, it will not reflect BMPs (e.g. dog waste ordinance, septic inspection 
program, effective IDEP, etc.) that a community has implemented to decrease E. coli levels.  How 
will the MDEQ handle counties that cover the same geographical area as other MS4 permitees? 

 
13. It would be helpful to define the waste load allocation (WLA) prior to page 38. 

 
14. Can a map be provided that shows the location of the known SSOs, CSOs and WWTPs and the 

sampling locations? 
 
Typographical Errors 

15. There is an inconsistency with the conversion value for fecal coliform counts to E. coli counts: 
77% is listed on p. 39 and 71% is listed in Table 16. Which was used? 

 
16. In Section 8, there is reference to a concentration based TMDL. Is this a typo? 

 
17. The units for E. coli appear to be incorrect in Section 3.1. 

 
18. Page 58, Table 26 “Westland passed an ordinance….septic systems within the City”. 

 
19. Tables 15, 17, 19 and 21, should use the word high not “hi”. 

 
 
TMDL for Dissolved Oxygen for Johnson Creek 
Content Comments 

20. Much of the data in the Data Discussion Section appears to be for the upper portion of the 
watershed, which is not part of this TMDL. Can this data and the subsequent discussion be 
deleted or put into an appendix, so as not to confuse the reader? 

 
21. How does the 6 mg/L limit referred to in subsection 2(a) of R 323.1064 apply to Johnson Creek? 

If so, can it be used in determining compliance in the TMDL? 
 
22. The dissolved oxygen (DO) data used to determine compliance with the 7 mg/L water quality 

standard is at best over 6 years old. More recent data should be collected to assess current 
conditions, as this is a rapidly developing area of the Rouge River watershed. 

 
23. The pattern of intermittent but persistently recurring periods of DO less than 7 mg/l may have 

always existed in Johnson Creek. Has the MDEQ considered this? 
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24. It would be beneficial to see a little more detail on the 43,895 pieces of DO data collected at 7 
Mile Road.  How many samples were taken each year and what was the percent exceedence from 
year to year?  Is there an upward or downward trend associated with the data from year to year?   

 
25. How far back in time should the MDEQ consider water quality data for compliance purposes? 
 
26. There is concern that the lower portion of Johnson Creek is subject to extremely low flows, like 

the upper portion.  Can the MDEQ provide more information on the extent of the flow 
measurements presented in Appendix A? How many measurements were taken? Over what time 
period?  

 
27. The TMDL assumes that the suspended sediment loads from the commercial and residential land 

uses are split equally between construction sites, MS4s and other residential and commercial not 
covered by a permit.  What information is this assumption based on? Is this on a per acre basis or 
total load throughout the watershed?  

 
28. What is the equivalent concentration for the 5 lb/day suspended sediment limit for the MS4s? The 

MS4s will need this information if they are to measure progress. 
 

29. From the document, 84% of the SS load is from non-point sources and 3% is from MS4 permits.  
It does not seem reasonable to require 3% of the problem to do something when it isn’t clear how 
84% of the problem will be addressed.  In other words, until substantive progress can be made on 
84% of the loading problem, spending resources trying to achieve 85% reduction on 3% of the SS 
load would be an ill effective and inefficient use of resources. How will the non-point load 
reductions be addressed? 

 
30. Low flow and stream morphology (limited aeration during normal flow) are recognized as 

limiting factors.  The TMDL document should note that habitat and stream morphology 
improvement projects could be more effective and cost efficient than extraordinary pollution 
controls (those beyond MEP) at meeting TMDL DO targets and will be recognized as TMDL 
implementation activities (i.e. BMPs). 

 
 
TMDL for Biota for the Rouge River Watershed, including Bishop and Tonquish Creeks 
Content Comments 

31. Overall, the biggest concern with the Biota TMDL is the data used to list the various stream 
reaches and the use of a “blanket approach”.  The state is primarily relying on macro survey data 
collected in 2000 & 2005 that has consistent “acceptable” rankings and fish sampling conducted 
in 1995.  The decision to list the entire watershed appears to rely on fish sampling only, but fish 
sampling has been very limited; only one site was sampled for fish community in 2005.  The 
more recent macroinvertebrate sampling data would be more meaningful than the fish sampling 
results from 1995.  How can the state justify this TMDL with such dated information and with 
“acceptable” macro scores at most sites? 

 
32. The presentation given at the public meeting on June 27, 2007 contains one figure showing the 

location of sampling sites for 2005.  However, similar figures for sampling sites in 1995 and 2000 
were not presented during that public meeting.  Can one or more maps be provided that shows the 
location and type of the sampling that was performed? 

 
33. Given the MDEQ proposed to evaluate TMDL target attainment based on two consecutive years 

of sampling, the same approach should be applied to listing data.  That is, the data from at least 
two consecutive monitoring events should be evaluated.  If sampling at a single site results in a 
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“poor” rating, but the next results in an “acceptable” rating, then the data would be inconclusive 
and should not be used for listing or delisting.  This is particularly true with biological 
community data due to the high degree of natural variability that is typical of such data. Can the 
state describe how the fish and macro data were evaluated? 

 
34. Given that there are a total of nine listed reaches and at least four of those listed reaches were 

never sampled for fish community and many of the sites were not sampled in two consecutive 
events, how does the state justify listing all the reaches without more data? 

 
35. Only one site in the entire Lower Rouge sub-watershed was rated as “poor” in 2005 and that was 

located on a small tributary.  How can the Lower Rouge Subwatershed be included under the 
TMDL umbrella? Similar question for parts of the Main Branch above its confluence with the 
Upper Branch, the Franklin Branch,  the Middle Rouge (except Bishop Creek), and the Evans 
Branch. How can the MDEQ chose to list the entire watershed without having watershed-wide 
data?   

 
36. Data referenced in document indicates that majority of sites monitored have gone from “poor” to 

“acceptable” rating for macro invertebrates in just 10 years. The TMDL documents that Dry 
Weather Average TSS concentrations are within the “Good to Moderate” range and even the Wet 
Weather Average TSS concentrations are well below the “Poor” range for entire watershed as 
well as for each of the major branches. All of this has occured with only partial implementation of 
CSO controls and initial voluntary storm water permit activities (BMPs).  Given this much 
improvement with existing regulatory programs why is so much of the watershed still on the 
TMDL 303(d) list? 

 
37. The TMDL recognizes that fish passage (the number of dams) is major limiting factor to fish 

community recovery and the data indicates the macroinvertebrate communities are recovering.  
Why is so much of the watershed still on TMDL 303(d) (a pollution control program) list for fish 
communities when major limiting factor is acknowledged as physical (dams)?  Even without the 
connectivity problem wouldn’t it naturally take longer for the fish community to recover relative 
to the macroinvertebrate community? 

 
38. TMDLs should be defined as narrowly as possible due to the inherent legal, regulatory and 

financial ramifications. Can the MDEQ revise the TMDL to cover reaches where there is 
sufficient data and/or can the MDEQ provide a clearer summary of all the data that are being used 
to list the individual reaches and how data from one geographic area is being applied to other 
areas that were not sampled? 

 
39. The “broad brush” approach taken by the MDEQ is inappropriate given that the data do not 

warrant listing of some branches and very long reaches or the mainstem and tributaries.  In 
addition, the broad-brush approach prevents a focused effort on corrective actions where they are 
most needed.  A more thorough job of data analysis and better listing decisions will create a better 
and more effective TMDL.  What is the point in throwing an onerous TMDL over an entire 
watershed just because the agencies don’t have the personnel, data, or science to appropriately 
identify real problems and develop geographically targeted, effective TMDLs? 

 
40. The TMDL is based on TSS as a surrogate parameter under the assumption that TSS, flow 

regime, and stormwater management are directly correlated.  It is very possible given the way this 
TMDL is written that a decrease in mean annual wet weather TSS concentrations could decrease 
over the next 10 to 20 years with no improvement in the fish and macroinvertebrate communities.  
If that occurs, MDEQ may be forced into a situation where it must impose storm water volume 
controls, particularly when the TMDL places so much emphasis on the importance of flow 
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regime.  This could potentially have an impact on MS4 communities in the future.  Furthermore, 
the TMDL states, “Achievement of the biological target will override this secondary target; 
however, if the TSS target is met, but the biological target not achieved, then the TSS target may 
be reevaluated.”  This means that MDEQ will have the discretion to lower the target TSS 
concentration, placing further burden on MS4 communities in the future. 

 
41. On pages 5 and 10, the MDEQ makes reference to “habitat connectivity” as a related issue.  The 

comment on page 10 is particularly troublesome because it is used in the Linkage Analysis 
Section.  Habitat connectivity cannot be evaluated or addressed in the context of the TMDL 
Waste Load Allocation and Load Allocation reduction targets.  That is, there is no cause-effect 
relationship between habitat connectivity and TSS/flow.  Furthermore, the TMDL does not 
provide a means by which habitat connectivity can be evaluated or monitored in the context of 
achieving the TMDL biological target.  Habitat connectivity may be a real issue, but it is totally 
unrelated to the TMDL.  Can these comments be removed from the document?   

 
42. The Linkage Analysis Section does not present or discuss the scientific basis for establishing a 

linkage between TSS, flow, and fish and macroinvertebrate community health.  Yet, the section 
concludes with the statement, “In summary, TSS loads in the Rouge River watershed, along with 
the commensurate decrease in flow volume and rate, should increase macroinvertebrate and fish 
community diversity and abundance, thus providing a tangible target towards meeting water 
quality standards. Can the MDEQ provide an explanation of how this conclusion was derived? 

 
43. The TMDL states that attainment of the TSS target will be evaluated through analysis of TSS data 

collected during wet weather sampling but does not define “wet weather.”   
Can the MDEQ define this term?   

 
44. Under the Monitoring Plan Section, the TMDL states that TSS sampling “may be conducted, if 

necessary.”  However, it is not clear whether the MDEQ would conduct the supplemental TSS 
sampling or if communities would be required. Can this be clarified? 

 
45. The TMDL includes the Main Branch from its confluence with the Lower Branch to its 

confluence with the Detroit River/Lake Erie.  However, there apparently are no sampling points 
in that portion of the river.  How will a reduction in TSS concentrations and/or an improvement in 
flow regime improve habitat in the concrete-lined portion of the Main Branch?  

 
46. On page 3, the TMDL states that attainment of the biological target will be “…evaluated based on 

a minimum of two Procedure 51 assessments conducted in consecutive years following the 
implementation of efforts like Best Management Practices (BMPs) to stabilize runoff discharges 
and extremes in stream flow conditions, and minimize sediment loadings to the watershed.”  
What does “consecutive years” mean relative to the five-year rotation discussed in the Monitoring 
Plan Section?  Does it mean that additional sampling will be conducted in back-to-back years or 
in two consecutive five-year cycles?  

 
47. TMDL states that “Scores using the P-51 Procedure point to flow as a driving force.”  However, 

the P-51 Procedure is a poor tool for establishing cause-effect relationships.  Its intended and 
most valid use is to characterize conditions at a single point in space and time.  Can the MDEQ 
revise this comment to more accurately reflect the nature of the conclusions drawn from P-51 
results? 
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48. TMDL document should note that habitat and connectivity improvement projects are likely to be 

more effective and cost efficient than extraordinary pollution controls (those beyond maximum 
extent practicable) at meeting TMDL biota targets and will be recognized as TMDL 
implementation activities (i.e. BMPs). 

 
Typographical Errors 

49. Table 6: 133.3lbs/day is not 15% of 1092.3lbs/day.  The last column is missing values. 
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Alliance for Rouge Communities 
Policy for Measuring In-Kind Contributions of Counties 

 
 
 

Article III Assessment of Costs to Members provides: based on the in-kind 

contributions currently provided by the member counties (Wayne, Oakland and 

Washtenaw), the counties will not be assessed to support the budget of the ARC. By 

August 15, 2007 the ARC will determine whether or not assessments will be made to the 

Counties taking into consideration the level of in-kind contributions for ARC related 

activities. 

 In determining whether or not assessment will be made to the Counties, the 

following police policy is established for determining the level of in-kind contributions.  

All contributions allocated to Counties will be made on a drainage area basis. 

 

 

1. Definition - In-kind Contributions. 

a. In-Kind Contributions shall be measured as an account of a member 
County’s time, expenses and materials contributed to ARC and/or Rouge 
River Watershed activities. 

 

2. In-Kind Contributions include: 

a. County staff participating in watershed management, educational or 
other conferences that further interests of the ARC and/or Rouge River 
Watershed activities. 

b. County staff contributing to ARC Committee Activities. 
c. Time and materials employed by County staff or contractors engaged 

by the county (and not otherwise funded by grant funding) for ARC or 
Rouge River watershed activities including but not limited to 
investigating and elimination of illicit connections, environmental 
education, River Day activities. 

d. Any material and supplies provided by Counties that further interests 
of the ARC and/or Rouge River Watershed activities. 

e. Other related activities such as studying problems, planning and 
implementation of activities designed to address surface water quality 
or water flow issues within the Rouge River watershed. 

 
3. Calculation of In-Kind Contributions. The following factors shall be used in 

calculating In-Kind Contributions of Member Counties: 



DRAFT #3  

a. Direct Labor (includes amount paid to employee as well as a mark up 
for recovery of non-productive benefits – such as vacation, holidays, 
etc).   

b. Customary Fringe Benefits (including but not limited to FICA, 
Retirement, Disability, Unemployment, Group Life & Accident, 
Workers Compensation, Medical, Dental, Optical). 

c. Equipment charges for equipment assigned to employees who perform 
tasks that benefit the ARC (e.g. PCs, Cell Phones, Vehicles). 

d. Equipment charges for general equipment that may be used 
periodically for the benefit of the ARC (e.g. Pool Vehicles, GPS 
devices). 

e. Services and/or Materials/Goods purchased that benefit the ARC. 
f. County Internal Service Fund charges for direct services benefiting the 

ARC (e.g. printing services from the County print shop).  
g. Indirect Costs  - if applicable, includes costs from General Fund 

Departments such as County Treasurer, Human Resources, Facilities 
Management, Central Services, Management & Budget and County 
Executive.   

 
If it is determined that the counties will be assessed dues, the maximum 
assessment total in any year to all member counties shall not exceed 12% of the 
combined total assessment for the same fiscal year for all other Primary Members. 
The 12% assessment limitation will be determined based upon the total amount 
assessed other primary members in the adopted annual ARC budget for a given 
fiscal year and not the subsequent actual assessments paid. In the event that the 
total assessments to counties determined on or before August of any given year 
for the following fiscal year exceeds 12% of the total for all other primary 
members subsequently approved in the ARC budget for the same fiscal year, the 
total amount assessed to the counties will be reduced such 
 that the total does not exceed 12% of that assessed all other primary members. 

  
 The 12% assessment will be prorated to each county based upon equal weight to 
the population of each county within the watershed according to the most recent United 
States Census and the drainage area within the watershed.   
 
 

4. If formally requested at a meeting of the ARC prior to its adoption of its 

Annual Budget, the Counties will provide a report to the ARC showing 

previous year’s in-kind contributions and Budget Year’s anticipated in kind 

contributions to the ARC or Rouge River Watershed activities.  
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Michigan Department of Environmental Quality - Environmental Science and Services 
Targeted Watershed Grants Program (Formerly known as the Watershed Initiative) 
 
Due Date: September 30, 2007 
 
Cost Sharing or Matching Requirement:  25%  
 
SUMMARY: Implement watershed protection and restoration efforts at the community level and 
determine if those approaches:  1) produce short-term environmental results; 2) have the potential 
for long term maintenance in a watershed; and 3) have national applicability. 
 
This grant opportunity is a nationwide competition.Gov. Granholm nominates the two “most 
meritorious” Michigan watershed projects to the USEPA for national consideration. EPA typically 
selects 10 to 20 watersheds throughout the country to receive grants each year. The following are 
the Michigan awards: 
 
2005: No Michigan projects 
 
2004: The Kalamazoo River 
 
Grant Amount:  $1.2 million  
 
Grantee: Gun Lake Tribe 
 
Project: The project is developing a “transferable model trading framework for agricultural 
participation, phosphorus credit banking, education and implementation of conservation practices 
for trading.” 
 
2003: The Manistee River 
 
Grant Amount: $408,000 
 
Grantee: Little River Band of Ottawa Indians 
 
Project: This project is implementing activities from the Manistee River Watershed Plan such as 
streambank stabilization; improved river access and decreasing erosion  by building trails in high 
traffic areas; improvement of sturgeon habitat and channel conditions; water quality monitoring and 
public education activities.  
 
RECOMMENDATION: The ARC would have to come up with an innovative project with broad 
support.  The project also needs to show short-term results and have national applicability. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Michigan Department of Environmental Quality - Environmental Science and Services 
Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Grants Clean Michigan Initiative 
 
Due Date: September 30, 2007 
Cost Sharing or Matching Requirement: 25%  
Eligibility: Includes county or local units of government and non-profit agencies 
 
SUMMARY:  To provide funding to implement the physical improvements in approved watershed 
management plans, and to address specific sources of nonpoint source pollution as identified by the 
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ).  Physical improvements are structural and vegetative 
best management practices. 
 
This grant offers money for planning projects; information/education projects; watershed 
implementation projects and wastewater implementation projects. 
 
Rouge communities and counties have successfully applied for these grants for watershed and 
wastewater implementation projects only. They are: 
 
 
Community Project Type of  

Funding   
Grant 
Amount 

City of Novi Outfall and Streambank Stabilization 2002-04 CMI 
NPS 

$50,000 

City of Wayne City Hall Storm Water Quality Improvements 2001-05 CMI 
NPS 

$337,220 

City of 
Westland 

Outfall Inventory and Storm Water Study 2002-04 CMI 
CWF 

$334,296 

Northville 
Twp. 

Quail Ridge Drain Improvements 2001-03 CMI 
NPS 

$335,759 

City of 
Dearborn 

Ford Field Bridge Improvements 2002-03 CMI 
NPS 

$561,216 

City of 
Dearborn 

Illicit Connection Elimination  2003 CMI NPS $154,756 

City of Pontiac Low Impact Development 
techniques/demonstration project 

2006 CMI NPS $160,907 

 
In addition, Wayne County Department of Environment has received three CMI grants (2001, 2002 
and 2005) to conduct IDEP activities along the Lower Rouge and the Middle Rouge branches. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: That the ARC apply for a CMI/NPS implementation grant that could 
dovetail into the Rouge River watershed management planning efforts. This grant could be matched 
by Rouge Project funding.  I am not sure MDEQ would give us planning money. Maybe we could 
argue that the implementation project is updating the plans to 319 requirements. 

 
 
 
 



Michigan Department of Environmental Quality - Environmental Science and Services 
Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Grants Federal Clean Water Act Section 319  
Due Date: September 30, 2007 
Cost Sharing or Matching Requirement: 25% 
 
SUMMARY:  To provide funding to:  1) develop watershed management plans to address non-
point sources of pollution; and 2) implement non-point source activities identified in DEQ-approved 
watershed management plans. 
 
Typically, Alliance members have applied for 319 grants to update the existing subwatershed 
management plans to 319 funding. In 2006, the Lower 1, the Middle 1 and the Main 1-2 applied for 
319 funding to update their existing subwatershed management plans. The Lower 1 and Middle 1 
also included implementation projects. None of these submittals were approved. 
 
In 2007, the Main 1-2, through the City of Southfield, applied for a 319 grant to update its 
subwatershed management plan. This year’s submittal included an implementation project for a 
streambank stabilization project at Lawrence Technical University. (The Lawrence Tech project 
was submitted in 2006 as a stand alone implementation project and was not funded) This year’s 319 
awards are to be announced in August. 
 
2006 Section 319 Awards 
Organization Project Name Amount 
Michigan State University  MSU Social Indicators Analysis and Dev. 

Tools 
$131,311

Annis Water Resources Institute of 
GVSU 

White River Watershed Planning $154,918

Chippewa/East Mackinac 
Conservation District 

Les Cheneaux Watershed Implementation $618,403

Huron Pines Resource Conservation 
District 

Pine River/Van Etten Lake Watershed 
Planning 

$61,333 

Branch County Conservation District Hodunk/Messenger Chain of Lakes Watershed 
Planning 

$191,544

Leelanau Conservancy Lake Leelanau Watershed Permanent Land 
Protection 2 

$447,500

Land Conservancy of West Michigan Rogue River Watershed Update and Easement $483,623
Long Lake Township Long Lake Watershed Septic Inspection and 

Regulation 
$26,428 

Huron River Watershed Council Millers Creek Watershed BMP 
Implementation 

$396,962

Kalamazoo River Watershed Council Kalamazoo River Watershed Management 
Plan 

$258,222

Center for Water & Society , Michigan 
Tech 

Huron Creek Watershed Management Plan $438,667

 
RECOMMENDATION:  The ARC communities have yet to receive any funding from this source. 
We should meet with the MDEQ to determine why we have come up short before committing the 
effort to preparing a submittal.. 
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July 26, 2007 
 
 
 
Lieutenant Colonel William J. Leady 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Detroit District 
477 Michigan Ave. 
Detroit, Michigan 48226 
 
Dear Commander Leady: 
 
The Alliance of Rouge Communities (ARC) continues to be a strong advocate and supporter 
of comprehensive watershed planning to protect and restore our natural waterways.  
Accordingly, ARC is committed to partnering with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to 
further the authorized Rouge River Supplemental Watershed Study; and respectfully requests 
your support in releasing available funding to complete the Project Management Plan and to 
actively seek future appropriations to aggressively pursue the Feasibility Phase of this vital 
initiative. 
 
The 438 square miles Rouge River watershed includes all or part of 48 municipalities in three 
counties, with a population of over 1.4 million. The industrial growth of the lower Rouge 
River in the first half of the twentieth century and the rapid residential and commercial 
growth in the last half of the century in the upper portions of the watershed created serious 
pollution problems.  Although much has been accomplished to improve the water quality of 
the Rouge River, the completion of the comprehensive Watershed Management Plan, 
initiated in 2002, is critical to continuing efforts to restore and protect this vital resource. 
 
A Section 905(b) recognizance report was approved by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in 
2006 and funds were allocated to the Detroit District to initiate preparation of a Project 
Management Plan (PMP) to delineate the scope, tasks to be accomplished, and a total cost 
estimate and budget for the feasibility phase.   Current authorization requires a 50% non-
federal cost sharing contribution from the project sponsor(s) for the feasibility effort.  
Therefore the PMP is a critical document that must be prepared jointly with, and concurred in 
by all likely study sponsors, including ARC. 
 
The ARC is committed to work with other interested parties to formulate the cost-sharing 
requirement for the study.  Although the Rouge River communities are committed to the well 
being and improvement of the resource, each community may have different local priorities 
and/or areas of concern.  Accordingly, I request that the Corps work with the ARC, and 
others, in the development of a PMP that will allocate non-federal costs consistent with local 
priorities and unique abilities to provide in-kind services. It may be advisable to consider a 
phased study process to insure widespread involvement with all interested stakeholders. 
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Thank you, in advance, for your consideration.  We look forward to working with you on this 
very important project.  If you have any questions or concerns, feel free to contact me at any 
time. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
ALLIANCE OF ROUGE COMMUNITIES 
 
 
 
James W. Ridgway 
Executive Director 
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July 26, 2007 
 
 
 
NAME 
ADDRESS 
CITY, STATE ZIP 
 
Dear Senator/Congressman: 
 
Your assistance is respectively requested to renew efforts for a vital component of the overall 
efforts to restore and preserve the natural resources of the Rouge River Watershed.  
Specifically, your support is requested to support the use of previously appropriated funds by 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to work with the Wayne County Department of 
Environment, the Alliance of Rouge Communities (ARC) and other stakeholders to resume 
preparation of the Project Management Plan (PMP) for the Rouge River Supplemental 
Watershed Study.  Your assistance is also requested to assure sufficient funds are available in 
Fiscal Year 2008 to complete the PMP and to execute a Feasibility Cost Sharing Agreement, 
necessary to begin the cost shared feasibility phase. 
 
The Rouge River Supplemental Watershed Study, authorized by Section 102 of the River and 
Harbor Act of 1966, was initiated in Fiscal Year 2002 when Congress provided a specific 
study appropriation to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  A 905(b) reconnainance report 
was approved in 2006 recommending preparation of a supplemental basin-wide watershed 
management study to recommend multipurpose water quality management measures and 
improvements, including flow management, the ecological/physical impacts of watershed 
dams, stream buffering and general riparian corridor management. It was also recommended 
that the watershed management study also investigate the urban impacts on cold-water 
fisheries, natural resource preservation and ecosystem restoration in an urban setting, and the 
Rouge’s environmental infrastructure, navigation recreation and education opportunities, and 
flood management issues. 
 
Funds were allocated to the Detroit District of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in 2006 to 
initiate preparation of the PMP to delineate the specific scope, tasks to be accomplished, 
costs, and budget for the feasibility phase of the watershed management study. The 438 
square mile Rouge River Watershed includes all of part of 48 communities in three counties.  
A coalition of these interests will be required to serve as the non-Federal sponsor for the 
study and to provide the required cost sharing assurances the Corps requires moving into the 
feasibility phase. 
 
The ARC is committed to work with other interested parties to address the cost sharing 
requirements of the study and to develop a PMP to allocate the non –federal cost 
requirements among the partnering entities and to recognize the specialized expertise that 
each may offer to provide in-kind service. 
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The Corps estimates that $100,000 would be required in FY 2008 to complete the PMP, and 
to negotiate and execute a Feasibility Cost Sharing agreement.  Your support in securing this 
funding through Fiscal Year Energy and Water Appropriation, or a reprogramming of 
available funds to complete an ongoing study phase would be greatly appreciated. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
ALLIANCE OF ROUGE COMMUNITIES 
 
 
 
James W. Ridgway 
Executive Director 
 
 
 

 










