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OURS TO PROTECT

Working together, resloring the river

DRAFT AGENDA
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
Tuesday, April 24, 2008
City of Dearborn DPW Office, 2951 Greenfield Road
1:00 p.m. ~3:00 p.m.

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 ICanton

Past Vice-Chair

ayne 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 iGarden City

Middle 3 - Alt. Kevin Buford estland

Lower 1 - Rep. Bob Belair ICanton Township
Lower 1 - Al Dan Swallow Van Buren Township
Lower 2 - Rep. Ramzi EI-Gharib Wayne

Lower 2 - Al [Tom Wilson Romulus

c/o ECT, 719 Griswold, Suite 1040, Detroit, Ml 48226 -- Ph: 313-963-6600 Fax: 313-963-1707




3. Summary of February 4, 2008, Executive Committee Meeting Action

4. Additions or Changes to Draft Agenda

5. Chair Communications (Giberson)
a. Alliance Membership Status
b. 2007 ARC Executive Director Annual Report
c. 2007 Executive Director Annual Review

6. Treasurers Report (Faas and WCDOE)
a. Financial Status Report for 2007
b. Task Status Report for 2008

7. Executive Director Report (Ridgway)
a. Phase Il Permit Update and Application Alternatives
i. Recommend to Full ARC to do one permit
for all ARC members
b. Watershed Plan Update
i. MDEQ Meetings
ii. Goals and Objectives
iii. Recommend to the Full ARC approval of the
Public Participation Process as submitted and
Authorize submittal to MDEQ
c. Monthly Reports On Status Of Activities
i. SWAG Meetings

8. Standing Committee Reports (Giberson)
a. Finance Committee (Faas)
b. Organization Committee (Heise/Payne — Co-Chairs)
i. Recommend to Full ARC the approval of the
Strategic Plan as submitted
ii. Nomination Process
iii. Purchasing authorities
1. Procure products and services
2. Negotiate contracts
3. Review and approve products
4. Modify/extend contracts

Information
Information
Discussion
Discussion

Information
Information
Information

Information
Discussion
Action

Discussion
Information

Discussion
Action

Discussion

Information

Discussion

Action

Discussion
Discussion

c. PIE (Public Involvement and Education) Committee (Lawson, Chair)

i. Status Report

ii. Household Hazardous Waste Disposal Guide
d. Technical Committee (Zorza, Vice Chair)

i. Status Report
e. Grants Committee (Sanzica)

i. Status Report

Information
Information

Information

Information



9. Report from WCDOE (Cave)
a. Status Report Information
b. RREMAR Information

10. Reports from SWAGS (Comments, Concerns, and/or Recommendations)
Mainl & 2

Main3 & 4

Upper

Middle 1

Middle 3

Lower 1

Lower 2

@rP o0 o

11. Summary of Executive Committee Actions (Giberson)

12. Upcoming Meeting(s)

a. Upcoming meetings:
e SWAG Meetings:

1. Thursday April 24™ 9:30am @ Northville Twp (Middle 1/Lower 1)

2. Tuesday April 29" 1:30pm @ Southfield Public Library (Main 1-2)

3. Wednesday April 30™ 1:30pm @ Livonia DPW (Upper)

4. Wednesday May 7" 1:30pm @ Dearborn DPW (Main 3-4)

5. Thursday May 8" 1: 30pm @ Livonia DPW (Middle 3/Lower 2)
Finance Committee Wayne County DOE, Commerce Court, Wayne on May 8, 2008 at
1:30 p.m.

Technical Committee City of Farmington Hills, May 14, 2008 at 1:30 p.m.
Full ARC meeting, Tuesday, May 6 at 1:30 p.m. at Novi Civic Center

13. Adjourn
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OURS TO PROTECT

Working together, restoring the river

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING SUMMARY

City of Dearborn DPW Office, 2951 Greenfield Road

DRAFT
February 4, 2008

10:30 a.m. ~12:00 p.m.

Welcome — Kurt Giberson, Chair

Roll Call of Members

ECT took roll call of members and others present. A quorum was present.

In Attendance:

Chair: Kurt Giberson Dearborn
Treasurer Tim Faas Canton Twp.
Past Vice-Chair Wayne Domine Bloomfield Twp.
Executive Director Jim Ridgway ECT
Wayne County-Rep. Kurt Heise WCDOE
Middle 3-Rep. Jack Barnes Garden City
Oakland County-Rep. John McCulloch OCDC
Oakland Co.-Alt. Phil Sanzica OCDC
Upper-Rep. Tom Biasell Farmington Hills
Middle 1-Alt. Aaron Staup Novi
Main 1-2 Rep. Jennifer Lawson Troy
Lower 2-Rep. Ramzi EI-Gharib Wayne
Upper-Alt. Jim Zoumbaris Livonia
Middle 1-Rep. Jill Rickard Northville Twp.
Main 1-2-Alt. Meghan Bonfiglio Bloomfield Twp.
Middle 3-Alt. Kevin Buford Westland

Not In Attendance:
Vice-Chair Gary Mekjian Southfield
Wayne County-Alt. Kelly Cave WCDOE
Oakland County-Rep. Joseph Colaianne OCDC
Lower 1-Rep. Bob Belair Canton Twp.
Washtenaw County-Alt. Michelle Bononi WCDC
Washtenaw Co.-Rep. Janis Bobrin WCDC
Main 3-4-Rep. TBD
Main 3-4-Alt. TBD
Lower 1-Alt. Dan Swallow Van Buren Twp.
Lower 2-Alt. Tom Wilson Romulus

Others Present: Zachare Ball — ECT, Chris O’Meara — ECT, Kelly Karll, ECT and Demetria

Janus, ECT.




3. Summary of October 25, 2007, Executive Committee Meeting
A motion was made by J. Zoumbaris to accept the October 25, 2007, meeting summary. The
motion was seconded by J. Rickard. Motion passed.

4. Additions or Changes to Draft Agenda
There were no additions or changes to the agenda.

5. Chair Communications

a.

Alliance Membership Status
There was no new information to report.

6. Treasurers Report (Faas and WCDOE)

a.

Financial Status Report for 2007

T. Faas reported that 2007 is almost closed out. The only thing pending is the December
billings. There is expected to be a rollover of roughly $117,000 to the 2008 budget which
includes the contingency. T. Faas reported that almost 50% of the 2008 budget is
planned for the Watershed Management Plan updates. The ECT contract for 2008 is
being reviewed by ECT legal staff and will be finalized.

Task Status Report for 2007
T. Faas distributed the expenditures/task status report for 2007.

7. Executive Director Report

a.

NPDES Phase Il permit update

J. Ridgway reported that all ARC community comments regarding the Phase Il permits
were summarized along with resolutions prepared by individual communities and
forwarded to the MDEQ prior to the January 31, 2008 deadline. The ARC has continued
to keep the federal court informed of the ARC’s concerns. J. Ridgway expects to see a
new version of the permit during the first week of February which should include the
ARCs concerns. The Technical Committee will continue to meet regarding the issue.

There was discussion regarding whether the MDEQ will allow for another public
comment period on the revised permit. J. Ridgway stated that he -believes that the
MDEQ did not want to have another comment period that they would work directly with
the ARC to resolved our issues. K. Heise mentioned that the ARC & SEMCOG had
asked the MDEQ extend the review period so all comments would be on record. This
request was denied and the MDEQ stated that they would continue to work with entities
regarding this issue. J. Ridgway stated that once the permit is finalized a community can
request a hearing regarding community specific concerns to the general permit.  Several
communities questioned what will this do to our deadlines of April 1. K. Karll stated that
the MDEQ said they were going-review extending the expiration period on the permits.

Update on Stormwater Utility Bolt Issue

J. Ridgway reported that SEMCOG continues to work on legislations to allow the
formation of a stormwater utility. J. Ridgway stated that the goal is to define what is
required by the courts to assure that the fee is determined to be a fee related and not a tax.
Stormwater Utilities may not be the choice of all communities but it should remain a tool
available for financing stormwater related activities.

Executive Committee Meeting Summary - Draft 2

February 4, 2008



K. Karll reviewed the draft documents for the Watershed Management Plan updates, this
included a draft table of contents, draft goals and the budget. A draft WMP is planned to
be out for public comment by mid-September for a month and then submitted to the
MDEQ by November 1, 2008. This is a very aggressive schedule and ECT is currently in
the process of setting meeting dates/times (during the week of February 25™) for the first
set of SWAG meetings. These meetings will be *‘working’ meetings to help stay on
schedule. Z. Ball has distributed a draft public education plan to the PIE committee for
comment, but currently four public meetings are planned with the final one being held at
the State of the Rouge meeting. The goal is to have this final public meeting during the
public comment period (Mid-September thru Mid-October).

ECT is currently working on finalizing sub-contracts with Applied Science, Inc. (AIS)
and Superior Environmental & Aquatic Services (SEAS), both DBE firms. ASI will
provide hydraulic analysis, streambank erosion and geomorphic summary, and non-point
source pollutant loading analysis. SEAS will review the existing conditions of the
ecological & biological communities, specify some critical areas and recommend actions.
. K. Karll asked that the Executive Committee review the draft goals & objectivesand
provide any comments to her by February 15, 2008. These goals & objectives will also
be provided and reviewed by the SWAGs. W. Domine asked for clarification of the
actual plan layout. K. Karll stated that the ARC staff will be preparing one plan within
different subsections, where applicable, within the chapters for the different SWAGs. K.
Karll stated that the actions will be subwatershed and community specific. The SWAGs
will be asked to come prepared to talk about what projects you want to implement. K.
Giberson clarified that the Watershed Plan update task falls under the Technical
Committee within the budget.

8. Standing Committee Reports

a. Einance Committee
T. Faas had nothing further to report.
b. Qrganization Committee
i. ARC Strategic Plan
K. Heise reported that the Organizational/Strategic Plan committee met and
attempted to incorporate all comments received on the ARC Strategic Plan. The
Organizational/Strategic Plan Committee is presenting this final product to the
Executive Committee for discussion and acceptance before going to the full
ARC. The document addresses our long-term goals. K. Heise stressed that these
can be changed at any point in the future if needed. K. Giberson noted that his
request to include the pursuit of other funding sources was included in this final
round of revisions.
ii. Other Information
K. Heise also stated that the Organizational Committee will continue to meet to
resolve some issues that were brought up at the last full ARC meeting in
December. W. Domine stated that new officers will be elected in 2008. It would
be beneficial if the nominations were made and the election held in the spring so
Executive Committee Meeting Summary - Draft 3

February 4, 2008
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9. Report

that the new officers could participate in the financial planning of next years
budget. K. Heise stated that the Organizational committee will be developing a
nomination policy

K. Heise also discussed the proposed legislation that would provide for water
quality related TIFA, This legislation could potentially provide funding for water
related activities such as septic systems improvements and storm water control
efforts.

Publi I I ion :

The PIE committee met on January 17 in Northville Township. J. Lawson stated that the
committee is finalizing the HHW guide, preparing septics maintenance information,
starting the Main 3/4 Measuring Our Success poster and possibly putting together a press
package for new ARC members. and the PIE will be working on the public participation
plan for the watershed management plans.

K. Heise asked what the PIE septics subcommittee was doing. M. Bonfiglio stated that
no workshops were planned for 2008. The subcommittee is looking at preparing an
educational piece to remind people to perform regular maintenance on their septic
systems. The attendance was lower in 2007 workshops was lower than 2006, possibly
due to residents attending ones in other communities or attending one previously. The
subcommittee is discussing having workshops every other year and doing a magnet or
post card to send to residents.

Technical Committee
i. Endorsement of ARC Specific Comments Supporting A Modified Watershed
Permit.
K. Karll presented the ARC commets on the Phase 1l General Permit that went to
the MDEQ to be endorsed by the ARC Executive Committee. The motion was
made to accept the ARC commets regarding the Phase Il General Permit by K.
Heise, Seconded by J. Zoumbaris. Motion passed.

Grants Committee
Nothing new to report.

from WCDOE

Nothing new to report

10. Reports from SWAGS

None.

11. Summary of Executive Committee Actions

e Executive Committee will do a final review of the Strategic Plan, if no comments are
received then it will be presented for acceptance at the next Full ARC meeting. Please
forward any comments to Zachare Ball at zball@ectinc.com.

o Executive Committee to review and comment on the draft Watershed Management Plan goals
by February 15, 2008. All comments should be sent to Chris O’Meara at
comeara@ectinc.com.

¢ Organizational Committee to develop a Nominations Policy.

Executive Committee Meeting Summary - Draft 4
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9. Report

that the new officers could participate in the financial planning of next years
budget. K. Heise stated that the Organizational committee will be developing a
nomination policy

K. Heise also discussed the proposed legislation that would provide for water
quality related TIFA, This legislation could potentially provide funding for water
related activities such as septic systems improvements and storm water control
efforts.

Publi I I ion :

The PIE committee met on January 17 in Northville Township. J. Lawson stated that the
committee is finalizing the HHW guide, preparing septics maintenance information,
starting the Main 3/4 Measuring Our Success poster and possibly putting together a press
package for new ARC members. and the PIE will be working on the public participation
plan for the watershed management plans.

K. Heise asked what the PIE septics subcommittee was doing. M. Bonfiglio stated that
no workshops were planned for 2008. The subcommittee is looking at preparing an
educational piece to remind people to perform regular maintenance on their septic
systems. The attendance was lower in 2007 workshops was lower than 2006, possibly
due to residents attending ones in other communities or attending one previously. The
subcommittee is discussing having workshops every other year and doing a magnet or
post card to send to residents.

Technical Committee
i. Endorsement of ARC Specific Comments Supporting A Modified Watershed
Permit.
K. Karll presented the ARC commets on the Phase 1l General Permit that went to
the MDEQ to be endorsed by the ARC Executive Committee. The motion was
made to accept the ARC commets regarding the Phase Il General Permit by K.
Heise, Seconded by J. Zoumbaris. Motion passed.

Grants Committee
Nothing new to report.

from WCDOE

Nothing new to report

10. Reports from SWAGS

None.

11. Summary of Executive Committee Actions

e Executive Committee will do a final review of the Strategic Plan, if no comments are
received then it will be presented for acceptance at the next Full ARC meeting. Please
forward any comments to Zachare Ball at zball@ectinc.com.

o Executive Committee to review and comment on the draft Watershed Management Plan goals
by February 15, 2008. All comments should be sent to Chris O’Meara at
comeara@ectinc.com.

¢ Organizational Committee to develop a Nominations Policy.

Executive Committee Meeting Summary - Draft 4

February 4, 2008



12. Upcoming Meeting(s)

a.

e o T

2008 Meeting Calendar

The draft 2008 meeting calendar was presented to the Executive Committee for review.
It was noted that the July 17 PIE meeting was changed to July 10 at 1:30 p.m. and the
next Finance Committee was changed from February 7 to February 28 at 1:30 p.m.

Upcoming meetings:

Septics Subcommittee meeting, Livonia DPW, February 15, 2008 at 1:30 p.m.

Finance Committee, Wayne County DOE — Commerce Court, February 28, 2008 at 1:30
p.m.

SWAG meetings week of February 25

Technical Committee, Farmington Hills, March 19, 2008 at 1:30 p.m.

SWAG meetings week of April 7 or 14

PIE meeting, Livonia, April 17, 2008 at 1:30 p.m.

Executive Committee, April 24, 2008

Full ARC meeting planned for May 6 in the afternoon

13. Adjourn
The motion to adjourn the meeting was made by K. Buford, seconded by R. EI-Gharib. The
motion was passed.

Executive Committee Meeting Summary - Draft 5

February 4, 2008
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The following summary includes a brief description of activities completed by the Executive Director and
ECT staff in accordance with Appendix A of the 2007 Executive Director Services Contract:

TASK 1: MEETINGS
a. Full Alliance of Rouge Communities Meetings
e March 1, 2007 in Dearborn

e June 27,2007 in Novi: This was a joint meeting between the ARC and the Michigan Department of
Environmental Quality regarding proposed Total Maximum Daily Load Requirements in the Rouge
River Watershed.

e December 12, 2007 in Farmington Hills: The 2008 ARC budget was discussed and approved. The
ARC voted to update the seven subwatershed management plans in 2008.

b. Executive Committee Meetings

January 25, 2007 in Southfield (pre-ED)
April 24, 2007 in Dearborn

July 30, 2007 in Dearborn

October 25, 2007 in Dearborn

C. Organizational Committee Meetings

e August 22, 2007
e September 18, 2007

The ED provided information and research for the Countys’ ARC contribution policy. Meeting topics
focused on the ARC Strategic Plan which addressed the following four main areas: Membership, Finance,
Storm Water Permitting and Communications.

d. Public Involvement and Education Committee Meetings

January 16, 2007, Southfield

April 26, 2007, Canton Township

July 12, 2007, Beverly Hills

October 18, 2007, Livonia

Rouge 2007, University of Michigan-Dearborn

In 2007, the PIE committee hosted three Onsite Sewage Disposal System maintenance workshops at Van
Buren Township, Livonia and Farmington for nearly 200 residents. The PIE Committee also prepared
“Measuring Our Success” Posters which outlined activities conducted by Lower 1 and Lower 2
subwatersheds in support of their subwatershed management plans. The Household Hazardous Waste

ARC Executive Director Annual Report e
April 1, 2008 V= or;
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Subcommittee met throughout the year to discuss and design a HHW guide for ARC communities. The PIE
committee staff also developed all the presentations for the Rouge 2007 event held at UM-D.

e. Technical Committee Meetings

June 15, 2007 in Farmington Hills

July 17, 2007 in Farmington Hills

August 10, 2007 in Farmington Hills

August 22, 2007 in Farmington Hills

September, 27, 2007 in Farmington Hills (this was a mini-meeting to discuss 319/CMI grants)
December 3, 2007 in Farmington Hills

In 2007, the Executive Director and ECT staff prepared and submitted to MDEQ, on behalf of the Technical
Committee, a report to MDEQ responding to the proposed Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) public notice
released by MDEQ. The Technical Committee also oversaw the ongoing effort to respond to the proposed
NPDES Phase Il Watershed Permit. ED Staff also developed a preliminary Five-Year WQ Monitoring Plan.
The data sharing task and five-year monitoring plan were incorporated into the 2008 Watershed
Management Plan Update.

f. SWAG Meetings
e Main 1-2: May 5, 2007
e Lower 2/Middle 3 May 9, 2007
e Upper: May 17, 2007
e Lower 1/Middle 1: May 24, 2007
e Main 3-4: See below

The seven Rouge River Watershed SWAGs met to rank Rouge Program Office Round VIII grant submittals
for their subwatersheds. Because The Main 3-4 SWAG had only three grant request (2 storm water and 1
CSO/SS0), members ranked grants via email.

g. Finance Committee

The Executive Director and staff attended a Finance Committee meeting on October 2, 2007 at Wayne
County Commerce Court.

h. Ongoing Support Services

The Executive Director and staff provided ongoing support in the form of attendance at SEMCOG meetings
regarding the new NPDES Phase Il storm water permit requirements and drafted responses and
summaries regarding the new permit requirements.

TASK 2: SUPPORT FOR THE ARC

a. Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) and Open Meetings Act — State Law Requirements

ARC Executive Director Annual Report e
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There were no FOIA requests submitted to the ARC in 2007.

b. Routine Distribution of Materials.

Distribution of Materials in 2007 included all meeting materials for the ARC Executive Committee, the ARC,
the PIE, Technical and Organizational Committees and all special meetings. Staff also distributed materials
related to TMDLs, the new Phase Il permit and flyers for upcoming events.

C. ARC Website Maintenance

A new website address was secured for the ARC and the ARC Website was created

(www.allianceofrougecommunities.com) and all files were transferred from the existing Rouge Project site
(www.rougeriver.com). The Website was maintained monthly.

d. Advocate for Rouge River Watershed

These duties were conducted in concert with activities listed under the Primary Liaison task.

e. Primary Liaison

Activities conducted by the Executive Director include:

The Executive Director attended various meetings/discussions with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(grants), the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (permits and TMDLs), and the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency. The ED was interviewed by Canton Cable Television to discuss the
ARC and the ARC's activities. The ED attended meetings with the Alliance of Downriver Watershed and
the Great Lakes Alliance. He attended the RRAC meeting on July 12, 2007 at University of Michigan-
Dearborn. He attended a meeting with Salem Township officials on August 16, 2007 in Salem Township.

f. Strategic Plan

The Organizational Committee/Strategic Plan Subcommittee met on August 22, 2007 and September 18,
2007 to discuss the proposed Strategic Plan. A draft was distributed for comment to the full ARC at its
December 12, 2007 meeting. A final draft was subsequently approved by the ARC Executive Committee in
2008.

g. Administrative Oversight

These activities were discussed in monthly invoice summaries.

h. ARC Marketing & Communications Strategy

This strategy was developed as part of the Strategic Planning effort. The draft Strategic Plan was approved

by the ARC Executive Committee in January, 2008. Newspaper stories about the ARC hiring an Executive
Director ran in the Detroit News, the Detroit Free Press and the Observer-Eccentric Newspapers.

ARC Executive Director Annual Report e
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I Annual Report
ARC activities were documented as part of the Year in Review 2007 report.
TASK 3: PURSUE GRANT OPPORTUNITIES

The Grants Subcommittee met on April 16, 2007 and September 5, 2007. ED staff prepared a summary of
grant funding opportunities for the September, 2007 meeting. Staff prepared information related to ACOE
funding availability on behalf of ARC and forwarded to ACOE. In addition, the ED met with the ACOE to
discuss funding and project opportunities.

Staff submitted the following two (2) 319/CMI grant applications on behalf of the ARC to MDEQ on October
31, 2007:

e Low Impact Development Techniques Across the Rouge River Watershed
(Total project: $611,783, grant request: $449,708)

e Assessing the Source of Background E.coli in the Rouge River Watershed
(Total project: $58,311, grant request: $15,079)

TASK 4: FIVE_YEAR MONITORING PROGRAM (2008-20012)

See Technical Committee Meetings above.

TASK 5: EVALUATE DATA SHARING OPPORTUNITIES

ED Staff reviewed and discussed internally various potential sources of outside data and reliability of
sources of outside data. This task will be completed during the update of the WMP in 2008 given that it is a
complementary task to the 5-year monitoring program.

TASK 6: LONG-TERM PLANNING EFFORTS FOR ARC PIE

PIE Planning Subcommittee meetings were held on August 2, 2007 in Troy and August 20, 2007 in
Southfield. A 2008 PIE Budget by task was developed and task requests were submitted to the Finance
Committee.

TASK 7: FINANCIAL SUSTAINABILITY OF THE PIE PROGRAMS and SWPPI
IMPLEMENTATION

The PIE Committee requested that this task be conducted by the Executive Director staff as part of its
Pursue Grant Opportunities and Primary Liaison responsibilities. This funding was subsequently used to
cover other ED staff charges.

ARC Executive Director Annual Report e
April 1, 2008 V= or;

Page4of4 Environmental Consulting & Technalogy, Ine.



Alliance of Rouge Communities Status Report

2007 Fiscal Year
Updated 4/7/2008 (Final)

Community Cost Allocation [7] J2007 Assessment Paid
Member Communities
Allen Park $759 $759
Auburn Hills $257 $257
Beverly Hills $2,866 $2,866
Bingham Farms $624 $624
Birmingham $3,045 $3,045
Bloomfield Hills $2,522 $2,522
Bloomfield Twp. $16,006 $16,006
Canton Twp. $25,432 $25,432
Commerce Twp. $522 $522
Dearborn $24,214 $24,214
Dearborn Heights $8,912 $8,912
Farmington $2,605 $2,605
Farmington Hills $25,226 $25,226
Franklin $1,453 $1,453
Garden City $6,815 $6,815
Inkster $6,468 $6,468
Lathrup Village $1,220 $1,220
Livonia $29,013 $29,013
Melvindale $2,635 $2,635
Northville $1,758 $1,758
Northville Twp. $9,525 $9,525
Novi $15,628 $15,628
Oakland County $0 n/a
Orchard Lake $114 $114
Plymouth $2,210 $2,210
Plymouth Twp. $10,358 $10,358
Pontiac $508 $508
Redford Twp. $12,168 $12,168
Rochester Hills $1,875 $1,875
Romulus $2,075 $2,075
Southfield $18,793 $18,793
Superior Twp. $7,359 $7,359
Troy $4,395 $4,395
\VVan Buren Twp. $6,326 $6,326
Walled Lake $737 $737
Washtenaw County $0 n/a
\Wayne $5,153 $5,153
Wayne County $0 n/a
West Bloomfield Twp. $12,851 $12,851
Westland $20,255 $20,255
Wixom $528 $528
Ypsilanti Twp. $1,054 $1,054
Sub Totals $294,264 $294,264
Percent Confirmed 100.0%
Other Items that Affect 2006 Dues

Cost Allocation Balance to Date
Prevoius Years Unused Dues $57,351 $57,351
WCAA $2,266 $2,266
Other Items Total $59,617 $59,617
frotal (Assessment and Other Items) | $353,881 | $353,881 |

Alliance 07 Status 2008Apr07 (Final)

4/18/2008



Alliance of Rouge Communities Status Report
2007 Fiscal Year
Updated 4/7/2008 (Final)

Activity Budget* Paid Remaining Balance

Monitoring Program
- Baseline Sampling Program $281,884 $268,127 $13,757
- Rouge Data Dissemination $4,000 $3,988 $12
- Continuous Monitoring (USGS) $29,850 $29,850 $0
- Lab Services for SWPPI Monitoring $12,000 $10,589 $1,412
- IDEP Support $7,514 $7,514 $0
- 5 Year Monitoring Plan (2008-2012) $8,000 $7,346 $654
- Pursue Other Grant Funding Opportunities $15,000 $14,106 $894
- Evaluate Data Sharing Opportunities $1,000 $970 $30

Subwatershed Advisory Group Facilitation $6,047 $3,863 $2,184

Public Education/Involvement Activities
- Long-Term Planning Efforts for ARC PIE $5,000 $4,997 $3
- Household Hazardous Waste Committee Facilitation $10,000 $9,962 $38
- "Measuring Our Success" Posters $36,000 $30,659 $5,341
- Information Packet for ARC Members/Local Officials $7,000 $4,708 $2,292
- Two Onsite Sewage Disposal System Workshops $5,000 $4,949 $51
- Research Financial Sustainability of PIE Programs $7,000 $0 $7,000
- Radio Ads Promoting Fertilizer Use Awareness $2,572 $2,574 -$2
- Municipal Training Materials Printing $3,000 $2,061 $939

Staff Support to Alliance
- ARC Staff Support $120,966 $132,158 -$11,192
- ARC Insurance (David Chapman Agency) $4,100 $4,100 $0
- Public Education Committee Support $19,859 $18,444 $1,415

Total Budgeted $585,792 $560,965 $24,827

Contingency (Not Budgeted) $117,870

Total Available Funds for 2007 $703,662

Amount Paid from Alliance Dues $282,533

Amount Paid from Federal Grant $278,433

Alliance Dues Received $353,881

Alliance Dues Available for Future Bills in FY08 Budget $71,348

*  Including amendments approved by Full ARC on December 12, 2007.




Alliance of Rouge Communities Status Report
Payment Status Report

2007 Budget Year
Updated 4/7/2008 (Final)

Invoice

Vendor Invoice # Amount Amount Paid Date Paid | Total per Vendor
Activity: Baseline Sampling Program
CDM (RPO) 51| $47,252.98 $47,252.98 05/25/07
CDM (RPO) 53| $14,469.16 $14,469.16 06/26/07
CDM (RPO) 54  $10,587.75 $10,587.75 7/27/2007
ECT (Executive Director) 072640 (#4) $701.70 $701.70 7/27/2007
ECT (Executive Director) 070350 (#6) $1,322.62 $1,322.62 8/27/2007
CDM (RPO) 55 $35,746.47 $35,746.47 9/25/2007
ECT (Executive Director) 073621 (#9) $432.59 $432.59 9/25/2007
ECT (Executive Director) 074092 (#12) $8,064.64 $8,064.64 10/30/2007
CDM (RPO) 56 $55,910.01 $55,910.01 11/27/2007
CDM (RPO) 57 $50,368.54 $50,368.54 1/28/2008
ECT (Executive Director) 074982 (#15) $917.52 $917.52 2/22/2008
ECT (Executive Director) 075413 (#18) $2,577.56 $2,577.56 2/22/2008
ECT (Executive Director) 080430 (#20) $859.43 $859.43 2/22/2008
CDM (RPO) 58| $38,915.68 $38,915.68 3/24/2008
Subtotal: $268,126.65
Activity: Rouge Data Dissemination
CDM (RPO) 51 $652.44 $652.44 05/25/07
CDM (RPO) 53 $189.62 $189.62 06/26/07
CDM (RPO) 56 $3,145.48 $3,145.48 11/27/2007
Subtotal: CDM (RPO) $3,987.54
Activity: Continuous Monitoring
USGS 7-2445-00032 (#1) $2,900.00 $2,900.00 4/23/2006
USGS 7-2445-00044 (#2)| $11,550.00 $11,550.00 7/27/2007
USGS 8-2445-00017 (#3)] $11,550.00 $11,550.00 10/30/2007
USGS 8-2445-00026 (#4) $3,850.00 $3,850.00 1/28/2008
Subtotal: USGS $29,850.00
Activity: Lab Services for SWPPI Monitoring
E-Lab Analytical 20-0705164-0 (#3) $72.00 $72.00 05/25/07
Paragon Laboratories, Inc 48776 (#33) $45.00 $45.00 06/26/07
Paragon Laboratories, Inc 48777 (#34) $2,119.50 $2,119.50 06/26/07
E-Lab Analytical 20-0705539-0 (#4) $72.00 $72.00 06/26/07
Paragon Laboratories, Inc 49166 (#36) $1,998.00 $1,998.00 7/31/2007
Paragon Laboratories, Inc 49514 (#37) $688.50 $688.50 8/28/2007
Paragon Laboratories, Inc 49517 (#38) $144.00 $144.00 8/28/2007
E-Lab Analytical 20-0708476-0 (#5) $72.00 $72.00 9/22/2007
E-Lab Analytical 20-0709312-0 (#19) $54.00 $54.00 10/30/2007
E-Lab Analytical 20-0709488-0 (#20) $18.00 $18.00 10/30/2007
E-Lab Analytical 20-0710080-0 (#21) $72.00 $72.00 10/30/2007
Paragon Laboratories, Inc 50722 (#42) $1,863.00 $1,863.00 | 11/27/2007
E-Lab Analytical 20-0710548-0 (#23) $72.00 $72.00 11/27/2007
Paragon Laboratories, Inc 51144 (#43) $1,104.00 $1,104.00 | 12/18/2007
Paragon Laboratories, Inc 49904 (#45) $195.00 $195.00 2/22/2008




Paragon Laboratories, Inc | 50308 (#46)|  $1,999.50 | $1,999.50 2/22/2008
Subtotal: Laboratories $10,588.50
Activity: IDEP Support
CDM (RPO) 51 $7,456.03 $7,456.03 05/25/07
CDM (RPO) 54 $58.05 $58.05 7/27/2007
CDM (RPO) $0.00
Subtotal: IDEP Support $7,514.08
Activity: 5 Year Monitoring Plan (2008-2012)
ECT (Executive Director) 072640 (#4) $2,867.64 $2,867.64 7/27/2007
ECT (Executive Director) 070350 (#6) $140.34 $140.34 8/27/2007
CDM (RPO) 55 $379.25 $379.25 9/25/2007
ECT (Executive Director) 073621 (#9) $1,279.26 $1,279.26 9/25/2007
ECT (Executive Director) 074092 (#12) $356.13 $356.13 | 10/30/2007
CDM (RPO) 56 $1,644.57 $1,644.57 | 11/27/2007
ECT (Executive Director) 074982 (#15) $90.78 $90.78 2/22/2008
ECT (Executive Director) 080430 (#20) $588.06 $588.06 2/22/2008
Subtotal: $7,346.03
Activity: Pursue Other Grant Funding Opportunities
ECT (Executive Director) 074092 (#12) $554.20 $554.20 | 10/30/2007
ECT (Executive Director) 074982 (#15)| $13,072.74 $13,072.74 2/22/2008
ECT (Executive Director) 075413 (#18) $401.21 $401.21 2/22/2008
ECT (Executive Director) 080430 (#20) $77.56 $77.56 2/22/2008
Subtotal: CDM (RPO) $14,105.71
Activity: Evaluate Data Sharing Opportunities
ECT (Executive Director) 073621 (#9) $831.30 $831.30 9/25/2007
ECT (Executive Director) 074092 (#12) $138.55 $138.55 | 10/30/2007
$0.00
Subtotal: Executive Director $969.85
Total: Monitoring Program $342,488.36
Activity: Subwatershed Facilitation
CDM (RPO) 53 $997.50 $997.50 |06/26/07
ECT (Executive Director) 072639 (#3) $2,543.10 $2,543.10 |7/27/2007
ECT (Executive Director) 070282 (#5) $322.78 $322.78 |8/27/2007
CDM (RPO) $0.00
CDM (RPQ) $0.00
Total: Subwatershed Facilitation $3,863.38
Activity: Long-Term Planning Efforts for ARC PIE
ECT (Executive Director) 072260 (#2) $907.45 $907.45 |06/28/07
ECT (Executive Director) 073533 (#8) $144.71 $144.71 [9/25/2007
ECT (Executive Director) 074091 (#11) $3,246.21 $3,246.21 |10/30/2007
ECT (Executive Director) 070289 (#13) $681.98 $681.98 [11/27/2007
ECT (Executive Director) 075324 (#17) $16.94 $16.94 |11/27/2007
$0.00
Subtotal (Executive Director) $4,997.29
Activity: Household Hazardous Waste Committee Facilitation
CDM (RPO) 51 $147.61 $147.61 |05/25/07
CDM (RPO) 54 $179.49 $179.49 (7/27/2007




CDM (RPO) 55 $1,764.91 $1,764.91 |9/25/2007

CDM (RPO) 56 $1,095.24 $1,095.24 |11/27/2007

CDM (RPO) 57 $324.85 $324.85 |1/28/2008

CDM (RPO) 58 $6,450.20 $6,450.20 |03/24/08

CDM (RPO) $0.00

Subtotal (RPO) $9,962.30
Activity: "Measuring Our Success" Posters

CDM (RPO) 51 $2,424.24 $2,424.24 105/25/07

CDM (RPO) 53 $3,855.41 $3,855.41 |06/26/07

CDM (RPO) 54 $3,810.61 $3,810.61 |7/27/2007

CDM (RPO) 55| $11,809.27 $11,809.27 |9/25/2007

CDM (RPO) 56 $3,931.02 $3,931.02 |11/27/2007

CDM (RPO) 57 $634.29 $634.29 |1/28/2008

CDM (RPO) 58 $4,194.46 $4,194.46 |03/24/08

CDM (RPO) $0.00

Subtotal (RPO) $30,659.30
Activity: Information Packet for ARC Members/Local Officials

Wayne County 2nd Quarter 2007 $91.97 $91.97 |03/31/07

CDM (RPO) 51 $1,476.05 $1,476.05 |05/25/07

CDM (RPO) 53 $147.61 $147.61 |06/26/07

Wayne County 3rd Quarter 2007 $152.63 $152.63 [06/30/07

CDM (RPO) 54 $876.33 $876.33 |7/27/2007

CDM (RPO) 55 $119.66 $119.66 |9/25/2007

Wayne County Correction FY2007 $4.44 $4.44 112/31/2007

Wayne County 1st Quarter FY08 $1,425.74 $1,425.74 |1/31/2008

CDM (RPO) 58 $413.45 $413.45 |03/24/08

Subtotal $4,707.88
Activity: Two Onsite Sewage Disposal System Workshops

Wayne County 2nd Quarter 2007 $228.95 $228.95 (03/31/07

CDM (RPO) 51 $1,927.20 $1,927.20 |05/25/07

CDM (RPO) 53 $1,007.49 $1,007.49 |06/26/07

Wayne County 3rd Quarter 2007 $475.00 $475.00 [06/30/07

CDM (RPO) 54 $1,305.66 $1,305.66 |7/27/2007

Wayne County Correction FY2007 $4.44 $4.44 [12/31/2007

Subtotal: $4,948.74
Activity: Research Financial Sustainability of PIE Programs

CDM (RPO) $0.00

CDM (RPO) $0.00

Subtotal: CDM (RPO) $0.00
Activity: Radio Ads Promoting Fertilizer Use Awareness

Wayne County 2nd Quarter 2007 $76.32 $76.32 |03/31/07

Wayne County 3rd Quarter 2007 $2,495.23 $2,495.23 |06/30/07

Wayne County Correction FY2007 $2.82 $2.82 |12/31/2007

Subtotal: Wayne County $2,574.37
Activity: Municipal Training Materials Printing

Wayne County 2nd Quarter 2007 $686.71 $686.71 |03/31/07

Wayne County 3rd Quarter 2007 $1,354.79 $1,354.79 |06/30/07




Wayne County Correction FY2007 $19.98 $19.98 (12/31/2007

Subtotal Wayne County $2,061.48
Total: Public Involvement & Education Committee Support $59,911.36
Activity: Staff Support

CDM (RPO) 51| $14,639.39 $14,639.39 |05/25/07

CDM (RPO) 53 $353.90 $353.90 |06/26/07

ECT (Executive Director) 072271 (#1) $28,437.33 $28,437.33 |06/28/07

ECT (Executive Director) 072639 (#3) $15,022.46 $15,022.46 |7/27/2007

ECT (Executive Director) 070282 (#5) $11,310.50 $11,310.50 |8/27/2007

ECT (Executive Director) 073620 (#7) $10,023.26 $10,023.26 |9/25/2007

ECT (Executive Director) 074090 (#10) $16,038.30 $16,038.30 |10/30/2007

ECT (Executive Director) 074981 (#14) $17,619.88 $17,619.88 |1/28/2008

ECT (Executive Director) 075412 (#16) $2,244.61 $2,244.61 |1/28/2008

ECT (Executive Director) 074982 (#15) $4,610.61 $4,610.61 |2/22/2008

ECT (Executive Director) 080429 (#19) $12,326.92 $11,857.65 |2/22/2008

CDM (RPO) $0.00

CDM (RPO) $0.00

Subtotal $132,157.89
Activity: ARC Insurance

David Chapman Agency 203285 $4,100.00 $4,100.00 1/16/2007

Subtotal Insurance $4,100.00
Activity: Public Education Committee Support

CDM (RPO) 53 $5,000.10 $5,000.10 06/26/07

ECT (Executive Director) 072639 (#3) $1,992.80 $1,992.80 7/27/2007

ECT (Executive Director) 070282 (#5) $1,224.04 $1,224.04 8/27/2007

ECT (Executive Director) 073620 (#7) $2,996.50 $2,996.50 8/27/2007

ECT (Executive Director) 074090 (#10) $3,103.52 $3,103.52 10/30/2007

ECT (Executive Director) 074981 (#14) $4,127.51 $4,127.51 1/28/2008

Subtotal $18,444.47
Total: ARC Staff Support $154,702.36
TOTAL $560,965.46
NOTES:

(1) Payments for services provided and costs incurred against the 2007 budget.




Alliance of Rouge Communities 2008 Task Status

Updated April 24, 2008 for ARC Executive Committee Meeting

Approved
ARC 2008 Budget Items 2008 Budget Staff Task Status
Organization Committee
Staff support to Alliance, standing committees, and SWAG. Includes: meeting coordination,
reporting, administrative support, information preparation and dissemination. STATUS: ARC
staff prepared for, faciliated and summarized the following committee meetings: ARC
oc1 Staff, Committeees, and SWAG $95.007 ECT Executive Committee on 2/4/08; Organizational Committee on 1/16/08, 3/6/08 and 4/17/08; PIE
Support ' Committee on 1/17/08 and 4/17/08; Technical Committee on 1/3/08 and 3/19/08; SWAG
meetings on 2/27/08; 2/28/08. Coordinated a meeting with American Forests and a subsquent
combined PIE and TC meeting to review CityGreen alternatives.
STATUS: Completed in January 2008.
0C2.a|ARC Insurance $4,140 Outside Purchase
OC2.b|Fiduciary Services Wayne County  [STATUS: ongoing
STATUS: ARC Staff sent out updates regarding various meetings and information. Advocacy
activities for ED have included work & negotiations associated with the new Phase Il permit
through the first few months of 2008. In addition, staff have coordinated with DBE
subcontractors for the WMP updates. Participated in various conference calls and Phase 11
permit negotiation meetings with MDEQ and the Phase Il committee. ED met with SEMCOG
regarding permit. Executive Director met with USCOE regarding possible funding.
OC4|ARC Advocacy and Administration $55,548 ECT
Organization Committee Total $154,785
Public Involvement and Education Committee
PIE2|Long-Term Planning Efforts $2,500 ECT STATUS: No updates on this task.
STATUS: Staff researched 2008 ARC communities’ individual HHW collection days for use on
the ARC website. Staff edited and formated HHW PDF guide so it can be displayed and
accessed via the Internet. Staff designed web page and uploaded PDF of guide for access
through the ARC website. PDF Guide was distributed to PIE committee via email.
Household Hazardous Waste
PIE3|Education $6,000 ECT
Main 3-4 Measuring Our Success STATUS: Working with Main 3-4 communities to identify activities for the poster.
PIE4|Poster $18,250 ECT
ARC Website Design and STATUS: Drafted mock-up of redesigned website for internal review by ARC staff. This
PIE5[Maintenance $12,160 ECT should be completed in May for review by the PIE Committee.
Information Packet for ARC ECT/Wayne STATUS: Converted ARC Detention Basin Maintenance Manual into new format for use by
PIE6|Members/Local Officials $7,000 County Wayne County.
STATUS: Staff continued to research available septic system maintenance educational items.
Staff researched graphics and created graphics for the septic system maintenance educational
Septic System Maintenance Reminder items.
PIE7|Cards $9,000 ECT
PIE Committee Total $54,910
Technical Committee
Sampling Program Services and Website updates for the ARC including: data handling, review,
and reporting of the 2007 collected data and WebView updates for the data finalized through
TC1 |Baseline Sampling Program $107,400 RPO 2007.
Loading of 2007 baseline and SWPPI sampling data, FOTR data, and intermittent Middle Rouge
dry weather canoeing data into the Rouge Project database. Includes data collection, formatting
loading, and running data queries and summary statistics. STATUS: 100% of the lab data have
been formatted, loaded, and queried, and summary statistics calculated. 100% of the USGS
DO/Temperature data have been formatted, loaded, and queried, and summary statistics
calculated. 100% of the USGS level/flow data have been formatted and loaded. 100% of the
rain data have been formatted, loaded, and queried, and summary statistics calculated. The
FOTR data and MDEQ data have been formatted, loaded, and queried, and summary statistics
calculated. WCHD data are not loaded due to QC issues with the data.
TC1.A|Data Management
Standard RPO QA/QC review of 2007 baseline and SWPPI sampling data. Includes rain
crosstabs, lab QC, wet/dry plots for assignment of wet/dry conditions, plotting of final data, etc.
STATUS: 100% of the 2007 laboratory, DO Temperature, level/flow and rain data have been
QC reviewed. Rain crosstabs have been created, wet/dry has been assigned to flow data and the
final DO/Temp and level/flow plots have been run.
TC1.B |Data QA/QC reviews
Web-enabled query tool will be updated with final 2007 data. STATUS:
TC1.C|WebView Updates
Preparation and distribtion (via the website) of 2007 RREMAR. Support for Main 3-4 Poster
including statistics, maps, and graphics descibing progress based on data collected in 2007.
RREMAR and Measuring our Succes STATUS: 2007 RREMAR approximately 70% complete. Main 3-4 poster text and figures has
TC1.D |Poster Support bequn.
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Alliance of Rouge Communities 2008 Task Status

Updated April 24, 2008 for ARC Executive Committee Meeting

Approved
ARC 2008 Budget Items 2008 Budget Staff Task Status
Support to ARC and Technical Committee includes task status updates for ARC and Technical
Committee meetings. Work plan management includes preparation of 2008 work plan, bi-
Work Plan Management and monthly progress reports, and invoicing. STATQ?: Preparatior_] of the 2008 Work Plan is
Technical Support to ARC and complete. Bi-monthly progress reports and invoicing are on-going.
TCL.E |SWAGs
STATUS: Once the Phase Il permit is finalized, the TC will determine the appropriate steps for
moving forward on the collaborative ARC IDEP approach and activities.
TC4 |Collaborative ARC IDEP Activities $10,000 Not Defined
STATUS: ECT continuously reviews grant opportunities and availability on a monthly basis as
part of the ongoing services. MDEQ will make an announcement regarding 319 grant awards in
mid-May. 2 grants were applied for in 2007 under the 319 program.
Pursue Other Grant Funding
TC7 |Opportunities $105,000 Not Defined
STATUS: Once the Phase Il permit is finalized, the TC will determine any appropriate steps
for moving forward on the SWPPI Template task. No work has been assigned to any consultant
or ARC member at this time.
TC9 |SWPPI Template $27,500 Not Defined
STATUS: Have prepared draft goals and objectives from SWAG input. Contracted with DBE
consultants to summarize existing conditions. Compiled existing water quality conditions for
use in the WMP udpates. Drafted PPP for review by PIE committee. Began compiling actions
from past subwatershed management plans. Created draft Table of Contents. FAcilitated two
(2) meetings with MDEQ and one conference call regarding WMP update workplan.
Update of Stormwater Management Coordinated two meetings with subconsultant to review informaiton summarized and collected
Tc10 |Plans $196,483 ECT and to strategize next steps.
Technical Committee Total $446,383
Total 2008 ARC Budget $656,078
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OURS TO PROTECT

Working together, restoring the river

James W. Ridgway, P.E.

Executive Director

Allen Park
Auburn Hills
Beverly Hills
Bingham Farms
Birmingham
Bloomfield Hills
Bloomfield Twp.
Canton Twp.
Commerce Twp.
Dearborn
Dearborn Heights
Farmington
Farmington Hills
Franklin
Garden City
Inkster
Lathrup Village
Livonia
Melvindale
Northville
Northville Twp.
Novi
Oakland County
Orchard Lake
Plymouth
Plymouth Twp.
Pontiac
Redford Twp.
Rochester Hills
Romulus
Southfield
Superior Twp.
Troy
Van Buren Twp.
Walled Lake
Washtenaw County
Washtenaw County
Road Commission
Wayne
Wayne County
Wayne County Airport
Authority
West Bloomfield Twp.
Westland
Wixom
Ypsilanti Twp.

April 24, 2008

ARC Members:

I am writing to express my disappointment in our inabi
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~zapproach to water quality regulation.

oposed permit, the requirements must be sorted into three categories:

y be good practices but are not required in either the federal act or the state

I have reviewed our beginning position and our current position and conclude that the MDEQ has
conceded on the smaller details in the permit, but has not agreed to our suggested changes on the

larger issues that we believe more accurately represent the watershed approach.

| suspect that

they truly believe that there has been a big shift, but as it currently stands, we still have
monitoring throughout our collections systems, many have extensive E. coli wet weather
sampling requirements, we still have aggressive mapping requirements and there remains

c/o ECT, 719 Griswold, Suite 1040, Detroit, Ml 48226 -- Ph: 313-963-6600 Fax: 313-963-1707
www.allianceofrougecommunities.com



April 24, 2008

Page 2
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ternative accepted. In the end we are at

The major points of contention include the following and are further described below:

1) The MDEQ is requiring mapping and data collection throughout the munici

2) Dry weather and wet weather monitoring throughout the regional drainage system is

3) The post-construction runoff control requirements establish *

standards for the entire State of Michigan.

Another serious concern is that the stated requirements are
understand. | recommend that the permit be edited by a te

communities.
The following six proposals represen
PROPOSAL 1

Limit the mapping, data cpllection, and monifaring
of the state.

to
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the EPA is requiring this| prescrip

therefore, difficult to
chnical’writer that can clarify the
em Without legal representation. As

is[a serious concern to many

ise the highest concerns to the ARC.

outfalls that discharge to the waters

irements is based upon their belief that

iscussions with EPA, | have not found

ently has the authority to limit their

cur
the *waters of the state.” The
Q@ protect in-stream water quality

permit requirements. This flexibility, as well as the multifaceted nature of the

requirements, makes it difficult to evaluate the effectiveness of MS4 stormwater

programs.”

The EPA also recognized that their authority to regulate drainage issues that do not discharge
directly to the waters of the state have been questioned given recent Supreme Court rulings. Ina
recent summary of the hearing on the Clean Water Restoration Act of 2007 to the US House

c/o ECT, 719 Griswold, Suite 1040, Detroit, Ml 48226 -- Ph: 313-963-6600 Fax: 313-963-1707
www.allianceofrougecommunities.com
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Members of the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, the Subcommittee on Water

Resources and Environment Majority Staff stated:
“While the facts of the Rapanos decision centered on filling four Michigan wetlands,
and the application of section 404 on the Clean Water Act, the implications of this
decision have called into question the operation on the entire Clean Water Act,
including the ability of the Act to protect against discharges of pollutants fronypoint
sources.
The Structure of the Clean Water Act prohibits the ““discharge of anypollutant,”
except in compliance with a permit. This phrase is further defined as including the
*““addition of any pollutant to navigable waters from a point s ingly,
the uncertainty raised by the Rapanos decision on the te ters” is
equally applicable to the ability of the EPA or State
discharge of pollutants from point sources under sec
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) p

PROPOSAL 2

Limit monitoring to flexible, but useful, data collection
identifying and removing pollutant sources/and/or stat
used to measure the success of the-progra

is"djrectly|applicable to
ignificant data that can be

onitori th within the TMDL and IDEP
here this manitoring is required with little
ascriptive monitoring requirements of the

ictlarly troubling. The data currently required will have
ing that the data is to be collected all over the drainage
ere storm sewers change jurisdiction, the permittee will be unable to
sion AND will not be able to afford a more intensive investigation
(even though the draft permit requires that "The permittee shall use these results...to develop and
prioritize actions to réduce the discharge of E. coli to be consistent with the TMDL" (currently
130 counts).| The MDEQ did add language to allow for an “elective option” for TMDL
monitoring; howeéver, there are no assurances that an updated ARC 5-year monitoring program
given this language of sampling at changes in storm sewer jurisdiction.

When the Phase 2 language was being crafted in Washington, a federal advisory committee
(FACA) met for over two years. During their discussions, one consistent position of the Phase 1
communities was uselessness of this type of sampling. As a result, this type of prescriptive
sampling was taken out of the Phase 2 permit requirements. It was debated again in Michigan’s
Phase 2 Rules implementation work group. During those negotiations, professionals from the

c/o ECT, 719 Griswold, Suite 1040, Detroit, Ml 48226 -- Ph: 313-963-6600 Fax: 313-963-1707
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Rouge Communities tried to provide guidance taken from the FACA discussions. The MDEQ
were quite agreeable during the discussions and ultimately wrote what they deemed was
"required™ into the rules.

PROPOSAL 3
Allow permittees to develop and specify post-construction standards that are representative
of permittee and watershed conditions.

The prescriptive standards contained in the permit should only be used as guidance|for permittees

that have no understanding of the types of design standards to impleme

op unique, innovative
approaches to storm water management, communities and be afforded the

opportunity to select those standards that are applicable to|their situation. [The |state rule requires
the following:

A program to address pos ion's water funoff from new development

and redevelopment proj ore acres, including projects less than
1 acre that are part of 3 opment or sale, that discharge
into the regul S4. an/ordjnance or other regulatory

new development and

redevelopment projects statg or local law. The

ordinance or other regulator anism shall be designed to prevent or minimize
water qu i impai t/ resulting from extreme flow
volumes land [flow conditi nhe/f(ollowing:

(i) A requirement for reyi iew ¢ m water best management
practices during jnitial s 3 i S icable.

(ii) Strategies forjimple ural or non-structural, or both, best
management|practices i e community.

(iii) Requirements for a term operation and maintenance of best

management

This rule allows foy flexibility across a watershed and even for flexibility on a site-by-site basis
and also supports’a watersh a)dzp;proach by encouraging updates to standards utilizing a lessons-
learned approach. The/current permit requirements exceed the water quality and channel
protection standards that have been in place in much of the Rouge watershed for many years and
which have ¢ rated improvement.

c/o ECT, 719 Griswold, Suite 1040, Detroit, Ml 48226 -- Ph: 313-963-6600 Fax: 313-963-1707
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PROPOSAL 4
Seek MDEQ’s support to modify the existing Michigan Storm Water Rules.

If the current storm water rules required “permits” for every inter-jurisdictional connection, |
recommend that the rules be changed.

I have argued that the large number of “discharge points” requiring mapping, sa
reporting is not required by federal law. | also believe that the Michigan Rule
level of detail. However, if the state determines otherwise, then | would as

ling, and
0 not require this
em to join with us

to get the rules changed.
I remain respectful of the rules, but now conclude that there mus ification of these rules
to make them practical. The definitions vary between the rul and the result is a

number of newly imposed requirements that seem to expa

again, | conc

believe that the communities wish to take on additional res

rements. Once
ments. but | do not
ey are provided the

ede that the MDEQ has the authority to expar

VIDEQ staff
R 323.2111 was
reconsidered.)

Specifically, the permit define
“any location on the M$ ges
directly to the ce W on on the MS4 ed or

before d

The first sen
practical rest
one municip
requirements
urban county

separate storm sewer system

ansion of the federal requirements. The
ry time a pipe (or ditch) owned by

It of this addit
ality|discharges i
areftri
. Each

discharging to the waters |of|the state is pristine. To reiterate, clean water flowing in each of the

thousands of
sampled eve
these locatio
limited resou

“Discharge
include,

“a disch

township-owned backyard drains discharging to county road drains will have to be
y five years/and if they\happen to be located in a community with a TMDL, 50% of
ns will need/to be sampled during wet weather as well. Is this the best use of our

rces’

oint” is NOT defined in the rule however, “point source discharge” is defined to

arge that is released to the waters of the state by discernable, confined, and

discrete

conveyance, including any of the following from which wastewater is or may

be discharged: a pipe, a ditch, a channel, a tunnel, a conduit, a well, a discrete
fissure, a container, and concentrated animal feeding operation, and a vessel or
floating craft.”

| read this to

limit the “point sources” requiring permits to “waters of the state.” The

aforementioned Supreme Court ruling seems to support my reading. Thus, | recommend that the

c/o ECT, 719 Griswold, Suite 1040, Detroit, Ml 48226 -- Ph: 313-963-6600 Fax: 313-963-1707

www.allianceofrougecommunities.com



April 24,2008
Page 6

requirements be limited to the “point source discharges” defined in the rule. This would
eliminate thousands of inter-jurisdictional connections. Still, every point that enters the “waters
of the state” would be regulated. That, to me, is consistent with the intent and letter of the Clean
Water Act.

| believe that all Rouge communities agree that the communities must be responsible for their
discharges into the waters of the state from point sources. That was established bythe Supreme
Court and lead to the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act. The Act, did not, however,
require the discharger to provide excessive detail on their collection systems’to the regulating
agencies.

The State Rules define “separate storm sewer systems” as:

means of drainage including, but not limited to roads, eatch basins,
ditches, conduits, pumping devices, or man made channels™ (upess pe
combined sewer system or a publicly-owned treatment wor

rbs,|gutters,
rt of a

I am not certain how roads, curbs, and gutters became par
that it is an overly-encompassing definition. I also causes the
information not required by the federal laws or guidance.

sewer system but | contend
Q to feel gbligated to collect

This definition is clearly broade ided i recent USCOE/USEPA guidance

“The guidance documer
jurisdiction over >\ ditc

A will generally|not/assert
s)excavated wha M n and
ly permanent flow of water,
aring on the Clean Water

Restoratjon Act — April

PROPOSAL 5

Revisit how|TMDLS are a

The permit i$ inconsistent w TMDLs. For two types of TMDLs (E. coli and
Phosphorus) ifig data ¢ ion is required. Yet the Rouge has TMDLs for dissolved

oxygen and habitat. What requirement cgn’'we expect for those constituents?

Lastly, the potenti ittees recognize that the draft permit states:

"A person issued a state permit... who is not in compliance with applicable effluent
standards...shall achieve compliance within a period of time as set forth by the
department...The/department shall require compliance...in the shortest period of
time...or|withip/a time schedule for compliance which shall be specified in the issued
permit...|f time schedule...is more than 9 months, then the time schedule shall
provide interim dates (which)..shall not be more than 9 months."

Knowing that almost all urban storm water fails the E. coli standard, the communities do not want
to be required to sample 50% of the overly prescriptive list of outfalls during wet weather. They
are unsure what will be required to “develop and prioritize actions to reduce the discharge ... to
be consistent with the TMDL."

c/o ECT, 719 Griswold, Suite 1040, Detroit, Ml 48226 -- Ph: 313-963-6600 Fax: 313-963-1707
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Until the TMDL requirements are clarified, most communities that drain to a waterway on the
303 (d) list remain extremely concerned.

PROPOSAL 6
Accept the requirement to public notice all Storm Water Pollution Prevention Initiatives
(SWPPIs).

The MDEQ has suggested that the courts are requiring this prescriptive permitto avoid the need
to public-notice the SWPPIs. | believe the Rouge Communities would welecome opening up our
individual efforts to public scrutiny. My review of the Court Decisions stggests that the public
notice could be quick and easy using the MDEQ web site. Thus, I do hot understand why the

permit is so drastically different from the earlier watershed permit:

CONCLUSION

The Rouge communities ask the MDEQ to revisit the neeg drastic revisions proposed to
the Watershed Storm Water permit.

These communities have committed thousands of haurs and millions of dallars to develop a
nationally-recognized watershed program. Rather than be rewarded for their efforts to date, they

are being put in the position of re-p ir fi al commitments|to respond to an
unproven approach. Michigan’ [ it we le. It had a couple of un-
realistic clauses but those wi gulaters and the regulated community.
Rather than refine this succe sed major changes.

If the Rouge com , they could bett Jderstand the need

gress they have made to date, this
drastic revisi

If you have &
313-963-660

?ny of the ARC staff members at

Sincerely,

ALLIANCE OF ROUG

L Ul (Efoms

James W. Ridgway, P.E.
Executive Director

c/o ECT, 719 Griswold, Suite 1040, Detroit, Ml 48226 -- Ph: 313-963-6600 Fax: 313-963-1707
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OURS TO PROTECT

Working together, restoring the river

ACTION REQUESTED:

I move to recommend to the Full Alliance of Rouge Communities that the ARC begin to pursue, through
the Executive Director, coverage under one (1) NPDES Phase Il permit certification of coverage for the

upcoming permit cycle.

Motion made by: ( )

Seconded by: ( )




OURS TO PROTECT DRAFT Rouge River WMP Goals & Objectives

Working together, restoring the river

Goal I - Reduce sources of pollution that threaten public health.
1a-1. Continue to address remaining SSOs & CSOs.
1a-2. Continue to address SSOs & CSOs.

1b-1. Continue to identify and remove illicit discharges & illidit connegtions.

1b-2. Continue to prevent, identify and eliminate illicit disch gé R illicit connections.

1c-1. Work to reduce urban animal waste.
1c-2. Work to reduce nonpoint source polluition.

1c-3. Remove Completely

Goal IT - a: Reducer f in inable|stormwater m_an{gement strategies and

programs.
Goal IT - b: Reduce runoffl impa pugh sustainable stormwater management.
2a-1. Implement /measures y ma e stormwater volume and flow rates.

2a-2 Continue tg imple
rates.

ent measures|to ¢ffectively manage stormwater volume and flow

2b-1. Work to reduce water quali
2b-2. Remove Cqmipletely

mpacts from urban stormwater runoff.

2c-1. Add: Minimize/soil erosion and sedimentation

Goal III - Inform and educate the public to become watershed stewards.
3a-1. Conduct public education and participation programs.
3a-2. Continue to conduct public education and participation programs.

3b. Collaborate with Rouge River watershed stakeholder groups on stewardship activities.

DRAFT — April 2008 Executive Committee



Goal IV- a: Protect, restore or enhance natural features to maintain river and watershed
ecosystems.

Goal IV- b: Protect and enhance natural features to maintain river and watershed ecosystems.

Goal IV- c: Protect, restore or enhance natural features (i.e. Green Infrastructure) to maintain or

improve river and watershed ecosystem health.

ecosystems.

4a-3. Implement measures to protect green infrastruct shed ecosystems.

4b-1. Work to enhance or restore natural fgaturels and psygqtems.

4b-2. Work to enhance or restore green infrastructure and watershef ecosystems.

4c-1. Restore or maintain 4

4c-2. Move to Goal

esthetically appealing conditipns.

related to the watershed.

mpetiveness via improved reereational opportunities.

ection between river stewardship and recreational

bout the€onnection between watershed health and economic

Goal VI - Support institutional relationships for the implementation of the management plan

6a. Investigate financing programs to support local stormwater management.

6b. Maximize the use of resources through a collaborative effort so that standards, ideas, and
programs are shared.

DRAFT — April 2008 Executive Committee



OURS TO PROTECT

Working together, restoring the river

ACTION REQUESTED:

| move to recommend to the Full ARC approval of the Public Participation Process as submitted and

authorize the ARC Executive Director to submit the PPP to the MDEQ for review and approval.

Motion made by: ( )

Seconded by: ( )




OURS TO PROTECT

Working together, restoring the river

ARC MEMBERS

e Allen Park
Auburn Hills
Beverly Hills
Bingham Farms
Birmingham
Bloomfield Hills
Bloomfield Township
Canton Township
Commerce Township
Dearborn
Dearborn Heights
Farmington
Farmington Hills
Franklin
Garden City
Inkster
Lathrup Village
Livonia
Melvindale
Northville
Northville Township
Novi

ARC EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

James W. Ridgway

Rouge River Watershed Plan Update
Public Participation Plan

Oakland County
Orchard Lake
Plymouth

Plymouth Township
Pontiac

Redford Township
Rochester Hills
Romulus

Southfield

Superior Township
Troy

Van Buren Township
Walled Lake
Washtenaw County
Wayne

Wayne County
Wayne County Airport Authority
West Bloomfield Township
Westland

Wixom

Ypsilanti Township

c/o Environmental Consulting & Technology, Inc.
719 Griswold, Suite 1040, Detroit M| 48226

Telephone: (313)963-6600

STAFF

Kelly Karll
Zachare Ball
Demetria Janus
Chris O’Meara

Fax: (313)963-1707

E-mail: jridgway@ectinc.com

c/o Environmental Consulting & Technology, Inc.
719 Griswold, Suite 1040, Detroit M1 48226

Telephone: (313)963-6600

Fax (313)963-1707

E-mail: jridgway@ectinc.com

ARC Rouge River Watershed Plan Update

Public Participation Plan



GOALS
1. To create awareness among members of the public about the condition of the Rouge River Watershed
and its seven subwatersheds.

2. To educate the public about the watershed management plan goals and objectives.

3. To establish a process by which members of the public, who affect or are affected by the Rouge
River, may participate in the development of the Rouge River Watershed management plan.

4. To ensure that all interested stakeholders can review and comment on the draft Rouge River
Watershed Management Plan.

OBJECTIVES

1. Within the Rouge River Watershed, define whom the ARC and its SWAGS should invite to
participate in the watershed management planning effort. The ARC predicts that these invitees
include, but will not be limited to:
e Public agency representatives, such as planning commissions and parks and recreation boards;

Individual homeowners or homeowner associations;

Elected officials;

Rouge River RAP Advisory Council;

Riparian landowners;

Educational Institutions, such as Lawrence Technical University, University of Michigan-

Dearborn, Henry Ford Community College and Cranbrook Educational Community and public

and private schools

e Stewardship Organizations, such as Friends of the Rouge, Friends of Wayne County Parks,
League of Women Voters, Friends of Rouge Park, SOCWA volunteers, Oakland Plus, and the
Dearborn Heights Watershed Stewards Commission.

e The Media, and,
Industry and business representatives, such as Ford Motor Co. and Denso

2. Develop a mechanism for communication between the ARC, the Rouge SWAGSs and these groups
and individuals during the development of the Watershed Management plan.

3. Develop a mechanism for regularly reaching out to all members of the general public to allow for any
interested party to participate in the planning process.

4. Create a process for acknowledging and incorporating dissenting opinions into the subwatershed
planning process.

SCOPE OF PLAN

Education, Outreach, and Facilitated Review

The ARC will utilize its website, e-mail notifications, SWAG meetings, ARC communities’ websites, and
facilitated evening workshops/presentations at different locations within f the Rouge River Watershed to
educate the public and solicit their input on the Rouge River Watershed Management Plan. Rouge
SWAG representatives may attend other public meetings to promote involvement in the subwatershed
planning effort. In addition, the ARC will utilize press releases and web sites to notify the public of
subwatershed planning efforts. The SWAG proposes the following plan to comply with permit
requirements:

ARC Rouge River Watershed Plan Update 2
Public Participation Plan



ACTION ITEM TO BE COMPLETED

APPROXIMATE DATE OF

COMPLETION
Create a list of individuals or organizations who will be sent detailed March, 2008
ARC mailings, invited to attend public meetings and invited to
provide feedback on the subwatershed plan.
Review Process and list of stakeholders with ARC Public April, 17, 2008
Involvement and Education Committee.
Develop Stakeholder Survey that can be distributed at public meetings | April, 2008

and other public events to solicit input for planning.

Hold three public presentations in different locations around the
watershed to explain planning process, discuss goals and objectives
and seek input. Solicit feedback on goals. Provide Displays presenting
information on the subwatershed and planning process will be
included. Distribute Surveys. Create transcript of meetings for
submittal to MDEQ.

June 12: Riverside High School, Warren
and Beech Daly, Dearborn Heights

June 23: Plymouth Township Hall, 9955
N. Haggerty Road, Plymouth Twp.

June 24: Costick Center, 28600 Eleven
Mile Road, Farmington Hills

(Tape for community cable TV.)

Focused Stakeholder Committees
Rouge Business Roundtable
Rouge Education Roundtable

Each Roundtable will meet at least twice:
First meeting slated for May, 2008.
Representatives will see a presentation
about the Rouge Watershed Management
Plan update at the first meeting; 2™
meeting will be to discuss and comment
on the draft plan.

Provide electronic copies of draft watershed management plan to
ARC members, their review and for display in ARC community
locations, such as city clerk’s offices, libraries and other city offices.
Provide copies to Rouge stewardship groups for review and comment.

September 2008

Present draft watershed management plan at annual Rouge 2008 event
at University of Michigan-Dearborn to update individuals on
subwatershed plan progress and to solicit feedback. Develop maps
and other posters to concisely display information on subwatershed
goals, management alternatives and recommended plan for the public
review. Solicit written comments on plan.

September, 2008 (Tape for local cable
stations)

Public review of plan

September-October, 2008

ONGOING TASKS:

e Updates on ARC website and community websites.

e Distribution of survey at public meetings, on the ARC website
and other locations

e Draft plan on ARC website and other websites where appropriate.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PLAN APPROVAL

This Public Participation Plan was approved by a majority of the ARC members at its regularly scheduled

meeting on May 6, 2008.

Submitted by:

James W. Ridgway, Executive Director
Alliance of Rouge Communities

ARC Rouge River Watershed Plan Update
Public Participation Plan




OURS TO PROTECT

Working together, restoring the river

ACTION REQUESTED:

| move to recommend to the Full ARC approval of the Strategic Plan as submitted.

Motion made by: (

Seconded by: (




OURS TO PROTECT

Working together, restoring the river

Strategic Planning Document
(Draft: 1/23/08)

The following document was assembled to help guide the ARC members through a strategic
planning process. The format, content, and topics are all open to discussion. Comments are
encouraged. Please forward written comments to comeara@ectinc.com_for inclusion in
subsequent drafts.

STRATEGIC PLAN COMMITTEE

Co-Chairs:
Kurt Heise, Wayne County Department of Environment
Dave Payne, Bloomfield Township

Members:

James Anulewicz, Plymouth Township
Thomas Biasell, Farmington Hills
Michelle Bononi, Washtenaw County
Kelly Cave, Wayne County

Joe Colaianne, Oakland County
Wayne Domine, Bloomfield Township
Kurt Giberson, City of Dearborn
Jennifer Lawson, Troy

Gary Mekjian, Southfield

Phil Sanzica, Oakland County

Dan Swallow, Van Buren Township
Gary Zorza, Farmington Hills

Meghan Bonfiglio

Staff:

James Ridgway, ARC Executive Director
Zachare Ball, ARC Staff
INTRODUCTION

The Rouge River Watershed, located in Southeast Michigan, runs through the most densely
populated and urbanized land area in the state. The watershed is approximately 438 square miles in

Draft ARC 1 January 23, 2008
Strategic Planning Document



size and includes all or part of 48 municipalities in three counties, with a population of over 1.4
million people.

The Alliance of Rouge Communities (ARC) is a voluntary public watershed entity currently
comprised of 40 municipal governments (i.e. cities, townships and villages), three counties (i.e.,
Wayne, Oakland and Washtenaw) and the Wayne County Airport Authority as authorized by Part
312 (Watershed Alliances) of the Michigan Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act
(MCL 324.101 to 324.90106) as amended by Act No. 517, Public Acts of 2004. (Further
information is available at www.allianceofrougecommunities.com)

Officially formed in January of 2006, the ARC members represent public agencies with storm
water management responsibilities whose jurisdictional boundaries are totally, or in part, located
within the Rouge River Watershed located in southeast Michigan. The state law authorizing the
formation of watershed alliances throughout Michigan was modeled after a Memorandum of
Agreement (MOA) adopted by the Rouge River watershed communities and counties in August of
2003, which successfully guided a regional effort over a three-year period to address watershed-
wide water quality and water quantity issues.

The 2003 MOA was developed by the communities and the three counties to respond to declining
federal grant funds to Wayne County for the Rouge River National Wet Weather Demonstration
Project that had supported watershed-wide management efforts since 1993. During the three years
of operation under the MOA, the Rouge River watershed communities voluntarily contributed
nearly $900,000 to match available federal funding for cooperative watershed management
activities. The first year budget for the ARC (2006) was approximately $600,000 with fifty
percent local and fifty percent federal funding.

Under the ARC bylaws all cities, townships and villages as well as the counties located totally or
in part within the Rouge River watershed are eligible for membership. Over 95 percent of the
eligible communities and counties have adopted the bylaws through formal action of their
respective governing authorities. In addition, the bylaws provide for membership of other public
entities in the watershed who under state law are required to have a water discharge permit.
Several public agencies are still considering membership.

The purpose of the Alliance of Rouge Communities (ARC) is to provide an institutional
mechanism to encourage watershed-wide cooperation and mutual support to meet water quality
permit requirements and to restore beneficial uses of the river to the area residents. The ARC
Technical Committee, in addition to design and review of the annual ARC water quality
monitoring program, develops materials to guide members in meeting state storm water permit
requirements, assists in the development and implementation of technical training programs, and
serves as liaison with the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality on storm water
permitting issues including the development of subwatershed management plans. The ARC Public
Information and Education Committee (PIE) develops public information materials, sponsors
workshops, and other public involvement activities to encourage stewardship of the river,
coordinates activities with non-profit organizations and other public and private organizations
interested in building public stewardship of the river, and conducts informational meetings for
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public officials to explain the role of the ARC and the benefits of governmental cooperation in
addressing water management issues.

Funding for these activities as well as for the staff support of the ARC and its committees is raised
through assessments to members based upon an allocation formula that gives equal weight to the
population and land area for community contributions and a similar weighted assessment for non-
community, public agency members. Local contributions are used to match grant dollars that
currently represent nearly fifty percent of the annual ARC budget.

The ARC’s structure requires a full membership meeting at least twice each year. Election of
officers, adoption of the annual budget and assessments to communities, major policy issues, as
well as any other formal action is reserved for the full membership meetings. The ARC takes
formal actions based upon a majority vote of its members unless there is a call for a voting of
member shares. The voting shares are directly proportional to the annual assessments. The
Alliance elects three officers (i.e., Chair, Vice Chair, and Treasurer) from among its community
members for two-year terms. The three officers, representatives of each county, and elected
representatives from each the seven subwatershed groups comprise the ARC Executive Committee
that oversees the day to day operations between the meetings of the full Alliance. In addition, the
chairs and vice-chairs of the standing committees (i.e., Finance, Public Involvement and
Education, Technical.) are appointed by the three officers. Standing committee membership is
available to all members. The members and chair(s) of the Organization Committee are subject to
approval by the full ARC and this committee examines and recommends organizational and
policies including consideration of new public agency members and the designation of non-voting
ARC Cooperating Partners.

STRATEGIC PLANNING PROCESS

In 2007, the Alliance of Rouge Communities hired an executive director to run its day-to-day
operations. Previously, the ARC determined that once an executive director was in place, a
strategic plan would be developed in cooperation with and approved by the Executive Committee.

This document is based on meetings of the Organizational Committee’s Strategic Plan
Subcommittee held from August 22, 2007 to January 16, 2008. The 15 subcommittee members
were asked to discuss where they would like the ARC to be in five years. Comments from the
committee’s first session were distilled into four focus areas: Membership, Financing, Storm
Water Permitting and Communications. A draft version of this document was also reviewed by
the ARC Executive Committee and the full ARC. This final product is based on Input by the
membership.

MISSION AND VISION

Mission

Draft ARC 3 January 23, 2008
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The Alliance of Rouge Communities (ARC) will continue to improve the Rouge River, return
beneficial public uses, and prevent future problems. It will reduce costs for meeting storm water
permit requirements through cooperative efforts, and provide a state and national model for locally
driven watershed approaches that minimize the need for State/Federal mandates.

Vision
We envision a dynamic working partnership comprised of Rouge River communities, counties and
agencies working together to sustain a healthy and vibrant Rouge River.

STRATEGIC PLAN FOCUS AREAS

MEMBERSHIP

The Alliance of Rouge Communities will demonstrate value to its membership by providing
technical assistance on permit issues, conducting public involvement and education activities and
addressing other issues as they arise to benefit the organization. Ultimately, these activities
demonstrate the value of a working partnership and will restore the Rouge River for public uses.

Retention of existing members and addition of new members to the ARC remains a challenge.
Since the ARC began operations in 2003, the officers and membership have been focused on
formalizing the ARC’s organizational structure by pursuing watershed alliance enabling
legislation, writing bylaws and hiring an executive director. The ARC has done well retaining its
membership during this transitional period. The pieces are in place and now the ARC must
conduct activities that are meaningful to its membership.

The day-to-day operations of the ARC are performed through a group of standing committees.
Currently, the Technical Committee oversees activities such as the monitoring program, the illicit
discharge elimination program, and pursuing grants. The Public Involvement and Education
Committee oversees broad initiatives such as, conducting workshops, distributing materials and
helping to publicize successes. The Organizational Committee oversees membership requirements
and rules. The Finance Committee oversees budget matters, including membership dues and
finances. All ARC members receive the benefits of these activities, but these benefits must be
sufficiently valuable to retain existing members and engage others. This goal’s objectives will
consistently underscore the benefit of ARC membership to a community that is a dynamic entity
with changing demographics, officials and stakeholders. .

GOAL 1: Retain members and gain new ones
a) Offer cost-effective permit compliance support.

b). Actively encourage permit holders such as school districts, universities and
industry to participate in the ARC.

C) Promote ARC membership by communicating the benefits to member
communities and agencies.
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I. Prepare a presentation package for communities including a
brochure and powerpoint presentation

d) Formalize the nomination process for officers.

i. Review the nomination process for ARC officers and either endorse or
modify the policy to reflect the concerns of ARC members.

FINANCE

Since the Alliance of Rouge Communities (ARC) was created in 2003, member communities have
paid dues based upon equal weight to the population of the unit of government within the
watershed according to the most recent United States census and the land area within the
watershed. The current assessment is not reduced based upon the addition of new members. There
is some concern that dues may have to be increased to make up for the funding that could be lost
without notice when federal funding ends. If dues are not increased when federal funding ends, the
ARC would have to conduct its business with half of its current operating budget.

As mentioned previously, ARC dues pay for 50% of the following items:

Executive Director and staff

Water Quality Monitoring Program

Public Education activities

Liability insurance

Subwatershed Management Advisory Group facilitation

Ilicit Discharge Elimination Program (IDEP) activities

Advocacy with agencies like the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ),
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), the Michigan congressional
delegation, and the U.S. Corps of Engineers

The ARC continues to seek methods for long-term funding. One of the underlying reasons for
creating the ARC was to reduce the cost of storm water permit compliance by working together to
address water quality policy in general, storm water permit issues and Public Education Plan (PEP)
and IDEP compliance. Currently, 50% of ARC activities are funded by Wayne County using the
Rouge Project funds. The other 50% of ARC costs are paid for by the member communities.

Other storm water activities in the Rouge River watershed are funded through a county grant
program that provides 50% of total project costs. Total federal funding for Rouge River watershed
activities has been reduced over the years and could stop all together in 2009. At the same time,
costs to local governments for storm water compliance are increasing and revenues are decreasing.
It could be harder to pay to support permit activities.

GOAL 2: Develop and attract resources that enable the ARC to accomplish its goals

a) The Finance Committee will review the membership dues structure and endorse or
modify it to reflect the concerns of the member communities.
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i. Explore an incremental dues increase.
ii. Correlate any dues increase with the ability of subcommittees to increase
effectiveness.

b) The Finance Committee will investigate the creation of a contingency fund/reserve
to augment the transition to funding the ARC using dues (when the RPO grant
ends)

C) The Executive Director will investigate and pursue alternative funding sources,
especially grants and donations to support ongoing operations of the ARC.

d) The ARC will develop a plan for approaching private sector companies
within the watershed for project sponsorship and partnership opportunities.

GOAL 3: Be more cost-efficient/share costs.

a) Continue to pool resources for monitoring.
I. The cost effectiveness of this effort must be documented for presentations
to local boards and councils to clearly demonstrate the efficiencies gained
through participation on the ARC.

b): Leverage county resources.
i. The County services remain a cost effective means for
permit compliance and should be coordinated and documented through the
ARC.

C) Formalize policies and processes related to requests for proposals, out of scope

expenses and evaluations of consultants and firms conducting business with the
ARC.

STORM WATER PERMITTING

The cost of permit compliance continues to grow but the ARC is looking for ways to control cost
while improving water quality. Currently there are seven subwatershed management plans for the
Rouge River Watershed. This means seven sets of goals and a plethora of objectives to fulfill those
goals, as well as dozens of community actions to fulfill the objectives. A single permit would:

e Allow all ARC communities to address the same set of goals and objectives;

e Allow the ARC to focus on watershed-wide solutions to solve water quality problems,

e Pave the way for a single annual report which would outline comprehensively all ARC
activities that addressed permit activities in a year and reduce the amount of time
communities have to spend writing their annual reports;

e Provide for consistent reporting on watershed activities.

Draft ARC 6 January 23, 2008
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One watershed permit would dovetail nicely with the planned Rouge River watershed management
plan update slated for 2008. One watershed management plan could be developed with a chapter
devoted to each subwatershed. While addressing this goal, consideration would have to be given to
Rouge River Watershed border communities, such as Troy, who are in more than one watershed.
In addition, the ARC must determine how best to work within the legal constraints of the Total
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL ) program to improve water quality and control costs to local
communities. The TMDL policy of the USEPA has been challenged in court continuously for
decades. The result is a haphazard program that varies from state to state and Region to Region.
The ARC has had a preliminary meeting with MDEQ regarding proposed TMDLSs for the Rouge
River Watershed. In addition, the draft storm water permit which will be implemented by MDEQ
in April, 2008, requires communities to address TMDLs in many areas of the proposed permit.

GOAL 4: Explore the option of establishing a single watershed permit for the Rouge River
a) Establish a working group to work on this issue.
b) Develop standard reporting methods/one annual report written on behalf of members.
The ARC will attempt to secure approval from MDEQ for a consolidated annual or bi-
annual reporting mechanism concurrently with the single permit approach.

GOAL 5: Develop a strategy for addressing TMDLSs
a) Establish a working group to address this problem.
b) Negotiate with MDEQ to revisit the E. coli requirement.
C) Negot(igate all TMDL requirements in the Rouge River Watershed with the

MDEQ.

COMMUNICATIONS

Environmental programs continue to evolve and the cost of compliance changes from year to year.
The Alliance of Rouge Communities (ARC) should consider how best to impact these changes in a
manner that continues water quality improvement but limits the cost of less productive
bureaucratic procedures. A comprehensive communications strategy should be developed to
communicate with the following parties:

e MDEQ

ARC Members

Other watershed alliances/groups

Southeast Michigan Council of Governments (SEMCOG)
U.S. District Court Judge John Feikens

The Media

GOAL 6: Develop a communications strategy.
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a) Regularly create press releases on newsworthy ARC events and initiatives
b) Write an annual report targeted to local boards and commissions.

c.).  Generate a monthly e-mail that discusses issues being addressed and other
information that is important to ARC members.

d) Make ARC resources available for presentations to local boards, councils and
commissions.

e) Conduct meetings with the MDEQ and the USEPA as required
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DRAFT General Procurement Policies
ARC Organizational Committee
Report to ARC Executive Committee

April 24, 2008

Background: The ARC Organization Committee was charged with establishing policies
and procedures to:

1) Nominate and Elect ARC Officers,

2) Procure Products and Services,
3) Negotiate Contracts,
4) Review and Approve Products, and

5) Modify/Extend Contracts as necessary.

The following procedures were developed and discussed during three meeting. These
policies/procedures have been approved by the organization committee during there April
17, 2006 meeting and are being forwarded to the ARC Executive Committee for their
concurrence.

Proposed Nominating Process:

1)

2)
3)

4)
5)

6)

The ARC Chair shall establish the Nominating Committee from members in good
standing. The Nominating Committee will provide a communication to all ARC
members in good standing who may be interested in being nominated as officers
to submit their names to the Nominating Committee.

To provide continuity, the Vice-Chair shall be considered for nomination as Chair
A submission of interest can include the position of interest and qualifications of
the proposed officer.

The Nominating Committee shall also solicit nominations from persons that they
feel are suited to serve as officers.

The Nominating Committee shall remain free to make officer nomination
recommendations to the Executive Committee as they see fit.

At a full ARC meeting:

a) Nominations will be forward from the Nominating Committee

b) Nominations will be taken from the floor.

C) The election requires a quorum as defined in the By-Laws

Proposed Procurement of Products and Services:

1) The Executive Committee shall retain the responsibility to procure products and

services.

2) The Executive Director may procure a product or service in the amount of

$10,000 or less on his/her own authority and without concurrence of the ARC



3)
4)

5)

6)

Executive Committee. Copies of every purchase will be forwarded to the Finance
Committee.

The entire ARC membership shall be notified of any procurement that is expected
to exceed $20,000.00.

The Executive Committee will name a selection committee for any procurement
that exceeds $20,000.00.

The Selection Committee will devise an appropriate selection process, determine
an appropriate means of advertising the proposed product/service, solicit
proposals, and make a recommendation to the Executive Committee.

The ARC Executive Director will have the authority to issue the notice to
proceed, establish the schedule of completion, and acceptance of products (given
the procedures listed below).

Review and Acceptance of Products:

1)

2)
3)

4)

For any contract exceeding $20,000.00, the Chair may name a project
oversight committee made up of ARC members; typically a standing
committee.

The Executive Director will review all products and submittals.

The Executive Director will have the authority to review and approve all
interim and final products. The Oversight Committee may solicit comments
from other ARC members.

Once a final product is accepted as complete, the Executive Director will
forward the final product to the Executive Committee for distribution to all
ARC members.



1. PURPOSE:

Alliance of Rouge Communities

DRAFT Purchasing Policy

April 24, 2008

The purchasing policy is to provide the Alliance of Rouge Communities (ARC) a reference
tool regarding the purchasing of goods and services.

Specifically, the purpose of a purchasing policy for the Alliance of Rouge Communities is to:

e Ensure proper accounting procedures necessary to maintain efficient control over the
ARC’s expenditures.

2. EXPENDITURE CONTROL

Ensure necessary authorization is obtained for applicable expenditures.
Detail specific procedures for emergency purchases.

Identify eligible expenditure reimbursements.
Specify vendor selection guidelines.

Detail the procedure for processing of invoices.
Detail the procedure for check distribution.

A summary of the purchasing policy is provided in following table with more detail provided
in the following paragraphs.

Amountof | -, ggq 1,000 to 4,999 5,000109,999 | 10,000t019,999 |  Over 20,000
Purchase
PIBITE [EMES NO NO NO NO YES
Required
Quojces NO 3 Verbal 3 Written 3 Written --
Required
Type of
Documentation | Receipt Purchase Order Purchase Order Purchase Order Contract
Required
el Exec Director
Approval NO Exec Director Exec Director h Exec Committee
. AND Officer
Required By
Signature
Required on -- Exec Director Exec Director Exec Director Exec Director
PO and/or AND Officer AND Officer

Contract
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For Purchases between $ 0.00 to $999.00
The Executive Director can authorize with his/her signature. A receipt is required
For purchases between $ 1000.00 to $4,999.00

The Executive Director can authorize with his/her signature. Price comparison shall be
prepared and attached to purchase order. Verbal quotes are acceptable. A purchase Order
shall be issued.

For purchases between $5,000.00 to $9,999.00

The Executive Director can authorize with his/her signature. Price comparison shall be
prepared and attached to purchase order. Three written quotes are will be received. A
purchase Order shall be issued.

For Purchase between $ 10,000.00 to $19,999.00

Purchases exceeding $10,000.00 can be authorized by signature of the Executive Director of
the ARC and a member of the Executive Committee. Price comparison schedule shall be
prepared and/or reason for vendor selection to be filled out and attached to purchase order.
Three written quotes are will be received. A purchase Order shall be issued.

$20,000.00 and higher

Formal, publically advertised, competitive sealed bids are required. A Request for Bids shall
be developed by the Executive Director, which shall be approved by the ARC Executive
Committee. The Request for Bids shall require interested bidders to provide the following
information as appropriate:

description of service or goods desired

desired delivery date or commencement date

desired termination date

bidder’s qualifications

warranties

references

performance bonds (if required)

acquisition cost, fees, or other potential ARC financial obligation

The Request for Bids shall also indicate the following information:

e deadline to submit bids
e date, time and place that bids will be publicly opened
e address to which bids are to be submitted

All requests for bids shall include a statement that the Alliance of Rouge Communities Board
reserves the right to accept or reject any or all bids to waive informalities or errors in the
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bidding process, and to accept any bid deemed to be in the best interest of the ARC,
including bids that are not for the lowest amount.

Sealed bids shall be submitted to the ARC Executive Director by a date and time specified,
and shall be marked on the outside “sealed bid for (indicate goods and or services).”
Each bid shall be stamped with date and time received. The ARC Executive Director or
her/his designee and one ARC Executive Committee Member shall publicly open all bids
submitted at the date and time indicated on the request for bids. All bidders shall be notified
of the contract award in a timely manner.

No purchase shall be divided for the purpose of circumventing the dollar value limitation
contained in this section. However, a series of purchases from one vendor which
individually are within the above limits, but collectively exceed them, shall not be deemed to
be one purchase for the purposes of this division if such series of purchases could not
reasonably have been made at one time.

3. PURCHASE ORDERS:

All purchases shall require the issuance of a purchase order as described in Item #2
Expenditure Control, except for the following expenditures:

Utilities

Telephone

Postage

Publications

Fuel oil and gasoline
Intergovernmental Contracts
Per Diems

Insurance

Payroll withholdings
Contractual Obligations

e Professional Services Authorized by the ARC Executive Committee

Profession services, i.e. attorney, auditor, engineer must be retained by action of the ARC
Executive Committee. Selection to be made on the basis of interviews and professional
presentations before the ARC Executive Committee.

Professional services for specialized, one time only projects/programs expected to cost less
than $10,000, may be authorized by the ARC Executive Director or her/his designee and one
additional ARC Executive Committee Member. Services over $10,000 must be approved by
the ARC Executive Committee.

A Change order in excess of $2,500 will be noted to the ARC Executive Committee unless
already addressed in the contract agreement.
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A purchase order shall be issued provided that the nature of the purchase is indicated, the
account number (taken from the annual budget) is provided and the account has a sufficient
balance.

4. BLANKET PURCHASE ORDERS:

Requests for blanket purchase orders shall be made in the same manner as other purchases.
The blanket purchase order shall contain the vendor, a general description of item(s)
requested, amount of appropriation, period of time the blanket order will remain valid
(maximum of 1 year, but not beyond the current fiscal year) and account number to charge
the expense.

After the blanket purchase order is issued, the Executive Director shall draw on the order and
keep a record of the cost of the items received until the blanket purchase order is completed.

The Executive Director shall still be required to adhere to the requirements set forth in the
expenditure control section of this policy, when issuing blanket purchase orders. When
certain monetary levels are exceeded the proper authorization, quotes and bids shall still be
obtained prior to purchase.

5. EXPENDITURE AUTHORIZATION:

The Alliance of Rouge Communities shall not be responsible for any obligations incurred by
an official or ARC Staff Member that is contrary to the provisions of this administrative
policy. Authorization shall be obtained through the proper channels discussed in this
purchasing policy.

6. EMERGENCY PURCHASES:

Occasionally, situations arise that do not allow pre-approval for expenditures. Situations that
require immediate attention for the sake of public health and safety should be addressed
accordingly. The expenditure shall be provided by the ARC Executive Director or her/his
designee to the Executive Committee as soon as possible with the information explaining
why the expenditure could not meet the pre-approval requirement.

7. TAXEXEMPT STATUS:

The Alliance of Rouge Communities is a tax-exempt entity and is not required to pay tax.
Occasionally, ARC Staff Members purchase goods and/or services with their own funds and
submit for reimbursement. Whenever possible, ARC Staff Members should obtain a tax-
exempt certificate from the ARC Executive Director prior to the purchase.

8. PROCESSING OF INVOICES:

Requests for payments to vendors shall be documented in writing by a vendor invoice or, in
the few instances where no invoice is forthcoming, by a written request by the ARC
Executive Director. Except for rare exceptions (example: lost invoice), only original
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invoices shall be processed for payments, as statements or copies of invoices may result in
duplicate payments.

ARC Staff Member expense reimbursements shall be documented on an expense voucher
prepared by the ARC Staff Member. Invoices and expense vouchers shall include the
following:

Vendor name and mailing address

Purpose of payment

Total amount due

Unit price and units delivered

Date goods were delivered or services rendered
Attached purchase order or resolution

9. CREDIT CARDS:

The Alliance of Rouge Communities will not issue nor allow the use of credit cards issued in
the name of the ARC.

Receipts must be obtained for all purchases made using a personal credit card and submitted
to the Executive Director’s Office for tracking to respective invoices/billings. In those
instances when a purchase order or voucher has not been approved prior to the purchase, the
credit card holder shall submit receipts clearly marked with the appropriate account to be
charged immediately upon return to the ARC to properly account for the purchase.

10. CONFLICTS:

The Executive Director must notify the ARC Executive Committee, in writing, of any
known or perceived conflicts of interest within 48 hours of becoming aware of the potential
conflict. The Executive Committee shall determine whether, in their opinion, a conflict
exists. The decision will be forwarded, in writing, to the Executive Director within seven
days of the conclusion of next Executive Committee meeting. The decision of the
Executive Committee is final.
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