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Introduction 

Keystone Policy Center, in coordination with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and Michigan Department 
of Environmental Quality conducted four, one-day regional meetings in Michigan during spring 2015 to discuss 
restoration progress in the U.S. Lake Huron basin and to present plans for developing the Lake Huron Lakewide 
Action and Management Plan (LAMP) under the newly updated U.S.-Canadian Great Lakes Water Quality 
Agreement.  

The meetings were an opportunity for Lake Huron restoration 
stakeholders to report on their organization’s restoration activities over the 
last five years, share successes and lessons learned, discuss challenges, and 
help inform the development of the binational Lake Huron LAMP. The 
meetings were open to the public and intended to be of particular interest 
to those implementing U.S. Lake Huron restoration projects, supporting 
Lake Huron restoration activities, as well as local agencies and 
organizations interested in incorporating restoration projects into their 
work. See Appendix A for a sample agenda. 

The four meetings, held in Bay City, Port Huron, Alpena, and Sault Ste. 
Marie, Michigan, were organized by the Keystone Policy Center, 
(www.keystone.org), an independent facilitation organization with more 
than four decades of experience providing collaborative services in 
environment and resource management arenas, in partnership with 
MDEQ’s Office of the Great Lakes and the EPA’s Great Lakes National 
Program Office. The meetings were funded by a grant from the EPA 
under the Great Lakes Restoration Initiative. 

The Great Lakes Restoration Initiative (GLRI) was launched in 2010 to 
accelerate efforts to protect and restore the largest system of fresh surface 
water in the world, the Great Lakes. The GLRI builds on prior efforts of 
federal, state, and local entities; Indian tribes; businesses; public interest 
groups; interested citizens; and others to develop a collaborative and 
comprehensive approach to restoring the Great Lakes. Keystone Policy 
Center was awarded a GLRI grant to enhance stakeholder engagement in 
Lake Huron restoration. 

Regional Meeting Outcomes 

 Information exchange among those implementing and supporting 
U.S. Lake Huron restoration projects. 

 Increased awareness of the nature and extent of restoration 
activities occurring in the Lake Huron basin and of opportunities 
for collaboration. 

 Update on the process and timeline for Lake Huron’s LAMP. 

 Information from MDEQ regarding public/private partnerships 
and how to best get involved. 

Keystone 
Policy Center 

Keystone Policy Center 
brings together crucial teams 
of stakeholders who have 
diverse individual 
perspectives but recognize a 
common need to address 
urgent issues with lasting 
solutions. For more than 40 
years, Keystone has helped 
leaders move beyond fixed 
positions toward 
collaborative, action-
oriented approaches to 
problem-solving.  

In an age of polarized debate 
on nearly every major topic 
in public policy, Keystone 
Policy Center offers a 
refreshing yet proven 
blueprint for progress. In 
more than four decades of 
designing effective conflict 
management strategies for 
complex, contentious issues, 
Keystone has built a 
portfolio of substantive 
work in energy, 
environment, education, 
health, and agriculture.  

This report is prepared and 
issued by Keystone Policy 
Center to recap the 
information shared and 
summarize the discussions 
of the four meetings. 

http://www.keystone.org/
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Participants 

Participants in the regional meetings included individuals from a variety of organizations, including local, state, federal, 
and binational agencies; Indian tribes; universities; environmental NGOs; conservation districts; citizens advisory 
committees; community foundations; and interested citizens. See Appendix B for a list of participants. 

Background 

During the first phase of an EPA GLRI grant awarded under the category, Facilitation of Lakewide Action and 
Management Plan Stakeholder fora, Keystone conducted an assessment to learn about the nature and type of GLRI-
funded and other restoration activity on the U.S. side of Lake Huron. The assessment was intended to inform the 
design and implementation of subsequent phases of Keystone’s work with an overall focus of enhancing stakeholder 
engagement in Lake Huron LAMP priorities and activities. The assessment was conducted primarily via interviews 
with project implementers and had the following objectives:  

 Explore options to leverage and raise the profile of existing efforts, including opportunities for networking, 
collaboration and information sharing. 

 Discuss areas where potential future funding opportunities could help amplify existing efforts. 

 Gather perspectives on the potential value-add that the development of a Lake Huron lakewide forum could 
play in fortifying the collective impact of Lake Huron restoration efforts going forward. 

To gain insights about these three broad topics of inquiry from those implementing restoration projects, Keystone 
interviewed a cross section of grantees representing various organization types, regions on the Michigan side of Lake 
Huron, project focal areas, and funding levels. Information gained from their perspectives and experiences are 
summarized below.  

Themes from Assessment Interviews 

Interviewees had an array of suggestions that could serve to strengthen connections and amplify the efforts of 
government, civil society and private sector to restore the health of Lake Huron. The suggestions, summarized below, 
cover a range of topics, from capitalizing on learnings from projects, to bolstering the effectiveness and impact of 
work, to alignment and collaboration.  

 Tell the good story and outcomes of both GLRI-funded projects and others working to restore Lake Huron, 
including lessons learned, technical information, data, best management practices, and methodologies. The 
good story from these efforts can and should include outcomes beyond ecological restoration if applicable. 

 Create a venue/forum to exchange information, track, and monitor emerging threats and issues. 

 Create a venue/forum for collective knowledge that supports enhancing projects and leveraging resources, 
such as grant resources, public/private partnerships, and other ways to amplify efforts based on lessons 
learned. 

 Share How To's, such as fundamentals of public awareness campaigns, training delivery, volunteer 
recruitment, and grant administrative requirements (i.e. Quality Assurance Program, reporting, etc.). 

 Provide grantees an understanding of strategic priorities and maximize opportunities to hear what local 
priorities are. 

 Strengthen relationships between individuals and organizations working on Lake Huron to increase 
communication/coordination across resources and focal areas (such as across fisheries, wildlife, and bird 
projects) and across user and interest communities (such as sport fishing/recreation user groups and 
habitat/environmental groups). 

During the intervening period from project award to completion of the assessment, EPA and Environment Canada 
concluded their discussions regarding the status of binational “forums” that were established prior to the recent 
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updates to the Great Lakes  Water Quality Agreement between the United States and Canada. EPA and Environment 
Canada determined that formal binational consultation for the LAMP program would transition to government-led 
consultations. Accordingly, EPA funds would no longer be used to support binational forums. (Canada had already 
ceased funding the binational forums.) However, EPA’s desire to increase the level of engagement and diversity of 
U.S. stakeholder participation remained unchanged. Keystone revised its plans accordingly and conducted the four 
domestic regional meetings as opportunities for U.S. stakeholders to report on their organizations’ restoration 
activities over the last five years, share successes and lessons learned, discuss challenges, and learn about the 
developing plans for the binational Lake Huron LAMP. 
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Section I: Updates on Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement and 
Lakewide Action Management Plan  

James Schardt (EPA Great Lakes National Program Office) and Bretton Joldersma (Michigan Office of the 
Great Lakes) 

Mr. Schardt presented on the updated Great Lakes Water Quality 
Agreement as well as Lakewide Action and Management Plans 
(LAMPs). These meetings are a part of the initiation of planning 
for Lake Huron under the updated water quality agreement. Both 
the United States and Canada have a shared interest in working 
together to manage and protect the lake. Lake management 
occurs at all levels on both sides of the border; from federal and 
state agencies, non-governmental organizations, tribes, and the 
citizenry. He spoke to the similarities of the lake in Canada and 
the United States and the Binational Water Quality agreement’s 
aim, “to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and 
biological integrity of the Waters of the Great Lakes.” James also 
discussed the three-year cycle of adaptive management that they 
employ that involves priority setting followed by implementation 
of work followed by reporting and assessment.  

Mr. Joldersma next discussed the LAMPs that are required under 
the Water Quality agreement and the growing pressure — hence 
the need to balance interests — surrounding water resources. 
The management plans are developed in cooperation with state, 
federal and local partners and are necessary to protect the water 
resources that drive the state and local economies. The binational 
agreement is non-regulatory, although accountability, utilizing 
lessons learned from other lakes as well as coordination and 
cooperation are all central themes.  

Mr. Joldersma continued by discussing the role Michigan plays with regard to the Great Lakes Water Quality 
Agreement and LAMPs. Mr. Joldersma began by stressing the importance the Great Lakes have on global, state, and 
local economies as well as the inherent value to the people of Michigan. Bretton then discussed the importance of the 
LAMP for the State of Michigan and how the LAMP, partnerships and the community at-large will be part of the 
framework that works to protect Lake Huron.  

Session I concluded with a discussion period including: 

 What does Lakewide refer to? 
o Lakewide refers to the basin of Lake Huron as well as preventative work in the many watersheds of 

Lake Huron. 
 

 Will the Saint Marys River be included in the Lake Huron LAMP? 
o Yes, the Saint Marys River is included in the LAMP. 

 

 How does this meeting fit into the three-year cycle? 
o This meeting is helping raise awareness about the Lake Huron partnership and the LAMP on the 

U.S. side. The LAMP for each Lake operates on a five-year cycle. The overall agreement is managed 
on a three-year cycle. In the fall of 2016, the overall three-year cycle will end and there will be a major 

Photo Courtesy of Keystone Policy Center 
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binational meeting called “the Great Lakes Public Forum” that will include updates on the state of 
the Great Lakes, reporting out on progress by the governments, and will then begin the next cycle by 
setting priorities for the next three years. 
 

 Why is there not currently a LAMP for Lake Huron?  
o There has not previously been a LAMP on Lake Huron due to a good working relationship between 

the United States, Canada, and Michigan under the Lake Huron Binational Partnership.  
 

 How advanced are the discussions on engaging the communities and the public?  
o We are now trying to engage the restoration community through these regional meetings. There also 

will be a state-of the-lake conference this fall that will discuss research and science. 
 

 To what degree will the final plan shape the “on-the-ground” management actions? Will it include recommendations or will it be 
more significant?  

o The LAMP will help determine where there are shared needs or concerns and help determine where 
the broader group should be moving. It will also help direct how the United States should be 
working with Canada to support a healthy lake. The LAMP is more at the strategic level but could 
highlight projects or locations requiring attention.  
 

 Comment: An example of a binational group working well together is the St. Clair River Area Advisory Council. 
 

 What changed to make the LAMP for Lake Huron a reality?  
o Basically, time. For many years lakewide coordination was fulfilled by the Lake Huron Binational 

Partnership program. Under the updated agreement, there is a recognition that a LAMP is needed for 
Lake Huron.  
 

 There was a concern voiced about a nuclear power plant 75 miles away and their plan for a nuclear repository near the shores of 
Lake Huron: There is broad concern about the plant. It is going through a large consultation process and the public needs to 
participate in the comment period.  

o The U.S. federal government has limited direct power over the plans for this facility since it is within 
Canada’s jurisdiction. U.S. federal agencies did actively participate in the Canadian consultation 
process. It is important that those who have opinions about the plans participate in the formal 
consultation process so that their comments can be considered by the Canadian government. 
 

 What organizations in Canada will be involved in the LAMP? 
o Principally Environment Canada and the Ontario province; however, there is a role for many other 

groups including federal agencies, local governments, stakeholders and the public. Basically the same 
types of organizations as on the U.S. side. 
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Section II: Lake Huron Lakewide Action and Management Plan 
Process and Roadmap 

James Schardt (EPA Great Lakes National Program Office) 

Mr. Schardt reviewed the background and requirements of the Lake Huron Lakewide Action and Management Plan 
(LAMP) under the updated Water Quality Agreement. This session began with an overview of the 2012 Agreements’ 
Annex 2 and Annex 10, which define the LAMP and the Cooperative Science and Monitoring Initiative (CSMI) 
respectively and the process to move them forward in the upcoming months. He explained that the Lake Huron 
LAMP process is being kicked-off with these four Lake Huron Restoration Regional meetings and that in the fall of 
2015 there will be a binational meeting to discuss the state of the lake and information gaps which could be filled 
through binational coordination and monitoring. The LAMP looks at the state of the science and then sets up a plan 
that takes an ecosystem approach to protecting water quality. This ecosystem approach will most likely continue to 
contain strategies to manage chemicals, nutrients, habitats, and species and will be completed by the end of 2016. The 
plan will also continue the implementation of projects supporting the Lake Huron Biodiversity Conservation Strategy.  

Mr. Schardt also discussed the five-year lake management cycle which includes: 

 Year 1, 2017: Implementation of binational “Action Priorities” and monitoring field year to address “Science 
Priorities.” 

 Year 2 & 3, 2018 & 2019: Continued implementation of activities by lake partnership, tracking progress on 
individual projects.  

 Year 4, 2020: Assess cumulative binational progress. 

 Year 5, 2021: Refinement of binational plan. 

 2022-2027: Next five-year lake management cycle. 

Questions and comments regarding the Lake Huron LAMP process and roadmap include: 

 Once the LAMP is developed, will there be a public feedback period? 
o We are not yet completely sure what it will look like, but the Lake Superior LAMP process is 

currently working on its LAMP document and we will monitor how that process works. The fall 
state-of-the-lake meeting is a time to provide feedback on the health of Lake Huron.  
 

 How do we keep continuity and consistency between the Cooperative Science and Monitoring field years regarding funding? 
o We treat every field-year as new. Funding in a field year depends on the current science priorities.  

 

 Comment: Many groups maintain long-term data sets, but as people leave, the momentum behind the data disappears. We need 
to incentivize groups to maintain certain data sets.  

o This is why the LAMP is important. It shows the importance of data and helps participants fit their 
work within the priorities. The LAMP will show the importance of the work and it will be 
documented in the five-year plan.  
 

 Comment: All meetings with the lakes could be more about consensus on what data sets are important. This could also lead to us 
thinking differently about contaminants and measurements. 
 

 Comment: There was a meeting on Lake Michigan involving agencies and universities which provided a forum to talk about the 
data sets and to discuss what is out there and pitch why we need continuous data.  
 

 What role does the International Joint Commission play? 
o The International Joint Commission has a responsibility to provide independent advice to the two 

governments on the implementation of activities under the Agreement.  
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Section III: Lake Huron Projects  

Participants at each of the four meetings reported on their restoration activities. Some were formal presentations and 
others were a verbal description of the restoration work they are undertaking, including successes, lessons learned, 
challenges, and opportunities. Summary descriptions of the activities reported at each of the four meetings follow. 
(Where relevant, the slideshows accompanying individuals’ presentations can be found in Appendix C or by clicking 
on their names in the digital copies of this report.) 

Bay City, Michigan, April 7, 2015 

Mary Anne Evans – U.S. Geological Survey 

This two-year project’s goal is to synthesize existing knowledge 
to better understand ecological stressors on Great Lakes' bays 
and specifically Saginaw Bay. The project is a partnership 
between the United States Geological Survey (USGS) and 
MDEQ and is completing a statistical analysis to set a baseline 
that can inform reasonable expectations of impacts of 
restoration activities, inform comparisons across Great Lake 
bays and inform the trade-off decisions that can help set 
restoration priorities. 

Project staff established a baseline by looking at monitoring data from 100 bays and catalogued attributes to determine 
predictors of bay health. Their current focus is on water quality and they created nutrient and stressor response curves 
as well as a hypothetical bay based on statistics and attributes to create a baseline. Another overarching goal is to 
create a database with a user-friendly interface that includes response curves. For more information on the U.S. 
Geological Survey please visit: www.usgs.gov. 

Phyllis Higman – Michigan Natural Features Inventory 

The Michigan Natural Features Inventory is a grant-funded program that manages a comprehensive database on 
Michigan’s vulnerable elements of biodiversity and tracks plants, animals and natural communities within Michigan. 
Their goal is to conserve native biodiversity, protect and restore natural communities, and maintain a reference system 
to learn from. Ms. Higman discussed several critically vulnerable natural communities occurring in Saginaw Bay, 
including Great Lakes marsh, interdunal wetland, lakeplain wet and wet-mesic prairie, lakeplain oak opening and 
wooded dune and swale. She identified ongoing and emerging threats to these communities and the urgency of 
addressing them. Saginaw Bay harbors some of the last remaining and most vulnerable lakeplain natural communities 
in the state, which are home to several federal and state endangered and threatened species. 

She is actively involved in strategic planning and early detection for invasive species which includes the Midwest 
Invasive Species Information Network (MISIN). MISIN is a regional effort to develop and provide an early detection 
and rapid response (EDRR) resource for invasive species. Four invasive species of particular concern and in need of 
early detection response are water Hyacinth, Water Lettuce, Parrot feather, and European Frog-Bit. She is interested 
in working with local partners to develop innovative and strategic landscape-scale solutions for protecting and 
restoring the vulnerable natural communities in the Bay. Please report any observations of the invasive species to Ms. 
Higman and keep MNFI and MISIN in mind for future collaboration and coordination. For more information 
regarding Michigan Natural Features Inventory please visit: http://mnfi.anr.msu.edu. 

  

Photo Courtesy of Keystone Policy Center 

http://www.usgs.gov/
http://mnfi.anr.msu.edu/
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Mike Jury – Michigan Department of Environmental Quality 

The purpose of the Saginaw Reef Restoration Project is to complete a pre-restoration assessment of the Saginaw Bay 
fishery that includes a better understanding of the fish that are spawning in the Bay, the seasonal timing of that 
spawning, as well as the siting of artificial reefs that are less susceptible to sedimentation. The goal is to increase 
biodiversity and improve fishing.  

The issue is that walleye and whitefish fisheries were in decline due to agricultural activities (sediments deposited on 
the reefs) and the introduction of alewives that eat the eggs of these fish. Fisheries have started to recover since the 
crash of the alewife population. However, past studies have shown that critical fish spawning is primarily occurring in 
the tributaries of the Saginaw River system. Restoring rock reefs within the inner Bay will help to diversify spawning 
habitat, fish populations, and contribute to a more stable and resilient Saginaw Bay fishery. 

Partners on the project have been very important and include, Michigan Sea Grant, Bay County, USGS, MDEQ, 
Michigan Department of Natural Resources (MDNR), LimnoTech, Perdue University, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS).  

The project is expected to be completed by spring 2016 and the project website is now live. Thus far they have 
completed fish counts, models of sedimentation distribution and transport and have found evidence that lake 
whitefish are using reefs for spawning. The artificial reefs that will be constructed are comprised of local gravel with 
dimensions of up to an acre in surface area and three feet in depth. More information can be found at: 
www.michigan.gov/deq. 

The specific goals and anticipated outcomes of the project are as 
follows: 

 Determine habitat suitability of remnant outer bay and 
proposed inner bay reef sites by assessing substrate 
conditions, water quality and potential egg predators. 

 Evaluate reproductive usage by adult fish during both the 
spring and fall spawning periods. 

 Assess the genetic and phenotypic characteristics of the 
Saginaw Bay walleye and lake whitefish populations. 

 Develop and execute a plan to engage local stakeholders in 
Saginaw Bay reef restoration. 

Josh Leisen – Huron Pines 

Mr. Leisen explained that Huron Pines is a nonprofit organization whose mission is to conserve the forests, lakes, and 
streams of Northeast Michigan. The Northern Saginaw Bay Restoration Initiative is a program of Huron Pines and is 
a comprehensive effort to improve water quality, enhance wildlife habitat, and strengthen local communities. They 
accomplish this through a variety of projects and programs in cooperation and with funding assistance from the 
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, Saginaw Bay Watershed Initiative Network, USFWS, Great Lakes Fisheries 
Trust, Michigan DNR, Great Lakes Restoration Initiative, and many others.  

The Northern Saginaw Bay Restoration Initiative began with a project to update the Rifle River Watershed 
Management Plan, host public watershed planning meetings, and complete comprehensive natural resource 
inventories. They have also been working to restore and reconnect aquatic habitat by replacing perched, undersized, 
and misaligned road stream crossing structures with properly sized arch culverts or bridges that allow adequate 
passage for fish, flood water, woody debris, and sediment through the river system. Huron Pines and partners have 
also helped reduce non-point source pollution loads through streambank stabilization; implementation of agricultural 

To be successful for large 
scale restoration there is a 
need to bring in the right 
partners, and it often takes 
many partners. 

— Bay City, Michigan, 
Meeting Participant 

http://www.miseagrant.umich.edu/saginawbayreefstudy/
http://www.michigan.gov/deq
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BMPs; and by implementing stormwater best management practices. They often engage with homeowners in cost-
sharing restoration, especially regarding streambank stabilization and invasive species removal.  

Huron Pines also has a robust outreach and education program and engages resource users through interpretive signs, 
outreach to schools, engaging with local businesses as well as targeted mailings, newspaper ads, booths at fairs, and 
radio ads. For more information regarding Huron Pines please visit: www.huronpines.org.  

Laura Ogar – Bay County Environmental Affairs & Community Development 

Ms. Ogar explained that the Saginaw Bay Coastal Initiative (SBCI) is a group of interested people, businesses, and 
local governments in the Bayfront communities of Arenac, Bay, Huron, Iosco, Midland, Saginaw, and Tuscola, 
collaborating with state and federal agencies for actions to improve the Saginaw Bay. This includes county 
commissioners and other elected officials, chambers of commerce, cities and townships, property owners, businesses, 
convention and tourism groups, and others who foster priority setting of environmental problems that affect local 
economies. They largely work on increasing access to the Saginaw Bay, shoreline quality issues (Phragmites treatment, 
beach improvements, muck removal), water quality, and sedimentation issues utilizing a topical working group 
structure. Laura shared the following SCBI highlights: 

 The Habitat Workgroup Worked to ensure that restoration of the historic fish spawning reefs in the Saginaw 
Bay was included in Great Lakes Restoration activities and received a GLRI grant for the Phase 1 Pre-
Restoration Assessment.  

 The Phosphorus Workgroup drove local acceptance for a ban on (unnecessary use) of phosphorus on lawns 
around the Bay, worked to pass state law, and muck removal and demonstrations. 

 The Combined Sewage Overflow (CSO) workgroup. Combined sewer systems are part of historical upgrades 
constructed to protect lakes and river systems; there has been more than $700 million improvements in 
wastewater treatment updates, including retention treatment basins (RTB) and phosphorus removal. In the 
Saginaw River, no untreated sewage discharges occur during a CSO event. All CSO discharges receive 
primary and secondary (bacteriological) treatment. SCBI worked to modify the MDEQ reporting form to 
recognize RTBs. 

 The Septic workgroup worked with coastal area health departments on a draft regional septic code and 
launched the Bay County Septic Revolving Loan Fund. 

 The Tourism workgroup focused on marketing and quality of life; created the MiGreatBay website, Saginaw 
Bay BlueWays Trail map, and kayaking and canoe launch sites. 

More information can be found at: www.baycounty-mi.gov/eacd. 

Ed Roseman – U.S. Geological Survey, Great Lakes Science Center 

Mr. Roseman explained that this program provides long-term monitoring and assessment of preyfish in Lake Huron 
in order to provide data and information to all stakeholders. The USGS has partnered with MDNR, Michigan Sea 
Grant, Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Fisheries, MNRF, Chippewa Ottawa Resource Authority (CORA), 
and the Great Lakes Fisheries Commission (GLFC). This project includes collecting data on size, abundance and 
distribution of important preyfish species that are used to detect changes and trends over time. They utilized two data 
collection methods; a lakewide acoustic survey for pelagic fish as well as a bottom trawls survey for benthic fish.  

An annual report of survey results is available. Recent results show there has been a general downward trend in 
lakewide biomass, a recent resurgence of Bloater Chubs as well as a resurgence of walleye and lake trout coincident 
with the collapse of the alewives. Lessons learned include the value of collaboration with multiple partners in a 
transparent process and the value of long-term monitoring to identify ecosystem-scale changes on both sides of the 
border. 

http://www.huronpines.org/
http://www.migreatbay.com/
http://www.baycounty-mi.gov/eacd
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Other collaborators are welcome and encouraged. There is a need for data sharing and analysis, special sample 
collections and additional outreach and communications. Pictures and other project information can be found at 
www.glsc.usgs.gov. 

Brandon Schroeder – Michigan Sea Grant  

Mr. Schroeder provided a summary of the numerous and wide-ranging projects and programs of Michigan Sea Grant. 
Michigan Sea Grant helps translate the science and research to the community through educational resources, 
websites, fact sheets, posters, books, and maps. They also support the scientists and studies by providing outreach 
services and materials. They work in a number of arenas including, water stewardship, biodiversity conservation, 
fisheries habitat, citizen science, and youth as habitat conservation partners.  

Michigan Sea Grant conducts applied research and data collection that addresses a variety of water stewardship and 
biodiversity issues including Saginaw Bay muck issues, beach quality, and threatened and endangered as well as 
invasive species issues. They facilitate various watershed projects working together across watershed boundaries. They 
also conduct a youth water stewardship program and partnered to convene an annual Regional Youth Watershed 
Summit. This also relates to their fisheries habitat work and other citizen science initiatives. Michigan Sea Grant 
studies the state of the fishery and is involved in the preyfish assessment described above. They facilitate citizens 
collecting water quality data including the presence of microplastics and they keep a water quality database called 
Great Lakes FieldScope.  

Michigan Sea Grant engages the community in science as well as priority and goal setting. More information can be 
found at: www.miseagrant.umich.edu.  

Ruth Shaffer – USDA, Natural Resource Conservation Service 

Ms. Shaffer explained that the NRCS has a presence in almost every county in the state and that they are the boots on 
the ground for providing farmers and ranchers financial and technical assistance to voluntarily install conservation 
practices on their land. They receive funding through GLRI and leverage that funding for existing programs. The 
Michigan Agribusiness program provides continuing education to crop advisors. The Agricultural Conservation 
Easement Program (ACEP) provides financial and technical assistance to help conserve agricultural lands and 
wetlands and their related benefits. Ms. Shaffer also discussed a nutrient reduction project in which they are partnered 
with USGS to install cover crops and reduce nutrient runoff into Saginaw Bay. For more information please visit: 
www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/site/mi/home.  

Sara McDonnell – University of Michigan Flint 

Ms. McDonnell spoke to the University of Michigan Flint’s education and outreach work. The University has 
completed a Watershed Management Plan for the Cass River, and takes part in the Cass River Watershed Committee 
that works to implement streambank stabilization on the River. They also facilitate citizen science and environmental 
monitoring aimed at reducing phosphorous run-off in the Kawkawlin River Watershed. For more information 
regarding the University of Michigan Flint please visit: www.umflint.edu. 

Jim Galloway – Army Corps of Engineers 

Mr. Galloway described the Corps construction and engineering focus and the work that they have completed under 
GLRI or with GLRI partners. Most of the Corps funding comes to them with a directive to complete a particular 
project and they therefore have little discretionary funds to direct toward restoration. They maintain Corps facilities 
that relate to navigation including running the locks and dredging. GLRI funds have been vital for their work on fish 
passages, technical assistance to Areas of Concern (AOCs), Sea Lamprey control, and reducing sedimentation to 

http://www.glsc.usgs.gov/
http://www.miseagrant.umich.edu/
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/site/mi/home
http://www.umflint.edu/
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Saginaw Bay. More information regarding the Army Corps of Engineers Great Lakes and Ohio River Division can be 
found at: www.lrd.usace.army.mil. 

Tim Payne – MDNR, Wildlife Office, Lower Peninsula Region, Southeastern  

Mr. Payne and his colleagues at the MDNR, Wildlife Office, work in concert with the USFWS and is very involved in 
land management. His region contains quite a bit of coastal wetlands and they utilize GLRI funding in their work to 
enhance wildlife values by creating, maintaining, and restoring these wetlands. They also have a dedicated program for 
managing Phragmites. For more information regarding the MDNR, Wildlife office please visit: 
www.michigan.gov/dnr/0,4570,7-153-10370---,00.html. 

Port Huron, Michigan, May 12, 2015 

Randy Maiers – Community Foundation of St. Clair County 

The Community Foundation of St. Clair County was formed in 1944 and has been dedicated to building community 
capital through strategic application of philanthropic funds and the passion, dedication, and talents of county 
residents. The Community Foundation of St. Clair was gifted a mile of dismantled shoreline that had experienced 
more than 100 years of abuse and neglect. The foundation developed a master plan and in the process gifted the 
southern section of the shoreline to the County Parks, and in turn, the County Parks purchased an additional 
adjoining 2.75 acres of land to complete the region’s first wetlands park. For the rest of the land, the foundation set 
the following guiding principles in order to complete the restoration activities: i) protect and preserve the shoreline; ii) 
ensure it is available to the public and is visitor friendly; and iii) never allow it to return to a private or restricted area.  

The foundation, in coordination with the community, 
has spent approximately four years working to restore 
the shoreline by including a walking path, an outdoor 
classroom, building reefs, adding access points to the 
water, and adding outdoor art to the river walk.  
Mr. Maiers mentioned that the greatest lessons 
learned by his organization throughout the project 
include the need for an anchor organization with  
the capacity to take on the long-term obligations, 
financial management, and personnel needed to 
complete the project.  

Mr. Maiers described how they broke down the total 
bill for the project, projected at $12 million, into 
smaller project-by-project chunks to make the 
funding more manageable. The St. Clair Foundation 
felt that when the community could get behind a 
piece of the project it would allow momentum to 
grow as the pieces came together. He emphasized that 
the project needed to be more than just habitat 

restoration in order to get broad community support. The community needed to buy into the project to ensure that 
degradation did not happen again.  

Next steps for the foundation include educating the public on how to leave parts of an estate in a will, increased 
community ownership of the project, and increase the funding of the endowment to ensure a lifetime of maintaining 
the river walk. More information about the Community Foundation of St. Clair County can be found at: 
www.stclairfoundation.org. 

Photo Courtesy of Keystone Policy Center 

http://www.lrd.usace.army.mil/
http://www.michigan.gov/dnr/0,4570,7-153-10370---,00.html
http://www.stclairfoundation.org/


     

Report on the Lake Huron Restoration Regional Meetings | 14/423 

 

Katy Hintzen – Michigan Sea Grant 

Michigan Sea Grant is an organization that is modeled after the land grant system with the mission of supporting 
research, outreach and education to enhance sustainable use of Great Lakes resources, benefiting quality of life, and 
the Michigan, Great Lakes, and national economies. Michigan Sea Grant works to supply education and outreach 
resources as well as fund university-based research such as integrated assessment projects, and improve awareness of 
coastal storm hazards, stormwater runoff, and risk reduction strategies. Several resources are publically available 
online at the Michigan Sea Grant Book Store.  

Ms. Hintzen addressed the spawning reef assessment and restoration work in Lake Huron that they are working to 
accomplish. She then discussed the coastal storm hazards project in more depth, speaking to the timeframe of the 
project and the planning process. This planning process is comprised of talking to experts, communities, and decision 
makers to understand the base knowledge and needs of communities. Moving forward, Michigan Sea Grant will 
convene a steering committee to guide the process and the development of tools. For more information about 
Michigan Sea Grant please visit www.miseagrant.umich.edu.  

Doug Pearsall – The Nature Conservancy  

Mr. Pearsall explained that the Nature Conservancy’s goal in Michigan is to protect and restore the natural systems 
and places critical to the well-being of nature and people in Michigan, and throughout the Great Lakes region, for 
generations to come. Mr. Pearsall then discussed the project between TNC, Saginaw Valley State University, and 
LimnoTech, that is aimed at improving ecological and socioeconomic values in Saginaw Bay and its watershed. This 
project involved developing an Optimization Decision Model, combining coupled watershed and bay models with 
stakeholder values, which was employed to address the following questions: 

1) Where should agricultural BMPs be implemented to achieve ecological and socioeconomic goals?  
2) How does conservation benefit people? 
3) How should those benefits influence where we implement conservation?  

The goals of the project include:  

1) Strengthen the relationships and communications between Saginaw Bay Stakeholders 
2) Share priorities for optimal BMP implementation 
3) Increase the likelihood that producers will participate in MAEAP to meet shared ecological and 

socioeconomic goals 

Mr. Pearsall discussed the key points of the project such as linking watershed actions to response in specific parts of 
the bay and how to best achieve goals of ecological and socioeconomic values.  

Finally, Mr. Pearsall said that hearing challenges and concerns from the community around compatibility of 
socioeconomic and economic goals can help inform the approach the group takes. This front-end outreach also 
encourages increased participation from landowners and can help highlight areas that need additional education, local 
input, and tools. The project team is on schedule to wrap up their work by the end of 2015. More information about 
The Nature Conservancy can be found at www.nature.org. 

Mark Brochu – St. Clair County Parks  

Mr. Brochu gave a presentation on the restoration of a brownfield site in St. Clair County that has been transformed 
into a wetland. The project has run into more difficulties than expected due to the large amount of contamination. 
Due to this contamination, there is a required eight-inch clay liner. Moreover, additional testing in other areas where 
possible mitigation should occur had to occur before any mitigation-activities could occur. Another aspect that made 

http://www.miseagrant.umich.edu/publications/bookstore/
http://www.miseagrant.umich.edu/
http://www.nature.org/
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this challenging was the fact that this land is in a migratory flyway which the county takes into account in the planning 
and implementation process.  

The County has diverted stormwater from a direct deposit into the river, to the wetland as a source of water and since 
the start of the project, they have seen species arrive. The county will continue to monitor the wetlands, the quality of 
the stormwater, and the vegetation and invasive species. The Parks Department has an MOU with the city to shut off 
the stormwater flow if it is harming the wetland, and the county hopes that eventually other groups will take on 
monitoring invasive species and other aspects of the wetland health. The construction of the wetland was funded by a 
$1,039,500 National Fish and Wildlife Foundation grant that paid for the professional services and construction costs. 

The St. Claire County Parks and Recreation Commission operates six parks throughout St. Clair County as well as 
works in partnership with several other local groups that provide programming within the St. Clair County Parks 
System. For more information about the St. Clair County Parks can be found at www.stclaircounty.org/office/parks. 

Sherri Faust – Friends of the St. Clair River 

The Friends of the St. Clair River are involved with 10 fish and wildlife habitat restoration projects along the St. Clair 
River shoreline. Ms. Faust mentioned that removing several beneficial use impairments for the St. Clair River Area of 
Concern has been one of the more successful high profile projects completed. For more information on the Friends 
of the St. Clair River please visit www.scriver.org.  

Ruth Shaffer – USDA, National Resources Conservation Service 

Ms. Shaffer gave a brief overview of NRCS’s role in Lake Huron 
restoration projects similar to her presentation at the meeting in Bay 
City. NRCS partners with conservation districts funds incentive 
programs to implement restoration and conservation projects, runs 
a conservation easement program, and is part of a regional 
conservation partnership program with the goal of putting more 
boots on the ground to inform local communities. NRCS has a 
presence in almost every county in the state and they help provide 
farmers and ranchers with financial and technical assistance to 
voluntarily install conservation practices on their land. NRCS 
receives funding through GLRI and they leverage that funding to 
help accomplish existing projects. Ms. Shaffer also discussed NRCS 
involvement in purchasing the agricultural rights to easements and 
helps convert the easements into wetlands. NRCS maintains the 
easement of the property after the wetland is established. The goal 
of the project is to ensure the easement will remain as a wetland in 
perpetuity. Following Ms. Shaffer’s presentation, a fellow 
participant asked who monitors the compliance on the long-term 
easements. Ms. Shaffer answered stating that NRCS has contractor 
agreements with private firms for some monitoring and other easements will be monitored by local field offices. For 
more information please visit: www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/site/mi/home.  

Cynthia Rachol – U.S. Geological Survey  

Ms. Rachol spoke briefly on the work USGS is doing with monitoring stations and flow during heavy rain events with 
the goal of implementing BMPs for farmers and landowners. Monitoring station sites were chosen based on 
phosphorous loads, however, the USGS is looking at nutrients, sediment, and chloride for all samples. Concentration 
data is available to the public, but data that is specific to a farmer or landowner is not publicly available until USGS 

There is a need for a 
clearinghouse for all the data 
that is created, then we can 
use the data for other uses  
in addition to the question 
at hand. 

— Alpena, Michigan,  
Meeting Participant 

http://www.stclaircounty.org/office/parks
http://www.scriver.org/
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/site/mi/home
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and its partners have had a chance to discuss the data. Ms. Rachol mentioned that all implementation of BMPs will 
stem from the conservation district in the farmer/landowners geographical area. For more information about the 
USGS please visit www.usgs.gov.  

Todd Wills – Michigan Department of Natural Resources  

The Michigan Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) Alpena Fisheries Research Station in the upper northeast 
region of Michigan is continuing their work on a long-term fishery assessments in Lake Huron and is evaluating 
habitat projects in Thunder Bay and Saginaw Bay, Lake Huron. MDNR works on these projects with its state, federal, 
provincial, and academic partners. For more information regarding MDNR in Northeast Michigan please visit 
www.michigan.gov/dnr. 

Matthew Child – International  
Joint Commission 

The International Joint Commission (IJC) is a 
binational organization created by the Boundary 
Waters Treaty, signed by the United States and 
Canada in 1909. The IJC prevents and resolves 
disputes between the United States and Canada 
under the 1909 Boundary Waters Treaty and 
pursues the common good of both countries as 
an independent and objective advisor to the two 
governments. Under Annex 2 of the Great 
Lakes Water Quality Agreement, the IJC is 
assigned a role to provide “advice and 
recommendations” on each LAMP after it is 
issued. For more information on the IJC please 
visit www.ijc.org/en. 

Kay Cumbow – Citizens for Alternatives to Chemical Contamination  

Citizens for Alternatives to Chemical Contamination (CACC) is a grassroots environmental education and advocacy 
organization dedicated to the principles of social and environmental justice, pollution prevention, citizen 
empowerment, and protection of the great lakes ecosystem. Ms. Cumbow mentioned Citizens for Alternative to 
Chemical Contamination’s concerns about the Bruce Nuclear Generating Station, the Western Waste Management 
Facility and the proposed permanent deep underground nuclear waste site, all on the shores of Lake Huron near 
Tiverton, Ontario — as well as the Blind River uranium refinery at the northern tip of the lake. CACC also has 
concerns regarding toxics and other pollution in Lake Huron, originating from Michigan.  

CACC would like to see our communities put much greater efforts into sustainable energy (such as energy efficiency, 
wind, and solar) and sustainable lifestyles. CACC and their partners would like to stay involved and will likely 
participate in other meetings regarding the LAMP. They look forward to hearing more about science and 
implementation at the fall state of the lakes meeting. More information on CACC can be found at http://caccmi.org.  

Photo Courtesy of Environmental Protection Agency, Great Lakes National Program Office 

http://www.usgs.gov/
http://www.michigan.gov/dnr/
http://www.ijc.org/en
http://caccmi.org/
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Alpena, Michigan, May 14, 2015 

Andrea Ania – U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Ms. Ania presented on the four projects that USFWS has or will work on in the Lake Huron region involving multiple 
partners and communities. The first project (completed in 2009) provided funding for a fish passage project in which 
USFWS had partnered with MDNR to monitor the walleye passage through the rocks. The second project is the 
Frankenmuth Rock Ramp Project in which 
USFWS is working with Central Michigan 
University and Michigan State University to 
start construction later in 2015. Ms. Ania 
mentioned that the goal is to provide fish 
passage to 73 miles of upstream habitat while 
retaining impoundment for riverboat and 
recreation and that the data monitoring meets 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
requirements.  

The third project, completed in 2013, 
involved research to determine if fish transfer 
contaminants between aquatic and terrestrial 
communities. Finally, the fourth project that 
Ms. Ania highlighted, was the prioritization 
of dam removals within the Saginaw Bay 
watershed based on spawning walleye 
populations of Saginaw Bay. This project was 
completed in 2012 and partners included 
MDNR, Michigan State University, Central 
Michigan University, City of Frankenmuth, 
and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  
Ms. Ania also mentioned other collaborative 
research and sampling projects, including 
effects of a rock-ramp structure on summer 
fish assemblages in the Shiawassee River and 
testing trophic guild classifications in temperate river fish communities using stable isotopes. 

Challenges USFWS has experienced on these projects include low spring flow, access to the river, building and 
maintaining a structure versus dam removal, and challenges with certain fish species that need more space between 
rocks to move upstream. Also, USFWS managed unanticipated expectations from kayakers, who had hoped the 
structures would provide whitewater kayaking opportunities. Moreover, Ms. Ania mentioned lessons learned by 
USFWS including expect delays, build in more time to collect pre- and post- data, technology and good samples are 
needed, and collaboration is key because sampling can be used for multiple projects and partners can rely on each 
other’s tools and knowledge. Future work for the USFWS in the region includes a publication on the survey of fish 
communities upstream of a dam prior to rock-ramp installation, a presentation at the American Fisheries Society and 
working with Central Michigan University on continued monitoring in the watershed of the fish passage program. 
More information can be found at: www.fws.gov. 

Questions and comments following Ms. Ania’s presentation include: 

 Was there concern about the sea lamprey upstream of the dam?  
o The Sea Lamprey Control Program was consulted and involved in the planning process.  

Photo Courtesy of NASA 

http://www.fws.gov/
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Matthew Cooper – Institute for Great Lakes Research, Central Michigan University 

Mr. Cooper began his presentation by discussing the Great Lakes Coastal Wetlands Consortium formed in 2000. He 
then presented on the five-year work being led by Central Michigan University to sample and monitor more than 
1,000 coastal wetlands with the goal of applying data to understand impacts on wetlands and help to prioritize and 
improve restoration projects. Mr. Cooper mentioned some groups who are doing restoration and conservation efforts 
that were being supported by the data collected, including the Michigan Department of Natural Resources, Ducks 
Unlimited, Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, Fond 
du Lac Environmental Program, and the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources.  

Central Michigan University, Institute for Great Lakes Research, has partnered with many agencies and universities, 
including the Natural Resources Research Institute at the University of Minnesota-Duluth, University of Notre Dame, 
University of Wisconsin (Green Bay, River Falls, and Superior), Grand Valley State University, Lake Superior State 
University, Michigan Department of Environmental Quality, the College at Brockport, the University of Windsor, 
Environment Canada, and Bird Studies Canada. Challenges faced by the project team include dated maps of wetlands 
and access to wetlands especially in the Georgian Bay region. Also, fluctuating water levels of the Great Lakes, which 
is critical for maintaining wetland ecosystem health, can make monitoring wetlands a challenge. However, Mr. Cooper 
did mention that the models were built to allow changes in water levels. For more information on the Institute for 
Great Lakes Research please visit www.cmich.edu/colleges/cst/iglr/Pages/default.aspx. 

Questions following Mr. Cooper’s presentation include: 

 Are coastal restoration processes utilizing the data?  
o Yes, basin-wide processes for four years, with a number of the projects starting with the first 

round of funding. There was not a lot of pre-data, but we were using benchmark sites from 
around the Great Lakes basin, and especially areas like Saginaw Bay where we have sampled 
wetlands for nearly 20 years. 
 

 Could information gathered be used to guide where restoration could happen later?  
o Yes, we are working with the Upper Midwest and Great Lakes Landscape Conservation 

Cooperative (UMGL LCC), whom funded a prioritization support tool. Also, the data gathered, 
combined with geospatial data, can be used to create an interactive tool. 
 

 Is this work connected to the Great Lakes Initiative, Thunder Bay Study?  
o No, it is not connected.  

 

 Are there ever instances in which discharges or other impacts show evidence of expanding coastal wetland area?  
o There are no examples from our work of degradation creating more wetland area. There are 

cases where nutrient loading increases macrophyte growth or macrophyte density, but it is more 
of the exception than the rule. 
 

Dave Fielder – Michigan Department of Natural Resources 

Mr. Fielder began with a brief background on the initial period of declining walleye harvest due to habitat degradation 
and effects of invasive species and the MDNR walleye recovery plan. He addressed the importance of the off-shore 
reef spawning habitat. Mr. Fielder said the premise of the project is the recovery of walleye and that they are seeking 
to achieve sources and population structure, not just increased numbers. There is also the belief that the plan would 
benefit other species such as lake whitefish, lake trout, and cisco.  

  

https://www.cmich.edu/colleges/cst/iglr/Pages/default.aspx
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Objectives of the study included:  

1) Determine habitat stability of remnant outer bay and proposed inner bay reef sites by assessing substrate 
conditions, water quality, and potential egg predators. 

2) Evaluate reproductive usage by adult fish during both the spring and fall spawning periods. 
3) Assess the genetic and phenotypic characteristics of the Saginaw Bay walleye and lake whitefish populations. 
4) Develop and execute a plan to engage local stakeholders in Saginaw Bay reef restoration.  

Throughout the project, the team will complete sedimentation and hydrodynamics model predictions to refine reef 
placement, complete evaluations in the spring and fall, take gillnet collections (spawners) and egg collections (spring 
pumping and fall traps), complete genetic analysis, complete microzone water quality monitoring, and complete visual 
inspection and side-scan habitat mapping. Finally, Dr. Fielder thought that the final report from the project and study 
will be out in July 2016.  

MDNR partnered with organizations such as USFWS, LimnoTech, Bay County Michigan, USGS, Sea Grant 
Michigan, Department of Environmental Quality, and Purdue University to make this project possible. Following the 
presentation a participant asked when the reef will be built. Mr. Fielder responded that reef building would begin after 
the completion but would depend on funding. Such work could begin in 2016 or 2017. More information about 
MDNR can be found at: www.michigan.gov/dnr.   

Russ Green – NOAA Thunder Bay National Marine Sanctuary 

Mr. Green provided welcoming remarks at the beginning of the day and gave a presentation on NOAA’s marine 
sanctuaries and, more specifically, the work being completed at the Thunder Bay National Marine Sanctuary. Thunder 
Bay has been working on protecting shipwrecks in the waters off the Alpena shores and along the shores of Lake 
Huron. The sanctuary provides divers and boats for continued research and preservation. The sanctuary has also been 
involved in reef habitat restoration with the goal of mitigating 
degraded spawning habitat and to create two acres of new spawning 
habitat to increase reproduction of reef-spawning fishes in Thunder 
Bay. Partners for the work done by the sanctuary include Grand 
Valley State University, the Naval Post Graduate School, the 
University of Michigan, Stout University of Wisconsin, and Great 
Lakes Environmental Research Laboratory. More information 
regarding the NOAA Thunder Bay National Marine Sanctuary 
please visit http://thunderbay.noaa.gov. 

Jim Johnson – retired, Michigan Department of  
Natural Resources 

Mr. Johnson addressed three projects, The Lower Food 
Web changes, Fisheries Response to Food Web Change, and lake 
trout spawning reef restoration. The first project, The Lower Food 
Web, was based off the decline in the food available to fish since 
the increase of zebra and quagga mussels in Lake Huron. The 
project partners found that there has been a decline in pelagic 
nutrients and plankton, loss of nearshore spring plankton bloom, nearshore plankton bottleneck for larval fish, and 
the nutrient signal from Thunder Bay River is rather weak. 

The second project, Fisheries Response to Food Web Change, found there were extremely low abundance indices in 
Thunder Bay for most fish species due to the mussel invasion and the species dependence upon small zooplankton 
for food. Mr. Johnson explained that this was because of the diminished spring algae bloom caused by the mussels 

All of this work is so 
important and valuable and 
when the lake is impaired 
and impoverished, businesses 
will be impaired and 
impoverished. 

— Bay City, Michigan, 
Meeting Participant 

http://www.michigan.gov/dnr
http://thunderbay.noaa.gov/
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and cladophora. Areas within Lake Huron that 
are less nutrient rich are especially vulnerable, 
pelagic algae is being replaced by benthic 
colonial algae which is less efficient vector of 
nutrients, and the release of nutrients from 
decaying cladophora is during the late-season, 
rather than early-season, when the first-feeding 
fry least need it. However, Mr. Johnson did 
believe that there were signs of change for the 
better stating that mussel biomass may be 
declining and that beaches along the coast  
are cleaner.  

The third project, reef restoration, has revealed 
a surprisingly slow rate of mussel colonization 
of newly installed rock reefs in Thunder Bay, 
suggesting dreissenid colonization rates are 
much slower than during the early years of their 

invasion. A robust population of round gobies may be contributing to this slow rate of mussel infestation. The reefs 
are being used by both whitefish and lake trout for spawning. 

Conclusions from the three projects include; (1) natural, degraded reefs do not attract lake trout spawning, (2) lake 
trout adults are attracted to the new reefs, but it took time, (3) lake trout spawned on new reefs, but erratically but egg 
survival on the new reefs was much higher than on the native reefs, (4) whitefish spawn everywhere (reef habitat not 
limiting them), but were lured off degraded reefs, (5) reproduction of most nearshore fish species declined after the 
mussel invasion, (6) lake whitefish are especially affected, (7) cause appears to be low prey availability for fry after 
hatch, (8) the foodweb continues to change – declines in mussels, rise in gobies, reduction in beach wrack, and (9) 
nutrient loading is low, probably not a future problem for Thunder Bay. More information regarding MDNR can be 
found at: www.michigan.gov/dnr. 

Finally, Mr. Johnson had some recommendations for future work including:  

 Investigating destination of nutrients released from mussel dieback and beach wrack recirculation. 

 Continue to monitor whitefish reproduction. 

 Nutrients end up on beaches, manage the loading carefully. 

 Long-term monitoring of reef use and fry production from the new reefs. 

 Long-term monitoring of aging of the new reefs (sedimentation, colonization by dreissenids, and 
structural stability). Project partners included Central Michigan University, the Environmental Protection 
Agency, USGS Great Lakes Science Center, NOAA, Department of Environmental Quality, USFWS, 
and University of Vermont.  

Following Mr. Johnson’s presentation, participants had the following questions and comments: 

 Over the years productivity has gone down, there is less debris and cladophora on shores. Will that change the old reefs?  
o We are still studying that, the Thunder Bay National Marine Sanctuary will could carry on with 

some of the monitoring between the grants.  
 

 Grand Traverse Bay has had similar issues with the decline of plankton and the decline of fish, but in Lake Michigan 
whitefish are doing better, which could be a result of different depths and wave patterns.  

 The difference of Lake Michigan and Lake Huron is that the deep water in Lake Michigan gets near the shore to replenish 
nearshore nutrients and there is a southern current that comes up the coast.  

Photo Courtesy of Environmental Protection Agency, Great Lakes National Program Office 
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Jennifer Muladore – Huron Pines 

Huron Pines is a 501(c)(3) nonprofit working to conserve the forests, lakes, and stream of Northeast Michigan. They 
also coordinate large-scale, high-impact, and long-term habitat restoration and enhancement projects, they pull 
together private-public partnerships in order to take a collaborative approach to solving problems, and they promote 
Michigan’s natural assets and link them to economic and community development opportunities in order to improve 
the quality of life in the region.  

Ms. Muladore presented on the major programs Huron Pines focuses on including, River Restoration, Invasive 
Species Management, Land Stewardship, Kirtland’s Warbler Initiative, Huron Pines AmeriCorps, and Community 
Enrichment.  

Ms. Muladore described the watershed restoration projects stating that Huron Pines works for holistic restoration of 
watersheds and sub-watersheds by removing aquatic passage barriers, stopping and preventing erosion, invasive 
species control, stormwater management, and community engagement. Huron Pines is also involved in Land 
Stewardship in which they coordinate projects on lands of all sizes and types of ownership to meet overarching goals 
for ecosystem resiliency and a variety of human uses. Projects include erosion control, aquatic buffers, stormwater 
management, wildlife habitat, pollinator gardens, forest management, etc.  

Ms. Muladore, spoke specifically about the invasive species work stating that through the Cooperative Weed 
Management Area Partnership, Huron Pines works with all landowners on coastal and inland sites to fight priority 
invasive species like phragmites, Japanese knotweed, garlic mustard, Japanese barberry, and European frog-bit. Finally, 
Ms. Muladore spoke to the role Community Engagement plays in the work of Huron Pines, which includes working 
closely with community leaders, students, and volunteers to increase the capacity for on-the-ground projects initiated 
and sustained locally throughout Northeast Michigan. For more information about Huron Pines please visit 
www.huronpines.org. 

Bill Freese – Huron Environmental Activist League 

Mr. Freese gave a brief presentation on the concerns and activities of HEAL. He first spoke of the old quarry in 
Alpena which was filled with highly acidic cement kiln dust. Newtons Creek which runs through and from the quarry 
and local areas flows into Thunder Bay of Lake Huron. The waters of the creek have been posted as unsafe by the 
department of health because of the high level of acidity. Mr. Freese also spoke to the high concentrations of mercury 
of tests from the lakeshore cement kiln dust pile which exceeds (by almost 770 times the GSI limit) that groundwater 
running into Thunder Bay. Moreover, Mr. Freese mentioned another quarry outside of Alpena which has been tested 
and is known to have a high level of radiation and also is a catch-and-release fishing area. Finally Mr. Freese spoke to 
the coal ash coming to Alpena from Canada and the issues it brings to Lake Huron and the Alpena area.  

Chris May – The Nature Conservancy 

Mr. May gave a brief overview of the restoration work that The Nature Conservancy does — not only in the Alpena 
area, but also in Northeastern Michigan. Mr. May stated that in the past, TNC relied on protecting the environment, 
but recently the focus has been on economic viability and tourism such as trails and ecotourism. TNC works with a 
variety of partners to complete projects on invasive species management, trespass issues, illegal hunting, and defining 
land for specific uses. There are currently eight preserves and eight easements in greater northeast Michigan that TNC 
is working on, but specifically for Alpena, the work has mainly been focused on coastal and shoreline work as well as 
using grants to manage invasive species. For more information on The Nature Conservancy please visit: 
www.nature.org. 

A participant followed Mr. May presentation with a comment concerning monitoring methylated mercury because of 
the effect it can have on the food web.  

http://www.huronpines.org/
http://www.nature.org/
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Sault Ste. Marie, Michigan, May 27, 2015 

Mike Ripley – Chippewa Ottawa Resource Authority  

The Chippewa Ottawa Resource 
Authority (CORA) was established to 
ensure the conservation and wise 
utilization of the natural resources 
reserved to the tribes in the Treaty of 
March 28, 1836 including Northern 
Lake Huron. The tribes include the Bay 
Mills Indian Community, the Grand 
Traverse Band of Ottawa and 
Chippewa Indians, the Little River 
Band of Ottawa Indians, the Little 
Traverse Bay Bands of Odawa Indians, 
and the Sault Ste. Marie Tribe of 
Chippewa Indians. Much of the work 
of CORA focuses on fishery 
management, fishery enhancement, and 
fish monitoring. Mr. Ripley spoke to 
the history of the St. Marys River Area 
of Concern (AOC) and the beneficial 
use impairments (BUIs) due to over 
100 years of industrial activities, destruction of the St. Marys Rapids, municipal development and hydrological 
alterations. More recent regulation of point source pollution, upgrades to municipal sewer systems and sediment 
remediation on the U.S. side have led to remarkable improvements to water quality and removal of some BUIs. 
Habitat restoration projects such as the Little Rapids Restoration Project planned for the near future will hopefully 
lead to further improvements to fish and wildlife BUIs.  

Mr. Ripley then spoke to the Sault Area Watershed plan that was written by Chippewa/East Mackinac Conservation 
District and approved by the state of Michigan. All state approved watershed plans use the same template that include 
topics such as: definition of critical area, prioritizing pollutants, sources and causes, determining objectives and BMPs, 
identifying existing projects, programs and ordinances, and involving the public. Consistency in watershed plans 
allows the state to fund implementation projects. He then addressed the concerns around Ashmun Creek and Mission 
Creek in Sault Michigan. Concerns include replacing culverts, degraded water quality, erosion, high levels of pathogens 
and development in headwaters. Next steps for these projects include:  

 Answering questions such as how much and how fast water flows through the area, which areas contribute 
the most water and contaminants, and what is the most effective way to stabilize banks. 

 The need to do groundwork like permissions, permits, and update estimates.  

 The need to protect bio-reserve from development and provide access for non-motorized recreation. 

Mr. Ripley then discussed similar impairments to the urban tributaries of Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario. These creeks, 
including Bennet, East and West Davignon, form waterfalls as they flow off of the Canadian shield and at that point 
have high water quality however water quality is seriously degraded as the creeks flow through the city, receiving 
runoff from streets and parking lots and eventually getting channeled through the Essar Steel plant. In addition, much 
of the west side of the city was built in the flood plains of the creeks, including Fort Creek, leading to serious 
problems of flooding during rain events. The solution by the Conservation Authority, which has claimed to have an 
exemption from the Canadian Fisheries Act, was to build concrete channels which destroyed fish habitat and further 

Photo Courtesy of NASA 
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degraded the water quality. In response, Fisheries and Oceans Canada drafted a watershed plan in the mid-1990s that 
called for restoration of natural flows, increasing buffer zones along streams, adding riffles, ponds, and fish passage 
structures along with recreational opportunities, but the plan was never approved or adopted by the city and 
Conservation Authority.  

Mr. Ripley ended his presentation with mention of the plans to complete a deep water port at the steel mill on the 
Canadian side. He raised concerns about dredging highly contaminated sediment in the area, invasive species, and 
development of transportation infrastructure. He also noted the port could be good for the area if the site is cleaned 
up and restored properly. For more information about CORA please visit www.1836cora.org. 

Questions for Mr. Ripley following his presentation included: 

 Does Ontario use a similar watershed plan template?  
o No, there is not a similar process in Ontario; however, Michigan’s template would be ideal here. 

Watershed restoration has not been a high priority in Sault, Canada.  
 

 Has the paper mill been removed?  
o Some of the industrial facilities have been removed but others have been turned into a music 

conservancy and performance centers. 
  

 Who cleans up the contaminants in Canada once a site has been sold?  
o The buyer cleans up the site. 

  

 Has there been movement on the Canadian side to look at the contaminated sites?  
o Yes, there are studies being completed and a sediment plan is in the works; BPAC has urged the 

governments to create a sediment management plan that will prevent the disturbance of 
contaminated sediments when future dredging takes place.  
 

Ron Kinnunen – Michigan Sea Grant  

Mr. Kinnunen gave a brief overview of the work Michigan Sea 
Grant is currently involved with in Lake Huron and Lake Michigan. 
Michigan Sea Grant is working with various groups to explore 
the reintroduction of cisco in parts of Lake Huron and Lake 
Michigan. He briefly described the different morphotypes of cisco, 
the different needs in areas throughout the lakes and the concerns 
they are addressing before reintroduction can occur. Moreover, 
Kinnunen talked about Viral Hemorrhagic Septicemia (VHS), an 
infectious fish disease, and the effects VHS has on different fish 
species in Lake Huron. Michigan Sea Grant has worked with the 
Michigan baitfish industry to prevent the spread of this virus by 
implementing Aquatic Invasive Species-Hazard Analysis Critical Control Point (AIS-HACCP). In the past Kinnunen 
has addressed the Lake Huron Citizens Fishery Advisory Committee’s desire to bring more cisco back to Lake Huron 
and reviewed spawning techniques that he has used in the field to secure fertilized cisco eggs.  

A participant asked if there was funding to reintroduce trout and salmon to the area and Kinnunen replied that 
planting salmon in Lake Huron is no longer a priority because of the lack of forage fish and thus some of these 
resources in the future may be used to reintroduce a native fish such as cisco. More information can be found at: 
www.miseagrant.umich.edu. 

  

It’s nice to hear about all 
the good work being done 
and get out of silos. 

—Port Huron, Michigan,  

Meeting Participant 

http://www.1836cora.org/
www.miseagrant.umich.edu
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Roger Greil – Lake Superior State University, Aquatic Research Laboratory  

Mr. Greil gave an overview of the work done at the Aquatic Research Laboratory especially related to the Atlantic 
Salmon hatchery. The hatchery is a partnership between Lake Superior State University, Department of Natural 
Resources, and the local electric hydro power plant Cloverland. The hatchery is used by the university to train 
undergraduate students in all aspects of hatchery duties from collecting the adults for brood to stocking 1½ years 
later. The results of the hands on training with students is the production and stocking of these fish, which has created 
a very successful fishery where these fish have been caught in all of the great lakes. For more information regarding 
the Aquatic Research Laboratory please visit: www.lssu.edu/arl. 

Ben Bowen – Bay Mills Indian Community  

Mr. Bowen gave a brief overview of the work being done by the Bay Mills Indian Community, including the 
monitoring of the fisheries and the nutrients of the stream. For more information please visit: www.baymills.org.  

  

http://www.lssu.edu/arl
http://www.baymills.org/
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Section IV: Collaboration and leveraging efforts 

Bretton Joldersma (MDEQ) 

Bretton described the Michigan Office of the 
Great Lakes role and their Great Lakes 
Coordination Program. The Michigan Office of 
the Great Lakes assists with policy development 
and implements programs to protect, restore 
and sustain the Great Lakes. Their mission is to 
ensure a healthy environment, strong economy 
and a remarkable quality of life with respect to 
the Great Lakes.  

The Great Lakes Coordination Program was 
created to be an effective catalyst for actions to 
protect and restore the world’s premier 
freshwater ecosystem, ensuring environmental 
integrity and supporting healthy, economically 
viable communities. They lead state agency 
efforts and collaboration among local, regional, 
and international partners to improve 
stewardship and sustainability of the Great Lakes. Bretton explained that they concentrate on social, economic and 
environmental drivers and are involved with many programs and efforts that align with their mission. Their process 
follows the 4-Ps of identifying projects, based on priorities, identifying players and finally adding value and 
participating. He said that projects that are identified as a priority, are collaborative, and align with various plans tend 
be competitive for funding opportunities. 

Questions and Comments Include: 

 Is there similar work being done on the Canada side in preparation for the LAMP? 
o The Canadians have had ongoing dialogues with their stakeholders. This was a U.S. kick-off 

meeting to get back in touch with U.S. restoration stakeholders. 
 

 Has the office engaged with the Lake Huron citizens fishery group? 
o There has been informal engagement to inform water quality. 

 

 Is this the typical meeting format for the future? 
o It will be more binational and more focused on the plan moving forward.  

 

 Does the binational partnership group still meet?  
o No, it is being replaced by this process and LAMP. The Lake Huron Binational Partnership was 

renamed the Lake Huron Partnership. The Lake Huron Partnership maintains the same basic 
function however it will be slightly restructured to be consistent with the other lakes and the 
2012 GLWQA. 
 

 Is there an opportunity for discussions to align priorities or is there an approach already in place to set their priorities?  
o This is what the LAMP should do. It is collective impact, direction, and consensus building. 

 

  

Photo Courtesy of Keystone Policy Center 
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Section V: Continued Engagement 

Conversation ensued at each meeting regarding how the results of various GLRI-funded and other projects are being 
used and suggestions for making results, data and final reports more accessible. The conversation also included a 
brainstorm on the best ways to stay engaged with stakeholders and how to best share information on the development 
of the LAMP, continued engagement ideas. General themes follow. 

Ideas for continued engagement and additional partnerships included: 

 What is the best way to keep people engaged in the LAMP?  
o Hearing everyone’s stories at today’s meeting was very helpful. 
o Face-to-face meetings. 
o Email. 
o Meetings of the Heal our Waters Coalition — hear the good work we’re all doing. 
o Broadcast, Detroit public TV, and then interviews, Great Lakes Week. 
o Webinars of these meetings that are videotaped. 
o Newsletters. 
o Bay 3 TV — tape meetings and rebroadcast. 
o Set another meeting after these four where the EPA/OGL report back on what we they 

cumulatively heard.  
 

 Send information out to all locals regarding restoration meetings and the LAMP. There are 83 counties in 
Michigan. Send out information to the chairs of the Board to the Counties. 

o There may need to be a public meeting in addition to the state of the lake; 
o Other groups that should be invited to meetings regarding Lake Huron Restoration and the 

LAMP. 
o Michigan Fisheries Division, local divisions. 
o Association of Conservation Districts (ACD). 
o Lake Huron Citizens Advisory Commission. 

 

 On a case-by-case bases, the EPA Great Lakes National program office can help set up webinars that 
highlight projects, successes, and models that are relevant across the Great Lakes. 

Additional participant comments included: 

 Having data, an executive summary or final report catalogued on a website is really important and should 
be a requirement of all grantees. Bretton and Jamie indicated the information is available by working with 
the grantee and/or reaching out to either of them. There also is a map-based system that catalogues the 
projects.  

 There is a disconnect between the large amount of money being spent and the value the public is getting 
from it. There is a need for a section on the GLRI website that’s organized topically. 

 The general public doesn’t know how this money is being spent and what the successes are. There is a 
need to package these and promote outcomes.  

 Public support for GLRI is dwindling and this could affect the LAMP participation. 
o Create a database that could be accessed by all interested parties to inform research and other 

restoration work. 
 

 Monitoring is very important but it takes money away from project implementation. 
o Many of the larger projects are still monitoring and so there aren’t results yet; and, 
o There also may not be enough money to monitor results.  

http://healthylakes.org/about/
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Takeaways and around-the-room final remarks: 

 There is a need to address discharges and aquatic invasive species. 

 Lake Huron is a huge economic resource and that resource needs to be protected. 

 There is a need for regional planning that targets local priorities.  

 It is nice to hear about all the good work being done — get out of silos. 

 This was a very informative meeting. 

 These four meetings are great and should get diverse participation.  

 All of this work is so important and valuable and when Lake Huron is impaired and impoverished, 
businesses will be impaired and impoverished.  

 Hopefully this will support great partnerships. 

 Glad Lake Huron is not the forgotten lake anymore. 

 Everyone’s attendance will help create opportunities to collaborate and leverage. 

 This meeting was timely, please keep everyone informed regarding the binational meeting. 

 The zebra mussels which concentrate a lot of the contaminants and the sturgeon living off of them could 
lead to many problems.  

 The interest in the Lake Huron area could provide an opportunity to reinvent and renew initiatives. 

 The meetings help open up the discussion about Lake Huron. 

 The meetings provided a nice learning opportunity. 

 Where the benefits are realized are not always where actions are taken. 

 The meetings helped make new connections. 

 There is a need to engage upstream communities.  

 There should be more collaboration with non-traditional partners.  

 Participants indicated an intent to stay involved and participate in other meetings regarding the LAMP.  

 Because of collaboration with partners such as MDNR, Ontario, and the EPA, the meetings broached 
the issues of lake trout and a spike in mercury and PCP’s. Initially it was assumed it had to do with the 
size and how fast they were growing, but times are changing and it could be more about the cumulative 
contaminants in the fish and how it affects them in the future.  

 Information covered during the meetings should be presented to people who could not attend.  

 In relation to data sharing and communication, it would be helpful to know who is using the data and for 
what purpose. How can we share results and get input back and forth?  

 There is a challenge of restoration projects on the coast. There is competition for funding, we need to 
prioritize and understand the broader scale and one-offs to get groups to fight for the funding.  

 There is a need for a clearinghouse for all the data that is created, then we can use the data for other uses 
rather than the question at hand.  

 Input to the local communities is an asset and investment in the lake.  

 CORA represents a few tribes in and around Michigan and Lake Huron and has a huge concern with the 
pipeline going under the straits of Mackinac carrying oil into Ontario. It is over 60 years old. Simulations 
done by the University of Michigan water systems have shown that if the pipeline broke, due to the 
current, it would be a major catastrophe in both Lake Huron and Lake Michigan. Mackinac Island is right 
in the path of any oil spill. The recommendation from the tribes and partners is to remove the pipeline. 
CORA and its members believe that less oil is needed because laws and technology are leading to higher 
efficiency and the use of less fossil fuels. We need to plan for the future. The Michigan Oil Task Force 
will make recommendations this summer. 
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Section VI: Conclusion 

The four Lake Huron Restoration Regional Meetings gathered an impressive amount of information from community 
leaders, experts across numerous topic areas, and members of the public. The feedback gathered and descriptions of 
restoration activities underway provide a series of possible avenues for leveraging and amplifying efforts to restore the 
health of Lake Huron. 

The meeting takeaways underscore the strong and diverse interest in Lake Huron’s long-term health. This community 
engagement provides a strong foundation for government agencies and their partners as they move forward with the 
binational Lake Huron Lakewide Action and Management Plan and other restoration efforts.  
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Appendix A: Sample Agenda  

 

 
 

Lake Huron Restoration - Regional Meeting  
 

Port Huron Area 
Great Lakes Maritime Center 

51 Water Street, Port Huron, Michigan 
May 12, 2015 

 
AGENDA 

 
Please note, all times approximate 
 
10:00 A.M.  Informal introductions and welcome  
 
10:30 A.M. Agenda review and project background 
 
10:45 A.M. Session I: Updates on Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement and lakewide management  
 
11:15 A.M. Session II: Success, lessons learned, challenges, and opportunities for Lake Huron 

restoration 
 
12:30 P.M. Lunch  
 
1:15 P.M. Session II (con’t): Success, lessons learned, challenges, and opportunities for Lake Huron 

restoration  
 
2:00 P.M. Break 
 
2:15 P.M. Session III: Lake Huron Lakewide Management Plan (LAMP) process and roadmap 
 
3:00 P.M. Session IV: Collaboration and leveraging efforts 
 
4:00 P.M. Wrap up and adjourn 
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Appendix B: Participant List  

Lake Huron Restoration – Regional Meetings 

 

First  Last Affiliation 

Andrea Ania U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Ben Bowen Bay Mills Indian Community  

Mark  Brochu St. Clair County Parks 

Matthew Child  International Joint Commission  

Matthew Cooper Central Michigan University 

Kay Cumbow Citizens for Alternatives to Chemical Contamination 

Kristina  Denison Chippewa Luce Mackinac Conservation District 

Roger Eberhardt Michigan Office of the Great Lakes 

Mary Anne Evans USGS-GLSC 

Sheri Faust St. Clair Health Department  

Dave Fielder Michigan Department of Natural Resources  

Jane Fitzpatrick East Michigan Council of Governments 

Bill Freese Huron Environmental Activist League  

Jim Galloway U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Russ Green Thunder Bay National Marine Sanctuary 

Roger Greil Lake Superior State University 

Shelby Hiestand Michigan Department of Natural Resources  

Phyllis Higman Michigan Natural Features Inventory 

Brad Hill Partnership for Saginaw Bay Watershed 

Katy Hintzen Michigan Sea Grant 

Rick Hobrla Michigan Office of the Great Lakes 

Cindy Johnson City of Alpena 

Jim Johnson Retired – Michigan Department of Natural Resources  

Michael Jury MDEQ-Saginaw Bay District 

Jeff Kart International Joint Commission 

Michael Kelly The Conservation Fund 

Ron Kinnunen Michigan Sea Grant 

Scott Koproski U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services  

Frank Krist Lake Huron Citizens Fisheries Advisory Committee 

Josh Leisen Huron Pines 

Kristen Lyons Friends of the St. Clair 

Randy Maiers Community Foundation of St. Clair 

Chris May The Nature Conservancy 

Sara McDonnell UM-Flint Outreach 

Jennifer Muladore Huron Pines 
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First  Last Affiliation 

Laura Ogar Bay County Environmental Affairs & Community 
Development 

Carey Pauquette Saginaw Chippewa Indian Tribe of Michigan 

Tim Payne MDNR-Wildlife SE Region 

Doug Pearsall The Nature Conservancy 

Cynthia Rachol U.S. Geological Survey 

Mike Ripley Chippewa Ottawa Resource Authority  

Ed Roseman USGS Great Lakes Science Center 

Brandon Schroeder Michigan Sea Grant 

Ruth Shaffer USDA-Natural Resources Conservation Service 

Heather  Shaw Saginaw Chippewa Indian Tribe of Michigan 

Rich Sullenger City of Alpena 

Todd Wills Michigan Department of Natural Resources  

James  Schardt EPA's Great Lakes National Program Office (Staff) 

Bretton Joldersma Michigan’s Office of the Great Lakes (Staff) 

Suzan  Klein Keystone Policy Center (Facilitator) 

Matt Mulica Keystone Policy Center (Facilitator) 

Brooke Trainum Keystone Policy Center (Facilitator) 
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Appendix C: Presentations 

Multi-Meeting Presentations 
Keystone Policy Center Presentation 
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Lakewide Restoration Plans 
Bretton Joldersma, Lake Coordinator, Office of the Great Lakes 

 



     

Report on the Lake Huron Restoration Regional Meetings | 42/423 

 



     

Report on the Lake Huron Restoration Regional Meetings | 43/423 

 



     

Report on the Lake Huron Restoration Regional Meetings | 44/423 

 



     

Report on the Lake Huron Restoration Regional Meetings | 45/423 

 



     

Report on the Lake Huron Restoration Regional Meetings | 46/423 

 



     

Report on the Lake Huron Restoration Regional Meetings | 47/423 

 



     

Report on the Lake Huron Restoration Regional Meetings | 48/423 

 



     

Report on the Lake Huron Restoration Regional Meetings | 49/423 

 



     

Report on the Lake Huron Restoration Regional Meetings | 50/423 
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Great Lakes Coordination Program 
Bretton Joldersma, Lake Coordinator, Office of the Great Lakes 
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Lake Huron and the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement 
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The Lake Huron Lakewide Action and Management Plan 
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Bay City, Michigan – April 7, 2015 
Coastal Natural Communities at Risk and Invasive Plants 

Phyllis Higman, Michigan Natural Features Inventory 
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Saginaw Bay Spawning Reefs; Pre-Restoration Assessment 

Michael Jury, DEQ 
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Northern Saginaw Bay Restoration Initiative 

Josh Leisen, Watershed Project Manager, Huron Pines 
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Saginaw Bay Coastal Initiative (SBCI) Accomplishments 2006-2015 

Laura Ogar, Bay County Environmental Affairs & Community Development 
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Monitoring and Assessment of Preyfish in Lake Huron 
Ed Roseman, U. S. Geological Survey, Great Lakes Science Center 
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Michigan Sea Grant: Healthy Coastal Systems, Lake Huron 
Brandon Schroeder, Extension Educator, Michigan Sea Grant, Michigan State University Extension 
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Port Huron, Michigan – May 12, 2015 
Michigan Sea Grant: Healthy Coastal Ecosystems, Lake Huron 

Katy Hintzen, Extension Educator, Michigan Sea Grant College Program 
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Blue Water River Walk 

Randy Maiers, Community Foundation of St. Clair County 
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Saginaw Bay Optimization Decision Tool: Linking Management Actions to Multiple Ecological Benefits via 
Integrated Modeling 

Doug Pearsall, The Nature Conservancy 
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Alpena, Michigan – May 14, 2015 
 

Saginaw Bay Watershed Coordinated Monitoring and Research 

Andrea Ania - Fish Biologist, National Fish Passage Program, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Alpena Fish & Wildlife 
Conservation Office 
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Great Lakes Coastal Wetland Monitoring for Protection and Restoration 

Matthew J. Cooper and Donald G. Uzarski, Institute for Great Lakes Research, Department of Biology, Central 
Michigan University 
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Saginaw Bay Spawning Reefs; Pre-Restoration Assessment 

Dave Fielder, Saginaw Bay Reef Restoration, Michigan Department of Natural Resources 
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Our National Marine Sanctuaries 

Russ Green, NOAA Thunder Bay National Marine Sanctuary 
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2012 CSMI Nearshore Fisheries Thunder Bay: Effects of Nutrient Rerouting on Fish Communities 

Jim Johnson, Todd Wills, Bill Wellenkamp, Dave Fielder, and Mike Thomas 
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Northeast Michigan Restoration Projects 

Jennifer Muladore, Ecologist, Huron Pines 
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Sault Ste. Marie, Michigan – May 27, 2015 
Planning for Watershed Restoration in the “Twin Soo’s” 

Mike Ripley, Chippewa Ottawa Resource Authority 
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