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Great Lakes Restoration Initiative

(GLRI)

e Obama Administration

| N Itlatlve Great Lakes Restoration Initiative
Action Plan

FY2010 - FY2014

— FY10: $475 million
— FY11: S300 million
— FY12: S300 million
— FY13: S300 million
— FY14: S300 million*
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Toxic Substances and AOCs Progress as of

July 2012
Measures y

1.1 Number of Areas of Concern in the Great Lakes
where all management actions necessary for delisting
have been implemented (cumulative)

1.2 Area of Concern Beneficial Use Impairments
removed (cumulative)

1.3 Beneficial Use Impairment delisting project starts
at Areas of Concern (cumulative)

1.4 Cubic yards (in millions) of contaminated sediment
remediated in the Great Lakes (cumulative)

1.5 Pollution (in million pounds) collected through
prevention and waste minimization projects in the
Great Lakes basin (cumulative)

1.6 Cumulative percentage decline for the long term
trend in average concentrations of PCBs in Great Lakes
fish
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Invasive Species Measures Progress as of July

2012

2.1 Rate of nonnative species newly detected in the
Great Lakes ecosystem (species/year)

2.2 Acres managed for populations of invasive species
controlled to a target level (cumulative)

4 4

2.3 Number multi-agency plans established, mock
exercises to practice rapid responses carried out under
those plans, and/or actual rapid response actions
(cumulative)

2

2.4 Number of recreation and resource users (in
millions) contacted on best practices that prevent the
introduction and spread of invasive species
(cumulative)

4



Nearshore Health and Non- Progress as of
July 2012

Point Source Pollution
Measures

3.1 Five year average annual loadings of soluble
reactive phosphorus from tributaries draining targeted
watersheds (percent reduction)

3.2 Percentage of beaches meeting bacteria standards
95% or more of beach days

3.3 Extent (sq. miles) of Great Lakes Harmful Algal

X
Blooms (percent reduction) x
X
X

3.4 Annual number of days U.S. Great Lakes beaches
are closed or posted due to nuisance algae

3.5 Annual volume of sediment deposition in defined
harbor areas (Toledo Harbor) in targeted watersheds
(millions of cubic yards)

3.6 Acres (in thousands) in Great Lakes watershed
with USDA conservation practices implemented to
reduce erosion, nutrients and/or pesticide loading
under Farm Bill Programs



Habitat and Wildlife Protection

and Restoration Measures

Progress as of
July 2012

4.1 Miles of rivers reopened for fish passage

4.2 Number of fish passage barriers removed or
bypassed

4.3 Number of species delisted due to recovery

4.4 Percent of recovery actions implemented for
priority listed species

4.5 Percent of populations of native aquatic non-
threatened and endangered species self-sustaining in
the wild

4.6 Number of acres of wetlands and wetland-
associated uplands protected, restored and enhanced

4.7 Number of acres of coastal, upland, and island
habitats protected, restored and enhanced

4.8 Percent of U.S. coastal Great Lakes wetlands
assessed

4.9 Number of habitat-related Beneficial Use
Impairments removed from the 27 U.S. Areas Of
Concern so impaired
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Accountability, Education, Progress as of
. . . July 2012
Monitoring, Evaluation,

Communication, & Partnerships
Measures

5.1 Improvement in the overall aquatic ecosystem
health of the Great Lakes using the Great Lakes 40-
point scale

5.2 Number of priority LaMP projects that are
completed

5.3 Number of educational institutions incorporating
new or existing Great Lakes protection and stewardship
criteria into their broader environment education
curricula

2 Th T



Gt Lok 8 Great Lakes Areas of Concern
Bamin Bowrvdary

B wsE asca
A B i ool 40

A Ml Carmcian SO

Jh & e of Comeem in
reoE Ty B

W Ol et oot e B

UFDATEL: FEBRLMARY 15, 2013 T Oalabed U5 AOCS




Beneficial Use Impairments

Restrictions on Fish and Wildlife Consumption
Tainting of Fish and Wildlife Flavor
Degraded Fish and Wildlife Populations
Fish Tumors or Other Deformities
Bird or Animal Deformities or Reproductive Problems
Degradation of Benthos
Restrictions on Dredging Activities
Eutrophication or Undesirable Algae
Restrictions on Drinking Water Consumption or Taste and Odor Problems
. Beach Closings
. Degradation of Aesthetics
. Added Costs to Agriculture or Industry
. Degradation of Phytoplankton and Zooplankton Populations
. Loss of Fish and Wildlife Habitat
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Remedial Action Plans

* |dentify and assess use impairments

* |dentify proposed remedial actions and
methods to implement

* Document evidence that uses are restored



Beneficial Use Impairments

Restrictions on Fish and Wildlife Consumption
Tainting of Fish and Wildlife Flavor
Degraded Fish and Wildlife Populations
Fish Tumors or Other Deformities
Bird or Animal Deformities or Reproductive Problems
Degradation of Benthos
Restrictions on Dredging Activities
Eutrophication or Undesirable Algae
Restrictions on Drinking Water Consumption or Taste and Odor Problems
. Beach Closings
. Degradation of Aesthetics
. Added Costs to Agriculture or Industry
. Degradation of Phytoplankton and Zooplankton Populations
. Loss of Fish and Wildlife Habitat
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DEGRADED FISH AND WILDLIFE POPULATIONS

Listing Guideline: When fish and wildlife management programs have
identified degraded fish or wildlife populations due to a cause within
the watershed. In addition, this use will be considered impaired when
relevant, field-validated, fish or wildlife bioassays with appropriate
quality assurance/quality controls confirm significant toxicity from
water column or sediment contaminants.

Delisting Guideline: When environmental conditions support healthy,
self-sustaining communities of desired fish and wildlife at
predetermined levels of abundance that would be expected from the
amount and quality of suitable physical, chemical and biological
habitat present. An effort must be made to ensure that fish and
wildlife objectives for Areas of Concern are consistent with Great
Lakes ecosystem objectives and Great Lakes Fishery Commission fish
community goals. Further, in the absence of community structure
data, this use will be considered restored when fish and wildlife
bioassays confirm no significant toxicity from water column or
sediment contaminants.



DEGRADATION OF BENTHOS

Listing Guideline: When the benthic macroinvertebrate community
structure significantly diverges from unimpacted control sites of
comparable physical and chemical characteristics. In addition, this use
will be considered impaired when toxicity (as defined by relevant,
field-validated, bioassays with appropriate quality assurance/quality
controls) of sediment associated contaminants at a site is significantly
higher than controls.

Delisting Guideline: When the benthic macroinvertebrate community
structure does not significantly diverge from unimpacted control sites
of comparable physical and chemical characteristics. Further, in the
absence of community structure data, this use will be considered
restored when toxicity of sediment-associated contaminants is not
significantly higher than controls.



LOSS OF FISH AND WILDLIFE HABITAT

Listing Guideline: When fish and wildlife management goals have not
been met as a result of loss of fish and wildlife habitat due to a
perturbation in the physical, chemical, or biological integrity of the
Boundary Waters, including wetlands.

Delisting Guideline: When the amount and quality of physical,
chemical, and biological habitat required to meet fish and wildlife
management goals have been achieved and protected.



GLRI Priority AOCs

Sheboygan
White Lake
Ashtabula

River Raisin

St Clair
St Marys

Waukegan
Harbor

Deer Lake
Manistique

FY16
e Buffalo
e Rochester

e |Lower
Menominee

FY 17-18
* Detroit
e C(Clinton
 Muskegon



Process for Identifying Priority Area of Concerns

What BUIs remain?

N\
eGather information on current
status of AOCs.
Who has the authority, y What restoration
resources and ability to T —,
complete the needed .

. N\ improvements
restoration or have been
environmental eInput from State agencies completed?

projects? eInput from other Federal agencies P .
J
eDefine timeline and resource )
needs to complete all restoration
- or environmental projects
Prioritize e|dentify Priority AOCs y

What level of funding and Is there a definitive list of the
resources are needed to specific restoration or

complete the restoration or environmental projects
environmental projects needed?
needed?

February 23, 2012



Does not include

GLLA lllinois 12 S4.5M
Indiana 16 $6.4M
Michigan 174 S114.4M
Minnesota and 35 S22.3M
Wisconsin
New York 86 S62.2M
Ohio 79 S43M
Pennsylvania 12 S3.7M
Wisconsin 76 $55.1M
TOTAL 490 $311.6M

From: Great Lakes
Accountability
System (GLAS)
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Framework for Funding AOC Program

m the * Geography — AOC, location

committee « Significance to BUI * Cost
‘need’? * Short Description  * Leveraged funding/match

* Coordination on local level
. * Process is in place
Action Plan * Leadership, capacity in place
* Problem identification

RWG
Federal AOC
Committee

J 1";:/ Management

i

*Criteria and Actions to remove BUI’s
. * State submits list of projects to are defined.
Charge to the Committee: the Regional Working Group *Management plans include specific

* Determine funding allocations Federal AOC Committee projects that will lead to delisting.
and timing of project

implementation.
I

#1. Share information and knowledge
Determine if we need more information, focused conference calls, etc.

(see feedback loop, above) State-Federal: signed
— agreement for BUI
#2. Determine priority status
removal actions

Is it a near-term delisting AOC?
Has technical information been validated?

#3. Determine phase of activity Letter to RAP
Planning? Design? Implementation? Monitoring/Evaluation? summarizing actions
and funding

#4. Determine funding options

Direct funding to states? Direct implementation by federal agencies?
Competition?




Habitat master plan

e Zeroin on the sites that caused the
habitat impairments in the AOC

AOC

s Sites where habitat is
Wa impaired




Habitat master plan

e Set habitat targets

Green frog, Marsh wren,
g Great blue heron
water bod _
/6 Aquatic plants

(macrophytes)
@

Fill removal




Habitat master plan

* For each site specify the following
information:

Ecological and cultural
descripti

Reference/target ecos
Schedules and costs for:

site preparation

implementation

post implementation
Performance st




Habitat master plan

* Master plan review and adoption:

Landowner approval
Community adoption

water body.

Implement actions




Implementing actions in the sites that caused
the BUIs leads to delisting habitat-related BUIs

@ Wetland restoration

&) Floodplain restoration

@ Emergent aquatic restoration

A South Lakeside and
Ruddiman Creek



The rest of the AOC

* Implement best management
practices/stewardship to prevent
further degradation

aters region sole
uifer

*‘— Invasnve species

source runoff




Habitat restoration timeline

* Sources controlled
* Master plan sites restored

* On a trajectory to full recovery Full recovery

Trajectory

Delist!

AOC Long term monitorin
restoration 8 S

activities
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Sheboygan River, WI

‘ Klwanls Park Shorelme Naturalization

§ R SRER ey ¥
.\ ’ V\mdwood Island Aquatlcfr errestnal Restoration

Bank Stabilization [R5 "
r Schuckardt Parcel Aoquusmon

Sheboygan River Area of Concern
Proposed Projects for Delisting Fish and Wildlife Habitat/Populations BUIs (11/5/2010)

A Diver Reaches

~ 1 Outer Harbor P ) S N

All management
actions completed

* Total yards sediment
removed — 389k CY
including Legacy Act
and Superfund

* 5 habitat projects
completed

TOTAL Expended: S80M



White Lake, Ml

* Management action,
habitat restoration,
completed —12/12

* However...due to lower
lake levels, potential
Aesthetics BUI issue—EPA,
State and AOC assessing
conditions

* Projecting AOC
Management action
completed by 9/13




SECTION 1
Industrial/Urban River: Major
Structures Stay. Retrofit

SECTION 2
Major Restoration Area

SECTION 3
Area of Preservation and
Minor Restoration

Lower Black River, OH
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Cuyahoga River, OH







