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introduction

The Great Lakes lie approximately at the center
of the North American continent and provide an
abundant water supply, a transportation network,
and recreational opportunities to thousands of
square miles of continental interior (Figure 1).
Intense and diverse uses of the Great Lakes and
other water and related land resources in the
Basin, however, have resulted in resource deple-
tion and damage which can be mitigated only
by proper planning.

During the late 1960s, in light of projected
population growth and economic expansion, it
became evident to the Great Lakes Basin states
that further resource utilization must be carefully
planned to maintain water quality and quantity
adequate to meet the physical, economic, and
aesthetic needs of the Basin’s population. It was
also evident that effective planning for such a
large, hydrologically and socially complex and
interrelated system could not occur through the
isolated actions of federal, state, and local organi-
zations in the Basin. Coordinated effort would
be imperative. Thus, in accordance with Public
Law 89-80, the Water Resources Planning Act
of 1965, the Great Lakes Basin Commission was
established on April 20, 1967, at the request of
five Basin states, with the concurrence of the
other three.

As set forth by this federal mandate, the Basin
Commission’sduties are fourfold. It is the primary
coordinator of all federal, state, interstate, local,”
and nongovernmental planning for water and
related land resources. It must prepare and keep
current a comprehensive coordinated joint plan,
the Great Lakes Basin Plan. It must recommend
long-range schedules of priorities for collecting
and analyzing data and for investigating, plan-
ning, and constructing projects. And it may un-
dertake special studies that will augment the
available information on water and related land
resources.

The comprehensive Basin Plan is necessary for
the adequate fulfillment of the Commission’s

latter three responsibilities. Work on this plan
was therefore begun immediately. The initial
step, utilizing existing data, was an exhaustive
survey of Basin water and related land resources
and their uses, problems, possible solutions, and
projected future needs (Table 1).

This survey is the Great Lakes Basin Frame-
work Study. The ultimate purpose of the Frame-
work Study was to develop a framework, or basic
plan, for meeting future water needs. The major
objective that guided framework formation was
improvement of the quality of life, with emphasis
on enhancing national economic development by
continuation of past economic trends as modified
by present conditions. The resulting framework,
called the Normal Framework, was then revised
to reflect to the extent practicable the desires
of the citizens and governmental units of the
Basin for maintenance of a high-quality environ-
ment and for regional economic development. The
synthesis of these revisions is the Proposed
Framework, which, together with public com-
ment, is the basis of the Framework Study recom-
mendations presented on the following pages.
These recommendations specify the actions that
the Great Lakes Basin Commission proposes be
supported by the President and Congress and
by the Governors and legislatures of the Great
Lakes states.

Implementation of the recommended studies
and programs will constitute the initial actions
resulting from the Great Lakes Basin Plan. Study
findings and program accomplishments will then
be added to the Plan, expanding its base of
information and enabling determination of what
further studies and programs are needed.

This executive summary presents the problems
identified in the Framework Study, the recom-
mendations in full, and a discussion of institu-
tional and other considerations involved in
Framework Study implementation and future
,planning.

Property of cge Library
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basin problems & recommendations
for their solution

The Great Lakes Basin Framework Study has
identified problems of varying severity associated
with practically all water and land resources and
resource uses (Table 2). The problems include
water pollution, lake level regulation, heavy rec-
reational demands, unplanned land use, and in-
adequate coastal zone management. The following
discussion of these problems and the Commis-
sion’s recommendations concerning them also
cover general recommendations pertaining to the
Proposed Framework and to actions that should
be taken under the auspices of the Great Lakes
Basin Commission.

GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation Concerning the Great
Lakes Basin Proposed Framework

Follow the Proposed Framework as an initial
guide to the development of the water and related
land resources of the Basin.

The Proposed Framework encompasses the features
believed necessary to develop the water and related land
resources of the Basin in an optimal manner. It builds
on the situation that existed in 1970, the base year. Costs
have been estimated for most of the elements and indicate
a capital investment of $25 billion, about one-half of which
is federal (Table 3) and an expenditure for operation,
maintenance, and replacement of $47 billion, about 80
percent of which is public non-federal (Table 4) in the
50years from 1970 to 2020. This translates into an annual
per capita cost of $30 in the early 1970s and $8.50 in
2020 and an annual operation, maintenance, and re-
placement cost of $16 in the early 1970s and $30 in 2020.
In view of the central importance of a high level of water
quality to the future of the Basin, the water quality
management program represents the largest single invest-
ment at §10 billion over the 50-year period, or 40 percent,
for municipal wastewater treatment facilities in order to
meet the requirements of P.L. 92-500, the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act as amended. To build new facilities
and bring existing facilities up to current standards,
nearly one-half of this expenditure is projected for the
first 10 years, resulting in the high per capita costs shown
for the early period.

Recommendations Concerning the U.S.
Great Lakes Basin for Action Under the
Auspices of the Great Lakes Basin
Commission

(1) Accelerate the development of the next por-
tion of the Comprehensive Coordinated Joint Plan
to ensure its completion by 1980 through (a)
utilizing to the maximum practicable extent na-
tional assessments of water problems and needs,
and other federal, state, interstate, regional, local,
and non-governmental plans in a continuous
planning process, and (b) adequately funding
more detailed studies conducted by the Commis-
sion, including the following in order of recom-
mended priority for federal funding and early
action by the Commission:

Cost Start  Length

Studies ($1,000) (F.Y.) (Years)
Fox-Wolf River Basin Level B
Study 830 1977 2
Great Lakes Regional Water
and Energy Study 875 1978 2
Great Lakes Environmental
Planning Study 2,100 1978 3

(2) Coordinate and support expanded data col-
lection and research programs necessary for im-
proved management of the water and related land
resources of the Basin.

(3) Foster and support a comprehensive study
of transportation needs and opportunities in the
Great Lakes Basin and their implication for water
resources in the Great Lakes Basin.

(4) Foster or undertake appropriate additional
studies to provide the details necessary for devel-
opment of the Comprehensive Coordinated Joint
Plan, and for. authorization and construction of
projects.

ENERGY

The Great Lakes Basin is an attractive region
for power plant development (Table 5). The Great
Lakes provide abundant water for cooling and
are a transportation medium for fuel delivered
along the thousands of miles of Great Lakes
shoreline. Industrial and urban centers in and
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TABLE 5 Power Development, Great Lakes Basin by State, 1970

Installed Capacity (MW)

Steam-Electric

Hydro- Thermal Non- Fossil Nuclear Water

State electric? Condensing Steam Steam Total Withdrawal (mgd)
Illinois 0 113 1,068 0 1,181 580
Indiana 11 106 2,831 0 2,948 1,562
Michigan 285 1,148 9,932 145 11,510 6,149
Minnesota 83 8 307 0 398 250
New York 3,544 45 2,732 1,159 7,480 3,109
Ohio 0 188 4,388 0 4,576 3,400
Pennsylvania 0 4 119 0 123 144
Wisconsin 144 132 3,796 524 4,596 2,044
TOTAL 4,067 1,744 25,173 1,828 32,812 17,238

lconventional hydroelectric except 240 MW pumped storage in New York.

“Internal combustion and gas turbine.

around the Basin provide a market for the energy
produced. A large quantity of power is presently
produced in the Basin, supplying the Basin’sneeds
and providing for some needs outside the Basin.
It is expected that demands for electrical energy
from both inside and outside the Basin will
increase with population growth and industrial
expansion.

Although water withdrawals for electrical en-
ergy production are expected to increase 52
times by 2020, the major difficulties associated
with energy production are not water supply, but
water quality and overall environmental quality.
There is concern about the local and lakewide
effects of elevated temperature in power plant
discharges, and the attraction of fish to heated
discharges and the interactive effects of tempera-
ture, chlorine, copper, and other effluent compo-
nents on fish and other organisms are areas of
active research. The significance of fish mortali-
ties, including those caused by power plant cooling
systems, is still being determined in laboratory
and field research studies. The natural beauty
of a locality may be spoiled and the air polluted
by burning fossil fuels. The introduction of nu-
clear power plants is opposed by those who fear
the possibility of radioactive waste emissions,
accidents destructive to human life, or unsafe
waste disposal.

The crucial problem facing the Great Lakes
Basin in the area of energy production is the

reconciliation of the growing demands for electri-
cal power with ecological and environmental val-
ues. To aid in this reconciliation, the Great Lakes
Basin Commission recommends the following:

(1) Support studies by state and federal agencies
and other power interests of hydroelectric power
projects and other alternative sources of energy,
including their economic, environmental, and so-
cial impacts and costs.

(2) Develop policies to reduce energy problems
through proper management of water and related
land resources, including the early accomplish-
ment of the Great Lakes Regional Water and
Energy Study.

(3) Foster energy conservation as a basic policy
for the reduction of energy problems.

NAVIGATION

The vast Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River sys-
tem is a unique and valuable transportation route,
stretching 2,342 miles eastward from America’s
grain and iron ore producing heartland, past
major industrial centers and on to the Atlantic
Ocean. By linking the midcontinent with eastern
cities and the seacoast, the Great Lakes signifi-
cantly influence economic development and help
maintain economic health in the Region and
nation (Table 6). N

The great potential of this water highway is
only partially realized. Only a fraction of the cargo
passing through the Great Lakes Region is



Basin Problems and Recommendations 9

TABLE 6 Cargo Carried on the Great Lakes and Connecting Channels by Area, 1959-1973

(million tons)

Area 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963

1964

1965 1966 1967 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973

60,3
65.9

81,
86.

o

68,
74.

70,0
74.

72,
77.

Lake Superior
St. Marys River

Lake Michigan including the

8L.
Port of Chicago1

5 92. 85. 85. 107.

Lake Huron 106. 126. 113. 114, 12z,

St. Clair River, including

78.
Charnels in Lake St. Clair

97. 84. 87. 93.

Detroit River 92. 111. 96. 100. 107.

Lake Erie, including Upper
Niagara River

Welland Canal

100. 114, 101. 107. 120.

21. 21. 21. 27. 31.

Lake Ontario, including

21.
Lower Niagara River

22. 21. 28.0 33,

St. Lawrence River? 12. 12. 12, 16.3 19.4

Net United States traffic on

184.3
the Great Lakes

209.5

77.9
83.7

117.7

136.7

103.5

120.3

134.5

38.9

38.8

25.6

213.3

78.
81.

85.
87.

75.
7.

85,
88.

78.
81,

71.
75.

75.
79.

92,
97.

117. 125, 124, 125. 131. 121. 122. 124,

138. 148. 136. 138. 144, 141, 130. 135. 155.

107. 113. 101. 107. 109. 109. 102. 106. 118.

124, 129. 118. 122. 122, 125. 115. 119. 131,

140, 147, 136. 143. 142, 142. 129. 132, 147.

40. 43. 41, 46. 43.4 45, 43.3 44, 49,

41, 43.1 41.0 47.1 45.0 45, 42.9 43.5 49.

27.1 29.5 27.9 33.1 27.7 30. 30.4 30.6 37.

217.5 231.7 217.3 221.8 225.9 228.2 208.8 214.0 23l.

IThis area includes Chicago Harbor, North Branch, South Branch, Sanitary Ship Canal, Calumet-Sag Canal, Calumet Harbor and

River, and Lake Calumet.

2Tncludes the portion of the River between the International Boundary Line and Lake Ontario.

shipped on the Great Lakes. Major difficulties
encountered by navigation are ice and channel
depths and lock widths that do not accommodate
today’s larger vessels used in international ship-
ping. It is possible to ease these navigational
constraints, but some of the solutions may be
environmentally harmful. There is great concern
about shore damage from lake traffic and about
bottom disruption and wetland destruction re-
sulting from channel dredging and dredge mate-
rial disposal. Careful planning and thoughtful
actions are necessary to reconcile the interests
of navigation with those of the environment and
to provide Basin residents with the best possible
solutions. To help solve these problems, the Great
Lakes Basin Commission recommends the follow-
ing:

(1) Continue the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence
Seaway Navigation Season Extension Demon-
stration Project until the technical, economic, and
environmental feasibility, or lack thereof, of sea-
son extension has been determined for all parts
of the system, and investigate related programs
hauing significant impacts on navigation.

(2) Modify and deepen navigation harbors,
consistent with findings of need and with the
current 27-foot depth navigation system, consider-
ing environmental quality and economic effi-
ciency.

LAKE LEVELS

Great Lakes levels affect the extent of flooding,
shoreline erosion, and shoreline property damage;
wetland acreage; depth of navigation channels;
and hydroelectric power output. The levels of the

Lakes respond to both natural and artificial fac-
tors (Figure 2). Variations in precipitation and
evaporation influence long-term fluctuations.
Wind, barometric pressure differentials over the
Lakes, ice and the variance of river outflows cause
short-term fluctuations. A few diversions, channel
alterations and regulatory works constitute the
present artificial controls.

Intensified interest in lake levels, resulting
from unusually high and low lake levels since
the early 1960s, together with increased use of
the lakes or the shoreline for living, recreation,
industry, and navigation, has generated diverse
and sometimes conflicting proposals for lake level
regulation. The international effects of lake levels
add to the delicacy of decisions about lake level
regulation.

Studies are underway to further increase un-
derstanding of the natural causes of lake level
fluctuation, to improve forecasting techniques,
and to determine the effects of various lake level
regulation plans. To help expand knowledge of
lake level phenomena and their effects, the Great
Lakes Basin Commission recommends the follow-
ing:

(1) Fosterorundertake Great Lakes level studies
and lake level control studies through the Interna-
tional Joint Commission, giving emphasis to state
and local involvement and considering benefits,
costs, and environmental effects of: (a) the
proposed plan to regulate Lakes Superior, Erie,
and Ontario (SEO-17P) employing existing works
and additional conirolled outflow capacity pro-
vided through the Black Rock Canal to the Nia-
gara River, using a new objective for regulating
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the levels of Lake Superior; (b) constraints on lake
regulation downstream from Lake Ontario in the
St. Lawrence River; and (c¢) aliernative means by
which such constraints can be met or modified.

RECREATION

The Basin’s lakes, streams, parks, harbors, and
other recreational resources provide both resi-
dents and nonresidents with many opportunities
for outdoor recreational enjoyment (Table 7). The
resulting tourist industry has aided the Basin’s
economy. As demands for these resources in-
crease, shoreland development and erosion, urban
sprawl, and waste disposal sometimes diminish
their capacity and attractiveness. While most
recreational waters and lands occupy the northern
portion of the Basin, most of the population dwells
in the southern portion. There is a need for more
day use and weekend use facilities close to metro-

politan areas. Competing land uses, high costs
of recreational development, conflicting public
opinion about developments, and congestion are
some of the problems federal, state, and local
decisionmakers face. The Great Lakes Basin
Commission recommends the following:

(1) Give high priority to development of land-
based, water-oriented outdoor recreation facilities
in and near large urban concentrations.

(2) Encourage additional public access to pri-
vate lands for recreational purposes, especially
inthesouthern half of the Basin, through incentive
programs, education of users and private land-
owners, and other methods.

(3) Provide recreational boating harbors and
harbors of refuge where determined necessary and
agreed to in the Great Lakes.

(4) Encourage development of public facilities




Basin Problems and Recommendations 11

TABLE 7 Recreational Boating Use in the Great Lakes Basin by Lake Basin

Great lLakes  Access Total Number of Boats (000s) Boat Days in Use (000s)

Lake Basin Harbors Sites! Resident Non~-Resident Inland Great Lakes Inland Great Lakes
Superior 37 426 62.5 25.5 18.4 9.6 2,157.0 112.0
Michigan 96 NA 301.8 197.4 362.9 136.3 9,759.1 3,019.9
Huron 23 198 49.4 80.2 93.1 36.5 2,720.9 1,071.7
Erie 59 129 190.9 17.9 134.3 74.5 3,956.9 2,148.1
Ontario 29 42 104.0 33.1 91.5 45.6 2,698.1 1,327.9
Great Lakes Basin 244 708.6 354.1 760.2 302.5 21,294.,0 7,679.6

NA--Not Available
Mncludes only access sites to inland lakes.

TABLE 8 Municipal and Industrial Water Supply Data for the Great Lakes Basin by State,

1970
Municipal

1970 Average Demand Source Gross Self-Supplied Industrial

Domestic & Source Great Inland Lakes Ground- Industrial Consumptive
State Commercial Industrial Total Capacity Lakes & Streams Water Water Req. Withdrawal Use
Iilinois 1,084.5 252.4 1,336.9 1,843.9 1,566.0 0 277.9 NA 1,348 100
Indiana 117.1 53.9 171.0 ~ 397.7 146.8 49.1 201.8 NA 3,251 285
Michigan 738.1 414.8 1,152.9 1,915.9 1,529.4 41.4 345.1 3,833 2,374 224
Minnesota 18.1 7.6 25.7 49.6 38.3 0.2 11.1 153 68 5
New York 435 200 635 909 339 268 102 1,062 1,187 99
Ohio 487 187 674 1,173 886 208 79 2,786 1,605 119
Pennsylvania 36 19 55 78 70 3 5 NA 145 12
Wisconsin 182.3 122.9 305.2 1,042.2 748.8 77.6 215.7 95 595 54
TOTAL 3,098.1 1,257.6 4,355.7  7,409.3  5,524.4 647.3 1,237.6 ——— 10,575 898

NA--Not Available

for recreation by demonstrating the potential for
recreation and fishing. To support such develop-
ment, foster one or more federally funded research
and development projects on small watersheds in
or near urban areas where water quality condi-
tions are being restored.

WATER QUALITY

Water, vital to all life, is the Great Lakes
Basin’s most abundant resource and is used for
such valuable purposes as municipal supply, in-
dustrial and agricultural production and process-
ing, navigation, and recreation.

The Great Lakes contain many times the
amount of water conceivably needed for munic-
ipal, industrial, and agricultural uses. Because
inland distribution of this water is expensive,
many areas of the Basin rely on more limited
inland surface-water or ground-water supplies
(Table 8). The quality of these and Great Lakes
supplies must be maintained if they are to be
usable.

However, many Great Lakes Basin waters have
been contaminated. Urban and industrial centers,

feedlot runoff and heavy cropland fertilization,
and widespread commercial and recreational use
of the water surface contribute municipal wastes,
toxic chemicals and elements, phosphate and
nitrate nutrients to the Basin’s waters. Dredge
material, heated water effluent, and wastes from
watercraft also enter the waters. Extremely diffi-
cult to control are nonpoint sources of pollution
which originate from urban construction and land
management practices such as row cropping and
clearcutting.

Although general public awareness of the dis-
advantages of polluted water has resulted in
pollution reduction through measures provided
by federal and state legislation, much more must
be done to restore many of the Basin’s waters
to acceptable conditions and prevent degradation
of presently clean waters. The Great Lakes Basin
Commission recommends the following actions:

Water Quality

(1) Continue to implement the planning and
management aspects of the water pollution control
program for meeting the goals of, and standards
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TABLE 9 Water Area and Land Use, by Plan Area (Base Year 1966-1967) (thousands of

acres)
Rivers, Land Resource Base
Lakes, and Total Urban Pasture Forest
Plan Area Total Areal Embayments Land Area Built-Up Cropland Range Land Other Total
1.0 16,998.4 1,083.1 15,915.3 422.3 692.9 165.3  14,264.5 370.3  15,493.0
2.0 33,283,1 1,010.7 32,272.4 2,907,8 13,016.1 1,405.3 12,596.2 2,347.0 29,364.6
3.0 8,628.4 186.5 8,441.9 568.6 2,901.2 358.8 4,109.0 504.3 7,873.3
4.0 15,876.0 197.¢6 15,678.4 2,421.3 8,550.7 715.4 3,022.4 968.6  13,257.1
5.0 11,721.0 449.3 11,271.7 667.7 3,448.1 861.0 5,632.6 662.3 10,604.0
TOTAL 86,506.9 2,917.2 83,579.7 6,987.7 28,609.0 3,505.8 39,624.7 4,852.5 76,592.0

lArea measurement by county boundaries.

developed pursuantto, the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act as amended in 1972 and the Great
Lakes Water Quality Agreement.

(2) Maintain a level of federal and state fund-
ing for construction grants for wastewater treat-
ment facilities adequate to meet national and
international commitments, and assurances of
funding continuity.

(3) Foster methods of reducing nonpoint-source
pollution. This includes increased support for
development and implementation of areawide
waste treatment management plans (Section 208
of P.L. 92-500).

(4) Accelerate those aspects of implementation
of P.L. 92-500, in addition to those above, and
state programs which facilitate the improvement
of the quality of waters of the Great Lakes. This
includes additional funding for research, demon-
stration, water quality surveillance and monitor-
ing, implementation, and legislative amendments.

(5) Undertake the Great Lakes Environmental
Planning Study to provide for a major study of
water quality aspects in the Great Lakes.

(6) Fosterstudies of environmentally hazardous
substances such as organic contaminants, mer-
cury, and other heavy metals to assess their effects
and persistence and to determine methods of
eliminating their introduction and reducing their
concentration in the Lakes.

(7) Support legislation for immediate ban of
nonessential uses of polychlorinated biphenyls
(PCBs), and a complete ban as soon as substitutes
for essential uses are found.

Waste Management

(1) Continue study of all aspects of waste dispo-
sal, including solid and liquid wastes, and accel-
erate studies on the recovery of useful materials
therefrom.

LAND USE AND MANAGEMENT

Approximately 38 percent of the Great Lakes
Basin land area is in agricultural production.
Urban or built-up areas occupy more than 8
percent of the land and are expected to increase.
The forests, which comprise over 47 percent of
the Basin’s land area, are subject to frequent,
heavy use by recreationists and by logging opera-
tions (Table 9).

Two major problems are associated with land
use management. The most obvious is that some
activities disturb the land or destroy its natural
vegetative cover. This results in unsightliness,
decreased usefulness of the land for many
purposes, and degradation of water quality as
soil and contaminants wash into streams and
lakes or seep into the ground water. Agricultural
activities often expose the land to erosion by water
and wind and add fertilizers and pesticides to
the environment. Urban construction repeatedly
exposes great patches of earth to erosion. Unre-
corded, abandoned oil, gas, and salt wells and
test wells may pollute surface and ground water.
Unreclaimed mined lands pollute the water with
undesirable chemicals and silt. Heavy recrea-
tional use of forested areas may damage the plant
cover, exposing the soil to erosion. Improper log-
ging activities have similar effects. Many acres
of forest growing over previously cleared land
require proper management to adequately protect
the soil.

The second problem associated with land is the
competition for land and the allocation of land
among conflicting uses. In heavily populated and
growing areas of the Basin and in areas where
natural resources are abundant, demand for land
is intense. More than one-third of the total and
much of the best cropland in the Basin is in
standard metropolitan statistical areas where it
will be in demand for urban expansion. With



increased urbanization comes a demand for more
open space within the urban area. Demand for
recreational opportunities is growing as popula-
tion, incomes, and leisure time increase.

Urban expansion often results in the loss of
available mineral-bearing land, as zoning ordi-
nances and construction prevent access to sand,
gravel, and stone deposits. Planning to preserve
mineral-bearing lands for future production is
impossible when the location of mineral deposits
is not known. Demand for land has frequently
resulted in construction in flood plains, so that
high economic losses are experienced when flood-
ing occurs.

All of these problems illustrate the need for
land use planning that will allocate land among
suitable uses to the greatest benefit of the people
in the Basin. The Great Lakes Basin Commission
recommends the following:

Agricultural and Forest Land Treatment

(1) Complete or update detailed soil surveys
within the U.S. Great Lakes Basin, particularly
in the Lake Erie basin.

(2) Accelerate soil and water conservation
treatment programs including those to reduce
sedimentation for land now in agricultural use
in the Lake Erie basin and also inthe northeastern
Lake Michigan basin. These programs should
include, when appropriate, federal cost sharing
and other incentives to private land owners.

(3) Accelerate forest land treatment programs
tomaintain high quality forest, sustain continuous
timber production, continue multiple use, control
surface and streambank erosion, and promote
reforestation which will affect runoff, ground
water, organic loadings, and water temperatures,
with emphasis in the northwestern and northeast-
ern Lake Michigan basins, northern Lake Huron
basin, and eastern Lake Ontario basin.

(4) Accelerate assistance to improve soil drain-
age of active cropland, consistent with preserving
wetland, primarily in the Saginaw and Maumee
basins and in the northwestern and southwestern
Lake Michigan basins.

Mineral Deposits

(1) Determine locations, extents, and values of
mineral deposits in the Basin. These determi-
nations are especially important in areas of rapid
growth where access to essential minerals may
be lost, recovery of mineral deposits impeded, or
implementation of community plans later encum-
bered by higher priority need for minerals.

(2) Identify locations, extents, and values of
mineral deposits in the beds of the Greal Lakes
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in states where approval has been granted.

(3) Support reclamation of mined lands toabate
pollution from them and to provide the opportunity
for as many varied future land uses as possible.
High priority consideration should be given to the
opportunities of using mined lands for future
recreation and open space use.

Flooding

(1) Accelerate flood plain delineation and flood
elevation determination studies in emerging urban
areas.

(2) Institute flood damage reduction using both
structural and nonstructural measures.

(3) Encourage nonstructural flood plain mea-
sures, such as purchase (including less than fee
simple and purchase with lease backs) or zoning
of shoreland and flood plain areas, as priority
measures for resolution of flood problems wherever
feasible.

FISH AND WILDLIFE

The wide range of water and land habitats in
the Great Lakes Basin supports diversified fish
and wildlife populations (Table 10). Over the ages
these populations have evolved to fit the climate
and habitat in which they live, and each species
has become an integral, necessary part of the
food chain or natural balance. The loss of one
species or the introduction of an alien species
may result in severe imbalance among other
species, and environmental change may cause a
degradation or decline in fish or wildlife popula-
tions. Therefore, a healthy, diverse fish and wild-
life population is of value as an indicator of a
healthy environment.

In many parts of the Great Lakes and in the
Basin, however, fish species diversity and
numbers have been reduced by contamination of
water by municipal, industrial, and agricultural
pollutants. The balance of the fish population in
the Great Lakes has also been disturbed by
invasion of exotic species, particularly the parisi-
tic sea lamprey. While the number and diversity
of fish species have declined, the demand for sport
fishing has grown, further complicating the
maintenance of a balanced population.

The most serious threat to wildlife is habitat
loss and degradation due to human activities.
Urban and industrial expansion destroy wildlife
habitat. Clean-farming practices reduce the habi-
tat’s ability to support varied wildlife species. Of
particular concern is the loss of wetlands, so
important to waterfowl as nesting and resting
places, due to dredging and filling for navigation,
construction, and other purposes.
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TABLE 10 Acres of Farm and Forest Game Habitat in the Great Lakes Region by State,

1960

Total Land Area Farm Habitat Forest Habitat Total Habitat
State (in acres) Acres % of Total Land Acres % of Total Land Acres % of Total Land
Illinois 2,367,300 1,466,500 62 148,100 6 1,614,600 68
Indiana 3,635,300 2,811,800 77 364,800 10 3,176,600 87
Michigan 36,223,100 13,447,700 37 18,993,600 52 32,441,300 B9
Minnesota 6,579,900 587,400 9 6,037,500 92 6,624,900 101!
New York 13,822,500 6,788,000 49 5,527,900 40 12,315,900 89
Ohio 7,747,500 6,354,500 82 1,089,800 14 7,444,300 96
Pennsylvania 519,100 281,900 54 124,000 24 405,900 78
Wisconsin 12,685,000 5,506,500 44 6,003,200 47 11,509,700 91
TOTAL REGION 83,579,700 37,244,300 45 38,288,900 46 75,533,200 91

ITotal habitat probably includes some water areas excluded from "land" area.

NOTE: The area of the land resource base, made up of the farmland and forest land, and reported elsewhere, is based on
1966-67 measurements and estimates. Habitat is based on 1960 information and estimates. In some instances changes
in land use result in habitat being recorded as greater than the corresponding land base in the PSA or State.

Thus, pollution abatement and land use plan-
ning, as well as wildlife management, are neces-
sary to preserve the Basin’s fish and wildlife
resources. Towards this end, the Great Lakes
Basin Commission recommends the following:

(1) Accelerate protection and management of
all wetlands that are valuable for wildlife and
fishery habitat and other unique and critical
wildlife habitat in the Basin through appropriate
state and federal legislation.

(2) Expand wildlife management extension ser-
vices, cost sharing, and other incentives to private
landowners to encourage game habitat develop-
ment and maintenance.

(3) Provide increased federal and state support
for fish population research, assessment, and
analysis so that interstate and international Great
Lakes programs will have a stronger data base
for cooperative decisions on species introductions,
fish stocking, available harvest, and commercial
and sport fishery regulations.

(4) Insure that the Great Lakes fishery man-
agement decisions are designed for maximum
public benefit.

(5) Increase international efforts to develop
comprehensive alternative programs of sea lam-
prey control to reduce dependence on the selective
toxicant TFM as the primary control method in
order that the value of the Great Lakes fishery
(hundreds of millions of dollars in revenue an-
nually) is not solely dependent on this control
method.

(6) Support the formulation and implementa-
tion of an accelerated fish restocking program
for the Great Lakes, closely coordinated among
U.S. federal and state agencies and with the

Canadian government, to attain an optimum yield
based on the productive capacity of the Lakes.

(7) Continue federal support of Great Lakes
public access and harbor of refuge programs to
provide access to the fishery resources.

SHORELANDS

The scenic beauty of many Great Lakes shore-
landsand use of their waters forrecreation, supply,
and commercial navigation make them the focus
for many types of development (Table 11). Devel-
opment, in turn, magnifies or creates shoreland
problems. The most severe of these problems is
shore erosion. Although erosion is a natural geo-
logic process, heavy economic losses are annually
incurred due to development which now covers
50 percent of the shore. Because 70 percent of
the Great Lakes shore is composed of erodible
materials, shore erosion is extensive and especial-
ly severe over extended reaches. Higher than
average lake levels in recent years have aggra-
vated the problem.

Other shoreland problems stemming from de-
velopment include shoreland alterations, water-
front blight, inefficient land use due to nonessen-
tial and conflicting activities, lack of historic
preservation, lack of public access, encroachment
on wetlands, and sedimentation.

The 3,470 miles of United States mainland
Great Lakes shore are a fragile resource subjected
to the pressure of many uses. Great care must
be taken to see that the quality of the shorelands
ispreserved and that the shores serve the greatest
benefit to the most people. Towards this end, the
Great Lakes Basin Commission recommends the
following:
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TABLE 11 Great Lakes Shoreline Use, Ownership, and Condition by State, 1970

Great Lakes Shoreline Total IL IN MI MN NY OH PA wI
USE

Residential, commercial &

industrial, public lands &

buildings 1,362.4 33.5 27.9 687.5 68.8 188.1 128.1 24.8 203.7
Agricultural & undeveloped 583.6 0.6 0.1 282.3 11.0 134.3 16.4 11.9 127.0
Forest 1,134.4 0 0 900.0 69.7 0 3.5 0 160.3
Recreation (public) 334.8  30.9 17.0 125.3 24,2 38.1 33.6 11.6 54.1
Fish & wildlife wetlands 55.4 0 0 27.3 1.2 0 8.7 0 18.2
OWNERSHIP

Federal 133.1 3.1 9.3 38.2 20.1 0 5.8 0 56.6
Non-Federal public 466.2 35.8 8.7 217.5 19.0 44.7 24.5 11.6 94.3
Private 2,871.3 26.1 27.0 1,767.6 135.7 315.8 150.0 36.7 412.4
PROBLEM IDENTIFICATION

No problem 1,666.0 0 0 1,203.4 163.5 106.6 21.7 0 170.8
Critical erosion 203.9 10.5 13.0 103.8 0.5 16.8 14.3 6.0 39.0
Noncritical erosion 993.2 0 9.6 479.2 10.9 179.6 37.9 36.0 240.0
Subject to flooding 289.8 0 0 185.7 0 19.1 10.8 0 74.2
Protected 317.7  54.5 22.4 51.2 0 38.4 105.6 6.3 39.3
TOTAL SHORELAND MILEAGE

Great Lakes 3,470.6 65.0 45.0 2,023.3 174.9 360.5 140.3 48.3 563.3
Other? 521.7 0 0 206.2 31.3  154.0 74.5 0] 55.7

1Mileages estimated for lake basins and States from tables and small scale maps in Great Lakes
Region Inventory Report, National Shoreline Study, August 1971, and Appendix 12, Shore Use and

Erosion, Great Lakes Basin Framework Study.

91.2 mi
37.0 mi
47.0 mi
31.0 mi

2"0ther" includes: MI-St. Marys River
St. Clair River
Lake St. Clair
Detroit River

Shoreline and Streambank Erosion

(1) Support the preparation of a cooperative
assessment of shore damages due to high water
levels of the 1970s, that will provide a base of
information for evaluating the economic justifica-
tion of damage reduction options.

(2) Continue study for early authorization of
the breakwater at Presque Isle, Pennsylvania,
recommended for beach protection by the Chief
of Engineers.

(3) Support ongoing state and federal shore
erosion studies and coastal zone management
programs that provide information on both struc-
tural and nonstructural methods of reducing shore
erosion problems on the Great Lakes.

MN-Duluth Harbor 31.3 mi OH-Sandusky Bay
NY-Niagara River 39,0 mi WI-Superior Hazg;i m
St. Lawrence R, 115.0 mi P 55.7 mi

(4) Institute nonstructural methods of reducing
shore erosion damage in undeveloped areas—e.g.,
zoning and setback requirements—until suitable
methods for structural protection have been dem-
onstrated.

(5) Develop a technical assistance program co-
ordinated among appropriate agencies to stabilize
severe streambank erosion areas.

Coastal Zone Management

(1) Continue studies for coastal zone manage-
ment, implement suitable management programs,
and coordinate activities of an interstate nature
within the context of federal and state laws.



implementation of recommendations

GREAT LAKES BASIN PLAN

A familiarity with the Great Lakes Basin Plan,
(the comprehensive coordinated joint plan) of
which the Framework Study and recommen-
dations are the first portion, is necessary to an
understanding of how the recommendations will
be implemented.

In keeping with the mission of the Great Lakes
Basin Commission, the Great Lakes Basin Plan’s
purpose is to enable coordinated, effective natural
resource planning and activity in the Great Lakes
Basin. To this end, development of the Great
Lakes Basin Plan will involve the following:
maintenance of an inventory of completed or
ongoing plans or programs; identification of prob-
lems; assessment of how well these problems are
being solved by the plans and programs in the
inventory; and recommendation of plans and pro-
grams needed to solve problems presently ignored
or inadequately treated. The recommended long
range plans and programs will be prioritized, with
annual updates, and organizations to implement
these actions will be suggested.

Projects, programs, and studies throughout the
Basin will solve some problems, while different
problems will crop up due to changes in resource
demand and use and the evolution of national
and local priorities and goals. Thus, the Great
Lakes Basin Plan’sinventory, analyses, priorities,
and recommendations will undergo continual
modification.

The Great Lakes Basin Commission is respon-
sible for the preparation and maintenance of the
Great Lakes Basin Plan and will itself encourage,
conduct or coordinate, and participate in studies
more detailed than the Framework Study neces-
sary to expand knowledge of and solutions for
Great Lakes Basin resources and problems. The
Commission will annually publish a report on
the progress of the Great Lakes Basin Plan.

The Framework Study is the first phase of the
Great Lakes Basin Plan development. Its findings
will be continuously updated and its recommen-
dations likewise may be altered as new informa-
tion is gathered and circumstances change. The

16

expanding Great Lakes Basin Plan will undoubt-
edly refine some Framework Study recommen-
dations, pinpointing specific locations and re-
sources requiring study or action. The imple-
mentation of the Framework Study recommen-
dations will thus take place within the context
of new information provided by the Great Lakes
Basin Plan.

RESPONSIBILITY FOR
IMPLEMENTATION

The implementation of the Framework Study’s
recommendations will not occur automatically.
It will require deliberate effort at many levels
of government and by the private sector and the
commitment of time, money, and other resources.
Implementation will require data collection to
provide background information for research and
planning; basic research to determine the effects
of certain actions; detailed local planning to en-
courage the best use of resources in the locality;
and the adoption of programs to generate specific
structures, projects, laws, and other devices for
meeting the needs.

Accomplishment of these activities may require
changes in existing public law and policy. The
historically limited funds for research, data col-
lection, planning, and implementation may have
to be increased to meet the challenges identified
in the Framework Study.

The activities of data collection, analysis and
research are generally the responsibility of spe-
cific federal or state agencies, sometimes with
local cooperation. Continuation and expansion of
these activities under the coordination of the
Great Lakes Basin Commission will ensure
against deficiencies and duplication. Although the
Commission is not a principle funding agency
for this kind of work, it can provide support and
encourage the necessary authority and funds.

The Great Lakes Basin Commission is analyz-
ing several regional studies (Southeast Michigan
Comprehensive Water Resources Study, Kalama-
zoo-Black-Macatawa-Paw Paw Rivers Basin
Study, Grand River Basin Comprehensive Re-



sources Study, and Southeast Wisconsin Rivers
Basin Study) which will involve coordinated work
by federal and state agencies. Specific project
feasibility studies will be performed by the re-
sponsible local, state, or federal agency or by
industry.

Public acceptance of the Framework Study—as
a basis for cooperation and coordination and public
insistence on adequate future data collection,
research, studies, legislation, and programs—is
necessary to ensure that the study findings are
used and the recommendations are implemented.
A comprehensive effort to increase public under-
standing of and participation in decisions about
water and related land resources is needed.

Educational programs should be provided con-
cerning resource use, conservation, and develop-
ment. Accordingly, adequate funds for appropri-
ate entities to design and implement continuing
education and special study programs should be
requested by water resources planning institu-
tions, such as the Great Lakes Basin Commission.
The Commission can act as a catalyst to encourage
public education by working with existing state
and federal agencies, public interest and special
Interest groups, school systems, the news media,
and others.

Thelocal unit of government may be the critical
elementin project implementation. An aggressive
city, county, or improvement district backed by
an informed public may be most effective in
planning and completing projects.

INSTITUTIONAL PROBLEMS

The political and institutional aspects of re-
source management in the Basin are very com-
plex. The Basin encompasses one Canadian prov-
ince and eight U.S. states, each having specific
rights, privileges, and responsibilities concerning
the Lakes. Both federal governments and county
and local governments are also concerned with
the Lakes. The resource use policies of the various
governmental units and agencies sometimes con-
flict. Overlapping jurisdictions frequently result
inoverlapping programs and duplication of effort.
These difficulties are magnified by the fact that
the Great Lakes are a single physical system in
which activities in one part ultimately affect the
other parts.

To deal with this situation regional planning
agencies and intergovernmental councils have
been established to coordinate some of the activi-
ties of local governments. Interstate agencies
coordinate research, planning, and other activities
when performed by two or more states. The Great
Lakes Basin Commission provides Basinwide
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coordination of the activities of the states and
local governments, as well as federal government
activities in the Great Lakes states.

International agencies also exist. The Great
Lakes Fishery Commission and the International
Joint Commission (IJC) have the broadest reach.

The Great Lakes Fishery Commission’s respon-
sibility is to develop coordinated Great Lakes
research programs, recommend measures to per-
mit maximum sustained productivity of fish stock
of common concern, and formulate and implement
a program to eradicate or minimize Great Lakes
sea lamprey populations.

The International Joint Commission is an in-
ternational investigative, deliberative, regula-
tive, and semi-adjudicative body with lake regu-
lation and water quality monitoring and surveil-
lance authority. It can, at any time, be assigned
additional responsibilities agreed upon by the U.S.
and Canadian governments.

The IJC is currently responding to the Terms
of References under the Great Lakes Water Qual-
ity Agreement of 1972 between the United States
and Canada. The Agreement assigns responsi-
bility to the IJC to collect, analyze, and dissemi-
nate the data relating to the quality of the
boundary waters and permits it to advise the
federal, state, and provincial governments re-
garding water quality and related matters. A
research advisory board, composed of both Cana-
dian and United States members, was established
under the IJC by the Agreement and provides
for exchange of information between the two
nations and between the province and states. As
currently constituted, the 1JC prerogatives are
not broad enough to accommodate the initiatives
needed. The IJC prerogative could be expanded
to permit it to investigate on its own the matters
of urgent concern to both governments. The Great
Lakes Basin Commission could readily assist the
IJC, for it is designed to manage multi-agency
planning programs. The Commission should be
considered for future activities.

There are several things to consider when
planning additional institutional arrangements
that would provide the needed integration. First,
any mechanism that purports to deal with Basin-
wide issues must be capable of dealing with the
problems of multiple-use resources.

Second, a vast range of research, data collection,
and analysis must be accomplished to support
the decision-making process. Any organizational
structure that fails to coordinate information
gathering and planning will necessarily be handi-
capped in its ability to identify problems and
formulate policy goals.
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Third, any institution that attempts to deal with
the entire Great Lakes should have the authority
to set priorities. Without such authority it is
probable that any agreement on goals and objec-
tives would be a hollow gesture. Such an agree-
ment might offer enough platitudes to satisfy
many people, but in the face of a limited budget
it would be incapable of supporting hard decisions
regarding program priorities.

Finally, the establishment of an agency to
integrate public authorities would be difficult
because such an agency would have to resolve
conflicting goals supported by different political

constituencies. Solution of those issues could only
be ensured through the political process.

The institutional arrangements affecting water
resources will continue to be evaluated during
the development of the Great Lakes Basin Plan,
and further recommendations will be included
when appropriate. When presenting the Great
Lakes Basin Plan, the Great Lakes Basin Com-
mission will submit recommendations for imple-
menting the plan, including the management
adjustments needed for formulation of new or-
ganizations or the realignment of existing organi-
zations.



framework study report:
review comments

Section 204 of Public Law 89-80, The Water
Resources Planning Act, requires that the Great
Lakes Basin Framework Study Report undergo
review by the heads of the federal, state, and
interstate agencies represented on the Great
Lakes Basin Commission, and also by the In-
ternational Joint Commission. Section 102(2)(C)
of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(Public Law 91-190) requires that these agencies
also review the final Environmental Impact
Statement, which incorporates comments made
on the draft EIS. All comments received by the
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Great Lakes Basin Commission in accordance
with these requirements are reproduced on the
following pages.

The comments are reproduced with no omissions
of any kind. International, federal, and state
agencies are grouped together, and arranged in
alphabetical order with each group.

Photographic copies of the letters are reduced
considerably in size in this volume. Original copies
are on file with the Great Lakes Basin Commis-
sion.
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DEPARTMENT GF AGRICULTURE
QFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D. C 20250

Maroh 17, 1977

Mr, Arthur H. Cratty

Acting Chairman

Great lakes Basin Commission
3475 Plymouth Road

Post Office Box 990

Amn Arbor, tichigan 48106

Dear Mr. Cratty:

This is in reply to a request of December 15, 1976, from Frederick 0.
Rouse requesting review and comments on the proposed report, together
with pertinent papers and Environmental Impact Statement, on the Great
Lakes Basin Framework Study.

The Envirgnmental Impact Statement could be strengthened by inclusion
of a brief discussion of Section 108 of Public Law 92-500, "Pollution
Control in Great Lakes," and Article IT, “General Water Quality
Objectives," of the 1972 Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement between
the United States and Canada, which is being implemented by the Inter-
national Joint Comnission. This ¢iscussion could be included in
Sections 3.1.2.3, "Water Quality Programs,” and 4.5,2Z, "Water Quality."

If revisions to the report are made, the enclosed rewrite describing
the water program of the Farmers Home Administration should be sub-
stituted for the material on page 15 of appendix 6.

Enclosure

FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1972

P.L. 52-500
Pollution Control in Great Lakes

Sec, 108.(2) The Administrator, in cooperation with other Federal
departments, agencies, and instrumentalities is authorized to enter
into agreements with any State, political subdivision, interstate agency,
or other public agency, or combination thereof, to carry out one or
more projects to demonstrate new methods and technigues and to develop
preliminary plans for the elimination or control of pollution, within
211 or any part of the watersheds of the Great Lakes. Such projects
shall demonstrate the engineering and economic feasibility and practi-
cality of removal of pollutants and preveation of any polluting matter
from entering inte the Great Lakes in the future and other reduction
and remedial teckniques which will cantribute substantially to effective
and practica) methods of pollution prevention, reduction, or elimination.

(b) Federal participation in such projects shall be subject to
the candition that the State, political subdivision, interstate agency,
or other public agency, or combination thereof, shall pay not less than
25 percentun of the actual project costs, which payment may be in any
form, including, but not limited to, land or interests therein that is
needed for the project, and personal property or services the value of
vhich shall be determined by the Administrator,

(c) There is autharized to be appropriated $20,000,000 to carry
out the provisions of subsecticns (a) ard {b) of this section, which
sum shall be available until expended.

(d) (1) In recognition of the serious conditions which exist in
Lake Erie, the Secvetary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, is directed to design and develop a demonstration waste
water management program for the rehabilitation and environmental
vepair of Lake Evie. Prior to the initiation of detailed engineering
and design, the program, along with the specific reconmendations of
the Chief of Engineers, and recommendations for its financing, shall
be submitted to the Congress for statutory approval. This authority
is in addition to, and not in Jieu of, other waste water studies aimec
et eliminating pollution emanating from seject sources around Lake
Erie.

(2) This program is to be developed in cooperation with the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, other interested departments, agencies,
and instrumentaiities of the Federal Government, and the States and
their political subdivisions. This program shall set forth alternative
systems for maraging waste water on a regional basis and shall provide
Tocal and State governments with a range of choice as to the type of
system to be used for the treatment of waste water. These alternative
systems shall include both advenced waste treaiment technology and land
disposal systems including aerated treatment-spray irrigation technology
and will ajso include provisions for the disposal of solid wastes,
including sludge. Such program should include measures to control
point sources of pollution, area sources of pollution, including acid-
mine drainage, urban runoff and rural runoff, and in place sources of

Department of Agriculture

Department of Agriculture, p. 3

U.S. Department of Agriculture Comment on

fGreat_Lakes Basin Framework Study

We suggest the reference to the water program of the Farmers Home
Adninistration (FmHA) on page 15 of Appendix 6 be revised to read
as follows:

“mHA is authorized to provide loan and grart funds to develop water
and waste disposal systoms in rural areas and towns o® up te 12,000
people. Funds are available for public entities, municipalizies,
counties, special-purpose districts, and curporations not operating
for profit,

Priority will be given to public entities in areas smaller than
5,500 paople ta restore a deterisrating water supply, imprave,
enlarge or modify a water system or an inadequate sewer system.
Preference will also be given to projects which involve the merging
of small systems. In addition, borrowers must:

{1) Be unable to obtain needed funds from other sources at reason-
able rates and temms,

(2) Have legal capacity to borrow and repay loans, to pledge security
for loans, and to operate and maintain the facilities or services,

(3) Be financially sound and able to organize and manage the system
effectively.

(4) Have a financially sound system based on taxes, assessments,
revenves, fees, or other satisfactory sources of income ta pay
operation, maintenance, reserve and retire the debt,

{5) Have a proposa’ Lhal will not be inconsistent with any develop-
ment plans oF state, multfjurisdictional area, counties, or munic’pal-
ities in which the proposed project is located.

Grant funds may be available for up to 5C percent of aligible project
develapnent costs. Such assistance will be made available for projects
serving the most financially needy communities to reduce user costs

to a reasonable level.

Applications for loans and grants are made at the local county cffice
of the FrHA.

pollutian, including bottom loads, sludge hanks, and pnlluted harbor
dredgings.

(e) There is authorized to be appropriated $5,000,000 to carry
out the provisions of subsection (d) of this section, wnich sum shall
be available until expended.

1972 GREAT LAKES WATER QUALITY AGREEMENT
Article 11
General Water Juality Objectives

The following general water quality cbjectives for the boundary
waters of the Great Lakes System are adopted. These waters should be:

(a) Free from substances that enter the waters as a result of
huan activity ang that will settle to form putrescent or
otherwise objectionable sludge deposits, or that will
adversely aftect aquatic life or waterfowl;

(b) Free from floating debris, oil, scum and other floating
materials entering the waters as a result of humen activity
in amounts sufficient to be unsightly or deleterious;

{c) Free from materials entering the waters as a result of Fuman
activity producing colour, odour or other conditions in such
a degree as to creats a nuisance;

(d) Free from substances entering the waters as a result of human
aciivity in concentrations that are toxic or harnful to human,
animal or aquatic 11fe;

{e) Free from nutrients cntering the waters as a result of human
activity in concentrations that create nuisance growths of
aguatic weeds and algae.

Department of Agriculture, p. 2

Department of Agriculture, p. 4
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Executive Summary

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20310
=4 FEB W77

Mr. Frederick 0. Rouse

Chairman, Great Lakes Basin Commission
P. 0. Box 999

3475 Plymouth Road

Ao Arhor, Michigan 48106

Dear Mr. Rouse:

This is in reply to your letter to the Secretary of the Army
requesting comments and reconmendations on the Great Lakes Basin
Framework Study and the final environmeatal impact statement,

Representacives of the Gorps of Eoglneers have participated
in this study and have provided comments on draft material. The
Department of the Army has no further comments.

Sinceraly,

Charles R. Ford
Acting Assistant Secretary of the Army
(Civil Warks)

-2-

the responsible agency would lend emphasis to the overall
credence of a completed study.

1 again express our gratitude for the opportunity afforded
us to review and comment on this excellent Framework Study.

Sincerely,

/N g 7% (. 8

Kenneth W. Tolo

Director

Office of Policy Development
and Coordination

Enclosure

Department of the Army

Department of Commerce, p. 2

URITED sﬂns DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
The Ax: t Secratary for Policy
Washington, uc 20230

MAR 2 1977

Honorable Frederick O. Rouse

Chairman, Great Lakes River
Basin Commission

2Ann Arbor, Michigan 48106

Dear Mr. Rouse:

I am pleased to reply for Secretary Kreps concerning your
Great Lakes Basin Framework Study. Comments on the final
environmental impact statement for the-Study will be forth-
coming from the Office of Environmental Affairs.

A very favorable response, overall, was generated by those
in the Department of Commcrce who reviewed the Framework
study. I have enclosed a summary for those responses which
delineates the Study as a most useful tool in planning

and management of the Great Lakes water and related land
resources. However, it should be noted in the second para-
graph of the comments from the Great Lakes Environmental
Research Laboratory {(GLERL)} that they point to a deficiency
in the Report through its failure to relate adequatcly the
Framework Study to the development of a Comprehensive
Coordinated Joint Plan (CCJP). Further along, in the third
paragraph, GLERL notes a remark in the Report on the
relationship between commercial and sport fisheries which
is alluded to on page 48 and figure 6, page 50, but a
relationship that is not cbvious.

In addition, I am apprehensive about how a study such as
this adequately addresses conditions associated with
extremes, for example, when there are high or low lake
levels, When the lakes are at an extreme low level, what
conflicts exist on the use of water? Can all needs be met;:
thus, there are no conflicts? Is there a priority for users
during conditions of low lake levels? Then too, what is to
be done to alleviate conditions that are caused by disaster?
An example is alternative water supplies for such periods.
In some cases, $uch conditions are addressed by specific
agencies in their normal functions of responsibility:; there-
fore, addressing these conditions in the plan and then noting

COMMENTS FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE ON THE
GREAT LAKES BASIN FRAMEWORK STUDY

Office of the Secretary

Secretarial Representative, Region V

We find the Study is basically a good description of the basin
and its problems.

It contains easily understandable material which can be used
by educators and interested citizens in trying to develop
their knowledge about the Great Lakes Basin.

Furthermore, we believe the Study is a basis on which to begin
setting priorities.

National Oceanic_and Atmospheric Administration

Great Lakes Environmental Research Laboratory (GLERL)

As Department of Commerce representatives to the Great Lakes
Basin Commission since the early stages of development of the
Great Lakes Basin Framework Study, we at the Great Lakes
Environmental Research Laboratory have participated both in
preparation of specific sections and in draft reviews. We had
a responsibility for preparation of Appendix 4 - Limnology of
Lakes and Embayments —submitted comments on other appendices
during their preparation, and were deeply involved in prepara-
tion of the present version of the Summary Report. GLERL also
reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and submitted
comments for Department review (DEIS 7412.25, January 17, 1975).
The Report went through four drafts during 1975-76 at which time
it was radically modified to a final version that we feel is an
accurate and legically formatted summary of the Framework Study.
Recommendations that are relevant to Dgpartment of Commerce
mission interests were sent for review within the agency and
reflect our comments. Similarly, the recommendations were
subjected to public scrutiny and review during the Spring of
1976 and public reactions are reflected in this version of the
Report.

Public Law 89-80 directs cach river basin commission to preparc
a Comprehensive Coordinated Joint Plan (CCJP) for water and
related land resource development. The Framework Study is
described (page 102} as “an assessment of the status of our
resources and their ability to meet expected natural and human
needs a first step in development of coordinated planning.
The Framework Study is quite satisfactory as a first step in

Department of Commerce

Department of Commerce, p. 3
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identifying plans, options, and conflicts within the Basin.

A deficiency in the Report is the failure to adequately relate
the Framework Study to development of a CCJP, Sections 1 and 5
both include discussicns of the CCJP but these are restricted

to what a CCJP can do rather than to what it actually is and

how it will be developed and used in water and related land

r urce use and k. The intent of this complex effort
is certainly not the production of a document, but rather is

the production of a dynamic plan {CCJP) that can be modified to
fit the changing needs and desires and to place these in a proper
perspective for the users and developers. The Report fails to
outline a2 logic and methodology that will be used to analyze and
evaluate plans, alternate choices, problems and multiple con-
flicting uses in the development of an evolving CCIJP. Without
this, the rcader will have difficulty relating to any element

of an action plan that could potentially generate an enthusiastic
response and desire to participate.

Although specific comments are probably not appropriate at this
level of review, one concerning a Department of Commerce mission
interest is offered. It addresses a section in the Report
describing the relationship between thc commercial and sport
fisheries in the Great Lakes. The emerging significance of the
sport fishery is alluded to on page 48 and figure 6, page 50 is
cited as support, but a relationship is not obvious. What
percentage of the total fishery does the commercial production
represent? Is it really insignificant?

Office of Coastal Zone M

Several of the staff at the Office of Coastal Zone Management
(0CZM) are familiar with the Study, having used it on a number
of occasjons as a reference source. Overall, it is an excellent
compilation of data on the Great Lakes region.

National Marine Fisheries Service

The National Marine Fisheries Service (formerly the Bureau of
Commercial Fisheries) participated actively in the earlier
phases of this Study. The scope of the participation was reduced
following dissolution of the Rureau of Commercial Fisheriss and
the Great Lakes in 1970. For this reason, we are unable to
comment on maximum sustainable yield projections in table 8-79
(p. 278 of appendix 8).

-4-

Based on the above working relationship and as one of the
principal participants and contributors in the Commercial
Navigation Work Group of the Study team organization, this
office concurs in the basic Study conclusicns and recommen-
dations that pertam to the present and prospective future of
commercial navigation on the Great Lakes. Therefore, we
anticipate no problems related to the maritime perspectives of
the Study investigation as finally published by the Great Lakes
Basin Commission,

As further testimony to the effectiveness of the commercial
navigation report f;ndxngs in the Great Lakes Basin Framework
Study, it is interesting to note that the recommendations
contained in Appendix €9 - Commercial Navigation - are in
line with discussion panel recommendations made at the "U.S.
Great Lakes-Seaway Port Development and Shipper Conference"
held in Dearborn, Michigan, in April 1976. This conference,
co-sponsored by the Maritime Administration, U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers, St. Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation, and
the U.S. Coast Guard, established many high priority recom-
mendations that parallel the recommendations of Appendix C9 -
Commercial Navigation - of the Framework Study.

With regard to the overall report, in general, it appears
complete; and due to its very comprehensive coverage we
believe it has considered all the salient features associated
with the broad-based treatment of many diverse subjects which
is the characteristic aim of Type I or Level A water resource
framework studies. The Study's 26 volumes should be a con-
tinuing valuable reference and aid to future studies of Great
Lakes water and related land resources problems.

Department of Commerce, p. 4

Department of Commerce, p. 6

We are pleased to note significant contributions of our area
inputs. Our position at that time placed heavy emphasis upon:
{1) the need for greater habitat protectien, (2) the concept
of a balanced recreational/commercial fishery as foundation to
optimal management of the fisherics resources, and (3) the need
for better information on which to base the complex allocation
and other management decisions.

The Great Lakes Basin Framework Study will be a most useful tool
in planning and management of water and related land resources
of the Great Lakes. Even institutional arrangements developed
after the Study was initiated will benefit from the consolidated
information put forth in the report.

National Ocean Survey

The National Ocean Survey has no further comments on the Great
Lakes Basin Framework Study.

Ve would note, however, that the proposed dredging in connection
with extended navigation will require further hydrographic
surveying by the National Ocean Survey. We are in close touch
with the Corps of Engineers on such matters and will program the
needed surveying at the appropriate time.

,

Maritime Administration

Office of Port and Intermodal Development

In a water and related land resources study, reported to be the
largest Great Lakes area investigation of its kind ever con-
ducted, the Maritime Administration played a key role in the
research and preparation of the volume known as Appendix €9 -
Commercial Navigation. As the Maritime Administration's
participation in this Study goes back to its beginning in
1968-69, shortly after creation of the Great Lakes Basin
Commissioh, we are quite familiar with many of the agencies,
institutions, and organizations that contributed their labor and
support to the water transportation and navigation facilities
portions of the Great Lakes Basin Framcwork Study. Accordingly,
because of our leng and close association with this Study effort
and the Study contributors over a period of 7 1/2 years, we have
helped shape many of the proposed Study recommendations for
commercial navigation on the Great Lakes,

UMITED STATES
ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20545

APR 14 1077

Hr. Frederick €. Rouse, Chaimman
Great Lakes Basin Commission

F. 0. Box 999

Ann Arbor, Michigan 48108

Dear Mr. Rouse:

This 1s in response to your letter of December 16, 1976, to Dr. Seamans
requesting comments on the Great Lakes Basin Commission “Framework
Study” and the associated Environmental Impact Statement. As you know,
ve have commented on past drafta of various portions of these documents
and we have no significant new comments to add. We do hovever agree
strongly with the observation on page 104 of the "Report" volume that

@ major requirement for achleving real future progress on Basin
planning 1s that some institution (such as the Commission) will have to
have authority to set priorities on programs, studies and research.
Otherwise, the intended “plans” tend to become only a list of vague
objectives and alveady intended projects of the participating organiza~
tions. A few minor comments are enclosed for your conaideration.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this report.

Sincerely,

Attt H el

Walter G. Belter
Assistant Director

for Technology Liaison
Division of Technology Overview

Enclosure:
Corments

<ci W H. Penniugton, NEPA
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Department of Commerce, p. 5

Energy Research and Development Admin-
istration
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UNITED STATES
1 ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
g REGION v
N 3¢ SOUTH DEARBORN ST
CHICAGO. ILLINOIS 60604

APR & 1977

Mr. Arthur Cratty, Acting Chairman
Creat Lakes Basin Commission

P.0. Box 999

Anu Arbor, Hichigan 48106

Dear Mr. Cratty:

The responsibility for providing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
comments on the Creat Lakes Basin Commisston Framevork Study has been
delegated to mc by USEPA's Eormer Administrator, Mc. Russell E. Train.

My personal involvement in the development of the report recommendations,
and our staff participation during the development of the report have
made us well aware of the dLfficulties faced in preparing a broad sveeping
document such as the report for the Framework Study.

There is on one hand, the desire to move rapidly to imp)ementation in
program areas favorable to our interests, yet there ie never enough
informatien to conclusively justify to our satisfaction those programs

for which chere are potential environmenral concerns. It is, therefore,
significant to USEFA that this Framework Study has resulted in a report
rather than a plan. It appears to USEPA that while few of the recommenda-
tions in this report car or should be taken as definitive or perpetual,
cumularively they do set a pattern for the basin and foretell that manage-
ment of the water resources in the basin, consistent with the desires of
the residents, will require continuing planning, as well as substantive
monetary investmeni at all levels. This report ls acknowledged as the
Framework portion of the Comprehensive Coordinated Joint Plan. The
growth of this process will certainly lead to further elaboration of
issues and more definitive recommendations. USEPA will use this Report
as the basis for continuing work which will integrate environmental
planning with water and related Jand resources planning in the Great
Lakes Basin.

Since the reporc was developed in the mpiric of agéncy consensus, and
in the context of readily available data, it does contain compoments
which we feel warrant early evaluarion.

A. The economic and demographic rates used in the study are
acknowledged as higher than preseat trends. This clearly impacte
the projected demands for water supply and electrical power. The
ability to use conservation measures and a thorough evaluaticm of
structural alternatives and site locations could significantly
alter the projected responses to thege dedands.

COMMENTS ON GLB FRAMEWORK STUDY AND EIS

The age of some of the information In the documents may make some
of the repart and its conclusions slightly out of date. Perhaps
2 cimple cover letter for eventusl distribution of the report could
briefly note any major new information thal would have to be

included in future work and point out amy major consequences this
would have that should be kept in mind by the reader. For example:

Changes (reductions) in power projections.

Changing issues in relation to nuclear power, public
safety, proliferation, etc.

Growth in EPA literature that might preempt much of
the referenced PHS-HEW material,

Inclusion of data from CEQ and BEIR reports on relevant
1ssues.

Finzlization of the Safe Drinking Water Act and any
related standards.

MoTe recent environmental data on status of the lakes
and perceived problems therein.

1t would be helpful to add a clearer statement of whar major differences
(if any) in trends for the future underlie the tabulared differences

in the NOR and PRO framework. The text generally appears to indicate
that no major differences are foreseem but it Ls hard to tell whether
this results from complete agreement of the public (in PRO) with the
assumptions of NOR or whether the "public” hasn't yet lpoked far enough
ahead to perceive any projected shifts. Certainly CCJP preparation
would have to review these perceptions and assumptions.

It is really difficult to find in the report the underlying principles
that are assumed to govern each of the problem areas in the future,
since these are scattered through so many volumes. Pelieies for
energy problems (p.4 and p.12 of the "Report” for example) are only
broadly attended to and, except for general statements in other
volumes about the general prinmeiple of the Basin remaining more or
less self-sufficient, it is hard to find out just where the Basin

is expected to be heading. A “single summary page" of all major
assumptions, trends, and perceptiops would be helpful if it could

be added ta the front of the report.

Environmental Protection Agency
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B. While USEPA recognizes the institutional constraint of the
Great Lakes Basin Commission to develop the Framework for total
land use, future work must utilize what is available to preserve
apen space, to prevent urban encroachment into prime agricultural
lanés with 1ts high costs of water supply and pollution control
expenditures, and to determine the extent to which increasing
demand for agriculeural lards will encroach into the wetlands.
While the report acknowledges this last conflict and specifies
that vetlands should be retained, USEPA feels that the long range
key to diversity 1s in these wetlands and a more substantive
pTogram needs to be developed to addrass this dilemma between
and natural .

C. Since the GLBC is a State-Federal agency, 1t 1s natural that

the focus is in this perspective. Although the study recognizes

that local activity may be most critical in the eventual implemen-
tation, the report does not appear to give enough cognizance to

the local (i.e., regional planning agency) activity such as is
emerging in the fields of water quality, coastal zone, and transpor-
tation. Recognizing the diverse nature of this process, it is not
suggested that the report be revised at this time, but rather, the
CCJF process (particularly locally oriented advisory group participa-
tion) can expand this facet of the GLBC program.

In addition to the reviev of the Framework Study Report, we have revieved
the EIS which accompanied the report and are providing the attached
cemments. Although the December 15, 1976, review letter addressad this

as a final EIS, it is noted that the current version was mot provided to
CEQ and that the final EIS is to be prepared by the Water Resource Council
(WRC) and filed at such time as the report {s sent to the Congress and
the President (December 11, 1971, Federal Register). Our comments, there-
fore, are provided as adcitional information to assist WRC and the GLBC
in the review of the report. Our review as a fimal EIS will be preparad
at such time as the EIS is filed with CEQ. At this time we have no

major eavironmental objections to the proposed study and, in gemeral,
believe the current draft of the EIS adeyuately responded to our comments
on the previous draft document.

1In conclusion, I would like to compliment the GLBC staff (bath present
and former members) who worked cn this report for their extracrdinary
effor;s in providing report and appendix components and in assisting
the member agencies in preparation and review of the study documents.

Sincerely yours .
€. Yo VA

PR o e e
CeBrge R. Alexander, Jr.
Regional Administrator

Atcachment

In general, the tone of the report {s that there is plentv of vater
(lake, surface, and ground) and that the major problen {s "cost”
for any level of usage. Huch of the treatmert seems to deal with
“average" flow conditions {(p.40 of “Report” for example); it is
not clear how much conslderation was given to low flow years and
their effect on problems and conclusions, although drought flovs
are given detailed treatment in Appendix 2, p.5/-69.

EPA, p. 2

EPA, p. 4




Review Comments

U.S. EFA's Communrs on the Envirammental Impact
Statcement_for the Creat Lares Basin Framwwork Study

As indicated in our February 20, 1975, comnents on the Uraf: Ervirenmental
Impact Statement (EIS) we note that the Framework Study, though geaeral by
nzture, will be used as a reference in establishing prierities for specific
resource development plans. In that conrexi, we suggest the following
iaformotion be incorporated iuto the fimal EIS by atzaching it to the
present printed document.

1. Operation and Maintenance Activities

Several sections within the Firal ETS advocate continued mainteaarce of
all pavigation chammels and de.pening of some to 27 or 31 faer. Wx believe
that there are @ aumber of harbiors wheve an evaluation of the reed to mein-
npels at their present depth is required as part of the contiauing

For example, if the ferry service is discoatirued at Frankfort ad
Kewan maintenance at present depths should be reasscssed. Also, the
Michigan City, Tndiana harbor is mzintained for ome ship per year. Each
harbor should be cvaluated to determine 3f presently authorized depths are
51111 varranted.

The Tinal EIS assumes that polluted dredged material will be disposed
of in diked or upland disposal areas, It should be recognized that umpolluted
sediments may also be open lake disposed and the fmpacts of such open lake
disposal must be considered prior to disposal.

The Iucreased risk of catastrophic spills associzted with the use of
large carriers should be considered.

The Final EIS states {(pg. 27) that removal of dredged material will
probably do no harm in the long run. One might speculate that increased
dredging could indeed do localized harm in nutrient-poor systems such as Leke
Superior and northers Lake Michigan.

2. MNater Supply

For the year 2020, the Proposed Framevork recommends provision of over 1i2
billion gallons of water per day for residential, agricwltural, commercial,
inductrial, mining, and power uses in the Creat Lakes Basin. The major
dependence here will be on inland lakes, streams, and ground water. Provision
of 168,000 cfs of water lmplies a very ambitious program of impoundment con-
gtryction in the basin.

The Final EIS states {pg., 17) that additional habitat and water area
should improve the fishery resources of the basin. It is {mportant to mote
that impoundments do not neeessarily improve fisheries, but simply change
them. The change is nut always desirable.

Page 13 mentions the value of dams for recreation and aesthetics. We note
that impoundments do not make for better recreation, but more intensive
recreaton than free-flowing rivers. In light of the secondary impacts
assoclated vith intensive recreation, it may be better if such a change vere

avaided.

3

ctions, e.g. pages 49 and 17, the EXS implies that
sbilization” of etream flow by impoundments would emhence
fiske.y hicat, as wrll as minimize flood hazards. While we agree with the
t, tie former 15 highly debatable, As previously memtioned, in

moder logy the ilved plain is viewed as an essensial and (advisedly)
insepsr e part ci the riverine ecosystem. Streanfloy "improvement" by
struct astres fnduces £lood plain development and hence degrades habitat.

Tk 15 defined 2s the minimum drainage to efficiently
LeTe of national food production in 2020. The Propesed

3 close te accelerated, than to normal, proutd conditicns with
cpsro . Avainage, envisioning a large-scale channelization program. While
the LI .-¢35 recognizs adverse impacts of channelization, it hcdaen romewhat
by sta' '+, thet drainage helps solve "localized wetness problems.” This is
true i tie extent that wetlands are viewed as problems. The couseasus among
ecole, i. ¢ and environmentalists today is that Stream channelization should
not b, . Jdectaken sithout clear and demonstrable need. The approach taken
in the il EIS nay encourape a zavalier approach to strean channelization,
to the _eneral detriwent of basin water qualiry.

#s wish the case of cropland drainage, the Proposed Framework, in the
forest and agricultural land treatment is much moTe ambitfous than
1 rramework. The program, zecording to Appendix 13, provides for
rainage, erosion and sediment control, impoundment, timber produc-

nanagement of recreational arcas. The Appendix does not indicate
(o to which structural measures, an¢ such questionable methods as
clear-cutting will be crilized ro meet these objectives.

EPA, p. 5

EPA, p. 7

Uheiler un dnpouritent S5 - ue aest
strean it a highly ul fecti
reviewed for a good discus:

! vically pleasing than o flowing
‘atter. The Tocks Island Dam Project can be
+ i the pros and cons of this issue.

5. Pawer Production

sing that a1l scear rating plancs projected for the Great Lakes

by QDZL ue = the lakes for e net coold a maxinua of 200 miles of shore-
line wot'd requirii. Siw  cristing rainland shores stretch to some 4000
milesy fe-e: seneratinn msy .. o ive 5% ol existing shoreline. As was the case
with v PPLy, thusn ma- s v anbiticus projections vhich will probably

stiract « gued dea' of con .~y in the future. Stress on conservation,
a5 receal!, proposcd ny the v fdent, muy decresse such projections.
PARY- covderser ecoling vater from the freat

. 7ic capacity. FPage 25 states "The withdrawals
themsely 5 are ot | o a significant effect upon the quantity of
quelity oi the Lakes. licve that this is a valic statement only if new
capacity is desigoed te uriliz closed - vycle wouling wodes. 4vtificlal warming
of tie Groat Lakes hnd been ciind as one factor im their overali decline. The
Firal EIS recognizes the intuse cpposition to such diccharges on Lake Michigan.
Studiv M)pcrted Ly LPA hav. shown a rather severely impacted region in the
soutt uadrant =f Leke Outriic. Further. EFA has cefined cooling towers

as best pmcumbln contrel torhnology feor steam-electric generating starions
This wigit be especiaily imporiant on Lake Superior which has been so little
impacted by culturaiiy inducid chermal clanges.

The Lecsed
Lakes for some new

Page 53 states tiat up Lo 2 thirtcen fold increase in shoreiine allocation
for power plant zon-truction rinht take place on Lake O
existing zdvarse ts in tie coutheast quadrant of the lake, some attention
should be given tc the desir bility of closed cycle cooling in the subsequent
plamning for this besin.

The Fropesed Framework proposes meeting remaining energy needs in the
Ontario basin through pumped storage hydroelectric fac:lities requiring
altersticn and impounditent of natural water courses. The Final EI§ does not
raragrizs the full 1:age of impacts of pumped stor lities or uvailable
alternatives to this method.

4, rlood Control

Even though the study projects decreasing rates of expenditures for tlood
eontrol from 1970 to 2020, the total is well over one billiom dollars. Funding
will be spent on reservoir storage, chaunel modifications, levees, and fleod
walls. Although it is recogaizcd that these structures and associated develop-
ment will be highly disruptive to fish and wildiife kabirat, noastructural
measures are merely mentiomed. As recent State and Federal legislation Ievog-
nizes, the flood plain 15 an essentlal component of riverine ecology. Although
GLBC recopnized this by encouraping nor-structural alternatives, the ongoing
planning process must continue to emphasi e these alternatives at all levels
of decision making, for the program of non-structural coatrol to be effective.

AICA,
MERCAy

FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION
WasHiNGToN, D.C. 20426

MR 1 8 W77

Chairman,

Great Lakes Basin Commission
3475 Plymouth Road

Post Office Box 999

Ann Arbor, Michigan 4R106

Dedr Sir:

This is in reply to the letter from former Chairman Rouse, dated
December 15, 1976, inviting comments on the proposed report and final
environmental impact statement on the Great Lakes Basin Framework Stucy.

The cited report discusses the water and re‘ated lend resources of
the basin, estimates the future demands on these resources through the
year 2020, and presents recommendations for actions to ensure the con-
servaticn and wise use of these resources. The "Proposed Framewark"
program would require a capital investment of gver 325 billion. about
one- half of which would he Federal, and a tntal expenditure far operation.
maintenance, and replacement over the fifty-year period, of $47 billion.

The Federal Power Commission staff, which has participated in the
framework study, has reviewed the report and environmental impact statement
to determine the relationship of the proposed framework program to matters
affecting the Commission's responsibilities. Such responsibilities relate
to the development of hydroelactric paower and the reliability and adequacy
of electric service under the Federal Power Act, and the construction and
operation of natural gas pipelines under the Natural Cas Act.

The staff notes that power projections were devaloped for the frame-
work study, based on data and trend information that was available early
in the study period. The study assumed that all needs for dower generation
would be met, primarily by thermal-alectric plants although a few pumped
storage hydroclectric developments were also farecast. As noted in the
report, however, power load forecasts are being reassessed, particalarly
in view of the reduced rates of load growih that have been experienced in

oAITION
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Chairman -2-

recent years. It is too early to determine to what extent the reduced
rate reflects a permanent trend rather than a temporary phenomenon. If
the earlier load projections should prove to be on the high side, some of
the facilities proposed for development by the year 2020 may be deferred
until a later period. Also the recent rapid escalation in fuel costs could
affect the future mix of generating capacity. Opportunities for the
economical development of conventional hydroelectric power may become more
attractive. Recently, increasing interest has been displayed in the re-
habilitation or installation of modern units at retired hydro plants.

Accarding to the material presented in the report, water withdrawals
for cooling steam-electric plants are projected to increase from about
17,200 million qallons per day (mqd) in 1970 to about 96,500 mgd by the
year 2020. This projection i5 based on the assumption that a mix of flow-
through and supplementary cooling systems will be used. The staff notes
that the cost of cooling facilities for steam-efectric plants installed
between 1970 and 2020, was estimated at about $3.4 billion. This figure
would be subject to wide variations dependlng on the types of conling
facilities ultimately selected. It does give some idea, however, of the
general order of magnitude of the investment required.

Based on its consideration of the Great Lakes Basin Framework Study,
the environmental impact statement, and the studies of its own staff,
this Commission concludes that the proposed framework progranm provldes a
useful basis for 1dent\fymg and resolving existing and potential water
and related land issues in the Great Lakes Basin. The Commission notes
that the questions concerning power load forecasts and means of meeting
these Toad requirements will be matters requiring continual study. The
Commission staff will continue working with the Great Lakes Basin Commission
to address these issues as they occur.

Sincerely yours,

>, N
L X/,( /é((c/ /\)ﬁu, !ﬁaw\

R\chard L OBunham
Chairmal

United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

APic Ly i f

Mr. Arthur H. ratty, Acting Chainman
CGreat Lakes Basin Commission

P. O. Box 999

3475 Plymouth Road

Bnn Arbor, Michigan 48106

Dear Mr. Cratty:

As requested in your letter of December 15, 1976, we have examined the
materials relating to the Great lakes Basin Framework Study. No major

wrbrella of rapidly changing planning and policy criterla. We note,
for exanple, that this framework study is based on CBERS Series C pro-
Jjections which are now considered to reflect unrealistically high
population mumbers. As the report indicates, differences between Series
€ and E projects would beoome significant for the year 2000 and beyond.
Ve appreciate having been able to fully participate in the oonduct of
this study from the draft phase through the final repart. We are sure
that the wealth of data and information campiled will assist in more
detailed plans and studies in the future for the Great Lakes Basin.

Sincerely yours,

and Kater Resources

Department of the Interior

DEFARTMENT OF MOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
300 SOUTH WACKER DRIVE, CHICAGO, ILLINGIS 0636

Merch 22, 1977

REGION ¥ i nem v mere
3D

Ne. Arthur Cratty, Acting Chairman

Great Lakes Basin Commission

3475 Plymouth Rosd

P. 0. Box 93%

Ann Arbor, Michigan 48106

Dear Mr, Cratty:

This is in respomse to your letter addreased to the Homorable Carls
A Hills, then Secretary of Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
nent, whereln you request that we provide the Commission with our
comment on the completed Grast Lskes Basin Framework Study Report
and its related Final Eavironmental lmpact Statement.

We believe the Framework Study Tepresents a thorough survey of water
Tesources in the basin, and as such should aerve to direct the course
of future planning in detail needed to assure availabillty of supply
and resolve conflicts for its use,

The Commission Ls to be commended for the comprehensiveness of the
Report.

Sincerply,

L oo

Don Morrow
Reglonsl adnministrator

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Wavmgne 0C 050

BUREAU OF OCEANS AND INTERNATIONAL
ENVIRONMENTAL AND SCIENTIFIC AFFAIRS

March 23, 1977

Mr. Arthur H. Cratty
Alternate Chairman

Great Lakes Basin Commission
347% Plymouth Road

Post Office Box 999

Ann Arbopy, Michigan 48106

Dear Mf. Cratty:

The Department of State has reviewed the Final
Environnental Impact Statement prepared by the Commission
regarding the proposcd Framework Study of the Creat
Lakes Basin.

Recognizing that the jurisdiction of the Commission
extends to the portion of the Basin within the U.S
the ewolving Comprehensive Coordinated Joint Plan
for the Basin, of which the Framework Study is the
first stage, will touch numerous areas in which
exchanges of information and other cooperation with
interested Canadian federal and provincial authorities
will prove useful. We trust that the Commission, and
the Great Lakes States, will be alert tc constructive
possibilities for cooparation with Canadian interests,
and coordination with related activities of the
International Joint Commission, United States and
Canada. For our part, the Departwent of State will
pe pleased to facilitate appropriate coordination
with Canadian authorities and the International Joint
Commission,

We look forward to continued work together in
this period in which interests on the Lakes in both
countries are coming to realize the systemic inter-
dependence of the various factors throughout the
Great Lakes Basin which influence the management
and utilization of its important resources.

Sincerely,
N
Herbert Spielman
Office of Environmental Affairs

Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment

Department of State
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
UNITED STATES COAST GUARD

PN
(@),
JW)s,

Sty

MLING ADDRESS
5. cosstGuaro  (G-W8/73)
WASHINGTON.

.DC 7080
rronE (202) 420-2202

i

Mr, Trederick 0. Ruuse
Chairman

Great Lakes Basin Commission
P. 0. Box 999

Ann Arbor, Michigan 48106

Dear Mr. Rouse:

This is in response to your letver of 15 December 1976 addressed to
Secretary Coleman concerning vour proposerd report on the Creat Lakes
Framework Study.

The concerned operating administrations and staff of the lepartment
of Transportation have reviewed the material submitted, We have no
camments to offer nor do we have any objection to this report.

The opportunity Lo review Lhis proposed report is appreciated.

Sincerely,

F. P. SCHUBERT

Captain, U.S. Ceast Guard

Deputy Chief, Office of Harine
Enviroment and Systems

STATE OF lLLINOIS
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
CHICAGO 50801
Jaugs R Tuompson June 10, 1977

Govtason

Mr. Arthur H. Cratty
Alternate Chairman

Great Lakes Basin Commission
P.0. Box 999

Ann Arbor, Michigan 48106

Dear Mr. Cratty:

Thts Jetter is in response to your request for comments on the Framework
Study Executive Summary. The affected agencies of the State of I[11incis have
reviewed this document and have no objections to its publication.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the work of the Great Lakes
Basin Commissian.

Sincerely,

. Thompson
ERNOR

JRT :ab

cc: Donald Vonnahme
Frank Beal

Department of Transportation

Illinois

April 20, 1977

Mr, Leonard T. Crook
Executive Director

Great Lakes Basin Commission
P.0. Box 999

3475 Plymouth Road

Ann Arbor, Michigan 48106

Dear Mr, Crook:

In response to your letter of April 11, 1977, please be
advised that the International Joint Commission does not intend
to comment on the Great Lakes Basin Framework Study which your
agency has conducted. Neverthelcss, the opportunity to comment
is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

ltls, s Bt S

William A, Bullard
Secretary, U.S. Section

WAB/mr

OFKFIGE OF THE GOVERNOR
INDIANADOLIN, INDIANA 46U0S

February 9, 1977

Mr. Frederick 0. Rouse, Chairman
Great Lakes Basin Commission
3475 Plymouth Road

P.0. Box 999

Ann arbor, Michigan 48106

Dear Mr. Rouse:

The Great Lakes Basin Framewark Study Report, 25 appendices
and Bnvironmental Impact Statement, have been reviewed by
the appropriate officials of the State of Indiana.

I am pleased to express the concurrence of the State of
Indiana with the Study's recommendations.

Kindest personal regards,

otis k. Bowen, M.D.
Governor
ORB rmm

International Joint Commission

Indiana
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Executive Summary

STATE OF MICHIGAN
OFFICE OF THE GIVIANOR

LANSING
WILLIAM 6 MILLIKEN

Harch 21, 1977

Mr. Leonard Crook

£xecutive Director

Great Lakes Basin Commission
3475 Plymouth Road

Box 999

Ann Arbor, Michigan 48106

Dear Mr. Crook:

I have reviewed the final report and environmental fmpact statement
of the Great Lakes Basin Framework Study pursuant to Mr. Rouse's request
of Oecember 15, 1975.

The framework study represents an exhaustive and comprehensive compila-
tion of data on a resource base for the Great Lakes Region. This will
be of considerable denefit in future studies and decisions relating

to present and future problems confronting Michigan and the other
Great Lakes States.

The framework study findings and recommendations underwent extensive
technical review by State Agencies in recent months. However, there
is one issue that has surfaced in this most recent review. The report
(page 60) notes that the resource base is more than adequate to meet
future food and livestock production needs for the reqion. As you
know, Michigan, as well as the other fireat Lakes States, fs concerned
about the continued loss of farmlands to more intensive uses. This,
combined with the uncertainties associated with food production, raises
the question whether the resource base is adeguate to meet future

food and livestock production needs of the Basin.

Thank you for the apportunity afforded Michigan to participate in the
study and ta review and provide comments.

Kind personal regards.

Fhoae 5 P

Gavernor

STATE OF NEW YORK
EXECUTIVE CHAMBER
0AVID w. BuRKE AtBany 12224

March 11, 1977

Dear Mr. Rouse:

This is in furtrer response to your letter of December 15,
1976, ¢ and r ations on the Great Lakes
Basin anmework Study Repoxt and Environmental Impact Statement.

New York State has participated in the study since its
inception and we are generally satisfied with the results.
By using a coordinated and comprehensive approach the
Commission has seriously considered and has recommended
responsive and effective actions at the framework level to
meet water and related resources problems and needs of the
residents of the basin.

In addition, the Commission has actively sought and
considered the opinlons and recommendations of the states
and their residents in order to insure effective implementa-
tion of the study recommendations.

Regarding the specific recommendations in the repert, it
is imperative that energy conservation be stressed. In regard
to the winter navigation demonstraticn project, we believe
that a significant amount of funding for environmental studies
must be a part of an overall progranm that more fully explores
the environmental, economic, power generation and recreational
implications of the navigation season extension. We emphasize
the need for improved water levels for Lake Ontario in any
further studies by the 13C together with the involvement of
the state and concerned public in developing future plans.
Also a special emphasis should be placed upon the immediate
monitoring of industrial and municipal wastes and refuse
disposal areas so that toxic pollutants car he detected and
their discharge or disposal prevented.

New York

STATE OF MINNESOTA

STATE PLANNING AGENCY
100 CAPITOL SQUARE BUILDING
550 CEDAR STREET
ST. PAUL, 55101

dune 13, 1977

Mr, Arthur K, Cratty, Alternate Chairman
Great Lakes 8asin Commission

3475 Plymouth Road

P.0. Box 999

Amn Arbor, Michigan 48106

Dear Mr, Cratty:

Throughaut the preparation of the Great Lakes Basin Framework §tudy

the State of Minnesata has had numerous opportunities to provide comments
and suggestions for modification of the varfous drafts. When deemed
necessary or desirable, we have taken advantage of those much appreciated
opportunities and, generally, our concerns have been acconmodated.

The State of Minnesota has no further comments at this time on the
Eramew?rk Study and we support its transmitta) to the U.S. Water Resources
ounci

Archie D. Chelseth, Minesota Commissioner
Great Lakes Basin Commission

ADC:pj
cc: Governor Rudy T. Perpich

Joseph E. Sizer
Leanard T. Crook

UAN EQUAL OFPORTUNITY EMPLOYSR™

s

The Great Lakes Basin Framework Study has provided
New York with a valuable tool for guiding the management
and development of water and related resources in the
Great Lakes portion of New York State.

Sinceraly,
/(/[/4,‘/4 . 7

Honorable Frederick Rouse
Chairman

Great Lakes Basin Commission
. ©, Box 999

Ann Arbor, Michigan 48106

Minnesota

New York, p. 2
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Frederick D. Rouse

Chairman

Great Lokes Basin Commission
3473 Plymouth Road

P.0. Box 999

Ann Arbor, Michigan 48106

February 10, 1977

Dear Chairman Rouse:

The Ohio Envirommental Protection Agency, acting as leac agancy
and review coordinater on Federal Environmental Impact Statements,
has solicited comment from other State agencies on the adequacy of
the above referenced Final EIS.

To date, the only comments received have teen frcm the Ohio Department
of Natural Resources. They note that infarmatior provided by them

in our review letter of the Draft EIS was erronecus. This error
baceme inccrporated in the OEPA comments reproduced in Anmex 3

(page 141) of the Final EIS.

The erroneous statement ‘n comment no. 10 of the review Tetter reads:
"According to Carter, some 60 million tons/year of sediment are due
spacifically to chora erosion."

That sentence should read: According Lo Carter, the total fine
grainad secinent 1oad derived from the Lake Erie shore is estinated
&t 15 to 16 nillion tons/year.

Shauld there bz further comaents on the Final EIS, we will foruaed
them to your Agency upon receipt. Ve apprzciate the cpportunity to
review the Final EIS.

Very triy yours,
-,

Ay .

i
Director

HEW/mah

/ Firal EIS - Great Lakes Basin
Framework Study - GLEC

Stair ol Unio Enviropmenta! Protsction Agency
1 €. Hroad St, Columbus, Ohic 43215 (514) 4559565

James A, Rodes, lovernor
Bed E. Vdwams, P&, Diractor
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STATE OF WISCONSIN
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

MADISON, 53702

MARTIA ). SCHREIBER
“ July 20, 1977

Arthur Cratty, Alternate Chairman
Great Lakes Basin Commission

3475 Plymouth Road

P.0. Box 99

Ann Arbor, HI 48106

Dear Mr. Cratty:

The State of Wisconsin has completed its review of the Great Lakes
Basin Framework Study and the final environmental impact statement.
This comprehensive study reflects the view of federal, state, and
local agencies toward the water resources of the basin, includiag
Wisconsin which participated throughout the nine-year study process,.
The information contained in the 27 volumes of the study has been,
and will continue to be a help to the state identifying Great Lakes
resources problems and their causes, despite some shortcomings
mentioned below and in the attached comments.

Englosed are comments on the study and a copy of a resolution passed
by the Natural Resources Board. The resolution and comments made

by the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources' staff suggest some
changes are advisable in future basin commission planning activities.

I agree with the Natural Resources Board that all alternatives should
have been fully explored and presented in the Framework Study. Alsa,
the Great Lakes Basin Framework Study does not address a number of
major issues, some of which have developed recently. [t appears a
portion of the basic data is difficult to uwse as it is either outdated
or displayed on an unsuitable geographical basis.

To mitigate these problems in future studies, I recommend future study
plans contain sufficient detail to ensble the state and public to
envision the end product and judge whether the srtudy warrants state
participation, or should even be undertaken by the basin commission.

1 would also suggest all studies should be designed in a format which
makes them easier to update, eliminates collection of unnecessary
data, and provides more useful information for 'thé various governmental
planning needs. This will reduce duplication,:will facilitate data
contributions from states {or review of study data), use of data in
day-to-day state and local plarning, and adoptiop of data by states
for their water resources plans.

We hope these, and the enclosed comments, will be¢ helpful to your

commission, both on the subject of this comprehepsjve study and on
future commission activities.

% Sin erely.
MARTIN SC REIBER

MIs :ded

Pennsylvania

Wisconsin




30 Executive Summary

Resolution

Vizconsin Natural Resources Board
Regarding
The Great Lakes Basln Framework Study
April 21, 1977

The Natural Resources Board acknovledges receipt of the Grest
Lakes Basin Franework Study. The Study represents & useful
ceapendium of benchmark date regarding the Basin, The Board ie
dfeappointed that the optfons of limited und accelerated growth
vere not more fully explored and presented, and directs the
Depertment t0 explore these alternstives in any further, more
detailed studies that may follov.
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Appendix 1, Alternative Frameworks seems to take all existing government
programs at face value and applies them to the Basin's problems. This
leads, as 1t often has ou the ground, to inconsistencles and conflicts.

For example, on page 108, section 6,2,4.1 (3) it states, “For the treatment
of agricultural land and forest land, the programs consist of & continuation
of present practices of conservation, drainage of the agricultural land
and land treatment on the forest land, Not all the opportunities for
enhancement of these lands have been accepted." Tvo paragraphs farther
down we read, "Streambank erosion is severe on about one-third of the
total bank milesge subject to erosion, and this severe portion 1s treated
under the programs by conventional structural methods.” Drainage of ag
lands is one of the major contributors to the accelerated ergsion.

Also, no recognition is given to all the studies and tests made by the

red clay interagency commirtee, uhich certainly don't rely selely on
structural methods Lo reduce erosion,

APBENDIX 2, SURFACE WATER HYDROLOGY

This appendix has been developed ta the detail and scope required to
deternine only basic information needed to formulate a comprehensiva
framevork plan for management of water and related land resources of the
Great Lakes Basin within the United States. Hydrologic determinaticns
fornulated in this appendix were based on current information already
avajlable for the Great lakes Basin. No new basic data were gathered
for the appendix.

The appendix summarizes the programs of agencies involved in collecting
data and the existiog dala collection program. This is probably the
most useful aspect of this appendix.

Quantitative information on the magnitude, distribution and variability
of surface runoff, vater availability, reservoir sites, and rumoff
forecasting were presented with 3 methodology that simulates conditions
In ungaged areas based upun data gathered in similar hydrologic areas,
Thus, the appendix is a useful tool for generating hydrologic data
representative of conditions for areas generally devoid of streanflow
records.

APPENDIX 3, GEDLOGY AND GROUNDWATER

The comments below pertain mainly to Wisconsin's saline water zome,
factors that regulate excessive pumpage, and statements about Wisconsin
law.

Page 9, Znd paragraph - Well disposal of wastes is prohibited in Wiscomsin.
ALl grounduater in the state is cither now usable or may be usable with
some treatment.

Page 9, last paragraph ~ Economics may restrain groundwater pumpage in
the future, with further reliance on Lake Michigan water. (Same comment
applies to page 21, paragraph 7 and page 27, paragraph 3.5.1.)

Wisconsin, p. 2

Wisconsin, p. 4

State of Wisconsin

Comments on the
Great Lakes Basln Framework Study

General Comments

The Greac Lakes Framework Study, a joint efforc of state and federal
agencies, is the first basinwide planning document that can be used as

a coordinated management tool for the entire Great Lakes Basin. Although
states can choose to implement the recommendations, the study will be
primarily useful to federal agencies in their planning activities, many

of which have impact on Wisconsin. At the same time, most of the appendices
to the study have been and will continue to be good sources of general
information for the State of Wisconsin.

The study's value to specific on-going vater and land resource related
prograns in Wisconsia is limited by two major factors: the general
nature of the study and the fact that over the nine-year period of the
study, much of the information has becone outdated. These points and
others are highlighted below in comments on the individual volumes of
the study.

Specific Comments
REPORT and APPENDIX 1, ALTERNATIVE FRAMEWORKS

According to the Introduction to the Report ". . . the purpose of a
Level A framewotk Study is to make a general survey of resources,
identify problems, and determine future needs . . . It does not include
detailed data collection or planning." With such limitations, one can
only ask if the surveys, identification and determination efforts were
thorough.

Problems arise when the study apparently attempts to become a plan. For
exanple, ‘the entire Section 4 of the Report, and Appendix 1, Alternative
Frameworks purport to present the GLEC 'view of how to best meet the
needs for natural fesources in the Basin during the next 50 years in a
way that reflects both principles of wise resource use and the desites
of the people." [f this is really so, then the criteria by which the
study is judged changes considerably.

A general reaction to these volumes is that there is 2 lot of material
gathered together here that is 6o general that one cannot analyze its
validity, nor drav any firm conclusions from it. This would be a very
serious problem if ane belfeved thst amything would happen directly as a
result of the Framework Study. However, a5 the report itself says,

Level B and Level € studies are expected (o provide detailed recommendacions
that would most likely have direct effects.

3 -

Page 10, paragraph 1.3.2 - Wisconsin has a new groundvater law, established
by the Supreme Court in 1973. The dacisfon changed the state law from

the common law absalute right to the modified American doctrinme of

reasonable use. Under the new law, all users located over a common

aquifer have a right of reasonable use; those pumping at a disproportionately
higher rate than the normal pumping by other ownérs might have to assist

the other users if their wells are dotrimentally affected, Those affected
must seek relief in coutt.

Page 13, paragraph 1 - Tn the Wiscansin Lake Suparior Region sandstane
is quite a principal aquifer.

Page 21, patagraph 2 - There are sallne waters in shallow rock aquifers
in Wisconsin, particularly the eastern part of state near Lake Winnebago.

Page 25, st full paragraph - High salinity in the Silurian dolomite is
not extensive in the Milwaukee area.

Page 26, paragraph 6 and page 29, next to last paragraph - Where is the
salinity in Wisconsin south of Milvaukee below 2,000 feet?

Page 28, 2nd full patagraph - There are other places in Wisconsin where
1,5 occurs in water.

Page 28, number paragraph J - The Doa: County stwly has been completed
and is in an cpen file at che U.S.G.S. A water supply paper is being
printed for this study.

Page 29, top of 2nd column - Wauwautosa, not Milwaukee, reduced pumpage
by going to lake supply.

Puge 31, paragraph 6 - Arcificial recharge of groundwater through wells
1s not permirted, nor s it a pracrice in Wisconsin, although it has
been tried several times experimentally, These experiments showed a
constant frequent backvashing of the well by pumping.

Page 108, Figure 3-16 - Recent informarion shous a greater extent of
total diesolved solids around Lake Winnebago than illustrated. Also, in
those areas, high sulfates and chlorides account for the higher than
normal dissolved solids.

APPENDIX 4, LIMNOLOGY OF LAKES AND ENBAYMENTS

This is a most detailed and interesting report, with which Wisconsin has no
major techuical quarrel. Although the state's Inland Lake program does
not include the Great Lakes, this will be an excellent document for many
bureaus within the Wisconsin Department of Katural Kesources.

APPENDIX 5, MINERAL RESOURCES

In general, Appendix 5 provides dated,:but useful, background data on
the status of mineral resources in the Great Lakes Basin counties.
(This document was printed nearly tliree years ago and is based on data
which 1s nine years old.)

Wisconsin, p. 3

Wisconsin, p. 5
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Paragraph 1.1 - Wisconsin has ao basis upon which to obicct to any of
the material presented relacing ta Plan Area 1.0. This background data
will prove useful in state public information efforkts.

Paragraph 2.1.1.1 - It appears that the data presented in Table 5-17 may
be misleading. The mumber of active sand and gravel pits or rock quarries
in an area is often only a fraction of those which are actually present
and may be used over a period of several years. For exanple, here are
significantly more limestone and dolomite quarries in Door County than
are reported. There is also doubt whether there are granite and basalt
quarries In Manizowoc County. These observations lead one to question
much of the data relating to nonmetallic miniog in Subarea 2.1,

Paragraph 2.1.1.2 - Since the report was published, Noranda Exploration
Company has announced a discovery ol a coppes-zine vre body in Oneids
County, just west of Subarea 2.1, and Exxon Company, USA has announced a
major zinc-copper ore body in Forest County.

Paragraph 2.2.1.1 - In 1976 the Waukesha County Park and Planning
Commission published a report entitled "Waukesha County Sand and Gravel
Ueilization Plan.” The inventory data incorporated in that report shows
significantly aure nonmetallic mines than are reported in the appendix
under review,

AVPENDIX 7, WATER QUALITY

The appendix is generally well wrirten and it presents a broad overview
of water quality conditions in the entire basin. Due to the overview
nature of the narrative and the generalized assumptions used in the data
preparation, it is difficult to comment on either the accuraty or the
usefulness of the material for Wisconsin.

Although the information in this appendix was apparently accurate at the
time it was written, certain parts are now out of date. Specifically,
the description of the Wisconsin grant program on page 20 refers to a 25
percent grant. Subsequent ta the writing of that section the grant was
changed to primarily a 5 percent grant to supplement the 75 percent
federal grant. More recently, this grant fund was exhausted and there
is no pending legislation to review or replace it.

The water quality standards described on pages 40-44 are generally
accurate, but they do not Teflect receat revisions, such as rhe small
stream classitication system.

On page 18 there is a statement that, "In accordance with the recommenda-
tions of the Lake Michigan Enforcement Conference, sll existing combined
sewerage systems must be corrected on or before October 1, 1977." This
reconmendstlun will not be met. In fact, it will be some time before
all of the extsting combined sawers are corrected. 1t is questionable
whether anyone has a relfable estimate on when it will be accomplished.

APPENDIX 16, DRAINAGE

The appendix addresses the benefits of drainage to crop production, but
does not take into account possible adverse affects on water quality

from drainage. This is a rather singular approach to land use. Also,
the definition of lands nceding drainage seems to be based on what has
already happened, f.e., currently farned lands should be drained and
present wetlands (not being farmed or not capable of being farmed)

should not be drained. This 1s rather arbitrary and requires a more
comptehensive evaluation of drainage policy - both needs and benefit/risk.

APPENDIX 18, EROSION AND SEDIMENTATION

This appendix seems to get confused as to whether it is addressing
erosion or the effect of sedimentacion on water yuallty. It is veally
not much more than an evaluation of the 1967 Conservarion Needs Inventory.
Unless this 10-year old data is updated and supplemented to reflect land
mapagement practices and the identification of critical areas, it is
difficult to relate ro water quality. It also does not address itself
to the extent to which conservation practices are being removed due to
changea in cropping practices, ownership, ete. In Section 12, it stares
that even il current s0il loss standards were met, "Three or four tums
of eroded soil material would be entering the drainage system . . ."
This assumes 3 delivery ratio of 100 percent, which is a gross over-
estimation.

The information contained in Appendices 16 ard 13 is useful for an
overview of current problems in the Great Lakes 3asin. llowever, they
both need to go an additional step in order to be urilized in the develop=
ment of action programs, namely, better ties to water quality effects

and better detailing of critical aveas and needs.

APPENDIX 21, QUTDOQR RECREATION

©On page 28, the Statement that the average person mow travels 5,000

miles per year, and is expected to travel at least 9,000 miles per year

by the year 2000 seems to fly in the face of our emergy problems. The
suggestion on page vi that government developments are expected to

satisfy 80 percent of requirements in 1980 and 200D and 74 percent in

2020 raises some questions. The 2020 statement ceems like pure speculationm,
but who decided that 8D percent is the "right" figure for 1980 or 20007
This weums ¢xcessively high. Most of this appendix is “old stuff" —

what it doesn't answer is who will do what with whose momey?

APPENDIX 22, AESTHETIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES

Unfortunately, no definitions or eriteria for what constituted significant
avsthetic or culiural resvurces were ever developed, or at least spelled
aut in the rteport.

The recommendations are so general that They do not vary significantly
from region ro region. Protertion of rhe resources themselves seemed
slighted comparnd to concern over the environment in which thay're
located.

Wisconsin, p. 6

Wisconsin, p. 8

<5 -
The futroduction notes the cnactment of PL 92-500 in October of 1972.
llowever, the body of the appendix dees not generally refiect the changes
which were brought about by this law. In arder to incorporate these
changes, a major ruwrite would have been necossary.

DIX R-9, RECREATIONAL BOATING

There is no practical, affordable way to review ail the detailed figures
presented here. However, Saxon Harbor was omitted in Table R3-18.
Objection is alsn raised to the staremeat on page 6, last sentence, that
seiches are insignificant on Lake Superisr. It depends on the activity
of the user. To smelt f{ishermen, they may be quite significant.

APPENDIX 10, POWER

Unfortunately, insofar as rhe appendix is concerned, events bath political
and in the aveo of power supply and demand have changed since its publica-
tion in 1975. This tends to make vbsolete some of the projections.

Rather than try co update this work, it should be made clear that the
conclusions and projections are based on the situation as it existed in
early 1975.

A few instances vhere present conditions deviate from the report are as
follows. In the Synopsis, there is a statcment that nuclear-generated
power will supply a majer portion of the power needs by the year 2000.
In view of the gquestions which have been raised about nuclear power and
the fact that the largest utility in the Basin, Anmeriean Electric Power,
is largely coal-based, this statement is probably no lcnger valid.

O page 61 under the general heading Environmental Considerations,

the permicting process described for the State of Wisconsin (Section
6.6.8) does not include the new siting bill which, of course, was not
law at the time of the weiting. On page 162 the chart entitled "Power
Kequitements and Supply--Wiscansin® probably does mot reflect the
projections contained in the long-range plans, hovever, since this
information was apparently supplied by the FPC, if any revision is made
it should probably be made by that agency so that there is consistency
from state to ctate.

APPENDIX 12, SHORE USE AND EROSION

This appendix has proven to be valuable in the development of a state
program under the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 and as amended in
1976. The format of the repart and data contained therein have provided
much needed base line information. Accordingly, trends of change in the
use and erosion of the shoreline ave most readily visible when the
appendin is conpared to data collected during the past two years of the
Coastal Management Program.

APPENDIX 14, FLOODPLAINS

Although the infarmarion in this appendix may be very useful in the
context of the entire Great lakes Basin, it lacke sufficient detail for
muct of the work that is done on a local level by the Wisconsin Department
of Natural Resource’s Fluvdplain Sectiva. Its use as a vorking ool Is
therefore limited.

The maps which constitute the bulk of the Appendix, are of very little
valve. They are difficult to use, since the scale is small, the symbols
do not always besr any relation to real locations, and it is necessary to
use an index map to locate anything.

APPENDIX 23, NEALTH ASPECTS

There appears to be some repetition of the material contained in Appendix
6, Water Supply, but this may be desirable considering both appendices
are concerned with public health.

ENVIRONMENTAL, IMPACT STATEMENT

As would be expected with an EIS on a conceptual {Level A) study, the
docunent is very general, both in terms of “proposed actions" and
“anticipated environmental impacts'. However, it appears that the EIS
adequately addresses the major concerns which will develop with the
future growth of population, industrial, commercial and recreational use
pressuves on the resources of the Great Lakes Basin. Furthermore, the
“proposed framework™ appears to both encompass and espouse a rate of
popula:ion and economic growth, and consequently resource utilization,
which is reasonable and realistic.

More detailed and specific comments will be provided vhen environmental
or impact statements are prepared on individual recommendatiens
or projects contained within the Framework Study. Wisconsin requests
that all such decuments pertaining to matrers of jurisdictional interest
to this Department and the State of Wisconsin be forwarded to this
bureau for review.

Wisconsin, p. 7

Wisconsin, p. 9




framework study
availability

If you wish to examine the Framework Study further, you may be able to find it in
the library of a federal, state, or regional agency near you or in a local public library.
You can also order copies of the entire set or individual volumes from the Great Lakes
Basin Commission, P.O. Box 999, Ann Arbor, Michigan 48106.

The Commission will send you free upon request a brochure describing each Framework
Study volume. This brochure also lists the libraries at which the Framework Study isavailable.
Just ask for the Great Lakes Basin Framework Study Brochure.

framework study volumes

Report
Appendix  1: Alternative Frameworks
Appendix  2: Surface Water Hydrology
Appendix  3: Geology and Ground Water
Appendix  4: Limnology of Lakes and Embayments
Appendix  5: Mineral Resources
Appendix  6: Water Supply—Municipal, Industrial, and Rural
Appendix  7: Water Quality
8

Appendix : Fish

Appendix C9: Commercial Navigation

Appendix R9: Recreational Boating

Appendix 10: Power

Appendix 11: Levels and Flows

Appendix 12: Shore Use and Erosion

Appendix 13: Land Use and Management

Appendix 14: Flood Plains

Appendix 15: Irrigation

Appendix 16: Drainage

Appendix 17: Wildlife

Appendix 18: Erosion and Sedimentation

Appendix 19: Economic and Demographic Studies

Appendix F20: Federal Laws, Policies, and Institutional Arrangements
Appendix S20: State Laws, Policies, and Institutional Arrangements
Appendix 21: Outdoor Recreation

Appendix 22: Aesthetic and Cultural Resources

Appendix 23: Health Aspects

Environmental Impact Statement
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