
 

 

 

Duncan and Grass Bay Watershed Plan  
Advisory Committee Meeting 

Monday, February 1, 2016 
1 pm – 3 pm 

Cheboygan Public Library 
 

 
 

*DRAFT* MEETING MINUTES 
 

In attendance: 
 

Hank Jankoviak  Cheboygan County 

Bruce Gauthier Cheboygan County BOC 

Stan Neff Kokosing Construction 

Paul Koszegi Cheboygan State Park 

Clarence Roznowski Great Lakes Tissue 

Robin Roznowski Resident 

Valerie Porter Resident 

John Bailey  Huron Pines  

Adrienne Kral LTBB – Fisheries Management Technician 

Tori Beckett Great Lakes Tissue 

Bob Nissley Resident 

Roger Gauthier Resident 

Rick Gillig Resident 

Grenetta Thomassey Tip of the Mitt Watershed Council 

Jennifer Gelb Tip of the Mitt Watershed Council 

Mathew Claucherty Tip of the Mitt Watershed Council 

Roger Lee Drinkall Jr Tip of the Mitt Watershed Council volunteer 

 
 

Welcome, Introductions, and Opening Remarks 
Grenetta Thomassey, Program Director, Tip of the Mitt Watershed Council 

 
Grenetta started the meeting after introductions. Once the plan is written 

and we get on a regular schedule, we will meet 3 times a year: spring, 
summer, and fall.  This year, we are meeting a few more times to ensure we 

get your feedback and incorporate your suggestions. 

 
Next meeting date:  

Monday, March 21, 1– 3 pm in the Cheboygan Area Public Library 
 



 

Overview of the Watershed Plan 
Jennifer Gelb, Restoration Ecologist, Tip of the Mitt Watershed Council 

 

Jen did a general overview of what is included in the plan and how it is 

formatted. She noted that these plans are dependent on stakeholder input 
and commitment to implementation, so if you have questions about anything 

today, please let us know.  She also reiterated that we can take comments 
from you after the meeting, as well. 

 
Resource Inventories and Water Quality Monitoring 
Matt Claucherty, Water Resource Specialist, Tip of the Mitt Watershed Council 

 

NOTE: All results and field data presented today can be found in the actual 
watershed plan. We will not reproduce everything in the minutes; rather, 

just a summary of key points from the meeting. 
 

Matt discussed details about water quality data, using maps to indicate 
various items. Seven sites were monitored for Nutrient Levels (Nitrogen, 

Phosphorus); pH, Conductivity, Chrloride; Suspended Solids; Dissolved 
Oxygen; Temperature. 

 
Results: overall results good – i.e., non-impaired water quality for most of 

the watershed. Butler Ditch most impaired. Elliot creek is mostly OK; some 

issues, such as higher temperatures – 83 degrees last summer – too hot for 
cold water fish.  

 
Dissolved Oxygen 2.9 ppm in Butler Ditch – requirements for sustaining 

trout 5 – 7 ppm.  Question: What would be cause of low DO in Butler Ditch? 
Response: Stagnant water – a lot of vegetation, extra organic material, 

elevated levels of nutrients as well.  
 

Jen then discussed the Road Stream Crossing (RSX) inventory:   
RSX in need of repairs can be a source of severe sediment loading into 

waterways.  We inventoried 6 total RSX in these watersheds. Of those, only 
2 have concerns, with the worst being Alpena State Rd. Once the plan is 

approved, we will create partnerships and apply for grants to correct these 
issues.   

 

Jen also discussed the Shoreline Survey done in 2012: Cladophora is a 
filamentous algae.  When present in large blooms, it can be an indicator of 

nutrient pollution.  It was noted that 41% of Duncan Bay had some 
Cladophora. Grass Bay had zero.   

 



Greenbelt data: Duncan Bay – Over 50% rated good or excellent. Grass Bay 

– nearly all of the parcels had good or excellent.  Erosion: Duncan Bay had 
13% erosion. Grass Bay had 40%, some of which may be natural.  

 
One resident noted that his shoreline is depicted as “red” in the map and 

questioned that.  He has a sandy beach now, and his shoreline hasn’t 
changed in 70 years. Discussion ensued about rating these areas and the 

Watershed Council staff promised they would review these ratings.  A 
naturally occurring sandy beach should not be penalized for a lack of a 

greenbelt.  Chances are, this was a mistake – and that is why we meet with 
committees like this, as we write these plans.  Local feedback is critical to a 

good plan, and helps discover discrepancies so they can be corrected. We 
appreciate this feedback!   

 
Phragmites – of 45 stands found, 38 were native and 7 were invasive. 

Question: Any chance of hybrids in area? Response: Not yet observed but 

possible. 
 

Question: Do high water levels play a role in data? Response: Shore survey 
data from 2013 reflect low water levels, but no data in high water period. 

  
Matt discussed the Stormwater Assessment: Stormwater drainage areas 

and flow paths were reviewed for Cheboygan and Duncan Bay, with data 
obtained by working with the Cheboygan Department of Public Works.  This 

was an on-the-ground-effort that delineated the basin and showed 
impervious surfaces vs. infiltration areas.  A model was used to determine 

pollutant export numbers.   
 

Jen went on to discuss wetlands in the watersheds. The percentage of 
wetlands in Duncan Bay is 44%; wetland cover in Grass Bay is 26%. Matt 

wrapped up by discussing the Priority Parcels Process: How do we know 

where to focus our energy? Total protected land is 55% total for both 
Duncan and Grass Bays. This is a combination of state, local, federal, and 

land conservancy properties.  A resident pointed out that State lands are 
“multi-use” so they may be clear cut, despite being grouped as “natural” in 

the figures.  
 

Question from same resident: How do you factor in zoning and master 
plans?  Response: There is a section on Land Use and Zoning, but probably 

not enough attention paid to Master Planning. Watershed Council staff will 
work to incorporate this information.  Thanks for that suggestion! 

 
 

 



Discussion of Implementation Steps 

 
One resident mentioned his worries about “restoration” being understood as 

“anti-development”, and said that the terminology and presentation in the 
plan seems that way, to him. He agrees with fixing Alpena state road 

crossing, and noted that there are a lot of things in the plan that we can all 
agree with. But we need to be sure that it does not come off sounding anti-

development.  A second participant agreed that anti-development attitudes 
are important to address. A third resident noted that she thought the plan 

did not convey an anti-development tone. Someone else noted it is 
important that the final report, such as the section on priority areas, be in 

consensus with local input. For example, clearly, the Alpena State Road 
crossing is an area of concern – but the general public must also buy into 

this.  
 

Grenetta responded that the intention here is to protect water resources 

while encouraging economic growth.  Both are possible.  We have learned a 
lot in the past few decades. We know how to be smart about growing, while 

ensuring water resources are protected.  She encouraged everyone to point 
to specific places in the plan where you want to see changes.  Please 

be sure to send us comments so that we can correct the specific 
things in the plan that do not sound good. 

 
New comment – Road Commission should be involved with this. Grenetta 

stated that the Road Commission was at last meeting and they will continue 
to be kept up to date, and will likely attend more meetings. 

  
John from Huron Pines asked about potential projects in the Implementation 

Steps section of the plan.  Suggested having a column to identify potential 
project leads; maybe called “responsible organization”. 

 

A resident suggests that the plan is too massive – and we have two or three 
things we all agree on, so let’s just focus on those, since water quality 

seems as good as it’s ever been.  Jen responded that without a 
comprehensive plan, we can’t get the funding needed for those 2 or 3 

things. Funders want plans. John from Huron Pines added that to get plans 
approved by EPA, we must be expansive and include the big picture of what 

is happening in the watershed. 
 

Additional comments and discussion: 
 

 Someone noted that the Butler Ditch caused the most concern, and 
asked what mechanisms can be used to protect it? Someone else 

noted that the nutrient load into Butler Ditch may be from failing 



septic systems. Matt responded that we need more study of the ditch, 

specifically, to answer these questions and figure out a strategy for 
correction. We need an engineering and channel study to consider 

ways to restore it to a more natural stream, but it is premature to 
propose fixes now.  However, in future meetings we can include people 

at the table who can address and fix these issues. 
 

 A participant noted that dredging changed the stormwater flow going 
into Duncan Bay. If we don’t deepen the ditch, then there is heavy 

flooding by Kmart.  
 

 Another resident noted that major threats to watershed are not 
reflected in this plan: i.e., atmospheric deposition of mercury; the 

Enbridge pipeline; other point source pollution – but understood it was 
hard to get into plan because they are not “local” issues.  Grenetta 

said that Section 319 of the federal Clean Water Act is focused 

specifically on non-point source pollution, and that is what watershed 
plans are meant to address.  She noted that we had to fight to include 

things like invasive species and climate change – both issues that we 
can now include, but we had to argue that to make it happen.  

 
Grenetta asked participants to please continue reading the plan and 

make notes of comments:   
 

 You can share those comments over email, or feel free to bring them 
to the next meeting.   

 We are also very interested in any implementation steps that 
you want to see included.  This is an opportunity for you to suggest 

any projects want to do, which will help you secure grant funding, 
once the plan is approved. 

 If you think a step in implementation process misses the mark, 

please share. 
 Also on goals and objectives: if anything sounds weird or off-

putting, then please communicate that to the Watershed 
Council.  

 
At the next meeting, we will give you the opportunity to sign up and be 

formally included as a Partner.  This will ensure your group, business, or 
organization is listed as a partner in the plan, and will enhance your standing 

with potential funders.  
 

Next meeting date:  
Monday, March 21, 1– 3 pm in the Cheboygan Area Public Library 

 


