August 28, 2015

Wisconsin DNR DG/5
P.0. Box 7921
Madison, WI 53707-7921

Attention: Ashley Hoekstra

RE: City of Waukesha Diversion comments

[ have thought long and hard about what I would submit.

While considering my submission I had the opportunity to listen to public
comments and read the extensive number of articles and related commentary,
now from New York to Ohio to California to Alaska, all voicing concerns raised
by the diversion.

This diversion is capturing the nation’s attention for many reasons but it seems
to me one of the harshest criticisms is the inclusion of an expanded Water
Service Area i.e., The Map.

This particular topic is what I have decided to comment on as it is what I am
most familiar. I was Chairman of the Town of Waukesha from July 2010 to April
2013 while this issue was being debated.

My education began with a letter from City of Waukesha Water Utility Manager
Daniel S. Duchniak, P. E. dated January 12, 2011 which provided a background to
who had determined that the Town of Waukesha would be included in the City
of Waukesha Water Supply Area.

It is noteworthy that the governing body of the Town of Waukesha was never
included in the determination discussions, nor was the public.

A truly inauspicious beginning for this issue.
It is my understanding that during the DNR’s review of the diversion application

they noted the City did not have our express permission/approval to be included
in The Map and required them to get it, thus the letter to us in January 2011.



Although The Map was done per the letter in 2008 the utility gave us until March
14, 2011 to respond, a ridiculously short period of time for such an important
decision.

We refused to be railroaded into a fast decision.

We educated ourselves and held public meetings with our constituents. One was
held on Thursday, May 12, 2011. I have a 135 page transcript from that meeting
where Daniel Duchniak makes many representations; including that annexation
to the City to receive water would not be required. This statement, among
others, were borne out to be false.

We were told this was a free ‘insurance policy’ to help us in case we had a
catastrophic spill that contaminated our private wells.

Interestingly the contiguous Town of Brookfield was NOT included in the service
area even though they are solely supplied by shallow aquifer water, as are we
with private wells.

Also the west half of the City of New Berlin, whose residents are also on private
wells utilizing the shallow aquifer, are not included in The Map.

Weren'’t the ‘planners’ concerned about those residents enough to include them?
Why?

Although tidbits of other communities were included in The Map only the Town
of Waukesha, almost in its entirety was included.

The answers were revealed over time.

A clue came in reading Waukesha County’s Comprehensive Plan, Chapter 4 -
Community Facilities and Utilities Element - page 4-4.

[ quote:

“The majority of sewerage and water supply utilities in the County are organized
as sewer and water departments of incorporated municipalities and serve largely
those areas within the respective political boundaries of the municipalities. A
general pattern of sewer and water service areas following political boundaries
rather than natural topographic boundaries, such as watershed boundaries, exists
within the County.”



Yes, that is exactly what The Map regarding the Town of Waukesha shows -
political boundaries - NOT designated areas of concern or areas that needed a
redundant supply for safety concerns.

So, why was the majority of the Town of Waukesha included?

All one has to do it to look at the future Land Use Map from the City of
Waukesha.

From the earliest renditions City of Waukesha Land Use Plan maps all have one
thing in common - the maps include the majority of the Town of Waukesha.

Bottom line: the City’s current future land use planning map and the water
service area map are essentially identical. Both include the majority of the Town
of Waukesha.

That was my light bulb moment.

That cleared up all the rhetoric, all the hype, all the false claims.

What was The Map all about?

The continued expansion of the City of Waukesha through expansion by

annexation. Period, end of story.

They could not provide Lake Michigan water to anyone outside of The Map.

Once we realized the true intent of The Map and we educated ourselves
regarding our options.

During that time we were in contact with the DNR to ensure our
evaluation/negotiation was not holding up the application. We were assured
there were many other issues that the City needed to resolve that would take
substantial time.

Through our research we came to believe that the expanded water service area,
given the large expansion area involved, would be deleterious to the application.

We wanted the application to be approved. We were aware the City was already
active in their stated Plan B, which included many shallow aquifer wells in the



Town of Waukesha representing a huge risk to property owners and their
private well water supply.

We attempted to negotiate with the city. They balked at any discussions.

Our Town Board wanted candid discussions. We went so far as to appear at a
City Common Council meeting, delivering an open letter to the elected officials.

It said, in part:

“We, the members of the Town of Waukesha Board, seek an opportunity to sit
down with you as a group to have a direct and candid discussion about challenges
which we collectively face as adjoining communities and thereby neighbors.”

We were ignored. It was the classic, don’t call us we’ll call you - but they didn’t
call.

We continued to attempt to work with them, asking time after time for what we
thought were reasonable assurances.

We wanted confirmation that annexation would no longer be required. The City
refused and unequivocally stated that the utility was not authorized to make
such a representation to us, even though they had.

It was our goal to be in the Water Service Area for future need but because we
recognized that the expanded service area would be negatively viewed through
the eyes of adherence to the Compact we attempted to get the city to provide us
development rights and control over annexation with the offer of Municipal
Revenue Sharing.

This option is clearing described in Chapter 7 of the City of Waukesha's
Comprehensive Land Use Plan on pages 7-18 and 7-19.

[t says, in part:

“Municipal revenue sharing can provide for a more equitable distribution of the
property tax revenue generated from new commercial and industrial development
within urban areas and help reduce tax-base competition among communities,
competition that can work against the best interests of the area as a whole.”



Although the City’s own document describes collaboration the city flatly refused
our continued efforts and today they are experiencing the accurate perception
that the Town of Waukesha'’s inclusion in the expanded water service area was
simply a land grab for uncontrolled future expansion of city boundaries.

There is no other logical conclusion and in my opinion the city made a huge
tactical error by ignoring our concerns.

When we could not get an agreement from the city providing us control over
annexation we limited the service area to those areas of town that should
logically be included.

We have many island areas, some of which are served by city water or sewer
already by limited area agreements made in the 1980s. We also have a
remediated fly ash site in the north east section where access to city water is
crucial.

The balance of the town, including all the vacant lands to the south and west of
the city, were excluded.

The city then reneged on the limited agreement they had provided us on
extended payments for annexed properties, claiming their offer was contingent
on the initial mapped area, not the limited service area we proposed.

More proof they wanted it all. Cooperation, collaboration - strictly a one sided
effort by the Town of Waukesha - today coming to bear on the city.

The City can claim over and over that it was at the mercy of SEWRPC but we are
well aware of the close political relationships in Waukesha County and it is no
coincidence that the expanded Water Service Area matches the city future Land
Use growth plan.

Our concerns, over the course of two years, fell on deaf ears.

After my tenure political scare tactics, some facilitated by disingenuous well
contamination fears, delivered the Town fully back in the service area.

Now the expanded service area is one of the more contentious issues of the
diversion, just as we predicted.



[ think the following quote from then City of Waukesha Community
Development Director Steve Crandell, which appeared in the Waukesha
Freeman on June 29, 2013 shortly after the new Town Board lead by the new
chairman, a real estate developer, put the Town back in the service area truly
sums it up:

“There are 1,500 acres still in our water and sewer service area, much of which is
relatively vacant land. It would require annexation (from the Town of Waukesha)
for sewer and water service, of course, but it’s a logical extension.”

Too bad the city chose the path they did; I believe problems for them are just

beginning.

In my opinion they want it all and may very well end up with nothing.

How does the saying go? Pigs get fat, hogs get slaughtered.

What is the answer?

Two options:

1) Have the city agree to allow the Town to control annexation - demand that
they negotiate in good faith;

If they again refuse-



2) Return to the limited service area approved by the Town Board January
2013

Being completely out of the service area is not an option, we have people who
need to be protected from this political strife as there are people in the island
areas that are near the fly ash site and those already on sewer, water or both.

[ do not believe the application is approvable as long as the expanded service
area, as it is currently delineated, is part of the equation unless the Town is in
control of its future through a protective development agreement with the city.

Maybe now they will listen.

Sincerely,

Angie E. Van Scyoc
S51 W25375 Glendale Road
Town of Waukesha, WI 53189

414-254-1066-Direct

2010-2013 Town of Waukesha Chairman
1995-2013 Town of Waukesha Plan Commission
31 year resident/advocate for the Town of Waukesha



locations where people are on the move. These locations are known as hot spots. The number of WiFi hot spots
has grown rapidly in the Region over the last few years. The 802.11b standard has now been superseded by
802.11g which has connection speeds of up to 54 megabits per second.

A new major IEEE standard 802.16 (WiMAX) is due for release in 2006 in the form of standard 802.16d.
WiMAX is an acronym for Worldwide Interoperability for Microwave Access. WiMAX is a long range version
of 802.11 WiFi. WiMAX capabilities include extending the range of WiFi from 300 feet to up to 30 miles. WiFi
will continue to serve as a low cost, high speed access network for direct interconnection with end users. The
higher speed access and wireless services will provide enhanced services for both business development and local
government public safety services. WiMAX is well positioned to serve as a backhaul network for localized WiFi
access networks.

The proposed telecommunications plan that SEWRPC recommends for the Region consists of two levels of
wireless networks—a wireless (WiMAX) backhaul network plan, and a pilot, community level, wireless (WiFi)
access network plan. The backhaul network would have the capability to service a multitude of community level
access points that would forward data to the backhaul network for cost effective Internet connection.

PUBLIC UTILITIES

Sewage Disposal and Water Supply

Sanitary sewerage and water supply utilities are particularly important to land use planning because the location
and density of urban development influences the need for such services and, conversely, the existence of such
services influences the location and density of new urban development. The extent and location of areas served by
existing sanitary sewerage and water supply utilities are thus important considerations in any land use planning
effort. The majority of sewerage and water supply utilities in the County are organized as sewer and water
departments of incorporated municipalities and serve largely those areas within the respective political boundaries
of the municipalities. A general pattern of sewer and water service areas following political boundaries rather than
natural topographic boundaries, such as watershed boundaries, exists within the County.

Sanitary Sewerage Facilities

In 2000, Waukesha County was served by 10 public sewage treatment plants, seven of which were located within
the County. The seven public sewage treatment plants located within the County are: the City of Oconomowoc
sewage treatment plant, the Village of Dousman sewage treatment plant, the Delafield-Hartland Water Pollution
Control Commission sewage treatment plant, the Village of Mukwonago sewage treatment plant, the City of
Waukesha sewage treatment plant, the Village of Sussex sewage treatment plant, and the Fox River Water
Pollution Control Center sewage treatment plant. Of the remaining three public sewage treatment plants serving
Waukesha County, two, the Jones Island and South Shore treatment plants, both operated by the Milwaukee
Metropolitan Sewerage District, are located in the City of Milwaukee and the City of Oak Creek, respectively,
and one, the Town of Norway Sanitary District No. 1 sewage treatment plant, is located in the Town of Norway in
Racine County. The locations of major public sewage treatment facilities and sewer service areas in the County
are shown on Map IV-2.

As indicated in Table IV-1 and shown on Map IV-2 , three of the public sewage treatment plants located within
the County, those operated by the Villages of Dousman, Mukwonago, and Sussex, serve relatively small,
localized areas and small populations and have design capacities under two million gallons per day. The
remaining four public sewage treatment plants, those operated by the Delafield-Hartland Water Pol lution Control
Commission, by the City of Oconomowoc, by the City of Waukesha, and by the Fox River Water Pollution
Control Center, all have design capacities exceeding two million gallons per day and serve much larger areas and
populations. Substantial portions of the eastern quarter of the County, including portions of the Cities of Brook-
field, Muskego, and New Berlin, and the Villages of Butler, Elm Grove, and Menomonee Falls, are served by two
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June 21, 2011

Re: Open Letter to the Elected Officials of the City of Waukesha
Dear Members of the Common Council and Mayor of the City of Waukesha:

We, the members of the Town of Waukesha Board, seek an opportunity to sit down with you as a
group to have a direct and candid discussion about challenges which we collectively face as adjoining

communities and thereby neighbors.

We seek this opportunity because we believe that our respective constituencies have elected all of us
with the expectation that each of us search for ways to solve common issues that face everyone in the

City and the Town.

To do so we believe that we must first recognize that we are facing similar concerns, but with different
perspectives. In this regard, we need to help each other understand what those perspectives are and to
do so we need to appreciate the underlying assumptions, and the goals which each of our communities
have embraced as we have taken public positions on matters of high importance.

We believe that once this effort is made, we can then proceed to the second step which is to explore
how we can collectively reconcile and accommodate the needs of the City and Town through the active
involvement of elected officials in a hands-on fashion rather than by the cumbersome, time-consuming
and proxy mechanism that we have used in the past, namely litigation.

Stated in a different way, we come here to ask you to meet with us as elected officials to explore ways
to negotiate three key areas.

The first is water. We are mindful of the deadline that the City faces. At the same time, we are
concerned that Town residents not be put in jeopardy with respect to its current and future availability
to them to understand the future overall cost if the Town chooses to become, in whole or in part, part

of the City’s water service area.
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The second is traffic circulation. We are mindful of the City's and County’s desire to facilitate safe
access to and from I-94 from its western portion, At the same time, we are concerned that
environmentally important areas and residential neighborhoods not be unreasonably compromised.

The third is zoning and development. It is our understanding that the City does not have a policy of
requiring annexation as an absolute condition of providing water or sewer utility services. However,
we are concerned that this approach has led to haphazard inductions of property into the City. We think
that it is more rational for the City and the Town to examine, identify and plan for the orderly
development of property presently within the Town with the objective of having joint City-Town
involvement in utility expansion and incremental revenue sharing.

In conclusion, we want to express our sincere desire to work cooperatively with you on an equal
footing and with mutual respect.

Sincerely,

Town of Waukesha

dﬁ;}ﬁ \}Wg

Angie ExVar Scyoc

Chairman

Joe a.iﬂce

Supérvisor 1

ol ek

Mike Laska
Supervisor 3

Bmow Tore Tinchhon)
Brian Fischer
Supervisor 4




N7 Waukesha Water Utility s,

SERVING WAUKESHA SINCE 1886

Telephone: (262) 521-5272 = Fax: (262) 521-5265 * E-mail: contactus@waukesha-water.com
January 12, 2011

Ms Angie E. Van Scyoc
Town of Waukesha
S31W253 Glendale Road
Waukesha, W1 53189

Subject: IKequest [or Approval by the Lown ot yvaukesha of the L1ty of Vaukesha vvater
Supply Service Area Plan

Dear Ms Van Scyoc:

Lhe purpose of this letter 1s to request review and approval by the Lown of Vaukesha of the
City of Waukesha Water Supply Service Area Plan as discussed below.

Background and Regulatory Requirement

In December 2008, the Southeast Regional Planning Commission (SEWRPC), in conjunction
with the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, delineated the water supply service area
for the City of Waukesha which included an area of the Town of Waukesha. (Refer to
Attachment 1.) This planning guidance was prepared in a manner consistent with the
Waukesha County comprehensive plan, the Regional Water Supply Plan for Southeastern
yvISconsin, ana state planning requirements. 1he proposed water supply service area and
population projections are a basis for the Draft City of Waukesha Water Supply Service Area Plan,
April 2010. (Refer to Attachment 2.) This proposed water supply service area is consistent with
the current sewer system services area that has been approved by the Town of Waukesha.

L1ne L1ty Of yvaukesha 1S making application ot a aiversion or Lreat Lakes water pursuant to
Sections 281.346 and 281.348 Wis. Stats. The Great Lakes-Water Resources Compact and the
Wisconsin Statutes adopted pursuant to the Compact require that the City document the public
participation process conducted for the proposed Water Supply Area Plan, including evidence
that the governing body of the 10wn of Waukesha adaressed by the plan have approved the
Water Supply Service Area Plan, hence this request to the Town of Waukesha.

The Town of Waukesha water supply is currently provided by private wells. The future
decision of whether to develop a Town municipal water supply system is up to the Town of
Waukesha. Municipal Great Lakes water supply would only be provided if needed and
requested by the Town of Waukesha. The Town was included by SEWRPC in the City of
Waukesha's future water supply service area because it may be served by municipal water
service during the planning horizon that extends to year 2035. Approval of the City's Water
Supply Service Area Plan does not financially or legally commit the Town to actual Great Lakes
water supply but rather acknowledges the potential for Great Lakes Water supply of the



Ms Angie E. Van Scyoc
Page 2
January 10, 2011

designated area of the Town by the City sometime in the future. The Town will remain on its
supply of private wells unless there is a water supply need and an initiative by the Town
requesting Great Lakes water supply by the City for the designated service area. Non-approval
by the Town of the City's Great Lakes water supply for the area of the Town designated by
DLYYIL L WL IESULL L1 LS Ar'ed DELIG Ueleteq IT0m reat Lakes vvater Supply dervice by the
City of Waukesha and revision of the Water Supply Service Area Plan. Approval of the City of
Waukesha Water Supply Service Area Plan (Attachment 3) provides the Town with a
contingency plan for water supply in the future if the Town ever decides to replace its private
wells with a municipal supply.

Because our application for a Great Lakes water supply (Attachment 4) is currently pending
before the DNR, we would appreciate a response by March 14, 2011. [ would be happy to
discuss this matter with you at your convenience. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

VWaukesha Vvater utility

W

Daniel S. Duchniak, P.E.

oelieidl vial MBEJ.‘

wC IVILKE [1dilll, QUULEASLELTL VY ISCOLISHL megmnau nanmng Lomimnssion
Dale Shaver, Waukesha County
Dino Tsoris, Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
Jeff Scrima, City of Waukesha Mayor
Curt Meitz, City of Waukesha Attorney

Attachments
1- Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission Letter, December 23, 2008

2- Southeaster Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission Letter, March 17, 2009
3- Draft City of Waukesha Water Supply Service Area Plan, April 2010
4- Application for Great Lakes Water Supply, May 2010 (3 copies)
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IVIURICIPal SOUNAAry ana UTHITY KXTension Agreements

The recommendations of the land use plan concerning the location and density of new urban development are
formulated without regard to the location of city, village, and town boundaries. Rather, those plan
recommendations are based upon a consideration of such factors as the location of existing utility infrastructure,
mcluumg pl.lUllC Sdlll{al‘y SEWET dnu wdter supp:‘y SySlﬂIﬂS; Le tocdiion o1 enwrunmemauy SENSILIVE 1dnas; dana wne
availability of lands considered to be suitable for urban development. The City of Waukesha owns and operates
essential public utilities not provided by adjacent towns, and this plan assumes that the City will either annex
unincorporated territory recommended in the plan for urban development and provide extensions of essential
utility services to serve such development, or that the City will reach agreement with adjacent unincorporated
LOWILIS Ul LIE CXLCHSIVI U1 LIUSE ©55C1HLIdD SC1VICES WILHIUUL LWIE llEcd 10l dilleXxduull diu HIWUCpdal voundal 'y
change.

The Wisconsin Statutes establish a number of arrangements for cooperation among communities with regard to
sharing of municipal services and cooperatively determining community boundaries, as indicated below:

e OOLLIULL UU. WU L, LS dOULIUL UL IS OLdLuLe> pl. UVIUCS> uiuvau 'd.l.ll.llUllty i NILCI.sU\"CllllIIClan.I. UUUpCldLlUlJ
among local units of government with respect to the provision and receipt of services and the joint exercise of
their powers and duties.

* Section 66.0307: This section of the Statutes allows any combination of cities, villages, and towns to
UCLCHINING e Uuuuucuy HLICYD UCLWCOCHL LIICHIDTIYEY uliuct a bUUPC!dU\"ﬁ pld.ll., 3U.IJJCL.L () UVCIDIELIL UY I
Wisconsin Department of Administration. Section 66.0307 envisions the cooperative preparation of a
comprehensive plan for the affected area by the concerned local units of government and prescribes in detail
the contents of the cooperative plan. Importantly, the cooperative plan must identify any boundary change and
any existing boundary that may not be changed during the planning period; identify any conditions that must
U HlIcL veluic a DUuliddl Y Clidlge 1ldy OUuCul, HICIUUE d Sulicuule vl uie perou Uu.l!llg wileH a vuunJl Yy
change shall or may occur; and specify arrangements for the provision of urban services to the territory
covered by the plan.

* Section 66.0225: This section of the Statutes allows two abutting communities that are parties to a court
action regarding an annexation, incorporation, consolidation, or detachment, to enter into a written stipulation
COMPromIsSINg and SELng e Nugauon and delermining d COmImon boundary DEIWEEn ne COMmuniies.

Cooperative approaches to the identification of future corporate limits and the extension of urban services can
contribute significantly to attainment of the compact, centralized urban growth recommended in the City of
Waukesha land use plan. Conversely, failure of neighboring civil divisions to reach agreement on boundary and
Service exiension matiers may resuil in aevelopment at variance with e pian—iIor exampie, by causing new
development to leap past logical urban growth areas where corporate limits are contested, to outlying areas where
sewer and water supply service are not available. Accordingly, it is recommended that neighboring incorporated
and unincorporated communities cooperatively plan for future land use, civil division boundaries, and the
provision of urban services, as provided for under the Wisconsin Statutes, within the framework of the City land
use plan.

Municipal Revenue Sharing

Additional opportunity for intergovernmental cooperation is provided under Section 66.0305 of the Wisconsin
Statutes, entitled “"Municipal Kevenue Sharing.” Under this statute, two or more cities, villages, and towns may
enter into revenue sharing agreements, providing for the sharing of revenues derived from taxes and special
charges. The agreements may address matters other than revenue sharing, including municipal services and
municipal boundaries. Municipal revenue sharing can provide for a more equitable distribution of the property
tax revenue generated from new commercial and industrial development within urban areas and help reduce tax-
base competition among communities, competition that can work against the best interests of the area as a whole.
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/A g00a example oI municipal revenue snaring under tnis statute 1s e revenue snaring agreement inciuaea in the
Racine Area Intergovernmental Sanitary Sewer Service, Revenue Sharing, Cooperation and Settlement
Agreement entered into by the City of Racine and neighboring communities in 2002. Under this agreement, the
City of Racine receives shared revenue payments from neighboring communities for use in renovating older
residential areas, redeveloping brownfield sites, and supporting regional facilities like the City zoo, fine arts
museurn, dna nprary. in rewurn, wne LIy 01 racine dagreed o support e neorpordauon o1 ue adgjacent rowns o1
Caledonia and Mt. Pleasant; refrain from annexations without the consent of the Towns; refrain from using
extraterritorial zoning and plat review powers; and move ahead with sewerage system improvements that will
accommodate growth in the Towns. It should be noted that the Towns of Mt. Pleasant and Caledonia were
incorporated as villages in 2003 and 2005, respectively.

Diuvnnciu nrucyYycivpicnt

Factors contributing to the abandonment or underutilization of older commercial and industrial sites vary from
site to site, but often include structures which are obsolete in terms of accommodating current manufacturing,
warehousing, and office needs; inadequate site access to the freeway system; and insufficient site area for
HUL LzuL LAl y -ul icvcu SUuLLU e, Uum.cmpwm_y p'dll\1115 dlid lU'dullI5 ICYUN ST, dild pUbblUlC ulue prant
expansion needs.

Once abandoned, the re-use of former commercial and industrial sites is frequently constrained by contamination
problems created by past industrial and commercial activities, giving rise to the term “brownfields”—sites which
are underutilized or abandoned due to known or suspected environmental contamination. While browntields tend
to be concentrated in older areas, they also occur in outlying areas. Redevelopment of brownfields is often
hindered by high cleanup costs, and, even where contamination is only suspected, the potential for high cleanup
costs tends to dampen private-sector interest in redevelopment.

L1 Uived W LG LAl \'IC«I.UIII.I.}' L UAJDLIIJE Ll Ui alvad, .‘!pbblﬂ-l LIV LD LY }Jlulllut\' LI LvUay UL LU VLG IUD Al
required. The City of Waukesha should include the cleanup and re-use of brownfields as a key element in their
planning for the revitalization of urban areas and promote such re-use through such tools as tax-incremental
financing. Limited State and Federal financial assistance has been made available in support of the cleanup and
re-use of contaminated sites. Local units of government should make full use of, and assist private developers in

SULULLLIE, aVallaulT OLdLe diid 1'CUcidl Lilialividl ad>idiative.

The re-use of brownfield sites need not be limited to industrial use, but may include a mix of residential,
commercial, recreational, and other development, in accordance with local development objectives. Properly
carried out, the cleanup and re-use of brownfields has many potential benefits in addition to the underlying
environmental benefits: elimination of blight, increase in the property-tax base, expansion of the housing stock,
provision of jobs in close proximity to concentrations of the labor force, and increased use of existing public
infrastructure. The City of Waukesha successfully redeveloped an industrial brownfield site into an affordable
residential owner occupied housing development in the Phoenix Heights neighborhood in the late 1990s.

OLULIIE VY ALCL OYdLELL Ay

Storm water runoff pollution performance standards for new development, existing urban areas, and
transportation facilities are set forth in Chapters NR 151 and NR 216 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code. The
City of Waukesha should participate if Waukesha County works collectively with municipalities to develop an
area wiae Storm Water management plan. 1fis plan Woula errecuvely manage SIorm water wiimn aernnea
watersheds which often transcend municipal boundaries. Storm water management practices appropriate for the
City’s urban area can best be developed through the preparation of a system management plan. These practices
should be developed in a manner that integrates development needs and environmental protection, including
integrated water resources protection. Such practices should reflect both storm water runoff quantity and quality
considerations, as well as groundwater quantity and quality protection. Practices that are designed to maintain the
natural hydrology should be encouraged.
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Q&A with Waukesha Community Development Director STEVE CRANDELL

Talking past successes, present projects, future development

By Sarah Pryor
Freeman Staff
WAUKESHA — What will Waukesha look like in five years?

Community Development Director Steve Crandell doesn't have a crystal ball, but after working for the city for
more than 37 years, he does have an eye for where things are going.

“| see us continuing to grow to the west,” Crandell said. “There are 1,500 acres still in our water and sewer
service area, much of which is relatively vacant land. It would require annexation (from the Town of Waukesha)
for sewer and water service of course, but it's a logical extension.”

Crandell also said that in five years he sees the former Fox Run shopping center — now all but deserted — and
the former Jewel-Osco shopping center on Highway 164 bustling with new tenants.

“I'm optimistic,” Crandell said.

In 1976, a longer-haired Crandell walked into Waukesha City Hall to find a map of the city he'd just moved to
because his wife Mary had gotten a job in speech pathology here. While there, he heard the city had an opening

and decided to apply. He’s never left.

In his almost four-decade career, Crandell has almost seen it all. He sat down with The Freeman to talk about
past successes, present projects and future predictions for the city’s development.

THE FREEMAN: What do you think has been the city’s biggest achievement, development-wise, since
you started your career?

STEVE CRANDELL: One of the biggest achievements is that one of the first tax incremental financing districts
we did was for GE Medical, to extend utilities out there to allow for the construction of the global headquarters.
We were one of the first cities in the state to actually implement TIF and we've used it to put together seven
industrial parks, providing hundreds of millions of dollars in new tax base and thousands of new jobs. I'm just as
proud of the work we've done since the '80s on the revitalization of downtown. One of the projects that really is
near and dear to my heart is the 13 years | spent leading the team for the Fox River Corridor Development. It
took a neglected natural resource and turned it into a jewel.

FREEMAN: We hear lots of reader concemns about vacant buildings such as those in the Fox Run
shopping center. What can the city do to revitalize areas like this?

CRANDELL: When we talk about redevelopment, lots of people associate it with our central city, but it can and
has occurred on the perimeter of our community as well. The former Spancrete site was an abandoned
industrial plant, and it is now the home of a 250,000square-foot Woodman'’s that the city partnered with, using
TIF to make that development a reality. Even before that, the former Fleming food distribution center on Sunset
Drive was vacant for four or five years and is now the Shoppes at Fox River. As circumstances and economic
times change, we can do that for Jewel-Osco and Fox Run. We have talked to the folks at Fox Run and will
continue that discussion to move that type of perimeter redevelopment forward.

See CRANDELL, PAGE 5A
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Carles Auer/Freeman Staff

Steve Crandell, Waukesha's director of community development, shares his thoughts during a Thursday
interview.

Article Continued Below

See CRANDELL on Page A0S

Crandell

From Page 1A
The economy is improving, and that will be a driving factor.
FREEMAN: What other areas of the city would you like to see redeveloped?

CRANDELL: I'd like to see the continued redevelopment of the downtown. \We have some key sites downtown
prime for redevelopment: the site next to Main Street Plaza and of course the Huelsman/Davies piece below
City Hall. It's almost the Gold Coast of the downtown. Not many communities have a piece of property that large
downtown. It's not a question of if it will develop, but of when. We've talked to individuals about that Main Street
property, but it’s a difficult time for a development of that size. We need to find a single user to get that
developed, and we're working on it.

FREEMAN: Do you think downtown Waukesha is in good shape, development-wise?

CRANDELL: | believe we've seen an increase in vacancies down there over the past year. It could be the
economy. What are the factors of that? We're not sure. From a city standpoint, we recognize the infrastructure
and streetscape are dated. That was an important component of our Central City Master Plan: a new
streetscape design. New infrastructure — lights, trash receptacles, planters — we need to replace that.

FREEMAN: How can the city work to fill downtown’s vacant storefronts sans the Business Improvement
District?

CRANDELL: | was truly disappointed when the BID was terminated. The downtown BID is a needed
organization, and it was one component of a successful, well-balanced downtown. We need a BID or an
organization like BID to be put back in place to manage, to market and to be advocates for downtown, and for
business retention and recruitment. BIDs have worked throughout the state, and it worked in Waukesha for 26
years. | believe it can work again. When's the right time to bring it back? | don’t know, but | believe strongly that
an organization like the BID needs to be put in place. Downtown needs to be managed just like a strip center or
mall. In the meantime, all of us, including the city, the (Waukesha Downtown Business Association), the property
owners and the people of this community need to talk up Waukesha. If they have a contact with someone,
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forward them to the appropriate individuals. We need to work together to try to fill those stores. It's not just one
organization. It's not the city, it's not the WDBA, it's not the property owners. \We need to work together to sell
downtown to potential businesses. In the Community Development office, we don't just sit here and wait for
(developers) to come and see us. We work with the owners to assist them however we can. It's a long process
and we're in competition with other cities in the state and region.

FREEMAN: How can Waukesha stay competitive in attracting development?

CRANDELL: As cities, we need to remain strong advocates to keep in place the limited financial tools we have:
TIF, industrial revenue bonds and community development block grants. We need to be advocates to the state
and federal government so that those tools don't get watered down to the point they’re not usable. If we lose
those tools, we're in trouble. Also, | understand the economic conditions over the past several years, but the
economy is going to get better and when it does, I'd like to see us as a city move forward to try to develop an
economic development fund in partnership with local lenders. We could leverage that money with state and
federal dollars to promote development. | hate to sound crass, but when it comes down to business retention
and expansion, it comes down to who has the most money.

FREEMAN: You served as interim city administrator on two different occasions, putting together two
city budgets. Would you ever consider becoming a city administrator full-time?

CRANDELL: | was very humbled by the opportunity to do it twice, but as | made very clear throughout budget
process, it's not something I'd like to do on a full-time basis. I've been very fortunate to work well with the
previous city administrators, and | believe | work very well with the current one. | did two budgets as city
administrator. | appreciated the confidence and cooperation of aldermen, department directors and city
employees during those two times. We kept the boat afloat.

FREEMAN: So when are you going to retire?
CRANDELL: You never know.

Email: spryor@conleynet.com
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Groat Lakes and St. Lawrence Citias Initlative
Alliance des villes des Grands Lacs et du Saint-Laurent

August 27, 2015

Ms. Ashley Hoekstra

DNR Bureau of Drinking Water and Groundwater
P.O. Box 7921

Madison, Wl 53707-7921

Dear Ms. Hoekstra,

The Great Lakes and St. Lawrence Cities Initiative hereby submits a written transcript of its
comments regarding the City of Waukesha Water Diversion Application Draft Environmental
Impact Statement and Draft Technical Review. The comments were first delivered in person at
the Public Hearing session held on August 17"‘, 2015, in Waukesha, WI. These comments were
approved the Cities Initiative’s Board of Directors at their August 6" 2015, meeting.

The Great Lakes and St. Lawrence Cities Initiative is a binational coalition of 117 mayors,
representing over 17 million people in cities across the eight US Great Lakes states, Ontario and
Quebec. The Cities Initiative works actively to advance the protection, restoration and long
term sustainability of the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence River basin.

In summary, the Cities Initiative opposes the project based on these points:
1. There is evidence that abundant, clean and safe water can be provided to Waukesha
residents without using Great Lakes water as a last resort;
2. The project sets a very concerning precedent of diverting water out of the basin;
3. The project as proposed could be contrary to the Great Lakes Compact by allowing
Waukesha to sell water to its neighbors.

The Cities Initiative thanks the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources for allowing public
input on this very important project.

ly,
David Ullrich, Executive Director
Great Lakes and St. Lawrence Cities Initiative

Sin

20 North Wacker Drive, Suite 2700, Chicago, Hinois 60606 ~ (312) 201-4516 phone ~ {312) 407-0038 fax
www.glsicities.org / @GLSLCities
Mitch Twolan, Mayor of Huron-Kinloss, Chair
Denis Coderre, Mayor of Montréal, Vice Chair
Paul Dyster, Mayor of Niagara Falls, New York, Secretary-Treasurer



Great Lakes and St. Lawrence Cities Initiative
Alliance des villes des Grands Lacs et du Saint-Laurent

Comments presented orally at the Waukesha Public Hearing Session, August 17, 2015

Mister/Madam Chair, members of the Committee,

Thank you for giving the public opportunity to present in-person comments on this important
project. My name is Simon Belisle, and | am a Program Manager with the Great Lakes and St.
Lawrence Cities Initiative.

The Great Lakes and St. Lawrence Cities Initiative is a binational coalition of 117 mayors,
representing over 17 million people in cities across the eight US Great Lakes states, Ontario and
Quebec. The Cities Initiative works actively to advance the protection, restoration and long
term sustainability of the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence River basin.

Mayors and municipal governments are the closest form of government to citizens. Our mayors
certainly understand the importance of providing abundant, clean, safe and fairly-priced
drinking water to their residents. They understand the responsibility of the City of Waukesha to
achieve that. Our mayors are also very much aware of the importance of the Great Lakes and
St. Lawrence River as a resource for our quality of life, our economic well-being and as a source
of drinking water.

Over the 12-year history of the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence Cities Initiative, mayors have
always expressed concern over any project, development or activity that would harm not only
their city, but the entire Great Lakes region, its residents and the people who travel to them for
business and pleasure. Despite being local officials, mayors understand the basin-wide
dynamics of water management and are fierce defenders of the lakes and their health. This
ever-present concern is the main reason why | am here representing them and the Great Lakes
and St. Lawrence Cities Initiative.

The Great Lakes and St. Lawrence Cities Initiative does not believe the application for diversion
of Great Lakes water for the City of Waukesha should go forward. Considering evidence that
the City of Waukesha can achieve its role of providing abundant, clean and safe water to its
residents at a lower cost than the Great Lakes water, which should only be used as a last resort,
the precedent-setting nature of this application is too unsettling for it to go forward. Mayors do
not want to see this diversion become the foot in the door through which Great Lakes water is
taken away and sold to many regions of this country, or even abroad.

In addition to the precedent-setting nature of the City of Waukesha’s application, our mayors
have concerns regarding the geography of the water service area proposed in the application.
The additional communities that are part of the service area have indicated that they do not
need new sources of water now or in the foreseeable future. Also, these communities have not
20 North Wacker Drive, Suite 2700, Chicago, lllinois 60606 ~ (312) 201-4516 phone ~ (312) 407-0038 fax
www.glslcities.org / @GLSLCities
Mitch Twolan, Mayor of Huron-Kinloss, Chair

Denis Coderre, Mayor of Montréal, Vice-Chair
Paul Dyster, Mayor of Niagara Falls, New York, Secretary-Treasurer



Great Lakes and St. Lawrence Cities Initiative
Alliance des villes des Grands Lacs et du Saint-Laurent

implemented the necessary water conservation measures to make themselves eligible to
receive Great Lakes water under the rules of the Great Lakes Compact. Mayors of the Cities
Initiative will not support a project that would be contrary to the terms of the Great Lakes and
St. Lawrence Water Resources Management Compact, a fully effective and enforceable
provision of Federal law.

Madam/Mister Chair and Committee, the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence Cities Initiative
respectfully requests that you consider these comments submitted before you today.

The Great Lakes and St. Lawrence Cities Initiative thanks the Wisconsin Department of Natural
Resources for allowing public comments on such an important project which we firmly believe
should not go forward.

20 North Wacker Drive, Suite 2700, Chicago, lllinois 60606 ~ (312) 201-4516 phone ~ (312) 407-0038 fax
www.glslcities.org / @GLSLCities
Mitch Twolan, Mayor of Huron-Kinloss, Chair
Denis Coderre, Mayor of Montréal, Vice-Chair
Paul Dyster, Mayor of Niagara Falls, New York, Secretary-Treasurer



Hoekstra, Ashley N - DNR

From: Brooke Younggren <brooke@martinschreiber.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 25, 2015 11:56 AM

To: DNR Waukesha Diversion App

Subject: Written Comments on Draft EIS -ATTN: Ashley Hoekstra
Attachments: 1151_001.pdf; 1152_001.pdf

Hello Ashley,

Attached are two letters from contractors supporting the Waukesha Water Application.
Any questions please let me know.

Brooke

Brooke Younggren

Public Affairs Associate

Martin Schreiber & Associates, Inc.
608.259.1212 ext 7
www.martinschreiber.com




WISCONSIN LEGISLATURE

P.O. BOX 8952 » MADISON, WI 53708

August 11, 2015

Secretary Cathy Stepp

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
101 S. Webster Street

P.O. Box 7921

Madison, Wisconsin 53707-7921

Dear Secretary Stepp:

As elected officials representing areas affected by the City of Waukesha’s application
for Great Lakes water, we have a duty to help facilitate a successful Application for a
Lake Michigan Diversion with Return Flow through the Wisconsin Department of
Natural Resources (DNR) and the regional review process.

We strongly support the conclusion of the DNR s extensive five-year review — that
using and returning Lake Michigan water is the only reasonable alternative for
Waukesha, This application needs to be thorough and technically sound to comply with
the State of Wisconsin Compact implementation statute, and we are pleased the DNR
has agreed it does.

Waukesha needs a safe and reliable water source because a layer of shale in the area
prevents precipitation from easily recharging the city’s main water supply. In addition,
the deep aquifer is heavily used by other communities in southeastern Wisconsin and
northeastern Illinois. The aquifer is down by more than 400 feet, affecting surface
waters like wetlands and streams. As the aquifer has declined, natural contaminants
like radium, a carcinogen, have increased in our water. Waukesha is now under a court
order to provide water that meets the federal radium standard.

Opponents of the Waukesha application seem to be driven by other agendas that are
more political than substantive. Eight states, Congress, and the President all supported
a Great Lakes Compact. Anyone that takes the time to review Waukesha’s
comprehensive application or the DNR’s review of the application, knows the proposal
does not harm the Great Lakes, and provides environmental benefits to the Root River.
The application should not be controversial.

The critics’ arguments about this being a major precedent and the beginning of
hundreds of diversions, including to Western states, would have been relevant before




the existence of the Compact. However, the Compact dealt with those issues by
banning water from being pumped to non-Great Lakes states. As you know, the
Compact allows water for communities in straddling counties, like Waukesha, that
have a demonstrated need.

As you also know, Wisconsin, on a bipartisan basis, agreed to the Compact because a
new law was needed to protect the Great Lakes from the threats of real diversions —
diversions without return flow. The City of Waukesha supported the Compact because
the negotiators and other stakeholders all promised that decisions would, in fact, be
objective and scientific, not political.

Opponents of the application forget that the Compact would not have passed the state
Legislature without the support of Waukesha and surrounding areas. The City of
Waukesha and the State of Wisconsin are now relying on the promises made at the time
of the Compact’s adoption that decisions would be made in good faith, and on an
objective basis.

Opponents of the Waukesha application don’t seem to understand that encouraging
political decisions threatens the Compact itself — and threatens the Great Lakes — by
rejecting the legal premise of the Compact, to require objective reviews. It is the
political appeals of opponents of the Waukesha application that threaten the Great
Lakes, not the City of Waukesha.

The City of Waukesha has applied under the Compact and meets its terms:
= It will return about 100% of the water to the Great Lakes after use and treatment

= It does not have a reasonable water supply alternative. (The Compact and
Implementation Legislation in Wisconsin do NOT say it must be a “last resort,”
despite claims by opponents.) The review by the DNR shows that Waukesha
groundwater alternatives would unreasonably damage the environment, even if
Waukesha used less water than what the DNR said is a reasonable projection of
demand.

The depletion of the aquifer in Waukesha County is one of the primary reasons for
passing the Groundwater Quantity Act in 2004. The bill recognized the connection
between groundwater and surface waters, and prioritized the recovery of the depleted
aquifer in Waukesha. Although opponents of Waukesha’s application supported the act
and its goals at the time, today they urge Waukesha and the DNR to ignore the law, the
impacts on surface waters and the goal of aquifer recovery. This is something we as
legislators representing areas affected by Waukesha’s water supply will not accept.

Sincerely,
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COMPACT

Ms. Shaili Pfeiffer Implementation

; ; Coalition
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
Via email: shaili.pfeiffer@wisconsin.gov J
PROTECT OUR GREAT LAKES
August 12, 2015 RESPECT THE COMPACT

RE: Issues pertaining to the water supply service area plan as proposed in the City of
Waukesha’s application for a diversion of Lake Michigan water under the Great Lakes Compact

Dear Ms. Pfeiffer,

We are writing on behalf of the Compact Implementation Coalition with some clarifying
guestions that arose from a conversation that we had in July with Eric Ebersberger and Judy
Ohm. We hope that we can come to a common understanding of the Department’s intended
procedure and how the approval process for the water supply service area (WSSA) plan should
be structured to ensure compliance with the Great Lakes Compact.

With regard to the rulemaking for the process of water supply planning mandated under Wis.
Stat. s. 281.348, it is our understanding that the department intends to abandon the draft rule
NR 854, and approve the WSSA plan without the requisite rulemaking.

As described during our last conversation with Department staff, the approval of the WSSA plan
would not take place until after the Regional Body review and the Council approves (or denies)

the diversion application as a whole, and the Department anticipates that the Council may
condition approval of the diversion on changes to the WSSA. With these basic process concepts
in mind, we have a number of follow up questions that we request responses to from the
Department:

1. The Department has stated that formal public hearings were held on the development
and implementation of the WSSA plan. We are not aware of any such public hearings
that were held or records of such by SEWRPC, City of Waukesha or the DNR and how
they complied with specific criteria in Wis. Stat. §281.348, or the Great Lake Compact
provisions governing a community without potable water supplies. Can you provide us
with the specific dates and records of such formal public hearings on the WSSA Plan,
including any formal documents that were issued such as a response to comments?



2. Itis our understanding that individual households or parts of communities in Wisconsin
have experienced or might experience bacterial contamination of water supplies
requiring appropriate construction of well casings to prevent such contamination of
their water supplies — what are the DNR’s policies and requirements in those instances?
How many of those communities have been required to seek municipal water supply
service instead of implementing construction of well casings to prevent contamination?
If these communities are required to hook up to a municipal supply, will they also be
required to abandon or improve their existing wells? What is required in an instance
where a community needs to hook up to the municipal supply, but cannot? Is there a
policy in place for an interim solution?

3. DNR and Waukesha have both stated that a DNR official recommended that a portion of
the Town of Genesee be included in the WSSA plan for public health reasons. We have
not seen an official record of such a recommendation by the DNR, can you supply us
with that formal recommendation and when it was issued? Has the Department
considered other options for the Town of Genesee’s water supply?

4. Have any homeowners, businesses or other entities within the Town of Genesee (4.4 sq.
mile area recommended to be added to the WSSA plan) requested to hook up or in fact
have any been hooked up to the City’s water supply because of bacterial contamination
in their wells? How many households have experienced well contamination or are on
land that is unsuitable for septic, and where are they located?

5. Over the past several years, the Department, the City of Waukesha and SEWRPC have
said that any WSSA plan must be coterminous with an approved sewer service area
plan. However, it would appear that SEWRPC and the City of Waukesha’s development
and reliance on the WSSA plan of 2008 is in direct conflict with this mandate because
the portion of the Town of Genesee included within the WSSA plan is not within the
City’s sewer service plan. Now, the Department has conditioned its approval of the
WSSA plan on the addition of the Town of Genesee area to the sewer supply plan. What
are the legal requirements for this type of post-hoc revision of the sewer service plan
and what are the opportunities for the general public to be meaningfully involved in
that process?

We are also very concerned to learn that the Department intends to respond to public
comments only on the Department’s draft EIS, and not on the Department’s draft Technical
Review. The Compact makes clear that States are required to provide for meaningful public
participation when reviewing diversion applications. As part of that, States must “provide a
record of decision” which includes both the public comments that were submitted during the
process and the State’s “responses.” Great Lakes—St. Lawrence River Basin Water Resources
Compact Art. 6, §6.2. Waukesha and DNR have made numerous technical and substantive

changes to Waukesha’s application since the Department’s last public participation process in



2013. These changes demand another round of Department response to comments.
Furthermore, it is disconcerting that for a decision of this magnitude the Department would
depart from long-established principles of meaningful public participation. Accordingly, we
strongly urge the Department to reconsider its plan to not respond to comments on the draft
Technical Review.

We look forward to the Department’s response to these questions and a continued dialogue
about these important issues pertaining to Waukesha’s application.

Sincerely,

Peter McAvoy, of Counsel

Elizabeth Wheeler, Clean Wisconsin



Hoekstra, Ashley N - DNR

From: Todd Weik <toddweik@cbceng.com>

Sent: Thursday, July 16, 2015 9:35 AM

To: DNR Waukesha Diversion App

Subject: Public Comment on the Diversion of water to Waukesha

To Whom It May Concern,

| would like to express my opposition to the request of the City of Waukesha to divert water from Lake Michigan to
provide drinking water to the City and environs. My opposition is based on the following:

1.

Any diversion of Great Lakes water over the subcontinental divide, in my opinion, will open the flood gates for
more and more communities/states to request and be granted the opportunity to divert water. The precedence
will be set by the City of Waukesha. Although this maybe farfetched, what would stop drought ridden states to
request Great Lakes water?

The City of Waukesha has not embraced nor employed any type of water conservation efforts or any recharge
efforts. The use of green infrastructure has been proven to provide a valuable water recharge vehicle. The City,
under their current public works improvement policies, ignore the opportunities to utilize porous pavements,
infiltration basins and biofitlers to assist in recharging the shallow aquifers. All other recharge opportunities
need to be tried and exhausted before they are allowed to divert water. Of course, the City has sat on their
hands when it comes to this technology and will wait until 2018. They will argue that they have run out of time
and they need the diversion. This in my opinion is not acceptable and they should be directed now to start to
implement water recharge and conservation technologies.

There are proven radium reduction and removal treatment technologies that will work. Yes they cost money.
But so will a large scale diversion. Engineers have said that the City will be sending the water taken out of the
Lake back via WWTF discharges. Really? The low flows that are discharged from WWTF’s don’t even come close
to the amount of water that will be diverted. This is a smoke and mirrors theory. How does the water used to
water lawns, clean cars, etc. get back to a WWTF for return from a WWTF.

The great lake system is not an infinite water source to be pillaged like oil. We need to protect that resource
with whatever means that we have at our disposal. Short sighted leaders need to stop and look at the long term
environmental impacts of any diversion. Although it may have little effect in my lifetime, the long term
consequences to the states and provinces will be negative if this diversion is granted and the potential for more
and more diversions will occur.

| understand that the DNR has provided a preliminary acceptance of the plan. | believe this is acceptance is politically
driven. We should not play politics with the one resource that the other cities and states want....clean, fresh water.

Please do not allow this diversion to take place. There are other ways for the City to obtain the radium free drinking
water that they need.

Respectfully submitted,

Todd B. Weik PLA, CPESC
Manager LID Design Services
CBC Engineers & Associates, Ltd.

[

BC

Engineers

125 Westpark Road



Centerville, Ohio 45459
Milwaukee Office
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Hoekstra, Ashley N - DNR

From: Hoekstra, Ashley N - DNR

Sent: Thursday, August 27, 2015 2:28 PM

To: DNR Waukesha Diversion App

Subject: FW: City of Waukesha-Great Lakes Water Compact

Attachments: DNR Bureau of Drinking Water & Groundwater Letter dated 8-27-2015.pdf

From: Aschenbrenner, Hilda [mailto:HAschenbrenner@waukeshacounty.gov]
Sent: Thursday, August 27, 2015 11:16 AM

To: Hoekstra, Ashley N - DNR

Cc: Shaver, Dale

Subject: City of Waukesha-Great Lakes Water Compact

Hello Ms. Hoekstra,

Attached you will find a letter signed by Waukesha County Executive Paul Farrow and County Board Chairman Paul
Decker. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact our office.

Thank you.

Waukesha County

Office of the County Executive
515 W. Moreland Blvd.
Waukesha, WI 53188
262-548-7902



Waukesha County Environmental Action League

August 28, 2015

Ms. Ashley Hoekstra

DNR Bureau of Drinking Water and Groundwater
Box 7921

Madison, WI 53707-7921

Dear Ms. Hoekstra,

We thank the staff at the WI-DNR for the opportunity to comment on the draft Technical Review and
Environmental Impact Statement for the City of Waukesha’s Proposed Diversion of Great Lakes Water
for Public Water Supply with Return Flow to Lake Michigan.

The Great Lakes contain 1/5 of the world’s fresh water and the world is becoming an increasingly thirsty
place. Itis therefore not possible to overstate the importance of this resource or the importance of the
precedent that the Waukesha diversion application will set.

We reiterate that we don’t necessarily oppose the idea of Waukesha getting Great Lakes water. We also
recognize the fact that the department must take some action in response to the City’s application.
Moreover, we agree with the agency that a Great Lakes diversion is preferable to degradation of the
areas lakes, streams and wetlands due to over pumping of the shallow aquifer. The critical question is,
does the city really need Great Lakes water?

Clearly, there has been a significant drop in the water level of the deep aquifer from pre-development
times and since heavy pumping began When one looks at how the deep aquifer has recovered over the
last 15 years, though, it begs the questions of whether or not Waukesha needs Great Lakes water at all.
In addressing this issue the technical document states “...the department concludes that a groundwater
drawdown of approximately 350 feet below pre-development groundwater levels in the deep sandstone
aquifer represents a significant drawdown in the deep aquifer and limits the availability of potable water
supply form the deep aquifer.” The draft EIS goes on to conclude that the “no action” option is not
feasible.

This is a qualitative statement that, we argue, does not contain the quantitative information necessary
to justify ruling out the “no action” alternative. In fact, we have not seen any conclusive data which
indicates that, with treatment, the City’s existing water supply will not be sufficient for many decades to
come.

We have seen, in the Non-Diversion analysis conducted by GZA / Geo Environmental, evidence that:

1) the deep aquifer is rebounding
2) per capita water use, as well as total water use, is decreasing



3) treatment of water for radium, as well as other contaminants, is a workable solution
4) treatment of existing supplies is less than half the cost of building pipes and pumps to and from
Lake Michigan

There are many things driving this application forward: the expense of treating the existing water
supply, people’s reputations and careers, money that has already been spent on this project and money
that will be spent in the future, and, frankly, a bogus water service area that needs to be rewritten.
None of these reasons justify moving the application forward.

For now, the only thing we should move ahead on is making sure that Waukesha implements the
remainder of its water conservation plan and that they treat the water as necessary. In the mean time
USGS can continue to monitor the aquifer’s recovery to see if it can be expected to supply Waukesha’s
water supply needs over the long term. It should also be noted that there are ways that we can help to
increase the water levels in the deep aquifer. For example much of the eastern part of Brookfield
(which lies in the Great Lakes basin) uses groundwater to supply its water needs. If these users were to
hook up to the City of Milwaukee’s sustainable water system this could help the aquifer recover even
more.

If Waukesha can learn to “live within its means” through the “no action/treatment” option, it will be
best for the Great Lakes and for Waukesha’s water rate payers. If, in the future, the data indicates that
Waukesha’s current water supply system cannot meet the necessary demands for the long term, the
application can be re-submitted. At that point it can and should move forward. Perhaps a
memorandum of understanding between the department and the city can identify the roles,
responsibilities and expectations of the various parties.

On the other hand, if the project moves forward without a comprehensive look at the “no
action/treatment” option, we would be undermining the Great Lakes Compact and leaving the lakes
vulnerable. Please let us not be so foolish.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Sincerely,

Nancy Gloe, Board Member
On behalf of the Waukesha County Environmental Action League
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MILWAUKEE COMMON COUNCIL

City Hall Room 205, 200 E. Wells Street, Milwaukee, W|1 53202 - (414) 286-2221 - Fax (414) 286-3456 + www.milwaukee.gov/council

August 27, 2015

Ashley Hoekstra

DNR Bureau of Drinking Water and Groundwater
Box 7921

Madison, Wisconsin 53707-7921

Re: Reconsideration of City of Waukesha’s Proposed Lake Michigan Water Diversion

Dear Ms. Hoekstra:

The undersigned disagree with the Department of Natural Resources’ conclusion related to the
City of Waukesha’s revised Application for a Lake Michigan Diversion with Return Flow as
outlined in its Draft Technical Review. The City of Waukesha’s application is fundamentally
flawed and fails to meet the criteria set by the Great Lakes Compact for water diversion
outside the Great Lakes drainage basin. As such, we respectfully request the Department of
Natural Resources reconsider its initial, preliminary approval of the City of Waukesha’s
proposal to divert Lake Michigan water.

Credible environmental engineering studies released subsequent to the DNR’s pre-approval
demonstrate that the City of Waukesha does indeed have viable alternatives to a Lake
Michigan diversion that meet its current and future water needs. Consequently, Waukesha’s
application fails to meet perhaps the most critical requirement set by the Great Lakes
Compact, that only communities with no water source alternatives are eligible for water
diversions. While Waukesha’s application summarily dismisses several alternatives as
unsustainable, these recent studies expose the City’s refutations as self-serving and in error.

These studies suggest Waukesha grossly overestimates its future water needs by failing to use
truly representative water consumption rates, and by expanding its service area (to comply
with what the City and Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission cite as a state
mandate) to include communities that have neither requested nor need water service, and
certainly have not demonstrated a lack of alternative water sources. Once this exaggerated
need is ratcheted back to a more reasonable water consumption rate, it is evident Waukesha
can meet future needs with its existing deep and shallow well infrastructure. As for radium
contamination, Waukesha can do what many communities in Wisconsin already do, treat its
well water to meet federal and state standards.

Importantly, Waukesha further exaggerates its water consumption rate by failing to fully
implement water conversation measures before making its diversion application, as required



by the Great Lakes Compact. Instead it cavalierly proposes to implement strict conservation
measures only after the City begins consuming water diverted from Lake Michigan.

Waukesha, for a third time, does not meet the minimum criteria for a Great Lakes water
diversion set by the Great Lakes Compact when the City fails to return diverted water back to
Lake Michigan without doing harm to other waterways, and without mixing Great Lakes
water with out-of-basin water. Waukesha’s proposal to return water diverted from Lake
Michigan via the Root River threatens to increase phosphorus pollution in a river already
officially designated as impaired. Furthermore, the increased flow created by Waukesha’s
discharge into the Root River threatens to exacerbate high-water overflows on a river prone to
periodic flooding. Given Waukesha’s leaky sewer system, everyone recognizes rainwater
which should be draining into the Fox River and ultimately into the Mississippi River, will
infiltrate Waukesha’s sewer system, and subsequently be treated and returned instead to Lake
Michigan. Not only will this mix Great Lakes water with out-of-basin water, violating the very
letter of the diversion requirements of the Great Lakes Compact, but this “reverse diversion”
of Mississippi River basin waters out of the Mississippi River drainage basin is expected to
have a detrimental effect on the habitat and aquatic life of the Fox River.

Clearly this is a complex issue with vocal proponents and opponents, but we feel it is
incumbent on the DNR, as the state’s environmental guardian, to proceed with utmost caution.
This is especially important considering your decision is precedent-setting and being followed
nationally. Diverting Great Lakes water out of its drainage basin is a radical environmental
action with far-reaching consequences, both known and unknown, and may spark
environmentally unsustainable development outside the Great Lakes drainage basin similar to
development in the western United States where water use and shortages have become a crisis.

There is wisdom in the criteria set by the Great Lakes Compact for Great Lakes water
diversions outside the Great Lakes drainage basin. The fact that the City of Waukesha has
failed to meet several of these carefully considered and well-thought-out criteria should give
the DNR pause, and prompt the Department to rescind its preliminary approval of
Waukesha’s water diversion application, requiring the Applicant to revise its Application for a
Lake Michigan Diversion with Return Flow.

Sincerely yours,
President Michael J. Murphy Ald. Nik Kovac Ald. Robert Bauman

Ald. Willie C. Wade Ald. Robert W. Puente Ald. José G. Pérez



Paul Farrow D Paul L. Decker
County Executive RSN _' o PR County Board Chairman

W aukesha
COUNTY

August 27, 2015

Ms. Ashley Hoekstra

DNR Bureau of Drinking Water and G}Otlndwatei
PO Box 7921

Madison, W1 53707-7921

Dear Ms. Hoekstra:

We are writing you today to express our strong support for the City of Waukesha’s application to
divert Lake Michigan water under the terms of the Great Lakes Water Compact ensuring a long-
term solution to Waukesha’s water nceds.

In December, 2010 the Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission (SEWRPC)
completed the preparation of a Regional Water Supply Plan for Southeastern Wisconsin. The
Plan was led by an advisory committee of water and land use experts from State and federal
agencies, academic and environmental communities, concerned businesses and industries and local
units of government. The advisory committee unanimously approved the Plan. Waukesha County,
having contributed over $204,000 toward the detailed research, adopted the Plan as a refinement
to our Comprehensive Development (“Smart Growth”) Plan. Adoption of the Plan by
Waukesha County is a commitment to implement the recommendations. The Regional Water
Supply Plan, as it relates to Waukesha County contains four key recommendations.

The center piece recommendation for Waukesha County to effectively contribute to creation of a
sustainable water supply system in southeastern Wisconsin is for the City of Waukesha Water
Utility to convert to Lake Michigan as the source of water supply with the provision of return
flow to Lake Michigan. Conversion by the City of Waukesha allows for many of the other
existing water utilities in our “straddling county” to remain on groundwater supply as a sustainable
water supply source.

The second key recommendation states the County should continue to plan low density
development in non-sewer service areas, particularly in the western half of the County to preserve
infiltration of rainfall and snowmelt for regional groundwater recharge. This recommendation
is a foundation of the adopted Comprehensive Development Plan for Waukesha County and is
being implemented zoning decisions. Most of the western half of the County, has existing and
planned development patterns at 5 acre densities or less, agricultural lands and other open spaces.
This development pattern will protect essential groundwater infiltration areas and make municipal
water supplies unnecessary.

515 W. Moreland Blvd. « Room AC 260
Waukesha, Wisconsin 53188-3878
Phone: (262) 896-8300 » Fax; {262) 8956-8293
www waukeshacounty.gov/piu




The third key recommendation is to preserve sub-regional infiltration areas to protect key surface
water features that are dependent upon groundwater supply. Those areas have also been
identified in the Comprehensive Development Plan for Waukesha County and are being protected
through public acquisition, dedication or preservation through land use regulation.

The final key recommendation is implementation of a water conservation program. Waukesha
County, in cooperation with the City of Waukesha formed a Waukesha County Water
Conservation Coalition to prepare and implement a water conservation public education strategy
aimed at successfully implementing the water conservation program recommended in the Regional
Water Supply Plan. The Coalition, organized as a not-for-profit organization of representatives
from businesses, municipal water utilities and special interest groups, has been recognized as a state
and national leader for its coordinated water conservation efforts. The organization was key to
developing a strategy to achieve the City of Waukesha’s very aggressive goal of reducing water
consumption by 20% by the year 2020.

The Waukesha County Board adopted the Regional Water Supply Plan as a commitment to
implementing a sustainable water supply system for southeastern Wisconsin, The conversion by the
City of Waukesha to a Lake Michigan source of water with return flow is grounded in years of
research, sound science and responsible land use planning. We encourage the Wisconsin
Department of Natural Resource to endorse the City of Waukesha water supply application to
complete the scientifically sound regional water supply implementation strategy.

Paul Farrow Paul L. Decker
County Executive County Board Chairman

A el & Sacfo-



Hoekstra, Ashley N - DNR

From: Dunning, Charles <cdunning@usgs.gov>

Sent: Friday, August 28, 2015 3:03 PM

To: DNR Waukesha Diversion App

Cc: Daniel Feinstein; Hunt, Randall; John Walker

Subject: Written comments

Attachments: FINAL_comments_WDNR_IES_Waukesha_diversion_for_Aug28.pdf

Thanks you for the opportunity to provide these comments from Daniel Feinstein.

Charles Dunning

Charles Dunning, PhD

Supervisory Hydrologist

Groundwater Specialist

USGS Wisconsin Water Science Center
608-821-3897

608-712-7974 (cell)



United States Department of the Interior

U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY
Wisconsin Water Science Center
8505 Research Way
Middleton, WI 53562-3586
Phone: (608) 828-9901
Fax: (608) 821-3817
http://wi.water.usgs.gov/

August 28, 2015

MEMORANDUM

To:
From:

Shaili Pfeiffer, Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR)
Daniel Feinstein, U.S Geological Survey (USGS), Wisconsin Water Science Center

Subject: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed

1)

2)

3)

City of Waukesha Great Lakes diversion.

In the context of the one-foot threshold for simulated drawdown under wetlands, it might be proper
for the Department to acknowledge the uncertainty inherent in groundwater flow models. With
respect to Upper Fox River model used for the shallow pumping scenario simulations presented in the
DEIS, the limitations section of the USGS report describes the uncertainty in model input and output
(Feinstein et al., 2012). Grid discretization, boundary conditions, property zones, and other structural
features of the model lend some granularity to the model results making the exact locations of
simulated one-foot drawdown contours at the water table uncertain.

On p. 62 of the DEIS there is the statement that:

“The groundwater level in the deep sandstone aquifer increases toward the western edge of Waukesha
County. The area just west of Waukesha County has the highest heads in the sandstone aquifer and
forms the potentiometric divide (deep aquifer groundwater divide). Historical water-level data
collected are not adequate to characterize the exact location of this regional divide, nor whether the
divide has moved since pre-development time.”

While it is true that measured hydraulic head data are not adequate to map the divide, one of the
main motives for developing the USGS/WGHNS regional model for southeastern Wisconsin published
by the Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission (SEWRPC) was to use mathematical and
calibration constraints to reproduce the behavior of this divide through time. Simulations using the
regional model show that the divide has moved west on the order of 10 miles since pre-development
times (see the USGS website http://wi.water.usgs.gov/glpf/ under the Implications section for a map
showing the simulated movement of the deep divide.) It might be worth mentioning these findings in
the EIS.

On p. 84 of the DEIS there is the statement that:

“Reduced groundwater levels in southeastern Wisconsin have in turn affected regional surface waters,
which in 2000 were estimated to receive about 18 percent less in groundwater contribution as water
migrates toward the deep aquifer (USGS, 2007).”

| was not able to find this statement on the cited website (although it is very possible | overlooked it).
However the report on which the website material is largely based (SEWRPC, June 2005) states in Part
I, p. 33 that according to the regional model for southeastern Wisconsin, the volume of deep pumping
in 2000 is equivalent to 4% of overall groundwater recharge and has caused a reduction of 6.7% of
predevelopment inland baseflow over the 7-county area. These numbers might be more appropriate
for the IES.
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Hoekstra, Ashley N - DNR

From: Simon Belisle <simon.belisle@glslcities.org>

Sent: Thursday, August 27, 2015 2:08 PM

To: DNR Waukesha Diversion App

Cc: David Ullrich

Subject: Comments on Waukesha Draft EIS and Technical Review
Attachments: GLSLCI Comments on Waukesha EIS 2015.pdf

Dear Ms. Hoekstra,

Please find attached the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence Cities Initiative’s comments on the draft EIS and Technical Review
of the City of Waukesha’s application for a diversion of water from the Great Lakes.

Thank you for allowing public comments on such an important project.
Best regards,

Simon Belisle

Simon Belisle, Program Manager

Great Lakes and St. Lawrence Cities Initiative
20 North Wacker Drive, Suite 2700

Chicago, Illinois 60606

Phone : 312-201-4517
simon.belisle@glslcities.org
www.glslcities.org

@GLSLcities

Graat Lakes and 5t Lawrence Cities Initiative
Alliance des villes des Grands Lacs ¢t du Saint-Laurent



Wankesha State Bank :fﬁﬂ;

The Bank of Friendly Service™ A

August 20, 2015

Ms. Ashley Hoekstra

DNR Bureau of Drinking Water and Groundwater
Box 7921

Madison Wi 53707-7621

Dear Ms. Hoekstra,

(262) 549-8500 = www.WaukeshaBank.com

Paul Ave. = PO. Box 648 = Waukesha, WI| 5

Waukesha State Bank supports the application of the City of Waukesha as it is currently proposed to
obtain water from Lake Michigan, which is subsequently returned, and believes that it is the best option
for providing a long term, environmentally sound, sustainable water source.

Regards,
— <
' 3 ﬁ ~

? L

Ty R. Taylor
President




WAUKESHA COUNTY

BUSINESS ALLIANCE
rdvocate /) Develop /) Network g Promote |

August 28, 2015

Ashley Hoekstra

DNR Bureau of Drinking Water and Groundwater
Box 7921

Madison, W1 53707-7921
DNRWaukeshaDiversionApp@wisconsin.gov

Ms. Hoekstra,

I submit this comment in support of the City of Waukesha's application for Lake Michigan
water. Based upon the City's Application and detailed scientific evidence and extensive
modeling studies, I believe that Lake Michigan water is the only reasonable water supply
alternative for the City, because it the most protective of public health, the least likely to have
adverse environmental impacts, the most reliable, and the most sustainable long-term water
source.

The Alliance is the largest business association in Waukesha County, representing more than
1,000 member companies and community organizations. Collectively, our members employ
over 60,000 people in this area. Approximately 25 percent of our member businesses are
located in Waukesha and employ several thousand individuals who work and/or live in
Waukesha.

The Alliance stands in firm support of the city’s application for Lake Michigan water. The
city’s proposal has been thoroughly vetted by our infrastructure policy committee, our policy
board and the Alliance Board of Directors. We've spent years updating and educating our
entire membership about this issue and have asked for their feedback. Support for the city’s
application has been widespread among our members.

We believe it’s essential to provide safe and healthy water to the citizens, employers and their
many employees in Waukesha. And after considering all the information that has been
presented over many years now, we remain convinced that Waukesha’s application provides
the only practical, environmentally sound, and long-term solution for the city, its inhabitants
and its workers.

Waukesha has examined many water supply alternatives. All others have greater adverse
environmental impact and are less protective of public health. Many studies have shown
Lake Michigan would provide a reliable water supply for the long term, without any adverse
impact to this Great Lake.



Whether you're looking at this issue from the perspective of a business person or an
environmentalist, the city’s application is the only solution that really makes sense.
Sincerely,

\S?? G2 —
Suzanne Kelley

President
Waukesha County Business Alliance



_CornerStone Plumbing ..
: \ Design 9 Build ¢ Serwvice

Cornerstone Plumbing, LLC
Steven D. Adkins

1305 Poplar Dr

Waukesha, W1 53188

August 18", 2015
Ashley Hoekstra, DNR Bureau of Drinking Water and Groundwater

Re: Support of Waukesha's water application

l'appreciate the opportunity to be here and voice my support of a project that will create about
300 jobs and provide an economic windfall to Southeastern Wisconsin. This project will not only
result in $200 million of investment in regional infrastructure, but provide a safe and reliable
water source to the people of Waukesha.

Waukesha's groundwater contains levels of radium that exceed federal drinking water
standards, which is being provided to its citizens. After performing a multi-year study, the
Department of Natural Resources concluded that Waukesha’s unique situation calls for the
diversion of Lake Michigan water. As part of their plan, Waukesha will be returning water that
has been treated and cleaned back to the lake, causing no net effect on water levels.

This plan sustainably gets Waukesha the quality water it needs and also creates a significant
opportunity for economic growth. The plan wouldn’t just benefit the people who would gain
access to the water but also the workers and contractors who will build the infrastructure to
support it. This is a significant $200 million project not just in terms of the 300 jobs it will
create, but because it will secure a safe and sustainable source of water for generations to
come,

Considering the initial $200 million investment, creation of 300 construction jobs, potential for
future growth and Waukesha’s unique situation, we believe approving this plan is the right
decision.

Sincerely,

Steven D. Adkins

1305 Poplar Drive v Waukesha, W1 53188 = Phone (262)896-9006 + Fax (262)896-2004



To: Ashley Hoekstra, DNR Bureau of Drinking Water and Groundwater
Fr: Justin K Castleman

Castleman & Sons Plumbing Inc.

11725 W. Scherrei Drive

Franklin, Wl 53132

Da: August 18", 2015

Re: Support of Waukesha’s water application

| appreciate the opportunity to voice my support of a project that will create about 300 jobs
and provide an economic windfall to Southeastern Wisconsin. This project will not only result in
$200 million of investment in regional infrastructure, but provide a safe and reliable water
source to the people of Waukesha.

Waukesha's groundwater contains levels of radium that exceed federal drinking water
standards, which is being provided to its citizens. After performing a multi-year study, the
Department of Natural Resources concluded that Waukesha’s unique situation calls for the
diversion of Lake Michigan water. As part of their plan, Waukesha will be returning water that
has been treated and cleaned back to the lake, causing no net effect on water levels.

As a licensed plumbing, well pump and small water system operating company we are engaged
in water or water quality issues on a daily basis. The plan wouldn’t just benefit the people who
would gain access to the water but also the workers and contractors who will build the
infrastructure to support it.

Considering the initial $200 million investment, creation of 300 construction jobs, potential for
future growth and Waukesha'’s unique situation, we believe approving this plan is the right

decision.
Sincerely
Justin Castleman

Castleman & Sons Plumbing, Inc.



Steamfitters Local 601

3300 S 103" Street

Milwaukee, WI 53227

414.543.0601
http://www.steam601.org/Contactinformation.htm

To: Ashley Hoekstra, DNR Bureau of Drinking Water and Groundwater
Fr: Joel Zielke, Business Manager, Steamfitters Local 601

Da:  August 28" 2015

Re: Support of Waukesha’s water application

Thank you for the chance to express our support for the City of Waukesha in its efforts to source clean,
high-quality water. It has been estimated that the $200 million project will result in about 300 full-time
jobs during construction, which will certainly bring an economic boom to the area.

Waukesha is currently providing local groundwater to residents, but that water has levels of radium
which exceed federal drinking water standards and is not a sustainable solution for the city’s drinking
water problem.

After years of study, the Department of Natural Resources determined that Waukesha should have
access to Lake Michigan water. Waukesha has spent years researching and planning this solution. Our
view is that the decision on an issue this important should be based on facts while keeping in mind the
economic impact it will have on the region.

By pursuing the Lake Michigan diversion plan, full-time work will be created for about 300 deserving
Wisconsinites. Approving Waukesha’s plan will result in residents receiving the high-quality water they
deserve while also benefitting the workers, contractors and suppliers who will put the necessary
infrastructure in place.

Waukesha’s plan calls for the return of water back to the lake, which will not bring about any change to
lake water levels. The working men and women of Steamfitters Local 601 stand firmly behind the City of
Waukesha and support this $200 million project that will bring about 300 jobs to hard-working
Wisconsinites.



2 SIERRA Sierra Club-John Muir Chapter

L [ ] B 754 Williamson Street, Madison, W1 53703
FOUNDED 1892 (608) 256-0565 http://wisconsin.sierraclub.org

Ashley Hoekstra

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
Bureau of Drinking Water and Groundwater
BOX 7921

Madison, Wisconsin 53707-7921

Dear Ms. Hoekstra,

On behalf of our 15,000 members and supporters of the Sierra Club-John Muir Chapter, | am writing to express the
Chapters opposition to the application by the City of Waukesha to divert Great Lakes Water under the Great Lakes — St.
Lawrence River Basin Water Resources Compact (Compact).

The Compact bans water diversions outside of the Great Lakes basin with very limited exceptions. Any community
applying for a diversion must demonstrate that it has exhausted all available options to obtain water. The City of
Waukesha has not met this burden.

The City of Waukesha has not justified why it needs so much more water than it is currently using. In fact they have
made their case even harder by proposing to expand their service area to include Pewaukee and other towns in
Waukesha County—without reason. This on its face is sufficient to deny the application. Moreover, there has been
ample evidence produced by the National Wildlife Federation and other that show that groundwater levels in the
Waukesha area are stabilizing and Waukesha’s water use has been decreasing for decades.

In addition, the City has refused to consider alternatives which not only exist but are significantly cheaper for Waukesha
water users than diverting water from the Great Lakes. Waukesha can meet its needs with its existing wells and address
its Radium problem by treating their well water. This is already being done in dozens of communities in Wisconsin as
well as many, many more around the county.

Given that the City of Waukesha has failed to meet its burden of showing that it has no option other than using Great
Lakes water, we request that this application be rejected on the grounds that it is not consistent with the Compact.

We appreciate your consideration of our comments and look forward to hearing back from you.

Sincerely,

Elizabeth Ward, Conservation Programs Coordinator
Sierra Club—John Muir Chapter

Founded in 1892 by John Muir, the Sierra Club is America’s oldest, largest and most influential grassroots environmental
organization. The Sierra Club’s mission is to explore, enjoy, and protect the wild places of the earth; to practice and
promote the responsible use of the earth's ecosystems and resources; to educate and enlist humanity to protect and
restore the quality of the natural and human environment; and to use all lawful means to carry out those objectives.



Hoekstra, Ashley N - DNR

From: Elizabeth Ward <elizabeth.ward@sierraclub.org>
Sent: Friday, August 28, 2015 6:03 PM

To: DNR Waukesha Diversion App

Subject: Sierra Club Waukesha Diversion

Attachments: Sierra Club Waukesha Diversion Comments.pdf

Dear Ms. Hoekstra,
Please accept our attached comments on Waukesha's proposed water diversion.

Thank you in advance,

Elizabeth

Elizabeth Ward- Conservation Programs Coordinator
Sierra Club- John Muir Chapter

Elizabeth.Ward@sierraclub.org

754 Williamson Street (NOte new address!)
Madison, W1 53703-3201
(inside the building with the Council of the Blind and Visually Impaired)

Phone: (608) 256-0565

http://sierraclub.org/wisconsin
https://www.facebook.com/SierraClubW|




