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INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT FOR  
AN ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN  

FOR THE YAHARA WATERSHED 
 

 
 WHEREAS, Wis.  Stat.  § 66. 0301, entitled "Intergovernmental cooperation," 

provides that any municipality (defined as including but not limited to any state agency, 

city, village, town, county, sanitary district, metropolitan sewerage district or sewer utility 

district) may contract with other municipalities for the furnishing of services, and the joint 

exercise of any power or duty required or authorized by law; 

 WHEREAS, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has approved Total 

Maximum Daily Loads for Total Phosphorus and Total Suspended Solids (TSS) in the 

Rock River Basin (Whe ³RRck RiYeU TMDL´ RU ³TMDL´), which includes the Yahara 

Watershed as shown on Exhibit A; 

 WHEREAS, municipalities who own Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTWs) 

and/or Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4s) in the Yahara Watershed are 

required to meet surface water quality standards and/or not exceed wasteload allocations 

for phosphorus and TSS pursuant to the provisions of Wis.  Admin Code § NR 217 and/or  

the Rock River TMDL; 

 WHEREAS, Wis.  Admin Code § NR 217. 18 allows sources holding a Wisconsin 

Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (WPDES) permit the option known as adaptive 
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management which involves developing an Adaptive Management Plan involving point 

and nonpoint sources to achieve water quality standards and TMDL allocations; 

 WHEREAS, Wis.  Stat.  § 283. 13 (7) allows adaptive management to be used to 

address TMDL allocations for both phosphorus and TSS over four permit terms; 

 WHEREAS, in 2012 Madison Metropolitan Sewerage District (District) developed 

an adaptive management pilot project with other interested parties within the Yahara 

watershed as set forth in a Memorandum of Understanding for an Adaptive Management 

Pilot Project in the Yahara Watershed;  

 WHEREAS, on December 14, 2014, the District entered into a Memorandum of 

Understanding with the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (DNR) regarding the 

manner in which a full scale Adaptive Management Plan for the Yahara Watershed would 

be developed and evaluated; 

 WHEREAS, the District has committed to developing an Adaptive Management 

Plan to fulfill its phosphorus compliance obligations under its WPDES permit and fulfill 

the phosphorus TMDL obligations of other permittees; 

 WHEREAS, the undersigned municipalities within the Yahara Watershed, (Parties) 

wish to join together to jointly participate in the Adaptive Management Plan;     

WHEREAS, the Parties desire to create an intergovernmental agreement and form a 

group known as "The Yahara Watershed Improvement Network (Yahara WINS) GroXS´ RU 

simply "the Group";  

 WHEREAS, the Parties desire to create a commission that will administer such 

participation, information gathering, projects and activities of the Group all as set forth in 

this Agreement; 
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 WHEREAS, the Parties desire to implement this Agreement in a collaborative, 

cooperative, manner to advance the Adaptive Management Plan; 

 WHEREAS, the Parties to this Agreement anticipate that the Group will contract 

and work collaboratively with agricultural producers, non-governmental organizations, 

county agencies and other entities to advance the Adaptive Management Plan; 

 NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants herein contained and 

other good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which are hereby 

acknowledged, the Parties agree to create this Intergovernmental Agreement for an 

Adaptive Management Plan fRU Whe YahaUa WaWeUVhed (³AgUeePeQW´) as follows: 

 

1. GOALS OF THE GROUP.   
 

 The Parties hereby agree to cooperate to exercise their municipal powers jointly for: 

  a.  Providing review and comments on the Adaptive Management Plan 

prepared by the District;  

  b.  Contracting with consultants, legal counsel, and other parties to 

further the development, implementation and evaluation of the Adaptive Management Plan;  

  c.  Coordinating or contracting with the DNR and other pertinent 

agencies, units of local government, and non-governmental organizations and entities to 

achieve the goals of the Adaptive Management Plan; 

  d.  Pooling resources in accordance with the provisions of cost 

allocations in Exhibit B to achieve the goals of the Adaptive Management Plan.  

e.  Achieving compliance with WPDES permit requirements related to 

the Rock River TMDL.   
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2. MEMBERS OF THE GROUP 

a. In General.   The members of the Group (³MePbeUV´) created by this 

Agreement are the Wisconsin municipalities (defined as including but not limited to any 

state agency, city, village, town, county, sanitary district, metropolitan sewerage district or 

sewer utility district) who own Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTWs) and/or 

Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4s) or municipalities who have land within 

areas served by the Adaptive Management Plan, and which have duly executed identical 

counterparts or copies of the Agreement pursuant to Section 3 (³MePbeUV´ cRllecWiYel\ aQd 

³MePbeU´ iQdiYidXall\) on or before April 15, 2016.  

b. Changes in Membership.   Additional Wisconsin municipalities may 

become Members of the Group with the consent of a majority of the Members by becoming 

Parties to this Agreement on the condition that payments be made to cover their share of 

costs based on their phosphorus allocation for the years from the date of this Agreement to 

their membership date.   Members may cease to be Members and Parties to this Agreement 

pursuant to Section 12.  

c. Representative to the Group.   All Group Members shall designate a 

representative and an alternate representative.   A Member may remove or replace its 

representative to the Group at will, with or without cause, at any time.   All designations of 

representatives, alternatives and replacements shall be made in writing, signed on behalf of 

the Member and delivered to the Secretary of the Executive Committee.   Each MePbeU¶V 

representative shall have the authoUiW\ WR acW RQ Whe MePbeU¶V behalf aW PeeWiQgV held 

under Section 5.  
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3. AUTHORITY OF MEMBERS TO PARTICIPATE.  

  a.   This Agreement is entered into pursuant to authority granted under 

Wis.  Stat.  § 66. 0301.   Each municipality identified in Section 2. a. that wants to become 

a member of the Group shall authorize participation in this Agreement by resolution or 

other binding action by the governing body or person authorized to act for such 

municipality.   

  b.  By authorizing participation, each Member agrees to the terms and 

conditions of this Agreement, to the establishment of the Executive Committee created by 

this Agreement and to appoint a Member representative to the Group; 

  c.  A copy of the document authorizing participation shall be sent to and 

be maintained on file with the Executive Committee.  

 

 4.  POWERS OF THE GROUP 

The Group, acting through Group Member Representatives, shall have the following 

powers: 

   a.  To elect the members of the Executive Committee as set forth in 

Section 6.  

  b.  To approve the five-year and annual budgets under Section 8.  

  c.  To approve the bylaws proposed by the Executive Committee.  

  d.  To share information and advise the Executive Committee on all 

matters including elements of the Adaptive Management Plan.   

 

 5.  MEETINGS OF THE GROUP  

 a.  The Group shall meet no less than four times per year.  
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 b.  A quorum shall be a majority of the Group Member Representatives and 

must include the representatives from the District and any other member who contributes at 

least one fifth of the allocated cost under Exhibit B.   If a quorum is not present the 

members present may meet and share information, but no action may be taken.    

 c.  Unless otherwise expressly provided by this Agreement, all votes of the 

Group Member Representatives shall be by a majority of the Group Member 

Representatives present at a meeting where there is a quorum.   

 d.  All meetings shall be open meetings and require public notice in accordance 

ZiWh WiVcRQViQ¶V RSeQ PeeWiQg laZV.   The Group shall encourage the participation of other 

interested parties including agricultural producers and nongovernmental entities.   

 

 6.  EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE  

  a.  Creation of Executive Committee.   There is created a five member 

Executive Committee which will be a commission under Wis.  Stat.  § 66. 0301(2) and (3), 

to administer the joint activities of the Yahara WINS Group.   This commission shall be 

formally referred to as THE YAHARA WINS EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE, and referred 

to in this Agreement as the "Executive Committee".  This Executive Committee shall 

operate as a governmental body under Wis.  Stat.  § 19. 82(1).  

  b.  Members of the Executive Committee.   The Executive Committee 

shall be comprised of five Member representatives and two non-Member advisors.     

   (1)  The Executive Committee members shall include a 

representative from the Madison Metropolitan Sewerage District and a representative from 

any Member, other than the District, who contributes at least one fifth of the allocated cost 

under Exhibit B.   Of the remaining members, one must be from a city or village, one from 
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a town, and one will be an at large position.   Member representatives for the cities and 

villages participating in this agreement will vote to select their representative to the 

Executive Committee, and Member representatives for the towns participating in this 

agreement will vote to select their representative to the Executive Committee, and the 

Member representatives of the group as a whole will vote to select the at large 

representative.   

   (2)  Recognizing the key collaborative roles played by Dane 

County and members of the agricultural community in the Adaptive Management Pilot 

Project and their anticipated roles as this Agreement moves forward, Dane County and the 

Yahara Pride Farm Group may each appoint an advisor to the Executive Committee.  The 

Executive Committee may in its discretion appoint additional advisors.  The advisors shall 

be given notice of all Executive Committee meetings and may participate in such meetings 

as non-voting members.   

  c.  Term.   The term of the three elected members of the Executive 

Committee shall be for five year terms and the elected members may be reelected for one 

or more additional terms.    

  d.  Purposes and Powers of the Executive Committee.    

(1) To make, amend and repeal bylaws and rules related to the 

purpose and operation of the Group subject to approval by the Group.  

(2) To invest funds not required for immediate disbursement in 

properties or securities as permitted by state law.  

(3) To make and execute contracts and other instruments of any 

name or type necessary or convenient for the exercise of the powers granted herein, 

including contracts with engineers, legal counsel, administrative staff and other consultants.   
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(4) To accept contributions of capital from Members or third 

parties.  

(5) To do all acts and things necessary or convenient for the 

conduct of its business and the general welfare of the Group and the Parties and to carry out 

the purposes and powers granted to it by this Agreement.  

(6) To sue, and be sued, complain and defend in all courts, and 

also, appear in or before applicable governmental agencies administrative tribunals and 

legislative bodies.   

e. No Compensation.   The members of the Executive Committee shall 

serve without compensation, provided, however, that the Executive Committee shall have 

discretion to reimburse members of the Executive Committee for reasonable expenses 

incurred for special services to the Executive Committee.  

f. Quorum.   A quorum shall be a majority of the members of the 

Executive Committee and must include the representative from the District and the 

representative of any Member (other than the District) who contributes at least one fifth of 

the allocated cost under Exhibit B.  No action may be taken in the absence of a quorum.   

g. Voting.   The members of the Executive Committee shall vote upon 

matters in the following manner: 

(1) Voting in General.   Unless otherwise expressly provided by 

this Agreement, the bylaws, or some other subsequent action of the Executive Committee, 

all votes shall be by a majority of the members of the Executive Committee present at a 

meeting where there is a quorum.    

                                  (2)  Voting on Matters Which May Affect WPDES Permit 

Compliance.  The Executive Committee shall provide written notice to all Members of any 
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Executive Committee proposed or recommended action potentially affecting any MePbeU¶s 

WPDES permit, other than the development and implementation of the Adaptive 

Management Plan.  Such actions include the following: (i) the development or 

implementation of terms and conditions of a WPDES permit; (ii) a violation of a WPDES 

permit, (iii) a WPDES permit modification or revocation (iv) a change in WPDES permit 

limits or compliance plan; or (v) any other action that could jeopardize a MePbeU¶V 

WPDES permit compliance.  Any Member so notified has 30 days from the date of the 

notice to provide a written objection to the Secretary of the Executive Committee to any 

such actions that affect its WPDES permit.   In such a case, no final action may be taken by 

the Executive Committee without the further written consent of the objecting Member.   

  (h) Meeting.  The Executive Committee shall meet no less frequently 

than quarterly.  Additional meetings may be held at the request of any member of the 

Executive Committee.    

 

7.  OFFICERS.  

a. Officers of the Executive Committee.   The Officers of the Executive 

Committee are a President, a Vice-President, a Secretary, a Treasurer and such other 

Officers as the Executive Committee may designate.   The President shall be the District 

representative.  The Vice-President, Secretary, Treasurer and any other officers shall be 

elected by the members of the Executive Committee from among the members of the 

Executive Committee and shall serve five year terms.    

b. Dual Signature Required.   The signatures of two officers shall be 

required on all forms of approval for payment, and all legally binding documents executed 

in the name of the Executive Committee or the Group.  
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c. Duties.   Unless otherwise determined by the Executive Committee, 

the duties of the officers shall include the following: 

(1) President.   The President shall be the principal executive 

officer of the Executive Committee, shall preside at all meetings of the Executive 

Committee and set the agenda.  

(2) Vice-President.   In the absence of the President, or in the 

event of his or her inability or refusal to act, the Vice-President shall perform the duties of 

the President.  

(3) Secretary.   The Secretary shall keep minutes of the meetings 

of the Executive Committee in one or more books provided for that purpose; see that all 

notices are duly given in accordance with this Agreement, or as required by law; and be 

custodian of the Executive Committee's records.  The Secretary shall take such actions as 

are prudent and necessary to maintain the public records at the offices of the District in 

accRUdaQce ZiWh WiVcRQViQ¶V SXblic UecRUdV laZV.  

(4) Treasurer.   The Treasurer shall have charge and custody of 

and be responsible for all funds and securities of the Group and shall have charge of the 

financial records of the Group.  The Treasurer will work with District staff to set up a 

segregated account for the funds of the Group.  The Treasurer shall take such actions as are 

prudent and necessary to maintain the public records at the offices of the District in 

accRUdaQce ZiWh WiVcRQViQ¶V SXblic UecRUdV laZV.    

d. Removal.   An officer other than the President may be removed from 

office with cause upon a majority vote of the members of the Executive Committee.  
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8. BUDGET  

The Executive Committee shall prepare budget documents as follows: 

  a.  Project Budget.   The 20 year adaptive management cost to Members 

and the associated annual cost are listed in Exhibit B to this Agreement.    

  b.  Five Year Budget.  The Executive Committee shall break down the 

20 year adaptive management costs into five year intervals corresponding with the 

estimated permit terms.   The Five Year Budget shall be approved by a majority of the 

Member Representatives present in the meeting of the Group in which action on the Project 

Budget is taken.   The Five Year Budget shall be updated no less than every five years and 

approved by the Group.   Estimated project costs shall be allocated equally over the 20 year 

Adaptive Management Plan period to the extent practicable.  

   c.  Annual Budget.   The Executive Committee shall prepare a detailed 

annual budget of the estimated expenditures associated with the Adaptive Management 

Plan for the next calendar year, and present the annual budget to the Group for review no 

later than September 30th of each year.   The annual budget shall be consistent with the Five 

Year Budget approved in Section 8 (b), and shall be approved by October 31st of each year 

by a majority of the Member Representatives of the Group present at the meeting in which 

action on the annual budget is taken.   The Executive Committee shall send invoices to 

Members consistent with the annual cost shown in Exhibit B, subject to any revision 

consistent with Section 9 of this Agreement on or before December 15 of each year.  The 

first invoice under this Agreement will be sent to Members on or before December 15, 

2016 and will be for the calendar year 2017.   Invoices will be sent to Members annually 

thereafter on or before December 15th of each year.  Payments based on each annual 

invoice shall be made in two equal installments.   The first installment shall be made on or 
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before February 28th of each year and the second installment shall be made on or before 

June 30th of each year.  

  d.  Funds for 2016 are based on a continuation of annual payments 

made by the participants to the Adaptive Management Pilot Project at the same funding 

level as 2015.  The Executive Committee shall receive any such payments to further the 

purposes of this Agreement and subject to the audit and reporting requirements set forth in 

Section 10.  

 

9. CHARGES TO MEMBERS.  

a. Costs shall be allocated among Members as shown in Exhibit B, 

except as otherwise provided in this Section.  Cost allocations in Exhibit B are based on 

phosphorus load reductions and are determined by multiplying the total adaptive 

management project cost by the fraction of the total pounds of required project phosphorus 

reduction needed by each Member to meet its TMDL allocation under current conditions.   

For example, if the required phosphorus reduction of an individual member is equal to 5 

percent of the total pounds of phosphorus reduction from all sources in this adaptive 

management project, that member is assigned 5 percent of the total project cost.   For the 

purpose of Exhibit B, required phosphorus reductions were determined as follows: 

(1) Point Source Members: For the purpose of this section, 

Point Source Members are those members who own or operate facilities identified in 

Appendices P, Q, R and S of the Rock River TMDL.  The required phosphorus reduction is 

determined by subtracting the TMDL allocated phosphorus load from the current condition 

phosphorus load, with the current condition phosphorus load defined as the most recent 

five year average load (2010 thru 2014) using data obtained from the DNR.  For all Point 



 

Intergovernmental Agreement-Final Page 13 
 

Source Members, the allocated phosphorus load is consistent with the allocation specified 

in the TMDL.  For Point Source Members that own or operate POTWs, required 

phosphorus reductions also factor in the need to meet the interim concentration limits 

specified in Section 14 (b).    

(2) MS4 Members: For the purpose of this section MS4 

Members are those Members who own Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems as 

identified in Appendices T, U, and V of the Rock River TMDL, except that the University 

of Wisconsin-Madison shall also be considered an MS4 Member.   The required 

phosphorus reduction for MS4 Members is determined by subtracting the TMDL allocated 

phosphorus load from the TMDL baseline phosphorus load.  

 
b. Members shall commit to payment in accordance with the schedule 

in Exhibit B.   
 

c. Notwithstanding Exhibit B, it is recognized that MS4 Members may 

update stormwater modeling consistent with the DNR gXidaQce dRcXPeQW WiWled ³TMDL 

GXidaQce fRU MS4 PeUPiWV: PlaQQiQg, IPSlePeQWaWiRQ aQd MRdeliQg GXidaQce´ (OcWRbeU 

20, 2014).  If the updated modeling is reviewed and approved by DNR, and shows a 

required annual phosphorus reduction that is different than what was used to develop the 

cost allocation in Exhibit B, the cost for that MS4 Member in Exhibit B will be adjusted as 

follows: 

 

Exhibit B Cost x   Revised phosphorus reduction (lbs/yr)      =  Revised Cost 
                              Initial phosphorus reduction (lbs/yr) 
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If the revised phosphorus reduction information is received by the Executive Committee on 

or before September 1st of any year, the revised cost will be applied to all years going 

forward.   For example, if data is received on or before September 1, 2017 that results in a 

revised cost being calculated, that revised cost will be applied to annual payments 

beginning in 2018.   Additionally, a true-up will be allowed at the end of every five year 

WPDES permit term to reflect practices that may have been added during that WPDES 

permit term that result in a revised phosphorus reduction and therefore a revised cost, 

provided those reductions are in excess of the baseline reductions in Section 14 (a).  

Revised costs would be calculated using the above formula and would be applied to annual 

payments going forward.  

d. If an MS4 makes an initial payment in 2017 based on Exhibit B and 

subsequently submits information that results in a revised cost that is less than shown in 

Exhibit B, the amount of overpayment shall be credited to the MS4 over the next four year 

period in equal annual installments.   If an MS4 makes an initial payment in 2017 based on 

Exhibit B and subsequently submits information that results in a revised cost that is greater 

than shown in Exhibit B, the underpayment shall be recovered from the MS4 over the next 

four year period in equal annual installments.   

e. Notwithstanding Exhibit B, the costs for Point Source Members will 

be revised at the end of 2016 using the most recent five year phosphorus load averaging 

period if it is different than the averaging period used in developing the cost allocations in 

Exhibit B.    The cost will be adjusted as follows: 

 
 
 
Exhibit B Cost x   Revised phosphorus reduction (lbs/yr)      = Revised Cost 
                              Initial phosphorus reduction (lbs/yr) 
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The revised cost will be applied to the years going forward.   Additionally, a recalculation 

of the phosphorus load will be made at the end of every five year WPDES permit term 

using the most recent five year average and will be used to calculate a revised cost, which 

will be applied to annual payments for the years going forward.   The revised cost will be 

calculated using the formula in this section.  

 
 f.  MS4 Members and Point Source Members participating in this 

agreement may choose to accomplish some of their TMDL required phosphorus reduction 

iQdeSeQdeQWl\ aQd WheUefRUe ³SXUchaVe´ only a portion of their required phosphorus 

reduction through adaptive management.   In this case, the Exhibit B cost or the Revised 

Cost (whichever is applicable) will be adjusted by multiplying it by the fraction of the 

required phosphorus reduction that is purchased through adaptive management.   For 

example if an MS4 Member or Point Source Member purchases ninety-five percent of its 

required phosphorus load through adaptive management, the cost would be revised as 

follows: 

 
Exhibit B Cost or Revised cost (whichever is applicable) x 0. 95 = Adjusted Cost 

 

   g.  MS4 Members and Point Source Members choosing to purchase 

only a portion of their required phosphorus reduction through adaptive management agree 

that they must have a plan in place to accomplish the portion not purchased.   The plan 

should identify significant anticipated milestones.   In addition, they agree to provide a 

summary to the Group at a frequency of at least once every two years specifying progress 

made in achieving the reductions not accomplished through adaptive management.  
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MS4 Members and Point Source Members shall specify at the time they execute this 

agreement the portion of their required phosphorus reduction, expressed in pounds per 

year, which they will accomplish independently.  The adaptive management project costs 

will be reviewed at least 360 days prior to the end of a five-year WPDES permit term for 

which the Adaptive Management Plan is a permit condition.  The costs may be adjusted 

based on this review and upon approval by a majority of the Members.   Adjustments (if 

any) may result in either a lower or higher charge to members going forward.   Adjustments 

(if any) in the charge to Members will be made at the start of the next five-year WPDES 

permit term and will be made proportional to the required phosphorus reduction of 

Members.   Adjustments will be reflected in the Five Year Budget under Section 8.  

 

10.  AUDIT AND REPORTING 

  a.  The Executive Committee shall arrange for a financial audit of the 

Group¶V fiQaQcial UecRUdV on an annual basis by an independent accounting firm using 

generally accepted accounting principles.  

  b.  The Executive Committee shall prepare an annual report and provide 

it to all Members and to other government agencies as may be required.   In addition to 

containing financial information, the annual report shall describe activities undertaken and 

progress made over the preceding year with respect to implementation of the Adaptive 

Management Plan.   The annual report shall review the effectiveness of the measures 

undertaken as part of the Adaptive Management Plan and to the extent possible document 

the amount of phosphorus reduced by each of the project elements implemented under this 
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Adaptive Management Plan.   The annual report shall be distributed to the Group and 

SXbliVhed RQ Whe GURXS¶V ZebViWe by June 30th of each year.  

 

11. LIABILITY OF THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE AND/OR GROUP.  

a. In the event any costs or expenses are imposed on the Group or the 

Executive Committee as a result of any judicial or administrative proceeding or settlement 

thereof, and the liability is not directly attributable to the conduct of a specific Member or 

Members, the costs and expenses shall be treated as a cost of the Group to be allocated 

among all Members proportional to the phosphorus reduction associated with each Member 

as determined consistent with this Agreement.    

b. If any costs or expenses are imposed on the Group or the Executive 

Committee as a result of any judicial or administrative proceeding or settlement thereof, 

and the liability is directly attributable to the conduct of a specific Member or Members, 

the costs and expenses shall be allocated among those Members whose actions caused the 

imposition of the costs or expenses to the Group or Executive Committee, in proportion to 

their responsibility as determined by the presiding official of the judicial or administrative 

proceeding, or if no such determination, by the Executive Committee.   Any member of the 

Executive Committee who represents a Member with an interest in the determination shall 

recuse themselves from all participation on the Executive Committee as to that issue.   Any 

Member not satisfied with the decision of the Executive Committee can request the issue 

be resolved through mediation.   The costs of mediation are to be borne equally by each 

Member to the mediation.  
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12. TERM OF AGREEMENT AND WITHDRAWAL.    

  a.  The term of this Agreement shall begin on April 15, 2016 and will 

generally coincide with the term of the approved Adaptive Management Plan which is 

anticipated to be approximately 20 years from approval.    

  b.  This Agreement shall terminate upon conclusion of the Adaptive 

Management Plan or termination of the Adaptive Management Plan if the Adaptive 

Management Plan is terminated by DNR.   This Agreement may also be terminated at a 

duly noticed meeting of the Group, upon a two thirds vote by Member Representatives of 

the Group to terminate the Agreement, at least 270 days prior to the end of a WPDES 

permit term for which the Adaptive Management Plan is a permit condition.   In no event 

shall termination become effective prior to the end of a WPDES permit term.   

  c.  An individual Member may withdraw from the Agreement by 

providing notice at least 270 days prior to the end of a five-year WPDES permit term for 

which the Adaptive Management Plan is a permit condition, if the Member has paid its 

contribution for the five year WPDES permit period.  

 

13. ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT ADMINISTRATION  

  a.   The Adaptive Management Plan shall be prepared by the District.  

The purpose of the Adaptive Management Plan when implemented is to fulfill the 

phosphorus TMDL obligations of Members, after accounting for baseline requirements that 

Members are required to meet individually pursuant to Section 14, and after accounting for 

adjustments that may be made pursuant to Section 9.  TSS reductions associated with 

phosphorus reduction practices will also be quantified as part of the Adaptive Management 

Plan.   If this Agreement is in effect prior to the submittal of the Adaptive Management 
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Plan to DNR by the District, then the District shall submit the Adaptive Management Plan 

to the Group for review and comment at least 60 days prior to District submittal to DNR.   

  b.  Every five years as the WPDES permits come up for renewal, the 

District will prepare any amendment to the Adaptive Management Plan necessary to 

achieve the project goals and approval by the DNR.  The District shall submit any Adaptive 

Management Plan amendments to the Group for review and comment at least 90 days prior 

to District submittal to DNR.  

  c.  The District shall be responsible for administration and management 

of the Adaptive Management Plan and related activities, including contract management.   

The District will also serve as the primary contract laboratory for analysis of routine 

parameters (e. g.  phosphorus, TSS, and nitrogen) from water samples collected as part of 

the adaptive management project, and can recover associated analytical costs from the 

Group.  

 

14.  ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT PERMITTEE PROVISIONS 

  a.  All MS4 Members participating in this Agreement are individually 

responsible for meeting the TMDL baseline conditions for sediment (TSS) and phosphorus 

control.   The baseline condition for MS4 Members is 40% TSS control and 27% 

phosphorus control.    These reductions must be achieved within each stream reach that 

they discharge to as identified in the TMDL.   Trading with another MS4 member located 

within the same stream reach that has exceeded the baseline condition can be used to meet 

the baseline condition, but trade agreements are the responsibility of the participating 

Members and are not addressed directly through this Agreement.  
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  b.  All POTWs participating in this Agreement are required to meet an 

annual average effluent phosphorus concentration of 0.6 mg/L by the end of the first full 

WPDES permit term following implementation of the DNR approved Adaptive 

Management Plan, and an annual average effluent concentration of 0.5 mg/L by the end of 

the second full WPDES permit term following implementation of the DNR approved 

Adaptive Management Plan.  

c. In the event the Adaptive Management Plan is terminated by DNR 

prior to the end of the original term of the Adaptive Management Plan, or if at the end of 

the adaptive management period DNR determines that the phosphorus and sediment (TSS) 

allocations identified in the TMDL have not been met for a stream reach, Members will be 

individually responsible for taking any additional steps needed to achieve compliance with 

phosphorus and sediment (TSS) reduction requirements in their WPDES permits.   This 

could include converting to a water quality trading program that is consistent with 

applicable DNR guidance.   Verifiable phosphorus and sediment (TSS) reductions or 

³cUediWV´ achieved through the adaptive management project will be distributed to 

Members proportionate to the Charges to Members under Section 9 of this Agreement, but 

use in a water quality trading program is subject to applicable DNR guidance.   

d. In the event municipal boundaries change during the term of this 

Agreement, as land transfers from one municipality to another, the associated phosphorus 

load reduction and the associated payment responsibility also transfers to the new 

municipality.   

e. Upon completion or termination of the adaptive management project, 

any funds remaining in the segregated account for the Group following payment of all 
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project expenses, shall be returned to members of the Group in direct proportion to the 

contribution made by each member of the Group.  

 

15.  NONDISCRIMINATION 

In the performance of services under this Agreement, the Parties agree not to 

discriminate against any employee or applicant because of race, religion, marital status, age 

color, sex handicap, national origin or ancestry, income level or source of income, arrest 

record or conviction record, less than honorable discharge, physical appearance, sexual 

orientation, gender identity, political beliefs, or student status.  

 

16.  MISCELLANEOUS 

a. Municipal Liability.   Nothing in this Agreement shall constitute a 

waiver of any limitations on municipal or state agency liability that may exist as a matter of 

law, including but not limited to limitations in Wis.  Stat.  ch.  893.  

b. Counterparts.   This Agreement may be executed in counterparts, 

and the signatures of each party on separate copies of the Agreement shall be fully effective 

to bind each of them to the Agreement with any other party that signs any separate copy of 

the Agreement.  

c. Entire Agreement.   This Agreement supersedes any prior studies, 

memoranda, letters or oral discussions or understandings about the participation of any of 

the Members in this joint project.   This Agreement represents the entire agreement of the 

Parties as to organization and the goals of the Group.  
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d. Amendment or Modification.   No amendment or modification may 

be made to this Agreement except in writing signed by a two thirds majority of all 

Members.  

e. Choice of Law.   This Agreement shall, in general, be governed by 

and construed in accordance with the laws of the State of Wisconsin.  

f. Exclusive Benefit.   This Agreement is for the exclusive benefit of 

the Parties and their successors in interest and shall not be deemed to give any legal or 

equitable right, remedy or claim to any other entity or person.  

g. No Joint Venture.   This Agreement does not establish or evidence a 

Joint Venture or partnership between the Parties.   No Party is liable for another Party's 

actions as a result of entering into this Agreement.   

h. Succession.   All the terms, provisions and conditions herein 

contained shall inure to the benefit of and be binding upon the Parties and their respective 

successors and assigns, including future governing bodies of the respective Members.  

i. Notice.   Any notice required or given under this Agreement shall be 

effective if mailed by U. S.  mail, postage prepaid, to the representatives at the addresses 

set forth after the signatures below, or any substituted address or representative as is filed 

with the Secretary of the Executive Committee.  

 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties, by their duly authorized representatives, 

have executed this Agreement on the dates set forth below: 
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By: 
 

    
Date of Execution  Municipality Name 

 
 
 
  
(Authorized Representative Signature) 
 
 
 
  
(Authorized Representative Typed Name) 
 
 
 
 
   
(Authorized Representative Title) 
 
 
 
 
Address:  
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Exhibit A:  Map of the Yahara Watershed 
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Exhibit B:  Preliminary Cost Allocations 

 (Note: Section 9 outlines how preliminary costs can be adjusted) 
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Purpose�
The�purpose�of�this�paper�is�to�inform�and�facilitate�discussion�with�the�Commission�regarding�
key�factors�to�consider�when�evaluating�a�potential�transition�to�a�full�scale�adaptive�
management�project.��This�paper�provides�relevant�information�related�to�each�of�these�
considerations,�including�an�adaptive�management�timeline.��Information�on�related�technical�
issues�is�presented�in�the�Attachment�section.�
�
Background�
In�2010,�the�Wisconsin�Department�of�Natural�Resources�(WDNR)�adopted�revisions�to�
administrative�rules�designed�to�control�phosphorus�discharges�to�waters�of�the�state.��These�
revisions,�collectively�referred�to�as�the�Phosphorus�Rule�Making�Package,�included�the�
establishment�of�numeric�water�quality�criteria�for�phosphorus.��In�2011,�USEPA�issued�an�
approved�Total�Maximum�Daily�Load�(TMDL)�for�the�Rock�River�Basin�to�address�water�quality�
impairments�caused�by�phosphorus�and�sediment.��The�TMDL�is�designed�to�bring�impaired�
water�bodies�into�compliance�with�applicable�water�quality�criteria.��It�will�require�reductions�in�
phosphorus�and�sediment�loads�from�all�major�source�categories:�municipal/industrial�
wastewater,�municipal�storm�water,�and�agriculture.�
�
The�2010�Phosphorus�Rule�Making�Package�included�a�provision�for�a�new�regulatory�
compliance�strategy�called�“Watershed�Adaptive�Management”.��In�adaptive�management,�all�
sources�of�phosphorus�work�together�to�develop�and�implement�watershed�based�solutions.��
The�benefits�of�adaptive�management�include�providing:�
�

x An�alternative�to�the�traditional�brick�and�mortar�solutions.�
x A�collaborative�approach�that�embraces�the�concepts�of�pollution�prevention�and�

source�reduction,�continuous�improvement,�and�holistic�watershed�planning,�which�are�
concepts�valued�by�both�the�District�and�the�greater�community.�

x A�costͲeffective�strategy�for�meeting�phosphorus�and�sediment�reductions�required�
under�the�TMDL.�

x Multiple�ancillary�benefits�to�the�watershed.��These�include�reduced�loads�of�other�
pollutants�such�as�nitrogen,�the�potential�for�improved�stream�habitat,�and�enhanced�
recreational�value�of�water�resources.�

x An�alternative�that�would�reduce�the�District’s�carbon�footprint�relative�to�a�brick�and�
mortar�solution.�

�
The�authorizing�language�for�adaptive�management�is�contained�in�Chapter�NR�217�of�the�
Wisconsin�Administrative�Code.��Therefore,�only�an�NR�217�regulated�entity,�such�as�the�
District,�can�advance�an�adaptive�management�project.��In�October,�2011,�the�Commission�gave�
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formal�approval�for�the�District�to�initiate�an�adaptive�management�pilot�project�in�the�Yahara�
Watershed.�
�
In�2012,�the�District,�in�collaboration�with�over�30�other�municipal�partners�and�interested�
stakeholders,�began�a�four�year�adaptive�management�pilot�project,�called�“Yahara�WINS”.��
Successful�completion�of�the�pilot�project�will�help�pave�the�way�for�implementation�of�a�full�
scale�adaptive�management�project.��However,�many�factors�must�be�considered�and�
addressed�to�support�transition�to�a�full�scale�adaptive�management�project.��Key�factors�
identified�to�date�are�discussed�in�the�following�sections.��Additional�factors�will�likely�emerge�
as�the�pilot�project�moves�forward.�

Eligibility�for�Adaptive�Management,�Anticipated�Adaptive�Management�
Timelines�and�Key�Milestones��
NR�217.18�identifies�three�technical�requirements�that�must�be�met�for�a�permittee�to�submit�
an�adaptive�management�request�to�the�WDNR.��These�are�summarized�in�Table�1�below.��
Attachment�1�demonstrates�that�the�District�meets�these�requirements.�
�
Table�1:��Adaptive�Management�Eligibility�Requirements�

1. The�receiving�water�exceeds�applicable�phosphorus�water�quality�criteria�and�the�
exceedance�is�caused�by�both�point�and�nonpoint�sources�

2. The�sum�of�nonpoint�sources�and�MS4�phosphorus�loads�exceed�50%�of�the�total�
load,�or�the�phosphorus�criterion�cannot�be�met�with�control�of�nonpoint�sources�

3. Documentation�that�the�proposed�water�quality�based�effluent�limit�in�the�
applicant’s�permit�will�require�filtration�or�other�equivalent�treatment�technology�
to�achieve�compliance�

�
The�District’s�current�WPDES�permit�expires�on�September�30,�2015.��The�pilot�project�runs�
through�the�end�of�2015.��Additional�time�will�be�required�to�fully�evaluate�results,�test�cost�
assumptions,�etc.�so�that�pilot�project�participants�can�make�an�informed�decision�whether�to�
move�forward�with�a�full�scale�project.�
�
In�2012,�the�WDNR�announced�its�intent�to�synchronize�all�permits�within�a�given�watershed�to�
the�same�permit�schedule.��That�schedule�called�for�permits�in�the�Yahara�Watershed�to�be�
reissued�by�June�30,�2014,�well�in�advance�of�pilot�project�completion.��This�could�have�
potentially�accelerated�the�decisionͲmaking�timeline�for�pilot�project�participants.��In�
December,�2013,�the�WDNR�notified�the�District�of�its�intent�to�abandon�this�approach�and�
reissue�the�District’s�permit�when�it�expires�in�the�fall�of�2015,�or�shortly�thereafter.�
Subsequent�discussions�with�WDNR�staff�have�indicated�that�the�WDNR�plans�to�include�a�
common�phosphorus�compliance�schedule�with�respect�to�adaptive�management�in�all�permits�
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reissued�within�a�given�watershed.��The�compliance�schedule�dates�have�not�been�finalized,�but�
WDNR�has�indicated�that�current�tentative�submittal�dates�for�the�Adaptive�Management�
Request�Form�and�the�Adaptive�Management�Plan�are�June�30,�2017�and�June�30,�2018�
respectively.�
�
Figure�1�represents�a�full�timeline�for�adaptive�management.��As�noted,�the�dates�are�
potentially�subject�to�change.��Figure�1�also�shows�the�official�start�of�the�adaptive�
management�clock�coinciding�with�permit�reissuance�in�2020.��The�official�start�could�be�earlier�
(between�2018�and�2020)�if�WDNR�chose�to�revoke�and�reissue�or�modify�our�discharge�permit�
following�approval�of�the�adaptive�management�plan.���The�bottom�line�is�that�we�appear�to�
have�time�to�allow�the�pilot�project�to�run�to�completion�and�assemble�all�of�the�information�
needed�for�the�District�and�its�partners�to�make�a�fully�informed�decision�related�to�advancing�a�
full�scale�adaptive�management�project.��This�timeline�would�not�preclude�the�District�and�its�
partners�from�conducting�activities�in�the�Yahara�Watershed�that�are�consistent�with�adaptive�
management�prior�to�the�official�start�of�the�adaptive�management�time�clock;�it�simply�
demonstrates�that�we�are�not�currently�in�a�time�critical�environment�relative�to�adaptive�
management.�
�
Figure�1:��Tentative�Timeline�for�MMSD�Permit�Reissuance�&�Adaptive�Management�Notification�to�
WDNR

�

Key�Considerations�for�a�Full�Scale�Adaptive�Management�Project�
�

A. Regulatory�and�Operational�Approaches�for�Addressing�Badfish�Creek�and�
Badger�Mill�Creek�Under�an�Adaptive�Management�Approach�

If�the�District�moves�forward�with�a�full�scale�adaptive�management�project,�effluent�quality�is�
not�expected�to�change�significantly�with�respect�to�phosphorus.��Figure�2�shows�the�interim�
effluent�phosphorus�limits�that�need�to�be�met�under�adaptive�management�to�satisfy�NR�217�
requirements.��These�provide�some�relief�from�limits�that�would�be�in�place�using�the�
traditional�method�of�calculating�water�quality�based�effluent�limits,�which�would�likely�be�at�or�
near�0.075�mg/l�for�Badfish�Creek�and�Badger�Mill�Creek,�both�of�which�are�effluent�dominated�
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streams.��WDNR�could�also�put�a�limits�in�our�permit�based�on�the�Rock�River�TMDL.��Additional�
clarity�regarding�permit�limits�using�the�traditional�calculation�method�and�TMDL�derived�limits�
will�be�provided�by�WDNR�at�the�end�of�January.�

Figure�2:��Adaptive�Management�Interim�Permit�Limits�for�Phosphorus�

The�District�should�be�able�to�meet�the�interim�adaptive�management�limits�(see�Attachment�2�
for�a�detailed�evaluation).��However,�several�questions�need�to�be�addressed�as�the�District�
considers�whether�to�move�forward�with�a�full�scale�adaptive�management�project,�including:�

x What�steps�are�needed�to�minimize�the�risk�of�making�both�the�adaptive�management
investment�and�a�potential�future�investment�in�tertiary�treatment�(albeit�potentially�15
years�out)�to�address�phosphorus?��A�full�scale�adaptive�management�approach�in�the
Yahara�Watershed�is�essentially�a�TMDL�implementation�strategy,�with�success�being
defined�as�meeting�the�required�TMDL�reductions.��Even�at�the�end�of�a�successful
adaptive�management�project,�Badfish�Creek�(and�Badger�Mill�Creek)�will�not�meet�a
0.075�mg/l�phosphorus�limit.

x The�Districts�WPDES�discharge�permit�identifies�two�effluent�discharge�locations
(Badfish�Creek�and�Badger�Mill�Creek).��The�District�needs�to�determine�if�the�adaptive
management�interim�effluent�limits�will�apply�to�both�the�Badfish�Creek�and�Badger�Mill
Creek�discharges�in�the�absence�of�a�formal�adaptive�management�project�in�the�Badger
Mill�Creek/Sugar�River�Watershed.

x If�the�interim�limits�will�apply�to�the�Badger�Mill�Creek/Sugar�River�discharge�in�the
absence�of�a�formal�adaptive�management�project�in�the�watershed,�will�this�be
conditioned�on�the�District�taking�some�steps�to�reduce�phosphorus�loads�(e.g.�water
quality�trading)�in�the�Badger�Mill�Creek/Sugar�River�Watershed?��If�not,�should�the
District�voluntarily�take�steps�to�reduce�phosphorus�loads�in�the�the�Badger�Mill
Creek/Sugar�River�Watershed?

1st�(2020)����� ��2nd (2025)��� ���3rd (2030)
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In�early�discussions�with�WDNR�and�EPA�regarding�adaptive�managment,�District�staff�
emphasized�the�need�for�a�regulatory�solution�to�address�Badfish�Creek�(and�Badger�Mill�Creek)�
as�a�condition�for�moving�forward�with�a�full�scale�adaptive�management�project.���Given�the�
high�level�of�interest�that�both�agencies�have�in�gaining�experience�with�adaptive�management,��
District�staff�is�optimistic�that�solutions�for�both�Badfish�Creek�and�Badger�Mill�Creek�can�be�
implemented�to�reduce�the�risk�of�making�both�the�adaptive�management�investment�and��a�
brick�and�mortar�investment�to�address�phosphorus.�
�
In�the�short�term,�a�reasonable�approach�would�be�to�obtain�an�agreement�from�WDNR�and�
EPA�that�the�adaptive�management�interim�phosphorus�limits�would�apply�to�both�Badfish�
Creek�and�Badger�Mill�Creek,�even�if�a�full�scale�adaptive�mangement�project�is�limited�to�the�
Yahara�Watershed.��Whether�this�requires�obtaining�a�variance�for�Badger�Mill�Creek�needs�to�
be�determined,�as�would�potential�conditions�included�as�part�of�a�variance.��Variances�typically�
impose�additional�requirements�such�as�implementing�pollution�prevention�and�source�
reduction�requirements.��It�is�possible�that�ancillary�activities�required�under�adaptive�
management�(e.g.�plant�optimization�and�implementing�pollution�prevention/source�reduction�
measures,�where�applicable)�would�be�sufficient�conditions�under�a�variance.�
�
District�staff�has�considered�options�for�a�more�permanent�solution�for�both�Badfish�Creek�and�
Badger�Mill�Creek.��Development�of�site�specific�criteria�for�both�streams�would�provide�a�
permanent�solution�which�needs�to�be�carefully�evaluated.��To�be�a�viable�option,�the�site�
specific�criteria�would�need�to�be�at�or�close�to�current�effluent�concentrations.��A�site�specific�
criteria�lower�than�current�effluent�concentrations�could�work�if�combined�with�adaptive�
management,�water�quality�trading�or�the�inclusion�of�treatment�technology�that�provides�a�
higher�level�of�treatment�for�a�portion�of�the�District’s�effluent�volume�(perhaps�as�part�of�a�
chloride�solution�or�an�effort�to�expand�effluent�reuse�options).�
�
NR�102.06�(7)�allows�for�the�development�of�site�specific�criteria�for�phosphorus�where�siteͲ
specific�data�and�analysis�using�scientifically�defensible�methods�and�sound�scientific�rationale�
demonstrate�a�different�criterion�is�protective�of�the�designated�use�of�the�specific�surface�
water�segment�or�water�body.��Preliminary�discussions�with�WDNR�indicate�that�existing�stream�
biology�(e.g.�macro�invertebrate�and�fish�communities)�will�be�a�factor�in�determining�whether�
a�stream�is�eligible�for�development�of�site�specific�criteria�and�will�likely�be�a�factor�considered�
when�determining�the�actual�site�specific�value.��It�is�currently�unknown�where�the�bar�will�be�
set�for�stream�biology�and�whether�it�will�be�a�function�of�the�stream’s�designated�use.�
�
WDNR�plans�to�codify�a�siteͲspecific�criteria�development�process,�which�will�include�codifying�
the�specific�factors�to�be�considered�when�developing�site�specific�criteria.��WDNR�intends�to�
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form�an�advisory�committee�in�early�2014�to�assist�with�the�process,�which�may�not�be�
completed�until�2016.��The�timing�of�this�process�appears�to�align�well�the�adaptive�
management�timeline�discussed�earlier.��The�District�would�know�whether�this�is�a�viable�option�
prior�to�making�an�adaptive�management�determination.��The�District�has�asked�to�be�
represented�on�the�WDNR�advisory�committee.�
�
There�are�some�additional�regulatory�approaches�that�need�to�be�more�closely�evaluated.��
These�include:�
�
x Determining�whether�a�Use�Attainability�Analysis�could�be�helpful.��For�Badfish�Creek,�the�

upper�portion�of�the�creek�is�currently�identified�in�NR�104�as�a�variance�water.��The�
possibility�of�extending�this�determination�to�the�lower�parts�of�Badfish�Creek�should�be�
explored.��

x Determining�whether�positioning�a�full�scale�adaptive�management�project�for�the�Yahara�
Watershed�as�the�formal�TMDL�implementation�strategy�for�the�watershed�would�reduce�
risk.��The�TMDL�focus�would�be�on�load�reductions.�

x Positioning�an�adaptive�management�project�to�allow�for�a�smooth�transition�to�a�water�
quality�trading�program,�if�need�be.��WDNR�acknowledges�that�this�can�be�a�viable�long�
term�compliance�option�if�the�applicable�numeric�water�quality�criterion�for�phosphorus�is�
not�met�by�the�end�of�the�adaptive�management�period.�

�
There�are�some�options�available�for�Badger�Mill�Creek�that�are�not�available�for�Badfish�Creek.��
For�example,�the�District�could�completely�eliminate�effluent�return�to�Badger�Mill�Creek�and�
discharge�all�effluent�to�Badfish�Creek.��Alternatively,�effluent�flow�to�Badger�Mill�Creek�could�
be�reduced�and�coupled�with�a�water�quality�trading�program.��A�more�thorough�evaluation�of�
options�and�a�recommended�approach�for�Badger�Mill�Creek�is�provided�in�Attachment�3.�
�
There�may�be�a�role�for�treatment�as�part�of�an�overall�solution,�with�treatment�being�driven�by�
other�considerations.��For�example,�the�District�currently�operates�under�a�chloride�variance.���
The�variance�includes�target�and�interim�chloride�limits�and�requires�that�the�District�implement�
a�chloride�pollution�prevention/source�reduction�program.��Ideally,�the�increasingly�stringent�
chloride�criterion�can�be�met�through�pollution�prevention/source�reduction�initiatives�alone.��If�
not,�additional�treatment�of�at�least�a�portion�of�the�effluent�may�be�necessary,�with�the�
treated�effluent�being�combined�with�the�remaining�effluent�to�lower�overall�chloride�
concentrations.��The�technology�needed�to�reduce�chloride�levels�would�also�likely�reduce�a�
number�of�other�pollutants,�including�phosphorus.��Therefore,�treatment�could�be�part�of�an�
overall�strategy�employed�by�the�District�to�meet�multiple�regulatory�requirements.�
�
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As�an�aside,�the�District�will�be�evaluating�water�conservation�and�effluent�reuse�options�in�
2014.��A�higher�quality�effluent�may�be�required�to�support�certain�effluent�reuse�options.�

B. Organizational�and�Governance�Structure�
The�Adaptive�Management�Pilot�Project�is�a�collaborative�effort�involving�25�municipal�point�
sources�(POTWs�and�MS4s),�2�nonͲmunicipal�point�sources,�4�funding�partners�(3�community�
organizations�and�USGS),�an�association�of�agricultural�producers,�and�several�other�interested�
parties.��From�an�organizational�standpoint,�the�pilot�project�has�been�able�to�proceed�on�a�
relatively�informal�basis�of�operating�under�a�Memorandum�of�Understanding�for�two�reasons.�
The�first,�and�most�important,�is�that�it�is�not�operating�as�part�of�an�enforceable�permit�issued�
by�WDNR.��Second,�the�total�amount�of�funds�being�managed�under�the�pilot�project,�while�
significant,�is�not�large.�
�
If�the�District�moves�forward�with�full�implementation�of�adaptive�management,�it�will�be�doing�
so�on�a�larger�geographic�scale,�with�significantly�larger�financial�commitments�from�partners,�
and�in�the�context�of�enforceable�permit�conditions.��Organizational�considerations�associated�
with�full�scale�implementation�include�the�following:�
�

1. Development�of�a�new�Memorandum�of�Understanding�(MOU)�concerning�the�
standards�and�methods�for�evaluating�adaptive�management�success,�particularly�since�
adaptive�management�would�be�used�as�a�tool�for�addressing�TMDL�reductions.��The�
District�has�begun�the�process�of�identifying�key�considerations�that�would�need�to�be�
reflected�in�the�MOU�and�will�engage�WDNR�in�relevant�discussions�in�2014.�
�

2. Development�of�a�more�formal�structure�to�keep�the�various�municipal�and�other�
partners�engaged�in�the�full�scale�project.��The�fundamental�issue�for�the�parties�
contributing�funds�to�the�project�is�how�funds�will�be�raised�and�spent.��In�part,�this�
includes�an�agreement�on�an�assessment�process,�but�the�primary�issue�is�a�matter�of�
establishing�a�governance�and�decisionͲmaking�process�to�enable�these�parties�to�deal�
with�the�regulators�(WDNR�and�EPA)�and�with�the�nonͲpoint�sources.��Municipal�
entities,�including�wastewater�utilities,�have�specific�statutory�authority�under�Wis.�Stat.�
§�66.0301�to�enter�into�agreements�to�jointly�exercise�any�power�that�they�can�exercise�
individually.��Such�agreements�are�relatively�commonplace�and�have�been�used�for�a�
variety�of�intergovernmental�purposes�including�cost�sharing.��The�District’s�legal�
counsel�recommends�that�this�well�established�structure�be�used�for�the�municipal�
entities�and�serve�as�the�primary�organizing�document�for�a�full�scale�adaptive�
management�project.��There�are�a�number�of�ancillary�issues�related�to�formation�of�a�
66.0301�group�that�will�need�to�be�further�explored�and�addressed�if�we�move�forward�
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with�this�option.��An�example�includes�the�need�for�a�separate�agreement�between�the�
66.0301�group�and�the�other�nonͲmunicipal�funding�sources�with�respect�to�the�way�in�
which�funds�will�be�received,�accounted�for�and�spent.�

3. Developing�formal�accountability�between�point�and�nonͲpoint�sources.��The�District
and�other�point�sources�will�be�accountable�to�WDNR�and�EPA�if�the�adaptive
management�conditions�are�not�met.��There�is�no�direct�accountability�between
nonpoint�sources�and�WDNR.��In�an�adaptive�management�project,�accountability�needs
to�be�obtained�by�the�point�sources�through�contracts�with�nonpoint�sources.��Such�an
agreement�would�need�to�include,�at�a�minimum,�the�following:

x Identification�of�the�projects�and�participants.
x Established�provisions�to�ensure�that�the�nonpoint�parties�undertake�the

contracted�project.��This�would�include�inspection�and�access�provisions.��In
addition,�if�the�nonpoint�entity�fails�to�perform�there�should�be�some�ability�to
recoup�funds�expended.

x Agreement�on�obtaining�data�for�quantifying�phosphorus�reductions�from
nonpoint�sources�through�modeling�or�monitoring.��Agricultural�producers�have
expressed�some�concern�about�field�specific�information�being�in�the�public
domain,�but�some�mechanism�will�need�to�be�found�that�balances�producer
concerns�with�the�need�to�demonstrate�verifiable�phosphorus�reductions�as�part
of�the�District’s�permit�requirements.

The�above�tasks�could�be�undertaken�directly�by�the�66.0301�group�or�through�a�broker,�
such�as�Dane�County.��In�the�event�that�Dane�County�undertakes�that�role,�there�should�
be�a�written�contract�between�the�66.0301�group�and�Dane�County,�specifying�the�
scope�of�services�provided�and�the�consequences�of�a�failure�of�performance�by�them�
and/or�the�nonpoint�sources.��A�broker�would�make�administration�easier�for�the�point�
sources�and�possibly�allow�some�shielding�of�field�specific�data.��Whether�the�County�
would�be�willing�to�be�accountable�to�the�point�source�dischargers�in�the�event�of�a�
nonpoint�failure�and�what�accountability�would�“look�like”�both�require�further�
discussion.�

If�these�tasks�are�undertaken�directly�by�the�66.0301�group,�it�will�be�necessary�to�
identify�nonpoint�sources�or�groups�that�have�the�capacity�to�enter�into�legally�binding�
contracts.��In�this�regard,�it�is�unclear�whether�the�Yahara�Pride�Farm�group�or�the�Clean�
Lake�Alliance�could�serve�as�a�broker�through�which�the�66.0301�group�could�
contractually�engage�farmers.��This�requires�further�evaluation.�
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�
4. Wisconsin�Statutes�were�recently�revised�to�allow�a�wastewater�treatment�plant�to�hold�

more�than�one�WPDES�permit.��This�opens�the�door�for�development�of�a�watershed�
based�permit�to�address�phosphorus�and�TSS.��Whether�a�watershed�permit�would�help�
or�hinder�an�adaptive�management�project�needs�to�be�evaluated.��As�an�aside,�there�
are�seven�individual�WPDES�discharge�permit�holders�(MMSD,�Village�of�Arlington�
WWTP,�Village�of�Oregon�WWTP,�Stoughton�Utilities,�MG&E,�WDNR�Nevin�Fish�
Hatchery,�and�the�City�of�MiddletonͲTiedeman�Pond�Project)�participating�in�the�pilot�
project.��Many�of�the�MS4�communities�participating�in�the�pilot�project�are�operating�
under�a�joint�storm�water�permit,�and�those�that�aren’t�operate�under�the�WDNR�
general�storm�water�permit.�
�

C. Adaptive�Management�Partners�
The�adaptive�management�pilot�project�has�a�high�level�of�participation.��With�two�exceptions�
(Town�of�Madison�and�City�of�Sun�Prairie),�all�entities�identified�in�the�Rock�River�TMDL�as�
having�both�a�phosphorus�discharge�to�the�Yahara�Watershed�and�an�associated�phosphorus�
reduction�are�participants�in�the�pilot�project,�along�with�numerous�other�stakeholders.��They�
are�participating�in�the�pilot�project�for�two�primary�reasons:�
�

x Preliminary�cost�estimates�indicated�that�adaptive�management�was�the�least�costly�
approach�to�meet�phosphorus�reductions�required�under�the�TMDL�

x An�expectation�that�participants�in�a�properly�designed�full�scale�adaptive�
management�project�would�be�deemed�by�WDNR�to�be�in�compliance�with�TMDL�
obligations,�and�where�applicable,�WPDES�permit�obligations.�

�
Participation�may�also�likely�be�influenced�by�the�“value�added”�proposition�of�adaptive�
management.��Practices�that�control�phosphorus�and�TSS�in�an�adaptive�management�project�
will�also�result�in�some�control�of�other�pollutants�(e.g.�nitrogen)�and�may�contribute�to�
improved�habitat�in�receiving�streams,�etc.��In�addition,�adaptive�management�may�represent�
the�only�viable�approach�to�meet�phosphorus�reductions�goals�for�the�Yahara�lakes,�which�is�of�
interest�to�the�broader�community.�
�
Retention�of�pilot�project�participants�in�a�full�scale�project�will�likely�depend�on:�1)�the�ability�
to�continue�to�demonstrate�the�business�case�for�participationͲi.e.�participation�is�the�least�
costly�option�for�meeting�regulatory�requirements�under�the�TMDL;�and�2)�WDNR�agreement�
that�participation�in�the�adaptive�management�project�satisfies�TMDL�and�WPDES�permit�
reduction�requirements.��The�potential�for�future�regulatory�requirements�that�could�impact�
the�business�case�needs�to�be�assessed.��
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�
District�staff�is�working�with�others,�including�Dane�County�and�the�City�of�Madison�Engineering�
Department�to�develop�a�revised�cost�estimate.��Currently,�efforts�are�focused�on�developing�
the�fundamental�structure�for�a�revised�cost�model�and�assembling�many�of�the�input�factors.��
For�example,�pilot�project�data�may�indicate�that�initial�assumptions�regarding�the�change�in�
the�phosphorus�index�(PI)�associated�with�various�phosphorus�reduction�practices�need�to�be�
adjusted.��One�of�the�critical�input�factors�is�accurately�determining�the�phosphorus�load�
reduction�that�the�adaptive�management�project�needs�to�address.��Attachment�4�details�
efforts�in�this�regard.��Once�load�reductions�are�known,�an�evaluation�is�required�to�determine�
whether�sufficient�phosphorus�reduction�capacity�exists�in�the�Yahara�Watershed�to�accomplish�
the�required�reductions�(see�Attachment�5).�

Discussions�with�WDNR�have�indicated�that�a�properly�designed�adaptive�management�project�
would�satisfy�the�TMDL�obligations�of�participants.��It�will�be�critical�that�this�be�acknowledged�
more�formally�through�a�development�of�a�new�MOU�or�some�other�binding�document�before�
the�District�and�other�partners�commit�to�participating�in�a�full�scale�project.��District�staff�is�
engaging�in�discussions�with�WDNR�staff�regarding�development�of�a�new�MOU.�

A�full�scale�adaptive�management�project�could�still�proceed�if�some�of�the�pilot�project�
participants�dropped�out,�since�these�entities�would�still�need�to�meet�their�TMDL�required�
reductions.��However,�the�risk�of�a�full�scale�project�not�meeting�applicable�numeric�criteria�
increases�as�the�number�of�participating�entities�decreases,�since�the�ability�to�work�in�a�
coordinated�manner�throughout�the�watershed�may�also�decrease.��In�addition,�the�loss�of�an�
entity�having�a�large�reduction�requirement�under�the�TMDL�would�be�more�problematic�than�
the�loss�of�an�entity�having�a�relatively�small�reduction�requirement.�

It�should�be�noted�that�participation�in�a�full�scale�project�does�not�mean�that�participating�
entities�can’t�or�won’t�take�certain�actions�independently�within�their�municipal�jurisdictions.��
MS4�entities�still�have�obligations�under�NR�151,�or�may�take�independent�actions�for�other�
reasons,�and�then�participate�in�adaptive�management�to�offset�the�remainder�of�their�
obligation.��This�would�be�no�different�than�the�District�taking�credit�for�improvements�in�
effluent�quality�or�reductions�associated�with�Ostara.��This�does�however�highlight�the�need�for�
both�a�robust�accounting�system�and�a�process�for�making�sure�all�entities�are�following�a�
consistent�methodology�for�“valuing”�reductions�achieved�through�independent�actions.��We�
are�working�on�developing�this�methodology.��For�example,�the�District�has�gotten�WDNR�to�
agree�to�perform�consistency�reviews�for�all�MS4�storm�water�modeling�efforts�using�agreed�
upon�criterion.�
�
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D. Determining�Phosphorus�Reduction�Requirements�and�Whether�Sufficient�
Reduction�Capacity�Exists�in�the�Yahara�Watershed��

Determining�the�pounds�of�phosphorus�that�must�be�reduced�in�a�full�scale�adaptive�
management�project�is�critical.��This�will�directly�impact�the�cost�of�a�full�scale�project�and�
assessments�regarding�whether�sufficient�capacity�exists�in�the�Yahara�Watershed�to�achieve�
the�required�phosphorus�reductions.��While�determing�the�phosphorus�reduction�requirements�
may�appear�to�be�relatively�easy�given�that�a�TMDL�exists,�simplifying�assumptions�were�used�in�
the�TMDL�to�define�baseline�conditions.��WDNR�has�agreed�that�baselines�can�be�adjusted�using�
more�recent�information.��Attachment�4�identifies�actions�being�taken�by�the�District�in�
determining�the�phosphorus�reduction�requirements,�which�includes�making�adjustments�to�
baselines�for�all�three�major�source�categories�(wastewater,�municipal�stormwater,�and�
agriculture).��Adjusting�the�baselines�will�likely�reduce�the�overall�phosphorus�reduction�
requirement�and�alter�the�relative�reductions�required�by�each�individual�source.�
�
An�example�of�how�adjustments�to�the�baseline�can�impact�the�overall�phosphorus�reduction�
requirement�and�the�relative�reductions�required�by�each�source�category�is�shown�in�Figure�3.��
In�this�example,�only�the�baseline�for�point�sources�has�been�adjusted.��This�is�a�straightforward�
adjustment�to�make�since�actual�flows�and�effluent�phosphorus�concentrations�are�known�and�
can�be�substituted�for�baseline�assumptions�used�in�the�TMDL�(design�flow�and�an�effluent�
phosphorus�concentration�of�1�mg/l).��The�total�phosphorus�load�reduction�for�the�watershed�is�
reduced�and�the�relative�reductions�required�by�source�category�are�altered.��Cost�allocations,��
by�source,�will�also�be�impacted�if�this�allocation�method�is�used�in�a�full�scale�adaptive�
management�project.�
�
Figure�3:��Phosphorus�Load�Reduction�for�the�Yahara�Watershed�as�Impacted�by�Adjusting�
Baseline�Assumptions�for�Point�Sources�Only�

�
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Once�the�phosphorus�reduction�requirements�are�fully�understood,�the�District�will�need�to�
assess�whether�sufficient�capacity�exists�in�the�Yahara�Watershed�to�achieve�the�phosphorus�
reductions�required�under�a�full�scale�adaptive�management�project.��An�adaptive�management�
project�cannot�move�forward�if�sufficient�phosphorus�reduction�capacity�in�the�watershed�
cannot�be�demonstrated�using�realistic�assumptions.��Capacity�considerations�are�identified�in�
Attachment�5.�
�

E. Building�a�Framework�to�Support�Transition�to�a�Full�Scale�Adaptive�
Management�Project�

The�adaptive�management�pilot�project�area�is�well�defined�and�efforts�need�to�be�primarily�
focused�in�and�around�this�area.��However,�the�pilot�project�also�needs�to�“plan�for�success”�by�
building�support�for�adaptive�management�throughout�the�watershed�and�putting�a�system�in�
place�that�facilitates�transition�to�a�full�scale�adaptive�management�project.��Examples�include:�
�

1. Building�a�water�quality�monitoring�program�for�the�entire�Yahara�Watershed:�
A�robust�water�quality�monitoring�program�will�be�needed�to�support�a�full�scale�
adaptive�management�program.��District�staff�has�developed�a�draft�water�quality�
monitoring�approach�based�on�input�from�WDNR,�USGS�and�Dane�County�(see�
Attachment�6).��Revisions�are�likely�as�additional�information�is�gained�during�the�pilot�
project.��For�example,�we�are�currently�working�with�a�number�of�partners�to�develop�a�
map�showing�active�water�quality�monitoring�locations�in�the�Yahara�Watershed.��This�
map�will�help�identify�monitoring�gaps�(if�any)�and�determine�whether�additional�water�
quality�monitoring�locations�are�needed.��Based�on�a�preliminary�evaluation�of�
monitoring�locations,�we�have�engaged�in�discussions�with�USGS�about�potentially�
adding�water�quality�monitoring�capabilities�on�the�Yahara�River�at�the�Fulton�gaging�
station.��We�have�also�discussed�the�possibility�of�siting�a�new�gaging�station�on�Nine�
Springs�Creek�near�Moorland�Road.�
�
Yahara�WINS�needs�to�look�for�cost�effective�opportunities�to�expand�water�monitoring�
capacity�in�the�watershed.��One�approach�is�to�support�volunteer�citizen�monitoring�
programs.��In�2013,�Yahara�WINS�provided�funding�for�a�volunteer�citizen�monitoring�
program�in�the�pilot�project�area�that�was�coordinated�by�the�Rock�River�Coalition.��
Yahara�WINS�is�providing�additional�funding�in�2014�to�support�the�expansion�of�this�
effort�to�areas�outside�the�defined�pilot�project�area.��In�addition�to�generating�water�
quality�monitoring�data,�the�citizen�monitoring�program�will�help�with�community�
engagement.�
�
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2. Building�relationships�with�farm�producers�throughout�the�entire�Yahara�Watershed:��
Agricultural�entrerprises�vary�throughout�the�watershed.��There�is�a�high�density�of�dairy�
operations�in�the�upper�part�of�the�watershed.��The�lower�part�of�the�watershed�has�a�
higher�density�of�cash�crop�operations.��Producers�in�the�upper�part�of�the�watershed�
have�organized�under�the�banner�of�the�Yahara�Pride�Farm�Group,�which�has�worked�
closely�with�the�Yahara�WINS�pilot�project.��Yahara�WINS�needs�to�develop�a�similar�
relationship�with�producers�throughout�the�watershed�to�help�successfully�implement�a�
full�scale�project.��One�of�the�2014�goals�for�Yahara�Pride�is�to�expand�to�other�parts�of�
the�watershed.��Yahara�WINS�recognizes�the�need�to�play�a�supporting�role,�which�
includes�funding�phosphorus�reduction�practices�outside�of�the�pilot�project�area�to�
generate�producer�support.���
�
In�addition,�for�adaptive�management�to�succeed,�an�entity�(or�entities)�will�need�to�be�
identified�that�will�function�in�a�broker�role�for�the�adaptive�management�project.��
Among�other�responsibilities,�the�broker(s)�will�be�charged�with�engaging�agricultural�
producers.��The�pilot�project�is�evaluating�the�ability�of�the�Dane�County�Land�and�Water�
Resources�Department�to�effectively�serve�in�the�role�of�a�broker.��2014�will�be�a�critical�
year�in�this�regard.��It�is�possible,�and�in�fact�likely,�that�a�full�scale�adaptive�
management�project�will�require�multiple�brokers�to�engage�agricultural�producers.��The�
District�has�a�long�history�of�engaging�farmers�in�the�Yahara�Watershed�through�its�
Metrogro�Program,�and�could�play�a�brokering�role.��This�would�likely�require�adding�
staff,�which�could�be�supported�using�funds�provided�by�Yahara�WINS�participants.��This�
option�needs�to�be�further�explored,�as�do�other�options,�including�working�with�
agricultural�coͲops.�

�

F. Funding�of�a�Full�Scale�Adaptive�Management�Project�
In�the�pilot�project,�costs�are�allocated�to�point�sources,�nonpoint�and�MS4s,�proportional�to�
the�phosphorus�reduction�required�to�meet�their�respective�TMDL�allocations.��For�example,�if�
an�MS4�is�responsible�for�10%�of�the�total�phosphorus�reduction�in�the�Yahara�Watershed,�that�
MS4�is�assigned�10%�of�the�pilot�project�cost.��This�same�allocation�method�was�used�to�assign�
projected�costs�under�a�full�scale�adaptive�management�project.��This�allocation�method�
appears�to�generally�be�viewed�as�fair��by�municipal�partners,�who�also�realize�that�their�
contributions�to�an�adaptive�project�will�fund�phosphorus�reduction�practices�outside�of�their�
municipal�boundaries,�including�nonpoint�reduction�practices.�
�
It�seems�reasonable�at�this�time�that�the�above�cost�allocation�approach�would�continue�to�be�
used�in�a�full�scale�project,�although�it�is�possible�that�other�allocation�methods�may�surface�
that�could�meet�a�“fair�and�equitable”�test.��One�of�the�challenges�associated�with�the�above�
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approach�or�any�approach�that�allocates�cost�to�nonpoint�is�identifying�how�the�nonpoint�share�
will�be�funded.��If�unadjusted�baseline�information�from�the�TMDL�is�used,�the�nonpoint�share�
would�be��approximately�50%�of�the�full�scale�program�cost.��Once�adjustments�to�the�baseline�
are�made,�it�is�possible�that�nonpoint�share�may�be�much�larger,�which�amplifies�the�above�
mentioned�challenge.�
�
The�nonpoint�share�in�the�pilot�project�is�fully�funded�from�multiple�sources�(e.g.�USDA,�Dane�
County).��The�Yahara�Pride�Farm�Group�has�been�successful�in�obtaining�vendor�support�for�
phosphorus�reduction�demonstration�projects.��Multiple�funding�sources�will�also�be�needed�in�
a�full�scale�project�to�address�the�nonpoint�share.��Examples�could�include:�
�

x Contributions�from�individual�producers�under�cost�sharing�agreements�
x Federal�programs�such�as�the�Environmental�Quality�Incentives�Program�(EQIP)��

program�administered�through�USDA�
x State�programs�such�as�the�targeted�runoff�management�program�
x Dane�County�
x Conservation�and�similar�groups�(e.g.�Sand�County�Foundation,�Natural�Heritage�Land�

Trust)�
x Private�sector�or�corporate�funding�
�

To�move�forward�with�a�full�scale�project,�there�needs�to�be�a�reasonable�expectation�that�
funds�can�be�secured�to�cover�the�nonpoint�share.��Roles�and�responsibilities�for�identifying�and�
securing�these�funds�need�to�be�detemined.��Creative�funding�approaches�need�to�be�explored,�
including�tapping�into�funds�that�support�projects�where�phosphorus�control�may�not�be�the�
primary�objective,�but�is�none�the�less�accomplished.��Since�many�funding�sources�will�be�“soft”�
sources,�which�are�generally�short�term�in�duration�(e.g.�there�is�a�four�year�agreement�with�
USDA�for�funds�associated�with�the�pilot�project�grant),�there�will�likely�be�some�uncertainty�
with�regard�to�how�the�nonpoint�share�will�be�funded�in�the�out�years�of�the�full�scale�project.��
Careful�thought�needs�to�be�given�regarding�steps�to�be�taken�if�this�occurs.�
�

G. Communication�and�Messaging�
A�draft�communications�strategy�was�developed�in�2012�to�help�guide�communication�efforts�
related�to�adaptive�management�(Attachment�7).��Significant�communications�related�to�
adaptive�management�have�occurred,�primarily�focused�on�information�sharing�with�adaptive�
management�partners,�and�engagement�with�DNR�and�EPA�on�regulatory�related�issues.���

Information�sharing�activities�have�been�generally�successful�and�have�relied�on�a�variety�of�
approaches.��These�include�use�of�newsletters,�semiannual�and�annual�reports,�quarterly�
Yahara�WINS�meetings,�presentations�at�meetings�sponsored�by�partnering�organizations,�
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maintenance�of�a�Yahara�WINS�website,�and�other�similar�activities.��While�most�of�the�
emphasis�has�been�on�reaching�out�to�adaptive�management�partners,�efforts�have�been�made�
to�share�information�with�broader�audiences�at�the�state,�regional�and�national�levels�who�have�
an�interest�in�gaining�insights�on�this�new�compliance�strategy.���
�
Communications�with�regulatory�agencies�(DNR�and�EPA)�have�also�been�successful.��For�
example,�work�with�DNR�and�EPA�led�to�the�creation�of�a�new�category�for�the�303(d)�list�of�
impaired�waters,�for�waterbodies�that�are�part�of�an�adaptive�management�pilot,�a�full�scale�
adaptive�management�project,�a�water�quality�trading�project�or�a�larger�watershed�
effort.��Badfish�Creek�was�placed�in�this�category,�which�reduces�the�short�term�risk�of�making�
both�an�adaptive�management�investment�and�a�brick�and�mortar�investment�to�address�
phosphorus.�
�
One�challenge�related�to�communication�is�that�there�are�numerous�programs�underway�in�the�
watershed�that�have�similar�or�complimentary�goals�(e.g.�Yahara�WINS�pilot�project,�Yahara�
CLEAN�implementation,�Yahara�Pride�initiatives,�Clean�Lakes�Alliance�initiatives,�Mississippi�
River�Basin�Initiative/EQIP�Program,�and�initiatives�undertaken�by�the�Dane�County�Land�and�
Water�Resources�Department).��In�addition,�there�are�multiple�messengers�and�many�
messengers�wear�multiple�hats.��This�may�lead�to�confusion,�resulting�in�potential�delays�with�
practice�implementation.�Effective�communication�will�also�be�important�as�the�District�
engages�with�DNR�and�EPA�to�identify�a�longͲterm�regulatory�option�to�address�Badfish�Creek�
and�Badger�Mill�Creek,�and�develops�a�Memorandum�of�Understanding�on�how�TMDL�related�
issues�will�be�addressed�under�a�full�scale�adaptive�management�project.�
A�2014�focus�will�be�on�implementing�a�strategic,�coordinated�approach�to�communications,�
with�wellͲdefined�objectives�tailored�to�specific�audiences,�including�nonͲpoint�partners�and�
regulators.���

�
Summary�
The�District,�along�with�multiple�partners,�is�testing�the�adaptive�management�concept�through�
the�Yahara�WINS�pilot�project.��This�paper�identifies�and�provides�supporting�information�on�
several�important�factors�that�need�to�be�considered�when�evaluating�a�potential�transition�to�a�
full�scale�adaptive�management�project.��It�is�intended�to�facilitate�discussion�between�the�
Commission�and�District�staff.��Additional�considerations�for�discussion�with�the�Commission�
will�likely�emerge�as�the�adaptive�management�pilot�project�progresses.��The�current�adaptive�
management�timeline�will�allow�sufficient�time�to�complete�the�pilot�project,�assemble�and�
evaluate�relevant�information,�and�hold�discussions�needed�to�support�making�an�informed�
decision�regarding�transition�to�a�full�scale�adaptive�management�project.��
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�

Supporting�Attachments�
�
Attachment�1:��Technical�Eligibility�Requirements�for�an�Adaptive�
Management�Project�
�
There�are�three�technical�requirements�that�must�be�met�in�order�to�move�forward�with�a�full�
scale�adaptive�management�project.��These�technical�eligibility�requirements�are�found�in�NR�
217.18(2)�and�are�summarized�as�follows:�

1. The�receiving�water�is�exceeding�applicable�phosphorus�criteria�and�the�exceedance�is�
caused�by�phosphorus�contributions�from�both�point�and�nonpoint�sources.�

2. The�combined�contributions�from�nonpoint�and�municipal�separate�storm�sewer�
systems�(MS4s)�to�the�receiving�water�is�at�least�50�percent�of�the�total�phosphorus�
load,�or�it�can�be�demonstrated�that�applicable�phosphorus�water�quality�criteria�cannot�
be�met�in�the�watershed�without�the�control�of�phosphorus�from�nonpoint�sources.�

3. Filtration�or�an�equivalent�treatment�technology�for�the�point�source�is�required�to�meet�
the�proposed/new�phosphorus�limit.�
�

All�three�technical�eligibility�requirements�would�be�met�in�a�full�scale�adaptive�management�
project�envisioned�by�the�District.��The�action�area�for�the�project�would�consist�of�the�entire�
Yahara�Watershed.��The�Rock�River�TMDL�identifies�several�stream�segments�in�the�Yahara�
Watershed�that�exceed�the�applicable�phosphorus�criteria�and�are�considered�impaired�by�
phosphorus.��Although�Badfish�Creek�was�not�identified�as�impaired�by�phosphorus�in�the�
TMDL,�it�was�recently�added�to�the�list�of�impaired�waters�because�it�exceeds�the�applicable�
phosphorus�criterion.�
�
The�Rock�River�TMDL�identifies�all�phosphorus�sources�within�the�Yahara�Watershed,�with�
agriculture�being�identified�in�the�aggregate.��Under�baseline�conditions�assumed�in�the�TMDL,�
nonpoint�sources�combined�(agriculture,�MS4s,�nonͲpermitted�urban�and�background)�
contribute�53%�of�the�phosphorus�load�in�the�Yahara�Watershed,�with�point�sources�
contributing�48%�(Figure�1).��However,�the�TMDL�baseline�assumptions�overestimate�the�
percentage�contributions�from�point�sources�because�it�is�assumed�that�point�sources�are�at�
design�flows�and�an�effluent�concentration�of�1�mg/l.��For�example,�the�baseline�phosphorus�
load�attributed�to�the�District�in�the�TMDL�is�approximately�152,000�lbs.�per�year�under�a�design�
flow�of�50�mgd,�with�the�assumption�that�the�entire�design�flow�is�discharged�to�Badfish�Creek.��
Actual�loads�using�the�most�recent�four�year�average�in�the�WDNR�database�shows�that�the�
District�has�an�average�annual�discharge�to�Badfish�Creek�of�38.5�mgd,�at�an�effluent�
concentration�of�0.27�mg/l,�resulting�in�a�phosphorus�load�of�approximately�33,000�lbs.�per�
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year.��If�baseline�loads�are�adjusted�for�point�sources�using�actual�flow�and�effluent�
concentrations,�nonpoint�sources�combined�contribute�81%�of�the�phosphorus�load�in�the�
Yahara�Watershed,�with�point�sources�contributing�19%�(see�Figure�2).�
�
In�addition,�as�part�of�the�Rock�River�Basin�TMDL,�the�WDNR�evaluated�whether�applicable�
water�quality�criteria�for�phosphorus�could�be�met�under�scenarios�where�point�discharges�or�
nonpoint�discharges�were�set�to�zero.��The�analysis�showed�that�neither�control�scenario�alone�
would�result�in�the�criteria�being�met.��Thus,�the�above�information�demonstrates�that�the�first�
two�technical�eligibility�criteria�for�an�adaptive�management�project�in�the�Yahara�Watershed�
would�be�met.�
�
The�third�technical�eligibility�criterion�requires�a�demonstration�that�the�District�would�need�
filtration�or�an�equivalent�treatment�technology�to�meet�the�proposed/new�phosphorus�limit.��
In�May,�2011,�the�District�engaged�the�engineering�consulting�firm�of�CH2MHill�to�evaluate�
treatment�technologies�and�the�associated�life�cycle�cost�for�nine�scenarios�with�respect�to�
phosphorus�and�nitrogen�effluent�limits.��These�scenarios�included�potential�phosphorus�
effluent�limits�alone�and�in�combination�with�nitrogen�limits.��All�nine�scenarios�are�shown�in�
Table�1.��Scenario�2�was�based�on�meeting�a�TMDL�limit�derived�from�a�back�calculation�from�
the�most�limiting�monthly�phosphorus�load�allocation�for�the�District�in�the�Rock�River�TMDL.��
Scenario�3�was�based�on�meeting�an�effluent�concentration�of�0.075�mg/l,�which�is�the�current�
applicable�phosphorus�water�quality�criterion�for�Badfish�Creek.���The�CH2MHill�report�
determined�that�filtration�technology�would�be�required�to�meet�any�of�the�three�phosphorus�
limits�considered�in�the�evaluation,�which�meets�the�third�technical�eligibility�requirement�for�
adaptive�management.�
�
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Figure�1:��Baseline�P�Loads�in�Yahara�Watershed�by�Source�Category�

�

�
�
�
Figure�2:��Baseline�P�Loads�in�Yahara�Watershed�by�Source�Category��
with�Adjustment�to�Point�Source�Baseline�

� �
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Attachment�2:��Adaptive�Management�Interim�Phosphorus�Limits�Evaluation��
�
Adaptive�Management�would�require�that�the�District�meet�the�phosphorus�effluent�limits�
identified�in�Table�1�below.��Assuming�that�the�adaptive�management�time�clock�starts�with�the�
reissuance�of�the�District’s�discharge�permit�in�2020,�effluent�P�levels�(six�month�average)�
cannot�exceed�0.6�mg/l�during�the�first�permit�term�(2020Ͳ2024)�or�0.5�mg/l�during�the�second�
permit�term�(2025Ͳ2029).��The�averaging�periods�used�by�WDNR�are�broken�down�by�growing�
season�(MayͲOct)�and�the�nonͲgrowing�season�(NovͲApr).��The�growing�season�refers�to�the�
time�when�conditions�generally�support�the�growth�of�algae�and�other�inͲstream�vegetation.��In�
addition,�a�monthly�average�of�1.0�mg/l�cannot�be�exceeded.�
�
Table�1:��Adaptive�Management�Interim�Permit�Limits�for�Phosphorus�

�
�
District�effluent�data�for�the�past�six�years�is�shown�in�Table�2.��The�maximum�six�month�
average�phosphorus�concentration�during�this�time�period�was�0.36�mg/l,�and�the�maximum�
monthly�average�phosphorus�concentration�during�this�time�period�was�0.55�mg/l.��Looking�
back�at�the�entire�15�years�of�record�since�the�District�implemented�the�biological�phosphorus�
removal�process�shows�that�the�0.6�mg/l�limit�(six�month�average)�was�never�exceeded�and�the�
0.5�mg/l�limit�(six�month�average)�slightly�exceed�on�two�occasions�(0.51�mg/l�in�MayͲOct�of�
2000�and�0.53�mg/l�in�MayͲOct�of�2004).��The�1.0�mg/l�monthly�average�has�never�been�
exceeded�since�the�District�implemented�biological�phosphorus�removal.��The�highest�monthly�
average�phosphorus�concentration�during�this�time�period�was�0.75�mg/l.�
�
While�past�operational�history�is�informative,�the�addition�of�acid�digestion�and�the�Ostara�
process�introduces�a�new�variable�that�must�be�considered.��Biological�phosphorus�removal�is�
impacted�by�the�biological�oxygen�demand�(BOD)�to�phosphorus�ratio.��If�the�Ostara�process�is�
shut�down,�this�ratio�could�be�impacted,�which�may�result�in�an�increase�in�the�effluent�
phosphorus�concentration.��The�greatest�risk�is�a�potential�exceedance�of�the�1.0�mg/l�monthly�
limit.��Risk�can�be�reduced�by�through�a�robust�maintenance�program,�which�includes�

���1st�(2020)������������2nd (2025)�����������������3rd (2030)
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maintaining�an�inventory�of�critical�parts�that�have�a�long�lead�time.��The�District�will�need�
experience�with�the�Ostara�system�to�define�those�components�that�may�be�prone�to�failure.�
�
Table�2:��MMSD�Historical�Average�Effluent�Phosphorus�Concentrations�

�
� �
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Attachment�3:��Badger�Mill�Creek�Options�Evaluation�
�
Background:��Badger�Mill�Creek�Options�Evaluation:�
Badger�Mill�Creek�is�an�effluent�dominated�stream�downstream�of�MMSD’s�aerator�(Map�1).�
The�applicable�phosphorus�water�quality�criterion�for�Badger�Mill�Creek�is�0.075�mg/l.�The�Nine�
Springs�Wastewater�Treatment�Plant�produces�a�high�quality�effluent�with�respect�to�
phosphorus�(Table�1)�but�the�effluent�phosphorus�concentration�exceeds�the�0.075�mg/l�
phosphorus�criterion.�Badger�Mill�Creek�does�not�meet�the�applicable�water�quality�criterion�
upstream�of�MMSD’s�aerator�and�the�Sugar�River�does�not�appear�to�meet�the�applicable�water�
quality�criterion�downstream�of�the�confluence�with�Badger�Mill�Creek�(Exhibit�1).��
It�is�expected�that�when�the�District’s�WPDES�discharge�permit�is�reissued�in�2015,�it�will�
contain�a�waterͲquality�based�effluent�limit�(WQBEL)�for�Badger�Mill�Creek�that�is�at�or�close�to�
0.075�mg/l.��The�permit�will�also�contain�a�compliance�schedule�for�addressing�phosphorus.��
The�maximum�length�of�a�compliance�schedule�under�NR�217.17�is�seven�years,�unless�filtration�
is�required,�in�which�case�the�compliance�schedule�could�be�up�to�nine�years.�
�
There�are�six�basic�compliance�options�as�well�as�logical�combinations�of�approaches�for�
addressing�phosphorus�discharges�to�Badger�Mill�Creek:�
�
Option�1:�Diversion�of�Flow�to�Badfish�Creek:�
The�District�currently�returns�3.6�mgd�of�effluent�to�Badger�Mill�Creek,�which�offsets�the�
majority�of�wastewater�that�is�pumped�out�of�the�Sugar�River�Basin�to�the�Nine�Springs�Plant�
for�treatment.�The�District�could�completely�eliminate�or�significantly�reduce�the�effluent�
volume�that�is�returned�to�the�Sugar�River�Basin�through�a�discharge�to�Badger�Mill�Creek.��A�
builtͲin�assumption�with�this�option�is�that�sufficient�capacity�exists�for�whatever�option�is�used�
to�address�Badfish�Creek.��For�example,�if�all�of�the�Badger�Mill�Creek�flow�was�diverted�to�
Badfish�Creek,�approximately��2,500�lbs.�of�phosphorus�per�year�would�also�be�diverted�(Table�
2).��It�is�unclear�at�this�time�whether�sufficient�capacity�exists�in�the�Yahara�Watershed�to�offset�
this�additional�load�if�either�adaptive�management�or�trading�is�selected�as�the�long�term�
compliance�strategy�for�the�Yahara.��However,�this�would�likely�be�“noise”�in�the�system�(e.g.��a��
small�addition�to�the�overall�load�reduction).�
�
The�District’s�annexation�of�the�old�Verona�Wastewater�Treatment�Plant�was�conditioned�on�
returning�effluent�to�the�Sugar�River�Basin�to�offset�the�reductions�to�base�flow�resulting�from�
groundwater�pumping�and�diversion�of�wastewater�from�the�basin�to�the�Nine�Springs�
Wastewater�Treatment�Plant�for�treatment.��Diversion�of�all�effluent�flow�would�likely�have�a�
deleterious�effect�on�the�fishery�in�Badger�Mill�Creek.��However,�partial�diversion�of�flow�may�
still�allow�for�a�viable�fishery�and�may�increase�the�likelihood�that�the�District�could�use�water�
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quality�trading�or�adaptive�management�as�the�long�term�compliance�strategy�for�Badger�Mill�
Creek.��It�should�be�noted�that�the�District�already�reduces�flow�to�Badger�Mill�Creek�during�the�
winter�in�response�to�mass�limitations�for�chloride�in�the�Districts�WPDES�permit.�
�
Option�2:�Water�Quality�Trading�
The�excess�phosphorus�load�to�Badger�Mill�Creek�could�potentially�be�offset�through�a�water�
quality�trading�program.�The�Wisconsin�Department�of�Natural�Resources�has�developed�
guidance�for�implementing�a�water�quality�trading�program.��That�guidance�includes�the�
application�of�a�trade�ratio�to�account�for�a�variety�of�uncertainties�associated�with�trading.��
The�trade�ratio�is�a�multiplier�that�is�applied�to�initial�phosphorus�load�reduction�(in�our�case,�
2,500�lbs.�per�year)�to�come�up�with�a�total�phosphorus�load�that�must�be�addressed.��Using�the�
WDNR�guidance�document,�we�have�estimated�that�a�minimum�trade�ratio�in�the�range�of�2.5�
to�3.0�is�likely,�with�a�higher�trade�ratio�possible.�Assuming�that�no�flow�is�diverted�to�Badfish�
Creek,�the�amount�of�phosphorus�that�would�have�to�be�offset�through�trades�would�be�in�the�
range�of�6,250Ͳ7,500�lbs/yr.��If�the�effluent�flow�discharged�to�Badger�Mill�Creek�was�reduced�
by�50%,�the�phosphorus�loads�would�also�be�reduced�by�50%�(3,125Ͳ3,750�lbs/yr).��The�pounds�
of�phosphorus�addressed�through�trading�could�also�be�reduced�(or�perhaps�eliminated�
entirely)�if�a�site�specific�criterion�for�phosphorus�is�developed�that�is�higher�than�the�current�
applicable�criterion�of�0.075�mg/l.�
�
A�concern�related�to�water�quality�trading�is�whether�there�is�sufficient�capacity�to�accomplish�
the�necessary�phosphorus�offsets.��This�is�particularly�a�concern�if�trading�is�limited�to�the�
Badger�Mill�Creek�Watershed�and�there�is�no�diversion�of�flow�from�Badger�Mill�Creek�to�
Badfish�Creek.��For�example,�there�are�only�6,300�acres�(Table�2)�of�agricultural�land�upstream�
of�the�confluence�of�Badger�Mill�Creek�and�the�Sugar�River.�A�significant�number�of�acres�would�
need�to�be�placed�under�improved�practices�in�order�to�accomplish�the�needed�phosphorus�
reduction.��Urban�practices�could�also�be�funded�under�a�trading�program,�opening�up�much�
larger�acreage,�but�urban�phosphorus�reduction�practices�are�generally�expensive�and�not�very�
effective�at�addressing�phosphorus.��As�indicated�earlier,�the�viability�of�water�quality�trading�
increases�as�the�pounds�of�phosphorus�that�need�to�be�addressed�decreases�as�a�result�of�flow�
diversion,�development�of�site�specific�criterion,�or�a�combination�of�these�two�factors.��
�
Option�3:�Site�Specific�Phosphorus�Criterion�for�Badger�Mill�Creek�
NR�102.06�(7)�allows�for�the�development�of�site�specific�criteria�for�phosphorus�where�siteͲ
specific�data�and�analysis�using�scientifically�defensible�methods�and�sound�scientific�rationale�
demonstrate�a�different�criterion�is�protective�of�the�designated�use�of�the�specific�surface�
water�segment�or�water�body.��WDNR�is�currently�codifying�the�siteͲspecific�criteria�
development�process,�which�will�include�codifying�the�specific�factors�to�be�considered�when�
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developing�site�specific�criteria.��WDNR�intends�to�form�an�advisory�committee�in�early�2014�to�
assist�with�this�process,�which�is�generally�quite�lengthy�and�may�not�be�completed�until�2016.��
The�District�has�asked�to�be�represented�on�the�advisory�committee.�
�
Preliminary�discussions�with�WDNR�indicates�that�existing�stream�biology�will�be�a�factor�in�
determining�whether�a�receiving�water�is�eligible�for�development�of�site�specific�criteria.��We�
are�hopeful�that�Badger�Mill�Creek�will�be�eligible�for�development�of�a�site�specific�criteria�for�
phosphorus�based�on�a�recent�review�of�stream�biology�(macro�invertebrate�and�fish�survey�
information)�and�water�quality�data�(e.g.�dissolved�oxygen�information).��It�is�not�known�at�this�
time�what�the�actual�criterion�would�be,�but�it�would�not�be�unreasonable�to�expect�that�it�
would�approach�or�even�be�equal�to�current�effluent�quality.�
�
Option�4:�Variance�to�Current�Water�Quality�Criterion�
Wisconsin�DNR�states�that�facilityͲspecific�variances�to�water�quality�standards,�referred�to�as�
variances,�must�be�approved�by�both�WDNR�and�USEPA.�Variances�may�be�given�on�a�facilityͲ
specific�basis�for�the�length�of�a�Wisconsin�Pollutant�Discharge�Elimination�System�(WPDES)�
permit�term.��A�variance�may�allow�extra�time�for�a�facility�to�come�into�compliance�with�a�
water�quality�standard.��One�or�more�of�six�factors�listed�in�s.�283.15(4),�Wis.�Stats.�must�apply�
in�order�for�a�variance�to�be�granted.��Three�of�these�factors�may�be�relevant�to�Badger�Mill�
Creek:��

x Natural,�ephemeral,�intermittent�or�low�flow�conditions�or�water�levels�prevent�the�
attainment�of�the�standard,�unless�these�conditions�may�be�compensated�for�by�the�
discharge�of�sufficient�volume�of�effluent�discharges�without�violating�water�
conservation�requirements;�

x Physical�conditions�related�to�the�natural�features�of�the�water�body,�such�as�the�lack�of�
proper�substrate,�cover,�flow,�depth,�pools,�riffles,�and�the�like,�unrelated�to�water�
quality,�preclude�attainment�of�aquatic�life�protection�uses;�or�

x The�standard,�as�applied�to�the�permittee,�will�cause�substantial�and�widespread�
adverse�social�and�economic�impacts�in�the�area�where�the�permittee�is�located.�

�
The�majority�of�variances�in�Wisconsin�have�been�based�on�the�last�factor.��It�should�be�noted�
that�a�variance�requires�working�toward�water�quality�criteria�and�requires�reissuance�each�
permit�term.�
�
Under�NR�104,�Wisconsin�DNR�lists�certain�water�bodies�with�a�Limited�Aquatic�Life�(LAL)�or�
Limited�Forage�Fish�(LFF)�designation�as�variance�waters.�The�effluent�channel�for�Badfish�Creek�
(outfall�to�the�confluence�with�the�Oregon�Branch)�is�specifically�identified�as�a�variance�water�
in�Table�3�of�NR�104.��A�portion�of�Badger�Mill�Creek�(from�the�old�Verona�treatment�plant�
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location�to�Hwy�69)�is�listed�as�a�variance�water.��It�was�included�on�the�list�due�to�the�discharge�
of�effluent�from�old�Verona�wastewater�treatment�plant.��The�possibility�of�modifying�the�NR�
104�listing�may�impact�where�the�phosphorus�criteria�would�be�applied�and�warrants�further�
investigation.��Wisconsin�DNR�has�noted�their�intent�to�streamline�the�“Variance�Water”�listing�
process.��
�
Option�5:�Watershed�Adaptive�Management�
NR�217�allows�for�watershed�adaptive�management�as�another�compliance�option.�For�adaptive�
management�to�work�in�the�Badger�Mill�Creek�Watershed,�all�sources�of�phosphorus�will�need�
to�be�engaged.��Unlike�the�Yahara�Watershed,�there�is�no�Total�Maximum�Daily�Load�(TMDL)�for�
phosphorus�or�TSS�in�the�Badger�Mill�Creek/Sugar�River�Watersheds,�which�would�provide�a�
regulatory�incentive�to�bring�MS4s�(City�of�Verona,�City�of�Madison�and�Town�of�Middleton)��
and�agriculture�to�the�table�in�an�adaptive�management�project.��In�the�absence�of�a�TMDL,�the�
TSS�reduction�requirements�in�NR�151�(40%�TSS�control)�could�incentivize�MS4�participation�in�
an�adaptive�management�project,�as�there�is�a�relationship�between�TSS�control�and�
phosphorus�control.��However,�2011�Wisconsin�Act�32�prohibits�WDNR�from�enforcing�against�
the�40%�TSS�requirement�and�regardless,�all�three�MS4s�appear�to�currently�meet�or�exceed�
40%�TSS�control.�
�
The�success�of�an�adaptive�management�program�requires�meeting�inͲstream�water�quality�for�
phosphorus�as�evidenced�by�water�quality�monitoring.��Trading�requires�achieving�phosphorus�
offset�as�evidenced�by�modeling�and�would�be�an�easier�test�to�meet.���An�adaptive�
management�project�in�the�Badger�Mill�Creek�Watershed�would�not�be�impossible�to�
implement,�but�in�the�absence�of�a�regulatory�driver,�there�does�not�appear�to�be�sufficient�
incentive�for�other�partners�to�come�to�the�table�in�an�adaptive�management�project,�especially�
if�they�were�expected�to�bear�some�of�the�cost.��Given�the�above�factors,�it�is�not�currently�the�
recommended�approach�for�Badger�Mill�Creek�since�the�onus�of�meeting�inͲstream�numeric�
water�quality�criteria�would�fall�squarely�on�the�District,�as�the�only�permitted�point�source�with�
a�discharge�to�Badger�Mill�Creek.��Water�quality�trading�appears�to�be�a�more�viable�option�
than�Adaptive�Management�in�the�Badger�Mill�Creek��
�
Option�6:��Treatment�
The�cost�to�treat�MMSD’s�effluent�to�meet�phosphorus�water�quality�standards�was�estimated�
in�the�CH2MHill�report.��The�report�indicates�a�cost�range�from�$71Ͳ124�million�to�treat�MMSD’s�
entire�effluent,�depending�on�the�target�effluent�concentration.��The�Districts�50�Year�Master�
Planning�effort�evaluated�the�cost�of�treating�a�portion�of�the�District’s�effluent�to�a�higher�
level,�followed�by�blending�and�return�of�the�blended�effluent�to�the�Sugar�River�Basin.��That�
plan�also�evaluated�a�satellite�facility�in�the�Sugar�River�Basin�that�would�produce�a�higher�
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quality�effluent�with�respect�to�phosphorus�and�nitrogen.��Capital�costs�alone�appear�to�be�
prohibitive�for�both�scenarios.�
�
The�District�also�has�regulatory�requirements�related�to�chloride�and�mercury,�which�it�is�
attempting�to�address�through�implementation�of�pollution�prevention/source�reduction�
measures.��The�mercury�effort�is�mature�and�has�been�very�successful.��It�remains�to�be�seen�
whether�similar�success�can�be�achieved�with�chlorides.��In�2014,�the�District�will�engage�an�
engineering�consulting�firm�and�investigate�treatment�options�for�meeting�future�chloride�
limits.��Evaluated�options�will�include�treating�a�portion�of�effluent�to�a�higher�quality�and�then�
blending�with�the�remaining�effluent.��It�is�likely�that�any�treatment�option�that�removes�
chlorides�would�also�remove�other�parameters�such�as�phosphorus,�nitrogen,�mercury�and�
certain�pharmaceuticals.��Thus,�treatment�may�be�a�cost�effective�and�viable�long�term�option�if�
considered�in�the�context�of�reducing�multiple�pollutants.��The�treatment�option�will�be�
informed�by�the�2014�study,�the�success�of�pollution�prevention/source�reduction�efforts,�and�
potential�future�regulatory�requirements�for�other�parameters�(e.g.�nitrogen).��An�additional�
synergy�related�to�treatment�is�that�producing�a�high�quality�effluent�could�expand�future�
options�for�beneficially�reusing�effluent�(e.g.�groundwater�recharge,�cooling�tower).�
�
Recommendation�
The�current�recommendation�is�to�pursue�development�of�a�site�specific�criterion�for�
phosphorus.��Although�the�site�specific�criterion�development�process�will�not�likely�be�codified�
until�2016,�District�staff�believe�that�Badger�Mill�Creek�will�be�a�good�candidate�for�
development�of�a�site�specific�criterion,�based�on�a�review�of�stream�biology�(macro�
invertebrate�and�fish�surveys)�and�water�quality�data�(e.g.�dissolved�oxygen�levels).��It�is�not�
known�at�this�time�what�the�actual�criterion�would�be,�but�it�would�not�be�unreasonable�to�
expect�that�it�would�approach�or�even�be�equal�to�current�effluent�quality.��If�a�reduction�in�
phosphorus�loads�was�still�required,�the�difference�could�be�offset�by�water�quality�trading,�
reducing�the�volume�of�effluent�returned�to�Badger�Mill�Creek,�or�a�combination�of�these�two�
approaches.��This�strategy�will�allow�the�District�to�keep�future�options�open�as�other�potential�
drivers�evolve.��Drivers�could�include�factors�such�as�future�regulatory�requirements�for�
chlorides�or�other�parameters,�and�water�reuse�considerations.��
� �
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Table�1:�MMSD�Historic�Effluent�Quality*�

�

�

Table�2:��Badger�Mill�Creek�Watershed�acreages,�land�use�types�and�potential�offsets�required�for�
water�quality�trading�and�adaptive�management.��

Watershed�Description� Acres�

� � Offset�Req'd� Offset�Req'd� Average

Agriculture� Urban� Adaptive�Mgt� Trading� Trade�
(Acres)� (Acres)� (Pounds/year)� (Pounds/year) Ratio�

Badger�Mill�Creek�Ͳ�above�aerator�(1)� 8579 1676 6277 2466� 6125 2.5

Badger�Mill�Creek�Ͳ�where�it�meets�(2)�
Sugar�River�(includes�#1�above)�

21099 6315 13230 3396� 6125 2.5

Sugar�River�Ͳ�where�it�meets�Badger�(3)�
Mill�Creek�

29622 20639 4826 N/A� N/A N/A

Badger�Mill�Creek�and�Sugar�River�
where�they�meet�(sum�of�#2�and�#3)�

50721 26955 18056 75341� 7398+/Ͳ 3+

�

� �
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Attachment�4:��Phosphorus�Reductions�Needed�Under�a�Full�Scale�AM�Project�
�
At�first�glance,�determining�the�phosphorus�reduction�requirements�for�a�full�scale�adaptive�
management�project�seems�relatively�easy.��The�Rock�River�TMDL�identifies�both�an�annual�
baseline�load�and�an�annual�allocation�for�entities�with�discharges�to�the�Yahara�Watershed.��
The�difference�between�baseline�and�the�allocation,�summed�up�across�all�entities�(with�
agriculture�considered�in�the�aggregate)�equals�the�required�load�reduction.��Using�this�
approach,�the�required�phosphorus�load�reduction�for�the�Yahara�Watershed�is�263,000�lbs/yr.��
�
However,�the�TMDL�made�simplifying�assumptions�regarding�baseline�for�point�sources,�MS4s�
and�agricuture.��WDNR�agreed�that�the�baselines�can�be�adjusted�using�updated�and�more�
accurate�information.��This�includes�using�updated�modeling,�accounting�for�new�conservation�
and�management�practices�put�in�place,�and�using�actual�data�on�flow�and�effluent�phosphorus�
concentrations�for�point�sources.��Adjusting�the�baselines�will�change�the�phosphorus�reduction�
totals�for�the�Yahara�Watershed�and�the�relative�contribution�from�various�sources.��The�net�
impact�of�these�changes�can�not�be�determined�until�all�adjustments�are�made.��The�
adjustments�will�impact�adaptive�management�costs,�both�in�the�aggregate�and�for�each�
participant,�as�cost�allocations�for�participants�will�be�directly�proportional�to�the�relative�
phosphorus�reduction�that�they�are�responsible�for.�
�
For�point�sources�calculating�a�revised�baseline�is�a�simple�process.�The�TMDL�assumed�that�
wastewater�treatment�plants�were�operating�at�design�capacity�and�and�discharged�effluent�
with�a�concentration�of�1.0�mg/l.��Baseline�is�adjusted�by�using�current�flow�and�effluent�
phosphorus�concentrations.��When�this�adjustment�is�made�for�all�seven�point�sources�in�the�
Yahara�Watershed,�the�total�required�phosphorus�load�reduction�in�the�Yahara�Watershed�is�
reduced�to�approximately�140,000�lbs/yr�(263,000�lbs/yr�minus�123,000�lbs/yr�=�140,000�
lbs/yr).��For�illustrative�purposes,�the�impact�of�adjusting�the�baseline�for�points�sources�only�is�
shown�in�Figure�1.�
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Figure�1:��Phosphorus�Load�Reductions�Without�and�With�Adjustments�to�Point�Source�Baseline�

�
The�adjustments�to�MS4�baselines�are�more�difficult�to�make.��The�TMDL�assumed�that�all�MS4s�
were�at�40%�total�suspended�solids�(TSS)�control�and�used�a�relationship�between�TSS�and�
phosphorus�to�arrive�at�a�baseline.��However,�some�MS4s�are�currently�above�40%�TSS�control�
while�others�are�below�40%�TSS�control.��The�MS4�data�is�based�on�modeling�and�the�models�
will�need�to�be�rerun�reflecting�current�conditions.�Through�Yahara�WINS,�the�District�has�asked�
all�MS4s�to�conduct�updated�stormwater�modeling.��Greg�Fries�(City�of�Madison�Engineering�
Department)�is�developing�criteria�to�ensure�that�some�level�of�consistency�is�used�by�
muncipalities�when�updating�the�models,�and�WDNR�has�agreed�to�conduct�consistency�
reviews�of�these�modeling�efforts�based�on�the�developed�criteria.��Many�MS4�communities�are�
seeking�grant�funding�through�WDNR�to�conduct�updated�stormwater�modeling.��It�is�expected�
that�all�will�have�updated�modeling�results�by�the�time�the�pilot�project�ends�in�2015.�
�
Baseline�for�agriculture�in�the�TMDL�was�determined�by�making�minor�modifications�to�a�2000�
modeling�effort�for�the�Rock�River�Basin�conducted�by�two�consulting�firms�(Earth�Tech,�Inc.�
and�Strand�Associates,�Inc.,�2000).��In�the�MOU�for�the�adaptive�management�pilot�project,�
WDNR�agreed�that�the�phosphorus�baseline�for�nonpoint�sources�in�the�Yahara�Watershed�
could�be�updated�using�more�recent�modeling�that�was�conducted�as�part�of�the�Yahara�CLEAN�
projectͲa�collaborative�project�centered�on�establishing�clear�and�achievable�goals�for�cleaning�
the�Yahara�lakes.��In�addition,�WDNR�agreed�that�an�additional�adjustment�could�be�made�to�
account�for�new�agricultural�best�management�practices�not�considered�in�this�model.��Since�
the�Yahara�CLEAN�modeling�effort�did�not�cover�the�entire�watershed,�Yahara�WINS�provided�
funding�to�extend�the�model�to�the�entire�watershed�and�to�reconfigure�the�output�to�reflect�
stream�reaches�(sub�watersheds)�used�in�the�Rock�River�TMDL.��This�effort�is�being�conducted�
by�Montgomery�Associates:�Resource�Solutions,�LLC�and�is�expected�to�be�completed�in�

Total�Phosphorus�Load�Reduction�=�263,000�lbs/yr� Total�Phosphorus�Load�Reduction�=�140,000�lbs/yr�
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January,�2014.��The�Dane�County�Land�and�Water�Resources�Department�is�developing�the�
inventory�of�additional�agricultural�BMPs�and�this�effort�should�be�completed�in�2014.�
�
Once�these�initial�adjustments�are�completed,�a�second�round�of�potential�adjustments�may�be�
needed.��For�example,�the�SWAT�model�appears�to�underestimate�phosphorus�loads�associated�
with�spring�runoff�events,�and�an�adjustment�may�be�needed�to�account�for�this.��District�staff�is�
engaged�in�discussions�with�UWͲMadison,�Dane�County�and�others�to�determine�whether�and�
to�what�extent�additional�adjustments�are�needed.�
�
In�addition�to�the�above,�an�adjustment�will�need�to�be�made�to�reflect�reduced�concentration�
of�phosphorus�in�Metrogro�resulting�from�implementation�of�the�Ostara�process.�The�District�
typically�recycles�Metrogro�to�approximately�2,200�acres�of�farmland�located�in�the�Yahara�
Watershed.��The�adjustment�will�be�made�based�on�the�change�in�the�phosphorus�index�(PI)�for�
fields�receiving�Metrogro�applications.��Preliminary�estimates�indicate�that�this�adjustment�will�
be�in�the�range��of�1,000Ͳ2,000�lbs�per�year.��Since�the�District�is�making�the�Ostara�investment,�
this�reduction�will�need�to�be�credited�against�the�overall�reduction�required�by�the�District�as�
part�of�a�full�scale�adaptive�management�project.� �
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Attachment�5:�Capacity�Evaluation�
�
Once�the�phosphorus�reduction�requirements�are�more�fully�understood,�the�District�will�need�
to�assess�whether�sufficient�capacity�exists�in�the�Yahara�Watershed�to�achieve�the�phosphorus�
reductions�required�under�a�full�scale�adaptive�management�project.��This�evaluation�will�be�
critical,�but�cannot�be�fully�completed�until�completion�of�the�pilot�project.���
�
As�part�of�the�TMDL�process,�WDNR�evaluated�whether�the�TMDL�reduction�goals�could�be�met�
by�setting�the�agricultural�or�point�source�contributions�to�zero.��WDNR�concluded�that�
reduction�goals�could�only�be�met�through�a�combination�of�point�and�nonpoint�controls.��
However,�given�that�agricultural�phosphorus�control�practices�are�generally�less�expensive�than�
urban�control�practices�and�that�an�adaptive�management�goal�is�to�invest�in�the�least�cost�mix�
of�control�practices,�it�is�likely�that�a�capacity�evaluation�will�be�more�heavily�weighted�toward�
evaluating�agricultural�capacity.��
�
WDNR�has�agreed�on�methods�to�be�used�for�calculating�phosphorus�loss�from�different�types�
of�agricultural�land�uses�(see�Figure�1).��For�cropped�land,�use�of�the�phosphorus�index�(PI)�will�
be�used.��Based�on�the�TMDL,�there�are�approximately�214,000�acres�of�cropland�in�the�Yahara�
Watershed.��An�important�aspect�of�the�capacity�evaluation�will�be�to�accurately�assess�the�
current�phosphorus�index�(PI)�of�cropland.��This�information�is�currently�being�assembled�by�the�
Dane�County�Land�and�Water�Resources�Department.��In�general,�the�lower�the�average�
starting�PI,�the�more�difficult�it�will�be�to�obtain�reductions�from�cropland.��It�is�possible�that�a�
correction�factor�may�need�to�be�applied�to�the�PI�to�more�accurately�reflect�phosphorus�
delivery�to�TMDL�control�points.��It�should�be�noted�that�the�PI�is�not�the�appropriate�tool�for�
evaluating�runoff�from�winter�applied�runoff,�which�was�a�significant�source�of�phosphorus�
loading�to�Lake�Mendota�this�past�winter.��
�
Agricultural�capacity�will�need�to�consider�both�the�theoretical�reduction�potential�as�well�as�
the�willingness�of�agricultural�producers�to�put�conservation�practices�and�improved�manure�
management�practices�in�place.��The�Yahara�WINS�pilot�project�is�working�hard�to�build�
relationships�and�trust�with�the�Yahara�Pride�Farm�Group,�which�is�active�in�the�upper�part�of�
the�Yahara�Watershed.��With�financial�support�from�Yahara�WINS�and�others�in�2013,�farmers�
in�the�upper�part�of�the�watershed�used�improved�management�practices�on�over�3,400�acres�
of�farmland�as�part�of�a�demonstration�project.��Yahara�WINS�will�expand�its�efforts�in�this�
regard�during�2014,�and�will�also�look�to�fund�practices�in�other�parts�of�the�Yahara�Watershed�
to�begin�developing�support�for�adaptive�management�throughout�the�watershed.�
�
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A�factor�that�may�increase�the�willingness�of�producers�to�participate�in�voluntary�phosphorus�
reduction�practices�is�a�desire�to�avoid�future�regulations.��This�is�clearly�one�of�the�drivers�for�
the�Yahara�Pride�Farm�Groups�effort�to�develop�a�voluntary�farmer�certification�program;�work�
on�the�certification�program�is�onͲgoing.��Agricultural�capacity�can�also�be�driven�by�regulatory�
requirements,�which�would�likely�result�from�actions�taken�at�the�local�level�(e.g.�the�county).�
� �
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Figure�1�

�
�

Note:��SL�means�soil�loss;��PC�means�phosphorus�concentrations� �
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Attachment�6:�Draft�Water�Quality�Monitoring�Approach�for�Full�Scale�
Adaptive�Management�Program�
�
Monitoring�Plan�Overarching�Objectives�

x Demonstrate�compliance�with�adaptive�management�requirements.��
x Develop�the�necessary�database�to�support�delisting�decisions�for�those�stream�

segments�located�in�the�Yahara�Watershed�that�are�identified�as�impaired�per�the�Rock�
River�TMDL�(see�Figure�1).�

x Targeted�monitoring�to�demonstrate�progress�and�effectiveness�of�BMPs.�
�
Geographic�Scope�

x Yahara�Watershed,�which�includes�stream�reaches�62Ͳ69�(see�Figure�1)�
�
Applicable�Regulations�and�Regulatory�Drivers�

x NR�102:� � Numeric�water�quality�criterion�for�phosphorus�
x NR�217:� � Effluent�Limitations�
x NR�151:� � Performance�standards�–ag�(PI)�and�urban�storm�water�(TSS)�
x Rock�River�TMDL:� TP�and�TSSͲapproved�by�EPA�in�2010�

�
Guidance�Considered�

x WisCALMͲ2014�Update�
x Adaptive�Management�Technical�HandbookͲJanuary,�2013�
x Guidance�for�Implementing�Water�Quality�Trading�in�WPDES�PermitsͲMarch�2013�Draft�
x Guidance�for�Implementing�Wisconsin’s�Phosphorus�Water�Quality�Standards�for�Point�

Source�DischargesͲJanuary,�2012�
�
Monitoring�Parameters�

x Water�chemistry�
o CLFYLͲA,�NH3ͲN,�NO3+NO2,�TKN,�OPͲDRA,�TP,�TSS�

x Biology�(noteͲnot�required�for�adaptive�management�but�will�be�important�for�the�
TMDL).�

o Macro�invertebrate�
o Fish��

�
Monitoring�Frequency�

x Water�chemistryͲmonthly�for�the�first�two�years�to�establish�baseline�conditions.��Switch�
to�monthly�sampling�during�growing�season�(MayͲOct)�beginning�in�year�3�

x Macro�invertebrateͲeach�location�sampled�every�2�years�in�the�fall�
x FishͲeach�location�sampled�every�4�years�with�timing�determined�by�WDNR�biologists��
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x Additional�targeted�monitoring�in�areas�where�habitat�work�may�be�done�and/or�to�
gauge�the�effectiveness�of�phosphorus�reduction�practicesͲthe�frequency�will�be�
determined�on�a�caseͲbyͲcase�basis�and�reflect�input�from�WDNR,�USGS�and�others�

�
Monitoring�Locations�

x Per�Adaptive�Management�Technical�Handbook,�inͲstream�TP�concentrations�will�be�
monitored�at�the�bottom�of�each�stream�reach�in�the�Yahara�Watershed�

x Stream�flow�data�will�be�collected�at�select�locations�within�stream�reaches�that�
currently�have�operating�USGS�gaging�stations.��Consideration�will�be�given�to�
establishing�new�gaging�stations�where�necessary�or�making�flow�measurement�using�
hand�held�flow�meters�(e.g.�Nine�Springs�Creek)�

x Biological�monitoring�locations�will�be�determined�by�WDNR�biologists�
x Additional�focused/targeted�monitoring�locations�will�be�identified�as�work�in�adaptive�

management�proceeds�to�help�determine�the�effectiveness�of�management�activities,�
quantify�interim�water�quality�improvements,�and�improve�the�accuracy�of�watershed�
modeling.��These�locations�may�include�locations�up�and�down�stream�of�management�
areas,�edge�of�field�monitoring,�etc.�

�
Responsible�Parties�
x Monitoring�responsibilities�will�likely�be�shared�between�a�number�of�groups�including�

MMSD,�USGS,�WDNR,�the�Rock�River�Coalition�(through�a�citizen�monitoring�program),�and�
others.��Coordination�will�be�required,�with�MMSD/Yahara�WINS�likely�serving�as�the�
coordinator.�

�
Brief�Discussion�
The�Adaptive�Management�Technical�Handbook�and�WisCALM�guidance�indicate�that�the�
minimum�sampling�frequency�to�demonstrate�compliance�with�numeric�water�quality�criterion�
is�monthly�sampling�during�the�growing�season�(MayͲOctober).��Discussions�with�USGS�and�
WDNR�staff�highlighted�the�importance�of�analyzing�at�a�greater�frequency�initially�to�gain�
better�insight�on�the�temporal�variability,�particularly�during�the�spring�runoff�season.��The�
Adaptive�Management�Handbook�states�that�monitoring�by�TMDL�reach�is�required�if�the�
adaptive�management�action�area�is�within�a�TMDL.��The�Rock�River�TMDL�identified�eight�(8)�
reaches�located�in�the�Yahara�Watershed.��These�reaches�are�shown�in�Figure�1,�which�also�
highlights��phosphorus�impaired�stream�segments�as�identified�in�the�TMDL.�
�
NR�217�does�not�explicitly�require�stream�flow�monitoring�for�the�purpose�of�demonstrating�
compliance�with�adaptive�management�requirements.��The�adaptive�management�technical�
handbook�(guidance)�states�that�both�concentration�and�flow�measurements�should�be�
collected.��Since�adaptive�management�as�codified�in�NR�217�requires�a�demonstration�that�
applicable�numeric�water�quality�criterion�for�phosphorus�in�NR�102.06�be�met,�inͲstream�
monitoring�would�necessarily�need�to�focus�on�concentration.��Water�chemistry�monitoring�will�
be�supplemented�with�flow�monitoring�in�stream�locations�having�existing�USGS�gaging�
stations.��Flow�information�may�be�collected�in�other�areas�using�portable�flow�meters.�
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�
The�Rock�River�TMDL�lists�several�stream�segments�located�in�the�Yahara�Watershed�as�being�
impaired.��All�impaired�segments�identify�TP�and�TSS/Sediment�as�the�pollutants,�with�the�
exception�of�Dorn�Creek�(TSS/Sediment�only).��The�TMDL�document�notes�that�“it�is�reasonable�
to�expect�that�TMDL�implementation�actions�that�reduce�TP�to�acceptable�levels�will�also�reduce�
TSS�loads�to�an�extent�sufficient�to�achieve�designated�fish�and�other�aquatic�life�uses”.��The�
applicable�numeric�water�quality�criteria�for�TP�in�NR�102�are�concentration�based.��Thus,�
compliance�with�the�TMDL�will�likely�be�based�on�meeting�applicable�numeric�water�quality�
criterion�for�TP�and�demonstrating�that�habitat�issues�have�been�addressed,�as�evidenced�by�
biological�(macro�invertebrate�and�fish�sampling)�and�habitat�monitoring.��Dissolved�oxygen�
monitoring�and�temperature�(Dorn�Creek)�will�also�be�important.��The�proposed�monitoring�
program�reflects�these�considerations.�
�
WDNR�has�suggested�that�the�monitoring�program�should�be�designed�to�support�the�potential�
transition�from�adaptive�management�to�water�quality�trading.��WDNR�recently�released�two�
draft�guidance�documents�related�to�water�quality�trading�for�public�comment�(Guidance�for�
Implementing�Water�Quality�Trading�in�WPDES�Permits;�Water�Quality�Trading�HowͲTo�
Manual).��Neither�document�requires�water�quality�monitoring,�although�both�reference�the�
need�for�effluent�quality�monitoring.��With�respect�to�quantifying�phosphorus�reductions�in�a�
trading�program�the�“How�To”�manual�states�that�modeling�will�likely�be�used�to�quantify�the�
current�pollution�load�as�well�as�the�reductions�made�from�agricultural�and�urban�management�
practices.��The�guidance�goes�on�to�identify�several�applicable�models.��While�water�quality�
monitoring�is�not�a�specific�requirement�for�water�quality�trading,�some�level�of�water�quality�
monitoring�may�be�beneficial�to�support�a�trading�program.��It�is�anticipated�that�the�
monitoring�approach�outlined�for�adaptive�management�would�be�sufficient�to�support�a�water�
quality�program.�
� �
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Figure�1:��(Map�prepared�by�Dane�County�Land�and�Water�Resources�Department)�

�

� �
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Table�1:��Monitoring�Summary�

�
� Water�Chemistry� Biology�

Parameters� CLFYLͲA,�NH3ͲN,�NO3+NO2,�
TKN,�OPͲDRA,�TP,�TSS,�DO,�
Temperature�
�

Macro�invertebrates�
�

Fish�

Frequency� Years�1�&�2:�������Monthly�
�
Years�3+:������������Monthly�during�
�����������������������������Growing�
�����������������������������Season�
�����������������������������(MayͲOctober)�
�
Event�related�sampling�to�be�
considered�

Once�every�two�years�
in�the�fallͲexact�timing�
per�consultation�with�
WDNR�biologists�
�
Higher�frequency�in�
areas�where�habitat�
restoration�projects�
occur�
�

Once�every�four�
yearsͲexact�timing�
per�consultation�
with�WDNR�
biologists�
�
Higher�frequency�in�
areas�where�habitat�
restoration�projects�
occur�

Location� At�or�near�the�bottom�of�each�
stream�reach�
At�additional�targeted��
locations�to�show�progress�

At�locations�agreed�to�
by�WDNR�biologists��

At�locations�agreed�
to�by�WDNR�
biologists�

Primary�
Collection�
Responsibility�

MMSD/Yahara�WINS,�USGS,�
WDNR,�RRC�(volunteer�citizen�
monitoring�program)�

MMSD/Yahara�WINS,�
WDNR,�RRC�(volunteer�
citizen�monitoring�
program)�

MMSD,�WDNR�

Primary�
Analytical�
Responsibility�

MMSD,�WDNR� Contract�laboratory� WDNR�

��

�

�

�

�

�

�

�
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Attachment�7:��Yahara�WINs�–Draft�Communications�Plan�Outline�(May,�2012)�
�

Communication�Objectives:��

1. Compliance�with�TMDL/WPDES�permit�requirements�
a. Obtain�verifiable�results�
b. Obtain�accurate�baseline�information�
c. At�project�completion,�system�upgrades�for�phosphorus�are�not�mandated�

2. Obtain�regulatory�solutions�
a. Badfish�Creek�
b. Compliance�targets�
c. Maintain�engagement/support�

3. Maintain�a�viable�network�of�partners�
a. Fulfill�MOU�requirements�
b. Engage�continued�participation�into�fullͲscale�project�

4. Encourage�rural�partners�to�implement�practices��
5. Develop�viable�funding�mechanism�for�nonͲpoint�allocations��
6. Advance�base�knowledge�of�regulatory�adaptive�management�
7. General�public�understands�the�‘great�things�going�on�to�start�improving�water�quality’�

�

Samples�Strategies:�
�
MOU�Participants�Strategy�Ͳ�MOU�includes�specific�requirements�relating�to�communications.�
Goal�is�to�keep�participants�informed,�engaged�and�continue�their�participation�through�fullͲ
scale�project.�
Rural/Agricultural�Partners�Strategy:��Goals�are�to�educate,�engage�participation�and�expand�
participation�to�fulfill�the�verifiable�reductions�needed�in�the�fullͲscale�project�and�produce�a�
positive�impact�on�water�quality.�
Agency�Strategy:��Goals�are�to�obtain�regulatory�compliance�with�WPDES�permits�and�TMDL�
that�are�approvable�by�EPA�and�to�remove�regulatory�obstacles�to�allow�project�to�move�
forward.��
�

�
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Audience

Frequency

Type�of�
Information

Reason

Specific�
Target(s)

MOU�
Participants

Routine�Ͳ
quarterly

semiͲannual

Meetings,�
updates,�
reports

Inform�
continued�

participation,�
fulfill�MOU

StaffͲ appointed�
liasion,�MOU�
signatory,�

elected�officials

Agencies�

Routine,�specific�
to�agency�&�
regulation

Meetings,�
Written

Gain�regulatory�
compliance

DNR�staff,�
management,�
EPA�Region�&�
National,�

DATCP,�NRCS

Producers/
Agriculture

Routine

Discussions/�
Written/�Media

Educate,�
promote�
awareness�
engage�

participation

Owners,�
operators,�
Influencers�

Public

Key�Milestones

Media,�Digital

Continued�
participation�of�
partners�in�

MOU

Influencers�of�
elected�officals,�
agricultural�
partners

Advocacy�
Groups

Routine

Meetings,�
updates,�
reports

Maintain�
engagement�
and�support.�
Awareness�of�

issues��

Environmental�
Groups,�Others?�
Influencers?�

Researchers�
Outside�
Interests

Key�Milestones

Conferences,�
presentation�
published�data

Data

Statewide,�
TMDL�

implementation
Nationally,�?�

Immediate�Needs
MOU�Participants
Rural/Ag�Partners

2Ͳ4�months�out

Agencies
Advocacy�Groups

LongerͲterm

Public�
Research�Outside�
interests

Framework:�

�

�

�

Timeline:�

�

�
�

�
�

�
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�

Memorandum�of�Understanding�for�an�Adaptive�Management�Pilot�Project�in�
the�Yahara�Watershed�

�
1. Background�
The�Wisconsin�Department�of�Natural�Resources�(WDNR�or�the�department)�has�developed�
numeric�water�quality�criteria�for�phosphorus.��These�criteria�were�used�as�the�basis�for�
developing�a�total�maximum�daily�load�(TMDL)�for�the�Rock�River�Basin.��The�TMDL�was�
approved�by�EPA�in�September,�2011.���The�TMDL�assigns�phosphorus�and�total�suspended�
solids�(TSS)�allocations�for�point�sources�and�nonpoint�sources�within�the�Rock�River�Basin.��
Point�sources�include�1)�general�permit�(GP)�sources,�2)�wastewater�treatment�facilities�
(WWTFs),�and�3)�Municipal�Separate�Storm�Sewer�Systems�(MS4s).��In�most,�but�not�all�cases,�
point�sources�will�have�specific�requirements�incorporated�into�their�permit�conditions�to�
reduce�phosphorus�and�TSS�loads�to�comply�with�the�TMDL�as�their�permits�are�renewed.�
�
Chapter�NR�217�of�the�Wisconsin�Administrative�Code�identifies�the�implementation�framework�
for�establishing�effluent�standards�and�limitations,�including�water�quality�based�effluent�
limitations,�for�phosphorus�in�effluent�discharged�to�surface�waters�of�the�state.��NR�217.18�
allows�a�point�source�regulated�under�NR�217�to�use�a�watershed�adaptive�management�option�
to�comply�with�water�quality�criterion,�subject�to�WDNR�approval.��WDNR�may�approve�and�
authorize�the�adaptive�management�option�if�the�point�source�demonstrates�and�the�
department�concurs�that�all�of�the�following�conditions�are�met:�
�
�(a)�The�exceedance�of�the�applicable�phosphorus�criterion�in�s.�NR�102.06�is�caused�by�
phosphorus�contributions�from�both�point�sources�and�nonpoint�sources.�
�
(b)�Either�the�sum�of�the�nonpoint�sources�and�the�permitted�municipal�separate�storm�sewer�
system�contribution�of�phosphorus�to�the�receiving�water�is�at�least�50�percent�of�the�total�
contribution�within�the�watershed�of�the�receiving�water�where�the�applicable�phosphorus�
criterion�in�s.�NR�102.06�is�exceeded;�or�the�permittee�demonstrates�that�the�applicable�
phosphorus�criterion�cannot�be�met�in�the�watershed�without�the�control�of�phosphorus�
from�nonpoint�sources.�
�
(c)�Documentation�that�the�proposed�water�quality�based�effluent�limit�in�the�applicant’s�
permit�will�require�filtration�or�other�equivalent�treatment�technology�to�achieve�compliance.��
�
(d)�The�point�source�has�submitted�an�adaptive�management�plan�that�identifies�specific�
actions�to�be�implemented�that�will�achieve�compliance�with�the�applicable�phosphorus�
criterion�in�s.�NR�102.06�through�verifiable�reductions�of�phosphorus�from�point�and�nonpoint�
sources�in�the�watershed.��
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�
Adaptive�management�may�represent�a�cost�effective�option�for�point�sources�to�meet�
phosphorus�and�TSS�load�reductions�required�in�the�Rock�River�TMDL.��Madison�Metropolitan�
Sewerage�District�is�initiating�an�adaptive�management�pilot�project�in�the�Yahara�Watershed,�
in�partnership�with�the�parties�to�this�Memorandum�of�Understanding�(MOU).��The�purpose�of�
the�pilot�project�is�to�provide�information�that�will�be�used�by�parties�to�determine�whether,�
and�under�what�conditions�they�would�participate�in�a�full�scale�adaptive�management�project�
in�the�Yahara�Watershed.��Participation�in�the�pilot�does�not�commit�any�party�to�participating�
in�a�full�scale�adaptive�management�project�in�the�Yahara�Watershed.��The�Wisconsin�
Department�of�Natural�Resources�and�USEPA�Region�5�will�participate�in�the�pilot�project�as�a�
means�of�gaining�experience�with�the�watershed�adaptive�management�option,�which�may�be�
used�to�inform�future�projects�at�the�state�and/or�national�level.���
�
2. Parties�
The�parties�to�this�MOU�are�those�parties�listed�below,�their�successors�and�assigns.�
�
Madison�Metropolitan�Sewerage�District�(MMSD�or�the�District);�City�of�Fitchburg;�City�of�
Madison;�City�of�Monona;�City�of�Stoughton;�Dane�County;�Town�of�Blooming�Grove;�Town�of�
Bristol;�Town�of�Burke;�Town�of�Cottage�Grove;�Town�of�Dunn;�Town�of�Westport;�Town�of�
Windsor;�Village�of�Arlington;�Village�of�Cottage�Grove;�Village�of�DeForest;�Village�of�Maple�
Bluff;�Village�of�McFarland;�Village�of�Oregon;�Village�of�Shorewood�Hills;�Stoughton�Utilities;�
Wisconsin�Department�of�Natural�Resources�(WDNR);�Sand�County�Foundation;�Madison�Gas�
and�Electric;�Clean�Wisconsin.���
�
Other�parties�may�be�added�as�may�be�approved�by�the�District�and�comply�with�Section�11d.�
�
3. Purpose�
The�purpose�of�this�Memorandum�of�Understanding�is�to�lay�out�a�framework�for�implementing�
an�adaptive�management�pilot�project�in�the�Yahara�Watershed.���
�
4. General�Areas�of�Agreement�

a. The�Rock�River�TMDL�will�be�used�to�determine�phosphorus�and�TSS�allocations�for�
nonpoint,�MS4’s�and�other�point�sources�with�contributions�to�reaches�located�within�
the�Yahara�Watershed.�

b. A�monitoring�strategy�will�be�developed�and�implemented�to�assess�phosphorus�
loads�and�load�reductions,�and�to�document�progress�toward�applicable�water�quality�
criteria.��The�monitoring�will�include�water�quality�monitoring�and�edge�of�field�
monitoring.�

c. The�phosphorus�baseline�for�nonpoint�sources�in�the�Yahara�Watershed�will�be�based�
on�the�most�recent�information�available.��Specifically,�baseline�for�nonpoint�sources�
will�be�determined�using�results�from�the�Yahara�Clean�SWAT�model,�with�an�
adjustment�made�to�account�for�agricultural�best�management�practices�(BMPs)�put�
in�place�during�the�period�of�2009Ͳ2011.��Other�adjustments�may�be�made�as�
necessary�if�supported�by�sound�technical�or�scientific�data.���
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d. Compliance�with�required�phosphorus�load�reductions,�and�by�extension,�compliance�
with�applicable�water�quality�criteria�or�targets�for�phosphorus�and�TSS�will�be�
determined�by�calculation�using�the�best�available�modeling�tools.��In�general,�
agricultural�BMPs�characterized�as�soft�practices�will�be�modeled�at�the�field�scale�
using�SNAPͲPlus�and�at�the�watershed�level�(when�appropriate)�using�SWAT.��Urban�
BMPs�will�generally�be�modeled�using�SLAMM�or�the�P8�Urban�Catchment�Model.��
These�models�may�not�be�appropriate�for�the�full�range�of�agricultural�and�urban�
BMPs�or�engineered�treatment�systems.��Other�models�or�methods�may�be�
substituted�as�deemed�appropriate,�subject�to�agreement�by�the�parties�to�this�MOU.��

e. Phosphorus�mass�limitations�placed�in�the�permit�of�any�participant�in�a�full�scale�
adaptive�management�project�in�the�Yahara�Watershed�will�be�derived�from�the�
relevant�load�or�wasteload�allocation�in�the�Rock�River�TMDL.��The�limitation�will�be�
placed�in�permits�at�the�time�of�permit�reissuance.�

f. Phosphorus�concentration�limitations�placed�in�the�permits�of�wastewater�treatment�
plants�at�the�time�of�permit�reissuance�will�be�consistent�with�applicable�sections�of�
NR�217.��

g. Activities�supported�by�pilot�project�funds�include,�but�are�not�limited�to�the�
installation,�maintenance�and�verification�of�phosphorus�control�practices;�
installation�and�maintenance�of�water�quality�monitoring�systems;�data�evaluation;�
report�development;�development�and�implementation�of�a�strategic�
communications�program;�and�other�support�related�functions.�

h. If�a�best�management�practice�(BMP)�funded�under�an�adaptive�management�pilot�or�
a�full�scale�adaptive�management�project�subsequently�becomes�mandated�by�local,�
state�or�federal�law,�the�phosphorus�and�TSS�reduction�associated�with�that�BMP�will�
continue�to�be�credited�against�the�total�reduction�required.��However,�phosphorus�
reduction�credits�cannot�be�double�counted�(i.e.�multiple�parties�cannot�use�the�
same�credit�to�offset�their�required�reductions).��

i. Adaptive�management�language�in�NR�217�relates�to�phosphorus.��However,�it�is�
acknowledged�that�best�management�practices�put�in�place�to�address�phosphorus�
will�also�generally�be�effective�in�reducing�TSS,�and�may�be�effective�in�addressing�
other�pollutants�such�as�nitrogen.��Where�applicable,�phosphorus�will�be�used�as�a�
surrogate�for�TSS,�based�on�the�relationship�used�in�the�Rock�River�TMDL.�
Phosphorus�and�TSS�reductions�will�be�fully�credited�toward�reductions�needed�to�
comply�with�TMDL�requirements.��The�monitoring�strategy�put�in�place�to�support�
the�pilot�project�will�produce�data�that�can�be�used�to�evaluate�of�effectiveness�of�
best�management�practices�to�control�nitrogen.�

j. All�parties�will�explore�the�possibility�of�developing�a�watershed�based�permit�for�the�
Yahara�Watershed�or�an�alternate�mechanism�that�facilitates�coordinated�decision�
making�within�the�Yahara�Watershed.�

k. All�parties�will�track�staff�hours�and�associated�costs,�and�other�expenditures�
(including�the�value�of�inͲkind�contributions)�associated�with�the�development�and�
implementation�of�the�adaptive�management�pilot.�
�
�
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5. Adaptive�Management�Pilot�Project�Objectives�
The�parties�agree�to�work�cooperatively�to�develop�and�implement�an�adaptive�management�
pilot�project�within�the�Yahara�Watershed.��The�pilot�project�will�be�conducted�in�the�Six�Mile�
Creek�subwatershed�(see�Figure�1).���The�pilot�project�will�begin�in�2012�and�end�on�December�
31,�2015.��Objectives�of�the�pilot�project�include,�but�are�not�limited�to�the�following:�
�

a. Engaging�customers�and�the�community�when�developing�the�framework�for�the�
pilot.�

b. Clearly�defining�and�communicating�expectations�regarding�a�full�scale�adaptive�
management�project.����

c. Assessing�the�level�of�community�support�and�acceptance�for�a�full�scale�adaptive�
management�project.�

d. Evaluating�the�cost,�performance�and�the�ability�to�implement�specific�BMPs.�
e. Evaluating�the�administrative�aspects�of�working�with�brokers,�farmers�and�others�

who�may�be�responsible�for�identifying,�installing�or�maintaining�BMPs.��
f. Evaluating�the�amount�of�staff�time�each�participant�dedicates�to�support�

participation�in�the�pilot�project.��
g. Collecting�monitoring�and�modeling�data�to�assess�water�quality�impacts�associated�

with�phosphorus,�nitrogen,�total�suspended�solids,�and�other�parameters�that�may�be�
of�interest.�

h. Developing�partnerships�needed�to�support�implementation�of�a�full�scale�adaptive�
management�project,�with�roles�and�responsibilities�clearly�defined.�

i. Identifying�ancillary�benefits�that�may�be�derived�from�installing�BMPs.�
j. Developing�a�strategic�communication�approach.�

�
6. Evaluation�of�Pilot�Project�
The�parties�to�this�MOU�will�use�information�gathered�during�the�pilot�project�to�determine�if�
they�will�move�to�full�scale�implementation�of�adaptive�management�in�the�Yahara�Watershed.���
Each�party�will�independently�assess�whether�they�will�participate�in�a�full�scale�project.��The�
determination�will�consider�such�factors�as:�
�

a. Cost�and�Affordability:�
i. Whether�adaptive�management�represents�a�cost�effective�option�based�on�

experience�gained�during�the�pilot.�
ii. Whether�a�sufficient�level�of�local,�state,�federal,�foundation�and�other�funds�

have�been�committed�to,�or�can�be�reasonably�expected�to�be�committed�to�
the�Yahara�Watershed�to�support�nonpoint�BMPs.�

b. Technical�feasibility:�
i. Whether�the�pilot�demonstrated�from�a�practical�standpoint�sufficient�BMP�

capacity�exists�to�support�the�required�phosphorus�and�total�suspended�solids�
reductions.�

ii. Whether�the�monitoring�and�modeling�results�demonstrate�reasonable�
potential�for�water�quality�improvements�and�eventual�attainment�of�water�
quality�standards.�
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c. Administration:�
i. Whether�the�county�and/or�another�entity�can�effectively�fill�the�role�of�

broker.��
ii. Are�contracts�or�other�legal�tools�used�in�the�pilot�effective�in�maintaining�

adherence�to�BMPs�on�the�part�of�the�credit�generator?�
d. Partnerships:�

i. Whether�a�sufficient�number�of�partners�have�agreed�to�participate�in�a�full�
scale�project�and�whether�the�level�of�participation�is�sufficient�to�reasonably�
expect�that�a�full�scale�project�would�be�successful.�

e. Regulatory:�
i. Whether�regulatory�barriers�have�been�removed�(e.g.�has�a�site�specific�

phosphorus�criterion�for�Badfish�Creek�been�developed�and�implemented).�
ii. Whether�additional�regulations�that�have�been�developed�or�are�anticipated�

are�a�deterrent�to�pursuing�a�full�scale�adaptive�management�project.�
iii. �Whether�DNR�and�EPA�still�support�the�adaptive�management�concept.��

f. Community�acceptance:�
i. Whether�the�strategic�communication�plan�has�been�effective�in�reaching�out�

to�the�community�as�a�whole.�
ii. Whether�broad�based�community�support�exists�for�moving�forward�with�a�full�

scale�adaptive�management�project.�
iii. Whether�agricultural�producers�in�the�Yahara�watershed�support�the�adaptive�

management�project.�
g. Net�environmental�benefit:�

i. Whether�the�pilot�project�resulted�in�a�net�environmental�benefit�in�the�target�
watershed.��Examples�of�factors�that�could�be�considered�as�part�of�a�net�
environmental�benefit�evaluation�include�habitat�improvement;�reductions�in�
phosphorus,�nitrogen,�and�TSS�loads;�and�reduction�in�carbon�footprint.�
�

7. Pilot�Project�Administration�
�
A) Executive�Committee�
An�executive�committee�will�be�responsible�for�the�overall�administration�of�the�pilot�project,�
including,�but�not�limited�to�approving�expenditures,�coordinating�informational�meetings�and�
report�preparation,�and�implementing�a�strategic�communication�plan.��The�executive�
committee�will�be�comprised�of�one�representative�from�each�of�the�following:�
�

x Madison�Metropolitan�Sewerage�District�
x Dane�County�
x City�of�Madison�
x One�member�from�the�strategic�planning�workgroup�selected�by�the�strategic�planning�

workgroup��
�
The�executive�committee�will�be�chaired�by�Madison�Metropolitan�Sewerage�District�and�will�
meet�a�minimum�of�four�times�per�year.���
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�
B) Strategic�Planning�Workgroup�
A�strategic�planning�workgroup�will�be�formed�that�is�advisory�to�the�executive�committee,�and�
will�be�comprised�of�one�representative�from�each�of�the�following:��

x Madison�Metropolitan�Sewerage�District�
x Dane�County�
x City�of�Madison�
x A�participating�city�other�than�the�City�of�Madison�
x A�participating�village�
x A�participating�town�
x Madison�Gas�and�Electric�
x Wisconsin�Department�of�Natural�Resources�
x Sand�County�Foundation�
x Clean�Wisconsin�
x Clean�Lakes�Alliance�
x Yahara�Pride�Farm�Group�

�
The�Strategic�Planning�Workgroup�will�meet�a�minimum�of�three�times�per�year.���
�
C) Broker�
Dane�County�Land�and�Water�Resources�Department�will�serve�as�the�primary�broker�for�the�
pilot�project.��The�role�of�the�broker�includes�identifying�specific�phosphorus�reduction�
opportunities�within�the�pilot�project�area,�facilitating�the�installation�of�phosphorus�reduction�
practices,�verifying�that�practices�have�been�installed�and�maintained,�quantifying�phosphorus�
and�TSS�load�reductions,�and�other�related�activities.��
�
D��Miscellaneous�
The�Executive�Committee�may�form�other�workgroups�on�an�as�needed�basis.��The�parties�to�
this�MOU�agree�that�the�Executive�Committee,�the�Strategic�Planning�Workgroup�and�any�other�
workgroups�formed�under�this�MOU�shall�comply�with�the�Wisconsin�Open�Meetings�Law�to�
the�extent�that�Law�is�applicable.���Notice�of�these�meetings�will�be�provided�to�MOU�
participants.�

�
8. Pilot�Project�Financing�
Funds�to�support�pilot�project�work�will�be�obtained�from�multiple�sources,�including�USGS�cost�
sharing;�governmental�and�nonͲgovernmental�grants/funding;�and�assessments�made�to�Dane�
County,�and�to�point�sources�having�discharges�to�the�Yahara�Watershed�identified�in�the�Rock�
River�TMDL�and�that�are�participating�in�the�pilot�project.��
�
Participating�point�sources�will�fund�the�balance�of�the�pilot�project�costs�after�deducting�all�
USGS�cost�sharing,�grants,�contributions�from�other�sources�(e.g.�the�Sand�County�Foundation,�
Clean�Lakes�Alliance,�Clean�Wisconsin),�and�Dane�County�funding.��Remaining�costs�will�be�
allocated�to�each�point�source�in�proportion�to�the�percentage�of�the�cumulative�phosphorus�
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reduction�required�in�the�Yahara�Watershed�using�information�from�the�Rock�River�TMDL.��
Maximum�annual�allocations�for�participating�point�sources�are�shown�in�Table�1.��
�
Participating�point�sources�will�be�invoiced�annually�by�MMSD.��Invoices�will�be�sent�out�in�
January�2013;�January�2014;�and�January�2015.��Payments�will�be�made�directly�to�MMSD,�with�
payments�due�within�45�days�of�receipt�of�invoice.��Pilot�project�funds�will�be�held�in�a�separate�
account�by�MMSD,�for�the�sole�purpose�of�funding�pilot�project�activities.��MMSD�will�make�
disbursements�from�this�account�to�support�pilot�project�activities,�with�disbursements�being�
subject�to�approval�by�the�executive�committee.�
�
�Any�funds�remaining�in�the�account�at�the�end�of�the�pilot�project�will�be�refunded�to�the�
parties�in�proportion�to�the�assessment.��SemiͲannual�and�annual�reports�referenced�in�Section�
9�below�will�include�financial�statements.�
�
9. Progress�Reports�and�Informational�Meetings�
Progress�reports�will�be�prepared�under�the�direction�of�the�executive�committee�and�provided�
to�pilot�project�participants�on�an�annual�basis.��Annual�progress�reports�will�include�a�financial�
section�containing�information�on�revenue�and�expenditures.��A�final�project�report�will�be�
prepared�and�sent�to�all�pilot�project�participants�by�July�1,�2016.��Interim�progress�reports�will�
be�prepared�at�a�minimum�frequency�of�six�months.��Informational�meetings�will�be�held�at�a�
minimum�on�a�semiͲannual�basis.��Informational�meetings�may�be�held�independently�or�in�
conjunction�with�other�relevant�meetings�(e.g.�MAMSWaP�meetings).��A�project�website�will�be�
developed�and�maintained�as�a�means�of�conveying�important�project�information.��Other�
communication�tools�will�be�used�as�appropriate.��
��
10. Phosphorus�Reduction�Credits�
Phosphorus�reduction�credits�generated�through�activities�funded�during�the�pilot�project�will�
be�allocated�to�point�source�pilot�project�participants�in�direct�proportion�to�their�overall�
financial�contribution�to�the�pilot�project.�

�
11. General�Conditions�

a. EPA�Region�5�will�be�invited�to�participate�in�the�adaptive�management�pilot�as�an�
“interested�party”�and�shall�designate�a�representative�to�participate�in�pilot�project�
discussions.���

b. The�effective�date�of�this�MOU�is�the�date�of�the�latest�signature�below.�
c. This�MOU�will�remain�in�effect�until�December�31,�2015�unless�otherwise�agree�to�in�

writing�by�all�parties.�
d. Other�parties�may�be�added�to�this�MOU�as�participants�in�the�pilot�project,�subject�

to�approval�by�the�District,�by�affixing�their�signature�to�the�signature�block.��If�the�
additional�parties�are�governmental�units�that�have�baseline�loads�and�allocated�
loads�of�phosphorus�and�total�suspended�solids�in�the�Yahara�watershed,�as�
identified�in�the�Rock�River�TMDL,�the�parties�will�be�required�to�fund�the�pilot�
project�in�the�same�manner�as�identified�is�Section�8.���
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e. It�is�anticipated�that�this�effort�will�result�in�other�partnerships�and�the�need�for�
additional�MOUs.�

f. The�parties�agree�that�this�MOU�can�be�amended�if�amendments�are�agreed�to�in�
writing�by�all�parties.�

 
 
12. Signatures�for�Parties�to�the�MOU�
�
(NoteͲeach�participant�has�a�separate�signature�page)�
�
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Table�1:��Yahara�Watershed�Adaptive�Management�Pilot�Project�Annual�
Assessments�for�the�Period�of�2013�Through�2015(1)�

Entity�� � � � � � Annual�Assessment�

City of Fitchburg $17,900�
City of Madison $135,800�
City of Middleton $19,800�
City of Middleton-Tiedemann $4,100�
City of Monona $7,200�
Madison Gas and Electric $1,200�
Madison Metropolitan Sewerage District $126,600�
Stoughton Utilities $4,700�
Town of Blooming Grove $3,800�
Town of Bristol $3,400�
Town of Burke $9,500�
Town of Cottage Grove $5,300�
Town of Dunn $5,300�
Town of Westport $7,800�
Town of Windsor $11,300�
Village of Arlington $300�
Village of Cottage Grove $2,000�
Village of DeForest $7,000�
Village of Maple Bluff $1,500�
Village of McFarland $6,200�
Village�of�Oregon� $18,900�
Village of Shorewood Hills $1,800�
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources $900�
Clean Lakes Alliance $15,000�
Clean Wisconsin $500�
Sand County Foundation(2) $159,000�
�

(1) Does�not�include�direct�or�indirect�contributions�from�Dane�County�(e.g.�DATCP�pass�
through�funds,�Mississippi�River�Basin�Initiative�funds)�or�USGS�cost�sharing.��

(2) In�a�letter�dated�April�20,�2012�the�Sand�County�Foundation�committed�to�make�a�
voluntary�contribution�to�the�pilot�project�in�an�amount�not�to�exceed�$159,000�to�
support�water�quality�monitoring�efforts.��The�District�will�invoice�the�Sand�County�
Foundation�in�a�manner�consistent�with�the�schedule�specified�in�the�April�20,�2012�
letter.��

�
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�

�

Figure�1ͲLocation�of�the�Adaptive�Management�Pilot�Project�
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�

Silver�Creek�Pilot�Watershed�Project�Team�Charter

September�8,�2014�

PROJECT� Design�and�Implementation�of�an�Adaptive�Management�Pilot�Project�for�the�Silver�Creek�Watershed�

CLIENT� NEW�Water�(the�brand�of�the�Green�Bay�Metropolitan�Sewerage�District)�

PROJECT�VISION�

A�robust�and�collaborative�pilot�study�in�the�Silver�Creek�subwatershed�that�is�consistent�with�stakeholder�
ecological�restoration�goals,�and�that�provides�NEW�Water�with�the�information�to�make�an�informed�and�
confident�decision�on�whether�to�use�the�adaptive�management�approach�to�meet�the�phosphorus�and�
total�suspended�solids�reductions�required�to�meet�designated�use�and�water�quality�goals�in�the�Lower�
Fox�River�Basin.��

CRITICAL�
SUCCESS�
FACTORS�

Safety� Implement�pilot�study�with�no�recordable�safety�incidents.�

Cost�
Manage� study� costs� effectively� and� identify� total� cost� for� NEW� Water� adaptive�
management�compliance.�

Schedule��
Complete�initial�study�to�begin�implementing�BMPs�in�2015�growing�season�and�provide�
information�for�milestones�included�in�the�NEW�Water�permit.�

Regulatory�
Compliance�

Define�compliance�with�adaptive�management�approach�and�determine�whether�these�
goals�could�be�met.��

Stakeholder�
Participation�

Active�and�timely�participation,�completion�of�action�items,�and�open�communication�that�
maintains�commitments�and�project�schedule.���

Stakeholder�
Acceptance�

Maximize�the� implementation�of�agricultural�BMPs�by�owners�and�operators,�and�track�
factors�that�influence�decision�making.��

Quality�
Development�of�a�scientifically�defensible�adaptive�management�approach� that�can�be�
repeatable,�adaptable,�predictable,�and�implemented�across�the�watershed.�

ROLES�AND�
RESPONSIBILITIES�
�
(see�stakeholder�
participation�matrix)�

NEW� Water� –� Project� leader,� organize� partners/stakeholders,� participate� in� meetings,� and� direct�
consultant�team.�

Consultant�Team�–�Plan�and�carry�out�project,�support�and�attend�meetings,�coordinate�with�stakeholders�
and�partners,�GIS�management,�execute�soil�sampling,�support�County�and�NRCS�conservation�planning,�
and�project�reporting.��

Counties�and�NRCS�–�Participate�in�meetings,�provide�data�from�onͲgoing�studies,�support�coordination�
with�landowners/operators,�support�soil�sampling,�and�lead�conservation�planning�and�implementation.�

Oneida�Nation� –� Participate� in�meetings,� provide� data� from� onͲgoing� studies,� coordinate�with� Tribal�
operators,�execute�soil�sampling�and�field�walks�on�tribal�lands,�and�support�conservation�planning�and�
implementation.�

Cooperating�Partners/Agencies�–�Participate�in�meetings,�provide�GIS�data�and� information�on�existing�
projects�and�SWAT�modeling,�review�sampling�plans�and�data�analysis,�review�conservation�plans,�and�
provide�technical�support�for�monitoring�programs.�

COMMITMENTS�

NEW�Water� Oneida�Nation� Outagamie�County� Brown�County�

Outagamie�County�
NRCS�

Brown�County�
NRCS� Oneida�Tribal�NRCS� US�Fish�and�Wildlife�Service�

UW�Green�Bay� Tilth�Agronomy� US�Geological�Survey� The�Nature�Conservancy�

Fox�Wolf�
Watershed�Alliance� Ducks�Unlimited� The�Alliance�for�the�

Great�Lakes� WI�Depart.�of�Natural�Resources�

CH2M�HILL� AgVentures� McMahon�Associates� �
�
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