Lang, Kassandra M - DNR

From: [EMS@aol.com

Sent: Thursday, Qctober 31, 2013 8:41 PM
To: DNR Watukesha Diversion App
Subject: Opposed to Waukesha Diversion
Categories: Red Category

To Whom It May Concern:

I note that the City of Waukesha Water Utility has completed their submission of an application for the diversion of water
from the Laurentian Great Lakes basin to supply the potable water needs of the City. In reviewing their application, 1 would
like to note that there are several areas where the application would appear to be flawed.

In the first instance, the proposal is based upon continuing growth of demand and an increasing service area. If the City
cannot provide water of suitable quality from its current sources, this reason for demanding Great Lakes water seems
spurious. There can be no fegitimate growth or expansion of service if the City cannot provide water from existing
sources. By supplying water from an external source, the uncontrolied urban expansion is abetted and artificially inflates
the water demand forecast. The maps provided in the environmental assessment compiled by the City extend well beyond
the City limits, even though the City cannot supply water in these areas.

Secondly, impacts to the Fox River are not considered aside from those associated with groundwater demand and
substitution of groundwater abstraction to the surfacial aguifer. The fact that the Fox River has been supplemented for a
considerable period by treated wastewater discharges is not evaluated or even mentioned. Not only have the flora and
fauna of the River become accustomed to the higher flows resulting from wastewater discharges, but downstream
communities, especially those in llfinois, depend on the Fox River flows for water supply as well as for the conduct of
commerce. | wolld note thal the Fox River Chain of Lakes in lllinois is wholly dependent upon the flows from the
upstream watershed of the Fox River. Estimates of the economic impact of reduced water flows on these downstream
areas are not considered or even mentioned. Simifarly, while there was some discussion of impacts of groundwater
abstraction on the Vernon Marsh, there was no mention of the impact of reduced surface water flows on this wetland
complex, no mention of the recreational impacts on this system, and no analysis of the economic impacts of a diversion of
water from the Fox River, even simply within Wisconsin let alone considering Hlinois. Surely, the interstate impact must be
considered. Data provided in the Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission reports and reproduced in the
Southeastern Wisconsin Fox River Commission implementation plan suggest that the flow comprised of treated
wastewater discharged by the City of Waukesha plant could potentially make the difference between flow in the Fox River
and no flow, during periods of low precipitation. While the City of Waukesha is considering its own growth (fo build out),
there is a complete absence of discussion of the impacts on the "legitimate growth" of the downstream municipalities.

Thirdly, the City's much promoted conservation plan omits some key points. Specifically, the fact that there are relatively
few households in the City that can meet the requirements of the toilet replacement rebate program: the City has vast
areas of apartiment-based multi-family housing that are excluded from the program since they are not owner-occcupied.
Also, the requirement that a plumber replace the toilets could be a further fimiting factor given the current economic
climate, even for those few households that would qualify for the program. Surely, it would be better to replace these
facilities rather than import water to the City through the proposed diversion. In other cities in which | have resided, the
municipality provided low flow shower heads, faucet aspirators, and toilet mechanisms to households as a first step in
reducing water use. Additionally, true conservation would suggest that tariffs be put into place to charge large water users
higher fees, rather than reducing charges for large water users.

Fourthly, the radium issue could of and should have been addressed by the Ultility decades age when the US
Environmental Protection Agency first promulgated the higher standards. The City had access to technological solutions
to this concern, but chose to employ attorneys to challenge the standard rather than comply, at least according to a news
article which | recall from the mid-1990s. This cavalier attitude of the Utility toward meeting their obligations fo the public
has been demonstrated by the disbursement of the funds raised through the recent fee increase granted by the Public
Service Commission--staff were given raises, new vehicles were purchased and consultants were given retainers (per the
Utility commission's own minutes of their ApritMay 2013 meetings). The funds were not directed toward the stated
purpose of providing better quality drinking water.




Likewise, the dismissal of the use of surface water as a drinking water supply is equally disingenuous, as can be
demonstrated by the use of the self-same surface water by downstream municipalities (especially in lllinois). Dismissing
the use of surface water supplies on the basis that freatment would be required is demonstrating an ignorance of water
treatment technologies in widespread and common use throughout much of the world. This would not necessarily involve
direct reuse of treated wastewater or even indirect reuse, although the location of the City of Waukesha relative to the
upstream municipalities would include indirect reuse. | have lived in municipalities where this issue was significant, given
a large Muslim population for whom reuse of wastewater was anathema; however, even in those situations indirect reuse
following discharge of highly treated wastewater into surface reservoirs met the religious objections voiced by the citizens.
Cavalier dismissal of these alternatives as socially unacceptable flies in the face of experience worldwide.

Fifthly, | would note that the economic impacts of the proposal are not fairly evaluated. In a world where there are
increasing energy costs, the costs associated with the pumping of water to and from the Great Lakes will only increase
with time, Assuming that the cost of pumping water an equivalent vertical distance over the divide as being equal to the
costs of pumping groundwater from the City's deepest well ignores the fact that there is considerable horizontal distance
involved in the pumping across the Great Lakes watershed. This wifl not only incur significant construction costs in terms
of pipelines and easements along the pipeline route, but also increasing operational costs associated with the pumping of
water along the land surface. The proposal also does not clearly identify the fact that in order to return “at least 100%" of
the Great Lakes water abstracted, some volume of water will have to be made up to account for transmission losses
enfoute. The benefit to groundwater resources mentioned in their assessment cannot be as great as suggested if these
water sources will have to be tapped to provide make up water necessary to ensure that 100% of the volume abstracted
from the Great Lakes is returned. Even assuming that infiltration and exfiltration from the pipeline is balanced {unlikely),
additional water will have to be obtained to make up for the volume of virtual water exported from the City--virtual water
being water contained in products that are not consumed in the City but shipped out of the Cily {o other destinations. Such
a need would continue to impose impacts on the agquifers and on the Fox River and its tributaries that are not recognized
in the proposal,

In short, this proposal seems to be ill considered and incomplete from the perspective of acknowledging the impacts and
cosls associated with the proposed diversion, even though it would appear to meet the letier of the requirements of the
State of Wisconsin (as embodied in the statement that the WDNR has deemed the application to be complete). it appears
that the City has determined that Great Lakes water is THE answer to the City's water supply needs, and has determined
that the "facts" will be evaluated so as to support this alternative and this alternative alone. Use of surface water,
groundwater augmentation, and streambank inducement, among other viable opticns, seem to have been discounted
based on conjecture, without good sound evidence to the contrary, and the impacts to the Fox River completely
dismissed. Service areas have baen created without regard for the ability of those areas to be serviced, and conservation
has been touted where little real effort has been made or considered. Let the City live within its means--if the Utility cannot
provide water, this IS a limit to growth and further development must be acknowledged as unsustainable.

Respectiully submitted,

Jeffrey A. Thornton PhD PH CLM

Managing Director

International Environmental Management Services Lid
P O Box 735

Waukesha W1 63187-0735

email. iems@aol.com
tel: +1 920 627 9925




Lang. Kassandra M - DNR

From: Sean Hayes <seanjhayes@gmail.com»>

Sent: Monday, November 04, 2013 8:56 AM

To: DNR Waukesha Diversion App

Subject: Waukesha's Request for Lake Michigan Water

[ am against allowing Waukesha to take water from the Great Lakes Basin, 1 think it is a slippery slope.

Sean




Lang, Kassandra M - DNR

From: Joshua Naker <lakestate joshua@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 07, 2013 9:43 AM

To: DNR Waukesha Diversion App

Subject: Root River Waste Water

Categories: Red Category

Good morning,

First of all, I do not agree with the idea of pumping Lake Michigan water outside of the Great Lakes basin. The
law states that 100% of the water taken from the basin shall be returned to the basin. 100% of the water will not
return, It seems impossible to complete this order, However, if the Great Lakes Basin Compact allows
Waukesha to obtain fresh water from the Great Lake Basin, [ believe that flowing the treated waste water back
down the Root River into the Great Lakes basin is a excellent project. It would create overall improvement for
the Root River and the activities that would follow would be numerous. Thank you very much and take care.

Joshua Naker
5626 Middle Road
Racine, W1 53402




Lami;, Kassandra M - DNR

From: Alex Brower <alexbrower@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 10, 2013 2:36 PM
To: DNR Waukesha Diversion App
Subject: I am against the water diversion

To whom it may concern:

I agree with many environmental groups that Waukesha can drill its own wells instead of using lake Michigan
water. Deny their diversion petition!

Alex Brower
2430 North Booth Street, Upper
Milwaukee, W1 53212

Alex Brower
0920-723-3392
alexbrower(@gmail.com




Lang, Kassandra M - DNR

From: Greg Hines, Executive Director <execdirector@glacierlandrecd.org>
Sent: Monday, November 11, 2013 10:21 AM

To: DNR Waukesha Diversion App

Subject: Waukesha Water Issues

Waukesha is responsible for the conundrum that it finds itself in with its water issues. Though unfortunate, it must be an
example to the Great Lakes area for their reckless mistakes and be accountable for them. | strongly favor they find water
elsewhere other than taking the easy way out and jeopardizing our water supply from the Great Lakes watershed. if they
are allowed exemption then nothing will stop other communities from doing so. The buck {water} stops in Waukesha!l!
Thank you for allowing me to comment.

Grass Based Farming = Cleaner Water

Greg Hines, Executive Director
Glacierland RC&D
3071 Voyager Drive, Suite £
Green Bay, Wi 54311
CELL: 404.368.7845
920.465.3006
920.884.1243 {fax)
www.glacierlandred.org
Our mission:
"Conserve and develop sustainable resources for healthy and vibrant communities."




Lang, Kassandra M - DNR

From;
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dear Mr. Eric Ebersherger:

Margaret Heller <mheller007@wi.rr.com>

Monday, November 11, 2013 8:07 PM

DNR Waukesha Diversion App

Ensure Lake Michigan water is truly Waukesha's only option

With the City of Waukesha's revised application to divert water from Lake | am seriouslu concerned. Just this morning |
was watching a news program regarding investment and they recommended as a number one investment - water.
Everything you do right now sets a precedent for water usage and Waukesha is just one tiny community. What about
Arizona? Colorado? Saudi Arabia? We need people to conserve in Waukesha, and Arizona and in the coastal Lake
Michigan cities. | live in Kenosha and there has not been one bit of pressure to conserve. people water lawns and
sidewalks and it flows into the sewers; people take long showers; and leave tap water running while washing dishes.
Selling off the Lake is not the way to save the Lake or to make money - charge more for it and make people conserve.
Make Waukesha find ways to retain water not borrow water.

Margaret Heller
217 69th Street
Kenosha, Wl 53143




Lang, Kassandra M - DNR

From: Joseph Wiesner <joewiesner@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, November 11, 2013 10:58 PM

To: DNR Waukesha Diversion App

Subject: Ensure Lake Michigan water is truly Waukesha's only option

Dear Mr. Eric Ebersherger:

The City of Waukesha’s application to use Lake Michigan water is a landmark decision, That's obvious; less obvious is
how much the city has done to satisfy the requirements of the Great Lakes Compact that make a diversion like this a last
resort,

[ trust the DNR will hold Waukesha to the very high standards a decision like this demands. We mess with Lake Michigan
enough as it is.

Thank you,

Joseph Wiesner

2005 N Commerce St
2005 N Commerce St
Milwaukee, W153212




Lang, Kassandra M - DNR

From: Lois Keel <lakeel05@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, November 11, 2013 11:07 PM

To: DNR Waukesha Diversion App

Subject: Ensure Lake Michigan water is truly Waukesha's only option

Dear Mr. Eric Ebersberger:

To take a look across Lake Michigan, you might think that it helds plenty of water for everyone, but most of us know that
that's not true, and that some day, in the not too distant future, we may find that we're over-committed to siphoning
water out of the lake.

i don't know know enough of the particular details of Waukesha's application to buy water from Lake Michigan to weigh
in on your final decision., but | do ask that you look very carefully at their current water usage, their efforts to reduce
water use, and whether they have a vision for their future regarding water availability.

With the City of Waukesha's revised application to divert water from Lake Michigan now in hand, the hard work of
evaluating the merits of the City's request begins. | am concerned that the revised application does not meet some of
the most basic requirements of the Great Lakes Compact and am trusting the department to do the right thing for the
Great Lakes on this.

First, the city has not done all it must do under the Compact and Wisconsin law to conserve water, Wisconsin’s rules
require that conservation measures must be implemented before submission of an application. The Compact says these
water conservation measures must be implemented before any diversion takes place. Waukesha has long had a water
conservation plan — and at one time was a leader on this front — but the Waukesha Water Utility has failed to put
sufficient resources into enacting the plan to-date

Secondly, until the Waukesha Water Utility proves that there is no other reasonable way to supply its users with
adequate clean water, they have not met the requirements of the Compact and Wisconsin law. While there has been a
major drawdown of Waukesha's deep sandstone aquifer over the years, there are signs it is leveling off, even
rebounding. Waukesha largely meets safe drinking water requirements for radium now, in part because it blends
shallow-aquifer groundwater with deep-aquifer water to reduce the concentration to safe levels. in fact, many places
around Wisconsin and the nation safely and economically treat drinking water to remove radium. In addition, radium-
free shallow-aquifer groundwater abounds in the Waukesha area. While using this water for its municipal water supply
must be done carefully to avoid impacts to interconnected wetlands, springs, and lakes, it is done in many other parts of
Wisconsin and elsewhere around the nation. Waukesha simply hasn’t proven that the water needs of the area couldn’t
be met through some combination of local water sources, especially when used in conjunction with a wholehearted
conservation effort.

Lake Michigan is extremely valuable to our local, state and regional economies and to our families and the quality of life
in our communities. There is a lot at stake for everyone in this first test of the Great Lakes Compact, As you evaluate the
application, please ensure that Waukesha has fully met the requirements to divert water outside of the Great Lakes
Basin, and that the diversion truly is a justified last resort.

Thank you,




Lois Keel
707 N Blackhawk Ave
Madison, W1 53705




Lang, Kassandra M - DNR

From: Randy O'Connell <rolokm@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Tuesday, November 12, 2013 12:00 AM

To: DNR Waukesha Diversion App

Subject: Ensure Lake Michigan water is truly Waukesha's only option

Dear Mry. Eric Ebersherger:

With the City of Waukesha’s revised application to divert water from Lake Michigan now in hand, the hard work of
evaluating the merits of the City's request hegins. | am concerned that the revised application does not meet some of
the most basic requirements of the Great Lakes Compact and am trusting the department to do the right thing for the
Great Lakes on this.

First, the city has not done all it must do under the Compact and Wisconsin law to conserve water, Wisconsin's rules
require that conservation measures must be implemented before submission of an application. The Compact says these
water conservation measures must be implemented before any diversion takes place. Waukesha has jong had a water
conservation plan — and at one time was a leader on this front — but the Waukesha Water Utility has failed to put
sufficient resources into enacting the plan to-date

Secondly, until the Waukesha Water Utility proves that there is no other reasonable way to supply its users with
adequate clean water, they have not met the requirements of the Compact and Wisconsin law. While there has been a
major drawdown of Waukesha’s deep sandstone aquifer over the years, there are signs it is leveling off, even
rebounding. Waukesha largely meets safe drinking water requirements for radium now, in part because it blends
shallow-aquifer groundwater with deep-aquifer water to reduce the concentration to safe evels. In fact, many places
around Wisconsin and the nation safely and economically treat drinking water to remove radium. In addition, radium-
free shallow-aquifer groundwater abounds in the Waukesha area. While using this water for its municipal water supply
must be done carefully to avoid impacts to interconnected wetlands, springs, and lakes, it is done in many other parts of
Wisconsin and elsewhere around the nation. Waukesha simply hasn’t proven that the water needs of the area couldn’t
be met through some combination of local water sources, especially when used in conjunction with a wholehearted
conservation effort.

Lake Michigan is extremely valuable to our local, state and regional economies and to our families and the quality of life
in our communities. There is a lot at stake for everyone in this first test of the Great Lakes Compact. As you evaluate the
application, please ensure that Waukesha has fully met the requirements to divert water outside of the Great Lakes
Basin, and that the diversion truly is a justified last resort.

| find it to be funny that while exhibiting irresponsible water use practices, at the same time Waukesha is attempting to
crack the Great Lakes Water Compact. They are so brazen that they cannot even come with" hat in hand" to request this
service.

Waukesha has a proven record of not cooperating with Milwaukee on regional matters ({take transportation as an
example), while at the same time enjoying all that Milwaukee offers,

Now they want more that does not belong to them. Why does Waukesha feel they are beyond an international law ?

Thank you,

Randy O'Connell
3929 Marquart Ln




Omro, Wi 54963




Lang, Kassandra M - DNR

From: Mary Mcllvaine <marysew@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, November 12, 2013 5:20 AM

To: DNR Waukesha Diversion App

Subject: Ensure Lake Michigan water is truly Waukesha's only option

Dear Mr. Eric Ebersherger:

With the City of Waukesha's revised application to divert water from Lake Michigan now in hand, the hard work of
evaluating the merits of the City’s request begins. | am concerned that the revised application does not meet some of
the most basic requirements of the Great Lakes Compact and am trusting the department to do the right thing for the
Great Lakes on this.

First, the city has not done all it must do under the Compact and Wisconsin law to conserve water. The phrase "First, do
no harm" also comes to mind. Conservation efforts are often brushed aside in the rush to use our limited natural
resources. Conservation should be explored as a first, not a later option. Wisconsin’s rules require that conservation
measures must be implemented before submission of an application. The Compact says these water conservation
measures must be implemented before any diversion takes place. Waukesha has long had a water conservation plan —
and at one time was a {eader on this front — but the Waukesha Water Utility has failed to put sufficient resources into
enacting the plan to-date

Secondly, until the Waukesha Water Utility proves that there Is no other reasonable way to supply its users with
adeguate clean water, they have not met the requirements of the Compact and Wisconsin law. While there has been a
major drawdown of Waukesha's deep sandstone aguifer over the years, there are signs it is leveling off, even
rebounding. Waukesha largely meets safe drinking water requirements for radium now, in part because it blends
shallow-aquifer groundwater with deep-aquifer water to reduce the concentration to safe levels. In fact, many places
around Wisconsin and the nation safely and economically treat drinking water to remove radium. In addition, radium-
free shallow-aquifer groundwater abounds in the Waukesha area. While using this water for its municipal water supply
must be done carefully to avoid impacts to interconnected wetlands, springs, and lakes, it is done in many other paris of
Wisconsin and elsewhere around the nation. Waukesha simply hasn’t proven that the water needs of the area couldn't
be met through some combination of local water sources, especially when used in conjunction with a wholehearted
conservation effort,

Lake Michigan is extremely valuable to our local, state and regional economies and to our families and the guality of life
in our communities. There is a lot at stake for everyone in this first test of the Great Lakes Compact. As you evaluate the
application, please ensure that Waukesha has fully met the requirements to divert water outside of the Great Lakes
Basin, and that the diversion truly is a justified last resort,

Thank you,
Mary Mcllvaine

1022 Villa Street
Racine, W1 53403




Lang, Kassandra M - DNR

From: Cécile Stelzer-Johnson <frenchieonspyder@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 12, 2013 8:15 AM

To: DNR Waukesha Diversion App

Subject: Ensure Lake Michigan water is truly Waukesha's only option

Dear Mr. Eric Ebersbherger;

With the City of Waukesha's revised application to divert water from Lake Michigan now in hand, the hard work of
evaluating the merits of the City's request begins. How does that request mesh with the Great Lakes Compact?

Aren't there a number of lakes much closer to Waukesha? What kind of expenses are we {alking about? Who would foot
the bill? Would the people in the Fox valley aiso receive the refuse water from Waukesha?Diverting water from the
Michigan lake (more than 20 miles away) is bound to be a horrendously expensive proposal. What efforts had the city
made to conserve water?

Please think long an hard before you approve such a measure.
Thank you,

Cécile Stelzer-Johnson
11831, 80th St. South
Wisconsin Rapids, W1 54494




Lang, Kassandra M - DNR

From: Anne Miller <milleranne.8227 @yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, November 12, 2013 11:00 AM

To: DNR Waukesha Diversion App

Subject: Waukesha aoplication for Lake Michigan water use

Dear DNR:

We understand that Waukesha has submitted a revised application to buy Lake Michigan water,
requesting to take 10.1 million gallons from it daily — nearly 3.7 billion gallons a yeat!

Please make water conservation a top priority as you cvaluate Waukesha's application. Please hold

Waukesha's application to the highest standards, We feel that Waukesha, our County of residency,

should first take common sense steps to reduce its water use and maximize the safe water resources
we have available.

This is serious, and we hope that Lake Michigan water is used only as a last resort.
Thank you for your consideration!

Sincerely,

Dr. and Mrs. Paul R. Miller

333 Golden Cedar Lane
Oconomowoc, W1 53045




Lang, Kassandra M - DNR

From: Linda Hansen <dihnorth2@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, November 12, 2013 11:44 AM

To; DNR Waukesha Diversion App

Subject: Ensure Lake Michigan water is truly Waukesha's only option

Dear Mr. Eric Ebersherger:

While this seems to be a form letter to you, | agree with the points contained herein. As the Great Lakes are the largest
source of fresh water we have, they are under constant attack. We need to protect these waters in all ways possible as
a resource for our future. Perhaps the City of Waukesha could consider cleaning their own water source instead of just
taking something they have no right to.

With the City of Waukesha's revised application to divert water from Lake Michigan now in hand, the hard work of
evaluating the merits of the City's request begins. | am concerned that the revised application does not meet some of
the most basic requirements of the Great Lakes Compact and am trusting the department to do the right thing for the
Great Lakes on this.

First, the city has not done alt it must do under the Compact and Wisconsin faw to conserve water. Wisconsin's rules
require that conservation measures must be implemented before submission of an application. The Compact says these
water conservation measures must be implemented before any diversion takes place. Waukesha has long had a water
conservation plan — and at one time was a leader on this front — but the Waukesha Water Utility has failed to put
sufficient resources into enacting the plan to-date

Secondly, until the Waukesha Water Utility proves that there is no other reasonable way to supply its users with
adequate clean water, they have not met the requirements of the Compact and Wisconsin law. While there has been a
major drawdown of Waukesha's deep sandstone aguifer over the years, there are signs it is leveling off, even
rebounding. Waukesha largely meets safe drinking water requirements for radium now, in part because it blends
shallow-aquifer groundwater with deep-aquifer water to reduce the concentration to safe levels. In fact, many places
around Wiscansin and the nation safely and economically treat drinking water to remove radium. In addition, radium-
free shallow-aquifer groundwater abounds in the Waukesha area. While using this water for its municipal water supply
must be done carefully to avoid impacts to interconnected wetlands, springs, and lakes, it is done in many other parts of
Wisconsin and elsewhere around the nation. Waukesha simply hasn’t proven that the water needs of the area couldn’t
be met through some combination of local water sources, especially when used in conjunction with a wholehearted
conservation effort,

Lake Michigan is extremely valuable to our local, state and regional economies and to our families and the quality of life
in our communities. There is a lot at stake for everyone in this first test of the Great Lakes Compact. As you evaluate the
application, please ensure that Waukesha has fully met the requirements to divert water outside of the Great Lakes
Basin, and that the diversion truly is a justified last resort.

Thank you,
Linda Hansen

2984 Tam Lane
Sayner, Wi 54560




Lang, Kassandra M - DNR

From: Supervisor Ken Hall, Racine County District 10 <Hall4.racine@sbcglobalnet>
Sent: Tuesday, November 12, 2013 12:12 PM

To: DNR Waukesha Diversion App

Subject: Ensure Lake Michigan water is truly Waukesha's only option

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
Dear Mr. Eric Ebersberger:

I am concerned that the City of Waukesha's revised application to divert water from Lake Michigan does not meet
several basic requirements of the Great Lakes Compact and am trusting the department to do the right thing for Great
Lakes stewardship to protect this resource for future generations.

Conservation not resourced: The City of Waukesha has not done all it must do under the Compact and Wisconsin law to
conserve water, Wisconsin's rules require that conservation measures must be implemented before submission of an
application. The Compact says these water conservation measures must be implemented before any diversion takes
place. While Waukesha has a water conservation plan — and at one time was a leader on this front — but the Waukesha
Water Utility has failed to put sufficient resources into enacting the plan to-date

Need unproven: Until the Waukesha Water Utility proves that there is no other reasonable way to supply its users with
adequate clean water, they have not met the requirements of the Compact and Wisconsin law, Waukesha simply hasn't
proven that the water needs of the area couldin’t be met through some combination of local water sources, especially
when used with a wholehearted conservation effort.

Downstream impacts not understood: Additionally, the Department must fully evaluate the environmental impacts
focally and downstream on the Fox and Root River ecosystems. Water quality and quantity in that system cannot be
overlooked in this process.

Out of basin water comes back: Finally, the Compact requires that as much of the water returned to the Basin originate
from within the Basin as possible, and that the “return” of water from outside of the Basin is minimized. This reduces
the potential for contaminants to enter into the Basin. However, information from Waukesha suggests that well over
one-third of the water it would send back to Lake Michigan under its preferred diversion and return flow plan will be
water from the Mississippi Basin. This volume of out-of-Basin water violates the reguirements of the Compact.

Lake Michigan is extremely valuable 1o our local, state and regional economies, to our family and community guality of
life, and to future generations. There is a lot at stake for everyone in this first test of the Great Lakes Compact. Please
ensure that Waukesha fully meets the requirements to divert water outside of the Great Lakes Basin, and that the
diversion truly is a justified last resort.

Thank you,

Ken Hall

Racine County Supervisor, District 10
205 East Four Mile Road

Racine W1, 53402




Lang, Kassandra M - DNR

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Pfeiffer, Shaili M - DNR

Tuesday, November 12, 2013 12:29 PM

DNR Waukesha Diversion App

FW: DNR Website Information Request: Watershed Management

From: dmbarth@mtc.net {mailto:dmbarth@mtc.net]
Sent: Tuesday, November 12, 2013 11:46 AM

To: Damgaard, Marjorie S - DNR
Cc: DNR WEB FEEDBACK

Subject: DNR Website Information Request: Watershed Management

The Referring URL: http:/dnr.wi.gov/contact/

As a member of Clean Wisconsin I would like to express my concern about Waukesha's request to draw a great
deal of water from Lake Michigan. I know Wisconsin is one of the signatories to the Great Lakes Compact, and
ask that you hold Waukesha's request to the highest standards as outlined in that Compact. The Great Lakes
should not become the Colorado River of the upper Midwest. Thank You, Daniel Barth

Contact Information:
Name: Daniel Barth
Phone: 7156934257
Cust#:

Reg#:

Email: dmbarth@mtc.net




Lang. Kassandra M - DNR

From: George Perkins <geoperkins@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, November 12, 2013 12:32 PM

To: DNR Waukesha Diversion App

Subject: Waukesha's water options must use Lake Michigan as last option

Dear Mr. Ebersberger:

Evaluation of the City of Waukesha's revised application to divert Lake Michigan water must weigh heavily the need for
water conservation. | am concerned that the revised application does not meet basic requirements of the Great Lakes
Compact and am trusting the department to do the right thing for the Great Lakes on this,

f1.] Wisconsin's rules reguire that conservation measures must be implemented before submission of an application.
The Compact says these water conservation measures must be implemented before any diversion takes place. The
Waukesha Water Utility has failed to put sufficient resources into enacting a conservation plan thus far.

{2.] Only when the Waukesha Water Utility proves that there is no other reasonable way to supply its users with
adequate water, will they have met the requirements of the Compact and Wisconsin law. Waukesha simply hasn’t
proven that the water needs of the area couldn’t be met through some combination of local water sources, especially
when used in conjunction with a wholehearted conservation effort.

This application for diversion is a precedent-setting moment, it is crucial to get it right!

As you evaluate the application, please ensure that Waukesha has fully met the requirements o divert water outside of
the Great Lakes Basin, and that the diversion truly is a justified last resort.

Thank you,
George Perkins

442 Toepfer Ave
Madison, Wl 53711
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From: Paul Sagan <p.sagan@shcglobal.net>

Sent: Wednesday, November 13, 2013 10:16 AM
To; DNR Waukesha Diversion App

Subject: Waukesha water diversion to the Root River
Categories: Red Category

My name is Paul Sagan and I live at 7933 County Line Road in Caledonia. 1 would like to know what the water
from Waukesha is going to do to the level of the Root River. At least once a year my land becomes a lake
because the river is too silted up to handle rain and overflows its banks. County Line Road is covered with
water and impassable several times each year. Adding more water is not going to improve that condition. The
water table is already high and adding more water will make my sump pumps run constantly.

Why can't Waukesha reuse the water instead of sending it down the river? I assume they are partially treating
the water before it hits the river so why not treat it completely and send it back through their water pipes? Or if
it has to be returned to Oak Creek then why not pipe it into Oak Creek's sewer system so it goes right back to
the source and avoids the Root River?
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Frony Dave Marshall <underh2chab@mhtc.net>
Sent: Wednesday, November 13, 2013 11:28 AM
To: DNR Waukesha Diversion App

Subject: Opposed to Waukesha Diversion
Categories: Red Category

| am opposed to the proposed City of Waukesha diversion that would compromise the Great Lakes

Compact. I've commented in this issue previously in the form of a letter to the editor of the Milwaukee
Journal Sentinel and remain firmly opposed to this shortsighted proposal. The City of Waukesha and
surrounding areas have dismal records of land use and water resources planning and should not be rewarded
by allowing water diversion from the Great Lakes.

Sincerely,

Dave Marshall, Aquatic Ecologist/Licensed Hydrologist
Underwater Habitat Investigations LLC

8951 Clay Hill Road

Barneveld, Wl 53507
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From:
Sent;
To:
Subject:

Peggy & Mike McAloon <mcaloon@centurytel.net>
Wednesday, November 13, 2013 12:39 PM

DNR Waukesha Diversion App

Fwd: City of Waukesha's Diversion Plan

Sorry, 1 forgot to put my name on the previous email,

[ am opposed to the City of Waukesha’s plan to divert water from Lake Michigan for municipal use for the

following reasons:

The City’s application does not meet several of the most basic requirements of the Great Lakes Compact:

+ The City of Waukesha has not made a compelling case that it is without a reasonable local water supply
alternative and, therefore, it does not need a diversion;

» The City seeks water for a greatly expanded service area that includes communities or portions of
communities that have their own adequate supplies of potable water;

» The City does not fully employ conservation measures available to reduce its water need,;

« The City proposes to discharge treated wastewater into a waterway that is already impaired by pollution
and does not demonstrate how this would comply with the requirements of the Clean Water Act.

Peggy M McAloon
N8740 612th Street

Colfax, WI 54730




Lang, Kassandra M - DNR

From: sandy@sandyhamm.com

Sent; Wednesday, November 13, 2013 2:24 PM
To: DNR Waukesha Diversion App

Subject: Waukesha Water Diversion Application
Categories: Red Category

Hi there,

{live in Waukesha, and | can't imagine that this is a worthy application.
I encourage you to deny it, as it is deficient in several ways, beyond the absurdity of the effort.
| believe that...

1. Until the City of Waukesha stops annexing land and increasing its burden of supplying water no one should listen o
their concerns.

2. The City of Waukesha has several other options for water, including filtering and blending.

3. The entire notion of pumping water over the "Little Divide" of Sunnyslope hill and then back again is wasteful and an
unproductive use of our natural resources.

4. An approval, or even the effort to get one, can lead to additional attempts by others communities that will ultimately be
to the detriment to the Lakes.

Respectfully,
Sandy Hamm
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From: William McMullin <mcmullinw@gmail.com»>
Sent; Wednesday, November 13, 2013 5:25 PM
To: DNR Waukesha Diversion App

Subject: Waukesha Diversion Application

Please do not altlow Waukesha to divert water from the Great Lakes.

The City's application does not meet several of the most basic requirements of the Great Lakes Compact:

. The City of Waukesha has not made a compelling case that it is without a reascnable local water supply
alternative and, therefore, it does not need a diversion;

. The City seeks water for a greatly expanded service area that includes communities or portions of communities
that have their own adeqguate supplies of potable water;

. The City does not fully employ conservation measures available to reduce its water need;

. The City proposes to discharge treated wastewater into a waterway that is already impaired by pollution and

does not demonstrate how this would comply with the requirements of the Clean Water Act.
Thank you.
William McMullin

510 Montrose Ave,, Apt. 5
Royal Oak, M1 48073
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From; Lisa Conley <lconleyl01@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 14, 2013 12:05 PM
To: DNR Waukesha Diversion App

Subject: Comments on Diversion Application
Categories: Red Category

Comments for the Wisconsin Dept. of Natural Resources regarding the City of Waukesha’s Application for
Great Lakes Water.

Submitted by Lisa Conley, member of the SEWRPC Regional Water Supply Plan Advisory Committee

1. Water Quality Impacts to Lake Michigan: While much has been said about diluting the pollution of the Root
River, there will be impacts to Lake Michigan, including an additional phosphorus load ( unless Waukesha can
get it’s load to zero), and another community’s load of unregulated but potentially harmful chemicals, including
pharmaceuticals, fire retardants, etc. Already algae blooms are a problem for Lake Michigan beaches, and
studies are showing impacts on fish sex and behavior from the unregulated chemicals. [ would like to hear an
honest discussion of this situation and the expected impacts. I wonder how these chemicals will affect fish
reproduction in the Root River.

2. Expanded Water Service Area: [ don’t believe the SEWRPC Regional Land Use Plan was developed at a
time when the extent of the groundwater issues facing Waukesha were fully understood. Rather than relying on
the existing recommendation for expanding the water service area, | would like to see the advisability of the
proposed expansion revisited with this new information. Approval of this application by all states and
provinces is by no means guaranteed, and Waukesha may be forced to live within its means. Green areas of the
map designating environmental corridors can still be developed at S acre densities, all trees removed, and large
areas made impervious under existing law. It makes sense to me that future development in Waukesha County
should be contingent on an adequate water supply, and not magnify existing shortages.

3. Better Use of Rainwater could be made: 1 would like to see the plan include a full out effort to capture and
use rainwater to recharge the shallow aquifer. The City of Waukesha could be giving incentives for rain
gardens, and install infiltration areas in public spaces, such as the storm water park in Menominee Valley in
Milwaukee. The Urban Ecology Center captures rainwater for use flushing toilets. Too much stormwater is
treated as a problem and directed to the river when it could be used to better advantage as a resource.




4. Recycling Existing Water supply: 1 did hear some effort in this direction, but I think much more could be
done. Greywater should be routinely captured and used as a valuable resource by commercial, public and
residential water users.

5. Landscape Watering with treated drinking water: A great deal of the needed water supply is directed to lawn
watering, despite the restrictions imposed by the City of Waukesha. This seems outrageously wasteful to

me. Someone can still water their lawn all night two days a week. Besides that, many homes have two water
meters with separate charges, one for water supply, and the other for wastewater leaving the home. The result is
that people pay less for water used on their yards than they do for drinking water. Part of the plan should be to
eliminate this situation, and ban the use of treated drinking water for landscape use.

6. More numbers needed: I would like to see an evaluation of how much the amount of water requested would
be reduced by:

Enhanced recharge of the aquifer with increased stormwater capture and infiltration
Banning the use of treated drinking water for landscape use

Putting a moratorium on future growth until an adequate water supply can be assured.

Lisa Conley
2062/567-5947
lconley101@email.com

"Never doubt that a small group of thoughtful, committed citizens can change the world. Indeed, it is the only
thing that ever has."
Margaret Mead




Lang, Kassandra M - DNR

From: Jeanne DeSimone Sieger <jdzonaverde@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 14, 2013 2:02 PM

To: DNR Waukesha Diversion App

Subject: Protect Lake Michigan

The City of Waukesha's application does not meet several of the most basic requirements of the Great Lakes
Compact:

+ The City of Waukesha has not made a compelling case that it is without a reasonabie local water supply
alternative and, therefore, it does not need a diversion;

+ The City seeks water for a greatly expanded service area that includes communities or portions of
communities that have their own adequate supplies of potable water;

+ The City does not fully employ conservation measures available to reduce its water need,;

+ The City proposes to discharge treated wastewater into a waterway that is already impaired by
poliution and does not demonstrate how this would comply with the requirements of the Clean Water
Act.

These are critical issues that need to be addressed in order to protect Lake Michigan and ensure that the
Compact's provisions over the use and protection of our Great Lakes are followed.

Please address these and other deficiencies in the City of Waukesha’s application in a straightforward
manner. It must be ensured that these issues are fully resolved and in compliance with the Great Lakes
Compact, or if not, this application should not be approved.

Let us protect the integrity of the Great Lakes Compact, which prohibits diversions except under limited
circumstances and only as a fast resort.

Sincerely,

Jeanne De Simone Sieger
9651 South 31 Street
Franklin, Wisconsin
53132-9528
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From: Pau! Sagan <p.sagan@sbcglobal.net>
Sent; Thursday, November 14, 2013 2:55 PM
To: DNR Waukesha Diversion App
Subject: waukesha water

Categories: Red Category

I was at the meeting in Oak Creek last night and was told that the DNR feels that putting the return water from
Waukesha into the Root River is "ecologically" better than running it by pipe back to Lake Michigan. If
ecologically means more flooding above the dam, then [ agree. When the flood waters are edging closer to my
house every year, then we will see what minimal difference those 9 million gallons a day will make.

Since Oak Creek is benefiting financially from the water sales, let the return water flow into their sewer system
so they can deal with it. The main feeder sewer that runs down Ryan Road so it would be cheaper to hook up to
that than running the return pipe to 60th and Oakwood.

1 was also told that the increased water flow will be good for the fish hatchery below the dam which doesn't
have enough water. In my mind, the Waukesha return water is not the solution, getting rid of the dam will get
you a whole lot more water below the dam. If water below the dam is what you are looking for, run the return
pipe to the dam so it doesn't cause any more flooding in my back yard above the dam.

The Root River is silted up and filled with dead trees and garbage. If you aren’t going to dredge it out as part of
this project it will cause more flooding. In addition it will raise the water table which will cause my sump
pumps to run even more.

I would be happy to share my pictures with you of recent flooding and then you can explain to me how more
water won't make a difference

Paul Sagan
7933 County Line Road
Caledonia
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From: Mary Minton <water@BasicISP.net>
Sent: Friday, November 15, 2013 10:02 AM
To: DNR Waukesha Diversion App
Subject; diversion of water from Lake Michigan

| object to the diversion of water from Lake Michigan to Waukesha....| feel they have resources and
need to manage their own available water better, than what has been shown to date

Thank you

Mary Minton




To the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources:

The Great Lakes Compact is a multi-state agreement among eight US states and
Canadian provinces which became law in the US under President Bush in 2008 and the
same in Canada. This Compact calls for the Great Lakes to protect these waters,
implement strong water conservation measures and prohibit diversions from the Great
Lakes only in the case of a rare exception when rigorous standards can be met.

In its proposal, Waukesha has not measured up:

» The city has not proven it is without an alternative water supply.

* The city intends to use this water not only for itseif but for additional communities
which have an adequate water supply.

» The city has not employed conservation measures as called for by the Compact,
thereby reducing its need for outside water.

* Inthe present plan, treated water would be moved through a polluted system—
not acceptable.

In summary, Waukesha needs to go back to the drawing board. The city has not
complied with the requirements of the Compact and this proposal should not be
approved if we want to protect the world's greatest supply of fresh water.

Suzanne Moynihan, SSND
Director, the Edge
A program devoted to ecological education with a spiritual base
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From: Marga Krumins <margakkrumins@hotmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, November 17, 2013 2:57 PM

To: DNR Waukesha Diversion App

Subject: Ensure Lake Michigan water is truly Waukesha's only option

Dear Mr. Eric Ebersberger:

With the City of Waukesha's revised application to divert water from Lake Michigan now in hand, the hard work of
evaluating the merits of the City’s request begins. 1 am concerned that the revised application does not meet some of
the most basic requirements of the Great Lakes Compact and am trusting the department to do the right thing for the
Great Lakes on this,

First, the city has not done all it must do under the Compact and Wisconsin law to conserve water, Wisconsin’s rules
require that conservation measures must be implemented before submission of an application. The Compact says these
water conservation measures must be implemented before any diversion takes place. Waukesha has long had a water
conservation plan — and at one time was a leader on this front — but the Waukesha Water Utility has failed to put
sufficient resources into enacting the plan to-date. In fact, as a Waukesha resident, the only measures of whose
implementation | am aware, is the limitation on outdoor watering and a rebate for low-flow toilets that requires
professional installation of the toilets - kind of counterproductive.

Secondly, until the Waukesha Water Utility proves that there is no other reasonable way to supply its users with
adequate clean water, they have not met the requirements of the Compact and Wisconsin law. Waukesha simply hasn't
proven that the water needs of the area couldn't be met through some combination of local water sources, especially
when used in conjunction with a wholehearted conservation effort. Whether or not doing so would be even more
detrimental from a regional environmental standpoint, is an entirely separate question, beyond the scope of the
application itself.

Additionally, the Department must fuily evaluate the environmental impacts locally and downstream on the Fox River
and its associated ecosystems. Water qguality and guantity in that system cannot be overlooked in this process.

Finally, the Compact requires that as much of the water returned to the Basin originate from within the Basin as
possible, and that the “return” of water from outside of the Basin is minimized. There are good reasons for this
requirement; for example, it reduces the potential for contaminants to enter into the Basin. However, information from
Waukesha suggests that well over one-third of the water it would send back to Lake Michigan under its preferred
diversion and return flow plan will be water from the Mississippi Basin. | am concerned this excessive volume of out-of-
Basin water violates the requirements of the Compact.

Lake Michigan is extremely valuable to our local, state and regional economies and to our families and the quality of life
in our communities. There is a lot at stake for everyone in this first test of the Great Lakes Compact, As you evaluate the
application, please ensure that Waukesha has fully met the requirements to divert water outside of the Great Lakes
Basin, and that the diversion truly is a justified last resort.

Thank you,

Marga Krumins




321 Harrison Ave
Waukesha, W1 53186
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November 18, 2013

Marcus Smith
2300 N Dr. Martin Luther King ir Dr
Milwaukee W 53212

This letter is in response to the Friday, November 15 front page article in The Journal Times entitled
“Waukesha pitches using Root River for wastewater, says it will be clean.” Being the golf course
superintendent of Racine Country Club, and with our golf course located within the flood plain of the
Root River, | can unequivocally state that this is an atrociously poor idea for the owners of any property
located within the Root River flood plain.

Simply stated, the Root River continues to flood more frequently and more severely with each and
every year. It is easy for me to remember the month of June in 2008 when the Root River crested over
11 feet and completely demolished two of our asphalt tennis courts, caused many thousands of dollars
of damage to our irrigation system, and basically flooded 5 golf holes completely for 1 week. Most other
property owners within the flood plain of the Root River experienced similar hardships.

Common sense tells me that sending 11.7 million gallons of used water into the river, thereby adding six
inches to the Root Rivers daily water tevel, will only exaggerate our already serious flooding problems.
in February 2010 we spent many thousands of dollars working closely with the DNR in removing many
tons of debris from the banks of the Root River that had accumulated from many years of repeated
flooding. The banks were then restored to their original state allowing for more efficient water flow and
improved wildlife and fish habitat.

Any process or addition to the Root River that would increase its water level by any amount is very
detrimental to every property owner within the Root River flood plain.

Sincerely,

Mike Handrich,CGCS
Racine Country Club
2801 Northwestern Ave.
Racine ,\WI| 53404
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From: Jim Pindel <jpindel@wi.rr.com>

Sent: Tuesday, November 19, 2013 10:48 AM

To: DNR Waukesha Diversion App

Ce: abarrows@waukeshacounty.gov; Al Sikora; Barbara Holtz; Bob Bartholomew; D. Scot;

D'Antuono, James R - DNR; Dean Falkner; Doug Koehler; Francis Stadler; Jim Pindel;
mary; Randal Craig; Randy Meier; Sampson, Chad; Shelley Tessmer; Slawski, Thomas M.

Subject: Opposition to City of Waukesha diverting waste water discharge away from the Fox
River

To whom it may concern,

The Southeastern Wisconsin Fox River Commission (SEWFRC) is charged by state law with the responsibility
of caring for the Fox River, presently from the northern boundary of the City of Waukesha on the north
downstream to the point immediately below the Waterford dam on the south. Specifically our charge is to:

(a) Protect and rehabilitate the water quality of the surface waters and the groundwater of the Illinois Fox River basin
that are located in a river municipality.

(b) Protect and enhance the recreational use of the navigable waters of the Hlinois Fox River basin that are located in
a river municipality,

(c) Increase water and boating safety on the navigable waters of the Illinois Fox River basin that are located in a river
municipality.

Because of these directives we are very concerned with the possibility of any change in the discharge of water
from the City of Waukesha’s wastewater treatment plant into the Fox River. Presently this discharge of very
clean treated effluent is a significant portion of the flow of the Fox River, especially during the summer and fall
seasons when the river’s flow is usually reduced by dry weather. This source of flow is essential to the
navigability of the river for recreational boating and the preservation of the high quality fishery, including a
number of endangered, threatened, and special concerned species.

For these reasons the SEWFRC is going on record with the City of Waukesha stating that we are opposed to any
change from the present discharge schedule of treated effluent into the Fox River especially during low-flow
periods.

Sincerely,
The Southeastern Wisconsin Fox River Commission
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From: Greeney <pwgreeney@icloud.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 19, 2013 10:52 AM
To: DNR Waukesha Diversion App
Subject: Diversion Comments

Dear Sir or Madam,

We write to you with concerns about the diversion of Lake Michigan water for use in Waukesha. We
understand a technical review and environmental impact statement of Waukesha’s application is underway and
we hope the following issues will be taken into consideration.

The City of Waukesha has not made a compelling case that it is without a reasonable local water supply
alternative and, therefore, it does not need a diversion.

The City seeks water for a greatly expanded service area that includes communities or portions of
communities that have their own adequate supplies of potable water;

The City does not fully employ conservation measures available to reduce its water need;

The City proposes to discharge treated wastewater into a waterway that is already impaired by pollution
and does not demonstrate how this would comply with the requirements of the Clean Water Act.

We look forward to learning more about this process and ways to ensure our hatural resources are used wisely.
Thank you for your consideration.

Respectfully,
Paul & Wendy Greeney

711 W. Haddonstone Place
Mequon, WI 53092
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Categories:

Hello,

James Oliver <jamesfourwinds@yahoo.com>
Wednesday, November 20, 2013 2:17 PM
DNR Waukesha Diversion App

comment on Waukesha water diversion plans

Red Category

My name is Jim Strom and | would like to comment on the diversion of Lake Michigan water to
Waukesha. | attended the presentation in Oak Creek and | was not convinced that the city of
Waukesha has done enough to conserve water and live with what is left of their water wells supplies.

| was concerned about a plan in place to have radium contaminated water from Waukesha deep well
water released into the Root River during an emergency. They claim that they won't use the deep well
water unless in an emergency. They have been sending radium contaminated water into the Fox
River system. They could use this system to dilute any number of chemicals from future businesses
into the Lake Michigan ecosystem.




Four Conditions for the Waukesha Water Bailout

By Ken Hall
Racine County Supervisor

Should Lake Michigan water be sent outside the watershed to Waukesha and if so, what should
be expected back? Let's consider this, but for now the bailout should be rejected.

The great lakes are a gift from the last ice age and this endowment is 21% of the world's fresh
water. This freasure is ours to use and steward, for our descendants, and for the animals and
plants that share the interconnected web of what's left of this degraded ecosystem. There are
depleted fisheries, alien species, pcb and mercury contaminations, fertilizer run off, and more.
But there's water, and the job of the great lakes compact is to sustain it.

Sitting on a deep aquifer that it has sucked dry, Waukesha water practices can’t go on. They
chugged their endowment over the last century and then flushed it down the Fox River to the
Mississippi. Bad luck, bad practices, short-term thinking, they'd cry a river if they could.

Today's reality is that Lake Michigan counties, like Racine, have water. It is reasonable for those
in the great lakes basin not to compromise the asset and that means tough conditions for water
takers, especially for those with low stewardship credibility.

Waukesha argues for a water bailout under the great lakes compact over thousands of pages,

+ Timely and self-reliant steps to protect their aquifers were not done and the water
conservation program in the application adds up {o promises for later.

« Their wells are so deep that water comes out laced with radium and there's a looming
federal deadline to fix that.

* The $206 million plan to buy Lake Michigan water from Oak Creek and recycle it down
the Root River means Waukesha, Pewaukee, Delafield, Genesee, and others can keep
growing.

» The Root River return is the cheapest option the DNR allowed, by $19 million.

+ Waukesha claims every drop will return to Lake Michigan, treated to standards cleaner
than the current river while raising its level some.

Waukesha talked about improving the environment and public health at the water bailout pitch
and some of that may happen, but their application is not sufficient or credible and should be
rejected. At least four conditions for the water bailout are missing:

1. No bailout unti Waukesha water conservation efforts cut water use by 6%. Projecting

10% savings by 2050 is too slow (37 years to fix toilets & showerheads?).

Costly penalties up to and including cutoff for not returning all water taken, as promised.

3. Payments (per gallon returned) for use of the Root River matching what Oak Creek is
getting for supply, to divide between Caledonia, Racine, and Racine County; with use
restricted to wetland, river, and water quality improvement efforts.

»




4. Down payment of at least 2% of capital costs to endow local water improvement
organizations and projects with a mission to improve the Roof River and Lake Michigan.

These conditions provide means {o hold bailout recipients to their promises, while adding the
hedge of increased watershed restoration deeds. Significant efforls are underway, but more
work is needed as water use increases.

Adding water users multiplies risks. Extra phosphorus in the river likely means higher
concentrations and more algae blooms at the lake; so too may unreguiated substances lead to
overdose: from estrogen and other hormones that toy with fish and amphibian reproduction, to
Ritalin, Viagra, insulin, steroids, morphine derivatives, anti-depressants, senility drugs, and
more all pumped unfiltered (effects unstudied) into the veins of the river flowing to the lake.

The first water bailout sets precedent, what could go wrong? A diversion without accountability
will bleed the great lakes and/or foxify them by adding contaminants in each reuse. Multiply that
by the prospects spread over eight great lake states and Canada and the importance of high
standards comes into focus. Given watershed risks, a conservative policy of “no bailouts for
outsiders” sounds right.

Waukesha founders started with bubbling water, they called it “Spring City” and people flocked
to healing spas. Recently, the city was named one of our nation’s 100 best, but this ranking
takes sustainable water for granted. The days of deing that are over, just like those Spring City
spa days, and that's why conservation, cutoff accountability, and a funded resource restoration
formula are minimum conditions for any great lakes water application.

Supervisor Ken Hall attended the Waukesha Wafer Diversion Hearing at Gateway and then
provided these public comments { DNRWaukeshaDiversionApp@wisconsin.gov ). The DNR will
accept inputs untif December 2, 2013. Contact: Ken.Hall@goracine.orq. 262-898-9741.




Lang, Kassandra M - DNR

From: Mike.Pjevach@coachusa.com

Sent: Friday, November 22, 2013 417 PM
To: DNR Waukesha Diversion App
Subject: Waukesha Water Application
Categories: Red Category

To whom it may concern,

Please accept this e-mail as supportive of the Waukesha Water application. The fact that Waukesha's current water
source has high levels of radon and is under orders from the EPA to reduce the levels is undisputed. It is because of this
health risk, that an alternative source is needed. After reading lots of information and attending many meetings, the Great
Lakes option is the best and most environmentally sustainable solution. The massive amount of time has been invested
to develop the application after looking at other options. The application is thorough and the plan to source the water and
return flow is solid. There is much misinformation about the plan being talked about by those who oppose the

application. | am confident that the DNR reviewers will use facts in your evaluation of the application.

| hope that the DNR approves the application, so it can proceed to the next approval level. The EPA deadline is quickly
approaching.

Sincerely,

Mike Pjevach

Phone: {262)853-8347

Fax: {262) 477-4734

E-mail: Mike.Pjevach@CoachUSA.com
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