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CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 

Chairman Bauer called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m. Roll call was taken by circulating an attendance 
signature sheet, and a quorum was declared present. 
 
CONSIDERATION OF MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF MARCH 20, 2007 

Chairman Bauer noted that copies of the minutes of the March 20, 2007, meeting of the Committee had 
been provided to all members of the Committee for review prior to the meeting, and asked that the 
Committee consider approval of those minutes. 
 
Chairman Bauer reminded the Committee members that all of the revisions which the Committee directed 
to be made in the materials reviewed at that meeting were intended to be fully documented in the minutes, 
or in attachments thereto. He noted that approval of the minutes would constitute approval of what are 
now pages 1 through 6 with associated tables, figures, and maps of Chapter IV, “Anticipated Growth and 
Change Affecting Water Supply in the Region,” of SEWRPC Planning Report No. 52, A Regional Water 
Supply Plan for Southeastern Wisconsin; of Chapter X, “Application of Standards and Cost Data,” of 
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SEWRPC Technical Report No. 43, State-of-the-Art of Water Supply Practices; and of Chapter Seven, 
“Summary of Water Supply Law as Applied to Southeastern Wisconsin,” of SEWRPC Technical Report 
No. 44, Water Supply Law. He noted that the approval would, of course, be subject to any comments 
received today on the minutes and the attachments thereto. 
 
Mr. Biebel reported that Ms. Conley had not been able to attend the meeting, but had provided written 
comments covering the meeting materials and those comments were distributed to the Committee 
members. 
 

[Secretary’s Note: A copy of Ms. Conley’s comments are attached hereto as Exhibit A.] 

Mr. Biebel noted that Ms. Conley was recommending an addition to the revised text set forth in the 
second Secretary’s Note on page 3 of the minutes. She recommended that the following sentence be 
added: “While the risk of cross connection is potentially a problem, this source of water is used 
successfully in other parts of the country and the world, and has been demonstrated at the Urban Ecology 
Center in Milwaukee.” Mr. Melcher objected to this change, indicating that the text as written was 
balanced. He indicated that the widespread use of rainwater for indoor water supply in southeastern 
Wisconsin should not be unrealistically encouraged. Mr. Grisa indicted he did not object to the change, 
but cautioned that the use of rainwater for indoor water supply should not be a significant component of 
future water supply alternative plans. Ms. Lewis stated that the proposed change would dilute the main 
message that there were concerns with regard to potential hazards associated with the indoor use of 
rainwater. After further discussion, it was the consensus of the Committee to not change the text in this 
regard as set forth in the minutes. 
 
Mr. Biebel reported that he had been in contact with Dr. Cherkauer and Ms. Kobza regarding the section 
of Chapter Seven of the water law technical report addressed in the last Secretary’s Note on page 8 of the 
minutes. Mr. Biebel referred the Committee to the first full paragraph on page 125 of the revised version 
of Chapter Seven. He indicated Dr. Cherkauer has recommended that the first sentence of that paragraph 
be revised in order to not attribute the statement relating to limiting the ability of a party to install a well 
to the Attorney General’s opinion. Mr. Biebel noted that he had reread the Attorney General’s opinion 
and that Dr. Cherkauer’s concerns were, in his opinion, warranted, and suggested a revision to the 
sentence. Dr. Cherkauer agreed to the suggested revision. Mr. Biebel indicated that Ms. Kobza, the 
report’s author, would be contacted to verify agreement with the proposed revision. 
 

[Secretary’s Note: Subsequent to the meeting, Ms. Kobza was contacted and agreed to the 
proposed change. Accordingly, the first sentence of the first full paragraph on 
page 125 of Chapter Seven of SEWRPC Technical Report No. 44 has been 
revised to read as follows: 

“The Wisconsin Attorney General, however, has recently opined that a town 
has the authority to adopt a groundwater protection ordinance.131 Such an 
ordinance might limit the ability of a party to install a well in the town. 

________ 
 1318/28/2006 Memo from Assistant Attorney General Thomas Dawson to 
Attorney General Peggy Lautenschlager, regarding State Preemption of 
Town of Richfield Washington County Groundwater Protection Ordinance.”] 

There being no further corrections or additions, the minutes of the meeting of March 20, 2007, were 
approved as amended, on a motion by Mr. Rau, seconded by Mr. Melcher, and carried unanimously. 
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Chairman Bauer noted that this action completed the review of two of the three proposed technical reports 
to be prepared under the planning effort, one on the state-of-the art of water supply practices and one on 
water supply law. He indicated that publication of these reports should be completed within the next 60 
days and that copies would be provided to each Committee member at that time. On behalf of the 
Regional Planning Commission, he thanked the Committee for their thorough and thoughtful review of 
these reports. 
 
CONSIDERATION OF CHAPTER IV, “ANTICIPATED 
GROWTH AND CHANGE AFFECTING WATER SUPPLY 
IN THE REGION,” OF SEWRPC PLANNING REPORT NO. 52 

Chairman Bauer then asked the Committee to consider Agenda Item 3. He noted that all Committee 
members had received a revised copy of Chapter IV, “Anticipated Growth and Change Affecting Water 
Supply in the Region,” of SEWRPC Planning Report No. 52 for review prior to the meeting. He noted 
that Chapter IV had been reviewed at the meeting held on March 20, 2007. However, the sections on 
water demand forecast procedures and the forecasts developed for each county had been revised as 
directed at the March 20, 2007, meeting, and it was deemed appropriate for the Committee to again 
review those sections at this meeting given the volume and importance of the material involved. 
 
He then asked Mr. Biebel to review the chapter with the Committee on a page-by-page basis. The 
following questions were raised, comments made, and actions taken in the course of the review. 
 
Mr. Biebel referred to the added text on page 3 regarding contaminated groundwater area considerations. 
He indicated that Mr. Czarkowski had recommended that the Commission staff consider 17 contaminated 
areas for addition to the proposed municipal water supply source areas. Mr. Biebel referred to Map IV-2a 
and Table IV-1a which delineated the areas concerned, and set forth selected characteristics of those 
areas. He noted that 14 of the areas were added, in whole or in part, to the proposed municipal water 
supply service areas. In three cases where there was no existing development present, or where there were 
environmentally sensitive lands present, the areas were omitted from the proposed municipal water supply 
service areas. Mr. Czarkowski indicated agreement with the staff recommendations. 
 
Mr. Bunker referred to Table IV-9 on page 39, and requested an explanation of the current 4 percent level 
of water conservation which was included in the first sentence in the comment column for each category. 
Mr. Biebel replied that this table was taken directly from the state-of-the-art report and that it reflected the 
assumption that all of the utilities in the Region already practice some water conservation measures, 
primarily water system efficiency measures, such as metering and water main leak detection and repair, as 
well as some outdoor water use regulation. He indicated that it was important that the readers were made 
aware of the fact that the utilities in southeastern Wisconsin were not starting from a position of no action 
at all with regard to water conservation. Thus, a 4 percent reduction level was assumed as the condition 
prevailing at the initiation the implementation of additional water conservation measures. Mr. Bunker 
recommended, and it was agreed, that the text be expanded to include this explanation. 
 

[Secretary’s Note: The text in the second full paragraph on page 8 has been expanded to clarify 
the inclusion of existing levels of water conservation within the Region. The 
following sentences were added to the second full paragraph on page 9: 

“It should be noted that the expected reductions in water use are anticipated 
as the result of implementing additional water conservation measures over 
and above those currently in place. All of the water utilities operating within 
the Region currently practice water conservation, primarily in the form of 
water supply efficiency programs. Such programs may include meter testing 
for accuracy, leak detection and repair, and repair or replacement of water 
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mains with identified problems. As noted in Table IV-9, these ongoing 
programs have been assumed to have reduced otherwise current water use by 
4 percent.” 

In addition, footnotes have been added to Table IV-9 to explain the 4 percent 
existing water conservation assumption. As copy of revised Table IV-9 is 
included in the revised version of Chapter IV provided with these minutes.] 

Mr. Grisa referred to the county-level maps which delineated the existing and planned water supply 
service areas. He asked if the delineated areas were intended to illustrate only the actual areas served—
and not, for example—open space areas within the delineated areas. Mr. Biebel responded that the areas 
indicated were those currently, or proposed, to actually be served by municipal water systems, not 
including major open space areas within the delineated service areas. 
 
Mr. Grisa referred to the tables and figures for each county related to forecast water use and pumpage. He 
noted that the population and employment data described earlier in the chapter had been developed and 
presented as ranges of future conditions under high-, intermediate-, and low-growth projections. He noted 
that the water use forecasts were not done and presented in that way even though there was a range of 
uncertainty in those forecasts. He asked if such a range should be considered for the forecast water use. 
 
A lengthy discussion ensued, in which Mr. Bunker asked if the forecast data being developed were 
intended to be used directly in local water facility planning. Mr. Biebel responded that the forecast data 
were intended for use in regional system-level planning, and noted that the text on page 2 indicated that, 
while the intermediate socioeconomic and land use data projections had been selected to develop the 
water demand forecasts, a range of such forecasts may be used in local facility planning. Mr. Grisa 
acknowledged the concept of selecting the intermediate-growth projects as the basis for regional planning, 
but recommended that the issue raised be addressed in the report. 
 
Upon consideration of the discussion, it was agreed to add text to the report addressing the issue of the 
potential uncertainty regarding the forecast water demand and pumpage levels. 
 

[Secretary's Note In order to address the issue of uncertainty in the forecast of water use out to 
the plan design year 2035, the figures illustrating the actual and projected 
water use were revised to add a range of potential future conditions. In 
addition, the text describing the water demand forecast procedures on page 9 
was expanded in order to explain the use of alternative future socioeconomic 
and land use consideration in the preparation of the water use forecasts. The 
revised figures and added text are included in the revised version of 
Chapter IV transmitted with these minutes.] 

Mr. Czarkowski referred to the last partial paragraph on page 9, extending to page 10, and noted that the 
increase in residential water use of from 65 to 100 gallons per person as noted in the forecast of demand 
for self-supplied residential uses seemed high. Mr. Biebel responded that the unit forecast of 100 gallons 
per person per day was selected for modeling purposes in order to reflect demand by unaccounted-for 
self-supplied land uses, such as commercial establishments. Chairman Bauer recommended, and it was 
generally agreed, to clarify the text in this regard. 
 

[Secretary's Note The text in the last paragraph on page 9 has been revised to clarify the issue 
raised. The revised text is included in the revised version of Chapter IV 
transmitted with these minutes.] 
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Mr. Biebel noted that Ms. Conley’s comments indicated a concern with regard to the forecast levels of 
growth projected for the areas such as Waukesha County where water supply sources can least 
accommodate that growth, and recommended that land use planning and zoning be included as a water 
conservation measure. 
 
Mr. Biebel indicated that it was intended that land use planning and zoning be considered in the planning 
effort. He indicated that there were several places in the report, including on page 1 of Chapter IV, where 
it was noted that the water supply plan may identify a need to refine or revise the plan design year 2035 
regional land use plan owing to water supply conditions. Mr. Yunker indicated that the regional land use 
plan also specifically foreshadowed such a possibility. 
 
Mr. Grisa indicated that the need for limiting development was a possibility; however, that other options, 
such as implementation of higher levels of water conservation would also have to be considered. He 
indicated further that such considerations be applied flexibly throughout the Region. Ms. Lewis indicated 
that she agreed with the concept of revisiting the adopted regional land use plan if the water supply plan 
indicated it was necessary. 
 
Dr. Cherkauer raised a related issue regarding the level of impact that water supply use may have on 
surface waters. He indicated that the study may likely find that there is an adequate supply of groundwater 
for water supply use, but that the impact on surface waters of using that water for water supply could be 
an issue that the Committee with have to grapple with. 
 
After further discussion, it was agreed that no changes were needed in the text concerned, but that the 
staff and Committee would continue to recognize the potential need to revisit the adopted regional land 
use plan if indicated in order to have sustainable water supplies in certain areas, and such proposals would 
be considered a potential plan component, as opposed to a water conservation measure. 
 
Mr. Biebel reported that Ms. Conley also raised a question regarding the conversion of water in areas 
currently served by private wells to municipal water supply systems. She noted that such conversion 
would likely also involve the provision of public sewer service and thereby the conveyance of water out 
of local watersheds. She further indicated that an alternative would be increased management and 
regulation of existing private systems. Mr. Grisa noted that this option may not be practical, and that a 
similar level of sustainability could be achieved by returning treated wastewater to the groundwater. Mr. 
Melcher voiced a concern about the essential protection of groundwater quality under any option that 
involved returning wastewater to the groundwater reservoir, including septic tank systems. Mr. Bunker 
indicated that the quality issue was an important concern because of new emerging pollutants, such as 
pharmaceuticals, which were only beginning to be considered. 
 
After further discussion, it was agreed to maintain the municipal water service areas as delineated by the 
staff, including the changes in those delineations made in response to the Wisconsin Department of 
Natural Resources staff suggestions. 
 
Mr. Grisa referred to Map IV-17 and questioned two areas where municipal water supply was not 
proposed to be provided—western area of the City of New Berlin and around the western shoreline of 
Pewaukee Lake. Chairman Bauer responded that the western portion of the City of New Berlin had long 
been identified in adopted regional and local plans as being devoted to rural-density development without 
municipal utilities. Mr. Biebel noted that the western portion of the Pewaukee Lake shoreline was an area 
evaluated under the water supply plan and described in the chapter. Because, he said, the lot sizes in the 
area were, on average, over one acre and no significant groundwater problems were known to exist, the 
area had been designated for continued service by private wells. In answer to a question by Mr. Yttri, Mr. 
Biebel indicated that the same reasons applied to the northwestern portions of the Village of Caledonia, in 
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that adopted regional and local land use plans did not envision urban-density development within 
that area. 
 
Mr. Grisa referred to Map IV-2 and noted that the western Pewaukee Lake area was shown to be provided 
with municipal water supply. Mr. Biebel responded that the areas shown in green on that map were those 
initially considered for municipal water service, and which were reevaluated as documented in the text on 
pages 2 and 3 and in Table IV-1. After further discussion, is was agreed to clarify the information shown 
on Map IV-2. 
 

[Secretary's Note: In order to clarify the information concerning proposed new municipal water 
supply service areas on Map IV-2, the title of the map has been revised to 
read: “Potential New Water service Areas in Southeastern Wisconsin.” In 
addition, the legend for the green areas on the map has been revised to read: 
“Extent of Potential New Municipal Water Service Areas to Be Evaluated 
under the Regional Water Supply Plan.”] 

Mr. Shaver referred to Map IV-16. He noted that there were areas located west of the subcontinental 
divide currently served by groundwater that were indicated to continue to be served by groundwater. He 
noted that, in some cases, sanitary sewer service area plans were in place which provided for return flow 
to Lake Michigan. Mr. Biebel referred to the footnote on that map which indicated that the source of 
supply for the new area was not yet determined. Mr. Moroney agreed with Mr. Shaver’s concern. He 
noted that the footnote as written did not apply to existing service areas, some of which could potentially 
be served by Lake Michigan water. Mr. Duchniak noted that the same issue would apply to the Kenosha 
County maps. Upon further discussion, it was agreed that the issue should be clarified by appropriate 
revisions of the maps concerned. 
 

[Secretary's Note In order to clarify the issue of future sources of supply the maps in 
question—Maps IV-4, IV-6, IV-8, IV-10, IV-14, and IV-16—have been 
revised. Copies of the revised maps are included in the revised version of 
Chapter IV transmitted with these minutes.] 

Ms. Lewis referred to the figures illustrating actual and forecast water uses. She noted that, in some cases, 
there was a significant variance between the to date actual and the forecast water uses, noting, 
particularly, the graph for the City of Milwaukee Water Works where there has been continued significant 
decline in water use in contrast to the increase implied in the graph. She indicated the forecasts should be 
a reconsidered for the service areas for which such variances exist. Mr. Biebel indicated that the relevant 
period of record was short compared to the forecast period, and that variances are to be expected. Ms. 
Lewis responded that the trend for Milwaukee was long-term and is continuing this year, and indicated 
that it was important to reconsider the forecasts if the forecasts and indeed the entire plan produced are to 
be considered credible. Chairman Bauer indicated that the preparation of socioeconomic and land use—
and, therefore, of water demand—had always been problematic for the Commission in that a normative 
approach to regional planning required a proposed revitalization of the central city—such revitalization 
being largely contrary to existing trends. 
 
Mr. Bunker noted that the Racine area exhibited the same inconsistency of the actual trends with respect 
to the forecasts as did the Milwaukee area. However, he indicated support for the forecast remaining at a 
higher level, since there was a large amount of potential demand in the areas to be served by the City of 
Racine and that the efforts to attract development and redevelopment may indeed reverse the more recent 
declines in water use. He noted that the forecast as made would provide a desirable degree of flexibility in 
the planning. 
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Ms. Lewis reiterated the importance for the report to present credible forecasts. 
 
After further discussion, it was agreed that the staff would review the actual and forecast water uses and 
the related figures and present a recommended course of action to the Committee at the next meeting. 
 

[Secretary's Note: In order to address the differences between forecast and actual water use for 
some utilities, additional forecasts were made using different alternative 
future conditions and base year. The figures were revised to illustrate the 
alternative forecasts. In addition, the text on water demand forecast 
procedures on page 9 has been expanded in order to explain the use of 
alternative future condition water use forecasts. The revised figures and text 
are included in the revised version of Chapter IV transmitted with these 
minutes.] 

Mr. Yttri referred to Map IV-10 on page 87. He noted that the color designations for the northern portion 
of the North Park Sanitary District service area should be changed. 
 

[Secretary's Note: Map IV-10 has been revised. The revised map is included in the revised 
version of Chapter IV transmitted with these minutes.] 

There being no further questions or comments, on a motion by Mr. Grisa, seconded by Mr. Bunker, and 
carried unanimously, the portion Chapter IV, “Anticipated Growth and Change Affecting Water Supply 
in the Region,” pages 7 through 98 of SEWRPC Planning Report No. 52, A Regional Water Supply Plan 
for Southeastern Wisconsin, was approved as amended. 
 
CONSIDERATION OF APPENDICES ASSOCIATED WITH CHAPTER IV, 
“ANTICIPATED GROWTH AND CHANGE AFFECTING WATER SUPPLY 
IN THE REGION,” OF SEWRPC PLANNING REPORT NO. 52 

Chairman Bauer then asked the Committee to consider Agenda Item 4. He noted that all Committee 
members had received a copy of Appendices F, G, and H which were all referenced in Chapter IV, 
“Anticipated Growth and Change Affecting Water Supply in the Region,” of SEWRPC Planning Report 
No. 52 for review prior to the meeting. Chairman Bauer asked Mr. Biebel to review the three appendices 
with the Committee in a summary manner. 
 
Mr. Biebel referred to Appendix F, “Municipal Water Supply Utility Water Demand and Related 
Pumpage Data: 2000 and 2035.” He noted that this appendix presented more detailed information on the 
calculation of forecast water use and pumpage to the design year 2035 on a utility basis. He noted that the 
resulting forecasts were included in Chapter IV, and that the data were similar to the appendix reviewed at 
the previous meeting, except that the calculation of maximum daily pumpage had been revised to reflect a 
three-year average ratio of maximum daily pumpage to average daily pumpage, rather than the single year 
2000 ratio, as had been previously discussed. 
 
The following questions were raised, comments made, and action taken in the course of the review. 
 
Mr. Bunker recommended, and it was agreed, to add footnotes to the tables in Appendix F to denote the 
utilities which were provided water by utilities providing water to multiple utilities. 
 

[Secretary's Note: Tables F-1 through F-7 were revised by adding footnotes to indicate utilities 
which are provided water by a utility providing water to multiple utilities. A 
revised copy of Appendix F is transmitted with these minutes.] 
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There being no further questions or comments, on a motion by Mr. Grisa, seconded by Mr. Bunker, and 
carried unanimously, Appendix F of SEWRPC Planning Report No. 52, A Regional Water Supply Plan 
for Southeastern Wisconsin, were approved as amended. 
 
Mr. Biebel then referred to Appendix G, “Selected Characteristics of Other Than Municipal, Self-
Supplied Residential, Industrial, Commercial, Agricultural, and Irrigation Water Supply Systems in the 
Southeastern Wisconsin Region: 2035.” He noted that this appendix was similar to that reviewed at the 
last meeting, but that changes had been made to the table headings and footnotes, as requested by the 
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources staff in order to stress that the pumpage data were based 
upon well approval data and were not routinely measured and reported. The following questions were 
raised, comments made, and action taken in the course of the review. 
 
Mr. Czarkowski referred to page 4 of Table G-1 and noted that the Prairie Village subdivision was listed 
as a private residential community water system. He noted that that system was also being classified as 
the Village of North Prairie Municipal System under future conditions. It was agreed to drop the reference 
to the Prairie Village subdivision in Table G-1. 
 
Mr. Biebel noted that Ms. Conley’s previously referenced written comments indicated that it would be 
desirable to indicate the location of the self-supplied systems in Appendix G-1 with regard to the Lake 
Michigan basin, and it was agreed that this should be done. 
 

[Secretary's Note: Tables G-1 through G-6 have been modified by adding a column to indicate 
each system’s watershed location.] 

There being no further questions or comments, on a motion by Mr. Holschbach, seconded by Mr. Grisa, 
and carried unanimously, Appendix G of SEWRPC Planning Report No. 52, A Regional Water Supply 
Plan for Southeastern Wisconsin, were approved as amended. 
 
Mr. Biebel then referred to Appendix H, “Groundwater Contamination Special Well Casing Areas 
Considered for Addition to the Water Supply Service Areas.” He indicated that this was a newly added 
appendix which provided more map detail relative to the State-delineated special well casing areas 
considered for addition to the municipal water supply service areas at the request of the Wisconsin 
Department of Natural Resources staff. He indicated that portions or all of most of the areas had been 
added to the service areas as described in Chapter IV. The exception being areas with no significant 
existing development, or with environmentally sensitive areas. In these cases, it was judged that the area 
should not be added, as they were not included in the urban services areas identified in the 2035 regional 
land use plan and inclusion may encourage unplanned-for development. 
 
There being no questions or comments, on a motion by Mr. Moroney, seconded by Mr. Czarkowski, and 
carried unanimously, Appendix H of SEWRPC Planning Report No. 52, A Regional Water Supply Plan 
for Southeastern Wisconsin, was approved as submitted. 
 
CONSIDERATION OF CHAPTER VI, “SUMMARY OF WATER SUPPLY LAW AS 
APPLIED TO SOUTHEASTERN WISCONSIN,” OF SEWRPC PLANNING REPORT 
NO. 52, A REGIONAL WATER SUPPLY PLAN FOR SOUTHEASTERN WISCONSIN 

SEWRPC TECHNICAL REPORT NO. 44, WATER SUPPLY LAW 

Chairman Bauer then asked the Committee to consider Agenda Item 5. He noted that all Committee 
members had received a copy of Chapter VI, “Summary of Water Supply Law As Applied to 
Southeastern Wisconsin,” of SEWRPC Planning Report No. 52, A Regional Water Supply Plan for 
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Southeastern Wisconsin, for review prior to the meeting. He then asked Mr. Biebel to review the chapter 
with the Committee on a page-by-page basis. 
 
Mr. Biebel noted that the chapter was very similar to the summary chapter of SEWRPC Technical Report 
No. 44, Water Supply Law, which had been reviewed and approved by the Committee at its last meeting. 
The major changes were the addition of five maps to illustrate certain aspects of the law study findings. 
The following questions were raised, comments made, and actions taken in the course of the review. 
 
Mr. Biebel reported that Ms. Conley had in her previously referenced comments referred to the section of 
the chapter on pages 4 and 5 relating to the requirement of the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River Basin 
Water Resources Compact for an exception to allow a diversion in a straddling community or a 
community within a straddling county. One of the requirements of the approval is the implementation of 
“environmentally sound and economically feasible water conservation measures.” She asked if “smart 
growth-planning development” was legally considered such a conservation measure. Mr. Biebel indicated 
that he would review the Compact to see if there was guidance on this issue. 
 

[Secretary's Note: A review of the Compact indicates that the definition of “Environmentally 
Sound and Economically Feasible Water Conservation Measures” is as 
follows: 

“Those measures, methods, technologies or practices for efficient water use 
and for reduction of water loss and waste or for reducing a Withdrawal, 
Consumptive Use or Diversion that i) are environmentally sound, ii) reflect 
best practices applicable to the water use sector, iii) are technically feasible 
and available, iv) are economically feasible and cost effective based on an 
analysis that considers direct and avoided economic and environmental costs 
and v) consider the particular facilities and processes involved, taking into 
account the environmental impact, age of equipment, and facilities involved, 
the processes employed, energy impacts and other appropriate factors.” 

The Compact also requires the parties to it to identify and share the best 
management and state-of-the-art conservation and efficiency technologies 
within two years of the effective date of the Compact. 

Smart growth planning is not referenced in the foregoing definition. 
However, the State legislation relating to smart growth plans requires such 
plans to include a water supply element. It is intended that the adopted 
regional water supply plan would become the basis for the water supply 
elements of county and municipal smart growth plans, and thereby include 
conservation measures.] 

Mr. Shaver referred to Map VI-3 on page 27. He noted that Waukesha County staff had worked with the 
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources staff to identify the streams which would be classified as the 
basis for the delineation of groundwater protection areas. He indicated that he would provide that 
information to the Commission staff. 
 

[Secretary's Note: Mr. Shaver subsequently provided the updated information on groundwater 
management areas. Map VI-3 has been revised to reflect that information. A 
revised copy of Map VI-3 is attached hereto as part of Exhibit B.] 

Mr. Czarkowski noted that the maps in the report were provided to illustrate areas defined in Wisconsin 
Act 310. He noted that another physical feature referenced in that law was springs of a defined size. He 
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asked if information was available to map such springs. Dr. Bradbury reported that there has been no new 
up-to-date mapping of springs that would relate to the Wisconsin Act 310 requirements. However, 
mapping based upon a compilation of available information is underway by the Wisconsin Wildlife 
Federation. He indicated that he is involved with that effort and would check on the availability of such 
mapping. After further discussion, it was agreed to review the available information and, if appropriate, 
add springs to Map VI-3. 
 

[Secretary's Note: Dr. Bradbury subsequently provided information on springs that was 
obtained from the Wisconsin Wildlife Federation. That information has been 
added as Map VI-3a and related text. A copy of Map VI-3a is attached hereto 
as part of Exhibit B.] 

Dr. Cherkauer referred to Map VI-4 on page 28 and noted that the Village of Wales should be shaded as 
being in the groundwater protection area. That change was duly noted. It was also questioned if the 
Village of East Troy was not indicated to be in the groundwater management area. Mr. Biebel indicated 
that the staff would check and verify the situation. 
 

[Secretary's Note: A review of the Wisconsin Act 310 and the 2006 Report to the Legislature 
indicates that the Village of East Troy is included within the groundwater 
management area. A revised version of Map VI-4 is attached hereto as part 
of Exhibit B.] 

Mr. Yunker noted that Map VI-2 should also be checked. He particularly noted the Village of Elm Grove 
being denoted as a community within a straddling county. 
 

[Secretary's Note: A review of Map VI-2 indicated the need for revision. A revised copy of 
Map VI-2 is attached hereto as part of Exhibit B.] 

Mr. Schultz referred to Map VI-1 and noted that the location of the groundwater source being east or west 
of the subcontinental divide was not clear cut for some communities which were split by or near the 
subcontinental divide. After further discussion, it was agreed to drop the reference to the location of the 
groundwater source as related to being east or west of the subcontinental divide. 
 

[Secretary's Note: Map VI-1 was revised to drop the reference to the location of the ground-
water source and to add the location of the area itself as related to the 
subcontinental divide. A revised copy of Map VI-1 is attached hereto as part 
of Exhibit B.] 

Ms. Lewis indicated that she objected to the inclusion of the conclusions drawn from the water law study 
as listed on page 16. Chairman Bauer responded that this chapter of the planning report was intended to 
provide a basis for alternative plan development and the conclusions were important as a guide to such 
preparation. Ms. Lewis responded that she was most concerned with the first conclusion which related to 
the return flow requirement of the Compact as a basis for a diversion. She indicated that there were also 
other requirements in the compact for approvals of a diversion. She asked if it were appropriate to single 
out the one requirement of return flow. She also noted that the status of the Compact was in flux. 
 
Mr. Duchniak suggested that the text could be revised to indicate that proposals would be considered that 
were consistent with the Compact. Mr. Moroney recommended that the conclusion could state that the 
provisions of a return flow component would be consistent with both the current law and the potential law 
consistent with the Compact. 
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After further discussion, it was agreed to revise the first conclusion on page 16 consistent with Mr. 
Moroney’s recommendation. 
 

[Secretary's Note: The first conclusion on page 16 has been revised to read as follows: 

“1. With regard to proposals for the provision of Lake Michigan water to any 
areas of the Region located west of the subcontinental divide, a return 
flow component is required for consistency with the current regulations 
and the potential future regulations if the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence 
River Basin Water Resources Compact is adopted.”] 

Mr. Grisa commented that the issue of what constitutes return flow may be a complex difficult issue to 
address. He noted that a stormwater runoff component could be included in addition to spent water 
supplies. 
 
In answer to a question by Mr. Yttri, Mr. Biebel noted that long-standing subregional water supply and 
sanitary sewerage system plans existed for the greater Kenosha and greater Racine areas. Elements of 
these plans, he said, were being implemented and that provided Lake Michigan water to the eastern 
portion of those counties. He indicated that those plans could be fully implemented in a manner consistent 
with current and potential future regulations regarding Lake Michigan diversions. Mr. Yttri indicated that 
the City of Oak Creek Water Utility does provide water to three areas in Racine County, but had not been 
a party to any subregional system plans. He asked if this would prevent the City of Oak Creek from 
continuing to provide water in Racine County. Mr. Biebel indicated in the negative. 
 
Mr. Shaver recommended that the text of the second conclusion be revised to emphasize the level of 
implementation. 
 
After further discussion, it was agreed to revise the second conclusion. 
 

[Secretary's Note: In order to clarify the issues regarding the provision of Lake Michigan water 
to the eastern portion of Racine and Kenosha Counties, the second 
conclusions on page 16 has been revised to read as follows: 

“2. The provision of Lake Michigan water to areas in eastern Racine and 
Kenosha Counties where long-standing subregional and local water and 
sewerage system plans proposing such provision have been largely 
implemented can continue to be accomplished in a manner consistent 
with current and potential future regulations governing diversion.”] 

Mr. Bunker noted that the water supply law report would be a valuable resource for many purposes. He 
recommended that the report be provided to the Legislative Council Special Committee on Great Lakes 
Water Resources Compact which was charged with developing legislation regarding the Compact. 
 
There being no further questions or comments, on a motion by Ms. Lewis, seconded by Mr. Melcher, and 
carried unanimously, Chapter VI, “Summary of Water Supply Law As Applied to Southeastern 
Wisconsin,” of SEWRPC Planning Report No. 52, A Regional Water Supply Plan for Southeastern 
Wisconsin, were approved as amended. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 

Ms. Lewis reminded the Committee that the chapter establishing plan objectives, principles, and standards 
had been reviewed and approved over a year ago. She noted that, while she felt that the objectives, 
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principles, and standards had been well thought out, the Committee now had an expanded understanding 
of the water supply planning process and issues. She suggested that the objectives, principles, and 
standards be reviewed again. Mr. Bunker recalled that the Committee had spent considerable time 
reviewing and revising the chapter involved and he would be reluctant to reconsider the chapter 
concerned. He asked if Ms. Lewis had any specific concerns. Ms. Lewis indicated that she was concerned 
as to how the alternative plans would be developed and what alternatives would be developed, noting that 
the alternatives would be designed to meet the objectives. She was concerned that the Committee would 
be reacting to alternative plans developed by the Commission staff rather the proactive in developing the 
alternatives. Chairman Bauer noted that a chapter was being prepared describing the issues and problems 
to be addressed in the planning process, and indicated the chapter should be available for Committee 
review at the next meeting. This chapter may be responsive to Ms. Lewis’ expressed concern. 
 
Dr. Cherkauer suggested that the chapter on objectives, principles, and standards could be reviewed by 
those who had an interest as a “homework assignment.” If such review identified an issue, or issues, 
which should be considered by the Committee, it could be raised and addressed. Mr. Grisa agreed with 
that suggestion, noting that there had been considerable effort devoted by the Committee to the 
preparation of the objectives, principles, and standards. 
 
After further discussion, it was agreed that Chapter V, “Planning Objectives, Principles, and Standards,” 
could be reviewed by those who desired to do so, and that if such review identified particularly important 
issues or concerns, these could be raised and addressed at the next meeting. Mr. Duchniak asked that it be 
made clear that only particularly important issues be raised, since the Committee had put in a 
considerable effort in its previous review and discussion of the objectives, principles, and standards. 
 
Chairman Bauer then noted that a draft letter to Dr. Kenneth R. Bradbury of the Wisconsin Geological 
and Natural History Survey and related tables and maps had been provided to each Committee member at 
the beginning of the meeting. These materials were related to surface waters of the Region which were 
particularly dependent upon groundwater inflows and were intended to be used as an overlay to the 
groundwater recharge area mapping being developed by the hydrogeologic study cooperators under the 
regional water supply planning effort—the Wisconsin Geological and Natural History Survey, the U.S. 
Geological Survey, and the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee. He asked Mr. Biebel to present the 
materials. 
 

[Secretary’s Note: A copy of the draft letter to Dr. Bradbury is attached hereto as Exhibit C.] 

Mr. Biebel referred to the draft letter noting that groundwater recharge areas were currently being mapped 
and categorized based upon soils, land slope, and land cover. He noted that it was planned to further 
categorize those areas with regard to their groundwater flow path and surface water discharge location. 
The proposed basis of that later subcategorization was to be the areas tributary to the streams and lakes 
identified in the maps and tables attached to the draft letter. He noted that the streams involved were 
either classified as outstanding or exceptional resource waters or trout streams, or were selected on the 
basis of groundwater interaction. In addition, all lakes in the Region classified as seepage lakes, spring 
lakes, or drained lakes were included, together with some drainage lakes where groundwater inflows were 
known to be important. 
 
Mr. Shaver asked how the importance of groundwater to the maintenance of major wetland complexes 
had been considered, citing the Vernon Marsh as an example. Mr. Biebel indicated that only wetlands 
adjacent to or part of a complex which included a designated stream or lake were considered. Mr. Shaver 
suggested considering the SEWRPC natural areas inventories as a means of selecting certain wetlands as 
important from a groundwater-dependence point of view. After further discussion, it was agreed to 
consider the issue of groundwater-dependent wetland areas as part of the recharge area analyses. 
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[Secretary's Note: The Commission staff reviewed the natural area plan for southeastern 
Wisconsin and documented in SEWRPC Planning Report No. 42, A Regional 
Natural Areas and Critical Species Habitat Protection and Management 
Plan for Southeastern Wisconsin. The natural areas were reviewed to identify 
those that were most important with respect to groundwater-dependence. A 
number of such areas were identified, including the Cedarburg Bog and a 
number of fen-type wetlands. A map and listing of the areas will be added to 
the other surface water features considered in the groundwater recharge 
analysis.] 

There being no further comments or questions, Chairman Bauer indicated that the minutes would show 
that the materials had been reviewed and approved with amendments by the Committee. 
 
DATE AND TIME OF NEXT MEETING 

After brief discussion, it was agreed that the next meeting of the Advisory Committee would be held at 
the Commission offices on Tuesday, July 17, 2007, beginning at 9:00 a.m. Chairman Bauer noted that at 
that meeting it was planned to review Chapter VII, which was intended to provide a description of the 
identified water supply problems and issues to be considered in the planning process. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 

There being no further business to come before the Committee, on a motion by Ms. Lewis, seconded by 
Mr. Melcher, and carried unanimously, the meeting was adjourned at 11:50 a.m. 
 

*   *   * 
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Exhibit C 
 

PRELIMINARY DRAFT 
May 11, 2007 
 
Dr. Kenneth R. Bradbury 
Hydrogeologist/Professor 
Wisconsin Geological and Natural History Survey 
University of Wisconsin-Extension 
3817 Mineral Point Road 
Madison, WI 53705 
 
Dear Dr. Bradbury: 
 
We are providing to you herewith Maps 1 and 2 delineating surface waters within the Southeastern Wisconsin 
Region which are considered as having a high priority for groundwater baseflow maintenance. A listing of the 
groundwater-dependent surface waters is also enclosed in the form of Tables 1 and 2. These maps and data are 
also being provided to you in electronic GIS format for your use in further classifying the groundwater recharge 
areas within the Region being developed by your agency based upon consideration of soils, land cover, and slope. 
 
Upon completion of your review of these maps and related data, an interagency staff meeting should be held to 
discuss the manner in which these data are to be incorporated into the groundwater recharge area analyses and 
mapping under the regional water supply planning program. 
 
As an initial recommendation for discussion purposes, it is recommended that the Region be divided into four 
subareas as follows: 
 

• Areas within the recharge area of the deep sandstone aquifer and tributary through groundwater flow 
patterns to the groundwater-dependent surface waters listed in the data provided with this letter. 

• Other recharge areas tributary to the groundwater-dependent surface waters, but located beyond the 
deep sandstone aquifer recharge areas. 

• Areas within the deep sandstone aquifer recharge area, but outside the areas tributary to the 
groundwater-dependent surface waters. 

• All other areas not included in the above three categories. 

The groundwater recharge categories based upon physical parameters of soils, slope, and land cover would then 
be used to further subdivide each of the four areas noted above based upon the amounts of recharge expected. 
 
Should you have any questions concerning this matter, please do not hesitate to call. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Philip C. Evenson 
Executive Director 
 
PCE/KWB/RPB/pk 
#127608 V1 - RWSP BRADBURY LTR 
 
Enclosures 
 
cc: Dr. Charles P. Dunning, USGS 
 Mr. Daniel T. Feinstein, USGS 
 Dr. Douglas S. Cherkauer, UW-Milwaukee 
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Source: Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources and SEWRPC. 
 

Map 2 
 

LAKES CONSIDERED TO BE HIGHLY 
DEPENDENT UPON GROUNDWATER 
BASEFLOW IN THE SOUTHEASTERN 

WISCONSIN REGION: 2005 
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Table 1 
 

STREAMS CONSIDERED TO BE HIGHLY DEPENDENT UPON GROUNDWATER BASEFLOW 
 

County Stream Name Resource Designation 
Kenosha Palmer Creek Cold Water Biological Community 
Racine Tichigan Creek Cold Water Biological Community 
Walworth Bluff Creek (portions) Outstanding Resource Water 
 Harris Creek Cold Water Biological Community 
 Potawatomi Creek Outstanding Resource Water 
 Spring Brook Cold Water Biological Community 
 Steel Brook  Cold Water Biological Community 
 Van Slyke Creek Outstanding Resource Water 
Washington Allenton Creek (portions) Cold Water Biological Community 
 East Branch Milwaukee River (portions) Exceptional Resource Watera 
 Quaas Creek Warmwater Sport Fishery 
Ozaukee Ulao Creek Warmwater Sport Fishery 
Waukesha Brandy Brook Exceptional Resource Waterb 
 Coco Creek Cold Water Biological Community 
 Genesee Creek (portions) Cold Water Biological Community 
 Genesee Creek (portions) Exceptional Resource Watera 
 Jericho Creek Cold Water Biological Community 
 Mason Creek Exceptional Resource Waterb 
 McKeawn Springs Cold Water Biological Community 
 Mill Creek (portions) Cold Water Biological Community 
 Mill Creek (portions) Exceptional Resource Waterb 
 Mukwonago River (portions) Exceptional Resource Watera 
 Oconomowoc River (portions) Exceptional Resource Watera 
 Paradise Springs (portions) Exceptional Resource Waterb 
 Paradise Springs (portions) Cold Water Biological Community 
 Pebble Creek Cold Water Biological Community 
 Rosenow Creek (portions) Exceptional Resource Waterb 
 Rosenow Creek (portions) Cold Water Biological Community 
 Scuppernong River (portions) Cold Water Biological Community 
 South Branch Scuppernong River (portions) Cold Water Biological Community 
 South Branch Scuppernong River (portions) Exceptional Resource Waterb 
 West Branch Coco Creek (portions) Exceptional Resource Waterb 
 West Branch Coco Creek (portions) Cold Water Biological Community 
 Miscellaneous Streams Tributary to the Above - - 

 
aSpecifically identified in Chapter NR 102 as an Exceptional Resource Water. 
 
bCold Water Biological Community also categorized as an Exceptional Resource Water due to its classification as a Class I 
Trout Stream. 
 
Source: Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources and SEWRPC. 
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Table 2 
 

LAKES CONSIDERED TO BE HIGHLY DEPENDENT UPON GROUNDWATER BASEFLOW 
 

County Lake Name Lake Type 
Kenosha Andrea Lake Seepage 
 Barber Pond Drained 
 Bullfrog Pond Seepage 
 Bur Oak Lake Drained 
 Cross Lake Drained 
 Flanagan Lake Seepage 
 Francis Lake (League) Drained 
 Juniper Lake Drained 
 Kull Lake Drained 
 L Shangrila-Benet (Paschen) Drained 
 Lake Benedict Drained 
 Lake Mary (Marie Lake) Drained 
 Lilly Lake Seepage 
 Montgomery Lake Drained 
 Mud Lake Drained 
 Mud Turtle Pond Seepage 
 Passch Lake Drained 
 Paulin Pond Drained 
 Peat Lake (Mud) Drained 
 Rock Lake Drained 
 Voltz Lake Drained 
Milwaukee Dumkes Lake Seepage 
 Greenfield Park Pond Seepage 
 Koepmier Lake (Bishop) Seepage 
 Kosciuszko Park Pond Seepage 
 Linden Pond Spring 
 Mitchell Park Pond Seepage 
 Monastery Lake Seepage 
 Mud Lake Seepage 
 New Zoo Pond Seepage 
 Root River Parkway Pond Seepage 
 Schroedel Pond Seepage 
 Scout Lake Seepage 
 Sheridan Park Pond Seepage 
Ozaukee Cedarburg Stone Quarry Seepage 
 Daly Lake Seepage 
 Drzewiceki Lake Spring 
 Fromm Pit Spring 
 Gough Lake Seepage 
 Hannaman Lake Seepage 
 Hansen Lake Seepage 
 Harrington Beach Quarry Seepage 
 Horn Lake Seepage 
 Huiras Lake Seepage 



Table 2 (continued) 
 

County Lake Name Lake Type 
Ozaukee (continued) Lac Du Cours Seepage 
 Long Lake Seepage 
 Ludowissi Lake Seepage 
 Moldenhauer Lake Seepage 
 Mud Lake Seepage 
 Pit Lake Seepage 
 Roeckl Lake Seepage 
 Spring Lake Seepage 
Racine Bisanabi Lake Seepage 
 Browns Lake Drained 
 Leda Lake (Frieda) Drained 
 Overson Pond Seepage 
 Quarry Lake Seepage 
 Rockland Lake Drained 
 Rodgers Pond Seepage 
Walworth Army Lake Spring 
 Booth Lake Seepage 
 Geneva Lake Spring 
 Green Lake (Lauderdale Lakes) Spring 
 Lake Como Seepage 
 Lake La Grange Seepage 
 Lake Lorraine Seepage 
 Lake Ten Seepage 
 Lake Wandawega Seepage 
 Lulu Lake Drainage/Other 
 North Lake Seepage 
 Pell Lake Seepage 
 Peters Lake Seepage 
 Pickerel Lake Spring 
 Pleasant Lake Spring 
 Potter Lake Seepage 
 Silver Lake Seepage 
 Swan Lake Spring 
 Swift Lake Seepage 
 Turtle Lake Spring 
Washington Allis Lake Seepage 
 Amy Bell Lake Seepage 
 Bark Lake Spring 
 Beck Lake Seepage 
 Big Cedar Lake Spring 
 Brickyard Pond Seepage 
 Ehne Lake Spring 
 Erler Lake Spring 
 Five Lake Seepage 
 Gilbert Lake Spring 
 Green Lake Seepage 
 Hawthorn Lake Seepage 
 Hickey Lake Seepage 



Table 2 (continued) 
 

County Lake Name Lake Type 
Washington (continued) Lehner Lake Spring 
 Lenwood Lake Spring 
 Little Drickens Lake Seepage 
 Lohr Pond Seepage 
 Malloy Lake Spring 
 McConville Lake Seepage 
 Mud Lake (1) Seepage 
 Mud Lake (2) Seepage 
 Mueller Lake Spring 
 Murphy Lake Seepage 
 Proschinger Lake Seepage 
 Quas Lake Spring 
 Radtke Lake Seepage 
 Rockfield Quarry Pond Seepage 
 Smith Lake Seepage 
 Tilly Lake Spring 
 Twelve Lake Spring 
 Wallace Lake Spring 
 Werner Pond Seepage 
Waukesha Ashippun Lake Spring 
 Beaver Dam Lake Seepage 
 Beaver Lake Spring 
 Big Bend Pond Spring 
 Bowron Lake Spring 
 Brown Lake Spring 
 Buth Lake Seepage  
 Denoon Lake Seepage 
 Duck Lake Seepage 
 Dutchman Lake Seepage 
 Eagle Spring Lake Other/drainage 
 Egg Lake Seepage 
 Etter Lake Seepage 
 Florence Lake Seepage 
 Forest Lake Seepage 
 Garvin Lake Seepage 
 Golden Lake Spring 
 Henrietta Lake Seepage 
 Hogan Lake Seepage 
 Hunters Lake Spring 
 Lake Five Seepage 
 Lake Keesus Spring 
 Lannon Park Pond Spring 
 Larkin Lake Spring 
 Little Muskego Lake Drainage/Other 
 Lower Genesee Lake Spring 
 Lower Kelly Lake Seepage 
 Lower Nashotah Lake Spring 
 Lower Phantom Lake Other 



Table 2 (continued) 
 

County Lake Name Lake Type 
Waukesha  (continued) Middle Genesee Lake Seepage 
 Moose Lake Spring 
 Mud Lake Seepage 
 Mukwonago Park Pond Spring 
 Ottawa Lake Spring 
 Pewaukee Lake Spring 
 Pine Lake Spring 
 Pretty Lake Seepage 
 Rainbow Springs Lake Seepage 
 Reagon Lake Spring 
 Roxy Pond Spring 
 Silver Lake Seepage 
 Spahn Lake Seepage 
 Spring Lake Seepage 
 Spring Lake (Dousman) Seepage 
 Sybil Lake Seepage 
 Tamarack Lake Seepage 
 Upper Genesee Spring 
 Upper Kelly Lake Spring 
 Upper Nashotah Spring 
 Upper Phantom Lake Seepage 
 Utica Lake Spring 
 Waterville Pond Other/drainage 
 Willow Spring Lake Other/drainage 
 Wood Lake Spring 

 
Source: Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources and SEWRPC. 
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