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Presentation at a Glance

Regulatory background
Compliance strategies
Anticipated costs
Opportunities and challenges

Dane County perspective

Clean Wisconsin perspective



Phosphorus Regulations

NR 102-numeric water quality
criteria

NR 151-runoff management
(PI)

NR 217-implementation
framework for point sources

Rock River TMDL
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Rock River TMDL

Approved by EPA in September,
2011

Addresses impairments caused
by TP and TSS

Reductions required from all
sources

For the Yahara Watershed:
= Nonpoint
= MS4s (stormwater) (25)
=« Other point sources (7)




Potential P Reduction Approaches

Traditional-treatment
and/or control

Water quality trading
Adaptive management

Combination




Traditional Compliance Approaches

Independent actions

Discharge-"end of pipe”
focused solutions

Expensive




i What would this look like for MMSD?
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= Build complex and expensive
technology

= Resource intensive

= Large carbon footprint




Water Quality Trading

Discharge focused

Different sources have e ]

different control costs
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Some important issues yet
to be resolved



Watershed Adaptive Management
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Wisconsin Watershed
Adaptive Management Option

= Goal-achieve WQC:

=« Economically-avoid filtration
= As soon as possible
= Consider both point and nonpoint contributions

= Conditions

= Proposed WQBEL will require filtration or equivalent technology
= Exceedance caused by both point and nonpoint

= Sum of nonpoint & MS4 at least 50% of total load

= WDNR approved implementation plan



Adaptive Management Basics

Things to consider
= Do you qualify?

= Filtration required?
= P source distribution?

= Geographic scope

= Partnerships

= Load reductions

= Targeting considerations
= Cost and allocation

= Administration

A TMDL can be helpful




Two Important DNR Documents
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MMSD Nutrient Reduction Evaluation

9 different scenarios
= TP alone (3)
= TP+ TN (6)

TMDL Target: 0.13 mg/ITP

= Filtration required
= $78 Million total PW cost




MMSD Geographic Scope

Rock River TMDL

Upstream from control
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Rock River TMDL-Stormwater Dischargers
(MS4s) With Outfalls in the Yahara Watershed

Cities

Fitchburg
Madison
Middleton
Monona
Stoughton
Sun Prairie

Villages

Cottage Grove
DeForest

Maple Bluff
McFarland
Shorewood Hills
Waunakee

Towns Others

Blooming Grove Dane County
Bristol UW-Madison
Burke

Cottage Grove

Dunkirk

Dunn

Madison

Middleton

Pleasant Springs
Westport

Windsor



Rock River TMDL-Additional Point Sources
With Outfalls in the Yahara Watershed

WWTPs
Arlington
MMSD
Oregon
Stoughton
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Middleton-Tiedemann Pond
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Determining Loads

TMDL

PRESTO

= Pollutant Load Ratio
Estimation Tool

=« Relative contribution of
point and nonpoint P loads

= Google-WDNR and PRESTO

Pollutant Lood Ratio
Estimation
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Targeting Considerations
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MMSD-Yahara Watershed Adaptive
Management Cost Estimate

= TMDL used to calculate total
watershed load reduction

= Costs calculated with input
from Dane County Land and
Water Resources

= Proportional assignment of
costs




A Wide Range of BMPs and Costs

Urban Water Quality Grant Practices

Iowa ag BMP Pilot Project
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What is the Potential Price Tag For Adaptive Management?

Yahara Watershed Adaptive Management Cost Estimates
(Point Sources at Current Phosphorus Loads)

Background MMSD
$3.4 M Total PW Cost $8.1 M Total PW Cost
$169,000 Annual Cost 5403,000 Annual Cost

Other Point Sources
51.9 M Total PW Cost
593,000 Annual Cost

Nonpoint
$28.1M Total PW Cost

$1,405,000 Annual Cost City of Madison

58.6 M Total PW Cost
%432,000 Annual Cost

Other MS4s
8.5 M Total PW Cost
%425,000 Annual Cost

$59 M Total PW Cost




How is MMSD Moving Forward?

Test drive thru a pilot project

MOU:

Brief background information
Regulatory considerations
Pilot project goals

How success is measured

Multiple parties

Adaptive Management for the Yahara Watershed
Memorandum of Understanding [11/03/2011 draft)
Foe Discussion Purposes Only-Not for Distribution

Setween Madizon Metropoiitan Sewerage Ditrict, Dane County, the Oty of Madiwon, ana the
Weconsn Department of Natural Resources

L Backprounsd

The Wi n Department of Natural Resources (WONH o the department ) has developed
maamers waler quality criteria for phosphoeut. These cotena ware wiedd s the bash lar
Srewiupmg o total macdiman dely lcad [TMBL) for e Rock Bver Bemin. The TMOL was
approwed by EPA in September, 2010, The TMDL assipn osphorus alocations for pont
sources. M55 and nonpaint sources withn the Rock River Basin. In moss, but not ¥l cases
Feint sourtet wned M54y wil ba reguiend 10 reskicn phaphorus luats 1o comply with the TMOL
Nonpoim sources will also be regeired 50 reduce (ACEPNOIUS I0ads 10 comply with the TMDL

Chapter NI 217 of the Whconen Asminatratw Code idantilies the inplemantation framewark
for estatiishing eMuent standards and Amitations, nouding water quakty based effuent
imitations, for phosphorus i efffuent dacharged 1o surface waters of the state. NR 217,13
allowy 4 poink saucw regulsted ander N 217 to wie a watenshed sdaptive masagement cption
10 comply with waler quakty crfisrion, sulyect Lo WONR appeovel. WENR muy appeove snd
authorize the adaptive moaragement option If the point source demonstrases and the
Separtmwnt concurs that 4 of the followang conditions are met

(a] The exceocance of the applicable phosphorus oRterion in & N8 102.06 is cawsed by
ghosghons contriutions from Bath point scurces and nenpoint souroes

{b) Exher the 1um of the noapont sources and the permitted Muncipal Separate STOMM sewer
ontrution of phosphonus 10 the recelsing water b at least 50 percem of the tosal
contrivution within the waterhed of the receiving wivter where the applcable phospherin
oriterion in s NR 102,06 is exceedod, of the permittee demonsirates that the sppicable
phosghorus oriterion cannct be mes in the watershed witho trof of phosghorus

Aduptive Manigersont MOU-Page 1




Adaptive Management Pilot Project

Strategic location
4 year duration
~ $3 million cost

All participants contribute $

Sixmile Creek Watershed
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Pilot Project-Estimated Costs

Entity Total Cost Annual Cost Entity Total Cost Annual Cost
Blooming Grove,Town 511,500 53,800 Shorewood Hills, Village 55,600 51,900
Bristol, Town 510,300 53,400 Stoughton, City S0 50
Burke, Town 528,600 59,500 Sun Prairie, City 515,900 55,300
Cottage Grove, Town $15,900 55,300 Waunakee, Village $27,400 £9,100
Cottage Grove, Village $6,000 52,000 Westport, Town $23,600 57,900
Deforest, Village $21,000 57,000 Windsor, Town $33,900 511,300
Dunkirk, Town S0 S0

Dunn, Town 515,900 55,300 MMSD 5380,600 $126,900
Fitchburg, City 553,700 517,900 Oregon 556,900 519,000
Madison, City 5408,100 5136,000 Stoughton 514,200 54,700
Madison, Town 514,600 54,900 Arlington S800 5300
Maple Bluff, Village 54,500 51,500 Middleton-Tiedemann 512,300 54,100
McFarland, Village 518,500 56,200 DNR-Nevin 52,700 5900
Middleton, City 559,400 519,800 MGE 5400 5100
Middleton, Town 511,900 54,000

Maonona, City $21,600 57,200 Background $159,600 553,200

Pleasant Springs, Town 50 50 Nonpoint 51,326,400 $442,100



What Has Gone Well?

Relationships/Collaboration

Regulatory agencies
County

Consultants
Environmental groups
NGO’s

MS4s

Developing cost estimates
and funding expectations

Data rich environment

Messaging
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Adagtve Managemam for the Yahars Wmershed
Memorandsm of Undeestandng (11/03/2011 draft)
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Challenges?

Being the first
Learning new languages
Overcoming “fairness” concerns

Investing $ outside of municipal
boundaries

Technical issues
= “Bubble” MS4s
= Watershed based permitting
= Interim limits for POTWs
« Effluent dominated stream

Requirements associated with
different funding sources
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Bubble MS4s

MS4s with stormwater
discharges to multiple
watersheds

Looking for a single solution

Possible solutions include:
= Expanding the geographic
scope
« Water quality trading

Impaired Waters

Yahara River Watershad
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Dane County as a Broker
for Adaptive Management

= What Has Gone Well?

= Challenges?

= "Take Away” Lessons




i What Has Gone Well?

= Draft Working Agreement

- Partnerships

- Pollutant Baselines (point/nonpoint)
- Evaluation Procedures

- Identification of Pilot Project Area



What Has Gone Well?

Partnerships

+

Federal, State & Local Government

Point Source
(ex. Waste Water Treatment Plants, Municipal

Stormwater MS4)
Agricultural Landowners/Producers

Non-profit Organizations
(ex. Sand County Foundation, Clean Lakes
Alliance)



What Has Gone Well?

Pollutant Baselines —
Rock River TMDL

+

Yahara River
Basin
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What Has Gone Well?

Pollutant Baselines - SWAT




What Has Gone Well?

Pollutant Baselines - SNAP

SNAP-Plus

Wisconsin's Nutrient ManagementiRlanning Software

SNAP-Plus Nutrient Management Software

Important News

Downloads
Current Yersion
User Manual
Database Tools

SNAP-Plus is a Microsoft Windows® based Nutrient Management Planning software
program designed for the preparation of nutrient management plans in accordance with
Wisconsin's Nutrient Management Standard Code 590. The program is available for
News & Help download from the "Current Version” link. Updates are released periodically to add new
Installation Details features and bug fixes.

Recent Program Changes
Training Opportunities
Answers (FAQ)

Known Problems
Helpful Links into account legume M and manure nutrient credits consistent with University of Jaﬂl{aw 11, 2011

: Wisconsin recommendations Tip g
Contact & Links

Contact Information

SNAP-Plus will calculate:

e Crop nutrient (N, F'2Os, KQO) recommendations for all fields on a farm taking

o A RUSLEZ2-based soil loss assessment that will allow producers to determine
MRCS 590 Standard whether fields that receive fertilizer or manure applications meet tolerable soil
UWEX publication A2809 loss (T) requirerments.

WI Phosphorus Index.

RUSLEZ Info e A rotational Phosphorus Index value for all fields as required for using the P
Soil and Restriction Maps Index for phosphorus management.

o A rotational P balance for using soil test P as the criteria for phosphorus
managerent.

SNAP-Plus is produced by the

SNAP'P'US |$ United States Department of Agriculture

DEPARTMENT OF ; f"~> Natural Resources v 7
BRI s supported by RATCHEEEENONNE Extension

S

Conservation Service




What Has Gone Well?

Evaluation Procedures

USGS Monitoring Stations SNAP Plus - Compliance
by Calculation
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What Has Gone Well?

Identification of Pilot
Project Area

Sixmile Creek Watershed

Dorn-Sixmile Creek B o

Adaptive — Py
Management | ™o
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i Challenges

= Integration of Multiple Programs
= Monitoring and Evaluation
= Agricultural Landowner/Producer



Challenges

Integration of Multiple
i Programs

= USDA
(ex. EQIP, CREP, CRP, MRBI)

= State
(NR151, ATCP 50, TRM)

= County
(conservation service delivery)



Challenges

* Monitoring & Evaluation

= Point Source vs. Nonpoint
= Baseline Monitoring

= Interim Monitoring

= Post Project Monitoring

= Stream vs. Lake
Monitoring




Challenges _
Agricultural

Landowner/Producer

= Voluntary
= Incentive Package
= Permit Length




“Take Away” Lessons

+

= Adaptive Management Cannot Start at

the Flip of a Switch :

= Track Record of Success for Partnership
= Need Total Community Buy-in
= Trust within the Partnership is Required



