











Figure 16. Location of CAFOs in the LFR Basin
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4.1.5. Out-of-Basin Sources

The drainage basin for Lower Green Bay actually includes more than just the LFR Basin. As shown in
Figure 17, three major river basins (the Upper Fox River, the Lower Fox River, and the Wolf River),
referred to collectively as the Fox-Wolf Basin, represent the drainage basin for Lower Green Bay. Figure
18 shows the percent of total land area in the Fox-Wolf Basin for each of the Upper Fox River, the
Lower Fox River, and the Wolf River Basins. This includes Lake Winnebago, which is an inlet to the
LFR Basin. The focus of this TMDL is the LFR Basin and Lower Green Bay; however, contributions
from LLake Winnebago and the Upper Fox and Wolf Basins must also be reduced if the goals established
by this TMDL are to be met. This will be addressed in a forthcoming TMDL report slated to be final in
the next few years, as federal and state resources allow.

Baseline loads entering the LFR Basin at the outlet of Lake Winnebago were derived from a regression
equation developed by Dale Robertson of the USGS (unpublished data produced for the Lower Fox
River TMDL project by Dale Robertson of the USGS in 2008; methods provided in Robertson and
Saad, 1996, and Robertson, 1996). Robertson’s constituent transport regression model was applied to
estimate TP and TSS loads entering the Lower Fox River from the outlet of Lake Winnebago from 1989
to 2006, and an average was used to represent baseline conditions. Appendix C provides a summary of
these data.

| Fox

L. Winnebago 10%
Figure 17. Drainage basins for the Upper Fox Figure 18. Percent of total land area of

River, Lower Fox River, and Wolf River the Fox-Wolf Basin
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4.2.  Summary of Baseline Sources of Phosphorus and Sediment Loading

Baseline TP and TSS loading conditions in the LFR Basin were estimated using the methods
summarized in Section 4.1. This section provides a data summary of baseline loads and sources of
baseline loads for the basin.

Mean annual TP loading in the LFR Basin is an estimated 549,703 Ibs/yr (Table 6 and Figure 19). Lake
Winnebago is estimated to contribute an additional 716,954 lbs/yr at its outlet, resulting in a combined
total mean annual TP loading of 1,266,657 Ibs/yr.

Table 6. Sources of baseline TP loading in the LFR Basin

Source Total Phosphorus (lbs/yr)

| Lake Winnebago ‘ 716,954

Urban (non-
regulated)
2.9%

Natural Background
1.0%

Urban (regulated
Ms4)
12.0%

Construction Sites
1.3%

General Permits

Municipal 0.4%

WWTFs
15.9%

Figure 19. Sources of baseline TP loading in the LFR Basin
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Mean annual TSS loading in the LFR Basin is an estimated 176,434,787 lbs/yr (Table 7 and Figure 20).
Lake Winnebago is estimated to contribute an additional 127,397,076 lbs/yr at its outlet, resulting in a
combined total mean annual TSS loading of 303,831,863 Ibs/yt.

Table 7. Sources of baseline TSS loading in the LFR Basin

Source Total Suspended Solids (Ibs/yr)

280
531

TOTAL (in-basin) 176,434,787 80,030

Total Suspended Solids (mt/yr)

Lake Winnebago 127,397,076 57,786

Construction Sites

Natural Background 5.0%

Urban (non- 0:9% General Permits
regulated)  ~_ 0.4%
3.2%

Industrial WWTFs
1.7%

\Municipal WWTFs

0.8%

Figure 20. Sources of baseline TSS loading in the LFR Basin (excluding biotic solids)
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In order to support planning for implementation of the TMDL within the LFR Basin, the results of the
analysis are summarized by the 15 major sub-basins that make up the LFR Basin (Figure 21). Table 8
provides a summary of mean annual baseline TP and TSS loads originating from within each of the 15
sub-basins.

Table 8. Summary of baseline TP and TSS loads originating from within each sub-basin

* Not including loads from biotic solids
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Oneida Reservation

™

Waters Impaired by
Phosphorus or Sediment

:’ Sub-basins

Figure 21. Sub-basins in the Lower Fox River Basin
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Reservation. Therefore, load reduction goals for pollutant loads originating from within the Oneida
Reservation are also identified on pages 43—87.

6.3. Out-of-Basin Sources

Even though the LFR Basin accounts for only 10% of the land area of the Fox-Wolf Basin (see Figure
17 and Figure 18), it contributes about 43% of the TP load and 56% of the TSS load delivered to Lower
Green Bay (at the outlet of the Lower Fox River main stem). Also, as illustrated in the maps in Figure 29
and Figure 30 in Appendix E, the sources of TP and TSS loads originating from within the Upper Fox
River and Wolf River are more diffuse than those originating from within the LFR Basin. Therefore, TP
and TSS loads from Lake Winnebago (and the Upper Fox and Wolf Basins) must be reduced if the goals
established by this TMDL are to be met. A 40% reduction goal (286,782 Ibs/yr) has been established for
TP loads entering the basin at the outlet of Lake Winnebago; and a 48.3% reduction goal (61,472,726
Ibs/yr) is expected for TSS loads entering the basin at the outlet of Lake Winnebago. These reduction
goals for loads entering the LFR Basin from the outlet of Lake Winnebago represent reasonable
expectations for load reductions that may be achievable in the Upper Fox and Wolf Basins. These
reduction goals may need to be adjusted if the TMDL analysis for the Upper Fox and Wolf Basins
reveals that these reduction goals are not feasible. The TMDL for the Upper Fox and Wolf Basins is
slated to be final in the next few years, as federal and state resources allow.

6.4.  Margin of Safety

The margin of safety (MOS) can be implicit (incorporated into the TMDL analysis through conservative
assumptions) or explicit (expressed in the TMDL as a portion of the loadings) or a combination of both.
A margin of safety has been incorporated implicitly into the TMDLs for phosphorus and TSS as follows:

e Although the calibration and validation of SWAT indicate that it can be applied to reliably simulate
phosphorus and TSS loads in the LFR Basin, the model shows a slight tendency to over predict
flows and loads at some of the calibration sites when comparing model output to observed data (see
Appendix B for more discussion). This occasional over-prediction of loads provides for an implicit
MOS in the TMDL analysis.

e An additional 10% MOS is implicitly incorporated in the TMDL analysis for TSS to account for
uncertainty in meeting the load reduction goal for biotic solids. This was done through use of an 18
mg/L summer (May through October) median TMDL target for the outlet to the bay (see Appendix
C for more information).

The MOS can be reviewed in the future as new data become available.

6.5.  Reserve Capacity

Reserve capacity is an optional means of reserving a portion of the loading capacity to allow for future
growth. Reserve capacity is typically considered in an area where new or expanded WPDES permits are
likely. The following summarizes how reserve capacity is included in the TMDL.

6.5.1. Wastewater Treatment Facilities

Although GW Partners LLC (permit no. 0001121) still has an active permit, the facility is no longer

operating. Therefore, the estimated baseline load from GW Partners LLC (6,362 lbs/year for TP and
52,979 Ibs/yeat for TSS,) is being set aside to support potential new or expanded WPDES permits on
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the main stem of the Lower Fox River. This WWTF Reserve Capacity load is shown in the Lower Fox
River main stem subwatershed allocation tables (in the following pages).

6.5.2. Regulated MS4 Communities
Two main factors limit the need for a reserve capacity being set aside for MS4 communities:

1. Expansion of municipalities generally involves the conversion of agricultural land into urban
Iand. The growth of MS4 communities generally involves conversion of agricultural land into urban
land uses. Under this model, TP and TSS loads may remain the same or decrease as soils are either
placed under perennial vegetation (lawns) or impervious surfaces. Therefore urban growth possibly
will entail a transfer of the load allocation for phosphorus and sediment from agriculture land be
assigned to the waste load allocation for the MS4. If this transfer requires more load allocation than
available, than the urban area must either find additional reductions within its service area or
pollutant trade to offset the difference in loads. This process differs from wastewater treatment
plants that may increase discharge with no change in land area served.

2. MS4s need to comply with the requirements contained in Wisconsin Administrative Code
NR 151 and NR 216, which Iimit pollutant loads from urban areas. Under WDNR’s storm
water regulations and performance standards, new urban development is required to reduce TSS
loads and meet infiltration requirements; also, urban re-development is required to reduce TSS loads.
These performance standards were promulgated to meet water quality standards. If more stringent
standards are needed, targeted performance standards may be promulgated through Wisconsin
Administrative Code NR 151.004 such that urban development will meet allocations stipulated in the
TMDL

6.6. Seasonal Variation

TMDLs must take into account seasonal variation in environmental conditions. As previously discussed,
critical conditions for phosphorus impairments generally occur during summer months when
temperature, flow, and sunlight conditions are conducive to excessive plant growth. However, loadings
throughout the entire year contribute to high phosphorus concentrations during this critical period.
Critical loadings for TSS impairments occur during wet weather events, which result in upland and
stream bank erosion. Wet weather events are especially prevalent in spring and summer.

Seasonal variations in the phosphorus and TSS loads are captured in the model used for the TMDL
analysis. First, SWAT uses daily time steps for weather data and water balance calculations. Loads were
calculated by SWAT using a 23-year (1977-2000) long-term hydrologic simulation period, which
minimizes the potential influence of climate dependant factors and provides a more representative
estimate of average conditions. Second, output from SWAT is on a daily time step, but is summarized on
an average annual basis for the TMDL analysis. Therefore, all possible flow conditions are taken into
account for load calculations.

42



EAST RIVER SUB-BASIN

N

Wrightstown SD#2
Wrightstown SD#1

[ i - & -3 3
¢ ___/L__‘"L;,.‘_l_]'__J}_f_ T —m ._4-
| — | §

Nt

1 | [« |
: ‘.ﬁ' g, ,..a-;-..xg‘l._.'r_.n_) & -

East River
Sub-Basin
LFR Basin

©  Municipal WWTFs

Waters Impaired by
Phosphorus or Sediment

|:| Urban (non-regulated)
- Urban (regulated MS4)

- Agriculture

- Natural Background

- Water

0 2 B
Miles

43




EAST RIVER

TOTAL PHOSPHORUS
Sub-basin Loading Summary (lbs/yr) Land Use Acres | % of Total
Baseline 48,748 Agriculture 26,520 54.3%
TMDL 14,592 Urban (non-regulated) 4,423 9.1%
Reduction 34,156 Urban (MS4) 9,091 18.6%
% Reduction Needed 70.1% Construction 256 0.5%
Natural Background 8,571 17.5%
[Daily TMDL (lbs/day) [ 39.95 | TOTAL| 48,861 100.0%
Sources Total Phosphorus Load (lbs/yr) | % Reduction Allocated
Baseline | Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Agriculture 38,020 6,123 31,897 83.9% 16.76
Urban (non-regulated) 2,195 2,195 - - 6.01
Natural Background 853 853 - - 2.34
LOAD ALLOCATION| 41,068 9,171 31,897 77.7% 25.11
Urban (MS4) 5,797 4,058 1,739 30.0% 11.11
Construction 836 836 - - 2.29
General Permits 322 322 - - 0.88
WWTF-Industrial - - - - -
WWTF-Municipal 725 205 520 71.7% 0.56
WASTELOAD ALLOCATION 7,680 5,421 2,259 29.4% 14.84
TOTAL (WLA + LA)| 48,748 14,592 34,156 70.1% 39.95
Urban (Ms4) Tota! Phosphorus Load (Ibs/Yr) % Reducti?n Allocated
Baseline | Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Allouez 1,101 771 330 30.0% 2.11
Bellevue 1,076 753 323 30.0% 2.06
DePere 737 516 221 30.0% 1.41
Green Bay 2,122 1,485 637 30.0% 4.07
Ledgeview 761 533 228 30.0% 1.46
WWTE-Municipal Tota! Phosphorus Load (Ibs/Yr) % Reduction Allocated
Baseline | Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (lbs/day)
Wrightstown SD#1 690 170 520 75.4% 0.47
Wrightstown SD#2 35 35 - - 0.10
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EAST RIVER
TOTAL SUSPENDED SOLIDS

Sub-basin Loading Summary (lbs/yr) Land Use Acres | % of Total
Baseline 19,796,496 Agriculture 26,520 54.3%
TMDL 7,231,130 Urban 4,423 9.1%
Reduction 12,565,366 Urban-MS4 9,091 18.6%
% Reduction Needed 63.5% Construction 256 0.5%

Natural Background 8,571 17.5%

[Daily TMDL (lbs/day) | 19,798 | TOTAL| 48,861 | 100.0%
Sources Total Suspended Solids Load (Ibs/yr) % Reduction Allocated

Baseline Allocated Reduction |from Baseline (Ibs/day)

Agriculture 15,364,278 4,511,822 10,852,456 70.6% 12,353

Urban (non-regulated) 581,660 581,660 - - 1,592
Natural Background 279,417 279,417 - - 765

LOAD ALLOCATION| 16,225,355 5,372,899 10,852,456 66.9% 14,710

Urban (MS4) 2,622,118 1,573,271 1,048,847 40.0% 4,307
Construction 830,079 166,016 664,063 80.0% 455
General Permits 118,364 118,364 - - 324
WWTF-Industrial - - - - -
WWTF-Municipal 580 580 - - 2

WASTELOAD ALLOCATION 3,571,141 1,858,231 1,712,910 48.0% 5,088

TOTAL (WLA + LA)[ 19,796,496 | 7,231,130 | 12,565,366 63.5% 19,798

Urban (Ms4) TotaI.Suspended Solids Load (Ibs/y.r) % Reducti?n Allocated
Baseline Allocated Reduction |from Baseline (Ibs/day)

Allouez 444,964 266,978 177,986 40% 731
Bellevue 511,765 307,059 204,706 40% 841
DePere 273,714 164,228 109,486 40% 450
Green Bay 1,119,137 671,482 447,655 40% 1,838
Ledgeview 272,538 163,523 109,015 40% 448
WWTF-Municipal TotaI'Suspended Solids Load (Ibs/y'r) % Reducti?n Allocated

Baseline Allocated Reduction |from Baseline (lbs/day)

Wrightstown SD#1 472 472 - - 1

Wrightstown SD#2 108 108 - - -
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BAIRD CREEK

TOTAL PHOSPHORUS
Sub-basin Loading Summary (lbs/yr) Land Use Acres | % of Total
Baseline 12,748 Agriculture 8,633 52.7%
TMDL 4,801 Urban (non-regulated) 1,437 8.8%
Reduction 7,947 Urban (MS4) 3,004 18.3%
% Reduction Needed 62.3% Construction 149 0.9%
Natural Background 3,149 19.2%
[Daily TMDL (lbs/day) [ 13.14] TOTAL| 16,372 100.0%
Sources Total Phosphorus Load (lbs/yr) | % Reduction Allocated
Baseline | Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Agriculture 9,018 1,772 7,246 80.4% 4.85
Urban (non-regulated) 588 588 - - 1.61
Natural Background 263 263 - - 0.72
LOAD ALLOCATION 9,869 2,623 7,246 73.4% 7.18
Urban (MS4) 2,338 1,637 701 30.0% 4.48
Construction 476 476 - - 1.30
General Permits 65 65 - - 0.18
WWTF-Industrial - - - - -
WWTF-Municipal - - - - -
WASTELOAD ALLOCATION 2,879 2,178 701 24.3% 5.96
TOTAL (WLA + LA)| 12,748 4,801 7,947 62.3% 13.14
Urban (Ms4) Tota! Phosphorus Load (Ibs/Yr) % Reductit')n Allocated
Baseline | Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Bellevue 4 2.8 1.2 30.0% 0.01
Green Bay 2,334 1,634.2 699.8 30.0% 4.47
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BAIRD CREEK

TOTAL SUSPENDED SOLIDS
Sub-basin Loading Summary (lbs/yr) Land Use Acres | % of Total
Baseline 3,791,217 Agriculture 8,633 52.7%
TMDL 2,374,777 Urban 1,437 8.8%
Reduction 1,416,440 Urban-MS4 3,004 18.3%
% Reduction Needed 37.4% Construction 149 0.9%
Natural Background 3,149 19.2%
[Daily TMDL (lbs/day) | 6,503 | TOTAL| 16,372 | 100.0%
Sources Total Suspended Solids Load (Ibs/yr) | % Reduction Allocated
Baseline Allocated | Reduction |from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Agriculture 2,146,760 1,495,195 651,565 30.4% 4,094
Urban (non-regulated) 108,357 108,357 - - 297
Natural Background 40,639 40,639 - - 111
LOAD ALLOCATION| 2,295,756 1,644,191 651,565 28.4% 4,502
Urban (MS4) 1,054,983 632,990 421,993 40.0% 1,733
Construction 428,603 85,721 342,882 80.0% 235
General Permits 11,875 11,875 - - 33
WWTF-Industrial - - - - -
WWTF-Municipal - - - - -
WASTELOAD ALLOCATION| 1,495,461 730,586 764,875 51.1% 2,001
TOTAL (WLA + LA)| 3,791,217 2,374,777 1,416,440 37.4% 6,503
Urban (MS4) Total .Suspended Solids Load (Ibs/}lr) % Reduction Allocated
Baseline Allocated | Reduction |from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Bellevue 2,631 1,579 1,052 40.0% 4
Green Bay 1,052,352 631,411 420,941 40.0% 1,729
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BOWER CREEK

TOTAL PHOSPHORUS
Sub-basin Loading Summary (lbs/yr) Land Use Acres | % of Total
Baseline 27,777 Agriculture 17,142 63.6%
TMDL 7,964 Urban (non-regulated) 2,983 11.1%
Reduction 19,813 Urban (MS4) 3,203 11.9%
% Reduction Needed 71.3% Construction 142 0.5%
Natural Background 3,468 12.9%
[Daily TMDL (lbs/day) [ 21.80] TOTAL| 26,938 100.0%
Sources Total Phosphorus Load (lbs/yr) | % Reduction Allocated
Baseline | Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Agriculture 22,946 3,860 19,086 83.2% 10.57
Urban (non-regulated) 1,435 1,435 - - 3.93
Natural Background 283 283 - - 0.77
LOAD ALLOCATION| 24,664 5,578 19,086 77.4% 15.27
Urban (MS4) 2,422 1,695 727 30.0% 4.64
Construction 445 445 - - 1.22
General Permits 246 246 - - 0.67
WWTF-Industrial - - - - -
WWTF-Municipal - - - - -
WASTELOAD ALLOCATION 3,113 2,386 727 23.4% 6.53
TOTAL (WLA + LA)| 27,777 7,964 19,813 71.3% 21.80
Urban (Ms4) Tota! Phosphorus Load (Ibs/Yr) % Reducti?n Allocated
Baseline | Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Bellevue 1,545 1,081.2 463.8 30.0% 2.96
Green Bay 29 20.3 8.7 30.0% 0.06
Ledgeview 848 593.5 254.5 30.0% 1.62
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BOWER CREEK
TOTAL SUSPENDED SOLIDS

Sub-basin Loading Summary (lbs/yr) Land Use Acres | % of Total
Baseline 10,318,235 Agriculture 17,142 63.6%
TMDL 3,939,913 Urban 2,983 11.1%
Reduction 6,378,322 Urban-MS4 3,203 11.9%
% Reduction Needed 61.8% Construction 142 0.5%

Natural Background 3,468 12.9%
[Daily TMDL (Ibs/day) | 10,787 | TOTAL| 26,938 | 100.0%

Sources Total Suspended Solids Load (lbs/yr) % Reduction Allocated
Baseline Allocated Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Agriculture 8,490,347 | 2,776,357 | 5,713,990 67.3% 7,601
Urban (non-regulated) 387,277 387,277 - - 1,060
Natural Background 118,283 118,283 - - 324
LOAD ALLOCATION 8,995,907 | 3,281,917 | 5,713,990 63.5% 8,985
Urban (MS4) 828,393 497,036 331,357 40.0% 1,361
Construction 416,219 83,244 332,975 80.0% 228
General Permits 77,716 77,716 - - 213
WWTF-Industrial - - - - -
WWTF-Municipal - - - - -
WASTELOAD ALLOCATION 1,322,328 657,996 664,332 50.2% 1,802
TOTAL (WLA + LA)| 10,318,235 | 3,939,913 | 6,378,322 61.8% 10,787
Urban (Ms4) Total .Suspended Solids Load (Ibs/y.r) % Reducti?n Allocated
Baseline Allocated Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)

Bellevue 536,593 321,956 214,637 40.0% 881
Green Bay 9,715 5,829 3,886 40.0% 16
Ledgeview 282,085 169,251 112,834 40.0% 463
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APPLE CREEK

TOTAL PHOSPHORUS
Sub-basin Loading Summary (lbs/yr) Land Use Acres | % of Total
Baseline 35,088 Agriculture 20,613 60.2%
TMDL 12,557 Urban (non-regulated) 5,378 15.7%
Reduction 22,531 Urban (MS4) 5,653 16.5%
% Reduction Needed 64.2% Construction 245 0.7%
Natural Background 2,343 6.8%
[Daily TMDL (lbs/day) [ 3439 TOTAL| 34,232 100.0%
Sources Total Phosphorus Load (Ibs/yr) | % Reduction Allocated
Baseline | Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Agriculture 27,297 5,828 21,469 78.6% 15.96
Urban (non-regulated) 2,837 2,837 - - 7.77
Natural Background 255 255 - - 0.70
LOAD ALLOCATION| 30,389 8,920 21,469 70.6% 24.43
Urban (MS4) 3,541 2,479 1,062 30.0% 6.79
Construction 890 890 - - 2.44
General Permits 268 268 - - 0.73
WWTF-Industrial - - - - -
WWTF-Municipal - - - - -
WASTELOAD ALLOCATION| 4,699 3,637 1,062 22.6% 9.96
TOTAL (WLA + LA)| 35,088 12,557 22,531 64.2% 34.39
Urban (Ms4) Tota! Phosphorus Load (Ibs/Yr) % Reducti?n Allocated
Baseline | Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Appleton 1,617 1,132 485 30.0% 3.10
GrandChute 571 399.7 171.3 30.0% 1.09
Kaukauna 563 394.1 168.9 30.0% 1.08
Lawrence 58 40.6 17.4 30.0% 0.11
LittleChute 732 512.5 219.5 30.0% 1.40
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APPLE CREEK
TOTAL SUSPENDED SOLIDS

Sub-basin Loading Summary (lbs/yr) Land Use Acres | % of Total
Baseline 12,736,271 Agriculture 20,613 60.2%
TMDL 6,211,712 Urban 5,378 15.7%
Reduction 6,524,559 Urban-MS4 5,653 16.5%
% Reduction Needed 51.2% Construction 245 0.7%

Natural Background 2,343 6.8%
[Daily TMDL (Ibs/day) | 17,007 | TOTAL| 34,232 | 100.0%

Sources Total Suspended Solids Load (lbs/yr) % Reduction Allocated
Baseline Allocated Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Agriculture 9,450,834 | 4,149,661 | 5,301,173 56.1% 11,361
Urban (non-regulated) 886,462 886,462 - - 2,427
Natural Background 68,486 68,486 - - 188
LOAD ALLOCATION| 10,405,782 | 5,104,609 | 5,301,173 50.9% 13,976
Urban (MS4) 1,411,610 846,966 564,644 40.0% 2,319
Construction 823,428 164,686 658,742 80.0% 451
General Permits 95,451 95,451 - - 261
WWTF-Industrial - - - - -
WWTF-Municipal - - - - -
WASTELOAD ALLOCATION 2,330,489 | 1,107,103 | 1,223,386 52.5% 3,031
TOTAL (WLA + LA)| 12,736,271 | 6,211,712 | 6,524,559 51.2% 17,007
Urban (Ms4) Total .Suspended Solids Load (Ibs/y.r) % Reducti?n Allocated
Baseline Allocated Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)

Appleton 635,802 381,481 254,321 40.0% 1,044
GrandChute 200,022 120,013 80,009 40.0% 329
Kaukauna 237,775 142,665 95,110 40.0% 391
Lawrence 21,308 12,785 8,523 40.0% 35
LittleChute 316,703 190,022 126,681 40.0% 520
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ASHWAUBENON CREEK

TOTAL PHOSPHORUS
Sub-basin Loading Summary (lbs/yr) Acres % of
- Land Use ;
Baseline 15,681 State Oneida Total Total
TMDL 5,787 Agriculture 8,220 | 3,244 11,464 | 61.9%
Reduction 9,894 Urban (non-regulated) 454 112 566 3.1%
% Reduction Needed 63.1% Urban (MS4) 4,370 336 4,706 25.4%
Construction 106 31 137 0.7%
Daily TMDL (lbs/day) | 15.84 Natural Background 1,276 379 1,655 8.9%
TOTAL 14,426 | 4,102 18,528 | 100.0%
Sources from State Land Tota! Phosphorus Load (|bS/Yl‘) % Reduction Allocated
Baseline | Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (lbs/day)
Agriculture 8,797 2,288 6,509 74.0% 6.26
Urban (non-regulated) 154 154 - - 0.42
Natural Background 113 137 (24) - 0.38
LOAD ALLOCATION| 9,064 2,579 6,485 71.5% 7.06
Urban (MS4) 2,557 1,790 767 30.0% 4.90
Construction 268 268 - - 0.73
General Permits 6 6 - - 0.02
WWTF-Industrial - - - - -
WWTF-Municipal - - - - -
WASTELOAD ALLOCATION| 2,831 2,064 767 27.1% 5.65
TOTAL (WLA + LA)| 11,895 4,643 7,252 61.0% 12.71
Urban (Ms4) Tota! Phosphorus Load (Ibslyr) % Reducti?n Allocated
Baseline | Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (lbs/day)
Ashwaubenon 554 387.7 166.3 30.0% 1.06
DePere 927 648.8 278.2 30.0% 1.78
Hobart 9 6.3 2.7 30.0% 0.02
Lawrence 1,067 746.8 320.2 30.0% 2.04
Sources from Oneida Reservation Tota! Fieelien s Jead (o) Yr) g Reducti?n Altaeziis]
Baseline | Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (lbs/day)
Agriculture 3,472 903 2,569 74.0% 2.47
Urban (non-regulated) 38 38 - - 0.10
Natural Background 34 10 24 70.6% 0.03
NONPOINT SOURCES| 3,544 951 2,593 73.2% 2.60
Urban (MS4) 162 113 49 30.2% 0.31
Construction 78 78 - - 0.21
General Permits 2 2 - - 0.01
WWTF-Industrial - - - - -
WWTF-Municipal - - - - -
POINT SOURCES 242 193 49 20.2% 0.53
TOTAL (NPS + PS)| 3,786 1,144 2,642 69.8% 3.13
Urban (Ms4) Tota! Phosphorus Load (Ibslyr) % Reducti?n Allocated
Baseline | Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (lbs/day)
Ashwaubenon - - - - -
DePere - - - - -
Hobart 161 112.7 48.3 30.0% 0.31
Lawrence 1 0.7 0.3 30.0% -
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ASHWAUBENON CREEK
TOTAL SUSPENDED SOLIDS

Sub-basin Loading Summary (lbs/yr) Land Use Acres % of
Baseline 4,871,171 State Oneida Total Total
TMDL 2,863,062 Agriculture 8,220 | 3,244 11,464 [ 61.9%
Reduction 2,008,109 Urban 454 112 566 3.1%
% Reduction Needed 41.2% Urban-MS4 4,370 336 4,706 25.4%
Construction 106 31 137 0.7%
[Daily TMDL (lbs/day) | 7,840 | Natural Background 1,276 379 1,655 8.9%
TOTAL 14,426 | 4,102 18,528 | 100.0%
Sources from State Land Total .Suspended Solids Load (Ibs/yr) % Reduction Allocated
Baseline Allocated | Reduction |from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Agriculture 2,555,692 1,539,868 1,015,824 39.7% 4,216
Urban (non-regulated) 55,179 55,179 - - 151
Natural Background 24,136 24,136 - - 66
LOAD ALLOCATION| 2,635,007 1,619,183 1,015,824 38.6% 4,433
Urban (MS4) 895,991 537,594 358,397 40.0% 1,472
Construction 211,272 42,255 169,017 80.0% 116
General Permits 1,092 1,092 - - 3
WWTF-Industrial - - - - -
WWTF-Municipal - - - - -
WASTELOAD ALLOCATION| 1,108,355 580,941 527,414 47.6% 1,591
TOTAL (WLA + LA)| 3,743,362 | 2,200,124 | 1,543,238 41.2% 6,024
Urban (Ms4) Total .Suspended Solids Load (Ibs/yr) % Reductifm Allocated
Baseline Allocated | Reduction |from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Ashwaubenon 249,169 149,501 99,668 40.0% 409
DePere 329,712 197,827 131,885 40.0% 542
Hobart 2,053 1,232 821 40.0% 3
Lawrence 315,057 189,034 126,023 40.0% 518
S @ e i | o ?uspended Solids Load (lbs/ Yr) % Reduction Allocated
Baseline Allocated | Reduction |from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Agriculture 1,008,597 607,705 400,892 39.7% 1,664
Urban (non-regulated) 13,613 13,613 - - 37
Natural Background 7,169 7,169 - - 20
NONPOINT SOURCES| 1,029,379 628,487 400,892 38.9% 1,721
Urban (MS4) 36,373 21,824 14,549 40.0% 60
Construction 61,787 12,357 49,430 80.0% 34
General Permits 270 270 - - 1
WWTF-Industrial - - - - -
WWTF-Municipal - - - - -
POINT SOURCES 98,430 34,451 63,979 65.0% 95
TOTAL (NPS + PS)| 1,127,809 662,938 464,871 41.2% 1,816
Urban (Ms4) Total 'Suspended Solids Load (Ibs/yr) % Reductifm Allocated
Baseline Allocated | Reduction |from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Ashwaubenon - - - - -
DePere - - - - -
Hobart 36,206 21,724 14,482 40.0% 59
Lawrence 167 100 67 40.0% -
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DUTCHMAN CREEK

TOTAL PHOSPHORUS
Sub-basin Loading Summary (lbs/yr) Acres % of
- Land Use -
Baseline 15,280 State Oneida Total Total
TMDL 6,263 Agriculture 1,809 7,888 9,697 50.5%
Reduction 9,017 Urban (non-regulated) 398 634 1,032 5.4%
% Reduction Needed 59.0% Urban (MS4) 3,735 2,779 6,514 34.0%
Construction 74 31 105 0.5%
Daily TMDL (lbs/day) | 17.15 Natural Background 1,459 379 1,838 9.6%
TOTAL 7,475 | 11,711 19,186 | 100.0%
Sources from State Land Tot?I Phosphorus Load (Ibs/yr). % Reduction Allocated
Baseline Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Agriculture 1,890 446 1,444 76.4% 1.22
Urban (non-regulated) 156 156 - - 0.43
Natural Background 122 122 - - 0.33
LOAD ALLOCATION 2,168 724 1,444 66.6% 1.98
Urban (MS4) 2,418 1,692 726 30.0% 4.63
Construction 204 204 - - 0.56
General Permits 15 15 - - 0.04
WWTF-Industrial - - - - -
WWTF-Municipal - - - - -
WASTELOAD ALLOCATION 2,637 1,911 726.00 27.5% 5.23
TOTAL (WLA + LA) 4,805 2,635 2,170 45.2% 7.21
Urban (Ms4) Tot?I Phosphorus Load (Ibs/yr). % Reducti?n Allocated
Baseline Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Ashwaubenon 2,113 1,478.9 634.1 30.0% 4.05
Green Bay 98 68.6 29.4 30.0% 0.19
Hobart 14 9.8 4.2 30.0% 0.03
Lawrence 193 135.1 57.9 30.0% 0.37
Sources from Oneida Reservation TOt?I hespholtisiload (Ibs/yr). AL EE Al
Baseline Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Agriculture 8,240 1,946 6,294 76.4% 5.33
Urban (non-regulated) 248 248 - - 0.68
Natural Background 32 32 - - 0.09
NONPOINT SOURCES 8,520 2,226 6,294 73.9% 6.10
Urban (MS4) 1,844 1,291 553 30.0% 3.53
Construction 86 86 - - 0.24
General Permits 25 25 - - 0.07
WWTF-Industrial - - - - -
WWTF-Municipal - - - - -
POINT SOURCES 1,955 1,402 553 28.3% 3.84
TOTAL (PS + NPS) 10,475 3,628 6,847 65.4% 9.94
Urban (Ms4) Tot?I Phosphorus Load (Ibs/yr). % Reducti?n Allocated
Baseline Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Ashwaubenon 500 350.0 150.0 30.0% 0.96
Green Bay 426 298.2 127.8 30.0% 0.82
Hobart 918 642.5 275.5 30.0% 1.76
Lawrence - - - - -
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DUTCHMAN CREEK
TOTAL SUSPENDED SOLIDS

Sub-basin Loading Summary (lbs/yr) Acres % of
- Land Use -
Baseline 5,033,703 State Oneida Total Total
TMDL 3,098,072 Agriculture 1,809 | 7,888 9,697 50.5%
Reduction 1,935,631 Urban 398 634 1,032 5.4%
% Reduction Needed 38.5% Urban-MS4 3,735 | 2,779 6,514 34.0%
Construction 74 31 105 0.5%
|Dai|y TMDL (lbs/day) | 8,482 | Natural Background 1,459 379 1,838 9.6%
TOTAL 19,186 | 100.0%
Sources from State Land Total .Suspended Solids Load (Ibs/yr) % Reduction Allocated
Baseline Allocated | Reduction |from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Agriculture 535,463 343,756 191,707 35.8% 941
Urban (non-regulated) 34,083 34,083 - - 93
Natural Background 19,266 19,266 - - 53
LOAD ALLOCATION 588,812 397,105 191,707 32.6% 1,087
Urban (MS4) 1,075,739 645,444 430,295 40.0% 1,767
Construction 161,830 32,366 129,464 80.0% 89
General Permits 4,002 4,002 - - 11
WWTF-Industrial - - - - -
WWTF-Municipal - - - - -
WASTELOAD ALLOCATION| 1,241,571 681,812 559,759 45.1% 1,867
TOTAL (WLA + LA)| 1,830,383 1,078,917 751,466 41.1% 2,954
Urban (Ms4) Total .Suspended Solids Load (Ibs/yr) % Reducti?n Allocated
Baseline Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Ashwaubenon 961,049 576,630 384,419 40.0% 1,579
Green Bay 37,282 22,369 14,913 40.0% 61
Hobart 5,205 3,123 2,082 40.0% 9
Lawrence 72,203 43,322 28,881 40.0% 119
Sources from Oneida Reservation Total .Suspended Solids Load (Ibs/yr) % Reduction Allocated
Baseline Allocated | Reduction |from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Agriculture 2,334,844 1,498,918 835,926 35.8% 4,104
Urban (non-regulated) 54,292 54,292 - - 149
Natural Background 5,005 5,005 - - 14
NONPOINT SOURCES| 2,394,141 1,558,215 835,926 34.9% 4,267
Urban (MS4) 735,009 441,005 294,004 40.0% 1,207
Construction 67,794 13,559 54,235 80.0% 37
General Permits 6,376 6,376 - - 17
WWTF-Industrial - - - - -
WWTF-Municipal - - - - -
POINT SOURCES 809,179 460,940 348,239 43.0% 1,261
TOTAL (PS + NPS)| 3,203,320 [ 2,019,155 | 1,184,165 37.0% 5,528
Urban (Ms4) Total .Suspended Solids Load (Ibs/yr) % Reducti?n Allocated
Baseline Allocated | Reduction |from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Ashwaubenon 227,524 136,514 91,010 40.0% 374
Green Bay 162,975 97,785 65,190 40.0% 268
Hobart 344,510 206,706 137,804 40.0% 566
Lawrence - - - - -
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PLUM CREEK

TOTAL PHOSPHORUS

Sub-basin Loading Summary (lbs/yr) Land Use Acres | % of Total
Baseline 31,569 Agriculture 17,382 76.2%
TMDL 7,193 Urban (non-regulated) 2,465 10.8%
Reduction 24,376 Urban (MS4) 79 0.3%
% Reduction Needed 77.2% Construction 45 0.2%
Natural Background 2,833 12.4%
[Daily TMDL (lbs/day) [ 19.69 | TOTAL| 22,304 100.0%
Sources Total Phosphorus Load (lbs/yr) | % Reduction Allocated

Baseline | Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)

Agriculture 27,660 3,861 23,799 86.0% 10.57
Urban (non-regulated) 1,316 1,316 - - 3.60
Natural Background 359 359 - - 0.98
LOAD ALLOCATION| 29,335 5,536 23,799 81.1% 15.15

Urban (MS4) 76 53 23 30.0% 0.15
Construction 164 164 - - 0.45
General Permits 168 168 - - 0.46
WWTF-Industrial 546 341 205 37.5% 0.93
WWTF-Municipal 1,280 931 349 27.3% 2.55
WASTELOAD ALLOCATION 2,234 1,657 577 25.8% 4.54

TOTAL (WLA + LA)| 31,569 7,193 24,376 77.2% 19.69

Urban (Ms4) Tota! Phosphorus Load (Ibs/Yr) % Reducti?n Allocated
Baseline | Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)

Buchanan 30 21 9 30.0% 0.06
Kaukauna 46 32 14 30.0% 0.09
WWTE-Industrial Tota! Phosphorus Load (Ibs/Yr) % Reduction Allocated
Baseline | Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)

Arla Foods Production LLC - Holland 546 341 205 37.5% 0.93
WWTE-Municipal Tota! Phosphorus Load (Ibs/Yr) % Reduction Allocated
Baseline | Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)

Forest Junction 471 122 349 74.1% 0.33
Town of Holland SD #1 809 809 - - 2.21
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PLUM CREEK
TOTAL SUSPENDED SOLIDS

Sub-basin Loading Summary (lbs/yr) Land Use Acres | % of Total
Baseline 12,038,905 Agriculture 17,382 76.2%
TMDL 3,558,318 Urban 2,465 10.8%
Reduction 8,480,587 Urban-MS4 79 0.3%
% Reduction Needed 70.4% Construction 45 0.2%

Natural Background 2,833 12.4%
[Daily TMDL (Ibs/day) | 9,742 | TOTAL| 22,804 | 100.0%
Sources Total Suspended Solids Load (lbs/yr) % Reduction Allocated

Baseline Allocated Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)

Agriculture 11,171,743 | 2,835,478 | 8,336,265 74.6% 7,763
Urban (non-regulated) 447,810 447,810 - - 1,226
Natural Background 148,577 148,577 - - 407
LOAD ALLOCATION| 11,768,130 | 3,431,865 | 8,336,265 70.8% 9,396

Urban (MS4) 24,329 14,597 9,732 40.0% 40
Construction 168,238 33,648 134,590 80.0% 92
General Permits 47,269 47,269 - - 129
WWTF-Industrial 682 682 - - 2
WWTF-Municipal 30,257 30,257 - - 83
WASTELOAD ALLOCATION 270,775 126,453 144,322 53.3% 346

TOTAL (WLA + LA)| 12,038,905 | 3,558,318 | 8,480,587 70.4% 9,742

Urban (Ms4) Total .Suspended Solids Load (Ibs/y.r) % Reducti?n Allocated
Baseline Allocated Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)

Buchanan 9,209.00 5,525 3,684 40.0% 15
Kaukauna 15,120.00 9,072 6,048 40.0% 25
. Total Suspended Solids Load (lbs/yr) % Reduction Allocated
WWTF-Industrial Baseline Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Arla Foods Production LLC - Holland 682 682 - - 2
.. Total Suspended Solids Load (lbs/yr) % Reduction Allocated
WWTF-Municipal Baseline Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Forest Junction 2,471 2,471 - - 7
Town of Holland SD #1 27,786 27,786 - - 76
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KANKAPOT CREEK

TOTAL PHOSPHORUS

Sub-basin Loading Summary (lbs/yr) Land Use Acres | % of Total
Baseline 20,050 Agriculture 11,367 69.3%
TMDL 5,548 Urban (non-regulated) 1,120 6.8%
Reduction 14,502 Urban (MS4) 1,711 10.4%
% Reduction Needed 72.3% Construction 31 0.2%
Natural Background 2,172 13.2%
[Daily TMDL (lbs/day) [ 15.19]| TOTAL| 16,401 100.0%
Sources Total Phosphorus Load (lbs/yr) | % Reduction Allocated

Baseline | Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)

Agriculture 17,195 3,135 14,060 81.8% 8.58
Urban (non-regulated) 493 493 - - 1.35
Natural Background 269 269 - - 0.74
LOAD ALLOCATION| 17,957 3,897 14,060 78.3% 10.67

Urban (MS4) 1,473 1,031 442 30.0% 2.82
Construction 99 99 - - 0.27
General Permits 83 83 - - 0.23
WWTF-Industrial 143 143 - - 0.39
WWTF-Municipal 295 295 - - 0.81
WASTELOAD ALLOCATION 2,093 1,651 442 21.1% 4.52

TOTAL (WLA + LA)| 20,050 5,548 14,502 72.3% 15.19

Urban (Ms4) Tota! Phosphorus Load (Ibs/Yr) % Reducti?n Allocated
Baseline | Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)

Buchanan 156 109.2 46.8 30.0% 0.30
Comblocks 5 3.5 1.5 30.0% 0.01
Kaukauna 1,312 918.3 393.7 30.0% 2.51
WWTE-Industrial Tota! Phosphorus Load (Ibs/Yr) % Reduction Allocated
Baseline | Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (lbs/day)

Belgioso Cheese - Sherwood 143 143 - - 0.39
WWTE-Municipal Tota! Phosphorus Load (Ibs/Yr) % Reduction Allocated
Baseline | Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (lbs/day)

Sherwood 295 295 - - 0.81




KANKAPOT CREEK

TOTAL SUSPENDED SOLIDS

Sub-basin Loading Summary (lbs/yr) Land Use Acres | % of Total
Baseline 7,253,520 Agriculture 11,367 69.3%
TMDL 2,744,726 Urban 1,120 6.8%
Reduction 4,508,794 Urban-MS4 1,711 10.4%
% Reduction Needed 62.2% Construction 31 0.2%
Natural Background 2,172 13.2%
[Daily TMDL (lbs/day) | 7,515 | TOTAL| 16,401 | 100.0%
Sources Total Suspended Solids Load (Ibs/yr) | % Reduction Allocated

Baseline Allocated | Reduction |from Baseline (Ibs/day)

Agriculture 6,144,676 2,002,512 4,142,164 67.4% 5,483
Urban (non-regulated) 192,526 192,526 - - 527
Natural Background 62,915 62,915 - - 172
LOAD ALLOCATION| 6,400,117 2,257,953 4,142,164 64.7% 6,182

Urban (MS4) 736,480 441,888 294,592 40.0% 1,210
Construction 90,047 18,009 72,038 80.0% 49
General Permits 22,731 22,731 - - 62
WWTF-Industrial 2,432 2,432 - - 7
WWTF-Municipal 1,713 1,713 - - 5
WASTELOAD ALLOCATION 853,403 486,773 366,630 43.0% 1,333

TOTAL (WLA + LA)| 7,253,520 2,744,726 4,508,794 62.2% 7,515

Urban (Ms4) Total .Suspended Solids Load (Ibs/yr) % Reduction Allocated
Baseline Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)

Buchanan 68,126 40,876 27,250 40.0% 112
ComblLocks 2,354 1,412 942 40.0% 4
Kaukauna 666,000 399,600 266,400 40.0% 1,094
WWTF-Industrial Total 'Suspended Solids Load (Ibs/yr) % Reduction Allocated
Baseline Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)

Belgioso Cheese - Sherwood 2,432 2,432 - - 7
WWTF-Municipal Total .Suspended Solids Load (Ibs/yr) % Reduction Allocated
Baseline Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)

Sherwood 1,713 1,713 - - 5
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GARNERS CREEK

TOTAL PHOSPHORUS
Sub-basin Loading Summary (lbs/yr) Land Use Acres | % of Total
Baseline 6,575 Agriculture 2,256 32.1%
TMDL 2,949 Urban 201 2.9%
Reduction 3,626 Urban-MS4 3,814 54.2%
% Reduction Needed 55.1% Construction 208 3.0%
Natural Background 558 7.9%
[Daily TMDL (lbs/day) | 8.07 | TOTAL| 7,037 100.0%
Sources Total Phosphorus Load (lbs/yr) | % Reduction Allocated
Baseline | Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Agriculture 2,908 1,072 1,836 63.1% 2.93
Urban (non-regulated) 46 46 - - 0.13
Natural Background 67 67 - - 0.18
LOAD ALLOCATION 3,021 1,185 1,836 60.8% 3.24
Urban (MS4) 2,835 1,045 1,790 63.1% 2.86
Construction 697 697 - - 1.91
General Permits 22 22 - - 0.06
WWTF-Industrial - - - - -
WWTF-Municipal - - - - -
WASTELOAD ALLOCATION 3,554 1,764 1,790 50.4% 4.83
TOTAL (WLA + LA) 6,575 2,949 3,626 55.1% 8.07
Urban (Ms4) Tota! Phosphorus Load (Ibs/Yr) % Reducti?n Allocated
Baseline | Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Appleton 313 115.4 197.6 63.1% 0.32
Buchanan 1,096 404.0 692.0 63.1% 1.11
CombLocks 372 137.1 234.9 63.1% 0.38
Harrison 872 321.4 550.6 63.1% 0.88
Kaukauna 126 46.4 79.6 63.1% 0.13
Kimberly 56 20.6 354 63.1% 0.06
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GARNERS CREEK

TOTAL SUSPENDED SOLIDS
Sub-basin Loading Summary (lbs/yr) Land Use Acres | % of Total
Baseline 2,863,318 Agriculture 2,256 32.1%
TMDL 1,459,045 Urban 201 2.9%
Reduction 1,404,273 Urban-MS4 3,814 54.2%
% Reduction Needed 49.0% Construction 208 3.0%
Natural Background 558 7.9%
[Daily TMDL (lbs/day) | 3,994 | TOTAL| 7,037 | 100.0%
Sources Total Suspended Solids Load (Ibs/yr) | % Reduction Allocated
Baseline Allocated | Reduction |from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Agriculture 990,663 669,193 321,470 32.4% 1,832
Urban (non-regulated) 26,395 26,395 - - 72
Natural Background 17,920 17,920 - - 49
LOAD ALLOCATION| 1,034,978 713,508 321,470 31.1% 1,953
Urban (MS4) 1,249,940 626,306 623,634 49.9% 1,715
Construction 573,961 114,792 459,169 80.0% 314
General Permits 4,439 4,439 - - 12
WWTF-Industrial - - - - -
WWTF-Municipal - - - - -
WASTELOAD ALLOCATION| 1,828,340 745,537 1,082,803 59.2% 2,041
TOTAL (WLA + LA)| 2,863,318 1,459,045 1,404,273 49.0% 3,994
Urban (Ms4) Total .Suspended Solids Load (Ibs/}lr) % Reduction Allocated
Baseline Allocated | Reduction |from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Appleton 147,082 73,698 73,384 49.9% 202
Buchanan 484,488 242,762 241,726 49.9% 665
CombLocks 167,155 83,756 83,399 49.9% 229
Harrison 371,650 186,222 185,428 49.9% 510
Kaukauna 54,218 27,167 27,051 49.9% 74
Kimberly 25,347 12,701 12,646 49.9% 35
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MUD CREEK

TOTAL PHOSPHORUS
Sub-basin Loading Summary (lbs/yr) Land Use Acres | % of Total
Baseline 6,594 Agriculture 1,474 15.4%
TMDL 4,254 Urban (non-regulated) 335 3.5%
Reduction 2,340 Urban (MS4) 7,165 74.8%
% Reduction Needed 35.5% Construction 79 0.8%
Natural Background 532 5.6%
Daily TMDL (lIbs/day) | 11.64 TOTAL| 9,585 100.0%
Sources Total Phosphorus Load (Ibs/yr) | % Reduction Allocated
Baseline | Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Agriculture 1,884 1,150 734 39.0% 3.15
Urban (non-regulated) 245 245 - - 0.67
Natural Background 49 49 - - 0.13
LOAD ALLOCATION 2,178 1,444 734 33.7% 3.95
Urban (MS4) 4,119 2,513 1,606 39.0% 6.88
Construction 290 290 - - 0.79
General Permits 7 7 - - 0.02
WWTF-Industrial - - - - -
WWTF-Municipal - - - - -
WASTELOAD ALLOCATION| 4,416 2,810 1,606 36.4% 7.69
TOTAL (WLA + LA)| 6,594 4,254 2,340 35.5% 11.64
Urban (Ms4) Tota.l Phosphorus Load (Ibs/y.r) % Reductif)n Allocated
Baseline | Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Appleton 725 442.32 282.68 39.0% 1.21
GrandChute 3,053 | 1,862.63 | 1,190.37 39.0% 5.10
Greenville 288 175.71 112.29 39.0% 0.48
T_Menasha 53 32.34 20.66 39.0% 0.09
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MUD CREEK

TOTAL SUSPENDED SOLIDS
Sub-basin Loading Summary (lbs/yr) Land Use Acres | % of Total
Baseline 2,924,841 Agriculture 1,474 15.4%
TMDL 2,104,168 Urban 335 3.5%
Reduction 820,673 Urban-MS4 7,165 74.8%
% Reduction Needed 28.1% Construction 79 0.8%
Natural Background 532 5.6%
[Daily TMDL (lbs/day) | 5,761 | TOTAL| 9,585 100.0%
Sources Total Suspended Solids Load (lbs/yr) | % Reduction Allocated
Baseline Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Agriculture 679,097 619,002 60,095 8.8% 1,695
Urban (non-regulated) 35,252 35,252 - - 97
Natural Background 7,405 7,405 - - 20
LOAD ALLOCATION 721,754 661,659 60,095 8.3% 1,812
Urban (MS4) 1,942,546 1,389,118 553,428 28.5% 3,803
Construction 258,937 51,787 207,150 80.0% 142
General Permits 1,604 1,604 - - 4
WWTF-Industrial - - - - -
WWTF-Municipal - - - - -
WASTELOAD ALLOCATION| 2,203,087 1,442,509 760,578 34.5% 3,949
TOTAL (WLA + LA)| 2,924,841 2,104,168 820,673 28.1% 5,761
Urban (Ms4) Total S.uspended Solids Load (Ibs/yr) % Reductit.Jn Allocated
Baseline Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Appleton 374,837 268,047 106,790 28.5% 734
GrandChute 1,414,456 1,011,480 402,976 28.5% 2,769
Greenville 127,695 91,315 36,380 28.5% 250
T_Menasha 25,558 18,277 7,281 28.5% 50
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DUCK CREEK
TOTAL PHOSPHORUS

Sub-basin Loading Summary (Ibs/yr) Acres % of
- Land Use —
Baseline 63,172 State Oneida Total Total
TMDL 23,252 Agriculture 30,098 18760 48,858 | 56.0%
Reduction 39,920 Urban (non-regulated) 5,407 3585 8,992 10.3%
% Reduction Needed 63.2% Urban (MS4) 7,515 4567 12,082 13.8%
Construction 214 131 345 0.4%
[Daily TMDL (Ibs/day) [ 63.66] Natural Background 8,972 8020 16,992 | 19.5%
TOTAL 52,206 | 35,063 87,269 | 100.0%
Sources from State Land Tota'l Phosphorus Load (Ibs/Yr) % Reduction Allocated
Baseline [ Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline | (Ibs/day) |
Agriculture 30,382 7,028 23,354 76.9% 19.24
Urban (non-regulated) 2,070 2,070 - - 5.67
Natural Background 790 790 - - 2.16
LOAD ALLOCATION| 33,242 9,888 23,354 70.3% 27.07
Urban (MS4) 4,078 2,854 1,224 30.0% 7.81
Construction 532 532 - - 1.46
General Permits 225 225 - - 0.62
WWTF-Industrial 74 74 - - 0.20
WWTF-Municipal 542 542 - - 1.48
WASTELOAD ALLOCATION 5,451 4,227 1,224 22.5% 11.57
TOTAL (WLA + LA)| 38,693 14,115 24,578 63.5% 38.64
Urban (Ms4) Tota'l Phosphorus Load (Ibs/Yr) % Reduction Allocated
Baseline [ Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline | (Ibs/day) |
Appleton 2 1.40 0.60 30.0% -
Ashwaubenon 302 211.39 90.61 30.0% 0.58
Green Bay 474 331.79 142.21 30.0% 0.91
Hobart 2 1.40 0.60 30.0% -
Howard 2,790 | 1,952.92 837.08 30.0% 5.35
Suamico 508 355.58 152.42 30.0% 0.97
WWTP-Industrial Total'l Phosphorus Load (Ibs/Yr) % Reduction Allocated
Baseline [ Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline | (Ibs/day) |
Provimi Foods - Seymour 74 74 - - 0.20
WWTF-Municipal Tota'l Phosphorus Load (Ibs/Yr) % Reduction Allocated
Baseline [ Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline | (Ibs/day) |
Freedom San. Dist. #1 542 542 - - 1.48
Sources from Oneida Reservation Tota'l Phosphorus Load (Ibs/ Yr) % Reduction Allocated
Baseline [ Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline | (Ibs/day) |
Agriculture 18,937 4,380 14,557 76.9% 11.99
Urban (non-regulated) 1,372 1,372 - - 3.76
Natural Background 707 707 - - 1.94
NONPOINT SOURCES| 21,016 6,459 14,557 69.3% 17.69
Urban (MS4) 2,618 1,833 785 30.0% 5.02
Construction 326 326 - - 0.89
General Permits 136 136 - - 0.37
WWTF-Industrial - - - - -
WWTF-Municipal 383 383 - - 1.05
POINT SOURCES| 3,463 2,678 785 22.7% 7.33
TOTAL (PS + NPS)| 24,479 9,137 15,342 62.7% 25.02
Urban (MS4) Tota.l Phosphorus Load (Ibs/Yr) % Reduction Allocated
Baseline [ Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline | (Ibs/day) |
Appleton - - - - -
Ashwaubenon - - - - -
Green Bay 1,290 903.0 387.0 30.0% 2.47
Hobart 1,314 919.8 394.2 30.0% 2.52
Howard 14 9.8 4.2 30.0% 0.03
Suamico - - - - -
WWTF-Municipal Tota'l Phosphorus Load (Ibs/y'r) % Reduction Allocated
Baseline [ Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Oneida (regulated via EPA NPDES) 383 383 - - 1.05
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DUCK CREEK
TOTAL SUSPENDED SOLIDS

Sub-basin Loading Summary (lbs/yr) Acres % of
- Land Use —
Baseline 25,394,165 State Oneida Total Total
TMDL 11,416,475 Agriculture 30,098 18760 48,858 | 56.0%
Reduction 13,977,690 Urban 5,407 3585 8,992 10.3%
% Reduction Needed 55.0% Urban-MS4 7,515 4567 12,082 13.8%
Construction 214 131 345 0.4%
[Daily TMDL (Ibs/day) | 31,257 | Natural Background 8,972 8020 16,992 [ 19.5%
TOTAL 52,206 | 35,063 87,269 | 100.0%
o i Sero 1anr] Tota'l Suspended Solids Load (Ibs/yr') % Reduction Allocated
Baseline Allocated Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Agriculture 12,724,387 5,273,111 7,451,276 58.6% 14,437
Urban (non-regulated) 478,796 478,796 - - 1,311
Natural Background 114,410 114,410 - - 313
LOAD ALLOCATION| 13,317,593 5,866,317 7,451,276 56.0% 16,061.00
Urban (MS4) 1,656,422 993,853 662,569 40.0% 2,721
Construction 671,326 134,265 537,061 80.0% 368
General Permits 97,759 97,759 - - 268
WWTF-Industrial 544 544 - - 1
WWTF-Municipal 2,953 2,953 - - 8
WASTELOAD ALLOCATION 2,429,004 1,229,374 1,199,630 49.4% 3,366
TOTAL (WLA + LA)| 15,746,597 7,095,691 8,650,906 54.9% 19,427
Urban (Ms4) Tota.l Suspended Solids Load (Ibs/yr') % Reduction Allocated
Baseline Allocated Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Appleton 456 274 182 40.0% 1
Ashwaubenon 123,637 74,182 49,455 40.0% 203
Green Bay 189,004 113,402 75,602 40.0% 310
Hobart 491 295 196 40.0% 1
Howard 1,164,267 698,560 465,707 40.0% 1,913
Suamico 178,567 107,140 71,427 40.0% 293
WWTP-Industrial Tota'l Suspended Solids Load (Ibs/yr') % Reduction Allocated
Baseline Allocated Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Provimi Foods - Seymour 544 544 - - 1
WWTF-Municipal Tota.l Suspended Solids Load (Ibs/yr') % Reduction Allocated
Baseline Allocated Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Freedom San. Dist. #1 2,953 2,953 - - 8
Sources from Oneida Reservation Tota.l Suspended Solids Load (Ibs/ yr') % Reduction Allocated
Baseline Allocated Reduction | from Baseline | (lbs/day) |
Agriculture 7,931,075 3,286,715 4,644,360 58.6% 8,999
Urban (non-regulated) 317,456 317,456 - - 869
Natural Background 102,270 102,270 - - 280
NONPOINT SOURCES 8,350,801 3,706,441 4,644,360 55.6% 10,148
Urban (MS4) 884,159 530,496 353,663 40.0% 1,452
Construction 410,952 82,191 328,761 80.0% 225
General Permits - - - - -
WWTF-Industrial - - - - -
WWTF-Municipal 1,656 1,656 - - 5
POINT SOURCES 1,296,767 614,343 682,424 52.6% 1,682
TOTAL (PS + NPS) 9,647,568 4,320,784 5,326,784 55.2% 11,830
Urban (Ms4) Tota‘l Suspended Solids Load (Ibs/yr') % Reduction Allocated
Baseline Allocated Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Appleton - - - - -
Ashwaubenon - - - - -
Green Bay 514,879 308,928 205,952 40.0% 846
Hobart 363,442 218,065 145,377 40.0% 597
Howard 5,838 3,503 2,335 40.0% 10
Suamico - - - - -
WWTF-Municipal Tota'l Suspended Solids Load (Ibs/yr') % Reduction Allocated
Baseline Allocated Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Oneida (regulated via EPA NPDES) 1,656 1,656 - - 5
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TROUT CREEK
TOTAL PHOSPHORUS

Sub-basin Loading Summary (lbs/yr)

Baseline 4,518
Loading Goal 2,495
Reduction 2,023
% Reduction Needed 44.8%

Land Use Acres | % of Total
Agriculture 4,580 47.6%
Urban (non-regulated) 584 6.1%
Urban (MS4) 1,941 20.2%
Construction 8 0.1%
Natural Background 2,517 26.1%

TOTAL| 9,630 100.0%

. . Total Phosphorus Load (lbs/yr) | % Reduction
Sources from Oneida Reservation - - .

Baseline | Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline
Agriculture 3,272 1,477 1,795 54.9%
Urban (non-regulated) 253 253 - -
Natural Background 211 211 - -
NONPOINT SOURCES 3,736 1,941 1,795 48.0%
Urban (MS4) 759 531 228 30.0%
Construction 6 6 - -
General Permits 17 17 - -
WWTF-Industrial - - - -
WWTF-Municipal - - - -
POINT SOURCES 782 554 228 29.2%
TOTAL (PS + NPS)| 4,518 2,495 2,023 44.8%

Urban (Ms4) Tota! Phosphorus Load (Ibs/Yr) % Reductit.)n
Baseline | Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline
Hobart 748 523.3 224.7 30.0%
Howard 11 7.7 33 30.0%
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TROUT CREEK

TOTAL SUSPENDED SOLIDS
Sub-basin Loading Summary (lbs/yr) Land Use Acres % of Total
Baseline 1,451,838 Agriculture 4,580 47.6%
Loading Goal 1,234,199 Urban 584 6.1%
Reduction 217,639 Urban-MS4 1,941 20.2%
% Reduction Needed 15.0% Construction 8 0.1%
Natural Background 2,517 26.1%
TOTAL 9,630 100.0%
Sources from Oneida Reservation Total S'uspended Solids Load (Ibs/Yr) % Reductif)n

Baseline Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline

Agriculture 1,221,136 1,070,556 150,580 12.3%

Urban (non-regulated) 40,313 40,313 - -

Natural Background 27,743 27,743 - -

NONPOINT SOURCES| 1,289,192 ( 1,138,612 150,580 11.7%

Urban (MS4) 148,430 89,058 59,372 40.0%

Construction 9,609 1,922 7,687 80.0%

General Permits 4,607 4,607 - -

WWTF-Industrial - - - -

WWTF-Municipal - - - -

POINT SOURCES 162,646 95,587 67,059 41.2%

TOTAL (PS + NPS)| 1,451,838 1,234,199 217,639 15.0%

Total Suspended Solids Load (lbs/yr)

% Reduction

Urban (MS4 -

e ) Baseline Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline
Hobart 145,976 87,586 58,390 40.0%
Howard 2,454 1,472 982 40.0%
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NEENAH SLOUGH

TOTAL PHOSPHORUS
Sub-basin Loading Summary (lbs/yr) Land Use Acres | % of Total
Baseline 11,912 Agriculture 6,302 43.6%
TMDL 5,758 Urban (non-regulated) 1,447 10.0%
Reduction 6,154 Urban (MS4) 5,007 34.6%
% Reduction Needed 51.7% Construction 89 0.6%
Natural Background 1,616 11.2%
[Daily TMDL (lbs/day) [ 15.77 | TOTAL| 14,461 100.0%
Sources Total Phosphorus Load (lbs/yr) | % Reduction Allocated
Baseline | Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Agriculture 8,015 2,665 5,350 66.7% 7.30
Urban (non-regulated) 572 572 - - 1.57
Natural Background 173 173 - - 0.47
LOAD ALLOCATION 8,760 3,410 5,350 61.1% 9.34
Urban (MS4) 2,681 1,877 804 30.0% 5.14
Construction 287 287 - - 0.79
General Permits 128 128 - - 0.35
WWTF-Industrial 56 56 - - 0.15
WWTF-Municipal - - - - -
WASTELOAD ALLOCATION 3,152 2,348 804 25.5% 6.43
TOTAL (WLA + LA)| 11,912 5,758 6,154 51.7% 15.77
Urban (Ms4) Tota! Phosphorus Load (Ibs/Yr) % Reduction Allocated
Baseline | Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Neenah 2,121 1,485 636 30.0% 4.07
T _Neenah 560 392 168 30.0% 1.07
WWTE-industrial Tota! Phosphorus Load (Ibs/Yr) % Reduction Allocated
Baseline | Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Galloway Company 56 56 - - 0.15
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NEENAH SLOUGH

TOTAL SUSPENDED SOLIDS

Sub-basin Loading Summary (lbs/yr) Land Use Acres | % of Total
Baseline 4,846,168 Agriculture 6,302 43.6%
TMDL 2,848,353 Urban 1,447 10.0%
Reduction 1,997,815 Urban-MS4 5,007 34.6%
% Reduction Needed 41.2% Construction 89 0.6%
Natural Background 1,616 11.2%
[Daily TMDL (lbs/day) | 7,799 | TOTAL| 14,461 | 100.0%
Sources Total Suspended Solids Load (Ibs/yr) | % Reduction Allocated
Baseline Allocated | Reduction |from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Agriculture 2,719,043 1,544,583 1,174,460 43.2% 4,229
Urban (non-regulated) 247,820 247,820 - - 678
Natural Background 23,302 23,302 - - 64
LOAD ALLOCATION| 2,990,165 1,815,705 1,174,460 39.3% 4,971
Urban (MS4) 1,575,942 945,565 630,377 40.0% 2,589
Construction 241,223 48,245 192,978 80.0% 132
General Permits 38,217 38,217 - - 105
WWTF-Industrial 621 621 - - 2

WWTF-Municipal - - - - -
WASTELOAD ALLOCATION| 1,856,003 | 1,032,648 823,355 44.4% 2,828
TOTAL (WLA + LA)| 4,846,168 2,848,353 1,997,815 41.2% 7,799
Urban (Ms4) Total .Suspended Solids Load (Ibs/yr) % Reduction Allocated
Baseline Allocated | Reduction |from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Neenah 1,303,458 782,075 521,383 40.0% 2,141
T_Neenah 272,484 163,490 108,994 40.0% 448
WWTF-Industrial Total 'Suspended Solids Load (Ibs/yr) % Reduction Allocated
Baseline Allocated | Reduction |from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Galloway Company 621 621 - - 2
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LOWER FOX RIVER MAINSTEM

TOTAL PHOSPHORUS
Sub-basin Loading Summary (lbs/yr) Land Use Acres | % of Total
Baseline 237,339 Agriculture 9,157 17.0%
TMDL 114,263 Urban (non-regulated) 3,183 5.9%
Reduction 123,076 Urban (MS4) 36,779 68.4%
% Reduction Needed 51.9% Construction 297 0.6%
Natural Background 4,328 8.1%
Daily TMDL (Ibs/day) [ 31283 TOTAL| 53,744 100.0%
ST Total Phosphorus Load (Ibs/yr) % Reduction Allocated
Baseli Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Agriculture 12,779 3,291 9,488 74.2% 9.01
Urban (non-regulated) 1,618 1,618 - - 4.43
Natural Background 454 454 - - 1.24
LOAD ALLOCATION 14,851 5,363 9,488 63.9% 14.68
Urban (MS4) 23,557 16,490 7,067 30.0% 45.15
Construction 1,114 1,114 - - 3.05
General Permits 275 275 - - 0.75
WWTF-Industrial 107,245 41,713 65,532 61.1% 114.20
WWTF-Municipal 83,935 42,946 40,989 48.8% 117.58
WWTF Reserve Capacity 6,362 6,362 - - 17.42
WASTELOAD ALLOCATION| 222,488 108,900 113,588 51.1% 298.15
TOTAL (WLA + LA)| 237,339 114,263 123,076 51.9% 312.83
Urban (Ms4) Tota.I Phosphorus Load (Ibs/y.r) % Reduction Allocated
Basel Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Allouez 579 405.3 173.7 30.0% 1.11
Appleton 5,239 3,667.3 1,571.7 30.0% 10.04
Ashwaubenon 437 305.9 131.1 30.0% 0.84
Buchanan 49 34.3 14.7 30.0% 0.09
ComblLocks 217 151.9 65.1 30.0% 0.42
DePere 2,079 1,455.3 623.7 30.0% 3.98
GrandChute 1,085 759.5 325.5 30.0% 2.08
Green Bay 4,637 3,245.9 1,391.1 30.0% 8.89
Greenville 738 516.6 221.4 30.0% 1.41
Harrison 10 7.0 3.0 30.0% 0.02
Howard 3 2.1 0.9 30.0% 0.01
Kaukauna 739 517.3 221.7 30.0% 1.42
Kimberly 830 581.0 249.0 30.0% 1.59
Lawrence 543 380.1 162.9 30.0% 1.04
Ledgeview 151 105.7 45.3 30.0% 0.29
LittleChute 974 681.8 292.2 30.0% 1.87
Menasha 1,638 1,146.6 491.4 30.0% 3.14
Neenah 252 176.4 75.6 30.0% 0.48
T_Menasha 3,163 2,214.1 948.9 30.0% 6.06
T_Neenah 194 135.8 58.2 30.0% 0.37
WWTE-Industrial lotsliEhosphiomstoad (leIV.r) % Reduction Allocated
Baseline [ Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Appleton Coated LLC 9,645 4,174 5,471 56.7% 11.43
Cellu Tissue - Neenah 749 749 - - 2.05
Fox Energy LLC 570 570 - - 1.56
Georgia Pacific Consumer Products LP 3,826 3,826 B : 10.48
{ex FIGBE}
Georgia Pacific Consumer Products LP 21,200 6,558 14,642 69.1% 17.95
{ex FJGBW}
Green Bay Packaging - Green Bay 629 629 - - 1.72
Neenah Paper, Inc. 2,499 927 1,572 62.9% 2.54
Menasha Electric & Water Utility 72 72 - - 0.20
NewPage Wisconsin Systemns - 20,268 5648 14,620 72.1% 15.46
Kimberly
Pechiney Plastic Packaging - Menasha 1,166 1,166 . . 319
001
Procter & Gamble 238 238 - - 0.65
SCA Tissue North America 6,971 3,623 3,348 48.0% 9.92
Schroeder's Greenhouse 36 36 - - 0.10
Thilmany LLC - DePere 313 313 - - 0.86
Thilmany LLC - Kaukauna 37,855 11,976 25,879 68.4% 32.79
Wls_consm Public Service Corp., 1,208 1,208 B : 331
Pulliam
WWTF-Municipal Tota! Phosphorus Load (Ibs/y_r) % Reducti«_:m Allocated
Baseline [ Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Appleton 13,414 7,556 5,858 43.7% 20.69
GBMSD - De Pere 5,565 4,943 622 11.2% 13.53
Grand Chute - Menasha West 7,730 3,110 4,620 59.8% 8.51
Green Bay MSD 26,059 17,349 8,710 33.4% 47.50
Heart of the Valley 11,509 3,467 8,042 69.9% 9.49
Neenah - Menasha 19,412 6,275 13,137 67.7% 17.18
Wrightstown 246 246 - - 0.67
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LOWER FOX RIVER MAINSTEM
TOTAL SUSPENDED SOLIDS

Sub-basin Loading Summary (lbs/yr) Land Use Acres % of Total
Baseline 23,980,196 Agriculture 9,157 17.0%
TMDL 11,115,433 Urban 3,183 5.9%
Reduction 12,864,763 Urban-MS4 36,779 68.4%
% Reduction Needed 53.6% Construction 297 0.6%

Natural Background 4,328 8.1%
[Daily TMDL (Ibs/day) | 30,432 | TOTAL 53,744 100.0%
Total Suspended Solids Load (lbs/yr) % Reduction Allocated
Sources - -
Baseline Allocated Reduction from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Agriculture 4,942,324 1,881,910 3,060,414 61.9% 5,152
Urban (non-regulated) 475,960 475,960 - - 1,303
Natural Background 128,777 128,777 - - 353
LOAD ALLOCATION 5,547,061 2,486,647 3,060,414 55.2% 6,808
Urban (MS4) 13,693,558 4,765,188 8,928,370 65.2% 13,046
Construction 1,094,974 218,995 875,979 80.0% 600
General Permits 79,753 79,753 - - 218
WWTF-Industrial 2,378,520 2,378,520 - - 6,512
WWTF-Municipal 1,133,351 1,133,351 - - 3,103
WWTF Reserve Capacity 52,979 52,979 - 145
WASTELOAD ALLOCATION 18,433,135 8,628,786 9,804,349 53.2% 23,624
TOTAL (WLA + LA) 23,980,196 11,115,433 12,864,763 53.6% 30,432
Urban (Ms4) :I'otal Suspended Solids Load (lbs/yr) _ % Reduction Allocated
Baseline Allocated Reduction from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Allouez 285,657 99,405 186,252 65.2% 272
Appleton 3,030,547 1,054,593 1,975,954 65.2% 2,887
Ashwaubenon 299,242 104,132 195,110 65.2% 285
Buchanan 28,603 9,953 18,650 65.2% 27
CombLocks 123,837 43,094 80,743 65.2% 118
DePere 1,102,905 383,797 719,108 65.2% 1,051
GrandChute 524,839 182,637 342,202 65.2% 500
Green Bay 3,084,098 1,073,228 2,010,870 65.2% 2,938
Greenville 373,661 130,029 243,632 65.2% 356
Harrison 7,086 2,466 4,620 65.2% 7
Howard 2,220 773 1,447 65.2% 2
Kaukauna 410,816 142,959 267,857 65.2% 391
Kimberly 535,583 186,376 349,207 65.2% 510
Lawrence 198,889 69,211 129,678 65.2% 189
Ledgeview 66,978 23,308 43,670 65.2% 64
LittleChute 539,026 187,574 351,452 65.2% 514
Menasha 1,060,370 368,996 691,374 65.2% 1,010
Neenah 159,612 55,543 104,069 65.2% 152
T_Menasha 1,743,480 606,709 1,136,771 65.2% 1,661
T_Neenah 116,109 40,404 75,705 65.2% 111
WWTE-Industrial :I'otal Suspended Solids Load (lbs/yr) _ % Reduction Allocated
Baseline Allocated Reduction from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Appleton Coated LLC 249,129 249,129 - 682
Cellu Tissue - Neenah 53,937 53,937 - 148
Fox Energy LLC 5,042 5,042 - 14
Georgia Pacific Consumer Products LP 105,698 105,698 ; 289
{ex FJGBE}
Georgia Pacific Consumer Products LP 175,717 175,717 . 281
{ex FJGBW}
Green Bay Packaging - Green Bay 108,259 108,259 - 296
Neenah Paper, Inc. 81,301 81,301 - 223
Menasha Electric & Water Utility 239 239 - 1
N_ewPage Wisconsin Systems - 111,969 111,960 : 307
Kimberly
Pechiney Plastic Packaging - Menasha 3373 3373 A 9
001
Procter & Gamble 155,432 155,432 - 426
SCA Tissue North America 136,023 136,023 - 372
Schroeder's Greenhouse 341 341 - 1
Thilmany LLC - DePere 29,003 29,003 - 79
Thilmany LLC - Kaukauna 1,122,241 1,122,241 - 3,073
Wls_consm Public Service Corp., 40,816 40,816 ; 112
Pulliam
WWTF-Municipal :I‘otal Suspended Solids Load (Ibs/yr) _ % Reductit_)n Allocated
Basel Allocated Reduction from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Appleton 169,857 169,857 - 465
GBMSD - De Pere 50,297 50,297 - 138
Grand Chute - Menasha West 225,925 225,925 - 619
Green Bay MSD 354,861 354,861 - 972
Heart of the Valley 147,003 147,003 - 402
Neenah - Menasha 180,258 180,258 - 494
Wrightstown 5,150 5,150 - 14
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LOWER GREEN BAY

TOTAL PHOSPHORUS
Sub-basin Loading Summary (lbs/yr) Land Use Acres | % of Total
Baseline 12,652 Agriculture 7,135 38.3%
TMDL 6,625 Urban (non-regulated) 809 4.3%
Reduction 6,027 Urban (MS4) 3,849 20.7%
% Reduction Needed 47.6% Construction 139 0.7%
Natural Background 6,677 35.9%
[Daily TMDL (lbs/day) [  18.13] TOTAL| 18,609 100.0%
Sources Total Phosphorus Load (lbs/yr) | % Reduction Allocated
Baseline | Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Agriculture 8,670 3,409 5,261 60.7% 9.33
Urban (non-regulated) 324 324 - - 0.89
Natural Background 575 575 - - 1.57
LOAD ALLOCATION 9,569 4,308 5,261 55.0% 11.79
Urban (MS4) 2,554 1,788 766 30.0% 4.90
Construction 498 498 - - 1.36
General Permits 31 31 - - 0.08
WWTF-Industrial - - - - -
WWTF-Municipal - - - - -
WASTELOAD ALLOCATION 3,083 2,317 766 24.8% 6.34
TOTAL (WLA + LA)| 12,652 6,625 6,027 47.6% 18.13
Urban (Ms4) Tota! Phosphorus Load (Ibs/Yr) % Reducti?n Allocated
Baseline | Allocated | Reduction | from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Green Bay 898 628.7 269.3 30.0% 1.72
Howard 41 28.7 12.3 30.0% 0.08
Scott 422 295.4 126.6 30.0% 0.81
Suamico 915 640.6 274.4 30.0% 1.75
UWGB 278 194.6 83.4 30.0% 0.53
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LOWER GREEN BAY

TOTAL SUSPENDED SOLIDS
Sub-basin Loading Summary (lbs/yr) Land Use Acres | % of Total
Baseline 4,301,706 Agriculture 7,135 38.3%
TMDL 2,265,758 Urban 809 4.3%
Reduction 2,035,948 Urban-MS4 3,849 20.7%
% Reduction Needed 47.3% Construction 139 0.7%
Natural Background 6,677 35.9%
[Daily TMDL (lbs/day) | 6,203 | TOTAL| 18,609 | 100.0%
Sources Total Suspended Solids Load (lbs/yr) | % Reduction Allocated
Baseline Allocated | Reduction |from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Agriculture 2,690,986 1,424,635 1,266,351 47.1% 3,900
Urban (non-regulated) 108,148 108,148 - - 296
Natural Background 68,713 68,713 - - 188
LOAD ALLOCATION| 2,867,847 1,601,496 1,266,351 44.2% 4,384
Urban (MS4) 933,711 560,227 373,484 40.0% 1,534
Construction 495,141 99,028 396,113 80.0% 271
General Permits 5,007 5,007 - - 14
WWTF-Industrial - - - - -
WWTF-Municipal - - - - -
WASTELOAD ALLOCATION| 1,433,859 664,262 769,597 53.7% 1,819
TOTAL (WLA + LA)| 4,301,706 2,265,758 2,035,948 47.3% 6,203
Urban (MS4) Total .Suspended Solids Load (Ibs/}lr) % Reduction Allocated
Baseline Allocated | Reduction |from Baseline (Ibs/day)
Green Bay 330,584 198,351 132,233 40.0% 543
Howard 16,804 10,082 6,722 40.0% 28
Scott 142,874 85,724 57,150 40.0% 235
Suamico 318,128 190,877 127,251 40.0% 523
UWGB 125,321 75,193 50,128 40.0% 206
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7.0 IMPLEMENTATION
7.1. Reasonable Assurance for Implementation

Required by the Clean Water Act, reasonable assurances provide a level of confidence that the wasteload
allocations and load allocations in TMDLs will be implemented. This TMDL will be implemented
through enforcement of existing regulations, financial incentives, and various local, state, tribal, and
federal water pollution control programs. The following are some of the activities, programs,
requirements, and institutional arrangements that will provide reasonable assurance that this TMDL will
be implemented and that the water quality goals will be achieved. Following approval by WDNR and
EPA, the TMDL will be amended to the Areawide Water Quality Management Plan for the LFR Basin
pursuant to chapter Wisconsin Administrative Code NR 121.

7.1.1. Point Sources

Sources of point source discharge in the LFR Basin include municipal and industrial wastewater
treatment facilities, stormwater, and CAFOs. WDNR regulates point sources discharging wastewater to
surface water or groundwater through the WPDES Permit Program. WPDES permits are divided into
two categories - specific and general permits. Specific permits are issued to more complex facilities and
activities such as municipal and industrial wastewater discharges. General permits are issued to classes of
industries or activities that are similar in nature, such as nonmetallic mining, non-contact cooling water,
and stormwater discharges.

Individual WPDES permits issued to municipal and industrial wastewater discharges to surface water will
include limits that are consistent with the approved TMDL wasteload allocations, and may include
options such as adaptive management as outlined in Wisconsin Administrative Code NR 217.06, while
providing the necessary reasonable assurance that the WLAs in the TMDL will be achieved. Once a
TMDL has been state and federally-approved, the permit for a point source that has been allocated a
WLA by the TMDL may not be reissued without a limit that is consistent with the WLA. WDNR may
modify an existing permit to include WLA-derived limits or wait until the permit is reissued to include
WILA-derived limits. Facilities operating under general permits will be screened to determine whether
additional requirements may be needed to ensure that the permitted activity is consistent with TMDL
goals; this may include issuing individual permits or other measures.

7.1.2. Nonpoint Sources

To ensure the reduction goals of this TMDL are attained, management measures must be implemented
and maintained to control phosphorus and sediment loadings from nonpoint sources of pollution.

Wisconsin’s Nonpoint Source Pollution Abatement Program (NPS Program), described in the state’s
Section 319 Program Management Plan outlines a variety of financial, technical, and educational
programs, which support implementation of management measures to address nonpoint source
pollution.

WDNR is a leader in the development of regulatory authority to prevent and control nonpoint source
pollution. Wisconsin Administrative Code NR 151 establishes polluted runoff performance standards
and prohibitions for agricultural and non-agricultural facilities and practices. These standards are
intended to be minimum standards of performance necessary to achieve water quality standards.
Implementing the performance standards and prohibitions on a statewide basis is a high priority for the
NPS Program.
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In particular, the implementation and enforcement of agricultural performance standards and manure
management prohibitions, listed below, will be critical to achieving the necessary nonpoint source load
reductions throughout the basin:

e Sheet, rill and wind erosion: All cropped fields shall meet the tolerable (T) soil erosion rate
established for that soil.

e Manure storage facilities: All new, substantially altered, or abandoned manure storage facilities
shall be constructed, maintained or abandoned in accordance with accepted standards. Failing
and leaking existing facilities posing an imminent threat to public health or fish and aquatic life
or violating groundwater standards shall be upgraded or replaced.

e (lean water diversions: Runoff from agricultural buildings and fields shall be diverted away from
contacting feedlots, manure storage areas, and barnyards located within water quality
management areas (300 feet from a stream or 1,000 feet from a lake or areas susceptible to
groundwater contamination).

e Nutrient management: Agricultural operations applying nutrients to agricultural fields shall do so
according to a nutrient management plan.

e Manure management prohibitions:

No overflow of manure storage facilities;

0 No unconfined manure piles in a water quality management area;
0 No direct runoff from feedlots or stored manure into state waters; and
O No unlimited livestock access to waters of the state in locations where high

concentrations of animals prevent the maintenance of adequate or self-sustaining sod
cover.

In addition to the performance standards and prohibitions, the NPS Program supports NPS pollution
abatement by administering and providing cost-sharing grants to fund BMPs through various WDNR
grant programs, including the Targeted Runoff Management (TRM) Grant Program; the Notice of
Discharge (NOD) Grant Program; the Urban Nonpoint Source & Storm Water Management Grant
Program; and the River Planning & Protection Grant Program.

It is important to partner with the Department of Agriculture, Trade, and Consumer Protection
(DATCP), which oversees and supports county conservation programs that implement the state
performance standards and prohibitions and conservation practices. DATCP’s Soil and Water Resource
Management Program requires counties to develop Land and Water Resource Management (LWRM)
Plans to identify conservation needs. Counties must receive DATCP’s approval of their plans to receive
state cost-sharing grants for BMP installation. DATCP is also responsible for providing local assistance
grant (LAG) funding for county conservation staff implementing NPS control programs included in the
LWRM plans. County LWRM plans advance land and water conservation and prevent NPS pollution by:

e Inventorying water quality and soil erosion conditions in the county.
e Identifying relevant state and local regulations, and any inconsistencies between them.
e Setting water quality goals in consultation with WDNR.

e Identifying key water quality and soil erosion problems, and practices to address those problems.
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e Identifying priority farm areas using a range of criteria (e.g., impaired waters, manure
management, high nutrient applications).

e Identifying strategies to promote voluntary compliance with statewide performance standards
and prohibitions, including information, cost-sharing, and technical assistance.

e Identifying enforcement procedures, including notice and appeal procedures.

¢ Including a multi-year work plan to achieve soil and water conservation objectives.

WDNR, DATCP, and the county (Brown, Calumet, Outagamie, and Winnebago) Land Conservation
Departments (LCD) will work with landowners to implement agricultural and non-agricultural
performance standards and manure management prohibitions to address sediment and nutrient loadings
in the LFR Basin. Many landowners voluntarily install BMPs to help improve water quality and comply
with the performance standards. Cost sharing may be available for many of these BMPs. In most cases,
farmers will not be required to comply with the agricultural performance standards and prohibitions
unless they are offered at least 70% cost sharing funds. If cost-share money is offered, those in violation
of the standards are obligated to comply with the rule.

The four counties and other local units of government in the basin may apply for TRM grants through
WDNR. TRM grants are competitive financial awards to support small-scale, short-term projects (24
months) completed locally to reduce runoff pollution. Both urban and agricultural projects can be
funded through TRM grants, which require a local contribution to the project. Projects that correct
violations of the performance standards and prohibitions and reduce runoff pollution to impaired waters
are a high priority for this grant program.

Numerous federal programs are also being implemented in the basin and are expected to be an
important source of funds for future projects designed to control phosphorus and sediment loadings in
the LFR Basin. A few of the federal programs include:

e Environmental Quality Incentive Program (EQIP). EQIP is a federal cost-share program
administered by the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) that provides farmers with
technical and financial assistance. Farmers receive flat rate payments for installing and
implementing runoff management practices. Projects include terraces, waterways, diversions, and
contour strips to manage agricultural waste, promote stream buffers, and control erosion on
agricultural lands.

e Conservation Reserve Program (CRP). CRP is a voluntary program available to agricultural
producers to help them safeguard environmentally sensitive land. Producers enrolled in CRP
plant long-term, resource conserving covers to improve the quality of water, control soil erosion,
and enhance wildlife habitat. In return, the Farm Service Agency (FSA) provides participants
with rental payments and cost-share assistance.

e Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP). CREP provides annual rental payments
up to 15 years for taking cropland adjacent to surface water and sinkholes out of production. A
strip of land adjacent to the stream must be planted and maintained in vegetative cover
consisting of certain mixtures of tree, shrub, forbs, and/or grass species. Cost sharing incentives
and technical assistance are provided for planting and maintenance of the vegetative strips.
Landowners also receive an upfront, lump sum payment for enrolling in the program, with the
amount of payment dependent on whether they enroll in the program for 15 years or
permanently.
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restoration of all PRWs are documented for each sub-basin in Table 24. These results are graphically
depicted for each sub-basin (Figure 33 and Figure 34) and each subwatershed (Figure 35 and Figure 30).

Table 24. Summary of relative yield reductions for particulate phosphorus (sed-P) and sediment
(as TSS) for each sub-basin in the Lower Fox River Basin

Baseline S::_':t\i(‘ileel d Sed-P Baseline :Seslavtii:; TSS
Sub-Basins Sed-P Yield Reduction Reduction TSS Yield Reduction Reduction

(Ibs/ac/yr) (Ibs/ac/yr) (%) (Ibs/ac/yr) (Ibs/ac/yr) (%)

East River 0.66 0.28 42% 405.1 168.1 42%
Baird Creek 0.45 0.28 62% 231.6 131.7 57%
Bower Creek 0.68 0.34 51% 383.0 194.0 51%
Apple Creek 0.63 0.23 37% 3721 133.4 36%
Ashwaubenon Creek 0.49 0.17 35% 262.9 87.7 33%
Dutchman Creek 0.45 0.18 41% 262.4 107.8 41%
Plum Creek 0.90 0.24 27% 526.6 138.0 26%
Kankapot Creek 0.79 0.38 49% 442.0 212.8 48%
Garners Creek 0.58 0.05 9% 406.9 37.7 9%
Mud Creek 0.38 0.08 20% 305.1 62.2 20%
Duck Creek 0.43 0.21 49% 290.9 141.7 49%
Trout Creek 0.23 0.15 64% 150.8 97.0 64%
Neenah Slough 0.47 0.24 51% 335.1 147.7 44%
Lower Fox (main stem) 0.43 0.08 18% 379.9 64.4 17%
Lower Green Bay 0.41 0.24 59% 231.2 127.8 55%

Due to inherent uncertainties and assumptions in the modeling approach, the yield reduction estimates
in Table 24 should only be considered relative to one another for the purpose of prioritizing wetland
restoration in certain sub-basins. For example, the Kankapot Creek sub-basin has the highest predicted
yield reductions for both particulate phosphorus and sediment. This means that restoration of wetlands
in the Kankapot Creek sub-basin will likely have the greatest effect on reducing both particulate
phosphorus and sediment loads. However, restoration of any particular individual PRW within this sub-
basin will not necessarily reduce particulate phosphorus or sediment by the exact amounts listed in the
table. These values represent expected average results only.

According to the analysis, assuming 100% restoration of all PRWs in the LFR Basin, an
estimated 87,015 lbs/yr of particulate phosphorus and 52,634,010 1bs/yr of sediment could be
reduced through wetland retention. This analysis, however, does not estimate reductions in soluble
phosphorus, which makes up 39% of the total phosphorus yield in the LFR Basin. Therefore, reductions
in total phosphorus would actually be higher than that predicted for particulate phosphorus. Again, these
estimates should only be considered in relative terms for planning purposes. The actual load reductions
that would occur through wetland restoration depend on a variety of physical, chemical, biological, and
cultural factors that would be unique to each PRW restoration site.
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Figure 34. Summary of relative predicted particulate phosphorus (sed-P) yield reduction for

each sub-basin in the Lower Fox River Basin from the PRW Analysis

142



Relative TSS
Yield Reduction

Ibs/aclyr
o
P 3478
. | 79-145

[ 146- 205
e seeeaay e Miles
0 4 8 12 16 I 206 - 202

Figure 35. Summary of relative predicted TSS yield reduction for each subwatershed the Lower
Fox River Basin from the PRW analysis

143



Relative SedP
Yield Reduction

Ibs/aclyr

I 0.000 - 0.059
[ 0.060-0.150
[ ]o151-0252
[ ] 0253-0.355

e e e \Viles
0 4 3 12 18 I 0356 - 0.477
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APPENDIX G. STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT AND OUTREACH ACTIVITIES

Meetings

Outreach Team (23 meetings over 45 months, September 2006 through May 2010)

9-15-06
11-8-06
12-19-06
5-7-07
6-28-07
10-19-07
12-1-07
12-19-07

1-23-08
2-14-08
3-31-08
8-6-08
10-30-08
12-5-08
1-15-09
2-16-09

4-7-09
10-8-09
11-4-09
12-8-09
12-18-09
3-16-10
5-5-10

Communications Strategy Subcommittee of the Outreach Team (4 meetings, September 2008 through
January 2009)

Technical Team (7 meetings, October 2008 through May 2010)

Ad Hoc Science Team (10 meetings, March 2007 through January 2009)

TMDL Development “Kick-off” meeting with Outreach, Technical, and Ad-Hoc Science Teams

9-22-08
10-14-08
11-4-08
1-8-09

10-02-08
10-24-08
11-12-08
01-14-09
06-03-09
12-02-09
05-05-10

03-19-07
06-19-07
07-27-07
09-10-07
03-17-08
03-31-08
05-21-08
08-21-08
12-04-08
01-29-09

10-2-08
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Stakeholder & Public Informational Meetings

1-23-09 (63 attendees; two sessions, one in the afternoon and one in the evening)
12-2-09 (approximately 85 attendees)

Environmental Groups Meeting

2-24-09 (18 attendees representing 9 environmental/conservation groups & 5 agencies)

Outreach Planning and Audience Assessment

Facilitated Stakeholder Meetings — agricultural groups, October 2007

Facilitated Stakeholder Meetings — municipal stormwater stakeholders, May 2008
Survey of Agricultural Producers, final report dated October 2008

Survey of East River Residents, draft report March 2010 (draft)

Printed Materials

Newsletter Distribution

September 2008 (171 recipients)
October 2008 (223 recipients)

March 2009 (231 recipients)
March 2010 (250 recipients)

Fact Sheets

General 4-page version — October 2007
General 2-page version — November 2008

Restoration Goals: Lower Fox River Watershed and Green Bay — June 2010
Understanding and Improving Water Quality Through Watershed Models — June 2010

Direct-Mail Informational Letters

Mailed 47 letters and two-page fact sheets to state and federal legislators — October 2008

e Mailed 700 two-page fact sheets along with Brown County’s Farm Preservation mailing —
December 2008
e Mailed 950 two-page fact sheets and cover letters to agricultural producers in the Lower Fox
Basin within Winnebago, Calumet, and Outagamie counties — December 2008
e Mailed 47 letters and two-page fact sheets to representatives of environmental groups — January
2009
Media and Web
Media Coverage
e Green Bay Press-Gazette Perspectives Page, “Groups push to reduce pollution entering Fox
River” by Terry Anderson — January 6, 2008
e Green Bay Press-Gazette article, “Sediments, nutrients harm quality: 14 area bodies of water

have problems with excess toxins” by Mike Hoeft — April 19, 2010
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Web Sites

e  WDNR — “The Lower Fox River and Green Bay TMDL”
http://dnr.wi.gov/org/water/wm/wqs/303d/FoxRiverTMDL/

e UWEX — “Lower Fox River Basin TMDL Outreach” (on-line December 2007)
http://basineducation.uwex.edu/lowerfox/tmdl outreach.html

Presentations at Conferences and Workshops

Exhibits/Posters/Displays
e Wisconsin Lakes Convention — March 2009
e State of Lake Michigan conference — October 2009
e Friends of the Fox meeting - April 2010

Oral Presentations
e LFR Point Source Dischargers meeting — August 2007 and February 2008
o  FWWA Stormwater Conference — 2007, 2008, 2009, and 2010
e Regular updates at Lower Fox River Partners Meetings — 2007 - 2010
e Brown County Conservation Alliance Meeting — February 2008
e Lower Fox River Students Research Symposium — March 2008
e  WEF Seminar on TMDL Development and Implementation — September 2008
e Lecture at UWGB Environmental Science (Nicole Clayton) — October 2008
e C(lean Lakes and Green Jobs: The Promise of New Federal Funding for Great Lakes Restoration
— August 2009
e WEF TMDL Conference (6-speaker session) Minneapolis MN — August 2009
e Appleton Paper Museum (Erin Hanson) — Winter 2010
e Lecture at Lawrence University (Nicole Clayton) — April 2010
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APPENDIX H. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

A public comment period for the Lower Fox River TMDL began on June 25, 2010 and ended on
Monday July 26, 2010. The Public Notice was distributed via email to more than 200 stakeholders and
was posted on WDNR’s web site (http://dnr.wi.gov/org/water/wm/wqs/303d/Draft TMDLs.html).
The following items were made available on this website during the public comment period:

e A copy of the draft TMDL report.

e The official Public Notice for the draft TMDL report.

e Information on the Public Hearing, which was held in Grand Chute on July 12, 2010.
e Instructions for submitting comments on the draft TMDL to WDNR by July 26, 210.

e Source for additional information on the development of the TMDL
(http://dnr.wi.gov/org/water/wm/wqs/303d/FoxRiverTMDL./).

An informational Public Hearing was held in Grand Chute on July 12, 2010. An open house prefaced the
meeting and a short informational presentation was given prior to the formal comment period. No oral
comments were received on record at the hearing.

The following pages contain a summary of written comments received during the formal comment
period. Comments received were paraphrased and summarized to be more concise followed by the entity
or entities making the comment in parentheses. Similar comments were grouped together. Table 25 lists
all persons, agencies, and municipalities that provided comments on the draft TMDL report.
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Table 25. Persons, Agencies, and Municipalities that Provided Comments on the Draft TMDL

Citizen, Organization, Agency Name or Local
Governments

Borsuk, David J

Brick, Dan

Brown County Planning Commission
Burkholder, Dr. JoAnn

Cellu Tissue

City of Appleton

City of Appleton

City of De Pere

Dairy Business Association (DBA)
Dolan, Dave

GBMSD

Harke, Bill

Kaukauna

League of Wisconsin Municipalities
Midwest Environmental Advocates (MEA) and
Clean Wisconsin

Municipal Environmental Group (MEG)
Ostrom, Jim

Thundercloud, Kelly

Vande Hey, Nick

Vanden Elzen, Ray and Shirley

Village of Allouez

Village of Ashwaubenon

Village of Bellevue

Village of Wrightstown

Wisconsin Paper Council

Wisconsin Section Central States WEA
Government Affairs Committee (SCWEA)

WPSC-Pulliam

Name or Title

Sadoff and Rudov Industries: Manager of Industrial Marketing
and Quality Control

Owner & Manager of Brickstead Dairy LLC

Peter Schleinz: Senior Planner

NC State: Aquatic Ecology Professor

Mr. Kevin French - Operations Manager

Paula Vandehey : Director of Public Works

Chris Shaw: Director of Utilities

Eric Rakers: City Engineer

Laurie Fischer

University of Wisconsin - Green Bay; Associate Professor
Tom Sigmund: Executive Director

Milk Source (CAFO)

John Neumeier: Engineer & GIS Specialist

Paul Kent on behalf of League of WI Municipalities: Attorney
Stafford Rosenbaum

Amanda Ley, Betsy Lawton, Jamie Konopacky, Allison
Donenberg, Melissa Mallott

Paul Kent on behalf of MEG: Attorney Stafford Rosenbaum
Milk Source (CAFO)

Citizen

McMahon Group

Farmers

Craig L. Berndt: Director, Public Works

Michael W. Aubinger: Village President

William Balke: Public Works

Stephen M. Johnson

Ed Wilusz: VP Government Relations

Keith Hass (Current Chair); Jane Carlson

Mark Metcalf on behalf of WPSC-Pulliam
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Use Designations

1.

Comment: The “designated use” and “existing use” terminology in the TMDL report is confusing.
It appears most of the surface waters in the TMDL have not been officially classified into the various
fish and aquatic life subcategories in Wisconsin Administrative Code Chapter NR 102. Chapter NR
102 requires the WIDNR to classify all waters by their designated use, and designated uses are integral
part of water quality standards. In our opinion, use classification should occur before an impairment
assessment (303d listing) is made, let alone a TMDL conducted. This might be a matter of semantics
in the draft TMDL report and we suggest it be clarified for the final TMDL report. (CSWEA)

Response: In the context of this report, the “designated use” is that which is specified as the legal
use in accordance with Wisconsin Administrative Code NR 102. Conversely, “existing use” is used in
this report to describe what field biologists know about the current biological, chemical, and physical
condition of the water body and the fish and aquatic life community it is currently capable of
supporting. As noted, many of the surface waters affected by this TMDL are not specifically
identified in Wisconsin Administrative Code NR 102 or NR 104. This is a reflection of the inability
of WDNR to conduct classification studies on every water body in the state. Regardless, the
construct of Wisconsin’s use designation system is to specify the designations only for those waters
that are Coldwater Communities by legal reference (see s. NR 102.04(3)(a)) or are Limited Forage Fish
Communities or Limited Aquatic Life Communities in accordance with the provisions of Wisconsin
Administrative Code NR 104. All other waters are assumed by law to support a fish and aquatic life
use with the applicable water quality criteria being assigned to protect one of three sub-categories of
the Fish and Aquatic Life Use found in pars. NR 102.04(3)(a)-(c).

Targets and Data

2. Comment: Please include raw data (from unpublished data and information used) in appendices of

the report to be more transparent. We strongly encourage WIDNR to utilize recent, high-quality data
in the development of future high-impact TMDLs, as required by US EPA guidance and state listing
and assessment methodologies. (CSWEA)

Response: Over the past 30 years, water quality monitoring have been collected in the Lower Fox
River Basin and Lower Green Bay by GBMSD, WDNR, the Lower Fox River Monitoring Project,
UW-GB, UW-Sea Grant, UW-Milwaukee Water Institute and Oneida Nation. These data were
thoroughly evaluated and used in developing this TMDL. Unpublished data and cited works in the
TMDL are available upon request if not already included in the appendices. Raw data may be
provided by the entities referenced in the document.

Comment: The 20 mg/L. TSS target does not seem well developed. (CSWEA)

Response: Wisconsin currently does not have numeric water quality standards for TSS. Therefore,
the Ad Hoc Science Team formally met 10 times over 2 years to determine the best TSS target for
the TMDL. Additional modeling was completed through contracts with UWGB during this time
period to choose the best targets based on local data. Please see above response for data used, as well
as Table 14 in Appendix A of the TMDL to better understand the correlation between TP, TSS,
EPAR values and corresponding Secchi depth.
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22.

23.

24.

On December 1, 2010, water quality criteria were adopted in Wisconsin and will be considered by
WDNR as staff prepare WPDES permits for point sources. In addition, the TMDL expresses WLAs
which must also be included in WPDES permits and those WLAs are based upon meeting in-stream
targets which reflect the Wisconsin criteria.

Regarding the equity of treatment between point and nonpoint discharges, WDNR included
provisions in recently revised administrative rules governing the discharge of phosphorus that
expand the ability of WDNR and the regulated community — both point and nonpoint — to
collaborate on integrated approaches to achieve the reduction goals stated in the TMDL. In the
interim, effluent limits to meet WLAs must be a part of NPDES/WPDES permits issued following
federal approval of the TMDL.

Also, please note that wastewater dischargers contribute nearly 37% of the phosphorus loading in
the entire LFR Basin (see Figure 19); further, wastewater dischargers contribute close to 81% of the
phosphorus loading within just the Lower Fox River main stem sub-basin.

Comment: The current annual discharge calculated for the baseline loads of TSS (2003-2007) for
Cellu Tissue was significantly lower than recent years. During 2009, the total annual TSS discharge to
the Fox River was approximately 72,000 Ibs. The historical average used for Cellu Tissue does not
truly represent loadings during full operation (as the mill machines were operating sporadically in
fiscal years 2003 and 2004. We request that the waste load allocations for TSS be assigned equal to
our current annual discharge loads (2005-2009), as we understand was the intended procedure
outlined in the TMDL development document. (Cellu Tissue)

Response: Wasteload allocations for Cellu Tissue (Permit #0000680) were adjusted.

Comment: Please be more transparent on how “baseline” loads were calculated for WPDES
permittees that do not have limits for TP in their current permits. (WPSC-Pulliam-provided another
methodology in their comments).

Response: Baseline loads were calculated in the same way for all permitted facilities, regardless of
whether or not the facility has limits for TP in its current permits. As discussed in the TMDL report,
baseline loads were calculated using an average of actual loads reported to WDNR in Discharge
Monitoring Reports between 2003 and 2009 (1-7 year averaging period).

Comment: When TMDL allocations were developed for WWTFs, sediment was not considered. As
part of the allocations, please consider identifying sediment reductions for WWTFs. Although,
additional phosphorus reductions at WWTFs will also likely result in sediment reductions. (Vande
Hey)

Response: WWTTs only constitute 2.5% of the total TSS loading in the Lower Fox River Basin.
The TMDL does not require additional reductions from baseline loading from WWTFs for TSS
(note: baseline loading is not equivalent to current permit limits, it is equivalent to current discharge
from the WWTFs). As you state, it is expected that if WWTFs install additional treatment for
phosphorus, this will result in additional TSS reductions.
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Reserve Capacity

25.

26.

Comment: Why is the WLA from GW Partners not being used to reduce what other WWTP’s need
to reduce? There is already an MOS and new development should be regulated when it occurs and
will need to meet current WDNR standards and this TMDL as enforced. (Kaukauna)

Response: The GW Partners Facility has an active permit (See WPDES Permit No. 0001121), and
therefore a reserve capacity was set aside to support a new owner of that facility. If that permit
expires, this load or “reserve capacity” will be available for WPDES permits that are new or would
like to expand on the Lower Fox River main stem. This is different than the MOS expressed in the
TMDL, which is a required component of a TMDL to account for potential uncertainty in the
analysis.

Comment: The TMDL must allocate a greater amount of reserve capacity for future growth or new
or expanded dischargers cannot be allowed without revising the TMDL. (Burkholder, MEA and
Clean Wisconsin)

Response: Various discussions with stakeholders involved in the TMDL process (especially the
Lower Fox River Technical Team), agreed that because of the load reductions needed, and the
flexibility to potentially trade water quality credits in the basin, additional reserve capacity was not
needed for this TMDL. This is a not a federally-required component of a TMDL. If new or
expanded dischargers would like to obtain a permit (with a WLA greater than zero), the TMDL will
need to be modified, or they will need to seek out an allocation elsewhere in the basin. Because of
Wisconsin’s current rules and regulations (Wisconsin Administrative Code NR 151 and NR 216)
future growth already has a more stringent requirement to meet water quality standards, and
therefore reserve capacity is not needed.

Storm Water and Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (IMS4s)

27.

28.

Comment: Why is urban MS4 runoff considered a “point source”? (Kaukauna)

Response: The EPA Memorandum “Establishing TMDL WLAs (wasteload allocation) for
Stormwater Sources and NPDES Requirements Based on those WLAs” dated November 22, 2002,
clarifies existing EPA regulatory requirements for establishing WILAs for stormwater discharges. It
states that NPDES-regulated stormwater discharges must receive a WLA in a TMDL. A point
source is any entity or facility that holds an NPDES (CWA §122.1: The NPDES program requires
permits for the discharge of “pollutants” from any “point source” into “waters of the United
States.”) For stormwater permitting this includes MS4s, construction sites, and industrial facilities.

Comment: Please consider developing allocations for the Urban (non-regulated) land use category.
Urban (non-regulated) land uses generate 20% of phosphorus and 12% of sediment baseline loads
within urban areas. (Vande Hey, Ostrom, City of Appleton)

Response: Allocations are assigned to the non-permitted urban area through the load allocation.
Wisconsin Administrative Code NR 216 allows the issuance of a permit to urban areas that are
currently not permitted but are determined through a water quality analysis to be a significant source
of pollutants. Issuance of a permit would require the municipality to comply with Wisconsin
Administrative Code NR 151 reductions of 40% for any established urban area.
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29.

30.

31.

32.

Comment: Please consider the most restrictive pollutant when preparing urban (MS4) wasteload
allocations and agricultural load allocations. (Vande Hey, City of Appleton)

Response: TMDLs were independently established for TP and TSS based on what is needed to
meet the numeric water quality targets. WDNR recognizes that there are a few sub-basins in which
achieving the allocation for TP may also result in a greater reduction in TSS than is required in the
TMDL report, however, this is dependent on what methods are used to attain the reductions.

Comment: When TMDL allocations were developed for construction sites, phosphorus was not
considered. As part of allocations, please consider identifying phosphorus reductions for
construction sites. 80% sediment reductions at construction sites will also likely result in 60%
phosphorus reductions. The TMDL should also describe a procedure for accounting for the
reduction of TP when agricultural land is converted to urban land. (Vande Hey, City of Appleton,
City of De Pere)

Response: A correlation between TSS reduction and TP reduction is highly variable and is based on
the soil test P values of the soil at the construction site. The 80%-60% cited in this comment is likely
from SLAMM, which does not simulate construction site erosion. Phosphorus generally remains
trapped in the upper Y2-inch soil layer and is distributed deeper through tillage operations. This
tillage layer is also generally characterized as the topsoil layer. The first step in most construction
activities is to strip and stockpile the topsoil. This effectively removes much of the phosphorus from
the active portion of the construction site. An alternative to this approach is to require soil testing at
construction sites for each of the different soil profiles exposed during construction and calculation
of any potential phosphorus loss through a modeling exercise for each construction site.

The conversion of agricultural land to urban land is a TMDL implementation issue.

Comment: Please consider listing the County and DOT allocations in the TMDL report, similar to
the other Urban MS4s. The MS4 WLA should not reflect the contribution from separate entities
(industry, DOT, county roads) and should not be made the responsibility of the MS4s. (Vande Hey,
City of Appleton, Village of Allouez, Brown County Planning Commission, City of De Pere, League
of Wisconsin Municipalities, Village of Bellevue).

Response: As part of EPA’s stormwater guidance, WLAs for entities may be lumped in a TMDL.
County and DOT allocations were lumped with the Urban MS4 WLAs. During implementation
planning, MS4s will have the option of removing industry, DOT, and county roads when modeling
to see if they are in compliance with the TMDL. This is consistent with current Wisconsin
Administrative Code NR 151 guidance which allows municipalities to take credit or enter into
agreements with industries and WisDOT facilities.

Comment: According to the TMDL, the Garners Creek Sub-Basin appears to be 7,037 acres in size.
According to municipal storm sewer system maps and 2 foot contour maps, the Garners Creek Sub-
Basin appears to be 7,552 acres in size or more. As such, the municipal sub-basin appears to be 7%
larger than the TMDL sub-basin. TMDL allocations (Ibs/year) are influenced by sub-basin size.
Please consider modifying the watershed size since it will likely be more difficult for the MS4 to
modify allocations after the TMDL is finalized. There may be similar concerns within other sub-
basins (see maps below). (Vande Hey)

General related comment: The TMDL watershed delineations vary significantly from the actual
watershed boundaries in some cases, especially in urban areas. Since the allocations will be in pounds
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33.

34.

and not in percent removal, this results in unbalanced allocations. How will this be addressed? (City

of Appleton)

Response: Sub-basins within the TMDL were delineated using SWAT. All land area is accounted
for and assigned to a sub-basin. Depending on how sub-basins are delineated, for example
placement of pour points or detail of the DEM, slight differences can be expected. For purposes of
the TMDL, the TMDL sub-basins should be used and WDNR will not be modifying sub-basin
boundaries.

Comment: It is not clear in the report if the TMDL is based on the same average annual baseline
load for each Urban MS4 and each sub-basin (i.e. 275 lbs/acre for sediment and 0.5 lbs/acre for
phosphorus). The Urban MS4 baseline load will vary by municipality. The Urban MS4 baseline load
will also vary by sub-basin. For example, the WinSLAMM baseline TSS load in one sub-basin may be
419 Ibs/acre and in another sub-basin the WinSLAMM baseline TSS load may be 237 lbs/acre. In
this example, the municipal-wide average baseline is 272 lbs/acre TSS. Since the baseline loads in
each sub-basin are used to determine the Urban MS4 allocations, it is important that the baseline
loads be accurate within each sub-basin and within each municipality. (Vande Hey, Village of
Allouez, City of De Pere)

Related Comment: The use of average pollutant loads results in unbalanced allocations.
Municipalities and consultants must have access to the model used to develop the TMDL. For urban
subbasins that have WinSLAMM TSS or TP loads less than the average value used in the TMDL, it
will be much more problematic to achieve WLAs. (City of Appleton)

Response: During the development of the TMDL, complete data from all of the MS4 communities
in the Lower Fox River Basin were not available. Also, any available SLAMM modeling for the MS4
communities was only for the established urban areas as required in Wisconsin Administrative Code
NR 151. The TMDL applies to the entire MS4, often including what is characterized as ’new
development’ in Wisconsin Administrative Code NR 151.

The load calculated for the MS4s was used to help proportion the available total allocation between
the major sources — point source, agricultural, urban, and background. The urban load used in the
TMDL represents the best estimate available given the scale of the TMDL and available data. As
implementation proceeds, it is expected that better municipal data will become available. If these
data indicate that modifications to the TMDL are warranted, they can be evaluated at that time.

Comment: Is there any guarantee that urban MS4 runoff will not have to follow Point Source WLA
requirements? (Kaukauna)

Response: The WLAs for each MS4 are identified in the TMDL in the tables and also in Appendix
D. MS4 communities will be required to review their existing storm water management plans and
show compliance with the WLAs. Some communities (such as the MS4 of Kaukauna) may drain to
more than one water body, and, therefore, receive a WLA for each water body (Kaukauna MS4
drains to Apple, Kankapot, Plum, and Garner Creeks and the Lower Fox River main stem). The
reductions stipulated in the TMDL need to be met within each subwatershed.
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35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

Comment: Will 2010 census data be used to re-define regulated areas? (Kaukauna)

Response: It was not anticipated that 2010 Census data would identify new MS4 areas to be
assigned WLAs by the TMDL. If in the future, if additional MS4 permits are issued in the basin, the
TMDL WLA and LA numbers may need to be adjusted or amended.

Comment: Construction site allocations are based on the annualized change in urban land use from
2001 to 2004. Historic trends for new development may not be a good indicator of future trends.
Also, this methodology does not consider redevelopment construction sites that occur within each
sub-basin. Please consider reviewing WDNR permit databases to determine how many construction
sites were for redevelopment projects versus new development projects. Are the acreage allocations
in Table 4 reasonable? (Vande Hey, Kaukauna, City of Appleton)

Response: Given the highly variable nature of construction sites, WIDNR used an average condition
looking at changes in urbanization over a multi-year period.

Comment: How does the WDNR justify using wetlands for stormwater clean-up? Are wetlands still
considered “waters of the state”? Isn’t using wetlands for clean-up creating a contaminated area to
be cleaned up in the future (Kaukauna)?

Response: Approximately 42% of the original wetlands in the Lower Fox River Basin have been
lost. Restoration of original wetlands is an option for improving water quality and restoring the
landscape to its natural state. Appendix F defines the potentially restorable wetland (PRW) based on
the presence of hydric soils that were once under saturated conditions (a wetland or water body).
This definition is also predicated on the assumption that wetland restoration is not feasible in urban
areas. This analysis was not intended for stormwater clean-up, but instead focused on the restoration
of PRWs in agricultural areas to reduce pollutant loading and remove sources of pollutants.

Comment: Will WDNR have time to gather actual stream bank contributions to calibrate the model
if serious TSS issues are shown to exist in a stream? (Kaukauna)

Response: The calculation of sediment from erosion of stream banks is not considered in the
model; rather, a desk calculation using historic bank locations and erosion rates is included. It is
included in the current TMDL model indirectly through the calibration process with actual
monitoring data.

Comment: Was any weight given to newer results with regard to TP data after the fertilizer ban took
effect in WI? Will this change in society satisfy the reduction needs, or in WDNR opinion will there
still be significant requirements to meet MEP in communities? (Kaukauna)

Response: The TP fertilizer ban may help reduce how much phosphorus is being applied in urban
areas. However, the P ban did not immediately turn off all P contributions from lawns. The primary
reason for having a P ban is that the soil already has more than enough P from past practices and no
more needs to be added to sustain a healthy lawn. Until the P in the soil is drawn down, over many
years of not applying additional P, P will still be delivered during rain events that wash off soil from
lawns. As mentioned earlier, MS4s will need to re-evaluate their stormwater management plans to
make sure they are in compliance with WLAs expressed in the TMDL.

MEP does not apply in TMDLs.

161



Monitoring

40.

Comment: Adequate future monitoring should be an identified component of the Plan with the
appropriate level of commitment to ensure that sufficient data will be available to measure progress.
(GBMSD Burkholder, MEA and Clean Wisconsin)

Response: Consistent with the Department’s Statewide Monitoring Strategy, follow-up monitoring
is a regular feature of Wisconsin’s efforts to determine if applied management has been successful.
This monitoring is currently referred to as “Tier 3 monitoring” and includes evaluation of the
efficacy of TMDL implementation efforts. In addition, EPA requires states receiving federal Clean
Water Act funds to periodically document the level of success of pollution remediation efforts
supported by those funds. Accordingly, WDNR will dedicate available resources to monitoring to
document any water quality changes associated with eventual implementation of the TMDL.

Agriculture

41.

42.

Comment: How will the TMDL impact my dairy operation (CAFO)? (Brick, Harke)

Response: Producers in the TMDL area are currently required to be in compliance with statewide
agricultural performance standards (e.g., meet tolerable soil loss or “T,” eliminate direct runoff to
waters of the state, implement a nutrient management plan) as is currently required under state law
(Wisconsin Administrative Code NR 151.02). In some agricultural areas of the Lower Fox River
Basin, agricultural reductions for TSS and TP will be needed beyond those achieved through
compliance with existing state performance standards. If additional reductions from agriculture are
identified through the TMDL implementation planning process, WDNR will need to create a
targeted performance standard.

Comment: We are dead against the WDNR draft TMDL for the Lower Fox River Basin. Why are
you making farms reduce nitrogen and phosphorus levels? It is a known fact that golf courses, parks,
lawns, geese, waterfowl, septic and city water treatment plants are much more disastrous than farm
lands. (Vanden Elzen)

Related Comment: Why is agriculture the primary focus of the TMDL when there are several other
factors? WDNR does little to account for other soutrces of phosphorus and suspended solids such as
in-stream sediment loads, residential onsite septic systems, golf courses, wildlife, waterfowl, and
domestic pets. (Brick, Harke, DBA)

Response: The draft TMDL only addresses TP and TSS, not nitrogen. The purpose of a TMDL is
to look at all the potential sources of the pollutants causing the impairments (TP, TSS) and then
determine the contribution coming from each source and identify what reductions are needed from
each source. Once the sources are identified, each source is given a reduction in order to meet water
quality goals. The TMDL analysis did quantify what was coming from agriculture, golf courses,
parks, lawns, sewage treatment plants, etc.

In some subwatersheds in the Lower Fox River Basin, agriculture /s the primary source of TP and
TSS to local water bodies. Water quality data from the last 30 years show that agriculture is the
greatest contributor of TP and TSS in the Lower Fox River Basin. Given that agriculture is the most
significant contributor to impairments in the LFR Basin, the TMDL identifies that a majority of the
load reductions come from this sector.
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43.

44.

45.

The additional sources mentioned above were also considered during the TMDL modeling, but they
contribute very small percentages of TP and TSS to local waterways. For example, the amount of
phosphorus coming from golf courses is minimal (0.3% of the load) compared to agricultural
sources in the Lower Fox River Basin (46%).

Pollutant loads from wastewater treatment plants were also quantified and make up ~16% of the
total pollutant load. Over the past 20 years, they have made significant strides in reducing their
discharge due to state and federal regulations. Still, municipalities (stormwater runoff) and waste
water treatment facilities will be required to reduce their loads by significant amounts in this TMDL..

Comment: The proposed load reductions assigned to agriculture are clearly not equitable and in
fact, the Department’s explanation of these reductions calls into question the scientific basis for the
entire TMDL. For these reasons, we respectfully request the Department significantly revise the load
reductions assigned to agriculture before finalizing the Draft LFR TMDL. (DBA)

Response: Please refer to the response #41 above, as agriculture does make up the majority of the
contribution of TP and TSS loading, this sector is assigned reductions proportional to the load after
other loading reductions from permitted entities have been made. The allocation strategies are clearly
defined in Appendix C of the TMDL. On December 2, 2009, a stakeholder meeting was held at the
Fox Valley Technical College in Appleton, with an open forum for interested parties to provide
suggestions on how to improve the allocation strategies. More than 80 people attended this meeting,
and small group discussions were beneficial. Based on comments received, the TSS allocations were
adjusted for the final draft TMDL to make sub-basin reductions more equitable.

Comment: WDNR should use Snap-plus software to assess nonpoint loading and assign reductions
on a site-specific basis. Because this information is readily available, WDNR must use site-specific
information to establish agricultural load allocations. (MEA and Clean Wisconsin)

Response: The potential for site-specific reductions will need to be addressed via the TMDL
implementation planning process and will depend on the data that are available regarding individual
sites or fields. WDNR agrees that SNAP-Plus software can be an extremely useful tool to identify
potential risk of nutrient loading from cropped fields. While the amount of acreage covered under a
nutrient management plan (NMP) increases every year, a significant portion of the cropped acreage
in the state is not covered under a NMP. In addition, many NMPs can and have been developed
without the use of SNAP-Plus. Over time, the number of farms and amount of cropped acreage
falling under an NMP and developed using SNAP Plus will increase and become more readily
available. Funding for county and WDNR staff to help assist with collecting data and modeling at
this scale of the TMDL is currently needed.

Comment: What will be the cost to comply with the TMDL (for Dairy Operations, Farmers)?
(Brick, Harke, Vanden Elzen)

Response: Costs will vary depending on an operation’s current management practices and
associated level of pollutant delivery compared to needed reductions in delivery. Operations that
have poor management practices (high soil erosion, high phosphorus soils, direct runoff from
feedlots to surface waters) are more likely to incur more costs than producers that are already in
compliance with state agricultural performance standards. In addition, operations in subwatersheds
with more significant pollutant contributions may need to implement additional BMPs to reduce TP
or TSS. Cost sharing is available through a variety of federal, state, and local funding programs and
in many cases must be offered before a farmer can be required to meet the required nonpoint
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46.

47.

pollutant reductions. The Targeted Runoff Management Grant Program is WDNR’s primary
program for funding TMDL-related agricultural projects. Landowners are encouraged to seek low-
cost, innovative approaches for water quality improvement. Adaptive management strategies or
phased implementation, as allowed by law, may be recognized as a mechanism to achieve water
quality goals in a cost-effective, equitable manner.

Comment: Agriculture should not be responsible for naturally occurring sources of phosphorus and
sediment (Harke).

Response: WDNR does not hold agriculture responsible for natural background sources of TP and
TSS in the TMDL. Before determining load allocations for the TMDL, natural sources of
phosphorus and sediment (background soil levels, sources from wetlands and forested areas) were
determined and the target or goals of the TMDL are not set lower than these natural background
levels (e.g., natural background in this TMDL area is about 0.03 to 0.04 mg/L TP, while the targets
for the streams and rivers are 0.075 and 0.1 mg/L TP, respectively). The load allocations assigned to
agriculture reflected in the TMDL, are from croplands, barnyards (feedlots) and pasture only.

Comment: The TMDL report states that the discharge from CAFOs from farm fields is
unregulated, however this is not true since all CAFOs must adhere to a Nutrient Management Plan
to make sure farming practices do not exceed T loss for any given field and that only nutrients
meeting crop needs are applied. The positive influence of nutrient management planning was not
included in the report. (Ostrom)

Response: Section 4.1.4 of the TMDL report states “Land application of manure from CAFOs,
however, is not included in the assumption of zero discharger. “Loading of phosphorus and
sediments from land spreading is accounted for in the nonpoint source loads. WDNR recognizes
that CAFOs are adhering to nutrient management plans. More stringent nutrient management plans
and tillage practices may be needed (on various sizes and types of farms, not just CAFOs) as further
modeling is conducted on a farm-by-farm basis through the TMDL implementation planning
process. If more stringent targeted performance standards are needed, the Department will comply
with existing rules and regulations to implement the TMDL.

Miscellaneous

48.

49.

Comment: Any TMDL requirements need to be integrated with the new NR 102 and NR 217 rule
package. The recently passed NRB resolution to establish a TMDL implementation work group
should provide significant assistance in this process. (GBMSD)

Response: TMDLs alone are not regulatory tools. However, implementation of TMDLs does occur
through other state laws and regulations. WDNR recognizes the need to connect newly revised rules
with TMDLs and agrees that the formation of a TMDL implementation work group is needed to
assist in this process.

Comment: My concern is that once you reach acceptable water quality, there will still be some
pollution getting in there and nothing more will be done to reduce it since it meets the standards. I
don't want the water quality to simply meet a standard. I want it to be the best it can possibly be!
(Thundercloud)

Response: A TMDL is defined as the total amount of a pollutant a body of water can receive and
still meet water quality standards. Wisconsin’s water quality standards, whether narrative or numeric,
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50.

51.

52.

are set to meet designated uses (in that people can fish and swim in the waters of the state). It is
important to recognize that even if we shut off all the anthropogenic sources of phosphorus and
total suspended solids, there would still be a small amount in our surface waters because both of
these naturally occur. This is considered “natural background” and also factored in while
determining targets for the TMDL.

Comment: I am supportive of the TMDL, especially the application of adaptive management which
will allow flexibility as water quality objectives are approached. Our mass balance model agrees with
the projections outlined in Appendix A; however, estimates over the past 15 years show that the
ratio of loading of total dissolved P to total P has increased in recent years. This may make it difficult
to reach Secchi Depth and blue green algae objectives since the phosphorus still entering Green Bay
will be more available to the algae. (Dolan)

Response: Comment noted. If the narrative water quality goal for Lower Green Bay is not met once
the watershed is meeting target loads outlined in the TMDL, the TMDL may be amended in the
future.

Comment: The TMDL allocations do not appear to consider compliance costs. Please consider
developing TMDL allocations based solely on cost. An Optimization Analysis to show the “most
cost effective combination of restoration scenarios that will achieve TMDL targets for TP and
TSS...” was included in the original scope of work by EPA and not included in the final report.
(Vande Hey, CSWEA, City of Appleton, Village of Allouez, MEG, GBMSD)

Response: Costs were considered early in the process as part of TMDL development using cost data
provided by several communities and facilities in the basin. However, after considering several
methodologies, costs could not be the basis of the allocation strategies for the LFR Basin TMDL
because there is a high degree of variability for each municipal and industrial WWTF, MS4, and
agricultural BMP. Regardless, the contractor made some general assumptions and a load and cost
optimization analysis was completed for the TMDL. This resulted in no optimal scenario as
maximum implementation of all of the BMPs in the agricultural sector (~10 being reviewed at
maximum (feasible) implementation rates) could not meet water quality standards. Although
evaluating costs is one of the “approved” methods by EPA for assigning allocations in a TMDL, the
primary goal of the TMDL is to meet water quality standards. Costs may be considered during
TMDL implementation and updating the optimization model may be necessary to find the best
scenarios by thinking outside of the box and getting the “biggest bang for the buck” as we move
forward to meet water quality goals in the LFR Basin.

Comment: Pollutant trading may provide a more cost-effective means to meet TMDL allocations.
When does WDNR anticipate completing state-wide statutes, rules, and trading ratios for “pollutant
trading”? (Vande Hey)

Response: WDNR’s July 1, 2011 Water Quality Trading Report to the Natural Resources Board
includes recommendations on statutory changes and guidance development for water quality trading.
Statutory changes need to be made by the Legislature and guidance will be developed over the next
year in consultation with stakeholders. The report recommended against the drafting of rule
language.
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54.

55.

56.

57.

Comment: Overall the draft Fox River TMDL report appears to be a well-developed and thorough
document. We commend the WDNR for the high level of public participation in this TMDL,
particularly in the early stages. (CSWEA)

Response: Thank you. WDNR had many engaged partners (including but not limited to UW-GB,
UW-Extension, UW-Sea Grant, Oneida Nation, GBMSD, and all the Technical Team, Outreach and
Ad Hoc Science Team Members) throughout TMDL development to encourage public participation.
This TMDL has been nationally recognized for its public participation efforts during TMDL
development and we hope this will continue with local support through TMDIL Implementation
Planning.

Comment: The City does not agree that stakeholder participation and input was adequate for the
development of this plan. Explanation of the plan to those most impacted by it did not occur. We
have been given 30 days, over a holiday, in which to read and try to understand the plan. Multiple
sessions to explain the science, modeling, assumptions, etc. should have occurred for all those

impacted by the plan. (City of Appleton)

Response: WDNR made reasonable efforts to involve stakeholders throughout the development of
the TMDL. Every Technical Team meeting was posted for public noticed on WDNR’s “Meeting
and Hearing Calendar” website. These meetings were open meetings that provided an opportunity
for any interested party to attend to learn more about the TMDL development process. Local
officials (county and city) were sent a letter regarding the TMDL eatly in the process, which
explained that WDNR would be happy to meet to discuss the TMDL and how individuals may be
impacted. On December 2, 2010, an all-day allocation strategy meeting was held at the Fox Valley
Technical College in Appleton to explain the different components of the TMDL and provided an
opportunity for active participation, including stakeholders’ ability to make informal comments in a
small group setting to WDNR regarding the TMDL. Lastly, WDNR invited the City of Appleton to
participate on the Technical Team. The City declined to participate (letter dated to Sue Olson on
September 22, 2008 and declined, invite further extended to Chris Shaw and declined).

Comment: The portion of the title “and Watershed Management Plan” is confusing, particularly
since the implementation plan has not yet prepatred for this TMDL. (CSWEA)

Response: As noted in section 7.2, Oneida Nation has been actively involved with the development
of the TMDL. Because TMDLs may not be written within reservation boundaries, the contractor
has included Oneida’s “Watershed Management Planning” effort as part of a chapter of this TMDL.
Additional language was added in the Introduction of the report to further explain the title.

Comment: A better map showing rivers and subwatersheds upstream of Lake Winnebago may be
helpful. (CSWEA)

Response: The TMDL was written for the Lower Fox River Basin (from the Outlet of Lake
Winnebago to Lower Green Bay). Upstream sources will be accounted for through the development

of the Upper Fox/Wolf TMDL and the maps requested will be included in that report.

Comment: A nitrogen TMDL is needed to protect and restore water quality in the LFR Basin and
Lower Green Bay. (Burkholder)

Response: Currently there are no numeric water quality standards for nitrogen in Wisconsin, and
therefore, no surface waters listed on the 303(d) Impaired Waters List. Adhering to the Clean Water
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Act, WDNR is required to develop TMDLs for 303(d) Impaired Waters. WDNR recognizes that
nitrogen may be a pollutant of concern caused by anthropogenic sources, but more monitoring data
is needed to determine nitrogen-related impairments in Wisconsin surface waters. In addition, BMPs
installed to implement the TMDL and capture phosphorus may also reduce nitrogen loading to
surface waters.

Implementation Stormwater

58.

59.

60.

61.

Comment: Please consider MS4 permits that are in compliance with Phase II requirements in
compliance with the TMDL. (CSWEA)

Response: Meeting Phase II requirements may go a long way toward meeting the TMDL
requirements, however, the Phase II requirements are separate from the pollutant reduction goals
specified in the TMDL. Meeting Phase II requirements does not mean that the water quality goals
specified in the TMDL are being met.

Comment: The report should clarify in the text that MS4s should refer to the “Sub-Basin Loading
Summary” chart to identify the required allocations per subwatershed. (Brown County Planning
Commission)

Response: This language is included in section 6.1.2 of the TMDL report. In addition to showing
each MS4’s WLA on pages 42-86, Appendix D includes additional tables to summarize each MS4’s
WLA by subwatershed and in total (for both TP and TSS). This will be important to refer to during
implementation planning.

Comment: The Lower Fox River mainstem is significantly high in reduction needs for MS4s. Why is
this? Can this be accomplished and will municipalities have a longer term schedule to get to the
higher percentages needed? Has the Department considered some communities can not meet
requirements in their Phase II permits, yet go above and beyond those requirements as outlined in
the TMDL? (Brown County Planning Commission, City of De Pere)

Related Comment: The City does not support the plan because it sets numeric limits that cannot
be met by current technology, unless the removal of existing affordable housing for the placement of
structural stormwater management practices is considered a technology. New technologies may exist
in 20-30 years, but no plan should go on that long without multiple updates. Until such time as that
technology exists, municipalities and industries are a target for lawsuits. (City of Appleton)

Response: Reductions are higher in the main stem reach of the Lower Fox because of the higher
loadings coming from sources in the Lower Fox main stem sub-basin. The TMDL sets reduction
goals to meet water quality but does not specify implementation methods or timelines. It is
anticipated that extended implementation timelines, pollutant trading, and other implementation
tools will be available to municipalities to help meet TMDL allocations.

Comment: Will trading % among the subwatersheds be allowed, since all watersheds drain to Lower
Green Bay the net effect overall is likely the same. (Village of Allouez, City of De Pere)

Related Comment: How will “averaging” for stormwater be accommodated once the TMDL is
approved (example, the municipality is currently meeting 40% by averaging two sets of outfalls-will
this be the case if both sets of outfalls are in two different watersheds?) (Brown County Planning
Commission).
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62.

63.

64.

65.

Response: TMDL reductions are specified for impaired segments. Municipalities can average
reductions provided that the allocations for specific impaired segments are maintained. Also,
municipalities that drain to the same impaired segment can share loads and reductions provided that
the overall target is met.

Comment: It is unclear from the Draft TMDL how the new TSS allocations will be integrated with
WDNR’s recently-approved NR 151 rule package. There is no reference to NR 151 in the TMDL or
how those provisions will be integrated into the NR 151 process. In the absence of an integrated
plan, the TMDL must make clear that the proposed allocations will not be enforceable in MS4
permits until an implementation plan is developed. (League of Wisconsin Municipalities)

Response: The municipal permits already contain language regarding requirements for evaluation
and implementation of TMDL allocations.

Comment: Please consider a formal implementation plan to show how draft allocations for MS4s
(up to 65% in some cases) may be met through trading and watershed permitting. (City of De Pere,
League of Wisconsin Municipalities)

Related Comment: We request a graduated approach to water quality improvement be
implemented for the Lower Fox River Basin and an initial [MS4] waste load allocations be
established that is lower than the longer term goal. As reductions are accomplished upstream, further
improvements can be required in the LFR Basin. (Village of Bellevue)

Response: TMDL development is completed to identify the reductions needed to meet water
quality standards. TMDL implementation plans are not required by EPA. However, WDNR
recognizes the need to be flexible and is working on creating a water quality trading framework that
may be used in TMDL implementation planning.

Comment: Because of the close proximity of Austin Straubel International Airport (ASIA) within
the Village of Ashwaubenon, and ultimately the Fox River, consideration and clarification needs to
be made on how the FAA recommends wet detention ponds 10,000 ft. from AISA. This greatly
impacts any ability the Village has in meeting mandated water quality goals. (Village of
Ashwaubenon)

Response: WDNR is aware of FAA concerns about wet detention ponds and other possible wildlife
attractants near airports. The FAA Advisory Circular 150/5200-33B dated 8/28/2007, Hazardous
Wildlife Attractants on or near Airports, makes recommendations for existing and new stormwater
management facilities within a specified separation zone. For municipalities affected by the FAA
recommendations, WDNR believes that a thoughtful analysis of stormwater treatment alternatives
that assesses the appropriateness of a given treatment practice within the separation zone will
provide a good balance between FAA concerns and the state’s effort to attain water quality goals. To
that end, WDNR is considering what resources and guidance municipalities need to make
appropriate storm water planning decisions where wildlife attractants are a concern.

Comment: The TMDL implementation plan should allow for municipalities and landowners to
receive credit (e.g., through water quality trading) for projects that remove P-laden sediment,

improve habitat, and stabilize stream and river banks. (CSWEA, City of Appleton)

Response: Credit can be given for reductions that occur from sources that are assigned allocations
in the TMDL. This would not include improved habitat but could include removal of P-laden
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66.

sediment and stabilization of streams and riverbanks. Stabilization of stream and riverbanks may be
viable given that the pollutant loading models used in the TMDL were calibrated to monitoring data
that includes loads from stream and river banks.

Comment: Bank Erosion is a major source of TSS in some communities; will WDNR recognize
bank stabilization projects as solutions to TSS requirements and to reduce requirements in upland
areas of the community? (Kaukauna, Vande Hey, Village of Allouez)

Response: A stream naturally moves and may be eroding in one area while depositing sediment in
another. However, in urban settings the flows can become flashy and erosive, scouring out the
stream and speeding up the natural process. Armoring of the banks in critical locations may become
necessary for stability. There are means to calculate the rate of erosion and to estimate the amount of
sediment released to the stream. A requirement under Public Education and Outreach section 2.1.4
in the MS4 permit reads: “Promote the management of stream banks and shorelines by riparian
landowners to minimize erosion and restore and enhance the ecological value of waterways.” The
permit does not require stream bank stabilization because it is focused on TSS which is a surrogate
for pollutants from urban surfaces.

Implementation Wastewater

67.

68.

69.

Comment: How will the load reduction goals be translated into individual WPDES permits?
(GBMSD)

Response: As mentioned in Section 7.1.1., once the TMDL is approved by EPA, limits will be
incorporated into permits consistent with Wisconsin Administrative Code NR 217.

Comment: We agree that it makes sense to transfer LAs to MS4 WLAs as land is urbanized but
suggest that wording be change to include transfer from LAs to WWTF WLAs too. (CSWEA)

Response: A framework for transferring ILAs for agricultural areas to WLAs for urbanized areas or
WWTFs does not currently exist. EPA policy requires a modification of the TMDL for the
reallocation of LAs to WLAs. WDNR has discussed the issue with EPA and is awaiting guidance
from EPA on how to proceed to avoid modification of the TMDL for transfers between LAs and
WLAs.

Comment: We oppose the imposition of new permit limits before the formal implementation plan

has been developed. (MEG, City of Appleton, GBMSD)

Related Comment: The implementation procedures must reflect the same flexibility that we are
asking of the Lower Fox River TMDL to accommodate results from the Upper Fox River TMDL. It
appears that the adaptive management provisions included in the final version of proposed changes
to NR 217 could provide for this flexibility. We strongly urge the Department to provide as much
implementation flexibility as possible for WPDES permit holders, including use of adaptive
management. (Wisconsin Paper Council)

Related Comment: It is critical that the final TMDL for the Lower Fox River allow for the
adjustment of load allocations based on completion of the Upper Fox River TMDL. Implementation
of the Lower Fox River TMDL should be delayed until corresponding studies have been completed
for the rest of the Upper Fox/Wolf Basin (Wisconsin Paper Council, MEG, Village of Allouez)
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70.

71.

72.

Response: Upon federal approval of the TMDL, WDNR will work to seek the maximum flexibility
in timelines associated with implementation of Wasteload Allocations. In doing so, WDNR will
utilize all available tools — including flexible approaches to control pollutants in administrative rules
as well as timing of permit issuances — to ensure that stakeholders can collaborate for the most
effective options to implement the TMDL.

Comment: Nonpoint source load allocations cannot be enforced if cost-share funding is not
available. This will be a burden on point sources with little improvement in water quality, since
nonpoint source loading is a significant portion of the loading. With that in mind, TMDL related-
WLA should not be included into permits until after the implementation plan is written and
significant funding is secured for nonpoint source controls. (CSWEA, City of Appleton, GBMSD)

Response: Please see response for Comment #69.

Comment: Because of the potential for modifying the TMDL and WLAs in the future, any TMDL-
related WPDES permits limits should be accordingly adjustable and not subject to additional
antidegradation and antibacksliding regulations. (CSWEA)

Response: TMDLs are able to be modified in the future as new science and technology is available.
However, any antidegradation and antibacksliding regulations for impaired water bodies in the State
of Wisconsin would still apply regardless of a TMDL situation.

Comment: MEG recommends that the WDNR’s implementation plan include:
e Maximum flexibility in how load reductions are achieved including watershed based trading.

e Allow for the application of specific allocation methodologies for particular reaches or
stream segments within the Lower Fox River Basin.

e Account for the variability in ambient concentrations throughout the Lower Fox River
Basin.

e Recognize and reflect the impact of legacy phosphorus and sediment loads.
e Consider cost-effectiveness and the net environmental benefit of alternatives.

e Include a stepped implementation approach whereby prior load reductions are recognized
and additional reductions from those sectors are not required until all sectors have achieved
required baseline conditions identified as part of the implementation plan.

e Include a detailed monitoring strategy for determining the impact of load reductions on
water quality and biotic integrity.

e Contain an implementation schedule and target attainment timelines.

e Utilize cost-effectiveness and net environmental benefit as overarching considerations in
defining final allocation methods.

e Consider a watershed based permitting approach to promote cost effective solutions and
promote the likelihood of trading.

Response: Comment noted.
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73. Comment: We strongly encourage costs to be considered during implementation planning for this

TMDL. (CSWEA, Village of Ashwaubenon, City of Appleton, GBMSD)
Response: Comment noted.

74. Comment: The creation of compliance schedules that allow POTWs to reduce TP and TSS over
multiple WPDES permits would lessen the economic hardship on rate payers and similar to NR 217
setting reduced limit over to 2 or 3 permit cycles would allow for the treatment technology to mature
(to reduce capital and O&M costs). (City of Appleton)

Response: Please see response to Comment #69. WDNR realizes the importance of flexible
schedules to comply with water quality standards and TMDL WLAs in permits.

Implementation Agriculture

75. Comment: The potential that most, if not all, the TP and TSS reductions needed from load
reductions, will likely be imposed on WPDES permitted farms is troubling. It is unlikely there will be
adequate cost share funding to broadly implement TP and TSS reductions on all farms in the LFR
watershed. That leaves 15 CAFOs in the LFR watershed to bear the brunt of any TMDL
implementation measures. (DBA)

Response: As identified in the Reasonable Assurance Section (7.1) of the TMDL report, all crop
and livestock producers in the LFR Basin will be required to comply with state agricultural
performance standards and prohibitions in Wisconsin Administrative Code NR 151. Further
reductions beyond this for CAFOs and non-CAFOs would be identified through the TMDL
implementation planning process.

76. Comment: When WPDES CAFO permits are reissued will they contain additional land spreading
restrictions that are “consistent with” the TP and TSS load reductions assigned to agriculture?
WPDES permitted farms already comply with the most stringent nutrient management planning
requirements (meet T and PI of 6) to meet crop needs. Imposing further limitations on tillage
practices and nutrient application may well render fields in the LFR basin non-farmable which would
have a devastating impact on the already struggling Wisconsin dairy industry. (DBA)

Response: Further limitations on WPDES permitted CAFOs, if needed, will be identified through
the implementation planning process. It should be noted that CAFOs have achieved PI’s less than 6
using current farming BMPs. The impact of further reductions in PI requirements, should they
occur, would be highly dependant on current farming practices and may or may not require
significant changes at an operation.

77. Comment: Firm regulatory requirements and the need for cost-sharing for agricultural dischargers
are necessary and must be implemented if water quality is to improve. (Village of Ashwaubenon,

Village of Allouez, GBMSD, City of De Pere, Village of Bellevue)

Response: WDNR agrees that state and local regulations, in conjunction with cost-sharing to
address agricultural sources of TP and TSS, are a critical component of TMDL implementation.
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78. Comment: WDNR should work with counties to develop nutrient management plans for priority
farms in each sub-watershed. WDNR should set dates to perform on site monitoring in order to
ensure the plans are being followed. (MEA and Clean Wisconsin)

Response: It is expected that most compliance checks on non-permitted operations will occur
through local agencies (counties, towns) with WDNR monitoring compliance for WPDES-permitted
CAFOs.

Other Implementation Comments

79. Comment: Members of CSWEA-Wisconsin could be a valuable resource to WDNR on
implementation issues such as cost-benefit evaluations, NPDES permit language, water quality
trading and monitoring and would like to be involved as a partner in developing an implementation
plan for the Lower Fox River Basin. (CSWEA)

Response: Comment noted.
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