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2007 REPORT CARD ON
WISCONSIN’S INFRASTRUCTURE

ASCE

American Society of Civil Engineers

WI

Subject Grade

Comments

(2007)

Bridges B- C

Approximately 16% of Wisconsin’s bridges are in need of replacement or
rehabilitation. This represents a significant improvement over the last 20 years.
Additional funding beyond current levels will be needed to continue reducing the
backlog of deficient bridges.

Contaminated Sites C+ B-

While Wisconsin has proactively encouraged cleanup of contaminated sites,
thousands of sites still require remediation. Remediation costs for these sites will
require funding in the billions of dollars. Local governments will need to become
more active in redeveloping contaminated properties.

Drinking Water C+ C

The existing condition of Wisconsin’s water supply infrastructure is good.
However, new regulatory standards for water quality, combined with declining
groundwater levels and aging treatment facilities, will require more than $5.9
billion over the next 20 years.

Energy C B

Wisconsin energy supplies have improved over the last four years and are
adequate at this time. Transmission capacity for natural gas and electricity is
inadequate and needs to be improved in the near future.

Municipal B+ B-
Wastewater Facilities

Wisconsin’s municipal wastewater collection and treatment facilities have a good
record of compliance and planning for the future. An increased investment will be
required to maintain the system and address pending new regulations, but funding
limitations hamper the ability to meet this goal.

Public Schools C C

50% of Wisconsin’s schools are more than 40 years old. 57% report maintenance
budgets as “less than adequate” to raise the overall condition of schools to
“good.” An estimated $1.6 billion in additional funding is needed to bring the
state’s K-12 public schools to “good condition.”

Rivers and Dams D C-

\Wisconsin’s floodplain hazard maps are old and growing more outdated each
year. Some progress in floodplain map modernization has taken place in the last
four years. Dams are not being inspected as required and repair grants have been
curtailed due to lack of funding. Dam Safety rules need to include dam structures
that are currently unregulated.

Roads C- D+

Wisconsin’s State Highway Plan “Connections 2030 has been established to
improve safety, maintain pavement condition, and relieve congestion. Current
funding levels are falling significantly below plan recommendations. Without
additional funding, this grade will decrease in the future.

Solid Waste B B-

Existing solid waste landfills are well designed and have sufficient disposal
capacity. Currently, more than one-third of municipal solid waste is recycled.
Several new issues will need to be addressed in coming years.

Stormwater C+ C

Half of Wisconsin’s communities do not have a regular maintenance program for
storm sewers and catch basins. Wisconsin communities will be facing significant
funding shortfalls as replacement of aging sewers becomes necessary and as new
stormwater quality regulations are implemented.

Transit C+ C+

Wisconsin Urban Transit Systems consistently perform above the national
average when compared to systems in cities of similar size. Operating costs
continue to rise, however, while ridership is declining, creating pressure to
increase fares and/or reduce services.

2007 Wisconsin’s Infrastructure Overall Grade = C A = Exceptional

2003 Wisconsin’s Infrastructure Overall Grade = C+

B = Good Each category was evaluated
C-rai on the basis of condition and
= air performance, capacity vs. need,

Prepared by: American Society of Civil Engineers, Wisconsin Section F = Inadequate

D = Poor and funding vs. need.




2007 ISSUE BRIEF

BRIDGES

REPORT CARD GRADE: C

ISSUE BRIEF

In Wisconsin, 16.0% of the bridges are currently deficient (safe to carry traffic but
approaching replacement or rehabilitation), down 4% from three years ago. This
represents a significant improvement over the last 25 years, where the percent of
deficient bridges in Wisconsin was 57%. However, as identified in the 2007 Issue Report
“‘Roads,” the future needs of the system to maintain this level of improvement far exceed
the funding levels available.

ISSUE REPORT
Definition of Issue.

This issue is the current
condition of state and local
bridges in Wisconsin and
future management of their
condition. The bridges are
being evaluated in two
areas: System Status, and
Program and Funding.

System Status. There are
13,751 highway bridges in
Wisconsin of which 5,027
bridges are located on the
State Highway System and maintained by WisDOT. The remaining 8,724 bridges are on
municipal streets and rural roads and maintained by other local agencies within
Wisconsin.

The national measurement for bridge replacement and rehabilitation depends on
whether the bridge is structurally deficient (SD) or functionally obsolete (FO). A bridge
that is structurally deficient is safe to carry traffic loads but is approaching the condition
where replacement or rehabilitation will be necessary. Load limits are frequently
imposed on these bridges. A bridge that is functionally obsolete is safe to carry traffic but
has less than the desirable geometric conditions, such as narrow shoulders, required by
current standards.

Program and Funding. The Wisconsin Department of Transportation does not allocate
funds separately for bridges and roadways. The funding for bridges and roadways is
provided from the same budget. Currently, the Wisconsin Department of Transportation
is developing a long-range transportation plan for the state called Connections 2030,
expected to be completed July 1, 2007.
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The initial data-gathering efforts indicate that three important factors are causing the
needs of the system to far exceed the funding levels available. These factors include:
the transfer of funds from the transportation budget to the general fund in the past two
biennial budget cycles; the elimination of the automatic annual adjustment to the
Wisconsin motor fuel excise tax; and the increase in construction costs throughout the
state. This process is explained in depth in the 2007 Issue Report “Roads.” To maintain
the current level of service, funding levels will need to increase.

Trends. Since 1981, Wisconsin has placed an emphasis on bridges by supplementing
federal funding with state funding for state and locally maintained bridges. The following
charts show the changes in the system.

1981 Structurally Deficient or Functionally Obsolete
# of Bridges SD/FO Bridges
Total 13,238 7,549
State 4,270 1,979 8,000
Local 8,958 5,570
6,000
Number of
2005 Deficient 4,000
# of Bridges SD/FO Bridges 0
Total 13,751 2,225 ’
State 5,027 655 0
Local 8,724 1,570 Total State Local
Bridge System

Issues and Concerns. The Wisconsin State Highway Plan 2020 estimated bridge
needs (excluding Southeast freeways) from 2000-2020 to be $1.0 billion. In Southeast
Wisconsin, freeway needs for this same time period for bridges, roadways, and safety
are estimated at $2.8 billion.

The number of deficient local bridges in the past 25 years has declined from 62% to
18%, a number below the current national average of 27.1%. Estimated funding needs
for these bridges from 2005-2020 are $750 million. Although the bridges in Wisconsin
have improved significantly over the past 25 years, funding the ongoing program will be
the major concern for the future.

Conclusion/Recommendations. The overall grade for the state bridges is a C. This is
based on a combination of the current status of bridges as well as the funding levels
available versus need. Even though Wisconsin has reduced the number of deficient
bridges, this grade is lower than the B- awarded as part of the 2003 ASCE Report Card
evaluation due to the questions that surround the future funding of the long-range plan.

In order to raise the grade, Wisconsin will need to address the funding concerns for
bridge maintenance and replacement enough to continue making progress on reducing
the percentage of deficient bridges. It has been shown that funds invested early in the
rehabilitation process provide improved life cycle costs.
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Source Information
1. Wisconsin Department of Transportation, Bureau of Structures and Bureau of State
Highway Programs

2. The Highway Structures Information System (HSI) that contains data on all highway
bridges within the State.

3. The Wisconsin State Highway Plan 2020

4. 2007 Issue Report “Roads”
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Figure 2 Wisconsin Generation Capacity
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Recent Additions In-service — 4,042 MW

Developer Location / Description Docket Year Size Fuel
LS Power / CoGenTrix Whitewater Co-Gen 6630-CE-187 1997 227 MW | Gas
MGE Rosier Wind Farm 3270-CE-120 1999 11 MW | Wind
MPU Custer CT 3320-CE-108 1999 25MW | Gas
Sky Gen (Purchased by WPSC) DePere Phase | CT 9335-CE-100 1999 179 MW | Gas
WEPCO Concord CT Inlet Coolers 6630-CE-251 1999 56 MW | Gas
WEPCO Paris CT Inlet Coolers 6630-CE-251 1999 56 MW | Gas
WPSC Lincoln Wind Farm 6690-CE-179 1999 9 MW | Wind
MGE West Marinette #34 CT 3270-CE-121 2000 83 MW | Gas
iﬁi‘;t:gm Energy (Purchased by | Nggnah CT 9338-CE-100 | 2000 | 300 MW | Gas
WEPCO Germantown CT Inlet Coolers 6630-CE-265 2000 50 MW | Gas
WEPCO Germantown #5 CT 6630-CE-266 2000 85 MW | Gas
Polsky / Sky Gen Rock Gen — Christiana CT 9335-CE-101 2001 450 MW | Gas
DPC Elk Mound CT None 2001 96 MW | Gas
Badger Wind Power lowa County Wind Farm None 2001 30 MW | Wind
WPSC Pulliam CT 6690-CE-184 2003 83 MW | Gas
Wisconsin River Power Corp. Petenwell CT None 2003 20 MW Oil
WPPI Kaukauna CT 6685-CE-105 2004 52 MW | Gas
Calpine Riverside CC 9346-CE-100 2004 600 MW | Gas
Sheboygan Power, LLC Sheboygan County CT 05-CE-131 2005 300 MW | Gas
MGE Walnut St — Madison CC 05-CE-121 2005 150 MW | Gas
Fox Energy (Calpine) Kaukauna CC (Unit 1) 05-CE-115 2005 315 MW | Gas
We Power Port Washington CC (Unit 2) 05-CE-117 2005 545 MW | Gas
Fox Energy (Calpine) Kaukauna CC (Unit 2) 05-CE-115 2005 320 MW | Gas
Under Construction — 2,338 MW
Developer Location / Description Docket Year Size Fuel
Manitowoc Public Utilities Manitowoc CFB 3320-CE-110 2006 63 MW | Coal
Wis. Public Service Corp. Weston 4 SCPC 6690-CE-187 2008 500 MW | Coal
We Power Port Washington CC (Unit 1) 05-CE-117 2008 545 MW | Gas
We Power Oak Creek SCPC (Unit 1) 05-CE-130 2009 615 MW | Coal
We Power Qak Creek SCPC (Unit 2) 05-CE-130 2010 615 MW | Coal
Approved — 2,981 MW
Developer Location / Description Docket Year Size Fuel
Forward Energy LLC Dodge/Fond Du Lac Counties 9300-CE-100 2005 200 MW | Wind
\éVPP' (ownership in Prairie States | \y2qhington County, IL 6685-CE-108 | 2010 99 MW | Coal
nergy Center)
Calpine — (Active) Fond du Lac CC 9343-CE-103 ? 532 MW | Gas
Rainy River — (Cancelled) Superior CT 05-CE-128 N/A 170 MW | Gas
Mirant f/k/a SEI — (Cancelled) Plover CC + CT 05-CE-116 N/A 930 MW | Gas
Badger Gen. Co. — (Cancelled) Pleasant Prairie CC 9340-CE-100 N/A 1,050 MW | Gas
CPCN or CA Application Filed — 203 MW
Developer Location / Description Docket Year Size Fuel
WEPCO Calumet County 6630-CE-294 | 2007 | 203 MW | Wind
WPL Fond du Lac County 6680-CE-171 | 2008 98 MW | Wind
CPCN Application Expected — 1,050 MW
Developer Location / Description Docket Year Size Fuel
WPL Cassville or Portage 2012 | 250 MW | Coal
WPSC ? 2013 | 500 MW | Coal
Dairyland Power Cooperative ? ? 300 MW | Coal

Figure 3

Generation Construction Plans in Wisconsin
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Fuel Supply Diversity

Wisconsin utilities presently use a broad mix of fuels to generate electricity.
Wisconsin has 170 sites for electricity generation. The majority of the generation is
concentrated in 20 large generating stations, each with over 300 MW of capacity.
The 20 largest stations comprise 90% of the state’s capacity. Wisconsin’s primary
fuel for generation is coal followed by nuclear. Federal license renewal for the two
Point Beach nuclear plant units has been completed; however, the Kewaunee
nuclear plant is not yet relicensed. If the Kewaunee nuclear plant is not relicensed, it
will need to be shut down, decommissioned, and replacement power will need to be
identified. Nuclear energy continues to offer an efficient and environmentally friendly
source of power and Wisconsin law will need to be changed to allow additional
nuclear power plant construction and capacity.

A relatively small amount (3%) of electricity generated in Wisconsin is fueled by
natural gas. However, Wisconsin has seen a tremendous growth in natural gas-fired
generation capacity over the past decade. Because of its higher cost, actual usage of
natural gas generation is relatively small and it is used primarily during times of peak
demand. However, it represents approximately 38% of the state’s generating
capacity as of July 2006. Electricity generated by natural gas-fueled combustion
turbines is primarily used during times of peak demand or in combined cycle plants
for intermediate load demand.

Imported fuels account for nearly 97% of the fuel needed to produce electric power
for Wisconsin. At this time, coal dominates the state’s energy mix representing
61.9% of the electrical energy produced in 2004. This reliance on imported fuel
continues to place Wisconsin’s economy at risk to market volatility in energy prices
and supply. Wisconsin utilities presently use a mix of fuels to generate electricity, see
Figure 1. Railroad reliability, capacity, and delivery cost of fuel for coal fueled power
plants is presently an area of concern.

On average, commercial and industrial electric power rates in Wisconsin are
currently competitive with those of the other Midwestern states and are lower than
the national averages. The largest factors driving rate increases between 1997 and
2002 were increases in costs associated with purchased power and operation of the
transmission system. Wisconsin will face upward pressure on electricity prices and
rates as a result of significant new investment in generation and transmission assets.

Wisconsin has approximately 500 MW of small hydroelectric power plant capacity
that produced an average of 2,181,000 MWh of electricity for the years 2001-2003.
This renewable resource appears fully developed at this time, aside from the
refurbishing of recently retired units. Many dams will need to be relicensed in the
next 20 years, which may result in lost capacity if not relicensed.

Renewable energy resources also supply Wisconsin’s energy. Currently, wind
generation is the lowest cost new renewable energy option. These resources include
hydroelectric power, wind, biomass, and solar. As of 2005, 53 MW of wind power
capacity existed with 884 MW of additional capacity under development. Additional
development of wind energy is being planned to meet a Wisconsin generation goal of
10% by the end of 2015. Approximately 113 MW of energy is derived from biomass
which includes wood, paper waste, landfill gas, and anaerobic digestion of manure.
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Transportation of Electricity and Natural Gas

Wisconsin currently depends on out-of-state power for approximately 10% of its
electricity capacity needs. However, Wisconsin’s geographic location between two
Great Lakes puts physical limits on the options to connect to other electric systems.
Only four major transmission lines connect Wisconsin'’s electricity system with its
neighbors—three connections with lllinois to the south and one to Minnesota in the
west. By comparison, lllinois has approximately 25 connections outside the state and
Minnesota has 18.

Plans have been approved for general upgrades to the state’s transmission system;
however, the transfer capacity problems have not been solved. The 210 mile
Arrowhead — Weston transmission line, which is under construction in northwest
Wisconsin, is an important addition. American Transmission Company, LLC has
plans for constructing 70 major transmission projects in Wisconsin by 2010, primarily
to accommodate load growth in local areas and to relieve constraints. As load grows
and availability of energy outside of the state decreases, our ability to import energy
will erode.

A new feature of electric supply and demand in Wisconsin is the Midwest
Independent Transmission System Operator (MISO) and the MISO Day 2 Market.
The MISO Day 2 Market began on the first of April, 2005. Under Day 2, MISO
centrally dispatches generation using the real time availability of generation and
transmission resources. MISO is a result of the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission’s (FERC) orders to create a robust, interstate wholesale market for
electricity in the hope that a more efficient use of generation and transmission
resources will reduce prices paid by electricity consumers.

The experience under MISO Day 2 has not been fully evaluated. The market is new
and the learning curve of both MISO and the MISO participants is not complete.
MISO has made transactions for wholesale electric purchases more transparent and
it appears that the MISO centralized dispatch may be making better use of the
existing transmission resources throughout the Midwest. However, there are still
concerns regarding the ability of MISO to facilitate transactions across the area
covered by the MISO dispatch and transmission territory.

The supply of natural gas into Wisconsin is limited by the capacity of the pipeline
system. In 2000, a natural gas pipeline from Canada to Chicago was completed. This
pipeline provides an additional source of natural gas to compete with supplies from
Texas, Oklahoma and the Gulf Coast. The Guardian Pipeline has been placed in
service and is transporting natural gas from Chicago to Wisconsin which has
provided a significant increase in capacity. With plans including a large increase in
the use of natural gas for electricity generation, additional pipeline capacity is
planned to accommodate growth and meet the demand for home heating and
industrial uses.
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Natural gas price changes affect energy consumers in two major ways. First, many
Wisconsin customers purchase natural gas at the retail level for direct consumption.
In this context natural gas is used for space heating, cooking, and processing
materials, among other uses. Second, natural gas is increasingly being used to fire
electric generators. Natural gas price increases therefore affect the cost of providing
electricity as well.

Conservation of Energy

Efficient buildings and homes throughout Wisconsin have helped reduce energy
expenditures. Wisconsin’s building energy codes have reduced energy needs and
ensured a minimum level of energy efficiency in homes to help offset population
increases and hold residential energy use relatively constant. In the commercial
sector, strong economic growth has increased overall energy use, but at a rate
substantially lower than what we would have realized without the efficiency
improvements. As of 2005, total demand and energy savings were expected to
increase in calendar year 2007 to nearly 80 MW, and demand savings achieved in
2012 is projected to be more than 78 MW.

In the immediate aftermath of Hurricanes Katrina and Rita, natural gas rates in
October of 2005 were near an all-time record high. Considerable moderation in the
price of natural gas has occurred since then. Significant restoration of natural gas
production in the post-Katrina world; a noticeable decrease in customer use of
natural gas; mild winter weather and moderate summer weather; and an abundance
of natural gas in storage have all contributed to natural gas prices declining.

Balance Between Energy and the Environment

Production of electricity can profoundly affect the environment. Using more efficient
technologies and those that are cleaner can reduce the adverse impact on the
environment. Wisconsin needs to generate and maintain a reliable energy supply
without sacrificing the state’s environment. Total air pollutants in Wisconsin have
declined more than 25% over the past 15 years. Additional reductions of 35% for
S0O,, 31% for NOy, 12% for mercury and 36% for PM10 are projected by 2012. CO,
emissions, which are presently unregulated, are expected to increase by 10%.

Presently, Wisconsin utilities beneficially utilize more than twice the national average
of coal combustion products, however, landfilling is projected to more than double
from 119,000 tons in 2006 to 302,000 tons in 2012 as a result of changes related to
new air emission control technologies. Wisconsin’s annual consumption of
approximately 26 million tons of coal generates about two million tons of coal ash.
Wisconsin electric utilities have developed techniques to reburn ash from old
disposal sites. The purpose is to both use the energy content of unburned coal and
modify the chemical nature of the new ash stream so that it can be sold for use in
other products such as in the production of concrete.

Security

Security measures at Wisconsin’s major energy infrastructure sites have increased
since the events of 9/11. The extensive nature of the electric and gas transmission
and distribution lines presents significant challenges in providing complete security
beyond ensuring public safety for these systems.
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Issues and Concerns. Wisconsin’s economy and quality of life are dependent on the
availability of reliable and reasonably priced energy. Over the next few years,
Wisconsin’s energy providers are optimistic that there is enough generating and
transmission capacity to meet the state’s needs. However, in the future, Wisconsin faces
issues that could challenge the ability to maintain its energy needs:

» Capacity shortages could be experienced in Wisconsin if planned new plants are not
put in service. Demand growth would use up the system’s current reserve margin to
put Wisconsin right at the brink of electricity blackouts. Many of the state’s existing
plants are old and nearing retirement or relicensing. Because it takes four to six
years to plan and construct large new plants, plant replacement strategies need to
be planned well in advance.

= Wisconsin needs to diversify its energy resources. Wisconsin law will need to be
changed to allow additional nuclear generating capacity. As demand increases,
uncertainty about the future supplies of natural gas requires further diversification of
Wisconsin’s fuel mix. Wisconsin has recently increased its use of natural gas to
generate electricity. Wisconsin needs to use natural gas resources as efficiently as
possible and include a mix of fuel sources for new generation. Biodiesel and Ethanol
are growing in recognition as energy sources for the transportation sector.

= The electric transmission grid is no longer adequate to meet future demand. More
transmission lines need to be built. Plans under consideration call for a large
increase in the use of natural gas for electricity generation in Wisconsin. Pipeline
capacity must increase to supply that growth.

Consumers need to be provided with the
information, financing, and expertise to identify
and install energy efficient technologies. Many
technologies have high initial costs that inhibit
investment. Economic and institutional barriers
inhibit widespread investment in energy
efficiency and renewable resources. Additional
development of wind energy needs to be built
to meet Wisconsin’s generation requirements
of 10% by the end of 2015.

ASCE 2007 Wisconsin Report Card
Page 38



Recommendations

Wisconsin must pursue a strong energy policy that serves the economic needs and
preserves the environment of the state. This policy needs to include the following
objectives:

= Expand electric generation and modernize existing electric generation plants.

» Change Wisconsin law to allow additional nuclear power plant construction and
capacity.

» Broaden the diversity of future fuel sources by building more nuclear, renewable,
clean coal, and natural gas generation plants.

» Improve the infrastructure to transport more coal, electricity, and natural gas. There
are advantages to overlapping and sharing of transmission line corridors with
highways.

= Ensure that energy efficiency, conservation, and renewable energy are attractive
alternatives for Wisconsin’s energy needs.

Source Information
1. September 2004, Wisconsin’s Strategic Energy Assessment, Energy 2010. Public
Service Commission of Wisconsin

2. June 2006, “Draft” Wisconsin’s Strategic Energy Assessment, Energy 2012. Public
Service Commission of Wisconsin

3. June 2006, “Draft” Environmental Assessment of the Strategic Energy Assessment
2006-2012
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2007 ISSUE BRIEF

MUNICIPAL WASTEWATER FACILITIES

REPORT CARD GRADE: B-

ISSUE BRIEF

A vast majority of Wisconsin’s municipal wastewater treatment plants continually meet
the conditions of their permits. In year 2003, 30 plants, about 4.5%, were rated as
requiring improvements and 106 plants, about 15.8%, were rated as requiring some
action.

According to the Clean Water Needs Survey (USEPA, 2000), the need for municipal
wastewater treatment projects exceeds $3.35 billion in Wisconsin through year 2020, or
$167.5 million per year. Adequate funding of these needs is uncertain given the fiscal
challenges at all levels of government.

ISSUE REPORT

Definition of Issue. Municipal wastewater facilities consist of the sewers, manholes,
pumping stations, and treatment plants that collect and treat the used water from our
homes, industries, and commercial businesses prior to discharge into waters of the
state. These facilities are typically owned and operated by the local municipal
government or specially formed districts.

The importance of clean water to Wisconsin cannot be overstated. Forty-seven
municipalities utilize surface water that is subject to discharges from municipal
wastewater collection and treatment systems as their source of drinking water for over
1.7 million people. In addition to needing a clean supply of water for homes and industry,
Wisconsin is a major tourist state relying in great part on the attraction of its freshwater
natural resources. Wisconsin benefits from over 27,700 water bodies, including 84,400
miles of perennial and intermittent stream miles, 1.2 million acres of inland lakes, over
1,000 miles of Great Lakes shoreline, 5.3 million acres of wetlands, and a generally
abundant supply of groundwater.

Existing Conditions. Wisconsin’s wastewater systems are generally adequate,
especially in dry weather. However, portions of many systems can become overloaded
during wet weather, and some communities have sewers that date to the first few
decades of the 20™ century.

Wisconsin has historically been proactive in addressing the handling and treatment of
municipal wastewater as well as the treated residual byproduct referred to as biosolids
or sludge.

Municipal wastewater treatment in Wisconsin has received significant levels of funding
for decades. Municipalities spend local funds for routine operations and maintenance of
their infrastructure. Major projects tend to be funded through the available state and
federal funding programs. Although these programs have provided significant funding
since 1991, significant needs still remain—especially as collection and treatment
systems age.
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Trends. The general trend in municipal wastewater treatment is for continually more
stringent controls and regulations coupled with greater public awareness of, and demand
for improved water quality.

Recent areas of concern include biosolids, sewer overflows into waters of the state, and
nutrients. Future trends and concerns include:

» Proposed rules regarding blending of partially treated wastewater;

» Requirements for Capacity, Management, Operations, and Maintenance
programs;

= Recent recognition of Pharmaceuticals and Personal Care Products (PPCP)
entering the environment through treated wastewater;

= Heightened concern for security measures related to wastewater systems; and
= Continual reduction in funding dedicated to clean water efforts.

Each of these areas of concern will require proper management, engineering, and
funding to achieve the level of environmental protection proposed by new requirements.

Issues and Concerns. According to the Clean Water Needs Survey (USEPA, 2000), the
need for municipal wastewater treatment projects exceeds $3.35 billion in Wisconsin
through year 2020, or $167.5 million per year. Current federal and state funding
programs provide approximately $114 million, far short of current needs. It can be seen
that the needs will continue to exceed the available funding for the foreseeable future.
Projected budget reductions in both federal and state programs will make this shortfall
even worse.

A major area of concern, both in
Wisconsin and nationally, is overflow of
untreated wastewater into the
environment during times of excess flow
in the sewer systems. Combined sewer
overflows (CSOs) typically occur when
combined sewers, designed to convey
both stormwater runoff and domestic
wastewater, reach their capacity during
extreme wet weather. Since 1996, there
have been over 1,400 CSOs/SSOs in
Wisconsin. Wet weather in 2004,
contributed to overflows in 134 different
Wisconsin communities.
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Although the majority of treatment plants consistently meet their permit conditions, a
number of facilities have permit violations. The most common causes are inability to
handle excess flows, operator errors, and equipment failure. These deficiencies can
often be minimized with adequate system upgrades, operator training, equipment
maintenance, engineering, and the associated funding.

Conclusions. Since the last Report Card was issued in 2003, Wisconsin’s municipal
wastewater facilities continue to have a good record of performance, regulatory
compliance, and planning for the future. Significant investments in this infrastructure will
be required to maintain this status and to address future regulations, new requirements,
and a growing population’s desire for clean water. However, the funding limitations at all
levels of government, particularly the ability of local governments to generate the
resources necessary to operate, manage, and maintain the existing infrastructure and
projected reductions in monies available at the federal level have negatively impacted
the ability to accomplish this goal.

Recommendations. The following are recommended for municipal wastewater facilities
in Wisconsin:
» The SRF loan program should continue to leverage the federal capitalization
funds in order to continue assuring the highest level of funding available.

* Improved monitoring and data collection of water quality should be implemented
to assure the goals and objectives of wastewater projects are being achieved
and to identify areas where water quality issues need to be addressed.

= State government should appeal to federal legislators to consider development of
a clean water trust fund for water and wastewater infrastructure, similar to the 50-
year old Highway Trust Fund, and enact rules prohibiting appropriation of clean
water funds for other uses.

» Perform thorough engineering assessments on the impact of future regulations to

ensure there is a clear benefit to water quality and to address the funding
source(s) necessary for implementation of the new regulations.

Source Information
1. USEPA, Clean Water Needs Survey, 1996
2. USEPA, Clean Water Needs Survey, 2000 (Draft)

3. “Sewer Overflows in Wisconsin — A Report to the Natural Resources Board,” March
15, 2001.

4. State of Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 2003-05 Biennial Report
5. 2004 Water Division Annual Report
6. 2004 Wisconsin Water Quality Report to Congress, Wisconsin DNR

7. Wisconsin Water Quality Assessment Report to Congress -2004
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10.

11.

12.

13.

Personal Communications, Jeffery Helmuth, Wisconsin Department of Natural
Resources, May 2006

Personal Communications, Thomas A. Gilbert, Wisconsin Department of Natural
Resources, June 2006

Personal Communications, Greg Kester, Wisconsin Department of Natural
Resources, August 2006

Personal Communication, Robert H. Ramharter, Wisconsin Department of Natural
Resources, September 2006

WDNR, Security information from
http://dnr.wi.gov/org/water/wm/ww/security/leqgislative history.htm

CH2M Hill under guidance from WEF, “Interim Voluntary Security Guidance For
Wastewater/Stormwater Utilities,” December 9, 2004.
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