
NUTRIENT WORK GROUP MEETING SUMMARY 
WISCONSIN AMP PRESENTATION 

AUGUST 30, 2021 

10:00 a.m. 
Via Zoom 

 
 

ATTENDANCE 
Aaron Losing, City of Kalispell 
Abbie Ebert, DEQ, Monitoring and Assessment Section 
Amanda McInnis, Consultant to Montana League of Cities and Towns 
Amelia Flanery, DEQ Surface Water Discharge Permitting 
Andrew Todd, EPA Region 8 
Andy Efta, USFS 
Bill Andrene, City of Butte 
Brian Heaston, City of Bozeman 
Christina Staten, DEQ, Watershed Protection Section 
Christine Weaver, DEQ, Surface Water Discharge Permitting  
Coralynn Revis, HDR 
Darrin Kron, DEQ, Monitoring and Assessment Section Supervisor 
David Clark, HDR 
Ed Coleman, City of Helena 
Erik Makus, EPA Region 8 
Galen Steffens, DEQ, Water Quality Planning Bureau Chief 
Griffin Nielsen, City of Bozeman 
Haley Sir, DEQ, Surface Water Discharge Permitting  
Hannah New, DEQ, Surface Water Discharge Permitting 
Heather Henry, DEQ, Surface Water Discharge Permitting 
Jane Madison, DEQ, Water Quality Standards and Modeling Section 
Joanna McLaughlin, DEQ, Surface Water Discharge Permitting 
Joe Lierow, ExxonMobil Billings Refinery 
Julia Altemus, Montana Wood Products Association 
Katie Makarowski, DEQ, QA/QC Officer 
Kayla Glossner, DEQ, Surface Water Discharge Permitting 
Kelly Lynch, Montana League of Cities and Towns 
Kevin Kirsch, Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 
Kristi Kline, Montana Rural Water Systems  
Kristy Fortman, DEQ, Watershed Protection Section Supervisor 
Kurt Moser, DEQ, Legal Counsel 
Loren Franklin, KC Harvey Environmental 
Matt Claucherty, Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 
Maya Rao, DEQ, Surface Water Discharge Permitting 
Michelle Pond, WGM Group 
Michael Kasch, HDR 
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Mike Suplee, DEQ, Water Quality Standards and Modeling Section 
Moira Davin, DEQ, Public Information Officer 
Myla Kelly, DEQ, Water Quality Standards and Modeling Section Supervisor 
Pat Cunneen, Butte Silver Bow 
Paul Skubinna, City of Great Falls 
Rachel Cone, Montana Farm Bureau 
Rainie DeVaney, DEQ, Surface Water Discharge Permitting Section Supervisor 
Rickey Schultz, HDR 
Ron Kuhler, ExxonMobil Billings Refinery  
Ryan Sudbury, City of Missoula 
Sam Sill, Montana Association of Realtors 
Samantha Tappenbeck, Flathead Conservation District 
Scott Buecker, AE2S 
Scott Mason, Hydrometrics 
Shane LaCasse, CSH 
Stephanie DeJong 
Susie Turner, City of Kalispell 
Tamara Johnson, Montana Mining Association 
Ted Barber, Meeting facilitator 
Tina Laidlaw, EPA Region 8 
Tonya Fish, EPA Region 8 
Trevor Watson, Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks 
Vicki Watson 
 

MEETING INITIATION 
Ted Barber, the meeting facilitator, welcomed everyone to the meeting and introduced the meeting 
presenters from the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources: Matt Claucherty, Phosphorus 
Implementation Coordinator, and Kevin Kirsch, Water Resources Engineer.  
 

ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT IN WISCONSIN 
Matt and Kevin stated their presentation (presentation slides found in Attachment A) will offer 
experience of about 10 years in applying adaptive management. They provided an overview of adaptive 
management in Wisconsin, including the background of their phosphorus regulations and program 
history. They then went over the eligibility criteria to participate in adaptive management in Wisconsin, 
the content of an adaptive management plan, how a plan is developed, and what’s in a surface water 
discharge permit for a permittee participating in adaptive management. Matt and Kevin closed their 
presentation with a discussion of successes in implementing their adaptive management program as 
well as lessons learned.  
 
Michael Suplee, Montana DEQ Water Quality Science Specialist, went over a closing slide showing the 
key differences between Wisconsin’s program and the process defined by Senate Bill 358 to implement 
narrative nutrient standards and adaptive management in Montana.  
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PUBLIC COMMENT  
Public comment was taken after the presentation. As requested during the meeting, a link to 
Wisconsin’s Adaptive Management Technical Handbook can be found on Montana DEQ’s website at: 
https://deq.mt.gov/water/Councils under meeting materials for the March 25, 2021 meeting. Several 
Wisconsin adaptive management plans can also be found at the same location.    
 

CLOSE OF MEETING 
A recording of this meeting can be found on DEQ’s Water Advisory Councils webpage at: 
https://deq.mt.gov/water/Councils.  
 
The next Nutrient Work Group meeting is scheduled for September 7, 2021 from 1:30 to 3:30 p.m.  
 
The meeting ended just after 11:30 a.m. 
 

  

https://deq.mt.gov/water/Councils
https://deq.mt.gov/water/Councils


Nutrient Work Group Meeting Summary 

August 30, 2021  4 

ATTACHMENT A: AUGUST 30, 2021 WISCONSIN ADAPTIVE 
MANAGEMENT PRESENTATION SLIDES 



ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT 
IN WISCONSIN

Kevin Kirsch, PE   Water Resources Engineer
Matt Claucherty, Phosphorus Implementation Coordinator

8/30/2021



Agenda and Presentation Outline

• Overview of Adaptive Management in Wisconsin

• Background of Phosphorus Regulations

• Motivations for Alternative Compliance Options

• Program History / Development of Rule Language

• “Nuts and Bolts” of Adaptive Management

• Eligibility Conditions

• Adaptive Management Plan Content

• DNR/Public Review Process

• Permitting

• Examples of Adaptive Management Projects

• Success Stories

• Water Quality Data

• Lessons Learned
Lower Wisconsin River, Southern Wisconsin



Who is DNR? • DNR is the delegated Clean Water Act 

authority for the State of Wisconsin

• NPDES program oversees roughly 750 

surface water discharges and 150 

groundwater discharges (individual 

permits)

• Roughly 550 municipal surface water 

discharges

• Several large urban areas (Milwaukee is 

largest, ~100 MGD) and MANY small 

village wastewater facilities. 

• Many industries including dairy, 

food/meat processing, and paper

• Roughly 70 staff comprise the 

Wastewater Program

• Interface closely with other DNR 

programs (Water Eval, Monitoring, etc.)



Who are the Three Amigos?
(Three Statewide Adaptive Management and Water Quality Trading Coordinators)

Andrew Craig
(Nonpoint Program) Matt Claucherty

(Wastewater Program)

Kevin Kirsch
(TMDL/Standards Program)



Criteria, WQBELs

Sources of Phosphorus

Economic issues 

Alternative compliance options and variances 

Overview and Background of Phosphorus 
Regulation in Wisconsin



2010 Phosphorus Rule: Numeric Criteria



Adaptive Management (AM) Timeline

2010: Phosphorus water quality criteria and ch.
NR 217, Wis. Adm. Code adopted which lays 
out implementation requirements for point 
sources.

2013: AM guidance issued by DNR.  

2015 & 2016: First AM projects approved.

2020: AM guidance updated by DNR.   



Nonpoint Phosphorus in WI
• Phosphorus loads from agricultural areas vary 

significantly based on the types of crops grown, soil, 

slope, tillage practices, and nutrient application rates.  

• Manure applications have historically been based on 

nitrogen needs of the crop typically resulting in a 

build-up of phosphorus in soils. 

• Ch. NR 151, Wis Adm. Code, Subchapter II contains 

Wisconsin's nonpoint performance standards.  

Adopted in 2002 and updated again in 2010.   

NR 151.02 Sheet, rill and wind erosion performance standard.

NR 151.03 Tillage setback performance standard.

NR 151.04 Phosphorus index performance standard.

NR 151.07 Nutrient management.

NR 151.08 Manure management prohibitions.

https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/administrativecode/NR%20151.02
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/administrativecode/NR%20151.03
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/administrativecode/NR%20151.04
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/administrativecode/NR%20151.07
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/administrativecode/NR%20151.08


Economics of Phosphorus

• 60% of all surface water dischargers initially received 

a WQBEL equal to the criterion

• Tertiary filtration is typically required to achieve these 

low-level phosphorus limits

• Filtration is expensive: $4,000,000 median cost to 

meet a low-level phosphorus limit

• Nonpoint source offsets offer a lower-cost solution

• Wisconsin has worked to develop alternative 

compliance and variance options that rely on 

nonpoint source offsets

• These include Water Quality Trading, Adaptive 

Management, and a Multi-discharger Variance for 

phosphorus



• No Limit Applicable

• Blue Markers

• Limit > 0.3 mg/L

• Green Markers

• Low-level 
phosphorus limit

• Orange Markers

Statewide 
Distribution of Limits



Alternative Compliance Options and 
Variances

• Water Quality Trading (50 facilities)

• Direct offset of pollutant discharged

• Adaptive Management (20 facilities)

• Long-term effort to restore water quality

• Multi-discharger Variance (130 facilities)

• Statewide variance that uses “county 

payment” system at $50/lb

• Individual Phosphorus Variance (30 facilities)

• Facility-specific pollutant minimization 

plans for the smallest/poorest communities



Definition
Conception and Motivations

Rule Language
Eligibility Considerations

PRESTO
Compliance Schedule and CWA Requirements

Adaptive Management (AM) Basics



Adaptive Management Basics – NR 217.18
Definition: The adaptive management option is a strategy to achieve the 
phosphorus water quality criteria in s. NR 102.06 in the most economically 
efficient manner, and as soon as possible, taking into consideration the 
contributions of phosphorus from point and nonpoint sources in a watershed.

This is not an off-set like in 

water quality trading, but 

rather an attainment of water 

quality criteria in the 

receiving water at the point 

of standards application. 

https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/administrativecode/NR%20102.06


Adaptive Management Basics – NR 217.18

(2) Application

a) Exceedance of water quality criteria caused by point and nonpoint 
sources.

b) At least 50% of the phosphorus load is from nonpoint sources including 
permitted and unpermitted MS4s.

c) Documentation that the permittee will require filtration or equivalent 
treatment technology to achieve compliance.

d) The permittee submits an adaptive management plan



Adaptive Management Basics – NR 217.18

(3) Permit Terms and Conditions

a) Monitoring of the receiving water

b) Design and implement actions identified in approved AM plan

c) Optimize treatment system to control phosphorus

d) Reporting requirements

e) Progression of interim effluent limits – 0.6 mg/L, 0.5 mg/L and 
calculation of final limit.

Note: Statutory provisions made by the legislature during the budget process expanded 

adaptive management to include TSS and expanded it to a third permit term allowing for a total 

compliance period of 20-years.   NR 217 has not been updated yet to reflect those changes.   



Key Considerations for 
Dischargers
• Is the facility prepared to meet the required 

interim limits of 0.6 and 0.5 mg/L for total 

phosphorus?

• Can in-stream monitoring be preformed 

regularly?

• Is the facility prepared to coordinate with 

partners?

• What are the estimated costs?

• Consider the long-term commitment (10 –

20 years)

1. Receiving water exceeding 
the WQC

2. NPS contribute >50% of P load 
or NPS must be controlled

3. Filtration or equivalent 

technology required to meet 
site-specific limits

Eligibility Requirements



Pollutant Load Ratio Estimation Tool (PRESTO)

Modeling tool developed to support AM, PRESTO provides a summary of point and 
nonpoint phosphorus loads, landcover, modeled stream flow, natural community 
type, and delineates watershed. 

Note: Nonpoint phosphorus 

loads are calculated using 

Wisconsin-specific regression 

export coefficients and 

multiple regression analysis.  

Point sources load derived 

from measured data.  



Compliance with the Clean Water Act

• DNR and EPA Region 5 staff worked together 
closely on the adaptive management option

• MOA between EPA and DNR clarify some key 
points regarding adaptive management 
implementation in permits:

• Adaptive Management is a compliance schedule

• Annual timestep for AM reporting

• Compliance must be achieved “as soon as possible”

• The WQBEL must remain on the table

• The permit must contain the final WQBEL and define 
under what conditions it becomes effective

• Minimum offset must be specified



Adaptive Management Plans

Source Identification and Attainment of WQS

Review of Plans and Permit Conditions

MMSD – an Example Plan

Adaptive Management “Nuts and Bolt”



Required Under NR 217.18:              
Adaptive Management Plans



Adaptive Management Plan Development & Review

• Plan development starts with a municipality and (typically) a consulting 
firm

• DNR regional coordinators help steer the process
• Verify eligibility

• Agree to adaptive management action area

• Review “Adaptive Management Request Form”

• Answer questions, convey expectations

• Conduct final review, provide a conditional approval letter

• Other DNR staff may become involved: NPS Staff, Biologists, etc.

• Statewide coordinators: complex projects and EPA interface

• EPA reviews adaptive management plans & permits



Adaptive Management Plan – Key Components

1. Identify Partners

2. Describe the 

watershed and set 

load reduction goals

3. Conduct a 

Watershed 

Inventory

4. Identify where 

reductions will 

occur

5. Describe 

management 

measures

6. Estimate load 

reductions expected 

by permit term

7. Monitoring Plan 8. Financial Security

9. Implementation 

Schedule with 

Milestones



1. Identify Partners

• NR 217.18(2)(d)3. AM Plans Must Include: “Identification of any 
anticipated partners… including the partner's level of support for 
the plan.”

• Partners are often essential for adaptive management plans

• Facilities may leverage the resources of other organizations

• Ability to partner vary depending on hydrology, location, interest, etc.

• Letters of support are required for core AM partnerships

• “Adaptive Management Actions” are limited to the permittee and 
partners identified in the AM plan

https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/administrativecode/NR%20217.18(2)(d)3.


Source Area Identification and 
Attainment of Water Quality Criteria

• Similar to a total maximum daily load, AM address pollution from 
many different sources with the goal of attaining water quality 
criteria. 

• DNR approved AM plans have been submitted to EPA and approved 
by EPA as “alternative restoration plans” to address impaired 
waters.  



Waterbody: Stream

Pollutant: phosphorus

Water Quality Criteria: 75 μg/L 

Use a stream, get rid of continuum. 

Make it impaired with a high 

concentration. 

Then take it down to 75 mg/L. keep 

photos but remove 

1) Describe watershed and identify sources

Uses watershed surveys, models, TMDL 

results, watershed assessments, and 

monitoring data.

Urban runoff

Wastewater

Agricultural 

runoff

Naturally 

occurring

Phosphorus = 150 μg/L

Status = Impaired

Estimate 10,000 lb. of TP 

per year enters the stream.



.

10,000 lb of P per yearWaterbody: Stream

Pollutant: phosphorus

Criteria: 75  μg/L 

1) Describe watershed and identify sources

2) Set load reduction goals

3) Identify and implement management 

measures during each permit term

Urban runoff

Wastewater

Agricultural 

runoff

Naturally 

occurring

Loading capacity = 3,000 lb per year

Overall, 70% reduction is 

estimated to be needed to 

meet water quality criteria

3,000 lb of P per year

Baseline load = 

Attainment of water quality criteria verified through monitoring.

Reductions occur through adoption of interim 

limits plus additional reductions if implemented 

by the permittee



5. Describe Management Measures

• Specific types of practices must be identified

• Must address phosphorus/TSS sources identified in watershed 
inventory

• Must demonstrate that practices will be adequate to achieve goals

NR 217.18(2)(d):

The permittee has submitted an adaptive management plan that 
identifies specific actions to be implemented that will achieve 
compliance with the applicable phosphorus criterion in s. NR 102.06
through verifiable reductions of phosphorus from point and nonpoint 
sources in the watershed.

https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/administrativecode/NR%20102.06




6. Estimate load reduction expected by 
permit term



7. Monitoring Plan

• At a minimum, monitoring in the receiving 
water must track progress towards 
meeting the criterion.

• Monitoring efforts must be consentient 
with Wisconsin’s assessment and listing 
methodology to demonstrate the criterion 
has been obtained. 

https://dnr.wisconsin.gov/topic/SurfaceWater/WisCALM.html

https://dnr.wisconsin.gov/topic/SurfaceWater/WisCALM.html


8. Financial Security

NR 217.18(2)(d)(4):

A demonstration that the permittee has the ability to fund and 
implement the plan either individually, or in conjunction with other 
permittees and nonpoint sources, or other partners, including 
municipal and county governments, in the watershed.

• AM plans are required to address funding and financial feasibility



9. Implementation Schedule with 
Milestones

• Different types of 
milestones may exist

• Examples: landowner 
contacts, acres in 
perennial cover, WQ 
response parameters

• All AM plans must 
include pollution load 
reductions as 
milestones



Yahara WINS AM Plan 
Development

• Large in scale with many partners.

• Plan was completed in January of 2017.

• Required extensive DNR review, drafting of an MOU, 
and lots of negotiation.  DNR point source staff, 
nonpoint staff, TMDL staff, and attorneys were 
involved.    

• Reminder that this is simply not a pollutant load 
reduction exercise but rather attainment of water 
quality criteria.  



What is Included in an AM Permit?

• Interim limits 

• Compliance schedules for interim 
limits/final limit

• Actions proposed in AM plan
• Incorporated by reference

•

• Monitoring Requirements
• In-stream & effluent

• Annual reporting 
• Identify which BMPs have been installed

• Monitoring results

• Management updates

• Modifications to the plan

• 0.6 mg/L
Permit 
term 1

• 0.5 mg/L
Permit 
term 2

• 0.5 mg/L
Permit 
term 3

• Revised site-
specific limit

Permit 
term 4



Adaptive Management Success Story



• 20 facilities are engaged in 
adaptive management.

• 16 adaptive management 
plans.

• If all AM plans are fully 
successful:
• ~250,000 lbs./yr. phosphorus 

load reduction
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Yahara Watershed Improvement Network (Yahara WINS)

OREGON
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Water Quality Data

0

0.05

0.1

0.15

0.2

0.25

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Yahara River at Fulton Road - Monthly Mean Total 

Phosphorus Concentration (mg/L)

TP data from lower end of the Yahara River, 2014 – 2020

Criterion (0.1 mg/L TP) shown in red line.
Long-term trend data for TP.  

The Rock River near border with Illinois.  



Lessons Learned

AM and Permit Compliance Schedules

Workload

Multiple Compliance and Variance Options

Geographic Issues

Downstream Waters

Response Time



Compliance Schedules and AM

One huge benefit for point sources is the extended compliance  schedule.  Each 
permit term has interim limits and phosphorus loads need to be addressed; 
however, final compliance does not have to occur in the typical 5-year time 
frame. 

Some facilities use adaptive management as a bridge into water quality trading 
which again provides additional flexibility.   

The challenge has been with some facilities that have no intention of attaining 
water quality criteria and are only using AM to delay final compliance or switch to 
water quality trading.  Some of these facilities have proposed less than stellar 
plans and have required a significant amount of DNR’s time and energy.   Plans 
must meet the requirements for DNR and EPA approval.   

+

+

-



Consequences of Complexity

• Facilities with limited in-house expertise must rely on expensive 
consulting firms

• Creates a barrier to entry, even for facilities who can pay

• Can be difficult to sell an adaptive management strategy to 
municipal leadership or rate payers

• Element of uncertainty can make AM less attractive when 
compared with WQT



Workload Can be Significant for both 
Regulators and the Regulated Community

• AM plans address the whole watershed making them much more 
complicated than traditional facility upgrades or optimizations.

• Wastewater staff often need assistance from nonpoint agricultural staff, 
modeling staff, urban stormwater staff, and biologists.  

• Plans often require several iterations, require review of annual reports, 
verification of implementation, and other tasks beyond what normally 
occur if a facility chooses to upgrade or optimize to meet their final limit.     



Geographic Issues

• Pursuant to NR 217.18(3)(e)(4), the receiving water 
must meet the applicable criterion for success

• Depending on the location of the discharger, the 
receiving water may not be the best place for 
watershed work

• Typically, HUC 12 or TMDL
subbasin scale is appropriate

• HUC 12 mainstem dischargers are
best suited for AM

Point of 
Compliance

Oconomowoc WWTF



Downstream Waters and AM Targets

TMDLs are now being developed or retro-actively having added to them 
information related to water quality trading and AM.  

Note: Stream and river criteria are expressed as a median of monthly samples collected between May and October.  For 
reservoirs and lakes, the criteria are expressed as a mean of monthly samples collected between June and September. 



Response Time (Modeled vs. Monitored)

• The premise of AM is that pollutant reductions will result in 
improvements in water quality; however, those reductions often must 
reach a certain threshold to even be picked-up by water quality 
monitoring and some waterbodies may have a delay in response due to 
legacy phosphorus in the sediments and internal loadings.

• This is very much waterbody specific and varies based on annual rainfall 
and runoff.

• For AM plans, modeling can be used to show progress; however, final 
compliance still requires monitoring.  



47

Key Differences: Montana vs Wisconsin
Program Piece Wisconsin Montana

Regulatory controls over nonpoint sources

Permitting variance option Limited*

Numeric phosphorus criteria

Interpreting narrative standards by measuring 
response variables

Interpreting numeric standard by measuring 
instream nutrient concentrations

* Variances per Circular DEQ-12B were eliminated in 2021 by SB358; however, individual water quality 
variances are still available under 75-5-320, MCA





Andrew Craig

Statewide Nonpoint Source Coordinator

Andrew.Craig@wisconsin.gov

Matt Claucherty

Phosphorus Implementation Coordinator

Matthew.Claucherty @Wisconsin.gov

Kevin Kirsch

Statewide TMDL Coordinator

Kevin.Kirsch@Wisconsin.gov

https://dnr.wisconsin.gov/topic/Wastewater/AdaptiveManagement.html

https://dnr.wisconsin.gov/topic/Wastewater/AdaptiveManagement.html
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