
Waubesa Wetlands Study Plan 
Technical Advisory Committee 

 
April 11, 2017 City of Fitchburg Library 1:00 p.m. 

Attendees: T. Bernthal, T. Hovel, M. Kakuska, B. Kollenbroich, M. Rupiper, G. Searle, J. Zedler, 
 
1. Mike Kakuska welcomed everyone. 

 
2. Minor clarifications/edits were made to the minutes of the March 14,  2017 meeting and approved by the Committee. 
 
3. Mike Kakuska, CARPC provided a brief summary of the SWOT results/survey. Overall, six committee members 

submitted their rankings. Based on the responses Mike concluded that the different Strengths, Weaknesses, 
Opportunities, and Threats were valued differently by different people. While some elements did not make the top ten 
ranking, those that did averaged out medium to low ranking. This was often the result of someone ranking an element 
high, while someone else ranking it low, or in between (see attached). The Committee re-analyzed the survey results by 
number of respondents submitted for each element. Elements that rated high (an average rank of 5 or lower) or those 
that were ranked by at least 5 of the 5 respondents are shown below. a 

 
There were not a lot of clear “priorities” that rose to the top, in part due to the limited number of responses. 
Comments were made that it was hard to rank the elements, and that maybe they could be grouped better/differently 
and sent back out. Joy Zedler referenced an email distributed to committee members referencing research on the 
impacts of urban development and suggestions for wetland protection that were not part of the survey. She suggested 
the research topics be reviewed and the pertinent findings/advice be extracted and that they be added to the SWOT 
survey and ranked. A point was made that reconstructing the survey would likely be very time consuming/committee 
intensive. It was generally agreed that a literature review be conducted as part of the overall study.  

 
A suggestion was made to build off of existing recommendations and innovative work developed elsewhere and 
apply/tailor it to this situation – as a starting point. Reference was made to the wetland protection standards that have 
been developed by a Minnesota Stormwater Advisory Group associated with their Routine Assessment Methodology 
for evaluating wetland functions (distributed by email). Another example is the work promoting wetland “core 
habitat” and buffers in Southeast Wisconsin and by researchers elsewhere in the nation (distributed by email). 
 
There is also work being done by a joint CARPC/L&WC Stormwater Technical Advisory Committee evaluating 
recommendations to increase the current stormwater volume control requirements for new development from 
maintaining 90% of pre-development conditions to maintaining 100% of pre-development conditions. Their report 
and recommendations are expected to be released soon. It is important to note that many of the old models and 
research associated with the impacts of impervious cover did not take into account more recent stormwater 
management practices and standards that mimic pre-development hydrologic conditions.  
 
It was suggested that a list of practices and research findings/recommendations may be gleaned from Joy Zedler’s 
compilation of research provided to the group. She gave as an example Prairie Crossing in Illinois (an acclaimed 
conservation community), also smart growth development, green infrastructure, and  adaptive management,  and 

 
Ave. Rank 

(n=6) 

# Times 
Ranked 
(n=6) 

 
Strengths (Internal) - Knowns 

2.5 6 Strong community and agency support / willing partners 
5.2 6 WGNHS groundwater model for Dane County 
6.7 5 Current City of Fitchburg and Dane County stormwater management requirements 

  Weaknesses (Internal) - Unknowns 
4.7 5 Lack of resource based targets/standards to inform development designs 
5.3 4 Unknown critical thresholds for biota including cause/effect/response 
7.2 5 Lack of statement of shared watershed management goals 

  Opportunities (External) 
5.3 5 Synthesize the available information in the watershed 
5.8 6 Collaborate with Water Resources Management practicum/UW professors and students 
7.5 5 Commit funding for long term adaptive management of the watershed 

  Threats (External) 
3.2 6 Climate change, including uncertainties in existing models and design standards 
3.8 6 Extreme events: More frequent, extreme storms will likely have much greater and earlier impacts 
3.8 6 Lack of models, metrics, and methods to evaluate threats 



dealing with uncertainty. It was also noted that we need to know what pollutant loads are coming into the wetland 
now to provide a baseline reference for adaptive management and future monitoring . An expanded monitoring 
program building on previous work and including additional parameters (especially, for example, nutrient species for 
both phosphorus and nitrogen, pesticides, etc.) was suggested as being critical in this regard. Other important aspects 
noted include enforcement of current regulations , the impacts of climate change, planned locations for future 
development,  existing “hotspots” for pollutant loadings, agricultural impacts compared to urban impacts, and 
modelling best management practices. 
 
 The group also discussed the question of funding and resources available to conduct this work. One suggestion was 
to look into the prospects of creating a Watershed District. This is one option that could provide a reliable funding 
source for the monitoring, public outreach, and other work, needed to protect the Waubesa Wetlands. 

 
4. Summary 

The SWOT exercise provided a mechanism for discussing knowns, unknowns, and influences out of the control of 
the group. It also provided a springboard for identifying and discussing some of the things that the group can 
recommend in order to have  environmentally sound development. 
 
Potential performance measures/practices/programs to discuss are: 

• Minnesota’s wetlands stormwater standards 
• Expanded buffers, such as for “core habitat” 
• Improved volume control standards 
• Literature review on best management practices, conservation design, green infrastructure, pesticide 

management, deicer reduction, etc. including agriculture 
• Adaptive management planning 
• Expanded monitoring 
• Enhanced enforcement of existing standards and requirements 
• Finding pollution “hotspots” and retrofitting existing development 
• Scenario modeling for mitigating the impacts of existing and planned development, and also agriculture, 

using BMPs; as well as the effects of climate change 
• Establishing a Watershed District 

 
5. Next meeting: 
  Tentatively scheduled for May 9, 1:00-3:00 pm., Fitchburg Library 

The group suggested reviewing the Minnesota stormwater standards for wetlands and current stormwater 
management requirements in Dane County at the next meeting. 


