
Delivered via electronic mail 
 
November 30, 2021 
 
Shaili Pfeiffer, DG/5 
DNR Drinking Water and Groundwater Program 
P.O. Box 7921 
Madison, WI 53707-7921 
DNRSomersDiversionComments@wisconsin.gov 
 
RE: Village of Somers’ Diversion Application 
 
Ms. Pfeiffer: 
 
The undersigned organizations submit these public comments on the Village of Somers’ 
application to divert 1.2 million gallons per day from Lake Michigan to a portion of the Village 
outside the Great Lakes Basin. Please let us know if you have any questions or concerns. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Tony Wilkin Gibart, Executive Director 
Midwest Environmental Advocates 
tgibart@midwestadvocates.org  
 
Mark Redsten, President 
Clean Wisconsin 
mredsten@cleanwisconsin.org  
 
Cheryl Nenn, Riverkeeper 
Milwaukee Riverkeeper 
cheryl_nenn@milwaukeeriverkeeper.org 
 
Todd Brennan, Senior Policy Manager 
Alliance for the Great Lakes 
tbrennan@greatlakes.org  
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COMMENTS ON THE VILLAGE OF SOMERS APPLICATION TO DIVERT LAKE MICHIGAN WATER 
 
The Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River Basin Water Resources Compact (hereafter, “The Great Lakes 
Compact”) and Wisconsin’s implementing statute prohibit diversions of water from the Great 
Lakes to areas outside of the basin with limited exceptions. Applicants for diversions of Great 
Lakes water have the burden of meeting applicable regulatory requirements with adequate 
evidentiary support to qualify for those exceptions. Those exceptions are in place primarily to 
ensure that communities near the Great Lakes but outside the basin have access to potable water 
when alternatives are otherwise unavailable, not to support urban and suburban sprawl. That is 
especially the case when such sprawl is motivated by predominately non-residential purposes, 
and corresponding diversion applications should be subject to the utmost scrutiny. With that in 
mind, Midwest Environmental Advocates, Clean Wisconsin, the Alliance for the Great Lakes, and 
Milwaukee Riverkeeper submit these comments on the Village of Somers’ Application to divert 
an average of 1.2 million gallons of water per day from Lake Michigan to a portion of the Village 
that is outside the Great Lakes Basin. 
 
Although explained in greater detail below, we provide the following overview of our comments: 
 

(1) The Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (“DNR”) needs to promulgate a rule 
better establishing the procedural and informational requirements for water supply 
service area plans. 

(2) The Village of Somers needs to perform an adequate cost-effective analysis of alternative 
water supplies. 

(3) The DNR should condition any approval of the proposed diversion on the Village of 
Somers demonstrating, on an ongoing basis, that it has adequately implemented and 
completed necessary water conservation and efficiency measures. 

(4) The DNR should not approve the proposed diversion until the Village of Somers obtains 
all other applicable regulatory approvals. 

(5) The DNR should condition any approval of the proposed diversion with a continuing 
obligation that the Village of Somers meets the public water supply purposes 
requirement. 

 
I. Straddling Community & Exception Standard Requirements 

 
Since the Village of Somers is requesting a diversion “that would average 100,000 gallons or more 
per day in any 90-day period”, it must meet the straddling community and exception standard 
requirements contained in the Great Lakes Compact and state implementing statutes.1 Those 
requirements place the burden on applicants to demonstrate, among other things, that: 
 

(1) The proposal is consistent with an approved water supply service area plan; 
(2) The need for the diversion cannot be reasonably avoided through conservation and 

efficient use of existing water supplies;  

 
1 Wis. Stat. § 281.346(4)(c). 
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(3) The diversion is limited to reasonable quantities for the proposed purpose;  
(4) The diversion is in compliance with all applicable local, state, and federal laws; and 
(5) The proposal is for public water supply purposes.2 

 
A. Water Supply Service Area Planning 

 
We have significant concerns that the DNR continues to process diversion applications and 
corresponding water supply service area plans without fulfilling its statutory mandate to 
“establish, by rule, and administer a continuing water supply planning process for the preparation 
of water supply plans.”3 Although the DNR attempted to promulgate such a rule, it was ultimately 
withdrawn in 2014, and to our knowledge has not been reintroduced. Section 281.348 of the 
Wisconsin Statutes provides minimum procedural and informational requirements, but lacks 
important detail on exactly how those requirements are to be fulfilled, depriving both applicants 
and the public of much needed clarity.  
 
The lack of an administrative rule further establishing water supply service area planning 
procedural and information requirements also calls into question whether any diversion 
application can comply with the statutory mandate that the proposed diversion “is consistent 
with an approved water supply service area plan under s. 281.348.”4 If such plans must be 
developed in accordance with an administrative rule that Section 281.348 requires, and that rule 
does not exist, the plan cannot be approved and the proposed diversion cannot be consistent 
therewith. We encourage the DNR to reintroduce and promulgate a water supply service area 
planning rule to provide clarity to both applicants and the public as to the procedural and 
informational requirements involved, and to ensure the DNR is on solid legal footing when 
considering diversion applications. 
 

i. Water Supply Alternatives. 
 
The water supply service area planning statute requires water supply service area plans to 
identify “the options for supplying water in the area for the period covered by the plan that are 
approval under other applicable statutes and rules and that are cost-effective based upon a cost-
effective analysis of regional and individual water supply and water conservation alternatives.”5 
“Cost-effective analysis” is defined as “a systematic comparison of alternative means of providing 
a water supply in order to identify alternatives that will minimize total resources costs and 
maximize environmental benefits over a planning period.”6 “Total resources costs”, in turn, is 
defined as including “monetary costs and direct and indirect environmental as well as other 
nonmonetary costs.”7 The Village of Somers has not engaged in a systematic, comparative review 
of identified alternatives and the proposed diversion, including economic and enviromental 

 
2 Wis. Stat. § 281.346(4)(c), (f). 
3 Wis. Stat. § 281.348(3)(a). 
4 Wis. Stat. § 281.346(4)(c)2m, (e)1.em. 
5 Wis. Stat. § 281.348(3)(c)4. 
6 Wis. Stat. § 281.348(1)(b). 
7 Wis. Stat. § 281.348(1)(e). 
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impacts. The DNR should require the Village to provide more information that is necessary to 
determine whether this requirement has been met. 
 
The Village identifies the installation of groundwater wells as the only alternative to its proposal 
to divert water from Lake Michigan via purchases from the Kenosha Water Utility. Rather than 
engaging in a systematic comparison of these alternatives, Somers provides a cursory review of 
estimated costs associated with the installation of groundwater wells based on costs from a 
“similar project” in Elkhorn, Wisconsin, and then determines that such costs would be 
prohibitive. These estimated costs are not itemized in terms of construction, operation, 
maintenance, etc., nor are the similarities and differences between the Village’s proposal and the 
Elkhorn project discussed. These estimated costs are also not compared to the costs of 
implementing the proposed diversion. 
 
The Village’s comparative review of the environmental impacts associated with the proposed 
diversion and groundwater alternative is cursory as well. The water supply service area plan 
mentions that the Village has used shallow and deep aquifers in the past, but that they were 
deemed unreliable in the long-term due to declining water levels and significant treatment costs. 
To be sure, historical groundwater pumping in southeast Wisconsin has led to declining aquifer 
levels and water quality issues, but the use of groundwater throughout the region has changed 
in recent years and will continue to change in coming years. Somers needs to conduct an updated 
analysis of using groundwater based on these changes. That analysis should be performed in the 
context of meeting the projected needs of the proposed diversion area, not the entire Village.  
 
Finally, the Village seems to imply that its existing intergovernmental agreement with the City of 
Kenosha to be the exclusive water supplier for the Village should have bearing on its ability to 
obtain a diversion. Such agreements should not be a basis of need for a diversion or a basis for 
determining that alternatives are infeasible, and municipalities should refrain from simply 
expecting diversion approvals when entering into those agreements. 
 

B. Reasonably Avoiding the Need for the Diversion Through Conservation and Efficient 
Use of Existing Water Supplies. 

 
Diversion applicants must demonstrate that “[t]he need for the proposed interbasin transfer 
cannot reasonably be avoided through the efficient use and conservation of existing water 
supplies.”8 This demonstration must be in accordance with Wis. Admin. Code ch. NR 852,9 which 
requires the submission of a water conservation plan.10 Applicants are also required to submit 
written documentation showing the implementation or completion of conservation and 
efficiency measures (“CEMs”).11 Adequately implementing these CEMs is important because they 
reduce the overall need for water and therefore the need to divert water outside the Great Lakes 

 
8 Wis. Stat. § 281.346(4)(f)1. 
9 Wis. Stat. § 281.346(4)(g). 
10 Wis. Admin. Code NR § 852.04(1). 
11 Wis. Admin. Code NR § 852.05(1). 
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Basin. While the Village has submitted a water conservation and efficiency plan, it is clear that 
more information is needed to assess whether they have adequately implemented the CEMs.  
 
For example, among those CEMs is a requirement that public water systems develop a written 
program to control water losses.12 Public water systems regulated by the Wisconsin Public 
Service Commission (“PSC”) must comply with the procedures established in Chapter PSC 185 of 
the Wisconsin Administrative Code. Under those procedures, a public water system like the 
Village’s must submit an annual water audit.13 When a water audit shows more than 15 percent 
water loss for that year, public water systems must submit a water loss control plan, explaining 
the water loss, describing the measures the public water system will take to reduce the water 
loss to acceptable levels within a reasonable time period, and analyzing the costs associated with 
the water loss control program.14 
 
In the Village’s water conservation and efficiency plan, it states that historical water losses are 
approximately 12 percent while recognizing that water loss was 16 percent in 2018. The Village 
attributes this to water main breaks in the Sheridan Road area and indicates its intention to 
replace the water mains in that area in 2020. As an initial matter, the Village needs to update its 
plan to indicate whether the Sheridan Road water main project was completed or explain why 
not and describe the plan for completion. The Village must also explain water losses of 15.7 
percent in 2017 and 18 percent in 2019, indicated in the table on page 23 of the water 
conservation and efficiency plan, because it is clearly trending in the wrong direction. 
 
We encourage the DNR to analyze whether the Village is adequately implementing and 
completing all the applicable CEMs, and to condition any approval of the proposed diversion on 
the Village demonstrating such on an ongoing basis. That condition should include measurable 
target dates and an accountability mechanism if the condition goes unmet. It may not obviate 
the need for the proposed diversion, but it certainly will reduce the amount of water the Village 
needs to divert, which it must do for its application to be approved. 
 

C. The Diversion Must Be in Compliance with Applicable Local, State, and Federal Law. 
 
We are extremely concerned that the Village began constructing part of the infrastructure 
necessary to implement its proposed diversion prior to receiving authorization from the PSC. As 
the DNR is aware, the PSC issued Somers and its consultant a formal reprimand for failing to 
obtain a Certificate of Authority from the PSC before completing approximately 75 percent of a 
water main project at a cost of over $2.5 million. In response to the reprimand, Somers developed 
a compliance plan that involves consulting with legal and technical experts, as well as the DNR 
and the PSC—something the Village had already done prior to violating state statutes and PSC 
regulations. Indeed, the Village seems to be taking its ability to obtain diversion approval for 
granted, which is contrary to the concept that diversions are prohibited with limited exceptions. 

 
12 Wis. Admin. Code NR § 852.04(2), tbl. 1. 
13 Wis. Admin. Code PSC § 185.85(3). 
14 Wis. Admin. Code PSC § 185.85(4). 
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The DNR should not grant Somers approval for its proposed diversion until after it obtains all 
other applicable regulatory approvals and thereby demonstrates its commitment to complying 
with local, state, and federal laws, which is required for diversion approval.15 
 

D. Public Water Supply Purposes Requirement 
 
We understand the DNR’s interpretation of the public water supply purposes requirement in Wis. 
Stat. § 281.346(4)(c) to be whether the relevant utility operates a public water system that 
serves, as a whole, a group of largely residential customers, not whether the water being diverted 
serves a group of largely residential customers. While there may be some disagreement as to the 
correct interpretation, the Village’s projected water uses at full build out in 2050 indicate a 
disproportionate increase in the amount of water being used for industrial and commercial 
purposes as opposed to residential purposes.  
 
The Village’s 2018 water use summary indicates approximately 42 percent being used for 
residential purposes and approximately 15 percent being used for commercial and industrial 
purposes. Accounting for a conservative 10 percent water loss, the Village projects to use 
approximately 7.89 million gallons of Lake Michigan water per day in 2050, with 43.7 percent 
being used for residential purposes and 38.9 percent being used for business, commercial, and 
industrial purposes.  
 
We encourage the DNR to subject the Village’s water use projections to further scrutiny and 
analyze whether, even under the DNR’s interpretation, the Village will satisfy the public water 
supply purposes requirement. For example, the DNR should require the Village to determine the 
margin of error in its population and corresponding water use projections, and include ranges 
rather than rigid numbers. And even if the Village satisfies the public water supply purposes 
requirement right now, DNR should consider conditioning approval of the proposed diversion 
with a continuing obligation to satisfy that requirement. This would ensure that diverting entities 
do not significantly alter projected water uses in the future, following diversion approval, so that 
they are no longer serving a group of largely residential customers. 

 
15 Wis. Stat. § 281.346(4)(f)7. 
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From: st a
To: DNR Somers Diversion Comments
Subject: Comments for Somers Diversion
Date: Tuesday, November 9, 2021 9:29:27 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization. 
Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is
safe.

My comments regarding the proposed, Village of Somers’ Lake Michigan water diversion.

The following represent my opinions and beliefs: 
I believe the diversion should be rejected, because historically the DNR has at times shown, a willingness
to lie, steal, disregard law, public wants, economic reality, ecological health and science (even their own). 
They have shown a bias towards special interests, shown a willingness to change data and pass on
private costs to the public.  Documentation supporting many of these beliefs can be found on the
Waukesha diversion comments at  
https://dnr.wi.gov/topic/EIA/documents/Waukesha/WaukeshaFinalEIS_PublicComments.pdf  page 31.
I now also believe diversion of Lake Michigan water represents a possible human risk, a risk I can’t find
being mentioned in any DNR documents.  The risk is, I believe, a chemical in Lake water which seems to
shift the sex of fish and possibly humans, to female.  My belief is based off DNR management reports
such as Lake Michigan Committee, 2002 Lake Michigan Management Reports[1].  On the 2002 report,
page 15 is a chart labeled “Figure 1. Sex ratio trends of chubs caught in GMGN from Algoma and Baileys
Harbor during 1980-2001 and combined chubs from southern Lake Michigan surveys in 1996-1998,
2001”.  The chart shows the chub sex ratio going from ~55/45 in 1980 to ~85% female by 2001.  Per that
same report “The sex ratio of chubs captured in graded-mesh gill nets fished off the three ports above
showed that 86% of the catch was females. The chubs sampled from commercial standard-mesh gill nets
during these assessments consisted of 93%females. The one advantage of the female-dominated
population to the industry is that commercial fishers have profited through the sale of abundant eggs to
the caviar market during late fall and winter months”.
What I find disconcerting then and now is how much more concerned the DNR appears to be about the
profits of a small, publicly subsidized special interest group of commercial fishers and so unconcerned by
the obvious question as to why the chub fishery had skewed to mostly female and does it represent any
future danger such as extinction.  
Also the same effect was/is seen with yellow perch.  Per the DNR’s Lake Michigan Yellow Perch Graded
Mesh surveys[2], the skewing has occurred twice since 1986.  In 1986 46% of surveyed perch were
female, by 1996 (when perch netting ended) only 5% were female.  Per a 2008 study[3], commercial
fishing shifts fish sex ratios to male because females grow faster and are therefore more targeted and
removed by nets.  Without the influence of nets, perch also showed the obvious skewing to female; from
1996 to 2020 the ratio of females went from 5% to 100%. Since invasives don’t attack based on the
victims sex, I believe the culprit is chemical.
Lastly, my own neighborhood gets its drinking water from Lake Michigan, and over the years I’ve noticed
more female children being born than male. 
From research it appears there are many chemicals which are not removed by filtration plants due to
difficulty and or cost, so I can’t help but to wonder if the same skewing effect seen in Lake Michigan fish
from the 1980’s to present is showing up in humans via drinking Lake Michigan water.
I don’t know if the WI public or even the citizens of the Village of Somers is aware of any of the history
I’ve supplied, but I feel it best to error on the side of safety, to make sure the DNR is obeying all laws, to
protect the WI taxpayer from being stuck paying future costs the law says they aren’t supposed to pay
and they aren’t stuck paying to restore any damage the DNR may be responsible for or contributed to, by
diverting public water as they are doing/have done, by diverting public fish and sport license money to
special interests. 

One thing I do know, if I lived in the Village of Somers, I’d sure would like to know, why WI Lake Michigan

mailto:lightguy7@att.net
mailto:DNRSomersDiversionComments@wisconsin.gov


perch and chubs are almost extinct today, and exactly why the fish living in my planned future drinking
water source have been skewing female for decades and why the DNR hasn't ever mentioned it as a
possible danger or problem.   

Any questions, please ask,
Steven Alt
Milwaukee

[1] Reports previous to 2017 seem to no longer appear on the DNR’s website, if the DNR won’t give you a
copy, contact me and I’ll send you a copy.
[2] https://dnr.wisconsin.gov/topic/Fishing/lakemichigan/Yellowperch.html Please note: linked individual
year charts reporting CPE don’t match their own reported numbers, they underreport fishery decline by a
factor of 10.
[3] https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/j.1365-2400.2007.00567.x  Changes in yellow perch
length frequencies and sex ratios following closure of the commercial fishery and reduction in sport bag
limits in southern Lake Michigan - LAUER - 2008 - Fisheries Management and Ecology  

https://dnr.wisconsin.gov/topic/Fishing/lakemichigan/Yellowperch.html
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/j.1365-2400.2007.00567.x
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	Name: Heidi Conde
	Telephone number include area code: 833-8872
	4  Position: Allowing Waukesha to divert water from Lake Michigan started this slippery slope.  No more water from the Great Lakes should be diverted to inland communities without detailed evidence that they have exhausted all other possibilities to supply water via other means, including groundwater wells and water use austerity measures. Wisconsin is a water-rich state.  There should be ample groundwater in the Somers area to provide a water supply there.  If there are not adequate groundwater resources, then residents in the area should be required to first practice austerity measures with respect to water use, before applying for a diversion of Lake Michigan water.  Private swimming pools, lawn watering, and other wasteful uses should be prohibited, and the cost of the water supply increased as a disincentive to waste water, prior to any inland community applying for a diversion of Great Lakes water.  This should be a state regulatory requirement and a condition that is part of the Great Lakes Compact with other states and Canadian provinces.
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