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Statement of the Wisconsin Farmers Union to the Assembly Committee on
Agriculture and the Senate Committee on Agriculture & Insurance on August 3,
2006 regarding NR 243.

On behalf of the nearly 2,000 family farm members of the Wisconsin Farmers
Union, I would like to thank you for the opportunity to provide written and oral
comments on the proposed rules for Chapter NR 243 regulating CAFO manure

handling and storage.

First of all, Wisconsin Farmers Union (WFW) is a member-driven

organization committed to enhancing the quality family farmers, rural
communities and all citizens through educational o jes, cooperative
endeavors and civic engagement.

My name is Walter Lueder and I am a director for the &Visconsin Farmers
Union and represented Farmers Upion on the Wisconsin Manure Management Task

Force. Iam here today to prgvifle testimony from the Wisconsin Farmers Union.

roposed rules as being reasonable and workable.

However, there are many misconc about these rules in the countryside.

1) Manure Storage:
Some people interpret this rule that all farms, no matter what size, will have
to have manure storage for 180 days. As we read the rules, it appears that the
requirement of 180 days storage is for liquid manure for large CAFAO:s only.
The other requirement would be if a smaller-sized CAFO is located near a
stream and has had discharge problems, they may be required to obtain a

discharge permit requiring storage.
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2) Manure Application:
We understand that on January 1, 2008 large CAFOs (farms with 1,000
animal units or lager) will be prohibited during February and March to apply
solid or liquid manure to avoid accidental manure runoff or if there was a

prediction of .25 inches of rain within a 24-hour period during winter.

However, during these months, large CAFOs could ch to stack solid
manure. Itis our understanding that this ruling does not a under
1,000 animal units with the exception of any size farm that may !

manure spill issues and have been required to obtain a permit.

3) Farm Size:

. We understand that the

What Farmers Union would like to see rather than forcing manure pits and
other heavily capitalized systems for manure storage, is that we continue to look for
more cost effective ways to store manure or to coﬁvert it to energy. With the
volatility in milk prices, escalating input and energy costs, farmers cannot begin to

pay for on-farm storage no matter what size. What is the longevity and long-term
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safety of manure pits or large storage systems? There should be a more visionary

approach to manure and how it is handled. It should be viewed as an asset, not a

liability.

It will be necessary that any change in manure handling and storage rules be

clearly outlined to the farmers. There are so many agencies having a stake in manure

handling from the DNR, to USDA, to DATCP, to EPA, to that it would
make sense if the linkages between these agencies and the rulés ir
farmers and landowners be connected. It’s difficult to understand, espe ata

time when there is undue stress on the farmers for much needed income, health

insurance, and crop and livestock losses d ght conditions that many

counties are experiencing. They need @iear a gkpla bf what these rules mean

ensure a goodse 1 al agriculture in Wisconsin, clean lakes, rivers and
groundwater 2 ¥ ecological system.

Thank you for the opportunity to speak today.
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Chairman Kapanke, Chairman Ott and Members of the Senate and Assembly Ag
Committees, my name is Jeremey Shepherd. I am the director of legislative affairs
for the Wisconsin Bankers Association (WBA). With me today is Mr. Mike Myers,
vice president of First National Bank of Platteville, who is the past chairman of the
WBA Agriculture Bankers Section. We are testifying today in opposition to the
proposed Department of Natural Resources (DNR) Clearinghouse Rule 05-075,
relating to NR 243 - animal feeding operations.

Through their agricultural lending programs and small business projects, Wisconsin
bankers have played a vital role in the economic development of hundreds of rural
communities throughout the state. WBA is here today because of our strong
support for the agriculture industry and our desire to see a positive rule put into
place that will protect the environment, but at the same time, make sure burdensome
regulations and costly mandates are not unjustly put on our producers. Excessive
regulations on these producers can easily have negative affects on not only the
agriculture industry, but our state’s overall economy as well.

WBA is concerned that this rule is unnecessarily far more stringent on Wisconsin’s
livestock producers than what they must comply with at the federal level. Given the
amount of competition our farmers face in today’s global marketplace and the
economic pressures of cost increases in fuel, fertilizer, and other inputs, we believe
state government should not be imposing $33 million worth of new regulations on
the agricultural industry.
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WBA members are often asked to leverage equity and loan money to livestock
operations based on an expectation of increased revenues generated by greater
amounts of product sold. Additional costly regulations and mandates on Wisconsin
producers are counter-productive to the success of our banks’ loans.

More specifically, WBA has concerns about the nutrient management standards, or
590 “plus” standards, in the rule. Having three different standards will be confusing
to producers and again, is far more stringent and expensive than other agency’s
rules. WBA believes the state should be using the same 590 standard for all of its
rules.

Finally, we have concerns with mandating storage and nutrient application
restrictions based on calendar seasons rather than site-specific and weather-specific
considerations. This could possibly lead to producers overloading their nutrient
levels, rather than allowing farmers to manage their applications based on approved
performance standards.

WBA urges the Legislature and the DNR to continue to work with the producer
groups and others representing agriculture to craft a final rule that allows
agriculture to thrive in this state while meeting the needs of the public at-large. We
believe the work done on the Department of Agriculture, Trade & Consumer
Protection livestock siting rule, this past spring, can be used as an example of
compromise and resolution in during what often times is a tough rule-making
process.

If we can be of any assistance in this process, please feel free to contact Mike
Myers at (608) 348-7777; mmyers@fnbplatteville.com or Jeremey Shepherd at
(608) 441-1215; jshepherd@wisbank.com.

We appreciate your consideration of WBA’s comments, and those of the producers
in Wisconsin, as you work to finalize NR 243 (Clearinghouse Rule 05-075).

The Wisconsin Bankers Association (WBA) is the state’s largest financial industry
trade association, representing 300 commercial banks and savings institutions,
their nearly 2,300 branch offices and 27,000 employees.
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Testimony of Gregory M. Farnham in support of revisions
to NR 243 Animal Feeding Operations

I spent my business career in the dairy and food industries. In the early 1980’s I served on the
executive committee of the International Dairy Federation in Brussels, Belgium, and was a
member of the U.S. national committee to the federation. In 1987 I testified before the U.S.
Trade Representative at a Washington, D.C. hearing on dairy and food commodities. And for a

number of years my company sponsored research projects at the Center for Dairy Research of
UW-Madison.

I’'m semi-retired and own a 400-acre farm on a lake in central Dodge County. Much of the
farmland is in CRP and wetland conservation practices and we sharecrop acreage with a neighbor

to raise corn and hay for the horses. 1 am a member of the Wisconsin Farm Bureau Federation.

I support steps to strengthen the NR 243 regulation to more effectively protect our surface water
and groundwater resources. 1 believe that our experiences with manure runoff problems across
much of the state tell us that the existing set of regulations and manure management practices are

not working. In this regard I believe we need help. At least this is the case in Dodge County.

Over the past five years I’ve volunteered time as a citizen monitor of water quality and have been
directly involved in a number of manure runoff problems that have occurred within proximity of
the lake. P’ve been in court on behalf of our lake management district to seek redress of manure
contamination of a lake tributary as a result of runoff from a large dairy CAFO. [I’ve taken
numerous water samples from lake and tributaries for analyses of fecal coliform, Salmonella and

E. coli bacteria; the protozoan genera Cryptosporidium and Giardia; and the pathogenic strain E.

coli 0157. These data are used by our county public health department and state Bureau of
Environmental Health to assess public health risk and the degree of environmental contamination.
And, I’ve had the unenviable task of taking samples from black, smelly water in an agricultural
ditch that was polluted by leachate from leaking feed storage bunkers at a CAFO.




In January 2005 a number of my neighbors in the Town of Oak Grove, near Juneau, had their
private wells contaminated by manure runoff that had percolated into groundwater following a
warm period. Manure from a large dairy farm CAFO had been spread on frozen ground in that
area a month earlier. Three wells had to be abandoned and other wells required extensive
chlorination. Several children became ill from drinking manure-contaminated water and one
older couple, retired farmers themselves, was sick for a week with intestinal problems. I had the

two wells at my home and farm tested for bacteriological quality.

This past winter several wells near Beaver Dam and Randolph were contaminated by runoff of
manure that had been spread on frozen ground and subsequently melted. Lake Emily, north of
Fox Lake, has had problems with runoff of land-spread dairy manure. Lost Lake, south of Beaver
Dam, has a continual problem with pig manure contamination resulting from poor management
practices at a large hog farm nearby. And, in the northeast part of the county near Brownsville
and Lomira a combination of sinkholes and shallow soils, more extensive land application of
livestock manure and rural development has created conditions of reoccurring groundwater

contamination, failed wells and nonpotable well water.

These scenarios and associated problems are repeated in many parts of our state, as evidenced by
fifty-two reported manure events in one year. We are harming our neighbors and the rural
communities within which our farms are located. And in my view the problems will ohly get
worse, not better. According to the recent issue of Dairy Herd Management, dairy cow numbers
in the state have increased by over 8,000 this past year. While this is good news for our dairy

producers, it increases the risk of more serious runoff problems. And, the new livestock siting
rules, while sensible from the standpoint of supporting an economically healthy, growing
industry, have effectively eliminated most local zoning efforts to protect public health of local
residents and our water resources. We have put at risk the health of our rural citizens, especially

children, older adults and those with suppressed immune systems.

So what do we do?

Some producer organizations would appear to have us roll back existing regulations and divert

... | our attention from problems at CAFO operations. Indeed I was chagrined to read a statement by
( (7 \"} a farm leader alleging that geese were responsible for the extensive well contaminations in the

/




Town of Morrison, Brown County. Such an approach asks us to close our eyes to the facts, roll
the dice and hope for the best.

Other industry leaders advocate delaying state mandated practices in favor of additional research
and more education for the farmer and operator. An industry executive wrote me regarding this
issue and said, in part: “[We] plan to continue to fund Discovery Farm research and to facilitate

the educational process to assure that our pristine waters remain that way.”

Firstly, most of our public waters stopped being pristine a long time ago. This fact has persuaded
the state over the years to establish many water regulations to protect human health and water
resources. Secondly, while research and education are important components of long-term
solutions, common sense tells me that they alone won’t stop manure contamination of our waters.
If my car is leaking oil on the garage floor, I need to either tighten the drain plug or move the car
if 1 want to stop the oil mess. Reading a book on auto mechanics or attending an automotive

seminar won’t get the job done.

Another farm lobbyist with whom I spoke contended that “there is little consistent information

from one site to another site [of manure contamination]” and advocated no state action.

On the contrary, the data of manure runoff events that are detailed in the report of the state
manure management task force appear to me to be quite consistent. Indeed, the task force
acknowledged the serious problems resulting from manure spreading on frozen and snow-covered

fields and improper spreading practices near waterways.
Can’t we be guided by our common sense in these issues?

Since winter spreading appears to be the major source of runoff events, winter spreading plans are

needed, including manure storage so as to allow for winter spreading moratoria at especially risky

times.

Application of manure too close to sinkholes and well heads poses a substantial risk to
groundwater. Improved restrictions are needed to protect public health.

Application of manure too close to waterways poses a substantial risk to surface waters.

Improved restrictions on setbacks and application methods are needed.




Carelessness and disregard by a few operators jeopardize the reputations of all producers. Most
farmers are good stewards of our land and water. The few who aren’t invite increased scrutiny

and enforcement actions.

The proposed revisions to NR 243, as approved by the Natural Resources Board, appear to me to
identify common sense practices that address public health and natural resource needs, while

remaining supportive of healthy and prosperous dairy and livestock industries.

I support the revisions to NR 243,

G Foeescleen

Gregory M. Farnham
Waterdown Farms
Juneau, Wisconsin







Testimony of Andrew C. Hanson, Midwest Environmental Advocates
Before the Joint Committee on Agriculture

Adoption of Board Order WT-21-05 Repeal and Recreation of ch. NR 243, Wis. Adm. Code
August 3, 2006

Honorable members of the Committee, thank you for the opportunity to testify before you
today regarding the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources’ revisions to its water pollution
regulations for concentrated animal feeding operations (“CAFOs™).

Midwest Environmental Advocates, Inc. is a nonprofit environmental law center that
provides technical assistance and legal representation to communities and families working for
clean air, clean water, and a clean government. In the interest of public health, we urge you to

finalize those revisions today. If you request modifications to the rule today, we urge you-to

request the DNR to accelerate the timelines for compliance, particularly with regard to winter

‘spreading restrictions and manure storage requirements. _
This testni,mc:r’;;';‘i—lxlma.ddress four~l‘(eyxssue~s* ;aised by the DNR’s proposed revisions:
1. Winter Spreading Restrictions and Manure Storage Requirements
2. Duty to Apply for WPDES Permits
3. Mixed Animal Unit Calculation
4. Agricultural Stormwater Exemption

A discussion of these issues follows.

1. Winter Spreading and Manure Storage

As you know, several of Wisconsin’s drinking water sources, streams, and lakes in the
past several years have suffered from an increasing number of manure spills, poisoned wells,
fishkills and suffocating algal blooms. The DNR has attributed many of these problems to
Medium and Large CAFOs.

Between July 1, 2004 and June 30, 2005, there were 52 manure spills. Many more have
occurred since then. About 74% of the 52 manure spills occurred as the result of land
application of liquid or solid manure, rather than manure pit overflows or barnyard runoff. Most

of those spills (32) occurred in February and March. About 85% of the manure spills occurred
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when the ground was either frozen or covered with snow. One quarter of the manure spills
resulted from solid manure, but most of the spills (60%) were caused by liquid manure. Most
spills (39) were caused by animal feeding operations that are not directly regulated by the
Department of Natural Resources (DNR). Nine spills were caused by 7 Concentrated Animal
Feeding Operations (“CAFOs”), which are issued discharge permits by the DNR.

While 17% of the manure spills caused fishkills in valuable fisheries around the state, an
alarming 20% of manure spills contaminated the wells of rural property owners, threatening
public health and putting lives at risk. Most of the well contamination events occurred on the
Niagra Escarpment, an area of relatively shallow bedrock and high water table covering a large
portion of eastern Wisconsin, including but not limited to Manitowoc, Kewaunee, Brown, and
Door Counties.

Over the course of the 2004 and 2005 calendar years, there have been 34 private wells
contaminated in northeastern or east-central Wisconsin resulting from what the DNR believes
was the land application of manure. In several of the 34 instances in 2004 and 2005, people —
including children - have gotten sick from drinking manure-contaminated water, and several
rural families have had to bear the cost of drilling new, deeper wells even if the current well met
state construction standards. Setting aside medical expenses associated with the illnesses, a new
well can cost thousands of dollars. This is an unreasonable financial burden to place on a rural
family, and an insult to rural Wisconsinites who know that a safe drinking water supply is critical
to health and survival.

In many instances, whether the spill was caused by a Large CAFO or a Medium CAFO,
the liquid manure applications appeared to conform to the letter, if not the intent, of current
manure spreading standards. This indicates that these standards are far too weak to protect
public health and water resources.

There are approximately 150 Large CAFOs in Wisconsin, representing less than one
tenth of one percent of the 30,000 livestock farms in the state. However, these Large CAFOs
generate more than 10% of the animal waste generated by those operations. These facts,
combined with the public health risks of applying liquid manure on frozen and snow-covered
ground and the vast quantity of liquid manure that must be disposed of, more than adequately

justify the DNR’s proposal to restrict surface application of liquid manure on frozen and snow-
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covered ground by Large CAFOs and completely prohibit it in February and March. These facts
also justify the requirement that Large CAFOs have six months of manure storage, a requirement
already imposed or soon to be imposed by several other states, including Minnesota, Michigan,
Indiana, Ohio and Illinois.

While it is true that not all liquid manure spreading on frozen and snow-covered ground
will result in a contaminated well or a destroyed fishery, the past several years in Wisconsin have
shown that the risk so great that the DNR’s new minimum requirements for manure spreading
and manure storage are needed.

We liken the DNR’s effort to the enactment of seatbelt safety laws. Choosing not to
wear a seatbelt when you step behind the wheel of a car does not necessarily guarantee that the
driver will get into a car accident. However, as a society we have collectively decided that the
risk of accidents, and the risk of losing someone’s life, is so great and the damage is so easily
preventable that we require everyone to wear seatbelts. The same is true with the DNR’s
manure spreading restrictions and manure storage requirement. The risk is simply too great to
allow it to continue, and this risk is easily prevented.

The DNR is proposing to continue to allow surface applications of liquid manure on
frozen and snow-covered ground until 2010 for existing CAFOs. The U.S. EPA expressed
concern that the DNR should not wait until 2010 before the manure spreading restrictions apply.
(See DNR Response to Comments Document, pp. 8-9). We agree with U.S. EPA. The liquid
manure spreading restrictions should apply immediately to all operations that already have 6
months of manure storage, and should apply no later than 2008 for those CAFQ’s that do not
have that storage capacity and need time to finance and construct it.

CAFOs are not hamstrung by the February to March ban on surface applications of liquid
manure. First, CAFOs can surface apply liquid manure at other times in the winter if the ground
is not frozen or covered with snow. Second, despite our objections, CAFOs can still apply liquid
manure during February and March if they can incorporate or inject the manure into the soil.
Given that there are almost always thaws during February and March during which the ground
softens, enabling incorporation or injection, CAFOs will likely be able to apply liquid manure
during this time period. Finally, CAFOs are allowed emergency applications to avoid pit

overtoppings. The exception is designed precisely for when “mother nature does not cooperate,”
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as with heavy rainfalls or prolonged storms that preclude safe and timely land application of

liquid manure.

2. Duty to Apply

Some agribusiness lobby groups have pressured the DNR to exempt them from regulation
until after there has been a discharge of pollutants to surface waters. (See DNR Response to
Comment Document at p. 21, 29) With the recent track record of manure spills contaminating
wells and killing fish, CAFOs should be supervised to ensure their private business does not
harm our public waters. The agribusiness lobby’s position would completely undo 20 years of
DNR regulation of CAFOs, and would hinder the DNR’s ability to prevent manure spills before
they occur. Further, both Michigan and Minnesota, two neighboring states, require all CAFOs to
apply for pollution discharge permits and other states require those permits based on the
“potential to discharge.”

More importantly, the DNR has accumulated evidence that all CAFOs discharge manure

and associated pollutants, like nitrates, to groundwater. According to the DNR, studies show

that mtrates in manure leach to groundwater either from manure storage pits that have a designed

et e B S U —

leakage rate to groundwater or from areas where manure is applied on land. (See DNR

s

Response to Comments Document, p. 30). The facts show that CAFOs discharge to
groundwater and, based on the past several years of data collected by the DNR, to surface water
through runoff and leaching. Therefore, a permit is required. These facts cannot be changed or

obscured by rewriting the administrative code to create needless confusion.

3. Mixed Animal Units

Like other states, the DNR has proposed to retain its mixed animal unit calculation
method for determining when a CAFO must apply for a WPDES permit. Recently, the EPA has
lowered its standards by counting only one type of animal to decide if a farm confines enough
animals to be called a “CAFO” and, therefore, whether the livestock operation needs a water
pollution permit (for dairy, over 700 mature milking cows, or 1,000 smaller heifers).

In Wisconsin, farms have several types of livestock (including cows, heifers, and calves).

As a result, the DNR uses a “mixed animal calculation” to determine when a CAFO needs a
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water pollution permit. The mixed animal type calculation accounts for the variable amount of
manure generated by different livestock types (cow vs. calf vs. heifer). The mixed animal
calculation is based on “animal units or AUs” - the equivalency factor for determining the
number of animals at an operation. Until recently, the EPA used the mixed animal calculation to
determine when a livestock operation reached the 1,000 AU threshold, and therefore became a
Large CAFO.

However, the EPA has adopted the weaker “single animal type” method that excludes
some animals from the total count, exempting some operations from regulation. Switching to the
EPA’s weaker “single animal type” standard would mean that the DNR loses the ability to
monitor up to 15% of the 145 CAFOs in Wisconsin, increasing the risk of manure spills and poor
manure management. It is important to note that both Minnesota and Iowa use the “mixed
animal unit” calculation, rather than the U.S. EPA’s weaker “single animal type” calculation.
(See DNR Response to Comments Document, p. 22). As a result, Wisconsin will not become a
“regulatory island,” as some agribusiness groups suggest.

Further, maintaining the DNR’s method for calculating the number of animals at a CAFO
is more equitable. For example, assume a livestock operation has 600 mature milking cows (less
than 1,000 AUs) and 900 heifers (also less than 1,000 AUs). However, this operation is not
required to obtain a DNR discharge permit despite that, cumulatively, it must manage and
dispose of more waste than an operation with 700 mature milk cows (1,000 AUs), which would
certainly be regulated by the DNR. And, most dairy operations in Wisconsin have both heifers
and milking cows. Under the EPA proposal, the milking cows and heifers are not combined,

which would exempt a significant number of CAFOs in Wisconsin from regulation.

4. Agricultural Stormwater Exemption

In Proposed NR 243.14 and in the definitions section in Proposed NR 243.03, the DNR
has included a concept known as the “Agricultural Stormwater Exemption.” This exemption,
which did not exist in the initial draft of the proposal presented to you in 2005, exempts
precipitation-related discharges from the requirements of the federal Clean Water Act. As a

result, those precipitation-related manure spills are not violations of the Act. 40 C.F.R. §
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1342(1). This is true even where a trout stream may be decimated, or where a number of private
wells are contaminated.

In the DNR’s proposal, “agricultural stormwater” is defined to include, for WPDES
permitted operations, “precipitated related discharge of manure or process wastewater pollutants
to surface waters from a land application area that may occur after the owner or operator of the
CAFO has land applied the manure or process wastewater in compliance with nutrient
management requirements of this chapter and the terms and conditions of the WPDES permit.”
Proposed NR 243.03(2)(b). This provision could have the effect of exempting catastrophic
manure spills and well contaminations from enforcement under the WPDES permit program, and
undermines Wisconsin’s water resources and public health.

We strenuously object to inclusion of an agricultural stormwater exemption in the DNR’s
proposed rules. However, at a minimum, and to be consistent with Proposed NR
243.14(2)(b)(4), the definition should also include the following text: “and the runoff occurs as a
result of a rain event that is equal to or greater than a 25-year, 24-hour rain event.”  This makes
clear that a precipitation-related discharge is only exempt when it occurs as the result of a 25-

year, 24-hour rain event.

Conclusion

In closing, we urge you not to object to these rules today with an accelerated time for
compliance with the frozen ground and manure storage requirements. We further urge you to
resist any effort to weaken or water down these important rules in response to pressure from
special interest agribusiness lobby groups. Thank you again for the opportunity to testify before
you today.
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Wisconsin Wildlife Federation

Testimony of the Wisconsin Wildlife Federation Before
the Legislative Agriculture Committees On NR 243

Chairman Kapanke, Chairman Ott and Committee Members, thank you very much for the
opportunity to testify here today on behalf of the Wisconsin Wildlife Federation. The
Federation is composed of 144 hunting, fishing and trapping groups located throughout
the State of Wisconsin. Our affiliate groups have over 100,000 members. We are
dedicated to conservation education and the advancement of strong conservation policies.

The Wisconsin Wildlife Federation supports NR 243 because it will reduce the potential
of liquid manure runoff into Wisconsin’s lakes and streams from the 150 largest animal
operations in the state. The DNR has spent over 48 months developing these rules with a
very extensive public involvement process, properly bending over backwards to obtain
the input from the agricultural and conservation communities. Frankly, it is our position
that the DNR may have gone too far in drafting these rules to meet the requests of the
agricultural community. Nonetheless, in light of the serious environmental and health
problems caused by the runoff of liquid manure into waters of this state, we support the
rapid adoption of these rules.

These rules are being adopted pursuant to the Federal and State Clean Water Acts. These
rules are not to be agricultural rules, they are to be water quality rules. They are
specifically adopted pursuant to chapter 281 of the statutes governing protection of water
quality. In Section 281.11, the full legislature has stated that all rules adopted under this
chapter shall be “liberally construed” in favor of the protection of the ground and surface
waters of the state. T

The Federation represents the broad base of Wisconsin’s hunting, fishing and trapping
community. We are deeply concerned over the large number of liquid manure runoff
incidents that have occurred in the last few years, sgveral of which have been caused by
the 150 largest animal operations. Numerous streams have had their fisheries seriously
damaged. This is of great concern for the hunters, anglers and trappers of this state who
have fought for clean water for many decades. We invest heavily in these streams, paying
a substantial amount of our $69 million a year in hunting, fishing and trapping license
fees to improve the fish and wildlife habitat in these streams. We do not want to see our
hard-earned dollars being wasted by the runoff of liquid manure contrary to state and
federal law.

Beyond impact on our streams and lakes, we do not want to see our neighbors’ wells
contaminated, their families getting sick and their savings accounts drained because of



the failure of large farm operations taking the necessary precautions to keep their liquid
manure on their own property. Many of us here today are parents and grandparents. Who
among us would not be totally outraged if our child or grandchild became deathly ill
because our neighbor contaminated our drinking water because she or he did not take the
necessary precautions to prevent liquid manure from getting into our well. As you
deliberate on this rule, we hope that you agree that there is no more fundamental
responsibility of all of state government including the DNR and your committees than to
protect the health and lives of the people of the state. The seriously damaged streams and
contaminated wells of recent years are absolute proof that the absence of these proposed
NR 243 regulations are jeopardizing citizen health and valuable public natural resources.

Lastly, all of you are greatly concerned over the protection of property rights. The general
principle of the protection of property rights is that you should be able to do on your land
whatever you wish as long as you do not harm the property or personal rights of others.
However the failure of some of these largest farms to keep their liquid manure on their
own property is damaging the private property and personal rights of their neighbors and
is damaging the public property rights of Wisconsin streams and fisheries. Please approve
these rules to protect private and public property rights in Wisconsin.

Thank you very much for the opportunity to testify here today on behalf of the Wisconsin
Wildlife Federation.

Submitted by George Meyer
Executive Director
Wisconsin Wildlife Federation

August 3, 2006
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DAIRY BUSINERS ARROCIATION

Testimony of John Vrieze — President of the Dairy Business Association
2487 County Road G, Emerald, Wisconsin
Phone: 715-265-7715
Assembly and Senate Joint Hearing — August 3,2006
Regarding the Proposed Repeal and Recreation of Ch. NR.243, Wis. Admin. Code WT-21-05

Good Morning. My name is John Vrieze and I am the dairy producer and the President of the
Dairy Business Association, Inc. (“DBA”). Set forth below and herein are DBA’s comments
concerning the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources’ (“WDNR”) proposed and recreation
of Ch. NR 243, Wis. Admin. Code applicable to animal feeding operations. DBA is a state-wide
non-profit organization of dairy producers, vendors, allied industry partners and professionals
collectively working to assure that dairy producers, large and small, remain an active, thriving part

of Wisconsin’s economy, communities and food chain.

We thank the Department for the significant commitment of staff time since 2003 in developing
this proposed rule. We further thank the Department for the following positive developments
reflected in the current version of the proposed rule, many of which were developed in response to

comments offered during the summer/fall 2005 comment period:

. The Department’s inclusion of an agricultural stormwater exemption is an
important development and step toward bringing the rule in conformance with
federal law. However, the definition remains too restrictive and should be

expanded to be consistent with federal law (see below);

. Significant flexibility is provided for the use of headland stacking of stackable

manure. This is a positive development which will assist producers in attaining a




performance-based nutrient management standard rather than a proscriptive

regulatory approach (see below);

. The variance procedure reflects the flexibility required in this program and is

consistent with other agency programs and codes;

. We continue to support and appreciate the Department’s work with agricultural
producers to adopt innovative, emerging technologies and regulatory flexibility as
reflected by the references to the environmental results/Green Tier program as well

as the Department’s efforts to develop a general permit for livestock operations.

. We are encouraged that the code now allows use of field- or tract-specific
phosphorous limitation compliance approach rather than mandating a whole farm

requirement to select from among the two phosphorous limitation approaches.

Despite these improvements, the rule remains overly confusing, complex and confounding

and ‘we are gravely concerned about Wisconsin livestock operators’ ability to  comply with

this rule. The rule should strive to maintain Wisconsin’s federally enforceable permit

program pursuant to the Clean Water Act so as to maintain delegated authority. Indeed, the
Department cites the 2003 federal rulemaking as the basis for repealing and recreating

Chapter NR 243 Wis. Admin Code. However, the rule should not be so complex and so

overreach the federal program S0 as to make noncompllance nearly assured m the

regulatory community.
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There are numerous instances where the Department’s proposed rule is inconsistent with
the federal program resulting in Wisconsin being a regulatory island for livestock
producers. Although Wisconsin has abundant surface waters and varied topography, it is
contrary to ‘Governor Doyle’s Grow Wisconsin Initiative to create regulatory barriers via

At iy

admmlstratlve rules that - put Wisconsin producers on an unfair and uneven playing field as
compared wrth other states who are similarly charged with implementing regulatlons
applicable to this class of point sources under the Federal Water Pollution Control Act

(“Clean Water Act”) Indeed, the Wisconsin Legislature has mandated that all rules

promulgated by the Department related to point source discharges “shall comply with and

not exceed” the requirements of the Clean Water Act and its implementing regulations. In



several instances and as acknowledged by the Department, the proposed rule violates the
legislative intent as reflected in the plain language of 283.11 (2) because the Department’s
proposed rule exceeds the requirements of the federal regulations. This inconsistency with

the federal program includes:
\ ¢ Maintaining the mixed animal unit/aggregating animal unit calculation.

| ® Requiring large concentrated animal feeding operations to apply for a permit when

there is no actual discharge of pollutants from the production area of the facility

\ » Exceeding the inspection, monitoring and recordkeeping requirements of the federal

rule.
| * Mandating a minimum of six month’s storage capacity for liquid manure.

\ e Mandating a minimum of 2 month’s storage capacity for solid manure if choosing

not to headland stack for the entire frozen-snow covered period.

Specific examplés follow:

. The “Duty to Apply” issue. The Department attempts to distinguish this
rule from the holding of the Waterkeeper Alliance v. U.S. EPA, 399 F. 3d
486 (2nd Cir. 2005) case by asserting that all CAFOs which confine greater

than 1,000 animal units that either store or land apply manure result in an
actual discharge requiring a permit. See § 243.03(12), NR 243.11(3) and
explanatory note at NR 243.12(1). However, the Department’s position is
unsustainable because, taken to its logical extreme, all livestock operations
that store or landspread manure result in an actual discharge of pollutants
thereby requiring all of the operations in the state to obtain a WPDES
permit. As recently as April 20, 2006, U.S. EPA confirmed the impact of

the Waterkeeper Alliance case:




“It is true that, in light of the Second Circuit decision,
the Clean Water Act does not require a CAFO to obtain an
NPDES permit if the CAFO does not discharge or propose
discharge. The agency has consistently communicated to
states that, under Section 510 of the Clean Water Act and 40
CFR 123.1(I)(2), while they may operate a program with a
greater scope of coverage then required by the Clean Water
Act, the additional coverage is not a part of the federally
approved program and requirements proposed pursuant to
that greater scope of coverage are not federally enforceable

and are only imposed under state law.”

590 “Plus” Nutrient Restrictions. Although the proposed rule incorporates

by reference the September 2005 Wisconsin version of NRCS 590 as its
nutrient management standard, the rule is actually out of sync with this
nutrient management standard resulting in multiple nutrient management
standards in the state. The Livestock Siting Law incorporates the nutrient

management standards of 590 (see ATCP 51, Wis. Admin. Code). Chapter
ATCP 50 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code is in the process of being

revised to similarly incorporate this updated nutrient management standard.

For another state agency to adopt a conflicting nutrient management

——

standard results in a confusing and confounding regulatory landscape which

e

should be avoided. There are numerous 1nstances where the proposed rule

goes well beyond what the Standards Over51ght Counsel (SOC) -a panel of

experts and stakeholder representatlons -- determmed to be approprlate and
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necessary for nutrient management plannlng and resource protectlon as
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reflected in the updated versmn of 590

e g s i il

Mandating Minimum Storage. The rule mandates minimum storage

duration for manure (180 days for liquid manure; 60 days for solid manure
with headland stacking options). Mandating manure storage is a primary
driver for the $33 million cost estimate the Department places on this rule

package. The Department seeks to impose an additional $33 million on the




industry at a point where milk prices continue to edge toward historic lows.
The federal rules require that federally enforceable delegated states’ rules

mandate “ade_g_]uate” manure storage. U.S. EPA has not mandated a

prescnptlve Storage duratlon because it recognizes that nutnent management

i st i v

standards) are perfonnance-based” standards in that nutrient management
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plans are_site-specific, responding to crop_rotation_and _yields, soil
conditions, topography and distance from.sensitive receptors such as surface
waters and wetlands. Wisconsin’s version of 590 contains resource
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protection criteria to minimize the potential for impacts to surface waters,

groundwaters and other sensitive receptors. (See NRCS, Wis. Nutrient
Management Code 590, 9/05.) This allows producers to develop a site- and
operation-specific management plan to meet the nutrient management and
resource protection objectives of 590. Mandating a minimum amount of
manure storage without regard to site-specific or operation-specific
conditions is. a step. backward toward the Department’s “command and
control” regulatory approach of the 80’s and a departure from performance-
based regulation reflected in other Department programs. Mandating
storage and implementing nutrient application restrictions based on a

calendar rather than site-specific and weather- specific considerations sets

us up for a concentrated period of nutrient application in the spring, which

will likely result in nutrient overload and greater incidence of acute events,
107 Hkely resut i

rather than allowing regulated parties to manage their nutrient management
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practices pursuant to the performance- based nutrient management

standards.
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Recordkeeping and Inspection. The rule exceeds federal recordkeeping and

inspection requirements as outlined at Exhibit B. €75

“Deputizing” Local Authorities to Enforce This Rule. As currently drafted,

the rule arguably compels the Department to issue NODs upon the request
of a local governmental unit. See NR 243.24(2) & (3) and explanatory

notes. We believe it is very p0551ble to have 72 or more different
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make decisions related to NODs. This constitutes an “end- run” around the
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cost-share exemption for compliance with the non-point program on smaller

operations in direct conflict with the Legislature’s mandate contained in

Chapter 281.16(3)(e), Stats,; .

Aggregated Animal Units Calculation. The rule should abandon its animal

unit calculation approach of aggregating animal units and simply adopt the
federal numbers and approach. Although the Department’s solution to its
historic, out-of-step practice of aggregating animal units in light of the
revised federal numbers is artful, it continues to establish Wisconsin as a
“regulatory island.” DNR says Wisconsin has chosen to revise its NR 243
rule because EPA revised its rule in early 2003. Minnesota, the land of
10,000 lakes has chosen to not revise its rule but to incorporate the federal
revisions under an NPDES general permit. Minnesota is a major livestock
state and we believe we need to be competitive with our neighboring states.
Minnesota does not prohibit solid or liquid manure applications on frozen or

snow-covered ground.

Towa has withdrawn its NPDES CAFO rules for CAFOs with animals in
total confinement. They have adopted new rules for open feedlots. They
contend as EPA does that operations in total confinement do not discharge
from the animal production area. Iowa does not regulate application of

manure on frozen or snow covered ground.

Illinois has a general permit with provisions addressing the revised federal
regulations. Illinois regulates operations that meet the federal definition of a
CAFO. Applications are allowed on frozen or snow covered ground if they
do not produce runoff. Both Illinois and Minnesota have storage

requirements for new operations built after a time certain date.

Michigan does not use the mixed animal unit calculation and do not prohibit

application on frozen and snow covered ground unless the ground is upslope




Thank you.

from surface waters. They do require a nutrient management plan. They
utilize NRCS to determine length of liquid manure storage or six months

otherwise.

We have recapped our Border States rules to show how different and more
stringent Wisconsin’s proposed rule is. We believe we are in a competitive
environment and that operations will move or avoid states that limit their
ability to compete. The new Ag Siting rule gives us an opportunity, this rule

could discourage expansion is Wisconsin.

. Simply adopting the federal approach would simplify the rule and by the
estimates of the DNR only approximately 11 farms would drop out of the

regulatory program.

Given the foregoing the Dairy Business Association opposes the rule as it is
currently written and asks the Senate and Assembly Agriculture Committees to
send the rule back to the DNR for modifications. Regulations should be practical,
reasonable, and achievable. NR243 needs to be consistent with ATCPS1 and

NRCS 590. Consistency will increase compliance.







MWisconsin Btate Assembly

P.O. BOX 8952 « MADISON, WI 53708

August 9, 2006

Representative Alvin Ott

Chair, Assembly Committee on Agriculture
323 North, State Capitol

Madison, W1

HAND DELIVERED
Dear Chair Ott:

Pursuant to your memo to Assembly Agriculture Committee members dated August 4,
2006, listed herein are our concerns with NR 243 as currently presented to the
Agriculture Committee.

1. The requirement that would curtail spreading due to a weather FORECAST must be
eliminated. Farmers simply do not have the option of stopping their scheduled work due
to a weather forecast. Forecasts are unreliable and are not geographically precise. Perhaps
the ‘Oregon’ computer program would be workable. We need the opportunity to examine
and discuss this possible option.

2. We must use the EPA method of counting animal units. There is no sound reason why
Wisconsin farmers should be subjected to more restrictive counts than the farmers of any
other state. When the Senate Agriculture Committee failed to act on this issue, as
promised, during the ag siting rule discussion with DATCP, we were told it would be
addressed during the NR 243 rewrite. We must address the definition of “animal unit”
under NR 243 to clarify the ag siting rule.

3. More research and information is needed on tile line discharges.

4. The definition of “saturated soil” must be clearly defined and easily recognized if it is
a term to be used in this rule. Perhaps we would find that the “Oregon system” can
provide a definition of “saturated soil” if we have the opportunity to discuss it.

5. The definition of “substantial discharge” must be clearly defined and easily

recognized if it is a term to be used in this rule. NR 243 as presented to the Committee
would give the DNR the opportunity to require permits for any farm of any size if it has

-continue-
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“substantial discharge”. To allow the DNR to relieve themselves of the burden of cost
sharing by requiring permits for a farm of any size if it has *“substantial discharge”,
without defining “substantial discharge” is just not feasible. Presently the DNR must
help pay the bill for any required improvements in small and medium farms. NR 243 as
proposed will motivate the DNR to permit all farms and therefore allow them to demand
repairs at full cost to the farmers or face being shut down.

6. The days of storage and winter spreading portion of NR 243 pose many questions.
The rule could require all farmers to stack their manure during winter months which may
cause problems when spreading begins in the spring. With all farmers potentially
spreading their winter stockpile in spring we could be facing problems with greater
runoff than if we had allowed for customized manure management programs. And with
the diversity of climate and soil conditions throughout Wisconsin a one-size-fits-all rule
doesn’t seem feasible.

7. The water quality testing expert must appear before the committee, as promised, in
order to explain if they indeed diagnosed the well contamination as entirely from a single
dairy animal source.

We look forward to a COMMITTEE discussion of the desired change to NR 243,

Sincerely,

Jehn Ainsworth tt Sude
6" Assembly District 69" Asséfnbly District
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LEE NERISON

96™ ASSEMBLY DISTRICT

Capitol:

Post Office Box 8953
Madison, Wl 53708-8953
(608) 266-3534
Toll-Free: (888) 534-0096
Fax: (608) 282-3696

Rep.Nerison@legis.state.wi.us

District:
S3035 CTH B
Westby, WI 54667

(608) 634-4562

August 17, 2006

Representative Al Ott

Chair, Assembly Committee on Agriculture
Interdepartmental Mail

Room 323 North

Dear Chairman Ott:

I appreciated the opportunity for committee members to learn about the
proposed revisions to the DNR’s Chapter 243 of Administrative Code.
Committee members shared concerns that we have with these rules during that
hearing and I would like to take this opportunity to put some of my concerns
into writing so that we can continue to consider them as the committee
deliberates.

The department’s reliance on hard dates for when winter spreading may or may
not take place seems arbitrary. Eliminating those dates would continue to allow
farmers to apply manure when soil and snow cover conditions permit. It would
be unfortunate if a farmer whose storage is near capacity were to have to wait

for an arbitrary date at a time when conditions are good for manure application.

[ am concerned that relying on weather forecasts as a legal guide for when
manure can be applied will create a false sense of security. Obviously, we all
understand that forecasting the weather is as much of an art as it is a science and
it is not an exact one. It is presumptuous to assume that more than a half-inch of
rain will not fall if it is not in the forecast. Farmers already consider many
factors such as soil moisture, field location, slope, and more in addition to the
weather forecast. It would be better not to imply that these decisions can be
based solely on the weather forecast.

While I understand the advantages and disadvantages to Wisconsin’s current
mixed animal unit method of calculating the number of animal units on a farm, I
do want to continue discussing this provision. Regardless of whether-or-not this
rule is the place where we will reach an agreement, it is only through continued
discussion that this issue can be resolved.

The expected implementation date of 2010 should not be advanced as some
suggested at our hearing. This is a broad and expansive rule with many changes
and early implementation is not practical.
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At our hearing we learned that up to 20 percent of currently permitted farms may need to
increase their storage capacity. I am concerned that, from a practical standpoint,
increased capacity may not be necessary on all of these farms. Since storage is a
significant financial investment, the committee should investigate this further and
consider add more flexibility to the rule where possible. Nonpoint source pollution rules
already address the storage of solid manure in a way that may be sufficient for farms of
all sizes.

The committee should pay special attention to the various nutrient management standards
that apply to farmers. Farmers may be able to deal with this matrix, but I am not
convinced that they should have to. Additionally, this complexity is worse for other
professionals who farmers need to work with when they are making business decisions,
such as bankers.

I anticipate that there are other concerns which merit discussion with the agency. 1don’t
consider my list to be all-inclusive and I hope that we will try to consider ways to resolve
as many of these dilemmas as possible.

I do appreciate areas where this rule is creating flexibility in management programs with
variances and by allowing innovations. It may be possible to do this more often.

Again, thank you for agreeing to continue working with the DNR so that we can make
improvements to these proposed medications to NR 243. [ look forward to working with
you and certainly want to offer my time and help as this process continues.

Sincerely,

oo Naiaon_

Lee Nerison
State Representative
96™ Assembly District






WISCONSIN STATE REPRESENTATIVE

Louis J. Molepske, Jr.

7151 ASSEMBLY DISTRICT

August 18, 2006

P. Scott Hassett, Secretary
Department of Natural Resources
101 South Webster Street
Madison, WI 53703

Rod Nilsestuen, Secretary

Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection
2811 Agriculture Drive

P.O. Box 8911

Madison, W1 53708-8911

Re: Revisions to NR 243, relating to animal feeding operations

Secretaries Hassett and Nilsestuen

I support over four years of work that have gone into Natural Resources Rule 243. I find
no instance where the “stakeholders” have been left without an appropriate venue for
input into the final rule language, and I find it very difficult to accept the need for further
delay for “clarification” purposes. I am reminded that NR 243 was unanimously
approved by the State’s Natural Resources Board, a board that is comprised of
individuals with differing political ideology. Like you, I listened to the many voices
interested in this important rule, and I learned that Wisconsin needs to regulate those
businesses that produce, store and spread large quantities of manure.

I also learned that this rule, though vast in scope, covers a limited number of BUSINEsseEs
in this state, roughly 150 CAFOs (existing or planned) that produce higher concentrations
of manure per acre than traditional family animal operations in Wisconsin. I also heard
testimony by our State’s paid regulatory authorities (DATCP, DNR) that of these 150
operations less than 25 CAFOs would be immediately affected by the rule due to existing
noncompliance. In other words, over 84% of the CAFO businesses in Wisconsin are

currently in compliance with NR 243.

In light of the number of unauthorized liquid manure discharges into our State’s lakes,
rivers, streams and groundwater and moreover, the expectation by DATCP itself that
CAFOs are the future of animal agriculture in Wisconsin, implementation of NR 243

must occur in a timely manner, preferably by 2008.
STATE CAPITOL:

PO.Box 8953

Madison, WI 53708-8953

Toll-free: 888-534-0071 or (608)267-9649
FAX: (608) 282-3671

DISTRICT:

1557 Church Street

Stevens Point, WI 54481

(715) 342-8985
Rep.Molepske®@legis.state. wi.us
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The Departments of Natural Resources and Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection
have an obligation to protect the public’s access and use of groundwater. DNR and
DATCP are charged with protecting the health and safety of Wisconsinites and regulating
the quality standards of the water Wisconsinites drink —this is their number one consumer

obligation.

[ was troubled by the outcome of the hearing on NR 243, as it seems to have evolved into
allowing large businesses the option to externalize a cost of doing business onto other
land owners and innocent parties. Private business should not expect regulation, but
when a business that produces potentially hazardous wastes fails to comply with basic
industry standards then the State is required to amend that which is averse to societal and
governmental expectations. The 25 or less CAFOs have had their chance to amend their
current business model and any further delay or externalization of costs in the form of
manure discharges by these or future noncompliant CAFOs is without justification.

I find many voices supportive of this rule. From the desperate voices of Wisconsin
families that have had their private wells contaminated without recourse to the industry’s
own representative voice in the Wisconsin Farmers Union, when it stated on August 3,
2006 that “[t]hese rules, if implemented as written, would ensure a good reputation for
animal agriculture in Wisconsin, clean lakes, rivers and groundwater and a healthy
ecological system.” I hear these voices in the larger context of water quality and
protection of the health and safety of all Wisconsinites. The Assembly and Senate
Agriculture committees, DATCP and DNR must not fail Wisconsinites’ basic expectation
that one’s well-water is safe to drink without costly filtration nor should our government
leave a landowner or water user wondering whether millions of gallons of liquid manure
are safely contained or discharged.

With this in mind I suggest the following:

e NR 243 is a groundwater protection rule first and foremost and it should be the
number one concern by those that draft and implement it.

e Requiring winter storage of manure is an appropriate request of CAFOs in
Wisconsin due to our long winters and potential freeze-thaw occurrences which
substantially accelerate lateral movements of manure from private fields after

winter applications of manure.

e Requiring six months of manure storage seems to be an industry standard based
upon testimony and should not be weakened without substantial reassurances by
DNR and DATCP that technologies or industry practices will be used to minimize
unauthorized manure movement to a degree of the highest caliber.

e Authorized discharge of manure must be based on scientific criteria that lead to
the lowest occurrence of unauthorized manure discharge and movement. These
criteria are regulatory in nature and should be departmentally produced and
administered.

e Wisconsin has a history of protecting its natural resources and using them wisely
for the benefit of all residents. I expect NR 243 to uphold this tradition by not




externalizing a cost of doing business, namely manure storage and management
onto unsuspecting homeowners and businesses.

I respectfully ask the Departments of Natural Resources and Agriculture and Consumer
Protection to consider my statements as outlined above, and I hope that the Joint
Committee for Review of Administrative Rules will demonstrate their commitment to
protecting the public’s right to clean drinking water, water recreation, hunting and fishing
and basic property rights expectations by approving NR 243 without substantial
modifications that side with less groundwater protection standards.

Sincerely

Louis J. Molepske, Jr.
State Representative
71% Assembly District
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Sent:  Wednesday, October 11, 2006 3:40 PM . ‘ :
. -7 T)\*ﬁ( R Vit SN LN 0—\/\} iy CL:’E N P N
To: 'Lisa Jodar'

N ; .
Subject: RE: open records request ... N S

Ms. Jodar,
Thank you for your email message. My name is Erin Ruby, and i clerk the Assembly Committee on Agriculture.

Committees are not required under Assembly rules to record or keep transcripts of proceedings. It is done on occasion, but
committee hearings are generally not recorded or are transcripts kept.

The committee record for the public hearing held on August 3, 2006 consists of the Notice of Public Hearing, Record of Committee
Proceedings (a complete list of all those testifying on Clearinghouse Rule 05-075 and registering a position on the rule), and copies
of any materials or written testimony provided to the committee at the hearing. The August 3rd hearing was held in conjunction with
the Senate Committee on Agricuiture.

f can send you electronic copies of the Notice of Public Hearing and Record of Committee Proceedings, but the written materials
and testimony provided to the committee during the hearing would need to be photocopied and mailed. The Assembly Chief Clerk
charges 10 cents/page for copies provided under an open records request. | would estimate there are about 100 pages of material.

Please let me know if you would like any of these materials. I'm happy to answer any questions you may have as well.

Sincerely,

Erin Ruby

Research Assistant

Clerk, Assembly Committee on Agriculture
Office of State Representative Al Ott

608.266.5831
erin.ruby@legis.wisconsin.gov

From: Lisa Jodar [mailto:jodar.lisa@co.calumet.wi.us]
Sent: Wednesday, October 11, 2006 2:26 PM

To: Rep.Ott

Subject: open records request ...

Dear Mr. Ott: | request a transcript or recording of the Wisconsin Assembly's Agriculture Committee
proceedings held on or about August 3, 2006. If possible, | would appreciate an estimate of the cost to obtain
such transcript or recording of that meeting. | thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Lisa A. Jodar, Legal Assistant

Calumet County Corporation Counsel

920-849-1443

lisa@co.calumet.wi.us

11/02/2006
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Lisa Jodar

Corporation Counsel Legal Assistant
Calumet County, WI

Tel: 920.849.1443

Fax: 920.849-1617

Email: jodar.lisa@co.calumet.wi.us
http://www.co.calumet.wi.us

*Calumet County CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE* Although CALUMET COUNTY makes reasonable efforts to protect the
confidentiality of e-mail from clients, communications regarding highly confidential medical matters should be reserved for other
forms of communication, such as telephone or personal visits. In addition you should not use e-mail for emergencies or other
time-sensitive matters.
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