MINUTES - MEETING WITH ECO-RESOURCE CONSULTING, LLC – JUNE 13, 2007
A meeting of the Lake Pewaukee Sanitary District and Eco-Resource Consulting, LLC was duly convened at the District Administrative Building on the 13th day of June, to discuss the final draft of the White Paper on lake management done by Eco-Resource for the District.  This meeting was properly noticed.  Present were Chairman Richard Nowacki (RN), Commissioner Larry Krause (LK), Superintendent Charles Shong (CS), and Attorney for the District – James Ward (JW), Stephen J. Hjort (SH) and Stanley Nichols (SN), Ph. D. from Eco-Resource Consulting (ECO). 
Chairman Nowacki opened the meeting at 9:00 A.M.  

Referencing the final draft, RN outlined what had been done by ECO and what the Commission expected to be done to complete the project.

SH responded and was of the opinion that the work product to date was appropriate.

CS stated that he felt ECO should go back to the 2003 management plan and move forward from that document.  The summary should reference the 2003 plan and include in it the use of chemicals.  Citizens will be looking for a bullet presentation listing the good that the District has accomplished and areas that need improvement.  Parties agreed that the citizens probably will not read the whole report so a bullet listing is necessary.  Bullets should highlight the pluses that have happened and what should be done in the future.  CS felt that the recommendations should be more specific.

SN agreed that 99% of the people will not read the report and that a two page or so summary might be helpful.  

DN agreed with SN about the need for additional public education and information.  People have an interest in ecology and now the location of the lake in the cycle is that of a gem.  What the District is trying to do is to bring in outside experts – ECO – to evaluate the present situation – in other words what is the District doing right and what is the District doing wrong or could do better.

LK stated that the end goal is to answer the question “Is what we are doing working?”  In addition the District needs specific recommendations.  The report should confirm what the District has been doing or recommend changes to be made. 
Both SH and SN stated that although the District has much data, they still felt that the District does not have sufficient historical data from a scientific perspective to back up opinions and that is why some of the statements are not as strong as the Commissioners might like.  Both stated that they tried to balance their opinions so they are scientifically sound.
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LK said that there should be a greater level of communication between ECO and the District.  The lack of date and the holes in the data could be part of the recommendations and how to fill these holes in.  What we need is a report that will help guide the District in the future.  

SH stated that perhaps the report contains too much science and not enough data.  This meeting helps broaden the scope of what should be in this document.  He understands that this report and summary should list what should be done as goals and it must also list specific recommendations to accomplish these goals.

DN stated that part of their recommendations could include how LPSD can better gather data so that any future updated report will have better data to work with.

SN sees a need for a 2-3 page summary with recommendations and rewording of what we have now.

CS said that the District would have no problem with a disclaimer in the report stating that the data was insufficient as a basis for findings.  The report should say “this is what we found and this is what needs to be done to accomplish these goals.”  We want people to know we are doing the best job that we can.  In a two page summary we need to know the positives and what can be done better and why.

SH talked about what needs to be done.  There probably will need to be some revisions in the document and a 2 page bullet type summary.

CS said that the bullets need to be cleaned up.  Summary should be in bullet format as a summary of current status.  Basically should be divided into two – methods that are working and methods that need to be improved.

SN and SH agreed that changes can be made in the document.  They will work on it and provide an updated draft.

RN mentioned that the report should have a date range or at least when it is effective.  District may well need an update in 3 to 5 years to review how methods are working.

A general discussion was held about fish data versus ecology of the lake data.  Parties talked about wetland purchases versus purchases of significantly sloped land.

Parties agreed that the revised draft should be provided in three weeks and  the final draft in one month.

Meeting adjourned at 10:30 A.M.

________________________________John F. Ruf, Secretary

________________________________Approved: Richard Nowacki, President

