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This plan was prepared under the provisions of the Wisconsin Nonpoint Source Water Pollution
Abatement Program by the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources and the Marinette and
Oconto County Land Conservation Departments.
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State of Wisconsin DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
Carroll D. Basaony
 Secretery

BOX 1921
MADISON, WISCONSIN 53707

May 27, 1986 IN REPLY REFER TO: 3200

Mr. Oscar Tachick, Chair

Oconto County Board of Supervisors
111 Arbutus Avenue, P.0O. Box 88
Oconto, Wisconsin 54153

Mr. Theodore Suave, Chair
Marinette County Board of Supervisors

700 Owena St.
Marinette, Wisconsin 54143

Dear Chairmen:

I am pleased to be able to approve the Nonpoint Source Control Plan for the

Little River Priority Watershed. As you know, the watershed encompasses
portions of Oconto and Marinette Counties. Your County is to be congratulated
for its efforts in assisting in development of the Plan and preparing for its
jmplementation. 1 am especially impressed by the high degree of cooperation
~among the Counties to reach the common goal of protecting and improving the
water resources of the area.

The Plan estimates total needs in the watershed to be $3,470,647 for
instaliation of Nonpoint Source Management practices and 23 person years of
effort to provide administration and technical assistance. Over the eight
year project, actual cost and personnel needs will, of course, depend of
participation rates during the three year sign-up period. The Department's
Nonpoint Source Program has made funds available for additional County staff
and for cost-sharing of installation of management practices.

Judging by the response to the public hearings on the plan, there is a great
opportunity to achieve the water quality goals layed out in the Plan.
Enhancement and protection of 20 miles of trout streams, 43 miles of warm
water sport fishery streams, 7 lakes and the near shore waters of Green Bay

are very worthwhile goals.
The Plan for Control of Nonpoint Source Pollution in the Little River

Watershed has been reviewed by Department staff and meets the intent and
conditions of s. 144,25, Statutes, and NR 120, Wisconsin Administrative Code.
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It is consistent with, and wil} serve to implement, the areawide water qualjiity
plan (Section 208, PL92-500) for the Upper Green Bay Basin and is, therefore,
approved as an element part of that plan.

Sincerely,
@,B‘M(»Q

c. D. Y

Secre ’

CDB:c1s/7390T
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RESOLUTION # 61 - 1986

TO: HONORABLE CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE OCONTQ COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

RE: COUNTY BOARD APPROVAL OF THE NON-PGINT SOURCE CONTROL PLAN FOR THE LITTLE
RIVER PRIORITY WATERSHED, LOCAL ASSISTANCE AGREEMENT ARD NON-POINT SOQURCE

GRANT AGREEMENT

WHEREAS this Plan has been prepared by the Department of
Natural Resources with assistance from the Oconto and Marinette County Land
Conservation Departments,Soil Conservaticn Service and U.W. Extension

”

WHEREAS the purpose of this Plan is to help identify land-
owners with "Non-Point Runoff" from Ag Waste and Soil Erosion Problems and
provide them cost sharing money for those who volunteer to participate

WUEREAS the Locsl Assistance Agreement betiween the DNR and

Ocontc County is to reimburse Oconto County for tasks completed over anc above
a base level necessary to implement the Lt. River Priority Watershed Plan

WHEREAS the Non-Point Source Grant Agreement reimburses the
County for funds used for the Cost-Sharing of best management practices

WHEREES the maximan Grar: Amount is $800,000 in this Agree-
mert and as the County draws down this amcun:, additicnal amounts will be
allocstel ss reguested. Therefore

LT 1T BE RESOLVED trat the Oconto County Board of Supervisc
Little River Priority Watershel Flan, Locsl Assistsnce Loreement
‘nt Source Jran: Agreement and sutrorize the County Bosrd Jhairman o
cessary doluments.

Submitted this 19th day of JSune 18zZ

BY: THE LAND CONSERVATION COMMITIr:Z
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A NONPOINT SOURCE CONTROL PLAN
FOR THE
LITTLE RIVER PRIORITY WATERSHED PROJECT

SUMMARY

A, Introeduction

The Little River Priority Watershed Plan addresses the needs for the control of
nonpoint source pollution to the Little River and its tributaries. The watershed
is located in Oconto and Marinette Counties in northern Wisconsin. Nonpoint
source pollution is the pollution carried to the surface water or groundwater
through the action of rainfall runoff or smowmelt. In this watershed the sources
of this type of pollution include: upland erosion, streambank erosion, gully
erosion, barnyard runoff, and field spread manure runoff.

The plan sets out objectives for each stream or lake and the level of nonpoint
source control needed to reach the objectives. The report also describes the
administrative procedure and the agency responsibilities for carrying out the
plan. The plan was developed jointly by the Oconto and Marinette County Land
Conservation Departments and the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources.

Funding for this plan and its implementation is from the Wisconsin Nonpoint
Source Water Pollution Abatement Program.

There are 15 streams and 23 lakes, as well as the nearshore waters of Green Bay,
in this watershed which are affected by nonpoint source pollution to varying
degrees. The watershed area is 218 square miles in size.

B, Assessing the Water Resources and Nonpoint Source Control Needs

The water quality of the streams and lakes within the watershed were assessed
with several methods. The basic goal of these assessments was to determine the
use each water resource is currently supporting and the potential use the
resource could support if nonpoint source pollution is controlled. Examples of
water resource uses are fishing and contact recreational uses such as swimming,

The severity of the nonpoint sources of pollution was also assessed. With the
help of state funding, the counties hired staff to conduct an inventory of the
various sources. This information was collected on a "subwatershed" basis. The
overall watershed was divided into 8 subwatersheds based on the lands draining
to the major surface water resources within the watershed. The four major
categories of nonpoint sources in the watershed, upland erosion, streambank
erosion, barnyard runoff and manure spreading runoff, were inventoried in detail.
These inventories included all or portions of the properties of 1,262 landowners,
The procedures for these inventories are briefly described below.

1. Upland Erosion: The soil loss on 94,074 acres of cropland, woodland,
pasture and grasslands was determined using the Universal Soil Loss Equation.
The soil loss (in tons/acre/year) was summed for each landowner within each
subwatershed.
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2. Streambank Erosion: The four major streams in the watershed, the Little
River, Kelly Brook, Daley Creek and Jones Creek, were assessed for this source.
The entire length of each stream was walked or canoed and information gathered
at each eroded site on its location, length, height, recession rate (amount the
bank is cutting back) in feet/year, and cattle access. The total tons of
sediment loss was calculated for each site and summed for each landowner along

the stream.

3. Barnyard Runoff: For each barnyard in the watershed a calculation was
made estimating the amount of pollution (phosphorus) runoff from the barnyard
in spring conditions during a certain size rain storm. This assessment was done
for 268 yards in the watershed. Within each subwatershed the yards were ranked
as to the severity of the phosphorus load.

4. Manure Spreading Runoff: The potential for winter field spread manure
runoff was estimated for each landowner. This was done by comparing the amount
of manure produced by each herd and the slope and flooding potential of the land
on which it was likely to be spread. The amount of land receiving manure during
the winter which could cause water quality problems was estimated for. each
landowner. '

A nonpoint source pollution control strategy was developed using information from
the water resource assessment and the inventories. Based on the inventory, 206
of these landowners had at least one nonpoint source that was determined to be
very important in terms of impacts on water quality. There were 211 landowners
who had nonpoint sources of medium importance and 845 landowners who had minor
oY no nonpoint sources on their lands. Objectives were set for each water
resource and the pollution control level needed to reach the objective was
determined,

C. Inventory Results and Water Resource Objectives

The attached table summarizes: 1) the objectives for the major streams and lakes
in the watershed, 2) the nonpoint source pollution reduction goals for each water
resource, and 3) the inventory results for each subwatershed.

D. Administering the Project

The county Land Gonservation Departments (LCD) will have the major responsibility
for administering this project at the watershed level. The LCDs will: contact
the landowners, sign the cost share agreements, design practices, certify proper
installation of the practices, make the cost share payments to the landowners,
keep all records, and conduct an education and Iinformation program. The LGDs
will receive assistance for these responsibilities from the Soil Conservation
Service (8CS), UW-Extension, and the Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation
Service (ASGS). The counties will receive funding for the extra staff needed
to carry out the project and for the cost share monies from the state of
Wisconsin through the Department of Natural Resources.

- vi -






E. General Procedures for Implementing the Project

The project will begin in the spring of 1986. There will be a three year period
during which the counties will contact landowners, and the landowners will be
able to enter into “"cost share agreements" with the counties for the installation
of the necessary management practices. Among other things, the cost share
agreement will list the practices, the cost share amount, and the schedule for
the installation of the practices. A landowner can schedule a practice to be
installed up to five years from the signing of the cost share agreement,
Entering into the agreement is voluntary but no new agreements will be signed
after the three year period. A list of the eligible practices and their cost
share rates is given in the watershed plan, on Table 18.

After the agreement is signed by the landowner and the county, the county will
provide designs for the practices. The landowner will be responsible for
arranging for the installation of the practice and the county must certify that
the practice was installed in accordance with the design specifications. The
landowner then presents the pald bills for the practice to the county for
reimbursement of the cost share portion. Upon approval by the county, a check
igs issued to the landowner for the cost share amount.

F. Project Costs and County Staff Needs

Baged on the inventory data, estimates were made of the costs of all the needed
practices in the watershed. If there was 100% particlpation by the landowners
and all the needed practices were installed, the total costs (landowner and state
share) would be $3,470,647. Of this amount $2,330,375 would be the state cost
share portion. A more reasonable estimate of the cost share funds needed for
this project is §1,747,781 which is derived from using a 75% participation rate.

The additional staff needed by the counties to administer the project was also
estimated, On the average, there will be a need for 2 - 2.5 additional staff
each year for the 8 years of the project.

G. Information and Education Program

An information and education program will be conducted throughout the project
period, This program will be most intense during the first three years of the
project and the activities will taper off during the rest of the project. The
activities will include: management practice demonstrations, tours, newsletters,
and public meetings. Some of this work was begun during the time this plan was
being drafted.

H. Evaluating the Project

The Department of Natural Resources will be responsible for evaluating the
progress of the project. The evaluation will include two approaches. First,
the changes in land use and calculated pollution levels as a result of the
practices installed will be investigated. Second, the actual changes in water
quality and water use (such as fish populations)} that resulted from the project
will be measured,. The changes in the water quality will depend wupon
participation and cooperation of the landowners within the project area.
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Table §-1. Water Resource Objectives, Inventory Results and Pollutant Reductionm Goals

Water Pol lutant Upland Erosion Barnyard Runoff Manure Mgmt Streambank Erosion
Subwatershed: Resource Load Soil Loss # of Phos. Critical Eroded Soil Loss
Water Resource Chjectives Reduction Acres (tons/yr) Yards {Lbs/vyr) Ac. Spread Sites{ft) (t/ym)
Daley Creek: 70% 11768 8349 29 253 157 900 15.3
Daley Creek 1
Upper Kelly Br: 70% 2030 3393 20 230 235 2370 26.9
Kelly Brook 1
Kelly Lake 8
White Lake 8
Round Lake 8
Pecor Lake 8
Makholm Lake 8
Cooley Lake 9
Lower Kelly Br: 70% 513 2516 35 356 183 24484 237.1
Kelly Brook 4,5
Upper Little R: 70% 1649 3075 38 383 362 8070 66.1
Little River 4 .
Creek 18-3 2
Porcupine Lake 8
Middle Little R: 70% 1787 4522 35 221 ) 242 980 8.3
Little River 3,5,7
Lower Little R: 70% 1292 3464 38 351 254 6566 223.6
Little River 3,5,7 :
Jones Creek: 70% 1208 1397 17 234 180 10300 105.2
Jones Creek 6
Green Bay: 70% 1165 2837 29 189 160 na na
Green Bay 10
Chjectives: 1. Protect the current trout fishery
2. Improve the current trout fishery

3. Protect the current northern pike fishery
4 Improve the northern pike fishery
5. Protect the current smallmouth bass fishery
&. Improve the smallmouth bass fishery
7. Improve the walleye fishery

8. Protect the curent trophic status of lake

9. Improve the trophic status of the lake

10. Protect northernpike & walleye spawning in nearshore waters






PREFACE

A Purpose and Approach of The Nonpoint Source Water Pollution Abatement
Program

The Little River Watershed was selected in June of 1983 as the Priority
Watershed under the Wisconsin Nonpoint Source Water Pollution Abatement Program.
This program was created by the state legislature in 1978 as a means to reduce
surface and groundwater pollution by Nonpoint Pollution Sources. These sources
include: eroding agricultural lands, eroding stream banks and road sides, poorly
managed livestock wastes, erosion from established and developing urban areas,
and storm water runoff from urban areas.:

The Wisconsin Nonpoint Source Program approach to water quality management has
four major characteristics:

1. The purpose of the program ig to improve or protect water resources.
Although the installation of land management practices is at the core of the
program, the application under this program is restricted to sources that
contribute significantly to water quality problems.

2, The program is implemented on a watershed basis so that all the major
Nonpoint Sources in an area draining to a water resource can be addressed at the
same time. A substantial commitment of money and staff time is needed to control
enough of the critical Nonpoint Pollution Sources to affect water quality, and
limiting the program to selected watersheds helps assure that the comprehensive
effort needed can be made. To date, there are 26 active Priority Watersheds in
addition to the Little River Watershed in wvarious stages of planning or
implementation.

3. Involvement in the program by landowners, land renters, or municipalities
that have critical Nonpoint Pollution Sources is voluntary. Participation is
encouraged by state level cost share assistance (to help offset the cost of
installing the recommended best management practices), and an information and
education program (to raise landowner awareness of the Nonpoint Source Program
and foster its acceptance).

4. The Nonpoint Source Program is conducted locally by the counties in the
watershed. Using this watershed plan as a guide, the counties in the watershed
provide technical assistance necessary to design and install the needed best
management practices, provide administrative and financial management, and carry
out the information/education program. This effort is usually carried out by
the staff of the county’s Land Conservation Department, the Soil Conservation
Service, and the U.W. Extension under the authority of the County Board and/or
County Land Conservation Committee.

B. How and Why the Little River Watershed Was Selected

Priority watersheds, including the Little River Watershed, are selected because
of:

1. The severity of water quality problems in the watershed.






2. The Importance of controlling Nonpoint Sources of pollution in order to
obtain the water guality improvement or protection.

3. The capability and willingness of the local government agencies to carry
out the planning and implementation of their project,

The watersheds are selected through a three step process. First, all the
watersheds in the state are ranked based upon water quality and landuse factors.
Second, regional advisory groups recommend watersheds for their area of the
state. Third, the State Nonpoint Source Coordinating Committee recommends
watersheds to the Department of Natural Resources Watersheds for selection. When
a watershed is selected, an offer of a project is sent to the County Boards of
those counties in the watershed boundaries.

C. Organization of This Report and How it Was Developed

Priority Watershed Project is carried out in two steps: planning and
implementation.

During the planning phase, the Department of Natural Resources, the Gounty Land
Conservation Departments and other local agencies work together to produce a
watershed plan. The plan evaluates Nonpoint Source problems and proposes methods
for solving them. The second phase of the project is the implementation of the

plan,

Once the offer of a Priority Watershed Project by the Department is accepted by
the County Boards, the local agencies along with the Department of Natural
Resources prepare a watershed plan. This document is that plan. The rest of
this report contains two parts. Part I assesses water quality and watershed
conditions, and identifies the management practices and actions necessary to
improve and/or protect the water quality of the watershed. Part II identifies
the tasks necessary to carxry out the plan, the agencies responsible for the
various tasks, and the time frame for completing the identified tasks., This
portion also includes estimates of the funds required to install the recommended
practices and administer the project,

The implementation phase of the project begins with the approval of this plan
by both the Department of Natural Resources and the involved County Boards.
During this phase, the State will provide funds for the counties to carry out
the recommendations made on the plan, This implementation phase may last up to
eight years, During an initial three year period certain landowners in the
watershed will be contacted and will be eligible to receive cost sharing for
practices recommended in this plan. The cost sharing agreement signed by the
landowner and the county outlines the practices, costs, cost share amounts, and
schedule of installation. The practices can be scheduled for installation up
to five years from the date of the signing of the cost share agreement.

This watershed plan was written with the best information available at the time
of its preparation, Situations and conditions may change during the
implementation of this phase, requiring changes in this document. Any revisions
to this document must be approved by both the County and the Department of
Natural Resources.
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MANAGEMENT PLAN

1. GENERAL WATERSHED DESGRIPTION

A. General Location and Water Resources

The Little River Watershed is located in northern Oconto and southern Marinette
Counties on the west shore of Green Bay. It includes the lands draining to the Little
River and its tributaries. The Little River junctions with the Oconto River about 11
stream miles from Green Bay. The watershed covers 218 gquare miles, with 205 square
miles in Oconto County and 13 square miles in Marinette County, A map of the watershed
is shown in Figure 1. There are 15 streams and 24 lakes within the Little River
Watershed as briefly described in Tables 1 and 2 respectively, and shown in Figure 2.

Table 1: Physical Characteristics of the Streams in the Little River Watershed

(2)

(1) _ Q7,2 Watershed
Stream Sub- Length Flow Gradient Area
Name watershed (Miles) {(cfs) (ft/mile) (sq miles)
Beaver Creek LK 3.6 .09 11.0 3.3
Brooks Creek DC 2.1 L1l 13.0 4.1
Daley Creek DC 7.3 .76 9.5 20.6
Jones Creek JC 5.3 .35 15.0 11.4
Kelly Brook UK/LK 21.8 1.39 7.5 74.8
Little River UL/ML/LL 24.5 2.78 9.5 177.7
Thomas Slough GB 2.0 i 9.0 15.1
Un-named Creeks:
Cr 12-1 UK 1.8 .04 5.0 1.3
Cr 18-2 UK 1.8 .09 10.5 3.1
Cr 18-3 UL .8 .07 14.0 2.6
Cr 19-13 UK 2.2 17 10.0 6.1
Cr 20-6 ML 2.0 .12 10.5 4.2
Cr 24-13 LL 3.5 .16 23.0 5.5
Cr 32-6 DG 1.3 .02 12.0 .9
Cr 33-4 GB 3.0 .13 10.0 4.5

(1) The 8 subwatersheds in the Little River Watershed are:

DC = Daley Cr; GB = Green Bay; JC = Jones Creek; 1K = Lower Kelly Brook;
LL = Lower Little River; ML = Middle Little River; UK = Upper Kelly Brook; and
UL = Upper Little River.

(2) Low Flow here is given as the estimated Q7,2 which is the annual minimum 7-day
mean flow, below which the flow will fall on an average of once in 2 years. The
Q7,2 flows were estimated by the method used in U.S. Geological Survey Report
80-749 Low-Flow Characteristics of Streams in the Menominee-Oconto-Peshtigo River
Basin, Wisconsin, based on the drainage area for the streams.






Table 2: Physical Characteristics for the Lakes in the Little River Watershed

Sub Surface Maximum Public
Lake Water Area Depth Access
Name Shed {(acres) (feet) {tvype)
Beaver Lake LK 8.2 22 none
Broocks Lake DG .6 15 none
Company Lake LK 15.3 49 none
Cooley Lake UK 52.0 43 adjacent county land
Hoerth Lake UK 6.0 23 none
Johnsgon Lake UK 6.3 6 none
Kelly Lake UK 326.0 41 1 town park, town roads and 4
ramps
Klaus Lake DC 22.4 50 none
Kuplie Lake LK 15.2 22 none
Long Lake UK 37.9 22 none
MakHolm Lake UK 12.9 52 adjacent county land
Pecor Lake UK 18.8 23 town park
Peterson Lake UK 7.8 56 none
Porcupine Lake UL 30.3 20 town park-w/ramp
Round Lake UK 28.0 31 town park-w/o ramp
Spice Lake DC 19.9 34 none
White Lake UK 49.5 49 town park
Un-named lakes:
Lake 1-6 UK 2.6 4 none
Lake 1-16 DC 1.9 9 none
Lake 3-11 1K 3.2 34 town road
Lake 4-6 UL 3.8 3 none
Lake 10-8 DG 3.4 6 none
Lake 1l4-4 UK 8.7 b none
Green Bay GB 4,0 in 2 county parks, 1 state
watershed hunting area
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Figure 2: Water Resources in the Little River Watershed
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B. Land Use

The watershed is mostly rural in nature with about two thirds of the area in
agriculture use and one third of the area in uncultivated wetlands. Dairying is the
major type of agriculture in the area, with few other types of livestock operations
and very little cash grain, In this watershed there are 268 barnyards. Figure 3
indicates the percentages of different land uses and respective soil losses in the
watershed. This information is broken down in more detail by subwatershed in Table
11.

The only incorporated area within the watershed in the Village of Lena. It is a small
municipality and runoff in the developed area does not contribute significantly to the
water quality conditions relative to the runoff from the rural areas.

C. Soils and Topography

The topography and soils of the Little River Watershed were formed as a result of the
last glacier advance. The topography can be divided into three general regions within
the watershed due to the glacial deposits. The western quarter of the watershed (the
headwaters of Kelly Brook and Daley Greek) has the steepest topography, ranging from
undulating to hilly, composed of ground moraine, outwash plain and glacial lake
deposits. 1In the center two-thirds of the watershed (Lower Kelly, Upper Little, Middle
Little, Lower Little and Jones Creek Subwatersheds), the slopes of the ground moraine
lessen somewhat to become undulating. The eastern quarter of the watershed (Green Bay
Subwatershed) is made up of nearly level outwash plains and lake deposits.

There are many depressions with wetlands throughout the watershed, commonly separating
the uplands from surface waters.

There are two narrow esker ridges in the central area of the watershed (north and
northwest of Lena) composed of glacial sand and gravel deposits which are frequently
mined,

Most of the upland soils were formed over loamy reddish glacial till. The soils are
deep and primarily loams, loamy sands and sandy loams (Onaway, Soloma and Emmet). In
general, these soils allow rapid enough percolation for groundwater recharge, but not
rapid enough to cause groundwater pollution problems. Where the water table is not
too high, they should be suitable for filter strips and manure spreading. Seelyeville
and Markey mucks are found in the low areas, along with some mucky loams sands (Ensley
and Brevort).

Along the Green Bay shore, the soils become loamy fine sands, fine sandy loams and fine
sands (Wainola, Cormant and Deford). The water table in these soils is generally very
shallow, making them unsuitable for filter areas or manure management practices.






Figure 3: Landuse and Soil Loss in the Little River Watershed
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I1. METHODS OF ASSESSING THE WATER QUALITY,
THE WATERSHED'S NONPOINT SOURCE CONDITIONS, AND
THE NONPCINT SOURCE CONTROL NEEDS

A. Water Resources Assessment Methods
1. Introduction

As part of the watershed planning process, considerable time and effort was given
to the determination of the current water quality and water use conditions of the
streams and lakes In the project area. Then an assessment was made of the potential
changes in water quality and use that might be expected as a result of the control of
Nonpoint Source pollution. This assessment was made based on many sources of
information including: chemical and biological water quality data from DNR files, the
Surface Water Resources of Oconto County and the Surface Water Resources of Marinette
County publications; along with input from county LCD and 8CS staff, DNR fish managers,
and DNR water quality specialists. Five of the tools used in this assessment are
discussed in more detail below.

2. Biotic Index

The type of insects found living on rocks and other habitat in a streambed are
reflective of the water conditions of that stream. Certain species of insects will
only tolerate unpolluted water while others are able to survive various degrees of
water pollution. The term water pollution in this description means organic material
in the water. Two ways organic pollution affects water quality are:

1) the organic material adds nutrients to the water which may result in
nuisance growth of algae or weeds, :

2)  The breakdown of the organic material by bacteria can deplete the water
of its dissolved oxygen {(which is required for fish survival).

A system has been developed in Wisconsin by which the identification of a stream's
aquatic insects can be used to develop an index number which indicates the degree of
organic pollution in that stream. The procedure used in Wisconsin is called the
Hilsenhoff Biotic Index (HBI). Organic pollution tolerance values are assigned to
various gpecies of insects. The scale of these values is 0-5 with zero being the least
tolerant (insects least tolerant to organic pollutioen in the streams). The number and
types of insects found at a stream site are used to calculate a HRI value between zero
and five for the streamg, Quantitative descriptions of water quality for the index
studies are given in Table 3 below. This procedure was conducted on four streams at
eight sites in the watershed in 1980 and at 13 sites in 1982. The results of this
sampling are shown in Table 7.






Table 3: Qualitative Descriptions for the Biotic Index (HBI)

HBI Water Degree

Range Quality Organic Pollution

0.00-1,75 Excellent No organic pollution

1.76-2.25 Very good Possible slight organic pollution
2.26-2.67 Good Some organic pollution

2.78-3.50 Fair Significant organic pollution
3.51-4.25 Poor Very significant organiec pollution
4.26-5.00 Very poor Sever organic pollution

Source: DNR Technical Bulletin No. 13 (1982)

3. Stream and Lake Fishery Surveys

The fishery of a water body is a major indication of the health of that water
resource. There are several different levels of fishery surveys which give wvarying
levels of detail regarding the existing fishery. The simplest is to conduct a creel
census of the anglers using the stream to identify what species are being caught. The
most complex is to conduct an intense sampling survey, count the types of fish species
and numbers of each species present and determine a species distribution for the
stream. It is important to know the type of survey when interpreting the results.
Review of historical fishery survey results can give an indication of changes in the
fishery over time and thus trends in the water quality of the stream. The available
fishery information for the streams and lakes in the watershed are shown in Tables 8a
and 8b, respectively.

4, Stream Habitat Rating Assessment

To assist with determining the present and potential future fishery uses of the
streams, a procedure developed by Joe Ball of the DNR described in the draft
publication Stream Classification Guidelines for Wisconsin (Ball, 1982) was used, The
system uses an inventory of the stredm's physical fish habitat (stream flow, bed type,
amount of riffles and pools, streaming conditions, etc) along with water quality, water
temperature, pH, and current stream biotic conditions to classify the present fishery
use of the stream. Then this information is modified to simulate the conditions that
may be present as a result of the successful Nonpoint Source Control Project in the
watershed, The second step results in an indication of the fishery which may be
expected after a successful Nonpoint Source Control Project. Below is a table
indicating the general conditions that need to be present in order for a stream to
support a certain type of fishery.
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Table 4: Physical and Chemical Criteria Guidelines for Aquatic Life Use Classes

Use Class and Criteria
Parameter A B C D E

Flow (cfs) (1) >.5 >3 >.2 .1 >0

Water Quality
Dissolved Oxygen

(MG/1)(3) >4 >3 >3 >1 <l
Temperature (Deg.) <75 <86 <86 <90 >90
(3)
pH (3) 5-9.5 5-10.5 5-10.5 4-11 4-11
Toxics (4) <acute <acute <acute acute >acute
Habitat Rating (1) <144 <14ﬁ <144 >144 >200
(1) Wisconsin DNR "<" means "less than”
(2) U.S. EPA (1977) ">" means "more than"

{3) Alabaster & Lloyd (1980)
{(4) U.5. EPA (1980)

A: Cold Water Sport Fishery

B: Warm Water Sport Fishery

C: Valuable Tolerant Storage Fishery
D: Rough Fish

E: No Fishery

Department of Natural Resources (Bureau of Water Resources Management)} staff made
habitat observations on four streams in the watershed in May 1985 and completed Stream
Habitat Ratings for those streams at four sites. The results are shown in Table 9.

5. Limited Stream Water Chemistry Information

There are a wvariety of water chemistry parameters which can be sampled and
analyzed, each giving a different indication of water quality conditions and
limitations. Very intensive sampling is needed to draw an accurate representation of
water quality because of the complex interactions of the different parameters and the
changes within each parameter over hours of the day and days of the year. For streams,
five of these parameters are most useful for determining general conditions. Dissolved
oxygen is essential for a healthy fishery and extremely high or low values indicate
an over abundance of aquatic vegetation such as algae. The amount of oxygen the water
can hold varies with water temperature. Suspended golids is a measurement of the
turbidity or amount of sediment the stream is carrying. High levels can be detrimental
to fish and carry attached nutrients. Total Phosphorus is an indicator of the nutrient
levels in the stream which are available for aquatic plants to utilize. Biochemical
Oxygen Demand (BOD) vrepresents the amount of organic material available to be
decomposed, which uses up dissolved oxygen. Membrane filter coliform counts give an
estimate of the levels of bacteria in the water which can enter the water through
animal or human wastes. High levels can be a health risk for body contact or drinking.
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Very limited water chemistry information is available for streams in the Little River
Watershed. However, what is available does help interpret the results of the other
water quality assessment tools. Table 10a shows the data available for the watershed,
as well as some general ranges of values associated with good water quality conditions.

6. Lake Trophic State Index

An assessment of the lakes in the watershed which have public access was also
conducted, based on existing water chemistry information. The water quality condition
of a lake is often referred to as the lake’s "trophic status". In general, this refers
to the nutrient level in the lake's waters. A lake with high levels of nutrients will
support nuisance algae and weed growth and is termed "eutrophic. A lake low in
nutrients that has clear water during the summer is called "oligotrophic". A level
between these two classes called "mesotrophic".

There are three indicators commonly used to establish the "trophic status" of a lake,
The first is the in-lake phosphorus concentration. In Wisconsin lakes, phosphorus is
usually the most significant nutrient limiting the growth of algae and weeds. The
higher the concentration of phosphorus in the water, the greater the potential for
nuisance growth of algae and weeds. The level of a substance called chlorophyll a is
a second indicator of the trophic status of a lake. Chlorophyll a in the water can
be correlated with the amount of algae in the water. The third indicator is the secchi
disc depth. This is a measurement of the depth of sunlight penetration and turbidity
of the water due to suspended material, especially algae. It is conducted by lowering
a secchi disc, a black and white weighted plate, into the water and measuring the depth
at which it can no longer been seen.

Values from these three water quality parameters can be used to calculate Carlson's
Trophic State Index (TSI) for a lake. The TSI is a numerical rating of O to 100 of
lake trophic status, from oligotrophic to eutrophic, respectively., Several computer
models have been developed to determine the TSI value and predict the future trophic
status of a lake given a change in the amount of nutrients entering the lake on a
yearly basis. The very general guidelines for phosphorus, chlorophyll a, and secchi
depth associated with the different trophic status levels are given below in Table 5.

7.  Summary

The Biotic Index, fishery surveys, habitat assessment and water chemistry analyses
are important tools for helping to establish the water quality and water use objectives
for the watershed project, Although these different water quality assessment
techniques cannot predict the changes in water quality and water use with 100%
accuracy, they are the appropriate methods for appraising the current and potential
future conditions of the water resources in the project area.
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Table 5: Water Quality Index Values for Wisconsin Lakes Based on Total Phosphorus,
Chlorophyll a Concentrations, and Water Clarity

Approx. Approx. Approx. Approx.
Total Water Chloro a Trophic Lake
Water Phos. Clarity Status Trophic
Quality {(ppm.) (ft) {ppm) Index Status
Excellent >.001 <20 >1 >34 oligotrophic
V. Good .001-.01 10-20 1- 5 34-44 oligo/mesotrophic
Good .01-.,03 6-10 5-10 44.-50 mesotrophic
Fair .03-.05 5- 6 10-15 50-54 eutrophic
Poor .05-.15 3- 5 15-30 54-60 eutrophic
V. Poor <.15 >3 <30 <60 eutrophic

(1) Source: DNR Technical Bulletin 138 (1983)
(2) After Carlson (1977)

">" means "less than"
"<" means "greater than"

Water Chemistry and TSI values for lakes in the Little River Watershed are given in
Table 10b,

B. PollutantlSource Assessment Methods
1. Introduction

Another part of the watershed planning process was the collection of information
on the various nonpoint sources of pollution in the watershed. These were conducted
under the supervision of the County Land Conservation Department (LCDs) with funding
support from the DNR. People were hired by the LCDs to gather the actual field data.
The quality of these data were reviewed and approved by the 1LCDs. Then the data was
sent to the DNR for analysis. The inventory methods used for each category of nonpoint
pollution sources are described below.

Before the inventories were conducted, the watershed was divided into eight sub-
watersheds (see Figure 4). The divisions were based upon individual water resources
which could be protected or improved as a result of the control of nonpoint sources
of pollution. The data from each of the inventories were organized by each of the sub-
watersheds. With this information, objectives could be set for each water body and
the corresponding reduction in pollutants needed to meet the objective could be
determined.

2. Upland Erosion

Upland erosion is of concern because it can be the main contributor of sediment
to the streams and lakes of the watershed. Sediment in streams and lakes, in turn,
adversely impacts the water resources in many ways. The suspended sediment can make
it difficult for fish to feed, and it can abrade fish gills, making the fish more
susceptible to disease. The suspended sediment also causes the water to be warmer in
the summer, and warmer water cannot hold as much oxygen as cold water. Sediment that
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has settled out to the stream or lake bottom can fill up pools and streams (destroying
the fish habitat) and can fill up the bays in lakes (promoting excess aquatic weed
growth). Soil from cropland entering the water can also contain nutrients and
pesticides which can both increase the algae and wee growth in lakes and harm the
biota of a water body.

Upland erosion (for this project}) is defined as the sheet and rill erosion from land
areas and is commonly measured by soil loss in tomns per acre per year. This class of
erosion includes only the type that results from the overland flow of water on fields.
It does not include the gully and streambank types of erosion. The most common method
of measuring upland erosion is the Universal Soil Loss Equation (USLE). This method
calculates the soil loss from a field and tons of so0il lost from the field during an
average year. The factors used to make this determination on a field are: rainfall
runoff, soil erosivity, land cover, present management practices, slope, and slope
length.

This calculated soil loss is not necessarily the amount of soil that enters the channel
system to be delivered to the surface waters. In the Little River Watershed, however,
this delivered sediment is hard to calculate because of the lack of methods available
to estimate sediment transport which adequately account for the physical conditions
of the watershed, such as lack of well defined drainage patterns, variable topography
and the numerous wetlands, Compared to watersheds with steeper topography, the
delivery rate in the Little River Watershed is relatively low. However, silt deposits
on the streambed of the Little River and Kelly Brock are evidence of some sediment
delivery to the streams, The filtering ability of the wetlands adjacent to the surfacé
waters does serve to reduce the amount of soil reaching the streams. However, the
sediment that is delivered to the wetlands carries attached nutrients which pass
through the wetlands to the receiving water. Therefore, control of upland erosion is
necessary to achieve water resource objectives related to nutrient level reductions
throughout the watershed and site specific sediment impacts, as well as to protect
the filtering capacity of the wetlands. For purposes of the watershed analysis, the
USLE soil loss values are used to identify the relative significance of different land
areas for potentially contributing nutrients and sediment to the surface waters and
wetlands., The soil loss values are also used to estimate the percent of change in
sediment pollution which can be expected from the installation of soil erosion control
practices.

The entire watershed was inventoried for upland erosion potential on a parcel by parcel
(generally a cropped field size parcels) basis, USLE factors plus the location,
landowner identification code, and present practice information was collected. A
parcel was defined as a field with homogenius individual USLE factors and was bounded
by landowner property lines and watershed or subwatershed lines. The parcels generally
ranged in size from 2 to 35 acres, and data was collected on about 7,500 parcels in
the entire watershed. The results of the upland inventory are shown in Tables 11
through 13.

3. Streambank Erosion Survey

Streambank erosion is the obvious bank failure along channels caused by the
cutting action of water on the banks. This erosion is important because of its direct
impact on fish habitat in terms of bank shade and cover, in addition to the impact of
the sediment filling up the stream's pools. Streambank erosion can be caused by
cultural activities (such as grazing cattle) or it can be a natural condition.
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Figure 4: Subwatersheds in the Little River Watershed
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Table 11: Summary of Acres and Tons of Erosion for Each Landuse Category for the Little River Watershed

DALY C€R UPPER KELLY LOWER KELLY JONES CR UPPER LITTLE MIDDLE LITTLE LOWER LITTLE GREEN BAY WATERSHED TOTA

Landuse Acres Tons Acres Tons Acres Tons Acres Tons Acres Tans Acres Tons Acres Tons Acres Tens Acres Tons
Eroding Eroding Eroding Eroding Eroding Eroding Eroding Eroding Erodin

Cropland 7366 18404 5242 11023 8778 12085 4489 6557 9575 13171 9542 16689 9567 13479 8753 13250 63312 10465
(45%) (90%) (38%) (95%) (57TX) (95%) (59%) (95%) (52%) (96%) (51%) (97%) (45%) (93%) (33%) (96%) L7%) (95%
Pasture 284 241 221 122 379 167 194 82 394 142 418 178 296 148 425 149 2611 122
(2%) (1% (2%) (1) (2%) 1% (3% (1% (2%) (1% (2%) (1% (2%) (1%) (2% (1% (2%) (T4
Grassland 1779 1645 615 287 913 422 456 210 865 345 1071 303 1471 558 1531 415 8701 418
(11%) (8% (4% (3%) (6%) (3%) {6%) (3% (5%) 3% (6%) {2%) (8%) (4%) (6% (3%) {6%) (4%

Woodland 2339 154 2590 1Mé 1690 27 867 79 2779 54 2561 39 3886 45 2738 44 19450 55
C14%) (1% (19%) (1%) (11%) (1% C11%) (1% (15%) --- (14%) - (20%) === (10%) == (14%) .-

Wetland 4172 e 4342 --- 3245 --- 1165 --- 4332 --- 4521 .- 3553 --- 11700 === 37030 ---
(26%) === (32%) --- {21%) --- (15%) --- (23%) e (24%) --- 18%) --- (45%) .- (27%) ==

Farmstd/

Resident 395 .- 663 --- 404 --- 339 --- 428 --- 414 - 606 --- 685 ae 3934 ---
(2%} --- (5%) --- (3%) --- (5%) --- 2% we- (2%) --- (3%) n=- (3%) m-- (3%) -

Commercial 1 --- 20 --- 29 --- 69 --- 129 --- 110 “—- g2 --- 154 wes 604 ---
- .- --- - .- --- 1% === 1% - (1%) --- --- --- (1% --- (1%) ---
Recreatnl 8 - 0 --- 0 --- 18 --- 24 --- 3 - 0 --- 31 .- 84 ---

Column Total 16344 20444 13693 11548 15438 12701 7597 6928 18526 13712 18640 17209 19471 14230 26017 13858 135726 11063
Square Miles 25.5 21.4 24.1 11.9 28.9 29.1 30.4 40.7 212
Column Total % (100%) (100%)  (100%)  (100%)  (100%)  (100%)  ¢100%)  (100%)  (%00%)  ¢100%)  ¢100%)  (100%)  ¢100%)  ¢100%)  ¢100%)  €100%)  (100%)  ¢100%
% of Watershed

Acres (12%) 10%) (11%) (6%) (14%) (14%) (14%) ¢19%) (100%)
% of Watershed

Tons (18%) (10%) (11%) (6% (134 (16%) (13%) (13%) €100%






Table 12: Uplend Eresion Inventory Results in the Little River Watershed -
For Landuses where USLE Values were Calculated

Landuse Acres

Crop Rotatn 5442
Rouw Crops 1924
{crop tot) (7366)

Pasture 284
Grassland 1779
Woodland 2339
Subtotal

Landuse Acres

Crop Rotatn 4305

Row Crops 937
{crop tot (5242)

Pasture 221

Grassland 615

Woodland 2590

Subtotal

Landuse Acres

Crop Rotatn 8248
Row Crops 1327
{crop tot (9575)

Pasture 394
Grassland 865
Woodland 2779
Subtotal

Landuse Acres

Crop Rotatn 7169
Row Crops 2398
{crop tot (9567)

Pasture 296
Grassland 1471
Woodland 3885

Subtotal

(8349} (45%)

(3393) (30%)

UPPER LITTLE MIDDLE LITTLE

(3075} (23%)

LOWER LITTLE

(3464) (25%)

286 Tx
1111 43%
(1397) (214
0 0%

0 0%

0 0%

1397 20%

Change
Tons %

41t 6%
2105 42%
(2516) (20%)
0 0%

0 0%

2516 19%

Change
Tons #

508 &%
4014 474
(4522) (27%)
0 0%

0 0%

167 2%
2670 407
(2837) (21%)
0 0%

0 0z

2837 20%






Table 12: Upland Erosion Inventory Results in the Little River Watershed -
For Landuses where USLE Values were Calculated

LITTLE RIVER WATERSHED TOTALS
Landuse Acres Before After Change
Tons T/A/Y Tons T/A/Y Tons %

Crop Rotatn 50193 55016 1.1 49090 1.0 5926 10%
Row Crops 13119 49642 3.8 26015 2.0 23827 474

(orop tot)(63312) (104658) (1.7) (75105) (1.2} (29553) (28%)
Pasture 2611 1229 0.5 1229 0.5 0 0%
Grassland 8701 4185 0.2 4185 0.5 0 0%
Woodland 19450 558 .- 558 .- 0 0%
Subtotal 110630 --- 81077 === 29553 26%






Table 13: Estimated Change in Tons of Soil Loss by Bringing All
Lards Eroding Greater than 3 T/A/Y Down to 3 T/A/Y,
Summed by Subwatershed.

Tons
Befare

Tons

Tons

After Changed

Sub Total  Acres

Watershed Acres* Treated
Daly Cr 11768 2597
Upper Kelly 8668 2030
Lower Keliy 11760 513
Jones &r 6006 1208
Upper Little 13613 1649
Middle Little 13592 1787
Lower Little 15220 1292
Green Bay 13447 1165
Totals 94074 12241

* Total acres for landuses where USLE values were calculated -

110630

81077

Sub- % of
watershed Total
% Watershed
Change Change
40% 28%
29% 11%
20% 9%
20% 5%
22% 10%
26% 15%
24% 12%
20% 10%
27% 100%

includes: cropland, pasture, grassland and woodland.

20






The inventory method used with a modification of the Phase II of the Land
Inventory Monitoring process (SCS8). The main channels of four major streams in
the watershed (totaling 111 stream miles) were assessed with this method. For
each erosion site, the method estimates the volume and the tons of sediment lost
of a yearly average. This is done through measuring the length, height and
recessional rate of each erosion site, Recession rates were determined based
upon the physical characteristics of the eroded site. The volume of sediment
was then multiplied by the density of the sediment to obtain the tong of soil
lost from the site. Along with data, information on the location, landowner
identification and cattle access was collected for each site. This information
was collected by field personnel walking the streams. Each erosion site was
located on the ASCS 8-inch to the mile air photos, Results of the streambank
erosion inventory and analysis are summarized on Tables l4a and 14b.

4. Barnyard Runoff

Dairy operations are the major type of agriculture in the Little River
Watershed. All of the barnyards were inventoried for the potential to impact
water quality from their runoff., Runoff from these yards can carry manure to
the streams and lakes of the watershed., The manure contains several components
that can adversely affect the water quality and aquatic life. Manure contains
nitrogen which can breakdown to ammonia in the streams and lakes. And high
enough concentrations can be toxic to fish and other aquatic life. When the
manure enters the water system the breakdown of the organic matter results in
a depletion of the oxygen in the water which fish require to survive. Also, the
nutrients and manure (including nitrogen and phosphorus) will promote nuisance
algae and weed growth in the streams and lakes. Finally, bacteria found in
livestock manure can be harmful to other livestock drinking the water, and humans
using the water for recreation.

The United States Department of Agriculture-Agriculture Research Service
developed a computer model to estimate the amount of pollutants coming from a
barnyard as a result of a rainstorm. This model was modified by the Wisconsin
DNR-Nonpoint Source Section and has been used to indicate which barnyards within
a watershed have the greatest potential to impact water quality from a rainfall
washing through a barnyard. This model does not assess any needs for manure
storage for the impact from manure runoff from spread fields - it only assesses
the barnyard pollutant qualities.

Information to run this model was collected on 268 barnyards in the Little River
Watershed. Of these barnyards, 241 were determined to be potentially draining
to surface waters and were included in the following analysis. Twenty seven
barnyards were determined to be draining to internally drained areas and will
be assessed for groundwater impacts during project implementation. The data
required by this model includes the types and numbers of livestock; the size of
the yard; the physical characteristics of the area which contribute surface
runoff waters to the yard; and the physical characteristics of the area through
which the runoff waters leaving the barnyard flow before becoming channelized.
A rainfall amount is assigned to the model. The 10 year, 24 hour rain event (3.7
inches) was selected. With this information the model calculates the pounds of
phosphorous and pounds of Chemical Oxygen Demand (COD) per each barnyard as a
result of the selected rainfall event. Chemical Oxygen Demand is a measure of
the amount of organic material in a barnyard runoff. The results of the barnyard
analysis are given in Table 135,

- 91 -






Table 14a: Streambank Erosion Inventory Results - Length Eroding Analysis

(3
(4] (2) Ercding Lengths {ft) Likely ¥ Eroding Length Likely

Length of Length of ¥ of to be Controld w/Practices to be Controld w/Practices Potential

Strmbnks Strmbnks Strimbnks with with total with With total % of
Inventord Eroding Eroding fencing other feet fencing other feet  Strmbnks
Subwatershed  (ft) (ft) only practices controld onty practices controld Eroding
baly cr T6045 900 1% 600 ] 600 &67% 0% 674 <1%
Upper Kelly 134061 2370 2% 0 1380 1380 0% 58% 58% <1%
Lower Kelly 183354 24484 13% 5550 747G 13020 23% 31% 53% &%
Upper Little 82163 8070 10% 4875 1500 6375 60% 19% 79% 2%
Middle Little 80718 ' %80 1% 0 125 125 0% 13% 13% 1%
Lower Little 51700 6566 13% %00 4730 5630 14% 72% 86% 2%
Jones Cr 47388 10300 22% 5660 2650 8310 55% 26% 81% A%
655429 53671 8% 17585 17855 35440 33% 33% 66% &%

Table 14b: Streambank Erosion lnventory Results - Tons Eroding Analysis

3)

(1) (2) (4) Eroding Tons Likely to be % Eroding Tons Likely to Potential

Length of % of Tons of Tons of Controld w/Practices be Controld w/Practices Tons of
Strmbnks Water- Soil  Soil Loss with With total with Wwith total Soil Loss

Inventord shed Loss/ /Stream fencing other tons fencing other tons Stream

Subwatershed  (ft) Tons Year Mile only practices controld onty practices controtd Mile

Daly ¢Cr 76045 2% 15.3 2.1 13.5 0.0 13.5 a8 0% a8% .2
Upper Kelly 134061 4% 26.9 2.1 0.0 21.4 21.4 0% 80% 80% A
Lower Kelly 183354  34% 237.1 13.7 44,2 113.8 158.0 19% 48% 67% 4.6
Upper Little 82163 10% 66.1 8.5 41.8 14.5 56.3 63% 22% 85% 1.3
Middie Little 80718 1% 8.3 1.1 0.0 2.3 2.3 0% 28% 28% .8
Lower Little 51700 34% 223.6 45.7 6.7 209.2 215.9 3% 4% 97% 1.6
Jones Cr 47388 15% 105.2 23.4 49.8 45.6 95.4 47% 43% 0% 2.2
655429 100% 682.5 11.0 156.0 420.3 562.8 23% &2% 82% 1.9

(1} Includes cummulative length of both banks of the stream
reaches inventoied.

(2) Sum of lengths of or tons from eroding sites,

(3) For planning purposes, the following assumptions about controlling
streambank erosion were made: a) eroding sites with cattle access
can be centrolled by fencing cattle out of the streambank;

b) other ereding sites without cattle access, with moderate or

high recession rates will need addtional practices such as shaping
and seeding or rip rap; and c) some sites Wwith low recession

rates which produce low tons of soil loss may not be cost-effective
to control.

(4) Total tons of soil from eroding sites divided by stream length
inventoried in miles.
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Table 15: Summary of the Barnyard Inventory Results, Based on the
ARS Model for a 10 Year-24 Hour Event (3.7 inches)

% of % of No. of
(L Water- (2) Total Total Animal Ave. lbs. Barnyards
No. of shed ©No. of Phos- Watershd Unit Phos./  Contributg

Barn- Total Animal phorus Phos Load Density sq mi Top 50% of
Subwatershed vyards Yards Units (lbs) from Yards (a.u./mi )(Ibs/mi ) Phos. Load

Daly Cr 29 12% 1544 253 11% 61 10 8
Upper Kelly 20 9% 1434 230 10% 67 11 4
Lower Kelly 35 l4s 2464 359 16% 102 15 9
Upper Little 38 163 2682 383 17% 92 13 10
Middle Little 35 las 1900 221 10% 65 8 8
Lower Little 38 16% 2569 351 16% 85 12 10
Jones Cr 17 7% 1658 234 11% 139 20 5
Green Bay 29 12% 1760 189 93 43 5 9
""" Watershd Tot. 241 1008 16011 2220  1o0s 76 10 63

(1) This is the total number of barnyards in the watershed potentially draining to
surface waters. There are an additional 27 barnyards in the watershed which
drain to internally drained areas. These 27 barnyards will be assessed on a
case by case basis during project implementation to determine if any groundwater
contamination problems exist.

(2) An animal unit is equivalent to a 1000 pound dairy cow.






The barnyard model is not designed to assess runoff problems associated with
pasture areas which are not confined animal feeding or holding areas., During
the watershed inventory, it was found that many pastures in the Little River
Watershed are located adjacent to streams and in wet soils. Because of the wet
soils and large amount of time the animals spend in the pastures, little
vegetation can get established and potentially high erosion rates can result,
The high erosion rates can carry especially high nutrient levels to the surface
waters off of the pasture. At the time of the inventory, techniques for
assessing soil loss and nutrient runoff from pastures on a watershed wide basis
were not available. However, assessment and treatment of critical pasture sites
will occur on an individual basis during project implementation.

5. Manure Spreading Runoff

The disposal of livestock wastes on land can be a concern for water quality
when it is done on frozen land with steep slopes or in a floodplain. Under these
conditions, the spread manure can runoff with melting snow or rainwater and enter
the streams and lakes of the watershed. The impacts from this runcff are the
same as those mentioned in the barnyard runoff discussion.

The information collected for the upland erosion and the barnyard runoff
inventory was combined and used to estimate the amount of unsuitable land used
for manure spreading during the winter. Lands unsuitable for winter spreading
of manure were defined as parcels with slopes greater than 6% or having soil
types indicative of being prone to flooding.

The first step in this evaluation was to estimate how much land was required by
each livestock operation to dispose of the manure generated over a 180 day period
(the frozen ground period). The amount of manure generated for each operation
was determined based on the animal type and number of animals. Using a rate of
25 tons per acre per year, the number of acres required for manure disposal was
caleulated for each operation. This number was compared to the acres of land
suitable for winter spreading for each landowner according to the upland erosion
inventory information. Lands unsuitable for winter spreading were those fields
with greater than 6% slopes or those fields in the floodway. In this manner it
was estimated, on an average annual basis, how many acres of unsuitable land were
used for manure disposal during the winter. This procedure assumed every field
had an equal. chance for manure disposal from the landowner. The procedure could
not account for the fact that livestock operators do not evenly spread their
manure across their property. In general, the most accessible land is used for
disposal of the manure.

A summary of this analysis is shown on Table 16.
6. Point Sources of Pollution

Unlike the activities mentioned above, the point sources of pollution and
Wisconsin are regulated by the state. For each municipal or industrial
wastewater discharge, a permit is issued by the DNR which defines the quantity
and the quality of wastewater allowed from each site. The point sources have
been the most significant, and the most obvious sources of water quality
impairment in the past. With the large scale effort, and funding directed and
cleaning up point pollution in the past 20 years, the water quality impacts from
these sources in the Little River Watershed has been minimized.

YN






Each municipal or industrial discharger has a permit file with the DNR. These
files were reviewed to determine how well the treatment plant is meeting the
permit requirements, If a facility is not in compliance with its permit, there
are regulatory measures which can be employed to insure that clean up of the
nonpoint sources of pollution will not be compromised by the wastewater treatment
facility.

C. The Pollutant Control Strategy
1. Introduction

For the Little River Watershed, an inventory of nonpoint source conditions
along with the appraisal of water resources and their improvement potential, set
the foundation for a pollution control strategy. This strategy includes three
main components:

a) water resource objectives for each water body,

b) pollutant load reductions needed to meet the specific objectives,
and

c) identification of properties where nonpoint source controls are
needed in order to meet the pollutant load reductions.

Two types of information should be used to develop strategies for controlling
nonpoint pollution sources in the watershed. First, the relative importance of
the major source categories (upland erosion, barnyard runoff, manure spreading,
or streambank erosion) contributing a common pollutant ig estimated, Second,
the relative importance of each site within the source category is determined.
Then, this information is used to determine the percent pollutant load reduction
that can be achieved by controlling different proportions of the load from each
source. This can be called a ranking approach, since within each source
category, the landowners are ranked from highest to lowest in terms of their
potential nonpoint source pollution contribution.

2. The Relative Importance of Different Pollutant Sources

Each pollutant effecting a water resource may have several different
sources, Phosphorous is one of the principal pollutants of concern which has
many sources. Rural sources of phosphorous include runoff from barnyards, manure
stacks, winterspread manure and upland erosion. Techniques to determine the
relative phosphorous contribution from different agricultural sources are not
sufficiently developed for the project area. This means that a comparison of
the amount of phosphorous entering a stream system from upland erosion can not
be compared to the amount from barnyard runoff. Because of this, it ig assumed
that each phosphorous source from each category is equally important in terms
of potential contributlion of phosphorous to the streams and lakes.

It should also be kept in mind that the "source category” can contribute
different types of pollutants. The various pollutants coming from the different
sources are described in Chapter IIB: "Pollutant Source Assessment Methods",
Each source (upland erosion, barnyard runoff, manure spread fields and streambank
erosion) is controlled for a different reason or combination of reasons, For
example: barnyard runoff may need to be controlled in the Daley Creek
Subwatershed for the reason of organic load reduction and in Green Bay
Subwatershed for phosphorus load reduction.
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Table 16: Summary of Manure Management Analysis

% of
% of Watershd Critical
Water- (2) Total Acres
No. of HNo., of shed (1) Critical Critical Spread/
Land- Barn- Barn- Acres Acres  Acres Square
Subwatershed owners yards yards Needed Spread Spread mile
Daly Cr 28 32 12% 377 157 9% 6.1
Upper Kelly 24 27 10% 500 236 13% 11.0
Lower Kelly 27 33 12% 551 183 10% 7.6
Upper Little 43 49 17% 864 362 20% 12.5
Middle Little 39 43 15% 674 242 1l4% 8.3
Lower Little 39 41 15% 726 254 15% 8.4
Jones Cr 17 19 7% 492 180 10% 15.1
Green Bay 31 34 12% 496 160 9% 3.9
Watershed Tot. 248 278 100% 4680 1774 100% 8.4

(1) Acres Needed is estimated to be the amount of land needed to
dispose of a six month accumulation of manure (based on the
number of animals) at a rate of 25 tons/acre,

(2) Critical Acres represent the annual average amount of land that
is spread with manure, which is not suitable land for spreading
when the ground is frozen.
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3. The Relative Importance of Different Sites Within Each Source Category

This was accomplished by preparing 1lists of properties for each
subwatershed, and then determining the portion of the pollutant load contributed
by each property for each source category. The properties for each source
category were ranked based on relative pollutant contributions so that those
contributing the greatest amount of pollutant appeared first on the list and the
least amount appeared last, Rankings were done on a subwatershed hasis for all
gource categories except manure spreading. For the manure spreading source
category, one ranking was made for the entire watershed, because the disposal
of manure is not confined to the subwatershed boundaries. Landowner rankings
in each source category were based on the following_criteria:

% Barnyard Runoff: Pounds of phosgphorous produced, as estimated by
the ARS Model.

* Upland FErosion Runoff: The portion of the soil loss occurring at
a rate exceeding three tons per acre per year. This portion was sum for
each farm and expressed as "tons of soil above target level soil loss" for
each farm.

* Runoff from Winter Spread Manure: The number of critical acres
estimated to be spread per year.

% Streambank Erosion: The tons of streambank erosion per year per
property according to the inventory.

4, Nonpoint Source Pollution Management Categories

In the Nonpoint Source Program, each landowner must agree to control all of
the significant nonpoint sources on his farm, or cost sharing assistance will
be denied. This is knows as "the total package approach" and its helps to insure
that the water resource goals will be met.

Within each pollution source category, such as barnyard runoff or upland erosion,
some sites are relatively more important than others. Not all landowners will
want all of theilr sources controlled since each practice represents an initial
capital outlay by the landowner and a long-term maintenance agreement. Where
an unwanted practice is necessary to control this significant pollutant source,
the cost share agreement should not be entered into with the landowner if that
control of that source is not included. Where the unwanted practice controls
a less significant source, the agreement should be signed (even without this
practice) as long as the critical sources on the land are controlled through the
agreement, For this reason "management categories"” have been developed for sites
within each source category to guide project staff in making decisions concerning
landowner contacts and what pollution sites on a property must be controlled by
practices included on the cost share agreement,

* Management Category 1 is reserved for sources that comprise a
significant portion of the pollutant load to the waterways within a
subwatershed, Sources in this management category are eligible for cost
sharing, and in fact must be controlled as part of any cost share agreement,






Table 6: Management GCategories for all Subwatersheds

Management Categories (1)

Sources Criteria I Ila ITh III

Upland So0il loss above

Erosion 3 T/A/year (2) 60% 61-85% 86-100% ----
Barnyatrd Phosphorus load

Runoff (3 60% 61-80% - 81-85%
Manure Critical acres

Spreading spread (4) 26% 27-63% ---- 64-100%

20 ac 10-19 ac <10 ac

Streambank Tong of soil

Erosion lost (5) 60% 61-100% . -

(1) Based on the pollutant load rankings for each source category for each
landowner, management categories are defined by the landowners who together
contribute the given percentage of the total pollutant load for each category.
{(2) So0il loss as estimated by USLE on lands eroding greater than three T/A/Yr.

{3) Phosphorus load, as estimated by barnyard runoff model, at point below
barnyard where chamnelized flow begins.

(4) Critical acres as estimated by acres of crop land on less than 6% slopes
and not on "wet" soils, adjusted for rotations.

{5) Tons of soll estimated to be contributed from all sites with cattle access,
and from sites without cattle access with moderate or high recession rates.
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* Management Category II is reserved for eligible, but less
significant sources. These sources are eligible for cost sharing, but the
inclusion of practices on the cost share agreement is optional. The project
staff should strongly encourage the inclusion of practices in the category
on cost share agreements.

For upland erosion this management category is divided into "IIa" and "IIb".
Review of the rankings for upland erosion showed that the landowners at the
bottom half of this category only accounted for about 10% of the "tons of
soll loss above the target level soil loss". These landowners are not very
critical in terms of upland erosion pollution. This group of landowners
comprises Management Category IIb. Practices to control their soil loss
above the three tons per acre per year level are eligible for cest sharing
but they will not be contacted if this is their only potential nonpoint
source pollution problem. Management Category IIa includes landowners
between Category I and IIb (see Table 6). :

* Sources in Management Category III are not eligible for cost
sharing. Sources in this category are not significant from a water quality
perspective, It is not a cost effective use of time and funds to design and
install practices in these areas,

Management categories are assigned to the four source categories of nonpoint
sources listed on Table 6. These were the sources inventoried in the Little
River Watershed. Project staff will assign a management category to any new
source (such as gullies) for each landowner identified during the implementation
phase of the project. In addition, management categories assigned to specific
sites in this plan may be amended by project staff if the original inventory was
in error or conditions have changed for a landowner, which has altered the
pollution potential for the property.

The determination of the management categories for each pollutant source was
based on the water resource affected by that source. The table below categorizes
which criteria are used to determine the management categories for each
subwatershed. Table 6 indicate, for each pollutant source category, what
percentage of the total pollutant load reduction is included in each of the
management categories. For example: for upland erosion, based on the ranking
of landowners from highest to lowest, using the criteria of soil loss above
three tons per acre per year - the "60%" in Table & means that the landowners
who, together, make up the top 60% of the soil loss, are in Management Category 1
for upland erosion,

These management categories apply to all subwatersheds within the Little River
Watershed., Including landowners comprising the top 60% of the pollutant load
in Management Category I is necessary to both protect the trout streams and lakes
within the watershed, and to reduce the overall pollutant load from the Little
River Watershed to the Oconte River and Green Bay.






IIT. DESCRIPTION OF THE WATER RESOURCES: CONDITIONS,
POLLUTANT SOURCES, AND OBJECTIVES

A, Introduction

This section addresses each water body as to its current water quality, water
use, and watershed conditions. Then, based on this information, and the
asgsessment tools described in Part II, objectives are set for each stream or
lake. Finally, recommendations are made for each water body on how to achieve
those objectives. These recommendations are in the form of a table which shows
the number of sites in each management category for the subwatershed. The
achievement of the objectives will depend on the amount of nonpoint source
control attained during the implementation of this plan.

Data gathered from the water resource assessment and the pollution source
inventory for each subwatershed are summarized in a series of tables which will
be referred to often in the discussion and are listed below;

Table 7: Biotic Index Sampling Results

Table 8a: Fishery Information for Streams

Table 8b: Fishery Information for Lakes

Table 9: Stream Habitat Rating Results

Table 10a: Water Chemistry Surveys for Streams

Table 10b: Water Chemistry and Lake Trophic State Index Values for Lakes

Table 11: Summary of Acres and Tons of Erosion for Each Landuse Category

Table 12: Upland Erosion Inventory Results for Landuses where USLE Values
were Calculated

Table 13: Estimated Change in Tons of Soil Loss by Bringing All Lands Down
to 3 T/A/Y _

Table 14a: Streambank Erosion Inventory Results - Length Eroding Analysis

Table 14b: Streambank Erosion Inventory Results - Tons Eroding Analysis

Table 15: Summary of the Barnyard Inventory Results

Table 16: Summary of Manure Management Analysis

As mentioned previously, the pollution source inventory and the analysis of this
information was done on a subwatershed basis. A map of the subwatersheds is
shown in Figure 4.

B. Surface Water Resources Descriptions
1. Daley Creek Subwatershed

General Description: Daley Creek is the major tributary to Kelly Brook. It
1s a little over 7 miles long and is spring and seepage fed. The stream gradient
is 9.5 feet/mile and it has an estimated low flow (Q 7,2) of 0.8 ¢fs. 1t has
a shifting sandy substrate and many adjacent wetlands. There are two small
tributaries to Daley Creek, Brooks Creek (near the headwaters, about 2 miles
long) and Cr 32-6 (near the mouth, about 1.5 miles long). There are five small
lakes in the subwatershed, ranging from 2 to 22 acres in size. None of the lakes
have public access, all are surrounded by wetlands and support primarily forage
fisheries,






Table 7: Biotic Index (HBI) Sampling Results

Biotic Index Value

Sample Sampl ing Date Water-
sub- Site 1980 1980 1982 Quality
watershed Stream Location Spring Fatl Fall Condition
Daly Cr Daly Cr CTH K 2.50 2.43 ---  good
Upper Kelly Kelly Br white L Rd --- ---  2.00 very good
Kelly Br  Yatso Rd - === 2,00 very good
Kelly Br CTH A 2.417  2.33 2,06 good/very good

Lower Kelly Kelly Br CTH B 2.60 2,35 2.27 good
Kelly Br CTH A --- -~~  2.53  good
Kelly Br Jagiello Rd --- ---  2.31  good
Kelly Br Belgian Rd 2.9 2,94 2.56 fair/good

Upper Little Little R Charolais Rd --- ==~ 3.73 poor
Little R Belgian Rd 2.52 2,43 ---  good

Middle Little Little R CTH J --- ---  2.30 good
Littte R CTH A 2.98 3.19 2.58 fair/good

Lower Little Little R CTH J --- ---  2.82 fair
Little R StH 22 3.00 2.6 2.63 fair/fgood

Jones Cr Jones Cr  CTH A 4.20 3,72 3.58 poor
Water Degree of Organic

HBI Value Quality Pottution

0.00 - 1.75 excellent no organic pellution

1.76 - 2.25 very good possible slight organic poliution

2.26 - 2.67 good some organic pollution

2.68 - 3.50 fair significant organic pollution

3.51 - 4.25 poor very significant organic potlution

4.26 - 5.00 very poor severe organic pollution






Table 8a: Fishery Information for Streams in the Little River Watershed

survey
Subwatershed Stream Date
Daly Cr Daly Cr 7781
cr 32-6 7/81
Trib to Daly
Upper Kelly Kelly Br 8/82
Lower Kelly Kelly Br 8/82
8/73
Upper Little LittleR 8s82
cr 18-3 8/82

irib to Little

Middle Little Little R 8/82

Survey Stream
Results Fishery
12 species: Coldwater sport/
674 sport tolerant forage
33% tol. forage
BrT, NP, RB, PS
LMB, BkCr, Pr
BkBL, WhSu, JnDr
MdMw
4 species: Coldwater sport/
25% sport tolerant forage
75% tol. forage
BrT, Jrdr, WhSu
BrSt
17 species: Coldwater sport/
40% sport intolerant forage
30% intol forage
30% tol. forage
NP, Brt, BT, WE
RB, PS, Dr, D¢
HyCh, WhSu, CmSh
MdMw
22 species: Warmwater sport/
32% sport tolerant forage
41% intol forage
27% tol. forage
SMB, RB, NP, WE
LMB
14 species:
34% sport
33% intol forage
33% tol. forage
SMB, RB, BKCr, BkBL
KP, Dr, HyCh
8 species: HWarmwater sport/
38% sport intolerant forage
25% intol forage
37% tol. forage
NP, PS, BKBL, Dr
Jndr, NCCh, SpSh
Ml
6 species: Coldwater sport/

17% sport

33% intol forage
50% tol. forage
BrT, Dr, EmSh
NCCh, JnDr

19 species:

32% sport

42% intol forage

33% tol. forage
SMB, RB, NP, WE
BkBl, YwBl, Dr
HyCh, Lgbc, CmSh

intolerant forage

Warmwater sport/

intolerant forage






Table Ba: Fishery Information for Streams in the Little River Watershed (contd.).

Survey Survey Stream
Subwatershed Stream Date Results Fishery

10/75 12 species:
42% sport
50% intol forage
8% tol. forage
SHB, RB, NP, Dc

Lower Little LittleR 8782 25 species: Warmwater sport/
32% sport intolerant forage
36% intol forage
32% tol. forage
RB, SMB, NP, WE

PS, BWT
10/75 21 species:
34% sport
36% intol forage
30% tol. forage
RnT, BwWT, BkBl
SMB, RB, NP, HyCh

Jones Cr Jones Cr 11/83 3 species: Warmwater sport{?)/
100% tol. forage tolerant forage
Brst, WhSu, MdMw
B/82 9 species
1% sport
89% tol. forage
SMB, Br$t, Whsu

CmSh, BEMw
BKBl=Black Butthead HyCh=Hornyhead Chub Pr=Perch
BkCr=Black Crappie Jrbr=Johnny Darter RB=Rock Bass

RnT=Rainbow Trout
SMB=Smal lmouth Bass

LMB=Largemouth Bass
LnDc=Longnose Dace

Brst=Brook Stickleback
BrT=Brook Trout

BWT=Brown Trout MdMw=Mudminnow $psh=Spotfin Shinner
CmSh=Common Shinner NCCh=N. €r. Chub WE=Walleye

De=Dace spp NP=Northern Pike whsu=White Sucker
Dr=Darter spp PS=pumpkinseed YuBl=Yellow Bullhead

EmSh=Emerald Shiner BlMw=Bluntnose Minnow






Table 8b: Fishery Information for Lakes in the Little River Watershed

Survey Survey Lake
Subwatershed Lake Date Results Fishery
Upper Kelly Cooley L (1) NP, Panfish Warmwater sport
Kelly Lake (1) RP, WE, Bs Warmwater sport
Panfish

8/78  BG, Pr, WE, NP
LMB, BkCr, PS, RB

9/76  BG, LMB, PS, NP
BlHd, Pr, BkCr, WE

5/75  BG, Pr, LMB, NP

MacHolm L (1 NP, Bs, Panfish Warmwater sport
Pecor L N NP, Bs, Panfish Warmwater sport
white (H NP, Bs, Panfish Warmwater sport
Round L (1 NP, Bs, Panfish Warmwater sport

6/78  LMB, BG, Pr, BlHd

Upper Little Porcupine L (1) NP, Bs, Panfish Warmwater Sport
10/77 LMB, NP, Pr, Cp
S/77 BG, BkCr, BlHd
Whsu, Kp, Pr, LMB

BG=Bluegill Panfish=pumpkinseed, bluegill, perch,
BkCr=Btack Crappie crappie, sunfish, etc.

BlHd=Bul [head Pr=Perch whsu=White Sucker
Bs=Bass,Lgmouth +/or Smmouth PS=Pumpkinseed Cp=Carp
LMB=Largemouth Bass RB=Rock Bass

NP=Northern Pike WE=Walleye

{1) From “Wisconsin Lakes", WDNR Publication #7-3600, 1981






Table 9: Stream Habitat Rating Results and Use Classes for
Streams in the Little River Watershed (5/85)

(23,(3)
Habitat Rating Value (1) Use Class
Warmwater Fishery Coldwater Fishery
Subwatershed Stream hefore after pefore after before after
Daly Cr Daly Cr .- --- 166 134 A A
fair fair
Lower Keily Kelly Br 114 126 12 106 B B
good good good good
Upper Little Little R 167 152 --- .- B B
fair fair
Jones Cr Jones Cr 168 153 .- --- B B
fair fair

(1) Habitat Rating Values:
<70 = excellent 130 - 200 = fair
71 - 129 = good  >200 = poor

(2) Use Class Codes:
A - capable of supporting a coldwater sport fishery
B - capable of supporting a warmwater sport fishery
C - capable of supporting a vatuable intolerant forage fishery
D - capable of supporting oniy tolerant (rough) fish
E - capable of supporting very tolerant macroinvertebrates or
no aguatic tife

(3) The habitat rating values, physical and chemical stream paramaters
and fishery data were used to estimate the stream use classes.
For further interpretation, see the sections for each subwatershed
and stream describing the water resource objectives.






Table 10a: Water Chemistry Surveys for Streams in the Little River Watershed

0.0.* Suspd®

MFFCC*

Flow Temp D.O. (% Solids TPO4* BOD* (#/
Subwatershed Stream bate Time (cfs) (C) (ppm) sat) (ppm} (ppm) (ppm) 100 ml)

Lower Kelly Kelly Br %/84 24 hr --- 15,0/ 4.2/ 4&&%/ --- --- --- ---
23.0  10.0 110%
8/84 24 hr --- 17.5/ 3.8/ 4&3%f --- --- --- ---
25.2  12.8  145%
5/83 --- --~  16.0 - --- 8 .12 2.8 6000
5/83 --- --- f2.5 ---  --- 10 L6 3.4 ---
3/83 wu- --- 2.0 .- --- 4 09 1.8 30
12/82 --- B2.3 0.0 13.0 89% 10 .13 2.0 ---
9/82 --- 21.2 11.0 12.8 113% e ---
8/82 == 5.2 17.5 8.6 89% 2 .04 --- 250
Upper Little Little R 5783 1600 --- 12,0 === --= 10 e 2.8 ...
5/83  ~-- --- 16.0 --- === 92 400 2.5 2500
3/83  --- --- 2.0 ... --- --- 07 1.2 10
12/82 --- 24.6 .- AT [ .08 1.6 ---
10/82 --- 2.4 0.0 13.0 89% S ---
2/82 --- 2.8 8.0 10.0 B4% N ---
8/82 1201 <.1 16.0 5.6 52% A .18 --- 140
Middie Little Little R 5/83 --- --- 13.0 .- === 43 12 3.1 3900
5/83 --- === 11.5 me- e 2 A4 34 ---
3/83  --- --- 2.0 - --- 8 1 1.8 70
12/82 --- 325.3 -«= 13.0 --- 6 12 1.2 ---
10/82 --- 52.1 13.5 SRR ST wan
9/82 --- 33,3 1.0 11.2 103% e L ---
8/82 --- 5.5 .- R E --- 07 --- 160
Lower Little Little R 5/83 --- --- 13.0 ---  --- 35 16 2.8 200
3/83  --- --- 2.0 R é 13 5.0 80
12/82 --- --- 0.0 11.8 8% 7 12 1.6 ---
9/82 e --- 9.0 10.8 3% - L ---
8/82 --- --- 17.0 6.8 7% 4 A0 --- 170

* This water chemistry information is provided to be used with other water resource
information, such as fishery, Biotic Index and Stream Habitat data, to provide a more

complete picture of existing and potential water resource conditions.

While insufficient

water chemistry data exists in the Little River Watershed to make absclute determinations
values within the ranges below indicate general good water quality conditions:

0.0, (dissolved oxygen) - 70%-90% saturation

Suspended solids - <30 ppm

TPO4 (total phospherus) - <.1 ppm

BOD (biochemical oxygen demand) - < 2 ppm

MFFCC {membrane filter fecal coliform counts) - <200 counts/100 ml






Table 10b: Water Chemistry and Lake Trophic State Index Values for Lakes in .
Little River Watershed

Subwatershed Lake

Date

Secchi Sample

Temp
(C)

TSI 181 T81 Lake
Secchi Tot P Chi A Condition

Upper Kelly Cooley L
Kelly L
Upper Kelly Round L
White L

10777

8/77

5/77

2/r7

5/84
3/84

10/83

7/83

4/83

2/83

Depth Depth
(m} m)
1.3 1
3
6
2.0 1
3
4
6
9
2.5 1
3
4
5
9
12
--- 1
3
6
--- 1
3
<]
--- 1
[A
5
7
4.2 1
5.5
3.5 1
5
--- 1
2
4
5
.- 1
7
2.7 1
6.5
3.6 ---

—

= N g

.
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.
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= s e . . . .
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N ne
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]
1

Tot

D.0. Phos

(ppm) (ppm)
12,0 .08
11.0 ---
.o ~--
7.0 ---
7.0 .15
2.0 ---
1.0 ---
5oo---
0.5 ---
2.5 ---
1.5 ---
1.3 .44
1.0 ---
hHo---
6.0 ---
5.0 .36
4.0 ---
0.8 ---
10.6 ---
10.6 ---
10,1 =--
.0 ---
9.8 ---
9.4 ---
8.4 ---
7.1 =--
11.5 ===
1.6 ---
1.2 ---
11.0 =--
8.5 .-~
5.5 ---
.8 ---
9.8 ---
9.8 ---
2.0 ---

'
.

o
n

54.2

36.4

39.3

41.9

40,0
41.9
44.2
36.2
38.0

26.8
28.3
31.9
39.0

94.4

49.8

55.7

49.8

oligo/mesotrophic

oligo/mesotrophic

oligotrophic






Table 10b: Water Chemistry and Lake Trophic State Index Values for Lakes in
Little River Watershed

Secchi Sample Tot
Depth Depth Temp D.0. Phos TSI 181 TSI Lake
Subwatershed Lake Date (m) {m)  (C) <(ppm) (ppm) Secchi Tot P Chl A Condition
Upper Little Porcupine 4785 --- - =e- -=- 0 -== 50,0 67.9  64.4  meso/eutrophic
3785 --- --- e T T Y 87.9 40.9
10/84 --- --- mmm ems s 4680 T30 4401
8/84 --- 0 21.5 11,9 == --- 59.8  61.4
1 21.0 11.0 ---
2 19.5 3.6 ---
3 18.0 3 =--
4 13.0 0.0 ---
5 10.0 0.0 ---
& 8.0 0.0 ---

* This water chemistry information is provided to be used With other water resource information, such as fishery
and Carlson's Lake Trophic State Index, to provide a more complete picture of existing and potential water
resource conditions. Carlson's Lake Trophic State Index is a tool available to use Limited water chemistry data
to determine the classification (water quality conditions) of lakes. The TSI can be calculated using secchi
depth, surface total phosphorus concentration, ar chlorophyll a values. The TSI ranges and corresponding lake
classification conditions are given below:

TSI 0-40 - oligotrophic

TS1 40-50 - mesotrophic

T81 50-100 - eutrophic






Current Water Quality and Use; Though Daley Creek is not classified as a
trout stream, fish surveys conducted in 1981 showed the presence of brook trout
in Daley Creek, as well as in Brooks Creek and Creek 32-6. The surveys found
yountg of the year trout, indicating that natural reproduction is occurring. In
addition, larger trout have been caught in Daley Creek, which probably migrate
up from the Oconto River. Biotic index samples taken near the mouth of Daley
Creek in 1980 indicate good water quality conditions, with little organic
pollutant impacts. However, the Stream Habitat Rating results from May 1985
indicated only a fair habitat rating, limited primarily by the shifting sand
substrate, lack of deep pools and low flow., A reduction in the sediment load
to the creek would benefit the habitat by decreasing the filling of the pools
and improving the bottom substrate. Though little temperature or water chemistry
information is available for Daley Creek or its tributaries, the fish manager
feels the temperature is adequate to support a naturally reproducing trout
fishery as long as the headwater springs remain protected,

Pollution Sources: The Daley Creek Subwatershed contributes the greatest tons
of so0il loss in the watershed, The total tons of soil loss from all landuses in
the subwatershed make up 18% of the total soil loss occurring in the watershed,
even though the land area is only 12% of the total watershed land area. The soil
loss rates in the Daley Greek subwatershed are also the highest in the watershed,
with the average T/A/Y socil loss for croplands being 2.5 T/A/Y (5 T/A/Y for row
crops). Ninety percent of the tons of soil loss in the subwatershed come from
croplands, which comprise only 45% of the subwatershed area. Of the croplands,
the 1900 acyes of row crops (a guarter of the ecropland) contribute over half of
the tons of soil loss (i.e.: 12% of the subwatershed area produces 90% of the
subwatershed tons). Grasslands in the Daley Creek Subwatershed contribute about
1650 tons of soil loss. This is only about 8% of the total subwatershed soil
loss, but it is the most significant grassland soil loss in the watershed.
Woodlands and pastures are not a significant sgource of sediment in the
subwatershed, but critical sites in all three of these landuses may have site
specific impacts on receiving waters. These critical sites will be identified
during project implementation. Applying practices to lands eroding at rates
greater than 3 T/A/Y to reduce the soil loss values to 3 T/A/Y or less would
reduce the total soil loss in the subwatershed by 8,350 tons per year. This
ig the largest potential reduction for all subwatersheds, and equals 28% of the
potential scil less reduction for the total watershed.

The phosphorus load from barnyards in the Daley Creek Subwatershed is not as
significant as in other subwatersheds. There are 29 barnyards (12% of the
watershed total) with a combined number of animal units of 1544, The phosphorus
load from these yards comprises 11% of the watershed total, and 8 of the 29 yards
contribute half of the subwatershed phosphorus lecad. The estimated number of
animals and pounds of phosphorus per square mile is below the average for the
watershed,

Streambank erosion, for both tons of soil leoss, as well as length of bank
eroding, is not a significant problem in the Daley Creek Subwatershed, relative
to other subwatersheds, Only about 1% of the streambanks are eroding,
contributing 15 tons of sediment a year, with the majority of the problem being
due to cattle access.
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Using the number of critical acres spread per square mile of subwatershed area
as an indicator, manure spreading does not appear to be a significant problem
in the Daley Creek Subwatershed compared to other areas of the watershed. There
32 barnyards which spread manure on acres within the subwatershed, and an
estimated 157 of those acres are either too steep or too wet to be spread safely
during winter months.

There are no municipal or industrial peint source discharges in the Daley Creek
Subwatershed.

Water Resource Objectives: Protect the existing trout and high quality
forage fishery, and specifically to improve the number of mature trout, in Daley
Creek and its tributaries.

The factor limiting the number of mature trout in streams in this subwatershed
appears to be the filling in of the pools with sediment, along with the sand-
silt stream substrate. Reducing the sediment load to the streams should improve
the bottom substrate, protect the trout spawning areas and improve the stream
invertebrate populations utilized as food sources for the fish. 1In addition,
protecting the headwater springs from degradation from sediment or cattle access
will protect the temperature and flow for the length of Daley Creek.

Actions: To achieve the water resource objective, a 70% reduction in the
pollutant load occurring above the target levels, from all categories of nonpoint
sources in the subwatershed, is needed. Based on the results of the landuse data
analysis, to achieve the pollutant load reductions, the following numbers of
sites are included in each of the Management Categories for each nonpoint source
category;

Reduction R No. of Sites------------ :
Nonpoint Objective Mgmt Mgmt Mgmt
Source for Load Category Category Category
Category > target I Ila ITh IIT
Upland Erosion 70% 25 30 56 67
Barnyard Runoff 70% 10 8 0 11
Manure Management 70% 1 4 0 23
Streambank Erosion  70% 1 0 0 ok

*#% It is not known how many landowners did not have any streambank erosion.
2. Upper Kelly Brock Subwatershed

General Description: The major stream in this subwatershed is Kelly Brook,
from its headwaters at Peterson Lake to its confluence with Daley Creek (about
8.5 miles). The gradient of Kelly Brook in this subwatershed is 6 feet/mile,
with an estimated low flow (Q 7,2) of 0.6 cfs,

There are 12 lakes in the subwatershed. Six of the lakes have no public access.
They range from 2 to 38 acres in size, are surrounded by wetlands (except for
Long Lake) and support limited panfisheries or forage fisheries. There are six
lakes with public access. The largest and most heavily used of these is Kelly
Lake, Kelly Lake has a surface area of 326 acres and a maximum depth of 41 feet.
It drains to Kelly Brook, 2 miles away, via Creek 18-2, is fed by Round Lake and
has a watershed area of 2.4 square miles. Round Lake is 28 acres in size, has
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a maximum depth of 31 feet and is fed by .2 square miles of wetlands. Two of
these lakes are within the chamnel of Kelly Brook: Makholm Lake, near the
headwaters, and Cooley Lake, 1 mile downstream. MakHolm Lake has an area of 13
acres, a maximum depth of 52 feet and a watershed of less than 1 square mile.
Cooley Lake is 52 acres, the second largest in the watershed, has a maximum depth
of 43 feet and a watershed of a little more than 1 square mile. Between Cooley
Lake and Kelly Lake, White Lake drains to Kelly Brook via Creek 12-1. The lake
has a surface area of 50 acres, a maximum depth of 49 feet and a .6 square mile
watershed which includes Pecor Lake. Pecor Lake is a gpring fed lake, 19 acres
in size, with a maximum depth of 23 feet.

Current Water Quality and Use: Fish surveys conducted in 1982 in this
portion of Kelly Brook found brook and brown trout, along with northern pike,
walleye, and a high quality forage fishery. Good numbers of young of the year
trout, with few nature fish, indicate the existence of some limitations to the
population. The creek is also used seasonally by migratory trout from the Oconto
River and Green Bay. Biotic Index samples the same year indicated very good
water quality conditions, with only very slight impacts from organic pollution.
No Stream Habitat Ratings are available for Kelly Brook in this reach, though
observations in May 1985 showed good habitat with adequate vegetative cover and
deep pools and no excess algae growth. While no water chemistry samples have
been conducted aleng this stretch of Kelly Brook, poor dissclved oxygen levels
have been found at the mouth of the creek, and may occur in this portion as well.

Kelly Lake has a warmwater sport fishery of northern pike, walleye, perch,
bluegills and largemouth bass. Secchi and Total Phosphorus values from 1977 to
1983 indicate very good water quality conditions. The Trophic State Index (TSI)
values show oligotrophic to mesotrophic conditions. There is one park, three
boat ramps, one resort and about 200 recreational type dwellings on the lake,

Similar to Kelly Lake, White, Round, Pecor and Makholm Lakes have warmwater sport
fisheries of northern pike, largemouth bass and other panfish. Limited water
chemistry information is available for these lakes. White Lake, with about 30
dwellings, shows the best water quality conditions, with very good water clarity
and TSI values indicative of oligotrophic conditions. Cooley Lake, however, has
TSI values in the mesotrophic-eutrophic range. In 1977, 3 out of 4 Total
Phosphorus sample were excessive and the secchi depths showed good to poor water
clarity. Cooley Lake has the largest watershed to lake surface area ratio of
the lakes in the watershed, indicating the largest potential for pollutants from
nonpolnt sources to impact water quality. Information for Round Lake from 1980
to 1982 indicates good water clarity and mesotrophic conditions.

Pollution Sources: Tons of soil loss within the Upper Kelly Brook
Subwatershed is about average for the watershed. Croplands (38% of the
subwatershed area) contribute 95% (11,000 tons) of the subwatershed soil loss.
However, the average soil loss rates for lands in crop rotations and row crops
are the highest and second highest, respectively, rates for those landuses in
the watershed. Pasture, grasslands and woodlands do not contribute significantly
to the tons of soil loss in the watershed (525 tons). Bringing all lands eroding
at greater than 3 T/A/Y down to at least 3 T/A/Y would reduce the subwatershed
soil loss by 3,400 tons, which is 11% of the watershed potential soil loss
reduction. Within the Upper Kelly Brook Subwatershed, this is a 29% reduction
in the subwatershed soil loss, the second largest potential change of all the
subwatersheds,
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Relative to other subwatersheds, the Total Phosphorus load from barnyards is not
severe, The 20 barnyards in the subwatershed produce 230 pounds of phosphorus
(10% of the watershed total). Both the number of animal and the pounds of
phosphorus per square mile are average for the watershed. Four of the 20
barnyards contribute a cumulative total of 50% of the subwatershed barnyard
phosphorus load.

The streambank survey indicated 2% (2,370 feet) of the streambanks were eroding,
and produce about 27 tons of sediment. This is the second lowest tons of
sediment per stream mile in the watershed. Cattle access to the streambanks does
not appear to be a problem in this subwatershed. Controlling the 4 most critical
sites would reduce the tons of sediment by 48% and the length eroding by 630
feet.

Based on the manure spreading analysis, the Upper Kelly Brook Subwatershed has
an estimated 236 critical acres spread, which is the third highest number of
critical acres spread per square mile in the watershed.

There are no industrial point source discharges in the Upper Kelly Brook
Subwatershed. Kelly Lake Sanitary District, which was formed in 1968, operates
a lagoon type wastewater treatment facility for the dwellings around Kelly Lake,
The Sanitary District has a permit under the Wisconsin Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (WPDES) program and the facility is currently working
adequately,

Water Resource Objectives: Protect the existing trout and high quality forage
fishery, and specifically improve the number of mature trout, in the Kelly Brook
above its confluence with Daley Creek. Protect the existing warmwater sport
fishery and trophic status of Kelly, White, Round, Pecor and Makholm Lakes and
improve the trophic status of Cooley Lake.

A reduction in the sediment load to the creek from croplands will protect the
pools and improve the fish habitat and invertebrate populations. Reducing the
phosphorus load to the lakes from spread manure and barnyards will protect the
lakes from increases in algae growth. Site specific treatment of critical
streambank erosion areas will improve fish habitat.

Actions; To achieve the water resource objective, a 70% reduction in the
pollutant load occurring above the target levels, from all categories of nonpoint
sources in the subwatershed, is needed. Based on the results of the landuse data
- analysis, to achieve the pollutant load reductions, the following numbers of
sites are included in each of the Management Categories for each nonpoint source
category:

Reduction R No. of Sites------------ :
Nonpoint Objective Mgmt Mgmt Mgmt
Source for Load Category Category Category
Category > target 1 Ila I1b IIT
Upland Erosion 70% - 14 15 23 81
Barnyard Runoff 70% 6 7 0 7
Manure Management 70% 4 6 0 14
Streambank Erosion  70% 1 2 0 *%

*% It is not known how many landowners did not have any streambank erosion.
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3. Lower Kelly Brook Subwatershed

General Description: This subwatershed includes Kelly Brook from its
confluence with Daley Creek to its confluence with the Little River. Through
this stretch, the creek travels 13.5 miles with a gradient of 7.5 feet per mile,
The estimated low flow is 0.7 cfs. The major tributary to Kelly Brook in the
subwatershed is Beaver Creek, which is 3.6 miles long and has a gradient of
11 feet per mile and a estimated low flow of .09 cfs,

There are 5 lakes in the subwatershed, none of which have public access. The
lakes range in size from .2 to 15 acres, all are surrounded by wetlands and have
panfish and northern pike fisheries.

Water Quality and Use: Kelly Brook in this area has a warmwater sport and
tolerant forage fishery of smallmouth bass and northern pike. It serves as an
important smallmouth and rock bass nursery area from the village of Spruce
downstream. Unlike Kelly Brook above Daley Creek, no trout fishery has been
observed in this stretch of the creek. Again, the fish surveys show a good number
of young of the year, indicating natural reproduction is occurring, but few
mature fish, indicating a limitation to the population. Biotic Index samples
from 1980 and 1982 show good values in the upper parts of the subwatershed, with
only fair values further downstream near the mouth, suggesting increased organic
loadings as you move downstream. Stream Habitat Survey ratings conducted in May
1985 were good. Good substrate was found at the upper reaches of the creek in
this subwatershed, with increasing bottom sediments further downstream and
deposition bar where Kelly Brook enters the Little River. There was also an
increase in periphyton (algae attached to the rocks) downstream, indicating
increased phosphorus loads to the stream. This excess nutrient load was also
indicated by high dissolved oxygen (D.0.) fluctuations over a 24 hour period in
August 1984, The D.0, fluctuations are generally due to high concentrations of
algae photosynthesing and respiring over the course of day and night. The large
fluctuations in D.0, concentrations stress the fish populations. In addition,
samples taken between August 1982 and May 1985 measured excess Total Phosphorus,
B.0.D. (biochemical oxygen demand) and MFFCC (membrane filter fecal coliform
counts) values in the majority of the samples, again indicating sediment and
organic loadings to the creek.

Pollution Sources: Soil loss in the Lower Kelly Subwatershed is similar to
other areas of the watershed. Croplands contribute 12,100 tons of soil loss (95%
of the subwatershed tons) and comprise a little over half of the subwatershed
area. However, row crops only make up about 1/5 of the cropland area but
contribute almost 1/2 of the cropland soil loss. Soil loss from pasture,
grassland and woodlands is low, Reducing the soil loss on all lands to 3 T/A/Y
or less would reduce the subwatershed scoil loss by 2,500 tons per year, which
is 9% of the potential overall watershed scil loss change and a 20% reduction
in the subwatershed soil loss,

Lower Kelly Brook Subwatershed barnyards contribute the second highest pounds
of phosphorus load in the watershed, There are 35 barnyards in the subwatershed
which contribute 360 pounds of phosphorus (or 16% of the watershed total) to
surface waters. This subwatershed has the second highest number of animals and
pounds of phosphorus per square mile of area. Nine of the 35 barnyards together
contribute half of the subwatershed barnyard phosphorus load.
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Streambank erosion is also a problem in the Lower Kelly Brook Subwatershed
relative to other subwatersheds. It has the highest tons of soil loss from
streambanks in the watershed (237 tons or 38% of the watershed total streambank
tons) and the highest number of feet eroding, with 24,500 feet. This averages
to about 14 tons of sediment from streambanks per stream mile. Cattle access
is responsible for 1/4 of the feet eroding and 1/5 of the tons. An another
critical 10 sites contribute an additional 1/8 of the feet eroding and 1/4 of
the tons. Many of the sites are long, with low recession rates and low tons per
site and will therefore have to be evaluated for site specific impacts on fish
habitat at the time of implementation.

Based on the manure spreading analysis, runoff from manure spread on critical
acres does mnot appear to be a significant problem in the Lower Kelly Brook
Subwatershed. With an estimated number of critical acres spread of 183, the
number of critical acres spread per square mile is below the watershed average.

There are no municipal or industrial point source discharges in the Lower Kelly
Brook Subwatershed.

Water Resource Objectives: Improve the northern pike fishery and protect the
exlsting smalllmouth bass fishery in Kelly Brook below its confluence with Daley
Creek,

The wide D.0. fluctuations in the lower reaches of Kelly Brook appear to be
limiting the adult smallmouth bass populations and the sediment and organic loads
may be limiting the nursery habitat. A decrease in the phosphorus and BOD load
from barnyards and sediment load from streambanks and croplands are needed to
improve the D.0. and habitat conditions.

Actions: To achieve the water resource objective, a 70% reduction in the
pollutant load occurring above the target levels, from all categories of
nonpoint sources in the subwatershed, is needed. Based on the results of the
landuse data analysis, to achieve the pollutant load reductions, the following
numbers of sites are included in each of the Management Categories for each
nonpoint source category:

Reduction e No. of Siteg------------ :
Nonpoint Cbjective Mgmt Mgmt Mgmt
Source for Load Category Category Category
Category > target I Ila ITbh ITT
Upland Erosion 70% 7 13 24 68
Barnyard Runoff 70% 12 11 0 12
Manure Management 70% 3 3 0 21
Streambank Erosion  70% ) 14 0 *k

%% It 1s not known how many landowners did not have any streambank erosion.

4. Upper Little River Subwatershed

General Description: The upper 10 miles of the Little River, from its head
waters to its confluence with Kelly Brook, is the major surface water in this
subwatershed. In this reach, the Little River averages 17 feet wide and has an
average gradient of 11.3 feet per mile, with an estimated low flow of .87 cfs.
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It is spring and seepage fed and has a bottom substrate of sand and soft sediment
with few pools or riffles, The major tributary to the Little River in this
subwatershed 1s Creek 18-3, which joins the Little River about 3 miles downstream
from the headwaters. Creek 18-3 is a little less than 1 mile long (.8 miles),
has a gradient of 14 feet per mile and an estimated low flow of .07 cfs. It is
fed by springs upwelling through gravel,

There are two lakes in the subwatershed, one with public access and one without,
Lake 4-6 has no access, is 3.8 acres in size, surrounded by wetlands, and has
no fishery information available. Porcupine Lake is a 30 acre lake located
within the chamnel of the Little River just upstream from Creek 18-3. It has
a maximum depth of 20 feet, is surrounded by wetlands with no dwellings and has
a watershed area of 7.8 acres.

Water Quality and Use: Fish surveys conducted in 1982 show the Little River
within this subwatershed to support a warm water sport and intolerant forage
fishery., Northern pike are the most abundant with many young of the year found.
The grassy areas along this stretch serve as northern pike spawning and nursery
areas. According to the fish manager, the river also has the potential to be
used for Green Bay and Oconto River salmonid spawning runs, Biotic Index samples
from 1980 and 1982 show improved water quality conditions from upstream to
downstream, being poor a little below Porcupine Lake to good just above the
confluence with Kelly Brook, indicating higher organic loadings to the upper
reaches. Stream Habitat Ratings from May 1985 gave fair habitat values. The
major limiting factors appear to be inadequate flow and pool depth and poor
substrate, lacking gravel. Observations indicated improved flow, gradient and
riffles as you move downstream from Porcupine Lake. Significant algae and
organic sediment deposits were observed throughout the length of the river in
this subwatershed. Just above Kelly Brook better substrate and bank vegetation
occur. Water chemistry data from August 1982 to May 1983 indicated elevated
suspended solids, B.0.D., Total Phosphorus and bacteria levels in about 3/4 of
the samples. 1In this subwatershed, the river is too narrow and shallow to be
used for recreational canceing and shows little sign of public fishing use.

Creek 18-3 has supported a cold water sport and intolerant forage fishery
consisting of brook trout and darters, based on fish surveys from August 1982.
The fish manager feels there is adequate habitat, flow, temperature and water
quality conditions to support a naturally reproducing brook trout population.
However, a whey spill in late 1982 decimated the trout population at that time
and follow-up fish surveys have not been conducted. No Biotic Index or water
chemistry information is available for Creek 18-3.

Porcupine Lake supports a warm water sport fishery of northern pike, largemouth
bass and panfish, mostly bluegills and perch. The lake has mesotrophic to
eutrophic conditions based on 1984 and 1985 TSI values. In August 1984, the lake
was stratified at about 3 meter, with 11.9 ppm D.0. at the surface and 0 ppm D.O,
below 4 meters.

Pollution Sources: Soil loss within the subwatershed is average compared to
the other subwatersheds. Croplands (9575 acres) contribute 96% (13,200 tons)
of the subwatershed soil loss, with land in row crops contributing most
significantly. The average T/A/Y for row crops is 4 T/A/Y, slightly higher than
the watershed average. As a whole, pasture, grasslands and woodlands are not
a significant soll loss problem. If soil erosion on all lands were brought down
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to 3 T/A/Y or less, a reduction in 3,200 tons would occur. This is equivalent
to 10% of the overall watershed potential change, as well as a 22% reduction
within the watershed,

The Upper Little River Subwatershed has the largest number of animals and the
largest pounds of phosphorus load from barnyards of the subwatersheds. There
are 38 barnyards, with 2682 animal units, which preduce an estimated 383 pounds
(17% of the watershed total) of phosphorus. This gives the subwatershed the
third highest number of animals and number of pounds of phosphorus per square
mile in the watershed. Ten of the 38 barnyards together contribute 50% of the
subwatershed barnyard phosphorus load.

Moderate streambank erosion problems occur in the Upper Little Subwatershed.
Eight thousand seventy feet of eroding streambanks (10% of the subwatershed
streambanks) contribute an estimated 66 tons of sediment to the river at a rate
of about 8.5 tons per stream mile. This is lower than the watershed average,
but fencing cattle away from the streambanks alone would make a significant
improvement in both the length eroding and tons eroding (a 60% and 63% reduction,
respectively.)

Manure spreading has the potential to be a significant problem in the Upper
Little River Subwatershed. The subwatershed has the highest number of critical
acres spread, with an estimated 362 acres (20% of the watershed total). This
averages to 12.5 critical acres spread per square mile of subwatershed, the
second highest density in the watershed.

There are no industrial or municipal point source discharges in the Upper Little
River Subwatershed.

Water Resource Objectives: Improve the northern pike fishery, especially the
number of mature fish, in the Little River above its confluence with Kelly Brook.
Improve the brook trout fishery in Creek 18-3, Protect the warm water sport
fishery and improve the trophic status of Porcupine Lake.

To protect the stream fishery, decreases in the sediment and organic deposits,
especially in the pools, in the Little River and OCreek 18-3 are needed,
Decreases in the phosphorus load to Porcupine Lake are needed to improve the
trophic status. To accomplish this, decreases in the phosphorus and organic load
from manure spreading, as well as barnyards, are needed. The upper ends of the
watershed are especially critical because of the low flow of the river near the
headwaters, Fencing cattle away from the stream will improve the cover, spawning
and nursery habitat and bottom substrate of the river. A reduction in the
cropland soil leoss will decrease the sediment deposits stream within the
subwatershed, as well as the nutrient load carried downstream.

Actions; To achieve the water resource objective, a 70% reduction in the
pollutant load occurring above the target levels, from all categories of nonpoint
gources in the subwatershed is needed. Based on the results of the landuse data
analysis, to achieve the pollutant load reductions, the following numbers of
sites are included in each of the Management Categories for each nonpoint source
category:






Reduction R Lk No, of Sitese-----wwcenn~ :

Nonpoint Objective Mgmt Mgmt Mgm¢t
Source for Load Category Category Category
Category > target I Ila I1h 111
Upland Erosion 70% 8 15 30 111
Barnyard Runoff 70% 13 11 0 14
Manure Management 70% 5 7 0 31
Streambank Erosion  70% 3 5 0 ¥

#% It is not known how many landowners did not have any streambank erosion.

5, Middle Little River Subwatershed

General Desgcription: Within this subwatershed, the Little River travels for
7 miles from its confluence with Kelly Brook to its confluence with Jones Creek,
In this reach, the river averages 46 feet wide with a gradient of 9.5 feet per
mile. The estimated low flow is 0.88 cfs, but the flows vary widely, with
reported flows sometimes exceeding 300 cfs. The bottom substrate is sand with
abundant gravel and rubble and many riffles. The Little River in this stretch
has physical characteristics more similar to Kelly Brook than the upper Little
River itself. The major tributary in the subwatershed it Creek 20-6, which
junctions with the Little River about 2 miles downstream from Kelly Brook. Creek
20-6 is 2 miles long, has a gradient of 10.5 feet per mile and an estimated low
flow of 0.12 cfs,

Water Quality and Use: The Little River supports a warmwater sport and
intolerant forage fishery within the Middle Little River Subwatershed. Fishery
surveys conducted in 1975 and 1982 found smallmouth bass, rock bass, and northern
pike. In addition, the 1982 sample showed the presence of walleye, but also a
larger percentage of tolerant forage species. Many young of the year smallmouth
bass were included in the sample populations, This area serves as a spawning
and nurgery area for smallmouth bass, northern pike, and potentially, walleye.
It has abundant gravel and rubble substrate, good cover for young among larger
rocks, many riffles and good numbers of aquatic invertebrates for food supplies.
No Stream Habitat Ratings were conducted along this stretch of the Little River,
but observations from May 1985 also indicated good habitat. 1980 and 1982 Biotic
Index samples indicated good water quality just above Creek 20-6 and pood to fair
water quality further downstream just above Jones Creek. This shows a slight
increase in organic loading to the stream within this stretch. Available water
chemistry information from 1982 and 1983 also indicates high organic and nutrient
loads, with excess total phosphorus in & out of 5 samples, excess B.0.D. levels
in 2 out of 4 samples and very high MFFCC counts in 1 of the 3 available samples.
In addition, fluctuations in D.0. levels during the same period, indicate excess
algae productivity.

Along here, the river is suitable for canoeing and other recreational uses and
is very aesthetic. Currently, little use is occurring, possibly due to limited
access.
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Pollution Sources: Soil loss in the Middle Little River Subwatershed is
relatively high. The 16,700 tons of soil loss make up 16% of the watershed soil
loss, the second highest subwatershed. Of this soil loss, croplands contribute
97% of the tons, with 1/2 of that coming from row crops which only comprise 1/4
of the cropland acres. The average annual soil loss rate for the lands in row
crops is 4.2 T/A/Y, which is the third highest in the watershed. Pastures,
grasslands, and woodlands together contribute only 480 tons, which is not a
significant problem. A reduction in the soil loss on all lands to 3 T/A/Y or less
would result in a 4500 ton (16%) decrease in the subwatershed soil loss. This
is 15% of the overall watershed potential soil loss reduction.

While the Middle Little River Subwatershed has the second highest number of
barnyards with 35, the estimated total phosphorus load is only 10% (221 pounds)
of overall watershed phosphorus load from barnyards. Both the number of animals
and the pounds of phosphorus per square mile of subwatershed area are lower than
the watershed average. Eight of the 35 barnyards cumulatively contribute 1/2
of the subwatershed barnyard phosphorus load.

Streambank erosion is not a significant problem in the Middle Little River
Subwatershed. The 980 feet of eroding streambanks (1% of the subwatershed
streambanks) contribute 8 tons of sediment to the streams at a rate of 1 ton per
streammile, By all these measurements, this subwatershed has the lowest
gtreambank erosion problems in the watershed. Cattle access does not appear to
be a problem for these eroding sites. Two of the 8 eroding sites comprise 1/5
of the tons and 1/3 of the feet eroding. Fach of the eroding streambank sites
within the subwatershed will have to be evaluated during project implementation
to identify how significant the impact is on both the immediate stream habitat,
as well as the overall sediment load.

There is a relatively high number of critical acres potentially spread with
manure within this subwatershed (242 acres - the third highest in the watershed),
with an average number of critical acres spread per square mile of subwatershed
area (8.3 critical acres spread/square mile),

There are no municipal or industrial point source discharges in the Middle Little
River Subwatershed.

Water Resource Objectives: Protect the existing northern pike and smallmouth
bass fishery and improve the walleye fishery in the Little River between Kelly
Brook and Jones Creek.

The continued ability of the Little River to support these warmwater fisheries
depends on protecting the spawning and nursery habitat from degradation from
sediment and organic loads. Also, reducing the D.0. fluctuations will reduce
a stress to the fish populations which may be limiting the number of mature fish.
Based on the water resource information, excess nutrient and organic loads appear
to be a greater threat to the habitat than sediment deposits on the substrate.
However, the landuse analysis shows cropland erosion to be the greatest potential
nonpoint source in the subwatershed. Therefore, reducing the sediment load from
croplands is needed to both reduce the nutrient levels carried to the receiving
waters attached to the soil and to avoid any future degradation of bottom
substrate, Treating the most critical barnyard and manure spreading sources
appears to be the most efficient method for achieving additional reductions in
the organic load.
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Actions: To achieve the water resource objective, a.70% reduction in the
pollutant load occurring above the target levels, from all categories of nonpoint
sources in the subwatershed is needed, Based on the results of the landuse data
analysis, to achieve the pollutant load reductions, the following numbers of
sites are included in each of the Management Categories for each nonpoint source
category:

Reduction R R No. of Sites------------ :
Nonpoint Objective Mgmt Mgmt Mgmt
Source for Load Category Category Category
Catepgory > target I I1a 11b ITT
Upland Erosion 70% 17 17 35 77
Barnyard Runoff 70% 11 13 0 11
Manure Management 70% 1 7 0 31
Streambank Erosion  70% 1 0 0 ¥

*%* It is not known how many landowners did not have any streambank erosion,
6. Lower Little River Subwatershed

General Description: The major water resource in this subwatershed is the
lower 7.5 miles of the Little River from Jones Creek downstream to the Oconto
River. Along here, the average gradient of the Little River is 9.5 feet per mile
and the estimated low flow is 0.92 cfs. The major tributary to the Little River
in this subwatershed is Creek 24-13, which joins the Little River about 2 miles
above its mouth. OCreek 24-13 is 3.5 miles long, has a gradient of 23 feet per
mile and an estimated low flow of 0.16 cfs.

Water Quality and Use: Recent fishery surveys (1982) showed the presence of
a warmwater, intolerant forage fishery of smallmouth bass, rock bass, northern
pike and walleye. The river is also used seasonally by brown and rainbow trout,
Like the middle stretches of the Little River, the area serves as a smallmouth
bass, northern pike, and (to a limited extent) walleye spawning and nursery
area. Biotic Index values from 1980 and 1982 showed fair and good values,
indicative of very significant to significant organic pollution. While no Stream
Habitat Rating values or observations are available for this stretch of the
Little River, the fishery suggests habitat conditions similar to those found in
the Middle Little River Subwatershed. Water chemistry samples from 1982 and 1983
did not show any problems with suspended solids or bacteria, but did include high
total phosphorus and B.0.D. levels. The measured D.0. values were adequate,
but have occasionally been found to be lower then those in the Oconto River at
the same time, both above and below the junction.

Pollution Sources: Soil loss in the Lower Little River Subwatershed is
moderate relative to other areas of the watershed. Ninety-five percent (13,500
tons) of the subwatershed soil loss is occurring on croplands, which make up 1/2
of the subwatershed acres. Of the croplands, 1/4 are in row crops, which
contribute 1/2 of the total cropland soil loss., The soil loss rates for the
subwatershed are lower than the watershed average, being 3 T/A/Y for row crops
and 1 T/A/Y for crop rotations. Overall, grasslands, woodlands and pastures are
not a problem for soil loss. Bringing all lands to erosion rates of 3 T/A/Y or
less would reduce the total soil loss by 3,500 tons, which is 12% of possible
watershed soil loss reduction. This is a 24% reduction of the subwatershed soil
loss.
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Phosphorus from barnyards in the Lower Little River Subwatershed is high relative
to the other subwatersheds. There are 38 barnyards in the subwatershed which
makes this subwatershed tied with the Upper Kelly Brook Subwatershed for highest
number of barnyards. These barnyards contribute 351 pounds of phosphorus which
is 16% of the watershed barnyard phosphorus load, the third highest in the
watershed. Both the numbers of animals and the pounds of phosphorus per square
mile of watershed area are slightly higher than the watershed average. Ten of
the 38 barnyards together contribute 50% of the subwatershed barnyard phosphorus
load,

Streambank erosion in the subwatershed is significant. The 6570 eroding feet
(13% of the subwatershed streambanks) produce 224 tons of sediment which is 33%
of the total watershed streambank sediment load. This averages to 46 tons of
sediment per stream mile, which is the highest rate within the watershed, by 2
times. Restricting cattle access would reduce the feet eroding by 14% and the
tons by 3%. Treating an additional 7 critical sites would result in an
additional 33% reduction in eroding feet and 52% reduction in eroding tons,
Site specific impacts and practice design need to be determined during project
implementation.

Manure spreading appears to be a moderate problem in the Lower Little River
Subwatershed compared to other subwatersheds. While the estimated number of
critical acres (254 acres) is the second highest in the watershed, the critical
acres spread per square mile of subwatershed area is equal to the watershed
average.

There are no municipal or industrial point source discharges in the Lower Little
River Subwatershed.

Water Resource Objectives: Protect the existing smallmouth bass and northern
pike fishery and improve the walleye fishery in the Little River downstream from
Jones Creek.

Similar to the Middle Little River Subwatershed, the spawning and nursery habitat
for the warmwater fishery species needs to be protected from further degradation
due to sediment and organic loads, and corresponding improvements in the D.O.
should result, Treatment of the most critical barnyards and streambank sites
is needed to reduce site-specific habitat impacts and overall treatment of
cropland erosion is needed to achieve adequate sediment load reductions.

Actions: To achieve the water resource objective, a 70% reduction in the
pollutant load occurring above the target levels, from all categories of nonpoint
sources in the subwatershed is needed. Based on the results of the landuse data
analysis, to achieve the pollutant load reductions, the following numbers of
gsites are included in each of the Management Categories for each nonpoint source
catepgory:






Reduction TR No, of Sites----- s :

Nonpoint Objective Mgmt Mgmt Mgmt
Source for Load Catepory Category Category
Category > target 1 Ila 11b I1Y
Upland Erosion 70% 15 15 28 122
Barnyard Runoff 70% 14 13 0 11
Manure Management 70% 1 9 0 29
Streambank Erosion  70% 4 11 0 *%

*% It is not known how many landowners did not have any streambank erosion.

7. Jones Creek Subwatershed

General Description: Jones Creek, the major stream in the subwatershed, is
a tributary to the Little River. The creek passes through the village of Lena
and joins the Little River about 7.5 miles upstream from the Oconto River. It
is 5.3 miles long, has a gradient of 15 feet per mile and an estimated low flow
of 0,35 cfs.

Water Quality and Use: Jones Creek supports a limited warmwater sport and
tolerant forage fishery. Forage species of brook sticklebacks and white suckers
comprise the upper reaches of the creek, where the flow is very low. Smallmouth
bass are found in the lower reaches where there is some evidence of limited
natural reproduction occurring. Biotic Index samples from 1980 and 1982 indicate
poor water quality conditions and very significant organic pollution impacts.
Stream Habitat Rating values from May 1985 showed fair habitat conditions,
limited by low flow inadequate pool depth and bank cover. However, additional
observations along the creek showed better habitat conditions, with good
smallmouth bass nursery habitat near CTH J. No water chemistry information is
available for Jones Creek.

Pollution Sources: The Jones Creek Subwatershed has moderate soil erosion
problems. It has 6% of the watershed area and produces 6% of the watershed tons.
Of thig 6,700 tons, 95% comes from croplands, with 39% of that coming from row
crops. The average soil loss rates for row crops (3.1 T/A/Y) and rotation crops
(1.5 T/A/Y) are slightly less than the watershed average. Pasture, woodlands
and grasslands do not present a soil loss problem. Reducing all lands to 3 T/A/Y
or less would reduce the subwatershed soil loss by 1,397 tons, a 20% reduction.
This comprises 20% of the watershed potential soil loss reduction.

The density of animals and pounds of phosphorus per square mile in the Jones
Creek Subwatershed are significantly the highest in the watershed. The estimated
total phosphorus load from the 17 barnyards is 234 pounds, or 11% of the
watershed barnyard phosphorus load. Fifty percent of the subwatershed barnyard
phosphorus load comes from 5 of the 17 barnyards.

Streambank erosion is also a problem in the Jones Creek Subwatershed, The 10,300
feet of eroding streambanks (the highest number and percent in the watershed)
produce 105 tons of sediment. This averages out to 23 tons per streammile, the
second highest rate in the watershed. Restricting cattle access alone would
reduce both the feet eroding and the tons by 1/2.
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From a manure management standpoint, the Jones Creek Subwatershed has the
greatest number of critical acres spread per square mile of area of all the
subwatersheds. The estimated 180 critical acres spread comprise 10% of the
overall watershed critical acres spread.

There is one municipal discharge (the village of Lena) and one industrial
discharge (Frigo Cheese Corporation in Lena) in the subwatershed. The Lena
wastewater treatment plant and the noncontact cooling water from the Frigo plant
are discharged to Jones Creek. Currently, both systems are adequately meeting
their WPDES permit requirements. Frigo does have some spray irrigation fields
for which buffers between the fields and the creek need to be maintained to avoid
nutrient runoff problems.

Water Resource Objectives: Improve the smallmouth bass fishery in Jones
Creek,

The most significant habitat improvements that can be made in the subwatershed
are to restriet cattle access to the creek. Not only will this reduce the
sediment load and improve the cover, it will also allow the chamnel to take a
narrower course, increasing the water depth of the limited flow. Additionally,
reduction of organic loading to the creek from barnyards and manure spreading
is also critical because of the increased impacts of the organic material when
water volume is low.

Actions: To achieve the water resource objective, a 70% reduction in the
pollutant load occurring above the target levels, from all categories of nonpoint
sources in the subwatershed is needed. Based on the results of the landuse data
analysis, to achieve the pollutant load reductions, the following numbers of
sites are included in each of the Management Categories for each nonpoint source
category:

Reduction R No. of Sitese---r------- :
Nonpoint Objective Mgmt Mgmt Mgmt
Source for Load Category Category Category
Category > target I I1a IIb 111
Upland Erosion 70% 7 6 9 20
Barnyard Runoff 70% 7 6 0 4
Manure Management 70% 1 5 0 11
Streambank Erosion  70% 2 - 6 0 *%

#% Tt is not known how many landowners did not have any streambank erosion,

8. Green Bay Subwatershed

General Description: This subwatershed includes tributaries directly to
Green Bay, adjacent to the Little River. There are two primary tributaries.
Thomas Slough enters Green Bay about 4 miles north of the Oconto River. It is
2 miles long, as a gradient of 9 feet per mile and an estimated low flow of 0.13
c¢fs. Creek 33-4 is just south of Thomas Slough, is 3 miles long and has a
gradient of 10 feet per mile, with an estimated low flow of 0.13 c¢fs. There are
also about 4 miles of Green Bay shoreline in the subwatershed. The shoreline
is mostly wetlands, with near shore water levels of less than 8 to 10 feet,
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Water Quality and Use: Thomas Slough supports tolerant forage fishes and
spring spawning runs of northern pike. Green Bay along this area supports a
variety of seasonal sport fisheries including brown trout, rainbow trout, coho
salmon, chinook salmon, smallmouth bass, walleye, northern pike and perch,

Neither the Biotic Index or Stream Habitat Rating methods are appropriate
assessment techniques for the nature of the water resources in this subwatershed,
Water chemistry information is also not available,

There are limited dwellings along the Green Bay shore because of the low nature
of the shoreline. There are three recreational areas on the bay within the
subwatershed.

Pollution Sources: Soil loss is less than the watershed average in the Green
Bay Subwatershed. With 19% of the watershed acres, the subwatershed contributes
13% of the watershed tons of soil loss. The vast majority (96%) of this comes
from the croplands. One-fourth of the croplands are in row crops, which
cumulatively contribute 1/2 of the subwatershed soil loss. The erosion rates
for row crops (1.5 T/A/Y) and crop rotations (1.0 T/A/Y) are lower than the
watershed average. Pasture, woodland and grassland soil loss is not a problem
in this subwatershed. If practices were applied to the lands to reduce the
erosion rates to 3 T/A/Y or less, a 2,800 ton reduction in the soil loss would
occur, This is a 20% reduction in the subwatershed soil loss and comprises 10%
of the overall watershed potential soil loss reduction.

Phosphorus from barnyards in the subwatershed is low relative to the watershed
total. The are 29 barnyards with about 1,760 animal units total. This is a high
number of small animal operations compared to other subwatersheds. Together,
the barnyards contribute 189 pounds of phosphorus, which is the smallest
subwatershed barnyard phosphorus load. Nine of the 29 barnyards contribute 50%
of the subwatershed phosphorus load.

Relative to other subwatersheds, manure spreading on critical acres is not
significant. The estimated 160 critical acres spread and 3.9 critical acres
spread per square mile are the lowest in the watershed,

No streambank erosion inventory was conducted on Thomas Slough or
Creek 33-4.

There are no municipal or industrial discharges to surface waters within the
subwatershed,

HWater Resource Objectives: Protect the northern pike and walleye spawning
habitat in near shore areas of Green Bay.

To protect the nearshore wetlands, reductions in primarily in the sediment load
and secondarily in the organic load are needed. Treating the overall
subwatershed soil loss as well as the most critical barnyards should accomplish
this reduction.
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Actions: To achieve the water resource objective, a 70% reduction in the
pollutant load occurring above the target levels, from all categories of nonpoint
sources in the subwatershed is needed. Based on the results of the landuse data
analysis, to achieve the pollutant load reductions, the following numbers of
sites are included in each of the Management Categories for each nompoint source
category:

Reduction e No, of Sites----~------- :
Nonpoint Objective Mgmt Mgmt Mgmt
Source for Load Category Category Category
Category > target 1 I1a ITb ITT
Upland Erosion 70% 15 16 24 135
Barnyard Runoff 70% 12 11 0 6
Manure Management 70% 0 7 0 24
Streambank Erosion 70% no inventories were conducted....

%% It is not known how many landowners did not have any streambank erosion.

9. Overview of Little River Watershed

Geperal Description: The Little River is a major tributary to the Oconto
River, and enters the Oconto River downstream from the village of Stiles, about
9 stream miles from Green Bay.

General Water Quality and Use: As a result of recent Oconte River
restoration activities in the river below the Stiles dam and in the Machicknee
flowage, fisheries are now redeveloping for northern pike, smallmouth bass,
walleye, smelt, chinook salmon, rainbow trout, and brown trout in the Oconto
River from Stiles to Green Bay. The Little River serves as a major smallmouth
bass and northern pike spawning and nursery system for Oconte River and Green
Bay fisheries. Additionally, it is used to some extent for seasonal walleye,
brown trout, rainbow trout and salmon runs. Because the Oconto River currently
has a D.0. variance of 3 ppm and extreme water level fluctuations, the Little
River provides a more stable environment for Oconto River fish to move to under
adverse conditiomns.

General Pollution Sources: From the watershed as a whole, there are 110,600
tons of soil loss, 95% of which come from croplands (which make up 47% of the
watershed acres). The greatest problems occur in the Daley Creek and Middle
Little Subwatersheds. Bringing all lands to soil loss rates of 3 T/A/Y or less
would reduce the total tons by 29, 500, a 26% reduction.

There are 241 barnyards in the watershed contributing an estimated 2,220 pounds
of phosphorus to the surface waters. The greatest problems occur in the Upper
Kelly Brook, Lower Kelly Brook and Lower Little Subwatersheds, Sixty-three of
the 241 barnyards cumulative account for 50% of the barnyard phosphorus load.

There are approximately 53,700 feet of eroding streambanks in the Little River
Watershed, directly contributing 680 tons of sediment to the streams. The
greatest problems with tons of sediment per stream mile occur in the Lower Little
River, Jones Creek and Lower Kelly Brook Subwatersheds,






Based on criteria for safe spreading of manure in winter, there are an estimated
1,800 critical acres (greater than 6% slopes or wet soils) spread in the
watershed. The subwatersheds with the greatest number of critical acres spread
are the Upper Little River, Lower Little River and Upper Kelly Brook
Subwatersheds.

Overall Watershed Water Resource Objectives: Improve the lower Oconto River
and Green Bay sport fisheries by protecting the smallmouth bass habitat and
improving the northern pike, walleye and anadromous trout and salmon habitat in
the Little River, Kelly Brook and Daley creeks and reducing the nutrient and BOD
load to the near shore waters of Green Bay from the overall Little River system.
These objectives will best be accomplished by achieving the individual
subwatershed objectives discussed above.

C. Ground Water Resource Description and Condition

Groundwater is the major source of drinking water in the watershed. The water
table varies in depth from 0 to 60 feet below the surface. The major aquifer
for water supply is a sand and gravel aquifer and the porous sandstone bedrock.

Depth to bedrock and the water table varies greatly throughout the watershed.
Table 17 below shows some values for this information based on the well log
records of 96 sites within the watershed.

Table 17: Bedrock and Water Table Depths

Depth To: Water Table Bedrock
(fr) (fe)

Average: 22 57

Range: 0 - 60 7 - 230

The soil characteristics are important factors in determining the potential for
groundwater contamination from land use activities. The soil layer is the major
barrier between contaminants on the surface and the groundwater. In the western
2/3 of the watershed, the soils of the uplands (Onaway, Solona, Emmet) are
generally deep (60"), well to moderately well drained, and a texture of loam to
sandy loam. These soils are moderately permeable. The texture and permeability
of these soils indicates that the surface runoff does not freely enter into the
groundwater system. The soils along Green Bay (Wainola, Cormant, Deford) and
in depression throughout the watershed are poorly to very poorly drained loamy
fine sands to fine sands with shallow water tables, indicating that surface
runoff does have the potential to reach the groundwater with these soils. As
an indicator, elevated nitrate levels in well water indicate the presence of
organic wastes in the groundwater. Review of the available private well records
showed no indication of elevated nitrate levels in wells in the Little River
Watershed. Nitrate levels below 10 (mg/l) are considered safe for all uses, but
high concentrations in drinking water can be harmful to infants,
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At this time, it is not believed that nonpoint sources are impacting the
groundwater on a large scale in this watershed. It is possible there may be
isolated cases where improperly stored manure or a manure stack is leaching
contaminants onto the groundwater. However, the common upland soil types should
generally protect against this situation. I1f nompoint source conditions are
found during the implementation of the project that may be impacting the
groundwater, management practices for the protection of the groundwater will be
eligible for cost sharing.






IMPLEMENTING THE MANAGEMENT PLAN
I. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this portion of the plan is to serve as a guide for the efficient
implementation of the recommendations which were identified in the Management
Plan.

This Implementation Plan identifies:
1. the tasks necessary to implement the recommendations in the Management Plan;

2. the agencies and units of government responsible for carrying out those
tasks;

3. the time frame for completion of those tasks:
4, the type and amount of staff needed;

5. the cost of carrying out the project; and

6. the information and education program,

The general procedure used for achieving the water quality objectives identified
in the Management Plan is through the voluntary installation of corrective land
management practices to control the critical nonpoint sources. Cost-share funds
are provided to contract with landowners to cover a percentage of the costs of
installing the practices. In addition, funds are made available to the local
agencies to cover the accelerated work effort required to carry out their
responsibilities.

I1. AGENCIES INVOLVED AND THEIR RESPONSIBILITIES
A. Management Agencies

Management Agencies are those local units of government identified in the
areawide water quality management plans as having responsibility for soil and
water conservation, including implementation of best management practices to
improve water quality. For unincorporated areas, the Oconto and Marinette County
Boards will serve as the management agencies for their respective counties.
These counties are being represented by their respective Land Conservation
Committees (LCCs). The Village of Lena is also an identified management agency
for nonpoint source responsibilities within its incorporated limits. The village
is included as a management agency because the county's authority does not extend
into incorporated areas, Together these units of govermment are able to provide
project cost-share funding to landowners and install practices on public lands.

In the Little River Watershed almost all of the nonpoint source concerns are in
the rural, unincorporated areas of the project. For this reason, the management
agencies with most of the responsibilities will be the counties through their
1LCCs.






The Oconto County Land Conservation Committee, acting for the Oconto County
Board, was selected as the lead management agency for the Little River Watershed
Project by the other agencies involved. Oconto County 1is responsible for
coordinating activities among all other management agencies in the watershed.
The lead agency is also contractually and financially responsible to the State
of Wisconsin for overall management of the project, and responsible for
coordinating activities of all the agencies involved.

The specific responsibilities for the management agencies, which are defined in
the Wisconsin Administrative Rules, NR 120.06, are summarized below:

1. Assist with the development and approval of the priority watershed plan;

2. Recommend revisions to the plan to allow for necessary changes as the project
is implemented;

3. Carry out education and information programs about nonpoint source pollution
and land management needs within the watershed project area;

4. Administer the cost-sharing element of the project including sign-ups,
approval, authorization of payments, and recordkeeping;

5, Certify installation, operation, and maintenance of best management
practices;

6. Coordinate and control cost-sharing monies with local cost-sharing soutrces,
7. Report to DNR on project progress and recommended project modifications;

8. Screen applications for variances of the established cost-sharing rates; and
9. Determine priority for assistance émong grant applications.

All of these activities may be carried out by the management agencies or by
delegation to other agencies of units of govermment. The management agencies
are still responsible for the activities whether they are done by the management
agency or delegated to another agency.

B. Cooperating Agencies

In addition to the management agencies, the Little River Watershed Project will
receive assistance from the other agencies listed below.

1. Soil Conservation Service (S5CS): This agency works through the local Land
Conservation Committee for the counties. The SCS provides technical assistance
for installing conservation practices., The county SCS personnel worked with
other project personnel to provide inventories of conservation needs, and
estimated costs of best management practices. They also will aid the county in

planning, designing, layout, supervision, and certification of practice
installations,
2. University of Wisconsin Extension (UW-EXT): county Extension agents will

provide expertise in planning, coordinating and conducting public information,
education, and participation efforts. UW-Extension will also assist the counties
in the development of watershed tours, workshops, and newsletters.
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3. Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Services (ASCS): Cost-sharing
provided by the ongoing ACP preogram (Agricultural Conservation Program) will be
coordinated with the Wisconsin Fund project in the Little River Watershed.

4, Department of Natural Resources (DNR): The Department has overall
administrative responsibility for the Wisconsin Nonpoint Source Water Pollution
Abatement Program of which the Little River Priority Watershed is part. The DNR
is responsible for allocation of funds to the project, for water quality and fish
surveys and for evaluation of the watershed project.

I1T. BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

A, Eligible Practices

Those land management practices which will effectively control the nonpoint
sources of pollution are called best management practices (BMPs). The practices
eligible for the Little River Watershed project for cost-sharing under the
Wisconsin Fund program are listed in Table 18. The cost-sharing rates which were
determined by the LCC range from 50% to 70% and fall within the maximum state
cost-share rates established for the Nonpoint Source Program in Administrative
Rule NR 120,

Table 18: Best Management Practices and Maximum Cost-Share Rates

Maximum
Practice Cost Sharing Rate
Terrace 70%
Reduced Tillage 50% (flat rate of $45/ac

over three years)
Contour Strip & Field Strip Cropping 50% (flat rate of §12/ac)

Contour Cropping 50% (flat rate of §6/ac)
Diversions 70%
Waterways 70%
Critical Area Stabilization 70%
Critical Pasture Stabilization 50%
Grade Stabilization Structure 70%
Streambank & Shoreline Protection

{including livestock crossings) 70%
Streambank Fencing 50% (flat rate of $10/rod)
Settling Basins 70%
Barnyard Runoff Management 70%
Manure Storage Facilities 70% (currently,$6000 max.) (1)
Livestock Exclusions from Woodlots 50% (flat rate of $10/rod)
Street Cleaning 30%

(1) Cost sharing for manure storage facilities will be expanded to include long
term manure storage facilities, with a maximum of $10,000 cost sharing and short
term storage, with a maximum of $6,000 cost sharing, with the formal approval
of the revisions to NR 120, scheduled for July 1986.
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The BMPs included in Table 18 are those practices which will help meet the water
quality objectives set for the watershed. The specifications used for these
practices must meet the Soil Conservation Service requirements concerning
technical design. It is possible some practices may be recommended that are not
included on the BMP list. Administrative Rule NR 120,10(4)(b) and (c) provides
for substitute practices under conditions which are set on a case by case basis.

Below is a brief description of some of the common best management practices and
where they are used. Although some other practices may also be appropriate, only
those anticipated to meet the most typical situations in the watershed are
included in this list. A more detailed description of the practices, and the
conditions under which they are cost-shared is given in the Department's
Administrative Rules NR 120 which is on file at the county offices.

1. Contour Strip Cropping - This practice involves growing crops on the contour
of the land in alternated swaths generally of corn, oats, and hay. Contour strip
cropping can be used for field that are currently in a hay row crop rotation with
high levels of erosion. This normally applies to dairy operations,

2. Terraces and Diversions - These are earthen berms constructed to: a) divert
excess water to sites where it can be transported with minimal erosion; and b)
break up slope lengths on cropland in order to reduce soil loss.

3. Conservation Tillage - This practice includes a number of different planting,
tilling, and cultivating methods all designed to leave a vegetative residue on
the surface of the so0il in order to reduce both soil erosion and
nutrient/pesticide runoff from croplands. Regardless of the terminology used
to define these various systems all forms of conservation tillage must conform
to the requirements in NR 120 and the conditions described below:

a) insecticides (except for needed mid-season insecticides) and phosphorus
fertilizers must be applied through injection, in row applied, or incorporated
in some manner. They may not be surface applied with no form of incorporation
in order to prevent runoff,

b) manure spreading is not allowed without some form of incorporation.

¢) if a surface crust forms, which retards water infiltration, the crust must
be broken up.

4. Grassed Waterways - A constructed water course shaped, graded, and established
in a suitable vegetative cover as needed to prevent erosion by runoff waters.
This practice can be used to stabilize small gullies on croplands.

5. Critical Area Stabilization - Planting suitable vegetation, such as trees or
permanent grass on highly erosive areas. These areas may include: roadsides,
gullies, intermittent stream channels, and steeply sloped lands.

A special category under this practice is stabilization applied to pastured
areas. This practice applies to severely over-grazed pastures with high soil
loss. It includes the establishment of a permanent vegetative cover and the
installation of permanent and/or moveable fencing to control the livestock access






to the various areas of the pasture. The practice must include a management plan
for the landowner to follow in order to insure that the pasture is managed in
such a way that erosion above 3 t/ac/yr does not occur.

7. Streambank Protection - This practice involves several measures designed to
stabilize and protect the banks of streams against erosion. Specifically this
practice could include: fencing to control livestock access to streams, rip rap,
livestock or machinery stream crossings, and shaping and seeding of eroded banks.

8. Livestock Exclusion from Woodlots - Protection of woodlots, especially those
on steep slopes, from livestock grazing by fencing or other means.

9. Barnyard Runoff Management - A system designed to reduce the quantity of
manure related pollutants carried by runoff water to streams and lakes. The
systems includes: prevention of surface water from rumning through the livestock
concentration area, and the safe distribution or contaimment of waters leaving
the barnyard area.

10. Manure Storage - A structure for the temporary storage of manure. The
storage allows the farm operator to time the manure spreading so that runoff to
surface waters is minimized.

B. Cost-Sharing Guidelines

Cost-share funding is available to landowners for a percentage of the costs of
installing the best management practices on their land that are necessary to meet
the watershed project objectives. Landowners have four years to sign up for cost-
share dollars after the formal approval of the watershed plan and the
implementation phase of the project has begun.

The following general policies apply to the cost-share eligibility under the
Wisconsin Fund Program:

1. Only BMPs installed at specific locations necessary to improve or protect
water quality are eligible.

2. Rural and incorporated areas are eligible.

3. Cost-sharing is limited to areas of the state with approved areawide water
quality management plans.

4, Cost-sharing is limited to priority management areas of priority watersheds.
Cost-sharing is not available for practices which:
1. are normally and routinely used in growing crops;

2. are normally and customarily used in cleaning of streets and roads (increased
street cleaning is eligible if it benefits water quality);

3. have drainage of land as the primary objective;

4. 1installation costs can reasonably be passed on to potential consumers.
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It is possible some practices may be "custom" designed .and do not fit the
established definition for a particular practice., The Nonpeint Source Progran
will provide for substitute management practices after review and approval by
the DNR and the counties teo make a determination on eligibility for cost-sharing
and assign a maximum cost-sharing rate. Design specifications may be recommended
by the 5CS Technical Guide Work Group.

For certain areas within the project, local, state, or federal permits may be
needed in order to install some of the management practices. The land areas most
likely to require permits are the zoned wetlands of a county and the shoreline
of streams and lakes. These permits are required regardless of whether the
activity is associated with the watershed project or not. The Planning and
Zoning Office or the Land Conservation Office in each county should be consulted
to determine if any permits are required in specific cases.

C. The Cost-Share Agreement

The cost-share agreement (see Appendix A for an example) is a legal contract
between the landowner and the appropriate management agency. The cost-share
agreement includes the number and types of practices that are needed, the
estimated installation dates, estimated practice costs, cost-share percentage
rate, and estimated cost-share reinbursement amount. The agreements alsc include
practices which are needed to meet water quality objectives but are not cost-
shared under the Nonpoint Source Program (such as crop rotation). Once the
agreement is signed, the landowner has up to five years to install the practices
{depending upon the schedule agreed to on the cost share agreement form. Once
this agreement has been signed by both parties, both parties are bound to carry
out the provisions in it, If the land which is to receive practices changes
ownership, the original owner retains responsibility to carry out the agreement
unless the new landowner counter-signs the cost-share agreement.

IV. APMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES

A, Introduction

Upon written approval of this plan by the DNR and the Counties the implementation
phase of this project will be ready to begin, During the implementation phase
of the project the Counties and the DNR are guided and bound by two agreements
which are signed by the Department and the lead management agency (Oconto
County). These two agreements, and the procedures by which they will be
administered are discussed in detail below,

B. Administering the Cost Share Funds

1. DNR - Lead Management Agency Procedures

Cost-share funds are transferred from the state to the lead management agency
by the Nonpoint Source Grant Agreement (see Appendix A for a copy of this form).
The Grant Agreement only controls the cost share funds, that is, money for the

installation of best management practices. Several items are defined on this
agreement Including:

1. The parties of the agreement (DNR and the County)
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The Watershed Project the agreement is to be used for

The amount of the agreement

The eligible period for entering into cost-share agreements
The effective period of the grant

Eligible practices which can be cost-shared

The sites eligible for the cost-sharing funds

The conditiong which the DNR and the County must follow

O~ N PN

Advance money will be available to the lead management agency through the Grant
Agreement,in order to establish the watershed cost share fund account in the
county. In this way, the landowners can be rapidly reimbursed for the installed
practices directly from the county.

As landowners are reimbursed by the county for completed practices and the
balance is drawn down, the lead management agency will forward the appropriate
documents to DNR. The Department will in turn reimburse the county so that the
county's account always has a balance. The necessary documentation for a
reimbursement request from the county includes: 1)the "Cost-share Calculation
and Practice Certification Form" (Form #3200-53) for each landowner that was
reimbursed, 2) a "Request for Advance or Reimbursement Form" (Form #3400-70)
which indicates total prior pay requests and the amount of reimbursement being
requested, and 3) a "Reimbursement Claims Worksheet" (Form #4400-47) which lists
the landowners that were paid from the reimbursement request. Examples of these
forms are included in Appendix A.

The initial amount of the Nonpoint Source Grant Agreement is less than the
project will likely need throughout the project period. The agreement will be
amended to increase this "grant amount™ as practices are cost shared. At no time
can the total costs of the practices under cost share agreement exceed the total
amount of funds in the Grant Agreement.

2. Inter-County Procedures

Oconto County, as the lead management agency, will send reimbursement checks
directly to the landowners in Oconto and Marinette Counties after the proper
documentation has been submitted and approved by the LCC. The check will be
accompanied by a cover letter from the landowner’s county.

Although many of the responsibilities of the fiscal management can be handled
by other agencies (such as ASCS) it is understood that the county remains
responsible for insuring that the fiscal management activities are carried out
in accordance with NR 120,

3. Intra-County Procedures

Within each county of the project, a procedure has been established for the
administration of cost share funds from the time a landowner is contacted to the
time the landowner is reimbursed for an installed management practice. The
procedure is similar for the counties of Oconto and Marinette. Below is listed
the procedure agreed upon by the counties,

- 65 -






Cost-Share Fund Reimbursement Procedure: Oconto and Marinette Counties

1. Landowner and conservation planner for respective county meet to discuss
watershed project and landowner's management practice needs.

2. Landowner agrees to cooperate with the project and apply conservation
practices,

3. Cost-share Agreement (form 3400-68) is developed with landowner and
respective county conservation plamner.

4. Cost-share Agreement is signed by landowner.

5. Gost-share Agreement is signed by respective county LCC chair.

6. Cost-share Agreements from both counties will be approved by Oconto
CGounty Board by resolution, with imstructions to the Oconto County Clerk
to pay the amounts upon completion of the project and approval of the
respective LCCs,

7. M"Cost Share Calculation and Practice Certification" forms {form 3200-
53) are prepared by the respective county LCD offices for each Cost-share
Agreement, for each years practices, including the installation date.
Marinette County forwards the 3200-53 to Oconto County with the Cost-share
Agreement,

8. Practices are designed by respective county SCS or LCD, copy of the
design delivered to the landowner.

9. Landowner contacts Contractor and Technician. Landowner may have bids
or not exceed the range of cost for any one project,

10. Respective county S5CS or LCD lay out the practices if necessary,

11. Contractor installs practice.

12. Respective county SCS or LCD certifies installation (form 3200-53),
technician returns form to LCD file.

13. Landowner submits paid bills and copies of bids, if needed, and
cancelled checks to their county LCD office, and certifies project complete
on form 3200-53,

14. Respective county LCD prepares vouchers for bills.

15. Marinette County LCC reviews and approves payment of Marinette County
3200-53s and forwards to Oconto LCD.

16. Oconto County LCC reviews and approves 3200-53s from both counties and
instruets the Oconto County Clerk to issue payment, with a cover letter from
the appropriate county. A copy of the check number, with amount and date,
will be kept in the Oconto LCD office as evidence of paynent,

C. Administering the Local Assistance Funds

The agreement entered into by each management agency and the DNR during the
implementation phase of the project is called the Local Assistance Agreement (see
Appendix A for an example). This document provides for the reimbursement to the
county for costs of administering the watershed project. The costs handled in
this agreement include the costs for conducting the landowner contacts,
conservation planning, and the design and installation of the management
practices. Also covered in this agreement are the costs of the
information/education program, and the direct costs for attending an annual
project manager's meeting. The duration of the agreement is one year, and each
year for the life of the project a new agreement is signed,






An important aspect of the Local Assistance Agreement is that it is used to
estimate the work load for the project and how much (if any) additional resources
are needed by the county in order to complete the projected work load. An
estimation of the total project work load is made in the next chapter under
"Local Assistance Costs".

The basic premise of this agreement is that each county agrees to commit a
certain amount of their present staff’s time on the project. This is called the
"base level". The work effort required above this base level will be reimbursed
to the counties. This allows the counties to hire additional staff either
directly, or through contractual arrangements, to handle the additional work
load. The determination of the base level for each county will be done during
the negotiations for each Local Assistance Agreement., The procedure for the
base level calculation is outlined in the NR 120 rules. The calculation is based
on the amount of staff time each county currently has, multiplied by the amount
of the county in the project. This result is then multiplied by 1.5 because the
county has agreed that the project area is a priority area in their county and
should receive extra attention. For the two counties in the project an initial
base level calculation is shown on Table 19. This level can change throughout
the project depending upon county’s commitments. (Note: The county commitment
will be changed from this calculated "base level" to project and fiscal
management activities after the formal approval of the revisions to NR 120
{effective July 1986).

Table 19: County Base Level Calculations

§ of County Available Staff Base

County in Project Area x Time (LCD & SCS) X 1.5 = Level
{hrs/vyr) (hrs/yr)

Oconto Co 20% 2,382 715
Marinette Co. 6% 1,707 154

D. Project Tracking

For a project as complicated and as long in duration as this watershed project,
there is a need for a detailed tracking system. This system will be used to keep
up to date on the accomplishments, the work yet to be done, and it will help to
schedule activities in the future.

Each project may have a different system for tracking information, but whatever
system is used, the following information will be recorded:

1. Landowner contacts: who has been contacted; when: what is
their management category; who is left to contact;

2. Update of inventory information: if changes have occurred
from the inventoried conditions these changes should be
noted






3. Landowner contracts: what sources were controlled; what
the new pollutant levels are (new erosion rate, phosphorus
runoff, etc.); what does this represent in terms of the
objectives set for each subwatershed.

4. Status of the Cost-Share Agreement: what has been
designed, installed, certified, and reimbursed; is the
schedule of installation still accurate?

The Department and the Counties have agreed on the format for two forms to be
used to assist iIn tracking the project. This is a list of all the rural
landowners in the project, their management category for each of the inventoried
pollutant sources, and spaces for writing in the dates of contact, and if a
contract is signed. This list will be kept by each county, will be updated on
a quarterly basis and will be made available for Department review,

The second form is a "Landowner Tracking Form". This form is filled out after
the landowner has been contacted. Space is provided for the landowner name:
location; and comments from the county field person after each contact. There
is also a section for updating the 1landowners inventory situation if the
inventory information is no longer accurate. Finally, if a Cost-Share Agreement
is signed with the appropriate management practices, there is space to record
the "after" situation of the source conditions. These forms will be kept in the
county and made available to the Department for evaluation of the project's

progress,

V. PROJECT COSTS

A. Management Practice Needs and Costs

The Best Management Practices needed in the Little River Watershed are listed
on Table 20. The quantities of BMPs needed were estimated bhased on the
assumptions given below. The estimated costs for each unit of practice were made
based on the county’s experience and the costs of similar practices in other
watershed projects. For 100% landowner cooperation, the estimated state cost-
share amounts to $2,330,375, Because 100% participation is not very likely due
to the voluntary nature of the Wisconsin Nonpoint Source Water Pollution
Abatement Program, a participation level of 75% has been shown to more accurately
estimate the budget and workload needs.

The assumptions used to estimate the practice needs given in Table 20 are as
follows:

1. The number of units of each practice are estimated based on the inventory
results and include the all the landowners in Management Categories I and II for
each nonpoint scurce category.

a) Cropland Management Practices - Practices were "applied" to each
parcel of cropland currently eroding above 3 tons/ac/year through use of the
computer by modifying the "C" and "P" factors. The practices were "applied" in
order from least intensive to most intensive erosion control. The practices were
applied one at a time until the targeted maximum level of erosion wasg attained
or all of the designated practices were used.
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For fields in crop rotation, the practice application order was: change in
rotation - add one year of hay, subtract one year of corn, a second change in
rotation as above, contour strips, then conservation tillage. (Note: Marinette
County technical staff feel that the landowners in Marinette County are more
likely to apply conservation tillage before contour strips. Therefore, the
practices actually implemented in Marinette County may result in higher numbers
of acres of conservation tillage and lower acres of contour strips than are
estimated here.)

For fields in continuous row crop, contour plowing was applied first (modifying
the P factor based on the field's slope and slope length). If the soil loss on
the field was not reduced to below 3 t/a/y then conservation tillage was applied
to the field (modifying the C factor in addition to the P factor). If the field
was still eroding above the target level no further practices were applied to
a field after this point. In this region of the state terraces are not
practical.

Upon completion of these procedures, the acres of each practice were summed as
well as the acres of land still eroding above the 3 t/a/y level after the most
intensive practice application. This process also generated estimates of the
amount of soil erosion controlled through the application of practices for each
subwatershed.

b) Grassed Waterways - Through the past experience of the counties in
the project area, it was estimated that each landowner in Management Category
I for cropland would need 1% waterways at 0.85 acres per waterway.

¢) Critical Area Stabilization - Based on the past experience of the
county technical staff, critical acres needing stabilizing through such practices
as shaping and seeding of critical sites and tree planting were estimated.

d) Pasture Management/Critical Area Stabilization for Pastures- The
upland erosion inventory allowed for the calculation of soil loss on lands
identified as pasture. All pastures with soil loss above 3 tons/acre/year were
selected as mneeding some type of pasture management. In the Little River
Watershed, this is particularly important for pastures in wet soils adjacent to
surface waters where adequate vegetative cover is difficult to maintain with
heavy cattle use. Pasture management includes seeding of a permanent cover and
the installation of fencing to control the use of portions of the pasture.

e) Grade Stabilization Structures - The practices most likely to be used
are sod chutes and aluminum toe walls. This need was also estimated based on
the past experiences of the technical staff in the counties. The staff estimated
that 26 landowners in the project area need some type of grade stabilization
structure.

f) Barnyard Runoff Management - All of the Management Category [ and
I1 landowners from the barnyard runoff analysis are assumed to need some type
of barnyard runoff work, though the type of needs and costs will vary with each
situation.

g) Manure Storage - All of the Category I and II landowners from the
manure management analysis are assumed to need a manure management plan which
may or may not include short or long term storage. This estimate reflects all
the Category I and II landowners. As previously mentioned, the maximum cost
share rates for manure storage will be increased to $10,000 for long term storage
and $6,000 for short term storage with the formal approval of the revisions to
NR 120 in July 1986.






Table 20: Estimated Practice Needs and Costs in the Little River Watershed

Number
of Units Cost/ +
Needed Unit
Practice {100%) (%)
------------------ + + +
Rotation Change: (a)
Oconto Co, 1,969 ac $0
Marinette Co. 193 ac $0
Watershed Total 2,162 ac $0
Contour Crop: (a)
Oconto Co, 4,750 ac $12
Marinette Co. 1,456 ac $12
Watershed Total 6,206 ac $12
Contour Strips: (a)
Oconto Co. 215 ac $12
Marinette Co. 5 ac $12
Watershed Total 220 ac $12
Cons, Tillage: (a)
Oconte Co, 1,023 ac $90
Marinette Co. 69 ac $90
Watershed Total 1,092 ac 390
Grassed Waterways: (b}
Oconto Co. 240 ac $1,750
Marinette Co. 60 ac $1,750
Watershed Total 300 ac $1,750
Critical Area Stabilization: (c)
Oconto Co. 20 ac $500
Marinette Co. 5 ac 500
Watershed Total 25 ac $500
Pasture Management: (d)
Oconto Co. 591 ac $30
Marinette Co. 0 ac $30
Watershed Total 591 ac $30
Grade Stab. - sod chute: (e)
Oconte Co. 16 units $800
Marinette Co. 2 units $800
Watershed Total 18 units $800
Grade Stab. - aluminum toe wall: (e)
Ogconto Co. 7 units $3,000
Marinette Co. 1 units $3,000
Watershed Total 8 units $3,000
Barnyard Runcff: (f})
Oconteo Co. 143 units $11,000 %
Marinette Co, 22 units $11,000
Watershed Total 165 units $11,000
Manure Mgmt: (g)
Oconto Co. 62 units $10,000
Marinette Co. 2 units $10,000
Watershed Total 64 units $10,000
Streambank Fencing: (h)
Ocontoe Ce. 1,064 rods $10
Marinette Co. 62 rods $10
Watershed Total 1,106 rods $10
Streambank Shape & Seed: (i)
Oconto Co. 1,515 rods $33
Marinette Co. 90 rods $33
Watershed Total 1,605 rods $33
Streambank Rip Rap: (]}
Oconto Co. 500 rods $320
Marinette Co. 30 rods $320

Watershed Total 530 rods $320

Cost for ALl Practices

Oc. Co,
(%)

$57,000

$2,580

$92,070

$420,000

$10,000

$17,730

$12,800

$21,000

1,573,000

$620, 000

$10, 440

$49,995

$160,000

Mar. Co.
(%)

$0

$17,472

$60

6,210

$105, 000

. $2,500

$0

$1,600

$3,000

$242,000

$20,000

$620

$2,970

$9,600

Total
(%)

$0

$74,472

$2,640

$98, 280

$525,000

$12,500

$17,730

$14,400

$24,000

$1,815,000

$640, 000

$11,060

$52,965

$169,600

Cost Cost Share for All Practices

+ Share Hrmnmmeees +
Rate Dc. Co.
%) $

trrnmmannn - +

0% $0
0%
0%

50% $28,500
50%
50%

50% $1,290
50%
50%

50% $46,035
S0%
50%

70% $294,000
70%
70%

70% $7,000
70%
70%

70% $12,411
70%
70%

70% $8,960
70%
70%

70% $14,700
70%
70%

70% $1,101,100
70%
70%

$6000 max $372,000
$6000 max

$6000 max
70% $7,308
70%
70%
70% $34,997
70%
70%
70% $112,000

70%
70%

Mar.Co.
($)

$0

$8,736

$30

$3, 105

$73,500

$1,750

$0

$1,120

$2,100

$169,400

$12,000

$434

$2,079

$6,720

$0
$37,236
$1,320
$49, 140
$367,500
sa,rso'
$12,411
$10,080
$16,800
$1,270,500
$384,000
$7,742
$37,076

$118,720






Table 20: Estimated Practice Needs and Costs in the Little River Watershed {contt)

Number Cost for All Practices Cost Cost Share for All Practices
of Units Cost/ #uww------- + + + Share AL + AAREE TR
Needed unit Oc. Co. Mar. Co. Total Rate Oc, Co. Mar.Co. Total
Practice {100%) (%) (%) ($) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
------------------ + + B & + L L L T —
Streambank Crossings: (k)
Oconto Co. 10 units $1,000 $10,000 70% $7,000
Maripette Co. 3 units $1,000 $3,000 70% $2,100
Watershed Total 13 units $1,000 $13,000 70% $9,100
------------------ + + trrmmeaniany + LR T LR
Total for ALl Practices at 100% Participation:
Dconto Co. $3,056,615 $2,047,301
Marinette Co. ‘ $414,032 $283,047
Watershed Total $3,470,647 $2,330,375
------------------ + + Frrmmmnanay + L R T S LEEE TR TR
Cost Share for All Practices at 75% Participation - for Worktoad and Budget Estimates:
Oconto Co. $1,535,476
Marinette Co, $212,305
Watershed Total $1,747,781






h) Streambank Fencing - Based on the streambank erosion inventory the total
length of streambank eroding with cattle access was assumed to need at least this practice
for control. Because no streambank inventory was conducted on the tributaries in Marinette
County, the estimates for that county are based on 6% of Oconto County’'s needs which is the
same ratio as the land areas of the two counties within the watershed.

i) Streambank Shaping, Seeding, & Fencing - Based on the streambank erosion
inventory the total length of streambank eroding at the medium lateral recession rate without
cattle access, or at the low or medium lateral recession rate with cattle access, was assumed
to need this practice. Streambank fencing is required with shaping and seed where cattle
are present.

j) Streambank Rip Rap - Based on the streambank erosion inventory the total
length of streambank eroding at the highest lateral recession rate was estimated to need rip
rap, regardless of cattle access. The Inventory results indicated that no sites were eroding
at this high recession rate, but county LCC and SCS staff felt that about 1/3 of the sites
needing shaping and seeding would also need rip rap, primarily due to the large drainage area
above many of the sites.

k) Stream Crossings - Through past experience of the counties, it was
estimated that between 1/4 and 1/3 of the landowners needing streambank wotrk would need
crossings. This number was estimated to be 13 for the watershed.

Note: Woodlot Fencing - The upland erosion inventory also identified the grazed woodlots
along with their soil loss. All grazed woodlots with soil loss greater than 3 tons/acre/year
would be assumed to need some fencing. However, the inventory showed no grazed woodlots
eroding at 3 tons/acre/year or greater, so no woodlot fencing estimates were included in the
cost estimates for the project, If grazed woodlots with soil losses greater than 3
tons/acre/year are found during implementation, they will be eligible for cost sharing for
fencing, -

B. Local Assistance Needs and GCosts

Through the planning process, the number of landowners with nonpoint source control needs
has been estimated. Table 21 shows this information by county.

The quantity and types of practices needed in this project has also been estimated through
the planning process. With this information, along with the landowner numbers, an estimate
can be made on the time needed to contact the landowners, draft the conservation plans,
degign the practices, and install/certify the practices.

Table 21: Numbers of Landowners in the Various Management
Categories for Each County

Total Landowners Inventoried: 1,049 213 1,262
Landowners with at least one
Mgmt Category I Sources: 175 31 206

Landowners with at least one Mgmt II
or Ila Sources, but no Mgmt I

Category Sources: 175 36 211
Landowners with only Mgmt
Category IIb or II1 Sources: 699 146 845






Table 22 summarizes the time requirements for this project at the 75% participation level,
This is an optimistic level so these estimates should be interpreted as maximum needs.

The estimates made in the table are important because they indicate how much additional staff
time will be needed by the counties if the project follows the projected participation rate.

The assumptions used to calculate the time requirements shown on Table 21 are explained
below.

1, Project Management: based on past projects using the following
figures: Oconto Co. 400 hrs/yr
Marinette Co. 200 hrs/yr

The hours varied depending upon the amount of the county in the project and amount of
administrative duties.

2. Landowner Contacts: This estimate is based contacting every landowner with at
least 1 nonpoint source in management category I or II (Ila for upland erosion) three times
at two hours per contact,

3. Cost Share Agreement Development: This includes the time required to actually
fill in the agreement form and have it signed by the landowner and the County. The number
of agreements assumes 75% of the landowners contacted will sign an agreement.

4. Conservation Planning: Conservation planning estimates are based on 75% of
landowners with croplands in Management Category I or 1Ia for upland erosion times 40 hours
per plan.

5. Practice Desgign and Installation/Certification: The guantities of practices
are 75% of the wvalues shown in Table 20. The rates for the tasks were obtained from the
counties.

6. Cost Share Agreement Review: These estimates are based on 2 reviews per cost
share agreement during the 5 year installation period.

7. Education/Information Hours: These hours are based on the activities in the
Information and Education Program included in Chapter VII of the plan. Only County LCC and
S5CS hours are included in the estimate.

8. Fiscal Management: These hours include 1 hour per cost share agreement to set
up the county cost share agreement file; 1/2 hour each for Oconto Gounty to add Marinette
County's cost share agreements to the total watershed project cost share agreement file; and
4 reimbursement requests per cost share agreement at 1.25 hours per request, spread over the
8 year project period,






Table 22: Estimated Staff Time Requirements for the Little River Watershed Project
(assuming a 75% participation rate and an 8 year project)

BMP Hours Per Activity
Number Rate Design & +------r-rmocrrommrmmnao e +
of Units Chrs/ Install. O0Oc. Co. Mar. Co. Total
Activity Needed unit) Hours (hours}  (haurs)  Chours)
---------------------- B LR LT LT s L LT T T TP P S
Landouner Contacts:
Oconto Co. 1,050 2 2,100
Marinette Co. 201 2 402
Watershed Total 1,251 2 2,502
Conservatn Planning:
Oconto Co. 143 40 5,720
Marinette Co. 34 40 1,360
Watershed Total 177 40 7,080
Cost-share Agreement Developinent:
Oconto Co. 263 2 526
Marinette Co. 50 2 100
Watershed Total 313 2 626
---------------------- R LRt PR T R e papar
Practice Design & Installation:
Oconto Co.
Contour Farming 3,563 ac ¢.3 1,069
Contour Strips 162 ac 0.3 49
Cons, Tillage 758 ac 0.3 230
Grassed Waterway 180 ac 25 4,500
Grade Stab Struct 17 unit 45 765
Pasture Mgmt 444 ac 0.3 133
Streambank Fencing 783 rods 0.2 157
$treambk Shape/Seed 1,136 rods 0.8 909
Streambank Rip Rap 375 rods  1.12 420
Stream Crossing 8 units 15 120
Barnyd Runoff Mgmt 107 units 72 7,704
Manure Storage 46 units 50 2,300
Critcl Area Stab 15 ac 2 30 18,386
Marinette Co.
Contour Farming 1,092 ac 0.3 328
Contour Strips 5 ac 0.3 2
Cons. Tillage 52 ac 0.3 16
Grassed Waterway 45 ac 25 1,125
Grade Stab Struct 2 unit 45 0
Pasture Mgmt 0 ac 0.3 0
Streambank Fencing 47 rods 6.2 10
Streambk Shape/Seed 68 rods 0.8 S5
Streambank Rip Rap 23 rods  1.12 26
Stream Crossing 2 units 15 30
Barnyd Runoff Mgmt 17 units 72 1,224
Manure Storage 2 units 50 100
Critcl Area Stab 4 ac 2 8 3,014
Watershed Total
Contour Farming 4,655 ac 0.3 1,397
Contour Strips 167 ac 0.3 51
Cons. Tillage 820 ac 0.3 244
Grassed Waterway 225 ac 25 5,625
Grade Stab Struct 19 unit 45 855
Pasture Mgmt 444 ac 0.3 133
Streambank Fencing 830 rods 0.2 167
Streambk Shape/Seed 1,204 rods 0.8 964
Streambank Rip Rap 398 rods 1.12 446
Stream Crossing 10 units 15 150
Barnyd Runoff Mgmt 124 units 72 8,928
Manure Storage 48 units 50 2,400
Critcl Area Stab 19 ac 2 38 21,400
---------------------- LR Y PR Y R R e e R T &






Table 22: Estimated Staff Time Requirements for the Little River Watershed Project
{assuming a 75% participation rate and an 8 year project)

BMP Hours Per Activity
Number Rate Design & #--------esmccmmmmrorrmnmnonn- +
of Units (hrs/ Install. Oc. Co. Mar. Co. Total
Activity Needed unit) Hours ¢hours)  ¢hours)  (hours)
---------------------- R i SRRt L T T Ty ]
Cost-share Agree Review:
Oconto Co. 526 1 526
Marinette Co. 100 1 100
Watershed Total 626 1 626
---------------------- B et EEEEEEY ) L s L TR TS
Project Management:
Oconto Co. 400 3,200
Marinette Co. 200 1,600
Watershed Total 600 4,800
---------------------- P LT TETEEEY 2 D s EEE TR
Fiscal Management:
Oconto Co. 1,700
Marinette Co. 300
Watershed Totatl 2,000
---------------------- D EEEEEEs SEEEEES 3 B L LEEE TP LT ]
Education/Information:
Oconto Co. 2,294
Marinette Co. 439
Watershed Total 2,733
---------------------- L e RLLEET ] D L T 3
TOTAL PROJECT HOURS
Oconto Co. 34,452
Marinette Co. 6,982
Watershed Total 41,434
---------------------- L AL LY ) R R T






VI. Project Schedule

Project schedules have been developed for Oconto and Marinette Counties and are shown in
Tables 23a, 23b and 23c, respectively., The accuracy of the schedules will depend upon the

participation of the landowners. The schedules, as presented, are most useful for
determining staff needs for the counties during the initial one to three years of the
project. During this time most of the effort will be spent on landowner contacts and

conservation planning, which are activities that will occur independent of the landowner
participation rate. During the last 5 years of the project, the workload will shift to
include more design and installation of practices, which will be determined by how the staff
schedule practice installation with the landowners. It is important for the staff to work
with the landowners to schedule practice installation when it 1s both convenient for the
landowner as well as when it fits with the county's future staffing strategy.

The assumptions used to make Tables 23a, 23b and 23c are described below:

1. Landowner Gontacts: All contacts need to be made during the first 3 years of
the project. Each contact is estimated to take 2 hours. All landowners with at least one
Management Category I or II/Ila source need to be contacted the first year, with about 1/4
of them contacted ? times the first year. During the second year, all landowners which have
not yet signed a cost share agreement need to be contacted at least one time. During the
last year of sign-up, all landowners remaining without signed cost share agreements need to
contacted 1 time, with about 1/3 of them contacted 2 times.

2. <Conservation Planning: The total conservation planning hours are based on the
number of landowners in Management Categories I or Ila X 75% X 40 hours per plan., It was
estimated that 1/4 of these plans would be completed during year 1, with the remaining plans
being equally divided during year 2 and 3.

3. Cost Share Agreement Development: All cost share agreements need to be
developed and signed during the first 3 years of the project. The total hours were based
on the number of landowners with at least one source in Management Category I or II/I1a X
75% X 2 hours per agreement, It was estimated that 1/4 of the cost share agreements would
be signed year 1, 1/3 would be signed year 2, and the remaining 40-45% would be signed year
three.

4. Practice Design & Installation: Based on the estimated total practice needs
at 75% participation, these hours were concentrated in the last 5 years of the project and
adjusted to make a consistent staff level need over the project period. To assure that
consistent staff level need occurs, the staff working with the landowners need to carefully
schedule practice design and installation accordingly when developing the cost share
agreements.

5. Cost Share Agreement Review: These hours indicate that each landowner with
a cost share agreement will be contacted 2 times during the installation period to assure
that their practices are being installed on schedule. About 1/3 of the agreements will be
reviewed with the landowner each year during the last 5 years.

6. Project Management: These activities were assumed to occur at a consistent
level during each year of project implementation.

7. Fducation/Information: The scheduling and hours for these activities are given

in detail in Chapter VII.






Table 23a: Oconto County - Little River Watershed Project Workload
Scheduled Over 8 Years, Assuming 75% Participation Level

Project

Total
Activity Hours Yr 1 ¥Yr2 Yr3 Yr4& Y5 Yré Yr7?7 ¥r8

Lndownr Contacts 2,100 915 700 485 0 0 0 0 0

Cons. Plan. 5,720 1,500 2,040 2,180 0 0 o 0 0

Cost-share Agree 526 100 200 226 ] a 0 0 0
Development

Practice Design
& Installation 18,386 347 143 1,194 3,407 3,407 3,407 3,407 3,074

Cost-share Agree 526 0 25 75 85 85 a5 85 86
Review

© project Mamt 3,200 400 400 400 400 4o 400 400 400

edwation 2,294 922 492 o0 106 108 105 108 108

Fiscal Mamt 1,700 131 37 298 213 213 213 25 72

TOTAL PROJECT
HOURS 34,452 4,315 4,347 5,198 4,213 4,213 4,213 4,213 3,740

Estimated County
Commi ttment (1) 715 747 698 613 613 613 613 472

Est. Additional
Staff Needs 3,600 3,600 4,500 3,600 3,600 3,600 3,600 3,248

(1) Estimated County Committment is given as Ybase level" for year 1 and
the sum of fiscal and projectment hours for years 2 through 8,






Table 23b: Marinette County - Little River Watershed Project Workload
scheduled Over 8 Years, Assuming 754 Participation Level
Option A - Half-time person for 5 years

Project

Total
Activity Hours Yr 1 Yr2 Yr3 Yré Yr5 Yré Yr7 VYr8

Lidounr Contacts 402 175 125 102 0 0 0 0 0

Cons. Plan. 1,360 480 440 440 0 0 1] ] 0

Cost-share Agree 100 24 36 40 0 0 0 0 [t}
Devel opment

Practice Design ~ eeeemeeeeeemeeeeciicnnecaeaes
& Installation 3,014 115 225 199 875 875 310 309 106

Cost-share Agree 100 0 10 15 15 15 15 15 15
Review

Project Mgmt 1,600 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 200

Education 439 216 64 104 " 11 1" A 11

Fiscal Mgmt 300 22 53 55 57 S8 35 10 10

HOURS 6,982 1,057 1,153 1,155 1,158 1,159 571 545 342

Estimated County
Commij ttment (1) 154 - 253 255 257 258 235 210 210

Est. Additional
Staff Needs 903 900 900 o0 901 336 335 132

(1) Estimated County Committment is given as "base level™ for year 1 and
the sum of fiscal and project management hours for years 2 through 8.






Table 23c: Marinette County - Little River Watershed Project Workload
Scheduled Over B Years, Assuming 75% Participation Level

Option B - Full-time person for 2

Project
Total
Activity Hours Yr1 Yr2 ¥Yr3

Lndownr Contacts 402 150 150 102
Cons. Plan. 1,360 330 515 515

Cost-share Agree 100 24 36 40
Development

Practice Design

& Installation 3,014 115 119 1,024
" cost-share Agree 100 0 10 15
Review
©project Mgmt 1,600 200 200 200
©kdwcation B39 216 6 106
©fiscal Mmt 0 2 55 s

HOURS 6,982 1,057 1,153 2,049

Estimated County
Committment (1) 154 253 255

Est. Additional
Staff Needs 203 900 1,794

(1) Estimated County Committment is given as

years

0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
1,756 0 0 0 ¢

lbase level" for year 1 and

the sum of fiscal and project management hours for years 2 through B,






8. Fiscal Management: Using the 4 reimbursements per cost share agreement
at 1.25 hour/reimbursement and 1 hour per agreement to set up the file as
gulidelines, it was assumed that the majority of the reimbursement requests would
occur equally distribute between years 2 through 7 of the project and that all
cost share agreement filing would occur during the first 3 year, consistent with
the developing and signing of the agreements.

VII. Education Activities

A, Introduction

The educational activities for the Little River Watershed project are designed
to provide current information to all people in the project area. By the use
of wvarious educational methods, project staff will inform landowners and the
general public of the location of the project, why the project was selected and
how the project will be developed and implemented. Information on the approved
conservation practices will increase recognition of how the landowners can reduce
nonpoint source pollution which will result in improved water quality,

The four major objectives of the educational program are:

1. to provide information about the Little River Watershed and the watershed
program,;

2. to make people aware of water quality problems arising from animal
production, what can be done to alleviate these problems and what the
alternatives and consequences are;

3. to educate people on the causes and various remedial actions of water
pollution resulting from crop production; and

4. to increase the awareness of the problem of streambank erosion and
provide information on techniques to reduce the problem.

The six audiences that the education program will focus on are:

dairy farmers;

cash grain farmers and land renters;

people who own land that is rented for agricultural production;
the general public;

. elected officials; and

special interest groups.

[=a B, R e S

B. Description of Activities

1. Newsletters: The newsletters will provide general progress reports of
watershed activities and each will include an in depth discussion of a
highlighted issue, a calendar of events and the major points to be covered in
the next issue. The newsletters will be published guarterly during the landowner
sign-up period and twice annually for the remaining five years. The major issues
to be highlighted include: general introduction to the project, barnyard
management, manure management, soll erosion and field runoff, streambank
protection, conservation tillage and information specific to land renter/rentee
needs,






2. General Watershed Brochure: The watershed brochure will be printed
during the first year of the project. It will be designed to explain the
technical and policy aspects of the watershed project to the general public, and
answer general questions about participating in the project.

3. Watershed Folder: These will be pocket folders with the watershed name
printed on them, produced during the first year of the project and distributed
to landowners during farm visits and watershed meetings. Each folder will
contain materials such as the watershed brochure, cost sharing information, and
fact sheets on management practices, and will serve as a convenient filing system
for watershed information for the landowners.

4. News Releases: News releases on watershed activities and related topics
will be prepared 6 times per year during the 3 year landowner sign-up periocd and
3 times per year during the last 5 years of the project.

5. Watershed Meetings: There will be one watershed meeting each year during
the first 3 years of the project to discuss a particular topic in depth (such
as manure management and conservation tillage), as well as to update landowners
on the status of the watershed project.

6. Neighborhood Group/Township Meetings: These will be small group
meetings, occurring throughout the watershed, directed towards rural landownets
to discuss the available practices, encourage participation and facilitate
landowner decision making regarding practice installation.

/. Best Management Practice Demonstrations: During the first two vears of
the project, management practice demonstration sites will be developed to allow
landowners to see effective barnyard runoff systems, manure management
techniques, contour cropping, conservation tillage and streambank protection
practices, During the early period of the project, sites with already
established good management practices (such as contour strip cropping) will be
highlighted. Demonstrations of the more intensive practices, such as barnyard
runoff controls and manure management, will be developed as the practices are
installed under project cost share agreements.

8. Watershed Tours for the Public: One tour will be sponsored during each
of the first three years of the project to acquaint landowmers with the project,
the types of practices available and cost sharing conditions, designed to
encourage participation.

9. Watershed Tours for County Board Supervisors: These tours are designed
to acquaint the County Board Supervisors with the purpose, implementation methods
and benefits of the watershed project to the county, to encourage their support
throughout the project period. The first year tour will discuss the role of the
county in assisting project implementation and adequately managing public lands,
The third year tour will emphasize accomplishments to date and discuss the need
for supervisors to make their constituents aware of the deadline for landowner
sign-up.
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10. Best Management Practice Album: This is a three-ring binder with color
photographs of land management practices used to provide visual and written
information on the merits and "how-to"s of the practices, Three such albums will
be developed during the first project year to be used during farm visits and
watershed meetings.

11. Slide Program: One slide program will be developed during the first year
of the project, to be used throughout the project period to explain the project,
BMPs, cost sharing, ete.

12. School and Organization Meetings: Three meetings will occur each of the
first three years of the project to discuss appropriate watershed related topics.

G, Objectives for Each Target Audience

The education objectives for each target audience are given below., The
specific activities designed to accomplish the objectives are also given, with
the understanding that the newsletters, neighborhood and watershed meetings and
tours will be used to meet the needs of all the audiences listed below.

1. Dairy Farmers:

a) Reduce surface water contamination by animal waste - BMP
demonstrations on barnyards, filter areas and milkhouse waste disposal,
activities for 4-H clubs,

b) Reduce soil loss and sedimentation of streams from surface erosion -

BMP demonstrations on conservation tillage, contour strips and crop rotations,
4-H club activities.

¢) Reduce streambank erosion - BMP demonstrations on cattle crossings
and watering access, volunteer training for fencing installation and maintenance,

d) Reduce runoff of fertilizers and pesticides - BMP demonstrations on
conservation tillage and contour strips, integrated pest management workshop,
soil testing, 4-H club activities,

e) Improve the handling of hazardous materials - information sheet in
watershed folder.

2. Cash Grain Farmers and Land Renters:

a) Reduce soil loss - BMP demonstrations on conservation tillage and
contour strips, 4-H club activities.

b) Reduce fertilizer and pesticide runoff - BMP demonstrations on
conservation tillage and contour strips, integrated pest management workshop,
soll testing, 4-H club activities.

c¢) Improve the handling of hazardous materials - information sheet in
watershed folder.

3. People Who Own Rental Agricultural Land:

a) Reduce soil loss and sedimentation. - specific newsletter highlighting
the economics of soil and water conservation and ways of developing rental
agreements to promote conservation.

b) Reduce degradation of water quality - (same as above).






4. Gemeral Public:
a) Improve the understanding of the consequences of nonpoint source
pollution - news releases, watershed signs, newsletter articles.
b) Improve the understanding of the consequences of soil erosion on
water quality - (same as above)
¢) Increase the public's understanding of the importance of the
watershed project - (same as above).

5. Elected Officials:

a) Strengthen their awareness of the goals of the project - County Board
presentations, tour, elected official quarterly updates.

b) Improve the awareness of the economics of nonpoint source pollution -

(same as above),

¢) Increase the awareness of the economics of =oil erosion and its
impact on water quality - (same as above).

d) Improve the understanding of the economic impact of the watershed
program - (same as above).

6. Interest Groups:
a) Strengthen their awareness of the goals of the project - news
releases, group presentations.
b) Improve the awareness of the economics of nonpoint source pollution -
(same as above).

D, Schedule and Costs for Information and Educational Activities

The numbers of each activity which will occur each year of the project, as well
as the associated costs are given in Table 24, The estimated staff hours
necessary to carry out the activities are given in Table 25,

VIII., PROJECT EVALUATION

Two approaches will be used to evaluate the progress and success of the Little
River Project. One will involve assessing the changes in land use practices and
reductions in pollutant loads as a result of the project. The other approach
will be measurements of water quality, habitat, and, water resource
characteristics. Each approach is discussed in more detail below.

A. Changes in Land Use Practices and Pollutant Loads

Nonpoint sources of pollution have been degrading water quality for a long period
of time and the changes in water quality from the control of the sources will
occur gradually over a period of time. Because of this, there is a need for an
evaluation procedure that will indicate progress before the actual changes in
water quality can be measured. This evaluation approach allows for such an
assessment of the project to be made.

The base line conditions of the watershed with respect to nonpoint sources of
pollution has been documented through the inventory process. The changes in
these conditions will be documented throughout the project through the use of
tracking forms. Each time a cost share agreement is signed the changes in upland
soil loss, barnyard runoff phosphorus load, critical acres of land spread with
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Table 24: Schedule and Costs of Information/Education Activities (1)

Cost/
Unit Project Year Total Total

Activity (%) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8  Number Cost
General Brochure

numbar 1 -- -- -- ol -- -- -- 1

cost $550 % 530 $ -- & -- & -- % -- $§ -- % -- £ .- $ 550
Neuwsletters

number 4 4 4 2 2 2 p 2 22

cost $500 $ 2,000 $2,000 $2,000 %1,000 %$1,000 $1,000 $1,000 %1,000 $11,000
News Releases

number 6 6 6 3 3 3 3 3 33

cost $15 % 90 % 90 £ 90 $ 45 % 45 % 45 $ 45 B 45 $ 495
BMP Demonstration

number 8 4 -- we -- -- -- - 10

cost $725 $ 5,800 $2,900 $ -- & -- % -- & -- H -- F .- $ 8,700
Bmp Album

number 3 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 3

cost $100 % 300 % -~ $ -- $ -2 % -- $ -- $-- § -- $ 300
Township Meeting

number 9 -- @ - -- -- -- -- 18

cost $70 $ 630 $ -- % 4630 % -- & -- & -- & -- % -- $ 1,260
Tours

number 1 1 1 -- .- -- -- .- 3

cost 3600 $ 600 $ 600 % 400 $ -- % -- % -~ $-- & -- $ 1,800
Organization/School Meeting

number 3 3 3 -- -- - - -- 9

cost $35 % 105 $ 105 $ 105 & -- & -- § -« H-- § -- $ 315
Slide Program

number 1 -- -- -- -- -- -- - 1

cost 8400 $ 400 % -- 3 -~ $ -~ % - & -- $-- § -- $ 400
Co. Board Tour

number L -- 1 .- -- - -- -- 2

cost $315 % 515 % -- $ 515 % -~ & -- & -- $-- % .- $ 1,030
Watershed Meeting

number 1 1 1 -- -- -- -- -- 3

cost $375 % 375 % 375 $ 375 % -- % «- 3 -- $-- § -- $ 1,125
Watershed Folder

numbep 1 -- v -- -~ - -- -= 1

cost $550 % 5% % -- $ -- % -- % -~ $ -- $-- $ -- $ 550
Total Cost $11,915 $6,070 $4,315 $1,045 $1,045 31,045 $1,045 $1,045 $27,525






Table 25: Estimated Mours for Information/Education Activities

Hours
/Unit Number of Each Activity per Project Year Total
Activity (hours) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 HNumber
General Brochure 1 -- - - - -- e - 1
Oc. LCC hours 18 18 -- -- -- .- .- . .
Oc. UKEX hours 4 4 -- .- - - -- .- -
Mar. LCC hours 4 4 - -- .- - e .- .-
Newsletters 4 4 4 2 2 2 2 2 22
Oc. LCC hours 30 120 120 120 60 &0 60 40 60
Oc. UWEX hours 8 24 24 24 16 16 16 16 16
Har. LCC hours 4 16 14 16 8 8 8 8 8
News Releases 6 6 & 3 3 3 3 3 33
Oc. LCC hours 16 Q4 06 96 48 48 48 48 48
Oc. UWEx hours 16 84 84 84 42 42 42 42 42
Mar. LCC hours 1 -] & & 3 3 3 3 3
BMP Demonstration 8 4 -- -- e - . -- 12
Oc. LCC hours 60 480 240 - -- -- -- -- -
QOc. UWEX hours 10 80 40 - .- - -- -- .-
Mar. LCC hours 24 96 16 -- o -- . . .-
Bmp Album 3 -- -- -- .- -- .- - 3
Oc. LCC hours 16 48 -- -- -- - -- — .
Oc. UWEX hours 8 24 -- -- .- - - - .-
Mar. LCC hours .- -- -- -- - -- .- - .-
Township Meeting 9 - 9 -- .- -- .- - 18
Oc. LCC hours 12 72 -- 72 - -- .- -- --
Oc. UWEx hours 8 48 -- 48 .e - .- . .-
Mar. LCC hours 12 36 -- 36 .- -- -- - -
Tours 1 1 1 -- -- -- . - 3
Oc. LCC hours 24 24 24 24 -- .- - -- --
Cc. UWEX hours 12 12 12 12 u -- -- .- -
Mar. LCC hours 16 16 16 16 - .- -- .- -
Organization/
School Meeting 3 3 3 . -- .- - - 9
Oc. LCC hours 2 4 4 4 -- .- -- .- --
0¢, UWEX hours -- -- -- - . . -- .- .-
Mar. LEC hours 2 2 2 -- - .- .- .
slide Program 1 -- . .- -- e -- .- 1
Oc. LCC hours 32 32 . .- -- -- .- .- .-
Oc. UWEX hours 16 16 -- - -- -- .- - =
Mar. LCC hours 8 8 -- - .- .- -- - -
Co. Board Tour 1 -- 1 - .- .- -- . 2
Oc. LCC hours 16 16 -- 16 - -- . . .-
Oc. UWEX hours 8 8 -- 8 -- .- -- - --
Mar. LCC hours 20 20 -- 20 -- -- -- - -
Watershed Meeting 1 1 1 .- .- -- - - 3
Oc. LCC hours 8 8 8 8 - - - -- .
Oc. UWEX hours 346 36 36 3&6 -- -~ .- -- --
Mar. LCC hours 8 8 8 8 - -- - .- -
Watershed Folder 1 -- -- -- .- . e . 9
Oc. LCC hours 4 4 - -- .- - - - -
Oc. UWEX hours 2 2 -- -- - . - . .-
Mar. LCC hours 4 4 -- . -- .- -- -- .-
Annual Totals for All Activities
Oc. LCC hours 922 492 340 108 108 108 108 108
Oc. UWEx hours 338 196 212 58 58 58 58 58
Mar. LCC hours 216 64 104 1 1 11 1" 1
Total Hours 1476 752 656 177 177 177 177 177

Hours/Agency
e T R A
Oc. Oc. Mar. Total
LCC  UWEX LCC Hours
-------------- Frmmeeeeay
26
18
4
4
Q00
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152
88
1023
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33
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120
112
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24
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96
72
156
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36
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3
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32
16
8
88
32
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24
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&
2
A
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manure, or streambank erosion will be recorded on the tracking sheet by the
county. This will be donme for practices that are cost shared through the
Nonpoint Source Program as well as those not cost shared. These tracking sheets
will be turned in to DNR on an annual basis or upon request by the Department.

Nonpoint source control practices may be installed with cost share funds outside
of this program (such as the federal ACP program). The land condition changes
that result from these practices will also be recorded by the county on the
tracking sheets and kept on file by the county.

This evaluation effort has two benefits. One, as mentioned bhefore, it allows
for an indication of the progress of the project before changes in water quality
are apparent. Secondly, this evaluation will guide the Department on which water
bodies are most likely to show changes as a result of the level of practice
installation in its subwatershed.

B. Changes in Water Quality, Habitat, and, Water Resource Use

The objectives set for each water body usually related to a fishery change or
improvement, or to other recreational uses. In order for those objectives to be
met, several steps must be accomplished. First, the pollutant loads must be
reduced through the installation of the control practices. Second, the water
quality and physical characteristics must respond to the reduction in the
toading. Third, the aquatic life (fish, algae, weeds) must, in turn, respond
to the improvements in the water quality and habitat.

Several water resource measurements will be wused to help indicate 1if the
objectives are being met. Many of these techniques will be the same ones that
were used the help determine the present conditions of the water bodies and are
described in Chapter II. Because of the cost and time commitment required for
these monitoring techniques, only a few selected sites will be monitored, If
improvements can be measured at these sites, it can be concluded that similar
landuse changes in other subwatersheds will result in similar water quality
changes.

Four streams have been selected for monitoring: the Little River, Daley Creek,
Kelly Brook and Jones Creek. These streams were chosen as representative of the

two major creek objectives in this project: the protection of a coldwater fishery
(trout) and the improvement of a warm water (smallmouth bass, northern pike)

fishery. Improvement in the sport fishery is defined as an increase in the number
and the size of the sport fish in the stream. Improvement in the forage fish
is defined as an increase in the over all "biomass" of the forage fish in the
stream.

Kelly Lake, Porcupine Lake, and Cooley Lakes will be monitored also, to track
the changes in the water quality throughout the project period.

Table 26 summarizes the evaluation activities and when they are
scheduled to take place,






1. Biotic Index

Biotic Index sampling has occurred at 6 sites on the Little River, 7 on Kelly
Brook, 1 on.Daley Creek and 1 on Jones Creek in spring and fall 1980 and fall
1982. The sites will be resampled during the spring and fall for the last three
years of the project.

These samples will be used to indicate if there has been a change in the organic
loading condition of the streams at those sites. The main source that would
affect these conditions is a change in the livestock waste runoff from barnyards
or fields.

2. Stream Fishery Habitat Assessment

A limited habitat assessment has been conducted at 4 sites in the watershed.
Further "Base line" information will be collected at 4 to 8 sites on the selected
creeks in the summer 1986, These sites (plus any additional sites) will be re-
assessed during the fourth, seventh, and one year after the project’s completion.

This assessment will help to measure improvements in the fish habitat, The main
activities that will lead to changes in this characteristic would b streambank
fencing and upland erosion contreol practices.

3. Stream Temperature and Flow

Two major factors in the improvement of the trout fishery will be the influence
of the flow and the temperature of the streams. Trout survival and production
will be enhanced if the minimum stream flow can be increased and the temperature
decreased during the mid-summer period,

Many of the upland erosion control practices will help increase the infiltration
of water before it can runoff. This increase in water infiltration will help
maintain the base flow of the streams and decrease the summer temperatures.

To determine whether the practices are affecting these factors in Daley Creek,
Kelly Brook and Jones Creek, Three sites will be monitored for these parameters.
Mid-summer and mid-winter temperatures and flows will be measured at the selected
sites each year during the project.

4. Fish Surveys

The selected streams will be surveyed to determine their current sport fishery
population and nongame £ish condition. Daley Creek and Jones Creek will
monitored in summer 1986, and repeated again in year 10 of the project, along
with surveys of Kelly Brook and the Little River.

These surveys will be the most important indication of accomplishing the
objectives for the selected streams. The response of the fish population will
show if all the factors affecting the stream have changed enough to actually
affect the stream’s capacity for supporting a sport fishery.
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5. Lake Water Quality Measurements

Several years of water quality data exist for Kelly Lake. Beginning in 1988
gpring turn-over and mid-summer samples will be taken for total phosphorus
concentration, secchi depth, and chlorophyll_a concentration on Kelly, Cooley,
and Porcupine lakes. This will continue on an annual basls for the duration of
the project and for one year after the project.

The main purpose of this sampling will be to measure any changes in the trophic
status of the lakes. Nutrient reduction to the lakes through the control of
upland erosion and livestock waste runoff will be major reason for changes in
the lakes' trophic status,

Table 26: Schedule of the Evaluation Procedures

Evaluation 00 @ seeeecoo------ Year----rr-rmron-
Technique Sites 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1011
Biotic Index 15 sites XX X
Habitat 4-8 sites X X X X
Assessment®
Lake 3 lakes X X X X X X X X X
Monitoring (4 x's/yr) :
Temperature 3 sites X X X X X X X X X X %
& Flow (2 x's/yr)
Fish Survey 2 streams X X X
2 additional X
streams
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APPENDIX A

FORMS USED IN ADMINISTERING THE PROJECT
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Forms Used in Priority Watezlshed Projects

Nonpoint Source Grant Agreement (Form 3400-67)

This form is used to convey cost-sharing money for the installaticn of
practices fram the Department to the Lead Designated Management Agency.
Tt is in effect for the duration of the project. The amount of the
grantincreasesasthemmtofmymc\mberedincreases. The grant
is signed by the Department of Natural Rescurces and the Lead Designated

Minagement Agency.
Local Assistance Agreement

The Local Assistance Agreement is signed by the Department and the Lead
DMA, This agreanentmtlin&swhattherejmbursanentwillbetothe
project for the additional staff needs. It defines the work which needs
to be done by the county to implement the project and what the reimburse-
ment for that work will be. The agreement is ussally for-ome year and is
renegotiated each year.

Request for Advance or Reimbursement (Form 3200-54)

The county uses this to request their initial "advance" money for cost-
sharing funds or to reimburse their cost-sharing account when they have
paid landowners for the installation of practices. When used for reim-
bursment purposes the form must be accampanied by a contractor's itemized
invoice, evidence of payment by the landowner, and a copy of the Practice
Certification Form {see below).

landowner Tracking Sheet (No Form Number)

This form has many uses. It is filled out before a landowner contact is
made. Tt indicates the conditions of an individual's land according to
the inventory. After a contact it should show any changes in the land
from the inventory data. It is also used to justify any changes in a land-
owner's eligibility status. Finally, if the landowner signs a cost-share
agreement it indicates the changes in nonpoint source conditions due to
the agreed upon best management practices.

Cost-Share Agqreement {Form 3400-68)

This form is signed by the county and the landowner. It outlines the needed
practices, the locations of the practices, the estimated total cost, cost-
share rate, and cost-share amount; the scheduled year of installation,

and the practice maintenance periocd. The form also describes the respon-
gibilities of both the landowner and the designed management agency. This
is a binding contract betwen the two parties.

Cost-Share Agreement Amendment (Form 3400-683)

This form is used whenever there is a need to change a cost-share agreement.
Examples of changes needing an amendment are deleticon or addition of a prac-
tice, and a change in the cost of a practice by more than $500.00. This
form must be signed by the landowner and the DMA before the change becomes
effective. :
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Cost-Share Calculation and Practice Certification (Form 3200-53)

There are two functions served by this form. It is filled out by the
 county and sent to the Department when requesting reimbursement for cost-
.ahare funds, The first part of the form is simply the calculation for
ﬂmanumtofmst—ﬂmremyﬂnlarﬂwnerreceiveda:ﬂ-isbemgmquested
for reimbursement. The secarxd part is the county's certification that the

- on the form meet the required specifications, This replaces the
ACP 247 certification form.
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of Wiscamshih NOWPOINT SOURCE GRANT AGREEMENT
nemt of Natmed Ressaess Secthom 14428, Wla. Stats,
Form 1400-57 Bev. 582
Wisconsln Noopeint Soares Water B prisity Wetarskad Project
O Locel Priity Projess
i
PART 1. Purposs

hmm&mﬁmmmmwmwwxxmmw-mm

Z—ak& C..ou.n'fy "

MWWWm&uhMMMWMdMWWB%MMNM:W

R.:zg; Pz.’gr;‘fz ]a[gfu:.l\ &el

of wuter polintion through the
project.
PART IL Grant Administation Daga
Lo Re Cownty __Pool
3 Anthorzsd Rspressntative & Departmens Dwarics
Dave Soilsaver Sewth east Distreet
Title T, Maximym Grent Amscunt
COM*‘L_ Congse r@_‘f’:’oni_sf -.5 100, 000
3. Streat ¢ Eouta & Eligihke Pericd for Entaring 160 Cost-Sharing Agrsemants
/o0t Masn St dofy 1 198Y Fo June 32 [987
City, Stata, Zip Cods 9. Installacion Pawiod
I.A'I'#fo‘;f«u:hn( W’mﬁz?? & Years from the sgning of the toet-sharing agreemant
_(Y]4) 123~ 000 16, Grast Pariod
. ch.& ‘, lﬂaﬂ nm;thhn c-_.?_,._l_‘iﬂo ya
11. Eligible Costs

Eligible costs are thoes coets incurred for the installation of the BMPs listed on line 12 of part II on the sites
ii.stodonlim13ofpa.rt11.ComfwBMPswhminatﬂationiaaurbdbdmthnsipingofamtshﬁng -
agrumentbetwmthshndomwwmdthnDMAmmdip‘bthomforBMinhichdonot.mee;‘
thnspedﬂcadmnmicondiﬁmdmNBlZO.lS.Wh.AdnﬂmCod&mmtcﬂsibhmu.
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12, Eligible Best Managemant Practices

Terrace Settling Basin

Conservation Tillage Barnvard Runoff Management
Contour Strip Cropping Manure Storage Facility

Contour Farming , Livestock Exclusion from Woodlot
Diversions Street Cleaning

Waterways

Critical Area Stabilizatfon
Grade Stabilization Structure
Shoreline Protection

Shoreline Fencing

Rio Rap .

Shaping and Seeding

Livestock and Machinery Crossing

13. Eligible Sites
£/:'3.£,/¢_, s:'f'e..s are those oreas swilhea Fhe Ph'dfﬂ'fy:/yandsﬁmch

Rreo Cas defined 7n At Cleo~water Riven Priority Watershed
Piom) w‘\a‘c.L C..an‘}h'Luf-t. nanpo;‘a'f' SOLrcey a“{‘ pﬂf/a‘)‘a«'lts 7"0

The surface wa‘!'er_s.
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o 2
PART I11. Conditions

?‘thmntmdmeDM&mmmmmonhapmviﬂmofthinmndoharabyagreeu

1. 'This agreement is subject to the provigions of Section 144.26, Wis. Stata. _

2. This egresmsnt is subject to the provisions of Chapter NR 120, Wis. Admin. Code.

3. The Department shall relmbures the DMA for & parcen of each eligible cost incurred by the DMA during
WWmmxodmerMmmmtmhmmsmm

in accordance with sec. NR 120.14, Wis, Admin. Code. The total amount reimbursed by the
Depnrtmo&tahnﬂnotexwadhhamﬂmummtammmtﬂs&adonlim7ofpmmThaDMAuhaﬂprovida
the Department with itemized payment requests on forms to be provided by the Department.

4. All amendments to this sgreement shall bs executed in writing end be mutually agreed upon between the
Department and DMA.

8. The DMA shall uss the cost-sharing egresment form provided by the Department for all contracts
reimbursable through this agresment.

8. The DMA shall documsant that all best management practices for which reimburssment is ested under
this agresmant meet the technical specifications and design criteria identified in Section NRmc{;O.IDHJ. Wis,
Admin. Cods, and any other conditions set out in this agresment. _

7. Quartarly during ths grant period, the DMA shsll submit a progress repoet to the Department including the

A. 'The mumber of cost-shering agresments signed during that quarter;
B. The number of eligibls grant recipients who have indicated an interest in entering into a cost-sharing
agresment during that quarter, but have not dons so;
C. Ths emount of funds included in cost-charing agreements during that quarter;
D. The number or units of each best mansgement practice included in cost-sharing agreements during that
. E. The numbar or unita of each best management practice installed during that quarter; and
- F. Other messurements of participation or accomplishment agreed upon by the DMA and the Department.
8. DMA accountability. k
A. Financirl managemant, The DMA is responsible for maintaining a financial management system which
shall adequataly provide for: _
(1) Accurats, current and complets disclosure of the financial results of each cost-shering agreement
awarded in accordance with generally accepted accounting principles and practices, consistently

: epplied, regardless of the source of funds,
{2) Records which identify taly the source and application of funde for grant-supported activities.
Thass records ghail contain tion pertaining to grant awards and authorizations, obligations,

unobligated balances, assets, liahilities, outlays end income.

{(3) Effective control over end sccountability for all project funds, property, and other assets.

{(4) Comparison of actual with budgeted amounts for each grant,

(8} Procadures for determining the eligibility and allocability of costs in accordance with the provisions of
Sections NR 120.10 and NR 120.12, Wis. Admin. Code.

(6) Accounting records which are supported by source documantation.

{(7) Audits to be mads by ths DMA or at its direction to determins, at 2 minimum, the fiscal integrity of
financial transactions and reports, and the with the terms of the grant agreement. The
DMA shall scheduls soch sudits with frequency, usually annually, but not less frequently
than onee every 2 years, considering the nature, sizs and complexity of the activity.

{8) A systematic method to assure timely snd appropriate resolution of audit findings and
réecommendations,

B. Records. The following record and sudit policies are applicabls to this grant and to all cost-sharing
agresments awards under this grant.

{1} The DMA shall meintsin books, records, documents, and other evidence and accounting procedures .
and practices, sufficient to reflect proparly:

{A) The amount, receipt, and disposition by the DMA of all assistance received for the project,
including both state sssistance and any matching share or cost-sharing; and

{B) Ths total costs of the project, including all direct and indirect costs of whatever nature incurred
for the performancs of the project for which this grant has been awarded. In addition, contractors
of DMAs, including contractors for professional services, shall also maintain books, documents,
?apm.andrmdnwhichmpertimnttothisgnnt award. The foregoing constitute “‘records”
or the purpossa of this section. ,
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9.

10.

11.

{(2) The DMA's records and the records of ite contractors, including d;;mfuaioml services contracts, shail
be subject at all reasonable times to inspection, copying, and audit by the Department.
(3) The DMA and contractors of DMAs shall preserve and make their records available to the
Department:
{A) Until expiration of 3 years from the date of final settlement, or
(B) For such longer periods, if required by applicable statute or lawful requirement; or
0 Ife t is terminated completaly or partially, the records relating to the work terminated shall
bepg:;vodandmadownﬁnblgforapdodowymﬁomthedntaofmyrwﬂtingﬂml :
termination settlement. =

{4} Records which relate to appeals, disputes, litigation on the settlement of claims arising out of the
performance of the project for which a t wes awarded, or costs end expenses of the project to
which exception has been taken by the Department or any of its duly authorized sentatives, shail
be retained until any appeals, litigation, claims or exceptions have been finally resoived.

C. Audit.
{1) Preawsrd or interim sudits may be parformed on grant applications and awards,

(2) A final audit shall be conducted after the submission of the final payment request. The time of the
final audit will be determined by the Deparitment and may be prior or subsequent to final settlement.
Any payment made prior to the final audit is subject to adjustment based on the audit. DMAs and
subcontractors of DMAs shall preserve and make their records available pursuant to condition 8B of
part III of this agreement.

This agresment will remain in effect beyond the grant period described in part I, line 10 through the
maintenance period for all best mapagement practices cost-shared. During the grant period, either the DMA
or the Department may on thirty (30) days written notice, unilaterally and without cause, shorten the grant
period of this agreement without liability, except that: (1) the D ent shall reimburse the DMA for all
eligible coats incurrad against coat-sharing agreements signed before the final date of the amended grant
period, {2) the DMA annually shail report to the Department as described in condition 7 of part III of this
agreement, (3) the DMA shalil be accountable to the Department as described in condition 8 of part III of this
agreement, and (4) the DMA shall enforce all provisions of all cost-sharing agreements in effect as of the final
date of the grant period.

In connection with the performance of work under this agreement, the DMA agrees not to discriminata
ageinst any employe or applicant for employment because of age, racs, religion, color, handicap, sex, physical
condition, developmental disability as defined in Section 51.01(6), Wis. Stats., or national origin. This
provision shall include, but not be limited to, the following: employment, upgrading, demotion or transfer;
recruitment or recruitment advertising; layoff or termination; rates of pay or other forms of compensation;
and selsction for training, insluding apprenticeship. The DMA agrees to post in a conspicuous place available
for employes and applicants for employment, notices to be provided by Department setting forth the
provisions of this clause. '

Disputes regarding ity and quantity may be settled by arbitration in accordance with Chapter 298, Wis.
Stats., if the party alleging such a dispute notifies the other party in writing thereof within ten {10) days after
the notifying party became awars of, or reasonably could have become aware of, such dispute.

State of Wisconsin
Department of Natural Resources

By .Seg__re.)"ar:/ ”f‘ DN
Date Signed

Authorized Representative of Lead
Designeted Management Ageacy

By QLU\_A_'E;L_&?&'J Q_Ao-.:'rman

Date Signed
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GLOSSARY 0016 (P) -
LOCAL ASSISTANCE AGREEMENT FOR -

Clearwoter River PRIORITY WATERSHED PROJECT

WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
LokKe. COUNTY

This agreement is entered into by and between the Wisconsin Department of
Natural Resources (hereinafter referred to as the Department)

and

LaKe County acting as the lead designated management

agency under section NR 120.02(8), Wisconsin Administrative Code (hereinafter
referred to as the County).

I.

I1.

II1.
IV,
v.
V1.

PURPOSE OF THIS AGREEMENT

The purpose of this agreement is to identify the circumstances under
which the Department will reimburse the County for completing tasks,
over and above a base level, necessary to implement

the %lwwa+er River Priority Watershed Plan in
accordance with the detailed program for implementation developed as
part of that plan, Only tasks over and above the base leveil,
consistent with this agreement, are reimbursed by the Uepartment.

PROJECT LIAISONS

For Department: John G. Konrad, Chief
Nonpoint Source Section
Bureau of Water Resource Managenent
Department of Natural Resources
P.0. Box 7921
Madison, WI 53707-792]

For County: Dove Soilsaver

DURATION OF AGREEMENT: Jeofy [, 1984 4o Jone 30, /984
MAXIMUM REIMBURSENENT AMOUNT: $ /O, OO0 |

GUARANTEED MINIMUM REIMBURSEMENT AMOUNT: $ 4 OQO

CONDITIONS:

A. The general conditions for conduct of local assistance activities
are those appearing in sections NR 120.50 through KR 120.53 of the
Wisconsin Administrative Code.

B. Tasks completed prior to _Jc.| 1484 , are not
eiigible for reimbursement under this contract.
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C.

D..

E.

G.

H.

-z-

The project base level 1s determined to

be LOCO hours for the duration of this
agreement using the procedure identified in Section

NR 120.52(3)(a), Wisconsin Administrative Code based on

professional staff levels of the Land Conservation Committee and
the Soil Conservation Service. .

The accelerated task hours are all hours associated with eligible
tasks greater than the project base level of hours.

All subcontracts shall be submitted to the Department for review
prior to signing of the subcontract.

Landowner or land user contacts under technical assistance are
covered under this agreement only when the lands are within the
priority management area identified in the priority watershed plan
and are anticipated to have significant nonpoint sources.

Conservation plan development is covered under this agreement as
follows:

1. For the "most critical" landowners,, as defined in Section
Y11, conservation planning is eligible for reimbursement
independent of a signed cost-share agreement.

OR

2. For all other landowners, conservation planning is eligible
for reimbursement only when an agreement is reached with the
1andowner or land user to install all the necessary best
management practices.

Design, installation and certification of best management practices
is covered under this agreement only for landowners and practices
identified as eligible in the Cleayjoter River Priority
Watershed Plan providing: o -

1. The practices are included in a cost-share agreement (DNK Form
3400-68 or 3400-68A)

OR

2. A written agreement is reached between the County and the
landowner or land user to install and maintain the best
management practices necessary to control all the critical
nonpoint sources on the landowner's/land user's property in
accordance with the conditions in NR 120 and
the Clearwater River  Priority Watershed Plan.
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vIl.

SCOPE

This agreement covers the tasks 1isted in -Tables V1, 2, 3, and 4
provided they are carried out within the priority management érea

fdentified in theCleorwarter River _ Priority Hatershed Plan and
peet the Intent of that plan.

For purposes of this agreement, "most critical® landowner is defined in
the Cleorvioter River Priority Watershed Plan to be:

Table 1. Technical Assistance Tasks &nd Hours Per Task

TASK AGREED UPOM EFFORT
- . ER TASK

T. Contacts EE!

2. Precontact Review of Landowner Information (See Section VIII
3. Cost-Share Agreement Development Line A.1)

4. Conservation Plan Development for Landowners
Other than the "Most Critical" Landowners

5. Conservation Plan Revisions

6. Conservation Plan Development for the
*Host Critical® Landowners

7. Design of Best Management Practices
Contour Cropping

Contour Strips hr/acre
Diversions hr/foot
Terraces : hr/foot
¥iterways hr/acre
Minimum Tillage hr/acre
Critical Area Stabilization — hr/acre
Grade Stabilization Structures hr/structure
Shoreline Fencing hr/foot
Shoreline Shaping/Seeding ____ hr/foot
Shoreline Rip-Rap —_ hr/foot
Stream (rossing - hr/crossing
Barnyard Runoff Contro) T hr/site
Manure Storage Facility hr/facility
Livestock Exclusion from Woodlots
Other (specify) .

8. Installation & Certification of
Best Management Practices ,
Contour Cropping
Contour Strip Cropping
Diversions hr/foot
Terraces ' hr/foot
Haterways hr/acre
Minimum Ti1lage hr/acre
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Critical Area Stabilfzation hr/structure
Grade Stabiiization Structures he/structure
Shoreline Fencing hr/foot
Shorel fne Shaping/Seeding ' hr/foot
Shoreline Rip-rap hr/foot
Stresm Crossing
Barnyard Runoff Contral hr/site
Manure Storage Fecility hr/facility
© Livegtock Exclusion from Woodlots -
9., Review of Cost Share Agreement hr/farm or

municipality

10. Best Management Practice
Maintenance Review _ hr/farm or
municipality

Table 2. Fiscal Management Tasks

TASK AGREED UPON HOURS PER TASK
Tevelopment of cost-sharing

agreement file and update 0.5 hour per cost-share

of project ledgers agreement

Handling of requests for
reimbursement for installed
best management practices 2.0 hours per request!

{1) A single request shall fnclude all best management practices
{nstalled under a cost-share agreement concurrently.

Table 3. Project Management Tasks

TASK AGREED UPON HOURS PER TASK
Joorgination of activi e Twe

counties; activities with

Department; technical assistance

tasks; fiscal management tasks;

and educational tasks. 5850

Teble 4. Education Tasks
TASK AGREED UPON NUMBER ESTIMATED DIRECT COSTS

Newsletters Y ‘L$ /1900
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VII1. REIMBURSEMENT

A.

c.

The Department agrees to reimburse the County for completed,
eligible tasks for accelerated task hours as follows:

1.

2.

3.

4.

For technical assistance, the eligible tasks and agreed upon
effort per task are identified in Table 1.

&, For tasks 1 through 5, Table 1, Section VII,
reimbursement shall be based on actual hours for these

tasks up to /5 o0 hours.

b. For task 6, Table 1, Section VII, reimbursement shall be
based on the actual hours for this task up
to 250 hours.

For fiscal management, the eligible tasks and agreed upon
hours per task are jdentified in Table 2,

For project management, the eligible tasks are identified in
Table 3. The actual hours {ncurred in carrying out these
tasks up to S50 hours will be eligible
for reimbursement plus a maximum of § [§so ¢

for costs associated with attending an anntal nieeting with the

Department,

For educational activities, the eligible tasks are identified
in Table 4. The actual direct costs for printing, postage,
contractual editing and layout associated with these tasks up

to § soo & and for actual hours
incurred Dy or s in carrying out these tasks up
to 40 hours,

The reimbursement rate for accelerated task hours shall be $12.50
per hour,

The guaranteed minimum refmbursement in Section ¥V of this
agreement will be made to the County even if the total accelerated
task hours actually expended by the County under the agreement is

less than /200 hours provided:

1. That o0 . task hours have been
spent on tasks rough 5) of Table 1, Section VII, and

2.

.

That a minimum of 20 conservation plans for
“most critical” landowners 3 » 1able 1, Section VI1]
have been developed, and

That the county has provided «S additional
full time equivalent staff years for the period covered by

‘this agreement through either direct hiring or contracting.
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IX.

X.

X1,

-Q-

Re{mbursement shall be requested quarteriy within 15 days of the
end of the quarter on forms provided by the Department. The

quarterly project base level shall be 9 g[ hours,
Any quarterly base level not met in a quarter sha e carried
over to the next quarter,

MODIFICATIONS OF THE AGREEMENT

A

B.

The Department and County agree that any amendments to this
contract shall not be effective unless agreed to by the parties in

writing.

Either the County or the Department may, on thirty (30} days
written notice, unilaterally and without cause, terminate this
contract without 11ability, except that the County shall be paia -
for services actually rendered by it up to and including the
termination date and it shall provide to the Department a report
summarizing work products to the date of termination. '

NONDISCRIMINATION

A.

In connection with the performance of work under this contract,
the County agrees not to discriminate against any employe or
applicant for employment because of age, race, religion, color,
handicap, sex, physical condition, developmental disability as
defined in Section 51.01(5), Wisconsin Statutes, sexual
orientation, or national origin. This provisfon shall include,
but not be limited to, the following: employment, upgrading,
demotion or transfer; recruitment or recruitment advertising;
layoff or termination; rates of pay or other forms of
compensation; and sefection for training, including
apprenticeship. Except with respect to sexual orientation, the
county further agrees to take affirmative action to ensure equal
employment opportunities. The county agrees to post in
conspicuous places, available for employes and applicants for
employment, notices to be provided by the county setting forth the
provisions of the nondiscrimination clause.

A wreitten affirmative action plan is required as a condition for
the successful performance of the contract. Excluded from this
requirement are contractors whose annual work forces amount to
less than ten employes. The affirmative action plan shall be

submitted to the Department within fifteen (15) working days after

. the award of the contract.

HOLD HARMLESS CLAUSE

"HOLD-HARMLESS: The Contractor agrees to save, keep harmless, defend
and fndemnify the State of Wisconsin, Department of Natural Resources
and all {ts officers, employees and agents, agajnst any and all
11ability claims, costs of whatever kind and nature, for injury to or
death of any perscn or persens, and for loss or damage to amy property
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L1l

XI11.

NI

(state or other) occurring in connection with or in any way incident to
or arising out of the occupancy, use, service, operation or performance
of work in connection with this contract or omissions or contractor's

emdloyees, agents or representatives."

TNDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR

The County 1s an Independent Contractor for all purposes including
Worker's Compensation, and not an employe or agent of the Department.

AUDIT, ACCESS TO RECORD

The County shall, for a perfod of three (3) years after completion and
acceptance of the project by the Department, maintain books, records,
documents and other evidence directly pertinent to performance on grant
work under this contract fn accordance with generally accepted
accounting principles and practices. The County shall also maintain
the financial information and data used in the preparation or support
of the cost submission in effect on the date of execution of this
contract and a copy of the cost summary submitted to the Department.
The Department, or any of its duly-authorized representatives, shall
have access to such books, records, documents, and other evidence for
the purpose of inspection, audit and copying. The County shall provide
proper facilities for such access and inspection.

STATE OF WISCONSIN
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

5ec.r¢+ Oy a‘f ONIQ

bate C. D. Besadny, Secretary

Clcc~n*}; éipcaro( Chovr

Date Chair
County Board
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STATE OF WISCONSIN REQUEST FOR ADVANCE OR REIMBURSEMENT

GIPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES WISCONSIN FUND - NONPOINT SOURCE PROGRAM
SECTION 144,25, W15, STATS,
FORM 3200-34 5-83

. Camplete Items 1 through 8 and 13 for all payment requests. See instructions on reverse side for completing Items 9

through 12. Send one copy of this form to:
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources

Bureau of Finance, Audit Section

Box 7921
Madison, Wisconsin 53707
1. GRANTEE/OMA 2. COUNTY 3. GRANT NO. 4, PAY. REQ. NO.
La¥ke C.ownty LokKe P Ss& /
5. MAIL CHECK TC: . 4 &, PERICD COVERED BY THIS REFPORT (MD-DAY-YR):
Lm\(-t- C.Ohin+7 L C.C- FROM TO
7. TYPE OF PROJECT 8. TYPE OF REQUEST
o Maina st gpmomw WATERSHED g;\avmacs
LOCAL PRIOCRITY PARTIAL
An.,'hwn, WI. £3333 I FivaL
AMOURT — LEAVE BLANK
9. Request for Advance Payment {DNR USE ONLY
a. Initial State Grant Amount -#.3 00, 0ol
b. Advance Payment Requested {Maximum 10% of Above} 30, 000

10. Summary of Payment Requesfs

a. Reimbursement Requested This Claim seramrefagmmmdifGudak

b. Total Prior Pay Requests (Including Advance)

¢. Total All Payment Requests to Date

11, Computation of Maximum Partial Payment

a. Total Cumulative Grant to Date

b. Enter 95% of Above Total

12. Computation of Net Payment Due

a, Enter 95% of Total Cumulative Grant {Line 11b. Above)

b. Less: Total Prior Payment Requests (Line 10b. Above)

¢. Net Payment Due (Line 12a. Minus Line 12b.)

Amount Allowed

This Claim
13. CERTIFICATION:

t certify that to the best of my knowledge and belief the bilied costs of
expenditures are based on actual payments of record and are in accordance Date
with the terms of the project agreement and the reimbursement represents
the grant share due which has not been previously requested.

Auditor Initials

Bur. Finance Initials

‘ 1Date
SIGNATURE OF AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE DATE SIGNED
TYPED OR PRINTED NAME AND TITLE TELEPHONE MO. [INGLUDE AREA CODE &

_Dave Soisaver, Cowty Conservoationis? ey 123 -s 000
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INSTRUCTIONS

.Itnm 9 . Qompleta for Advance Payment Requast Only

9a Enter the amount of grant shown on the originai agreement.
ab- Advance requested may not exceed 10% of original grant amount.
Item 10 - Complete for Partial and Final Payment Requests. (See required attachments
below.)
10a Enter total amount from worksheet (Form 4400-47) attached to this pay
request.
10b Enter total amount of all previous payment requests, including the advance.

10¢ Sum of 10a and 10b.

Item 11 - Complate for Partiai Payment Regquests Only
11a Enter the sum of the original grant amount and any amendment increases.
11b Enter 95% of the above amount, which represents the maximum that shali

be paid on a grant prior to final accounting and audit. {Compare this amount
with |tem 10c¢ before completing ltem 12.)

ltamn 12 - Complete for Partial Payment Reguests Oniy when the amount shown on
line 10¢ above exceeds the amount shown on line 11b,

12a & b Self-explanatory.
12¢ The net result when subtracting line 12b from line 12a is the maximum amount

which may be paid with this pay request.
REQUIRED ATTACHMENTS

Attach the following documentation with each Partial and Final Payment Request:

1. One copy of reimbursement claim worksheet (Form 440047} listing individual
payments on cost share agreements.

2. Photocopy of cost share agreements (Form 3400-68) for each payee listed in this
report. {If not previously submitted.)

3. Photocopy of form showing approval of final cost share amount by the DMA
for each practice listed in this report.
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LAMDOWNER TRACKING SHEET
Cleorwater River  WATERSHED PROJECT

Landowner: A Leandpuner
Property Description: T_43 N, R 3 E  ,sect.: 7 NEY, NE 7y
Other Identifiers: LT 123 County: _L.ake

Cost Share Agreement Mo.:

Contact Record Date Contacted By Response
VZ /! & i ﬂ SM I‘ﬂfoCSff-J FLY Aarnqgr./*Crveland ‘
4 workl
Comments: &.re Jand -hor inyealy 7‘ C.an.?‘ : A .

{ Somé .S+fm£3 &resien, mﬁf'///g,cohfcm'f' wolh cosf'
45"‘"#@""05 by ‘f//ﬂgt/

Inventory Summary, Update, and BMP Status

Nonpoint Source Inventory Update BMP Status
Animal Lot Runoff

Animal Units ‘s

Model Results £ /igeble -€55, SOm e

Rankina o3 0 LT Saubws .
Streambank Erosion . T

Feet /oo

&
Severity hon medinm

Cropland Erosion
acres at{-/0 t/ac 20 ac,

acres at //-/9 ¥0 ac
Some
acres at 20-29 /0 ac
acres above_30 neae.
dther Monpoint Sources
3blly #oe avdq//c'f
Sonirt
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STATE OF SCONSIN Cost-Share Agresmnent Number Total Est. Grant mf.l_f:
Wi ] o
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL HESOURCES / s /‘)’, g3¢
Nama ol Granl Reciplant Telaphons Mumbes
. ndoongr 1283-¢567
WISCONSIN NONPOINT SOURCE WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT Streat or “°"'é gd
PROGAAM COST-SHARE AGREEMENT Orn
SECTION 14425, WIS, STATS. City, Stats, Zip Code

FORM 3400-82 REV. 342 A a (3 WI 5;3_13 3

Lagal Dascription of Property

NEly, NEly SeeT, Ti3N R3E

Name of Landownar {if othsr than Geanl Reclipiant) : Telophons Mumber
Name of Dﬂﬂﬁl;llld Mgt. Agency Talaphone Number Sirest or Roula
LoKa County Y19/ 123 ~$000
Strest or Route s City, State, Zip Code
10( Maipn S1
City, Stats, Zip Code Instaliation Period

R ny+0w1\’ W&' 53333 From To

SECTION 1. AGREEMENT PROVISIONS

it

. The grant recipient agrees:

A. To instalt the best management practica(s) listed in saction 2 consistent with the specifications listed in section 3 during the instaliation period idantified shove.
To operate and maintain esch best management practice for tha life span identified in saction 2.

B.
C. To cartify, on forms provided by the designated management sgency, best management practices installed undsr this agreement are being maintzined.
0. To repay the full amount of the cost-share payments made snd forfeit all rights to future cost-share payments if:

{1) Any best managament practice is rendered ineffective during its life span dus 1o improper maintsnance, operation os neglect;
(2) The applicable conditions identified in section 3 are not met; or

{3} The grant recipiant adopts sny land use or practice which dafeats the purposes of the best managament practices.

E. To retain responsibility for this sgreement if a change in ownership occurs unless the new owner assumaes, in writing, the operation and maintensnce of the be:t managoment
practices snd ather provisions of this agreement periaining to the grant recipient.

F. Not to discriminate against contractors becasusa of age, race, religion, colar, handicap, sex, physical condition, developmental disabllity, or nstions! origln, in the perfermance
of responsibilities under this agreement.

. The dasignated management agency agrees:

A. To provide technics! assistance for bast management practices identified in section 2.
B. To make cost-share payment atier receipt of a payment requast and avidence of carnpletion status,

. Sanisfaciory evidence of completion status wilt consist of a technical pertormance report signed by a 1echnician assigned by the designated management agency.

. The total state cost-share pavn;ent tor each practice identified in section 2 shat! be based on the cost-share rate for the practice as applied to the eligible costs actually incurred,

as substantiated to the designated management agency. If the 1o1al cost-share paymaent lor a practice identified in section 2 axceeds the estimated grant amount for that
practice, payment of the averrun will be made only it there are funds available.

. The sgreement may be amendad, by mutuat agreement, during the instailation period as fong as the changes witl provide equal or greater potlution control,






SECTION 2. BEST MANAG'EMENT PRACTICES, COSIS, INSTALLATION SCHEDULE, LIFE SPANS

This section contains all best management practices, both those eligible lor cost shating and thase not ehigible, needed ta contro! significant nonpoint sources in eligilibe areas owned or
pperated by the grant recipient.

1. Cost-shared best management practices

Farngtead | L1 |Boved Rpebf | |- P3900% | govh| 2¢c0 | = 1984 /5y
35810 | CL  |Contewr Strips | 80 jac | /920°" |50% | 9eo 11985 | /o yus
46 M3 |Shecelineg . |2000 £t | — ” — —
q ME S8l iny  |s800 |t | /7350 7o | 995 - [786 | /L0 yes
6 MR E Rep s00 |1\ | /850% (700 g295 | = li9se | zo e
y Ms Stn BonK o 200 |€4 | 200 “ | 70% 80 - (186 | /0 yrs ’
47,9 | CS  |6rass Wabenwey | 2.0 lac | 2049%% ) 70% | 2/3 ~ /985 | /0 s
Formsbead | £ 20 |Monere spgie | 1 - 112,000 | s0% Fg,000 #2900% /98y |20y,
Total 1‘ 4 5 A j Total ; / Z 82¢ *Idemity progrem

- 7IT -

2. Noncost-shared best management practices

Location Pratiice Yeaar of Praclice
{Fieid Number) Code Practice Title Quantity | Units IntLatistion Litespen

3,580 | ~  |Crep Rotedion 8O lac| 1983 | /Owsl X400 ponram
, reyr

SECTION 3. DESY MANAGEMENT PRACTICE CONDITIONS

Attached are the conditions tor each best management practice listed in section 2.
Brent Rvcipient of AUthorized Representatives Signalone Dats Signea T Auihorized Frprasanisiive of Oet, ML, Agency . Signalime e Signed

WW May' [ 1789 o %AM Moy (S 1984
_ LLC" L—- C_‘\Qv.t‘fﬂﬂu\

Le.,né OgIing






WISCONSIN NONPOINT SOURCE W

State of Wisconsin

" Department of Natural Resources

PROGRAM COST-SHARE AGREEMENT AMENDMENT
Section 144.25, Wis. Stats.

Form 3400-686A

183

1. Cost-shared best management practices ADDED

ATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT

Cost-Share Agreement Number
ol

Amsndment Number

Name of Grant Reciplent
- Lc.r\ [~

r

Name of Designated Mgt. Agency
Leke CO “an f‘y

New Total Est. Grant Amount

8 /Y5348 4 ppsp Y

(Piokd Mumber) | Ooe® Practica Titl Quutty | Unite | ollon | hnte| Bt o [(GesShareg Froct | Yomeot || practice
/0 | s Grj:l&t;,wﬁ}, 0.5a |eoac 4770“’ 70% il.fj‘i e2 - 1487 | /Oyrs
6 Ms S’;ﬁ;ﬁf. ed /o0 | f¢ 600 °° | Fo% Jﬂ?z_ o *¥
e \pe  Ploanbes /00 |ft | 75 | 7ox | 5,50
,{,‘Iﬁ:’l Ti‘ /995 %2 ‘Il?ﬁ:rl"' ] /o F2  |edentity program
2. Cost-shared best management practices DELETED ]
. (Fiold Bnmbert | Fisice Practice Title Quiniity | Unite | 1ot | haiamre| Eatimated Coot ?&3’&“’3&‘#’ tnstahegon Lilospas
=
Lf b6 MR S+’E?;?::; /00 Ft #/8.5‘0 “* 1 70% "k& 95 ¢
Tota Total £/, 2,95 2% |Ftdenity progr
3. Cost-shared best management practices CHANGED
(Field Mumbert | e Practics Titie Quiniisy | Usits UPdigen Faatod] Cont Share [ipdeted Eutimaed Coo Shaing Froa]  Your of Liraapas
Formsted L1 & et | 1 |- W8 coct| vov A sgoo® | — 1984 | /S yrs
iy 2002 | B [2,990% vt e
Gront Recipicnt or Authorized Representative's Signature Date Signed " [Authorized Hepresentative of Thes. Mgt. Agency — Signature | Date Sigoed _
Title A. o - Ag&j““/g’ ‘“jjg? e 7 %”M e 4 E?_‘Z 0./[918Y _

l. F- ,--.!ﬂ(;,’he r~

L o

oV AP





State of Wisconsin

WISCONSIN NONPOINT SOURCE WATER POLLUTION
ABATEMENT PROGRAM — COST SHARE CALCULATION

Department of Natural Resources
Box 7921 AND PRACTICE CERTIFICATION FORM
Mudieon, Wisconain 53707 Section 144.25, Wis, Stats.
Form 3200-63 9-82
" Cleorvweder R. Priority Watershed Project: __ bo-K e County
| Agreomsmt Number Neme snd Address
oo| A. Landowner
[ Telphons Number ([nciads Arsa Code) Corn Rd
000 /239567 Habole, \WI 5333
(COST SHARE CALCULATION ]
Practice Units Total Coat Cost Cost Share '
Code Practice Name Inatallsd * of Practice Share % For Practice
Y b0 |
Cs Waterway ] ec. |P|8 /938 ~ 70% |3 /oot~ |
. [ ! s
L lComtour Strips | g0 oc. | 1| /920% | S50% 960
Strm boak - . &0
MF Fencing oo £t (P 6482 | 70% ¥53 |
|
' total. |8 2 420 ZL
*Place @ if there are more of this type of practice on ) ‘
this agreement to install.
Place 1 if these units complete the installation of this
practice for this agreement.
Amount Paid Check Number o bk Date
o
2,920 % /17 85/4/22
[ PRACTICE CERTIFICATION |
l I certify the above practice or practices and practice units have been installed in accordance with the '
appropriate standards and specifications.
Signature Titls Date Signed
Dot 5.,..14.@&\. Coownty CoonseryotionisT 85/‘1/{0
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APPENDIX B

CURRENT (5/86) COST SHAREING GUIDELINES FOR BMPS
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Maximum cost-share rate ‘SO%

€1 Contour Cropping or flat rate per acre

pafinition - Farming sloped land so0 a1l cultural operations from seed bed preparation to
harvest are done on the contour.

-'Cond1t1ons:

1. Cost-sharing {s limited to establishment of a contour farming system and the
removal of obstacles, where applicable.

2. All agricultural operations must be performed as nearly as practicable on the
contour.

3. To the extent practical, on acreage devoted to rowcrops:

a) A crop stuble or residue sust be left on the surface over
the winter;

b) A winter cover ¢rop must be established; or
¢) Protective tillage operatians must be performed.

4 The contour cropping ystem must be maintainad for 5 years after the year of

astablishment.

Specifications: SCS technical guide specifications 330 and 344
9/79

A
' s
[ Strip cropping Maximum cost-share rate hfi(? ;L
or fiat rate per acre ~
'\ e

Definitfon: Growing crops, usually on the contour, in alternated strips of close
growing crops, clean tilled row crops, and grass-legumes.

Cond1tions:

1. Cost-sharing 1s limited to establishment of the strip-cropping system and, if
necessary, removal of obstacles.

2. A1l cultural operations must be performed as nearly as practicable on the contour.
3. To the extent practicel, on acreage devoted to row crops:

a) A crop stuble or residue must be left on the surface
aver the winter;

b} A winter cover crop must be established; or
¢) Protective tillage operation must be performed,

4, The strip cropping system must be maintained for 10 years after the year of
establishment.

Specifications: $CS Technical Guide specifications SB5A, 5858, 585C

9/79
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cé

: o
CS Waterways Maximum cost-share rate z O/Q'

Definition: A natural or constructed watercourse shaped, graded and established in
suftable cover as nesded to prevent erosion by runoff waters, :

Conditions:

1.

.Cost-sharing 1s authorized for site preparation, grading, shaping, fiiling, and
estabiishing permanent vegetative cover. Cost-sharing {s also aythorized for
subsurface drains necessary for proper functioning of the watarway,

The covér may consist of sod-forming grasses, legumas, mixtures of grasses and

2.
tegumes or other types of vegetative cover that will provide the needed protection
from erosion.
3.  Close-sown small gratns, annuals or mulching iney be used for temporary protection
1f followed by elggible permanent vegetative cover established by seeding or
natural ravagetation. .
4. The practice snall be maintained for a minimum of 10 years following the year of
installation.
_Specifications: SC5 Technical Guide specifications 342, 412, 484, and 606
9/79

Minfmum tillage system (Conservation tillage) Maximum cost-share rate fi C772;

or flat rate per .acre

Cefinition: Tillage practices which disturb and raughen the entire soil surface but not to

the extent of mold board tillage systems. Some vegetative residue must remain on the surface.

Conditions:

1. Cost-sharing 1s based on the custom rate for minimum tillage plowing for a single
year,

2. Cost-sharing fs not authorized where the farmer has already adopted a satisfactory
tillage system.

3. Cost-sharing for this practice will not be approved for a person more than -once,

4. The land {nvolved must ba protected by crop residue, temporary cover, or other
permitted management mathods to the extant practical from harvest until the next
planting.

5. Eligible tillage operations include: .
a) Chisel plowing with other limited operations,
b) Plow-plant, or
€)  Light tillage without plowing.

6. On sloping land all tillage cperations must be performed as nearly as practicable
on the contour or parallel to terraces.

7. The system must ba maintained for a minimum of 5 years following the {nitial year.

Specifications: SCS Technical Guide specification 478,

9/79
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c3

c4

Diversions ' Maximum cost-share rate 707()

Definitton: Structure installed to divert water from areas where it i{s in excess to
sites where 1t can bae used or transported safely. Usually the system 15 a channel with
a supporting ridge on the lower side constructed across the slope at 2 suitable grade.

“Conditions:

7. " An adequate outlet must exist.
2. Gost-sharing 1s authorized for:
a) DOiversions, ditches, dikes or subsurface drains. Cost-sharing for
subsurface drains 1s limited to areas on sloping land where the internal
water Seeps to the surface and czuses the land or cover to lose its stability.
b} Installation of structures such as pipe, underground outlets, or other
outlets, if needed, for proper functioning to a ditch or dike, for more even
flow, or to protect outlets from erosion.

c) Necessary leveling and fi1ling to permit installation of an effective
systea,

d} Removing obstructions necassary to permit astablishment of the practice.

3. Cost-sharing is not authorized for ditches or dfkes designed to impound water
for later use, or which will be a part of a regular irrigation system.

4, The system must ba mzintafned for a minimum of 15 years following the year of
‘ installation.

Specifications: . SCS Technical Guide specificatfons 382, 606, 607, 412
8/79
=1
Terrace Systems Maximsm cost-shere rate 70 /5

befinition: A system of ridges and chamnels constructed across the slope on a non-erosive grade
at a suitable spacing.

Conditions:

1. Cost-sharing is authorized for:

a) Terraces and the necessary leveling and filling to permit installation of
an effective system.

b} Removal of obstructions necessary to permit installation of an effective
system.

¢) Materdals and fnstallation of underground pipe cutlets and other mechanical
outlets,

d} Converting the present system to a new system only 1f the present system is
not serving its intended conservation purpose. Cost-sharing will not be
authorized {f the sole purpose of the conversion {s to accommodate changes in
cropping patterns or equipment used by the farmer,

2. A protective outlet or waterway 13 required.

3. The system shall be maintained for a mininum of 20 years following the
year of installation.

Specifications: SCS Yechnical Guide specifications 412, 600 and 606
8/7%
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MI  Critfcal Area Stabilization Maximum cost-share rate Z 5752;

Definition: Planting suitable vegetation on highly erodable areas fe.q. qul!
construction activities on pubiic lands). (e:9. gulleys, roadstdes,

1. Cost-sharing 1s authorized for:
a} Permanent fencing to protect the site.
b]  Planting trees, shrubs, perennial grass cover,

¢) For shaping and smoothing prior to the installation of protective structures
or plantings.

2, The practice must be maintained for a mimum of 25 years after the year of
instatlation.

Specifications: S5 Technical Guide specifications 342, 472, 484, 512 and 512.
9/79

Grade Stabilization Structures Maximum cost-share rate 2 Cj ;2;

Definition: A structure used to reduce the grade fn a channel in order to protect the
channel from erosion or to to prevent the formation or advance of gullies.

Conditicns:

1. Cost-sharing {s authorized for:

2) Channel 1inings, chutes, drop spillways, and pipe drops to discharge
excess water,

b} Fencing and vegetative cover {including milching needed to protect the
structure) and for leveling and fi{11ing to permit the installation of the

structure,

2. Tha structure shall be maintained for a minimum of 25 years following the
year of installation.

Specifications: SCS Technical Guide specifications 402, 350, 382, 410, 425 and 463.

9/79
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e
.

M3 Shoreline Protection (Streambank Protection) Maximum cost-share rate xf; C o

Definitjon: Stabilizing and protecting banks of streams and lakes agafnst erosion.
Conditions:
1. Cost-sharing {s authaorized:
;) For permapent fencing to protect banks from damage by domestic livestock.

b) For planting trees, shrubs, perennial grass cover as filter strips or buffer
zones along banks.

¢} To Mmit livestock access to water,

d) To install livestock and machinery crossings that will minimize disturbance
of the stream channel and banks.

e} For placement of riprap and other materials on the bank when other practices
are not practical.

f)  For shaping and smoothing banks prior to the installation of protective
structures or plantings.

2. Livestock must be excluded from the sloped and planted area.

3. The practice shall be maintafned for a minimum of 10 years following the calendar
year of installation.

Specifications: SCS Technical guide specificatfons 326, 382, 580 and 342

9/73

M4  Settling Basin - Maximum cost-share rate 70?0

Deftnition: An impoundment created to retain sediment and other pollutants carried by
runoff waters.
Conditions;
1. Cost-sharing 1s authorized:
a) For detention or retention structures, such as erosion control dams {excluding
water storage type dams), desilting resarvoirs, sediment basing, debris basins,
or similar structures.

b)  For channei 1inings, chutes, drop spillways, and pipe drops that dispose of
excess water,

c} Fer fencing and vegetative cover (inciuding mulching nesded to protect the
structure) and for leveling and til1ling to permit the installation of the
structure.

2,  Cost-sharing is not authorized for structures with a primary purposae of flood
control or creatfon of a permanent pool.

3. The structure must be maintained for a minimum of 25 years following the year of
installation.

Specifications: SCS Technical Guide specifications 402, 350, 382, 410, 425 and 468
9/79
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U

“area or farmstead.

Barnyard Runoff Management Maximym cost-share rate .702D

gefinttion: Using structural practices such as gutters, downspouts and diversions to
intercept and redirect surface runoff around the barnyard, feeding area or farmstead,
andfor to collect, convey and temporarily store runoff from the barnyard, feeding

Conditions:
). Cost-sharing is authorized for:

a) Diéersions. gutters, downspouts, collection basins, infiltration areas,
waterway outlet structures, piping and land shaping needed to manage
runoff from areas where livestock manure accumulates,

b} Measures needed for the establishment of perenntal grasses, including
fertilizars and other minerals.
c¢) Permanent fencing.

2. The practice must be maintained for a minimum of 15 years following the year
of installation.

SCS Technical Guide specifications 312, 342, 362, 382, 412, 425 and 606,

Specifications:
9/78
o
L2 Manure Storage Facilities Maximum cost-share rate -:7Cj )
| $ COOO may
Definition: A structure for temporary storage of manure, ) :
prioc W 7)8e

Conditians:

. Cost-sharing is authorized for:
a. Aerobic or anaerobic lagoons, iiquid manure tanks and solid manure stacking
facilities and equipment necessary for transporting manure to the storage

facility required as part of a manure managerent plan.
N )

2. Cost-sharing is not authordzed for:

a. Operations whers manure can ba spread on Jocation which are nearly flat land or
which do not drain to surface waters.

b. Portable pumps and other portable equipment;
c. Buildings or modifications to buildings;
d. Equipment for spreading or {ncorporating manyre; and

e¢.  That portion of the facility installed under or attached to bufldings serving
as part of the building or {ts foundation.

3. Storage faci{7ity must have a minimum of 1B0-day storage capacity.

4. Runoff from solid manure stacking facilities must be contrullad.

5. Manure must not ba spread when the ground fs frozen or saturated.

6. Manure mist be {ncorporated into thg soil as soon as practicable after spreeding.

7. lLagoons must bs constructed to assure sealing of the bottom and sides in order to
prevent contamination of wells and groundwater,

8. The practice must be maintained for a minimum of 20 years following the year of
installation.

Specifications: 5CS Technical Guide speciffcations 313, 425 and 359

/79
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L3

&
Livestock Exclusion from Woodlots* Maximum cost-share rate 50/0’
Definition: Protection of woodlots from }ivestock grazing by fencing or other means,

Conditions:
1. Cost-sharing {s authorized for permanent fencing.
2. Livestock must be excluded from the woodlot.

3. The practice must be maintained for a minimum of 20 years following the year of
instatlation,

Specifications: SCS Technical Guide specifications 382, 472,
* Livestock exclusion from streambanks is fncluded as part of shoreline protection.

9/79
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PRIORITY WATERSHED PROJECTS IN WISCONSIN

Year
Map Project
Number Project County(les) Selected
791 Galena Rliver Grant, Lafayette 1979
79-2 Elk Creek Trempealeau 1979
793 Hay River Barron, Dunn 1879
79-4 Lower Manitowoc River Manitowoc, Brown 1979
79-5 Root River Racine, Mllwaukee, Waukesha 1879
80-1 Onlon River Sheboygan, Ozaukee 1880
80-2 Sixmile-Pheasant Branch Creek Dane 1980
80-3 Green Lake Green Lake, Fond du Lac 1980
80-4 Upper Willow River Potk, St. Crolx 1980
811 Upper West Branch Pacatonica River fowa, Lafayette 1981
81.2 { ower Black River La Crosse, Trempealeau 1881
8241 Kewaunee River Kewaunee, Brown 1982
82-2 Turtie Creek Walworth, Rock 1982
831 Oconomowoc River Waukesha, Washington, Jefferson 1983
83-2 Little River Oconto 1983
833 Crossman Creek/Littie Baraboo River Sauk, Juneau, Richland 1983
83-4 Lower Eau Claire River Eau Clalre 1983
84-1 Beaver Creek Trempealeau, Jackson 1984
84-2 Upper Big Eau Plsine River Marathon, Taylor, Clark 1964
B4-3 Seven Mile-Silver Creeks Manitowoc, Sheboygan 1984
B4-4 Upper Door Peninsula Door 1984
84-5 East & West Branch Milwaukee River Fond du Lac, Washington, Sheboygan, Dodge 1984
B84.5 North Branch Milwaukee River Sheboygan, Washington, Ozaukee 1984
84-7 Cedar Creek Washington, Ozaukee 1984
B4-8 Milwaukee River South QOzaukee, Milwaukee 19684
84-9 Menomonee River Milwaukee, Waukesha, Ozaukee, Washington 1584
851 Black Earth Creek Dane 1985
85-2 Sheboygan River Sheboygan, Fond du Lac, Manitowoc, Calumet 1985
85-3 Waumandes Creek Buffalo 1985
86-1 East River Brown 1986
86-2 Yahara River — Lake Monona Dane 1986

B6-3 Lower Grant River Grant 1986






PRIORITY WATERSHED PROJECTS IN WISCONSIN

-

@® Local priority projects

BAYFIELD = Critical nonpoint source area
DOUGLAS P Priority watersheds
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OUR MISSION:

To protect and enhance our Natural Resources —
our air, fand and water;
our wildlife, fish and forests.

To provide a clean environment
and a full range of outdoor opportunities.

To insure the right of all Wisconsin citizens
to use and enjoy these resources in
their work and leisure.

And in cooperation with all our citizens
to consider the future
and those who will follow us.

Wisconsin
Dept. of Natural Resources
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