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The sediment contribution to surface water from upland sources in the Trotter Branch
Subwatershed is 1,276 tons per year, or about seven percent of the entire watershed load.
Ninety percent of this load originates from cropland, which covers 81 percent of the
subwatershed.

Water Resource Objectives: Objectives are to reduce organic loading and erosion,
increase aquatic diversity, protect and restore wetlands and improve wildlife habitat.

WI0TA EAST SUBWATERSHED {WE)

Description: Wiota East (Map 11) lies in the southeastern portion of the watershed and
contains 4,869 acres. This subwatershed has the highest percentage of wetland acres of
any subwatershed at 18 percent or 896 acres. The small community of Woodford lies
within Wiota East in the northwestern corner. Highway Y delineates the northern
border with Trotter and the Pecatonica itself as the western boundary.

Water Resource Conditions: Unnamed spring-fed streams drain this subwatershed
flowing westward and emptying into the Lower East Branch Pecatonica River. The
actual surface waters represent an insignificant resource and therefore were not
appraised.

Nonpoint Pollutant Sources: Two livestock operations in the Wiota East Subwatershed
account for 68 percent of the organic load (126 pounds). Wiota East contains a total of
19 livestock operations.

The streambanks in the Wiota East Subwatershed contribute one percent of the
watershed sediment load, or 59 tons, annually. This comes out to a sediment rate of 7.4
tons per mile. Nineteen percent or 7,910 feet of streambanks are either eroded,
slumped, or trampled by livestock.

The Wiota East Subwatershed supplies 1,082 tons of sediment per year to the Lower
East Branch Pecatonica system. This is six percent of the sediment in the entire
watershed. Eighty-five percent of this load {915 tons) is derived from 2,399 cropland
acres, or 54 percent of the land area. Wiota East has the largest sediment delivery to
wetland areas at 51 tons annually.

Water Resource Objectives: To protect and restore wetlands and to improve wildlife
habitat.

Wiota WEST SUBWATERSHED (WW)

Description: Wiota West (Map 11) is a relatively small subwatershed with only 2,939
acres making up three percent of the watershed. Wiota West is located on the very
southern tip of the Lower East Branch of the Pecatonica. Wiota West drains directly into
the Pecatonica. Sixty-five percent of the subwatershed is cropped. Highway 78 runs along

PO o S |

the western edge of the Wiota West Subwatershed.

- 63 -





Water Resource Conditions: Unnamed spring-fed streams drain this subwatershed
flowing eastward and emptying into the Lower East Branch Pecatonica River. The
actual surface waters represent an insignificant resource and therefore were not
appraised.

Nonpoint Pollutant Sources: Wiota West Subwatershed has the second highest
phosphorus load of the entire watershed, Twenty barnyards generate 418 pounds of
phosphorus. Eighty-seven percent of the total load is coming from only six yards.

A total of 28,800 feet of streambank were inventoried in the Wiota West Subwatershed.
Approximately 2,250 feet were found to deliver 32 tons of soil annually into the stream.
Twenty-two percent of the total length inventoried contained areas that were trampled
by cattle.

Runoff from cropland delivers 605 tons of sediment annually to the surface waters of the
Wiota West Subwatershed. This is 89 percent of the upland sediment load with
pastureland and grazed woodlots supplying another eight percent. Cropland accounts for
62 percent of the land use. Wiota West adds less than four percent of the entire upland
sediment load.

Water Resource Objectives: To protect and restore wetlands and improve wildlife habitat.

POLLUTANT REDUCTION GOALS

Pollutant load reductions are developed according to activities needed to achieve the
water quality objectives. The following is a summary of reductions to be targeted for the
entire watershed.

% Upland Sediment Erosion: reduction goal of 25 percent of sediment.

* Gully Erosion: control gullies producing over 30 tons sediment/site/year.
* Barnyard Runoff: reduction goal of 60 percent of phosphorous load. |
* Winterspreading of Manure: reduction goal of 50 percent of the critical

acres spread.

* Streambank Erosion: reduction goal of 40 percent sediment delivered to
streams and 25 percent overall repair of bank habitat.

* Wetlands: restoration of 30 percent of degraded wetlands.
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Map 11: Groundwater Nitrate Levels and Barnyard Runoff Results in

the Wiota East
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OTHER POLLUTION SOURCES

MunicipaL AND INDUSTRIAL POINT SOURCES OF WATER POLLUTION

Possible sources of pollution in the watershed include three cheese factories and one
dairy. In addition, discharges of wastewater from permitted municipal and industrial
sources are important considerations for improving and protecting surface water
resources. Refer to the Sugar-Pecatonica River Basin Arecawide Water Quality
Management Plan (November, 1988) for additional details on potential point sources.
Treated effluent enters from municipal sewage plants located at Blanchardville and
Argyle. Most of these point sources are controlled through permits which the DNR
issues under the Wisconsin Pollution Discharge Elimination System (WPDES) permit

system. :
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CHAPTER IV
RECOMMENDED MANAGEMENT ACTIONS:
CONTROL NEEDS AND ELIGIBILITY
FOR COST-SHARE FUNDING

INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes the management actions developed to meet the pollution
reduction goals established during the water resource appraisal process. Also, the
criteria which determine the eligibility of each pollutant source for cost-share funding
through the nonpoint source program are described in this chapter.

MANAGEMENT CATEGORIES

Nonpoint source control needs are addressed by assigning "management categories” to
each major nonpoint source pollution site (barnyards, manure spreading, upland fields,
streambank erosion or habitat degradation sites). Management categories define which
nonpoint sources are eligible for financial and technical assistance under the priority
watershed project. Categories are based on the amount of pollution generated by a
source, and the feasibility of controlling the source. Management category eligibility
criteria are expressed in terms of tons of sediment delivered to surface waters from
eroding uplands and streambanks; pounds of phosphorus delivered to surface waters
during a 10-year, 24-hour storm; the number of unsuitable acres winter-spread with
manure annually; and the feet of streambank trampled by cattle. A definition of each
management category is given below. Following this are the criteria used to define the
management categories for each pollutant source.

The criteria used to define these management categories must be confirmed at the time
that the county staff visit the site. A source may change management categories
depending on the conditions found at the time of the site visit. A source may be revised
up to the point that a landowner signs a cost-share agreement. Any sources, created by a
landowner, requiring controls after the signing of a cost-share agreement must be
controlled at the landowners expense.

Management Category I. Nonpoint sources included in this category contribute a
significant amount of the pollutants impacting surface waters. A reduction in their
pollutant load is essential for achieving the water quality objectives in the watershed
project.

Nonpoint sources in Category I are eligible for funding and/or technical assistance under
the priority watershed project. As a condition of funding, all sources in Management
Category I must be controlled if a landowner wishes to participate in any aspect of the
watershed project.
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Management Category II' Nonpoint sources in this category collectively contribute less
of the pollutant load than those in Management Category I. These nonpoint sources are
identified and included in cost-sharing eligibility to further insure that water quality
objectives for pollutant controls are met. Nonpoint sources in this category are eligible
for funding and/or technical assistance under the priority watershed project. Controlling
sources in this category is not mdnddtorv for a landowner to be funded for controlling
other sources.

Management Category III: Nonpoint sources of pollution in this category do not
contribute a significant amount of the pollutants impacting surface waters and are not
eligible for funding and/or technical assistance under the priority watershed project.
Other Departmental programs (e.g. wildlife and fisheries management) can, if warranted,
assist county project staff to control these sources as implementation of the integrated
resource management plan for this watershed. Other federal programs may also be
applicable to these lands.

Conclusions from the Lower East Branch Pecatonica Water Resources Appraisal Report
(January, 1991) indicate that the control of organic matter from barnyard runoff is
critical to the success of this project. While reduction of sediment from all sources is a
goal of the project, phosphorus reduction will be the primary objective of this project.

CRITERIA FOR ELIGIBILITY AND MANAGEMENT CATEGORY
DESIGNATION

CROPLANDS AnND OTHER UPLAND SEDIMENT SOURCES

Upland Erosion: Upland erosion represents 68 percent (17,897 tons) of the total
sediment load to streams in the watershed. A 25 percent reduction in sediment from
eroding fields was targeted for agricultural lands. This translates into bringing all lands
that are contributing sediment to streams at a rate greater than "T" (the tolerable soil
loss) down to "T". To be in Category I, landowners’ fields must be above "T" and
contributing greater than 0.26 tons/acre/year of sediment. The average sediment
delivery rate for all subwatershed is 0.26 tons/acre/year. This category will control an
estimated 10,670 "critical" acres of cropland, 19 percent of the total sediment load (3,429
tons) of the watershed.

An additional 16 percent of the sediment load delivered to the stream will be controlled
through Category II, which includes an estimated 17,458 critical acres, controlling 2,507
tons. Category Il includes those landowners with fields below "T" but delivering
sediment at a rate over 0.26 tons/acre/year and landowners with fields above “T" but
below the sediment delivery rate. While fields in this category are few, including these
will allow for a more holistic approach to sediment control. See Table 10.

Gully Erosion: Note: A complete field inventory for gully erosion was not done for this
project. Data are estimates, based mainly on office review of air photos.
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Gully erosion produces approximately nine percent (2,361 tons) of the sediment being
delivered to streams in the watershed, and so is a relatively minor sediment source.
Gullies producing over 30 tons of sediment per site per year will require control. Those
producing between 30 and 1.5 tons per site per year will be eligible for control. The
majority of gullies in Category II are in croplands and can be controlled with waterways
and other non-structural means. Gullies producing less than 1.5 tons per site per year
will not be eligible for cost sharing.

County staff will take into account technical feasibility and cost effectiveness when
determining which gullies are in Management Category I. See Table 10.

East Branch Pebatomca Rlver f S

Upland Erosion

Eligibility Criteria

Management = Sediment Dellvery
Category (tons/acre/vear)
I _  over O 26* & -
I over 0.26% & _'_;55_

*The average sediment dehvery rate of ali*""'
tons/acre/year ST

Gully Erosion

Management
Category

1n

Sources: Green and Lafayette Land Conservation
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ANIMAL LOT RUNOFF

A high level of control of animal lot runoff is required in order to achieve the water
quality objectives in the Lower East Branch Pecatonica project. A 60 percent reduction
of organic loading is necessary in all subwatersheds to meet stated objectives. Category I
landowners are those whose operations produce over seven pounds of phosphorous.
These landowners will need to reduce loads down to five pounds or less in order to
reach water quality goals. Ninety-seven landowners fall into this category, yielding 70
percent control. Landowners whose operations produce between seven and five pounds
phosphorous will need to reduce this load to five pounds or less to be eligible for cost
sharing. Thirty-eight barnyards fall into this category, yielding five percent control. See
Table 11.

County personnel should focus on getting higher control in high priority subwatersheds.
These include the following cold water streams: Apple Branch, Brennan Creek,
Dougherty Creek, Erickson Creek, Mud Branch, Sawmill Creek, and Whiteside Creek.

j Table 11 Anlmal Lot Runoff Ehglblhty Crltena in the Lower East Branch
_Pecatonlca Fhver

~ Phosphorus Load Phosphorus

| '..M.ahagenfwerzit Category per barnyard # Barnyards Reduction
100 greater than 7 lbs 97 70%
W " between 7and 5lbs 38 5%
M lessthan 5 Ibs 235 - ~

under a 4 2" ralnfali

Source Green and Lafayette County Land Conservatlon Departments, DNR,
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MANURE-SPREADING RUNOFF

A 50 percent reduction in the total "critical acres” was deemed essential to meet water
quality goals. Critical acres are defined as those lands of greater than six percent slope
or which are flood prone.

Category I project participants (approximately 95) are those who winter-spread manure
on more than 20 acres of "unsuitable" land. These landowners are required to
implement and adhere to a Soil Conservation Service (SCS) Technical Guide Standard
"590 Nutrient Management Plan". Category II participants (approximately 65), are those
who spread manure on land between 10 and 20 acres.

The actual critical acres that a landowner winterspreads must be confirmed during the
county staff’s farm visit. This confirmation is based on an evaluation of the actual acres
that a landowner spreads in the winter. The decision on whether an operation needs a
storage facility or not is based upon an individuals ability to safely spread manure in the
winter through the SCS "590 Nutrient Management Plan". If a landowner is unable to
meet this plan, then a short or long term storage system may be necessary. If a storage
system is cost shared through the watershed project then no critical lands (as defined by
the SCS Specification. 590) may be winterspread. See Table 12 for estimated acres and
operations that this project will affect.

Table 12. Manure Spreading Runoff Eligibility Criteria

- Number of Critical Areas Percent

.:M.a_na_gém.ent_ Category. - . Winterspread™ Acres/Landowners Reduction
0 200rmore 2,433/95 51%

0 between 10and 20 - 364/65 8%

" * These acreages apply 1o individual landowners.

_:":S:biurc:'é's':.':G:riéeh: & Lafayette County Land Conservation Departments, DNR, DATCP

STREAMBANKS

Streambank Erosion: Streambanks contribute 23 percent of the overall sediment
delivered to streams in the watershed. Category I participants are those with identified
sites eroding at a rate of 0.07 tons per linear foot per year. County staff will evaluate
site accessibility/feasibility on Category I sites. If all Category I streambanks are
controlled, the goal of a 40 percent reduction in streambank erosion will be achieved.

Category II participants are also eligible for streambank erosion control practices.
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Eligibie streambanks are those with an erosion rate between 0.07 and .015 tons per
linear foot of eroding bank per year.

Category III streambanks are those with an erosion rate of less than .015 tons per linear
foot of eroding bank per year.

Livestock Access: Category 1 (essential) streambanks include trampled sites over 2,000
feet per property owned. Category II (eligible) streambanks are all other sites. The
amount of 2,000 feet was chosen because this will control 40 percent of the trampled feet
of streambank in the watershed. There are 12 landowners whose properties (40,940
streambank feet) fall into Category I. These landowners have property where several
long segments of the stream are trampled on both sides.

Access restrictions will be outlined in a grazing management plan, which county staff will
develop, and may include fencing, allowing the cattle access to the stream only during
limited times of the year, or limiting herd size. The timing and period of access allowed
is determined by the County Land Conservation Department (LLCD) with agreement
from the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) and the Department of Agriculture,
Trade, and Consumer Protection (DATCP). Participating landowners with Category 1
sites will develop these grazing management plans as part of the cost-share agreement.

The purpose of the grazing management plan is to protect and stabilize areas
immediately adjacent to streams. County staff will use their discretion concerning cost
effectiveness and feasibility when applying best management practices (BMPs) to protect
and stabilize agriculturally affected streambanks. See Table 13.

In addition, eroding streambanks on the main stem of the Pecatonica are limiting
canoeing and fishing opportunities in the river. Riprapping and logjam removal are
needed in several locations to control future erosion.

WETLAND RESTQORATION

There will be no Category I for wetland restoration. All inventoried wetlands (131 sites)
will be Category IT (eligible) for restoration. The targeted goal is to restore 30 percent
(40 sites) of the wetlands sites inventoried. See Chapter 1l for inventory details.

Wetland restoration is an eligible BMP for the purpose of controlling nonpoint sources
of pollution. Secondary benefits of wetland restoration may be enhancement of fish and
wildlife habitat. '

Wetland restoration includes: the plugging or breaking up of existing tile drainage
systems, the plugging of open channel drainage systems, other methods of restoring the
pre-development water levels of an altered wetland, or fencing of livestock out of a
wetland.

Wetland restoration is an eligible practice when applied to any of the following:
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1. Cultivated hydric soils with tile or open channel drainage systems
discharging to a stream or tributary.

Wetland restoration will reduce the amount of nutrients and pesticides
draining from the altered wetland to a water resource either by establishing
permanent vegetation or altering the drainage system.

Tab[e 13 Streambank Ehglbnhty Crater_
River Watershed ' :

Managément o
Category

Streambank Erosion -

I bank
tons per linear

I - Streambanks ‘with
0.01 5 t_o'jr)S/_E__[ne_

( ' : Streambanks with
tons/llnear foot of roding bz

Streambank Habitat

i ' Trampled 5|tes ov

i _AII qth_e_r; _.sites-

Sources: Green and Lafayette Land Conse
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2. Pastured wetlands riparian to streams, or tributaries.

Eliminating livestock grazing within wetlands will reduce the organic and
sediment loading to the wetland and adjacent water resource, and reduce
the direct damage to the wetland from the livestock. Streambank fencing
to exclude livestock will control the pollutants and restore the wetland.

3. Previously converted wetlands downslope or upslope from fields identified
as Management Category I upland sediment sources through the WIN
model.

Restoration of wetlands in these situations accomplishes either: creates a
wetland filter which reduces the poltutants from an upslope field(s) to a
water resource; or reduces the volume and/or velocity of water flowing
from an up-slope wetland to a down-slope critical field. Two eligibility
conditions must be met to use wetland restoration in this situation:

* All upland fields draining to the wetland must be controlled to a soil
loss rate that is less than or equal to the soils "T" value.

* One or more of these same fields must still have a sediment loss
rate (after the application of any erosion control measures) greater
than the "average sediment delivery rate",

EASEMENTS

Nonpoint source program funds may be used to purchase land easements in order to
support specified BMPs. These practices, all of which involve the establishment of
permanent vegetative cover, include:

* Shoreline buffers.
*  (Critical area stabilization.
* Wetland restoration.

In addition to supporting the above named practices, easements may also be purchased
for the support of a wetland restoration practice. These two applications are described
below. :

Easements to Protect Critical Area Stabilization and Shoreline Buffers: The following
guidelines and criteria are for the purchase of easements used to protect critical area
stabilization, and shoreline buffers exclusive of wetland restoration. However, critical
wetlands could be protected from nonpoint source pollution with a shoreline buffer
easement, Guidelines for using easements in conjunction with wetland restoration are
presented later on in this plan.

1. Land adjacent to "high priority" water resources: These are the highest
priority areas for obtaining easements to support critical area stabilization
and shoreline buffers. These water resources are those streams and
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wetlands that are most sensitive to nonpoint pollution. Additional benefits
include enhancements to aquatic habitat and, if the landowner agrees,
public access to surface waters.

In this watershed "high priority" waters include Apple Branch, Brennan
Creek, Dougherty Creek, Erickson Creek, Mud Branch, Sawmill Creek, and
Whiteside Creek in addition to existing wetlands. These creeks have the
highest potential to respond to streambank erosion control and habitat
improvement measures. These creeks also have a high potential to receive
public use.

Easements to allow the establishment of permanent vegetative cover in
these subwatersheds will be considered even though other lower cost
practices, such as changes in crop rotation, reduced tillage, contour
plowing, or contour strips may provide an adequate level of control.
Easements in these areas will also be considered as a cost-effective
alternative to more expensive practices such as cropland terraces or
agricultural sedimentation basins.

2. Other Portions of the Watershed: Easements may also be used to support
critical area stabilization and shoreline buffers in other portions of the
watershed, although additional restrictions apply.

In these areas, the easement must offer pollution control at a cost that is
competitive with that of other controls, as required by NR 120. For
example, the easement should be lower or similar in cost to expensive
practices (such as terraces or agricultural sediment basins) for continuous
row crops where the only other alternative is retiring the land.

Easements may not be purchased with program funds to establish shoreline
protection or critical area stabilization practices outside high priority areas
it significantly lower cost practices (i.e. changes in crop rotation, reduced
tillage, contour plowing, or contour strips) provide an adequate level of
control.

Easements to Support Wetland Restoration: Easements may be used to support eligible
wetland restoration projects. The cost-effectiveness criterion for using wetland
restoration is relaxed everywhere in the watershed, being similar to the criterion for
easements for shoreline buffers and critical area stabilization in areas adjacent to "high
priority waters".

If wetland restoration does not involve the purchase of an easement, then the LCD may
sign a cost-share agreement for the required costs and proceed to implement the
practice.

Estimated Need for Easements: The estimated number of acres needed to control
targeted pollution sources located adjacent to "high priority waters" is shown in
Chapter V. No estimate is available for other easement needs.

- 77 -






ORDINANCES

MANURE STORAGE ORDINANCE

Green and Lafayette Counties are to enact a manure storage ordinance which
implements requirements outlined in Chapter 92.16 Wisconsin Statutes by DATCP. This
ordinance will be required for grant eligibility. Green County developed a draft
ordinance that is in the review process. Lafayette County is expected to begin drafting a
manure storage ordinance soon after the approval of the Green County ordinance.

Green and Lafayette Counties are to administer ordinances. These ordinances need to
be developed before the end of the project period.

CONSTRUCTION SITE EROSION ORDINANCE

Green and Lafayette counties have researched the significance of nonpoint source
pollution from construction site erosion. Data was collected on the number of building
permits issued per year, both within the county and within the watershed. The number
of permits issued in the watershed area of both counties is low--an average of four
permits per year. Population trends over the past decade were reviewed and the
population is declining in all towns and villages with the exception of Argyle. In light of
this information, the DNR, strongly suggests that Green and Lafayette Counties pass an
ordinance for preventative reasons. However, review of existing data reveals that
construction sites do not represent a significant pollutant source in the project area at
this time to warrant requiring an ordinance for grant eligibility.

The DNR will require the county to submit an annual review of building permits and
population trends. If these data indicate water quality impacts to have the potential to
interfere with the goals of this plan, a construction site erosion control ordinance will be
required at that time.

The DNR suggests that the Wisconsin Construction Site Frosion Best Management
Handbook (DNR Publication WR-222-89) be used as a reference for any development
that does occur in Green and Lafayette Counties.
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CHAPTER V
DETAILED PROGRAM FOR
IMPLEMENTATION

INTRODUCTION

This chapter identifies the means for implementing the rural management actions for
nonpoint source control described in Chapter IV. It describes the county’s nonpoint
source implementation strategy. An information and education strategy is included in
the implementation program for rural and urban areas. The success of this priority
watershed project depends on the aggressive implementation of these three nonpoint
source control strategies.

More specifically this chapter identifies:

L.

The agencies and units of government responsible for carrying out the
identified tasks.

The best management practices (BMPs) necessary to control pollutants on
the critical sites identified in Chapter IV.

The cost-share budget.
The cost containment policies.

The cost-share agreement reimbursement procedures including
administrative procedures for carrying out the project.

Staffing needs including total hours per year and number of staff to be
hired.

Schedules for implementing the project.
The involvement of other programs.
The project budget including the expense for cost-sharing, and staffing for

technical assistance, administration and the information and education
program, '
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PRIORITY WATERSHED PROJECT PARTICIPANTS: ROLES AND
RESPONSIBILITIES

LANDOWNERS AND LAND OPERATORS

Owners and operators of public and private lands are important participants in the
priority watershed program. They will adopt BMPs that reduce nonpoint sources of
water pollution and protect and enhance fish, wildlife and other resources. Landowners
and land operators in the Lower East Branch Pecatonica Watershed eligible for cost-
share assistance through the priority watershed program include: individuals; Green and
Lafayette Counties; other governmental units described in NR 120.02(19); corporations;
and the state of Wisconsin.

Green and Lafayette Counties are the primary units of government responsible for
implementing this plan in rural areas.

The Green and Lafayette County Land Conservation Committees (LCC) will act for the
respective County Boards and be responsible contractually and financially to the State of
Wisconsin for management of the project in areas with rural land uses. The County
LCCs will coordinate the activities of all other local agencies involved with the rural
portion of the project.

The specific responsibilities for these counties are defined in the Wisconsin
Administrative Rules, s. NR 120.04, and are summarized below:

1. Identify in writing a person to represent the county during implementation
of the project.

2. Contact all owners or operators of lands identified as significant nonpoint
sources within one year of signing the nonpoint source grant agreement.
The counties’ strategies for contacting landowners are included in this

chapter. :
3. Develop farm conservation plans consistent with the needs of the project.
4. Enter into nonpoint source cost-share agreements with eligible landowners

and enforce the terms and conditions of cost-share agreements as defined
in s. NR 120.13, Wisconsin Administrative Code.

S. For lands the county owns or operates, to enter into cost-share agreements
with DNR to correct identified nonpoint sources and fulfill their
obligations as a cost-share recipient.

6. Design BMPs and verify proper practice installation.

7. Reimburse cost-share recipients for the eligible costs of installing BMPs at
the rates consistent with administrative rules and established in this plan.
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10.

11.

12,

Prepare and submit annual work plans for activities necessary to
implement the project. The Green and Lafayette County LCDs shall
submit a workload analysis and grant application to the Department of
Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection (DATCP) as required in s.
Ag. 160.50.

Prepare and submit to the DNR and the DATCP the annual resource
management report. This report is required under s. NR 120.21(7) to
monitor project implementation by tracking changes in the nonpoint source
inventory, and quantifying pollutant load reductions which result from
installing BMPs.

Participate in the annual watershed project review meeting.

Conduct the information and education activities identified in this plan for
which they are responsible.

Consult with DNR’s wildlife management and fisheries management staff
to optimize the wildlife and fish management benefits of nonpoint source
control BMPs. Specifically, the county staff will contact DNR staff if:

®

Streambank protection practices, agricultural sediment basins, or
critical area stabilization practices are being considered.

Fence rows, hedgerows, wetlands, or other wildlife habitat
components will be adversely affected by installation of agricultural
BMPs.

The DNR staff will assist county staff by:

®

Identifying streambank protection practices that benefit fish and
wildlife.

Identifying wildlife habitat components that could be incorporated
into vegetative filter strips along streams or in upland areas.

Reviewing placement of agricultural sediment basins to assure that
negative impacts on stream fish and aquatic life do not occur and
recommending wildlife habitat components.

Providing technical assistance when the installation of BMPs will
require the removal of obstructions or other wildlife habitat by
proposing measures to minimize impact or mitigate the loss of
wildlife habitat.

Assisting to resolve questions concerning effects of agricultural
nonpoint source BMPs on wetlands.
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

The role of the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) is identified in s. 144.24, Stats.
and s. NR 120, Wis. Adm. Code. (NR 120) The DNR has been statutorily assigned the
overall administrative responsibility for the Wisconsin Nonpoint Source Pollution
Abatement Program. The DNR’s role is summarized below.

Project Administration. Project administration includes working with the counties to
ensure work commitments, which were required during the eight-year project
implementation phase, can be met. The DNR will participate in the annual work
planning process with the county.

The DNR reviews cost-share agreements signed by the county and the participating
landowners for installing BMPs. The DNR provides guidance when questions arise
concerning the conformance of proposed activities with the statutes, administrative rules,
and the watershed plan.

Financial Support. Financial support for implementation of the priority watershed
project is provided to each county in two ways; a local assistance grant agreement, and a
nonpoint source grant agreement. These agreements are described later in this chapter.

The DNR may also enter into cost-share agreements directly with local or state units of
government for the control of pollution sources on land the governments own or operate.

Project Evaluation. The DNR has responsibility for priority watershed project
monitoring and evaluation activities. These efforts determine if changes in water guality
occur as BMPs and other pollution controls are installed or implemented. The water
quality evaluation and monitoring strategy for the Lower East Branch Pecatonica
Watershed are included in Chapter VIII. The DNR documents the results of monitoring
and evaluation activities in interim and final priority watershed project reports.

Technical Assistance. The DNR provides technical assistance to the county on the
design and application of BMPs.

Other Responsibilities. These include:

1. Assisting county staff with site reviews to determine the impacts of
nonpoint sources on wetlands and/or groundwater quality.

2. Assisting county staff to integrate wildlife and fish management concerns
into selection and design of BMPs.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, TRADE AND CONSUMER PROTECTION

The role of the Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection (DATCP) is
identified in s. 144.25, stats., ch. 92 stats,, and NR 120. In summary, the DATCP will:
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1. Manage a training program for the staff involved with project
implementation.

2. Cooperate with the University of Wisconsin - Extension to act as a
clearinghouse for information related to agricultural BMPs, sustainable
agriculture, and nutrient and pest management.

3. Assist the counties to carry out the information and education activities or
tasks described in this plamn.

4, Assist county staff to identify watershed participants subject to federal or
state conservation compliance programs,

5. Assist counties, if requested, to develop a manure storage ordinance.

6. Assist county staff to complete annual workload analyses and grant
applications for work conducted under the priority watershed project.

7. Participate in the annual project review meetings.

8. If the need arises, assist in developing technical standards for agricultural
BMPs, and provide technical assistance to county staff concerning
application of these practices.

9. Assist county staff to evaluate the site specific practicality of implementing

rural BMPs,

OTHER AGENCIES

The Lower East Branch Pecatonica River Priority Watershed Project will receive
assistance from the agencies listed below.

Soil Conservation Service (SCS). This agency works through the local LCC to provide
technical assistance for planning and installing conservation practices. The local SCS
personnel will work with the county staff to provide assistance with technical work.
Personnel from the Area SCS office will provide staff training and engineering assistance
for BMPs. The DATCP will make efforts to assist SCS in coordinating the Lower East
Branch Pecatonica Watershed Project with the conservation compliance and other
conservation provisions of the 1985 and subsequent Federal Farm Rills.

University of Wisconsin Extension (UWEX). County and Area Extension agents will
provide support in developing and conducting a public information and education
program, which aim at increasing voluntary participation in the project. This will include
assistance to carry out the information and education activities identified in this plan.

Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service (ASCS). ASCS administers most of
the federal programs aimed at the stabilization of the prices paid producers for
agricultural products and administers federal funds for rural soil and water and other
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resource conservation activities. The Agricultural Conservation Program (ACP), which is
administered by ASCS, will be coordinated with the watershed project to the best extent
possible, In addition, other conservation incentives such as the Conservation Reserve
Program (CRP) will be used whenever possible to control critical nonpoint sources of
pollution. '

AGRICULTURAL BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (BMPs)

BNMPs ELIGIBLE FOR COST-SHARING AND THEIR RATES

Best management practices are those practices identified in NR 120 which are
determined in this watershed plan to be the most effective controls of the nonpoint
sources of pollution. The practices eligible for cost-sharing under the Lower East
Branch Pecatonica River Priority Watershed Project are listed in Table 14. The cost-
share rates for each BMP are in the table below.

Design and installation of all BMPs must meet the conditions listed in NR 120.
Generally, these practices use specific standard specifications included in the SCS Field
Office Technical Guide. In some cases additional specifications may apply. The
applicable specifications for each BMP can be found in NR 120.14.

The following is a brief description of some of the most commonly used cost-shared
BMPs. A more detailed description of these practices can be found in NR 120.14.

1. Contour Farming: the farming of sloped land so that all operations from
seedbed preparation to harvest are done on the contour.

2. Contour and Field Stripcropping: the growing of crops in a systematic
arrangement, usually on the contour, in alternate strips of close grown
crops, such as grasses or legumes, and tilled row crops.

3. Reduced Tillage: 2 system which leaves a roughened surface or substantial
amounts of crop residue in or on the soil surface after crops are planted.
The system consists of no more then one primary tillage pass in the fall or
spring and no more than two passes with light or secondary tillage
equipment prior to planting. It is utilized for continuous row crops or long
corn rotations.

4, Critical Area Stabilization: the planting of suitable vegetation on critical
nonpoint source sites.

3. Grassed Waterways: A natural or constructed channel-shaped, graded and
established with suitable cover as needed to prevent erosion by runoff
waters.
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N TABLE":1_4..-'_.3'3 - State Cost-share Rates for Best Management Practices =~ =
BEST MAI_\I_A_G_EMENT PRACT!CE STATE cosr SHARE RATE
'“Contour Farm!ng ; '-;-'i--:3.;-:;.;-.' Ca ';50% (1. )*
~ Contour. Strip Cropp;ng ..... cei e oo, BO% (1. )* '
~ Field Diversions and Terraces e e 0%
Grassed Waterways .- . .. L T0%
Reduced Tillage ... ..o ... ..o ... BO% (1.)*
Critical Area St_a_b_lllzat[on e e 70% (2.)
. Grade Stabilization Structures .. .. ........ 70%
- Agricultural: Sediment Basins .. .. ... 70%
_Shoreline-and. Streambank Stabrllzat:on C e 70%
S Shorehne BUFFErs: ot v o i i e 70% (2.)
" Barnyard Rurioff 'Ma'n'agement S 70%
- Animal Lot Relocation . P 70%
-~ Manure Storage Facrhtles. R PR 70% **
. Livestock :Exclusion: from Woodiots e e 50%
" Wetland Restoration = ... ..... . S 70% {2.)
i Roofs for: Barnyard Runoff Management
- .and Manure Storage Facilites . .. ..... o 70%
- Nutrient and Pesticide Management ... ... .. 50% (3.)

" 1. Flat rates for these BMPs can be found in Table 18.

2, Easements may be.ent:ered'.:nto with landowners identified in the
i _'Watershed plan in. con]unctlon With these BMPs. See Chapter IV for where
.easements may apply

: ‘:3._fSp1II-eontroI-ba‘sms-have a 's'tate cast-share rate of 70%.

-f*f 3fW|Idhfe habrtat restoratlon components of this practice are cost-shared at

**Maxmum Cost share amount is $10 000 |nclud|ng no more than $5,000

6. Gmde Stabzhzatzon Structme. a structure used to reduce the grade in a
channel to protect the channel from erosion or to prevent the formation or
advancement of gullies.

7. Livestock Exclusion from Woodlots: the exclusion of livestock from
woodlots to protect the woodlots from grazing by fencing or other means.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18,

Shoreline and Streambank Stabilization: the stabilization and protection of
stream and lake banks against erosion and the protection of fish habitat
and water quality from livestock access. This practice includes streambank
fencing,

Terraces: a system of ridges and channels with suitable spacing and
constructed on the contour with a suitable grade to prevent erosion in the
channel.

Field Diversions: the primary purpose of this practice is to divert water—
from areas where it is in excess or where it is doing damage—to where it
can be managed more efficiently.

Barnyard Runoff Management: structural measures such as gutters,
downspouts, or diversions to redirect surface runoff around the barnyard,
and collect, convey and temporarily store runoff from the barnyard. Cattle
mounds are eligible for cost sharing if the mounds meet the criteria for
eligibility agreed upon by the DATCP, the DNR and the county L.CD.

Manure Storage Facility: a structure for manure storage that stores
manure for a period of time to reduce the impact of manure as a nonpoint
source of pollution. Livestock operations that apply this practice are those
where manure is winterspread on fields having a high potential for runoff
to lakes, streams and groundwater. The facility is needed to store and
properly spread manure according to a management plan.

Agricultural Sediment Basins: a structure designed to reduce the transport
of sediment eroded from critical agricultural fields to surface waters and
wetlands.

Shoreline Buffers: a permanently vegetated area immediately adjacent to
lakes, streams, and wetlands designed and constructed to manage critical
nonpoint sources or to filter pollutants from nonpoint sources.

Animal Lot Relocation: relocation of an animal lot from a critical site,
such as a floodway, to a suitable site to minimize the amount of pollutants
from the lot to surface or groundwater.

Wetland Restoration: the construction of berms or destruction of the
function of tile lines or drainage ditches to create conditions suitable for
wetland vegetation.

Roofs for Barnyard Runoff Management and Manure Storage Facilities:
construction of roofs to prevent rain and snow from contacting manure.

Nutrient Management: the management and crediting of nutrients for the
application of manure and commercial fertilizers, and crediting for
nutrients from legumes. Management includes the rate, method and timing
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19.

of the application of all sources of nutrients to minimize the amount of
nutrients entering surface or groundwater,

Pesticide Management: the management of the handling, disposal and
application of pesticides, including the rate, method and timing of
application to minimize the amount of pesticides entering surface and
groundwater.

BMPs NOT COST SHARED

BMPs that are not cost shared, but which shall be included if necessary in the cost-share
agreement to control the nonpoint sources, are listed in NR 120.17. Several examples
are included below.

®

Practices to be funded through other programs,

Practices previously installed and necessary to support cost-shared
practices.

Changes in crop rotations and other activities normally and routinely used
in growing crops or which have installation costs that can be passed on to
potential consumers.

Changes in location of unconfined manure stacks that involve no capital
cost.

Manure-spreading management,

Other activities that the DNR determines necessary to achieve the
objectives of the watershed project.

ACTIVITIES AND SOURCES OF POLLUTION NOT ELIGIBLE FOR COST-SHARE

ASSISTANCE

Priority watershed cost-share funds cannot be used to control sources of pollution and
land management activities specifically listed in NR 120.10(2). The following is a partial
list of ineligible activities most often inquired about for cost-sharing in rural areas.

*

Operation and maintenance of cost-shared BMPs.

Actions which have drainage of land or clearing of land as the primary
objective.

Practices already installed.

Activities covered under the Wisconsin Pollution Discharge Elimination
System (WPDES) Program or covered in other ways by Chapter 147 of
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Wis, Stats. (including livestock operations with more than 1,000 animal
units, or livestock operations issued a notice of discharge under ch. NR

243).
* Septic system controls or maintenance.
* Dredging activities.
* Silvicultural activities.
* Bulk storage of fertilizers and pesticides.
* Activities and structures intended primarily for flood control.
* Practices required to control sources which were adequately controlled at

the time the cost-share agreement was signed.

* Other practices or activities determined by the DNR not to meet the
‘objectives of the program.

COST-SHARE BUDGET

COSTS OF INSTALLING BMPsS

The quantity and type of management practices that are required to meet this project’s
water quality objectives are listed in Tables 15, 16, and 17. The capital cost of installing
the BMPs are listed in this table assuming landowner participation rates of 100 percent
and 75 percent. Also included are the units of measurement and cost share amount per
unit for the various BMPs, :

The capital cost of installing the BMPs in Green and Lafayette Counties is
approximately $2.9 million and $3.4 million dollars, respectively, assuming 100 percent
participation.

* State funds necessary to cost-share this level of control would be about $1.9
million and $2.2 million for Green and Lafayette Counties, respectively.

* The local share that landowners and other cost-share recipients provide
would be about $0.8 million and $1.0 million, respectively.

At a 75 percent level of participation, the state funds needed to cover capital installation
is estimated at about $1.4 million and $1.7 million for Green and Lafayette Counties,
respectively.
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Table 15.  Cost-Share Budget Needs for Rural Management Practices in the
Lower East Branch Pecatonica Watershed

100% Participation

75% Participation

Total State Local State Local
Management Needs Number Cast/Unit  Cost (1) Share Share Share Share
*Best Management Practices
Upland Sediment Control
Change in Crop Rotation 12,600 ac NA(3} - o] o] 0 o] o]
Contour Cropping 2,700 ac 56 16,200 16,200 (2) 12,150 {2)
Contour Strip Cropping 7.200 ac §12 86,400 86,400 {2} 64,800 {2)
Reduced Tillage {4} 3,600 ac $45 162,000 162,000 {2} 121,500 (2)
Critical Area Stabilization 900 ac $275 247,600 173,250 74,250 129,938 55,688
Grass Waterways 150 ac $1,175 176,260 123,376 h2,875 92,5631 39,656
Field Diversions & Terraces 25,000 ft $3 68,760 48,125 20,625 36,094 15,469
Grand Stabilization 40 ea $3,000 120,000 84,000 36,000 63,000 27,000
Agricultural Sediment Basin 8 ea $3,000 24,000 16,800 7,200 12,600 5,400
Woodiot Fencing 6,400 rod $10 64,000 44,800 19,200 33,600 14,400
Shorefine Buffers(B) 400 ac $250 100,000 70,000 30,000 52,500 22,500
Wetland Restoration 121 ea $500 60,600 42,360 18,150 31,763 13,613
Animal Waste Management
Barnyard Runoff Contral
Complete System 77 ea $22,600 1,732,500 1,212,750 518,750 903,750 389,813
Clean Water Diversion 58 ea $4,000 232,000 162,400 63,600 121,800 52,200
Manure Storage Facility {6) B5Q ea $25,000 1,250,000 500,000 375,000 375,000 281,260
Manure Spreading Management 4,795 ac NA o] o] o] 0 0
Streambank Erosion Control
Pasture Management 5000 ac NA o o] o] o] 0
Shape and Seeding 108,125 ft $3 324,375 227,063 97,313 170,297 72,984
Fencing 11,385 rod $10 113,850 79,695 34,165 59,771 25,616
Rip-Rap 118,400 ft $12 1,420,800 994,560 426,240 745,920 319,680
Livestack/Machinery :
Crossing 64 ea $1,160 73,600 51,520 22,080 38,640 16,560
TOTALS: $6,272,726  $4,095,288 $1,802,438 $3,071,466 $1,351,828
*Fasements 1,196 ac 5400 478,400 478,400 0 358,800 ¢)
TOTALS: $8,751,125 $4,673,688 $1,802,438 $3,430,266 $1,351,828

{1) Total Cost to control identified critical pellution sources.

{2) Local share consists of labor and any additional equipment costs.

{3) NA means that cost share funds are not avaitable for this practice.

{4) This practice is reduced tillage, including no-till, for continuous row crops.
{B) Shoreline Buffer practice needs will be determined during implementation.
{6) Maximum cost-share is $10,000 of which a maximum of $5,000 can be for waste transfer.

Source: Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources; Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer
Protection; and Land Conservation Departments of: . Green and Lafayette Counties
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Table 16.
County

Cost-Share Budget Needs for Rural Management Practices in Green

100% Participation

75% Participation

Total State Locat State Local
Management Needs Number Costfnit  Cost (1) Share Share Share Share
*Best Management Practices
Upland Sediment Control
Change in Crop Rotation 5,600 ac NA(3) o] o} [¢] o 9]
Contour Cropping 1,200 ac 56 7,200 7,200 {2] 5,400 {2
Contour Strip Cropping 3,200 ac $12 38,400 38,400 [2) 28,800 {2}
Reduced Tillage (4) 1,600 ac $45 72,000 72,000 {2]) 54,000 {2)
Critical Area Stabilization 400 ac . 5275 110,000 77,000 33,000 57,750 24,750
Grass Waterways 6b ac $1,175 76,376 (3,463 22,913 40,097 17,184
Field Diversions & Terraces 11,000 ft - $3 30,260 21,175 9,075 15,881 6,806
Grand Stabilization 18 ea $3,000 54,000 37,800 16,200 28,350 12,150
Agricultural Sediment Basin 4 ea $3,000 12,000 8,400 3,600 6,300 2,700
Woodlot Fencing 2,800 rod $10 28,800 20,160 8,640 16,120 6,480
Shoreline Buffers(B) 250 ac $280 62,600 43,760 18,760 32,813 14,063
Wetiand Restoration 44 ea $500 22,000 15,400 6,600 11,550 4,950
Animal Waste Management
Barnyard Runoff Control
Complete System 31 ea 522,500 697,500 488,250 208,250 366,188 156,938
Clean Water Diversion 21 ea $4,000 84,000 58,800 25,200 44,100 18,900
Manure Storage Facility (6) 23 ea 525,000 576,000 230,000 172,500 172,500 129,376
Manure Spreading Management 2,100 ac MNA 0 0 0 0 0
Streambank Erosion Caontroi
Pasture Management 2,200 ac NA 0 0 0 0 4]
Shape and Seeding 6G,850 ft 53 182,550 127,786 B4,765 95,839 41,074
Fencing 2,335 rod $10 23,350 16,345 7,005 12,268 5,254
Rip-Rap 84,700 ft $12 776,400 543,480 232,920 407,610 174,690
Livestock/Machinery
Crossing 30 ea $1,150 34,500 24,160 10,350 18,113 7,763
SUBTOTALS: 42,886,825 $1,883,668 $830,768 $1,412,6868 $623,076
*Easements 431 ac $400 172,400 172,400 0 129,300 o]
TOTALS: 43,069,226 452,055,958  $830,768 $1,541,968 $623,076

{1} Total Cost to control identified critical pollution sources,

(2) Local share consists of labor and any additional equipment costs. -

(3) NA means that cost share funds are not available for this practice.

(4)  This prastice is reduced tillage, including no-till, for continuous row crops.
(5) Shoreline Buffer practice needs will be determined during implementation.
[6) Maximum cost-share is $10,000 of which a maximum of $5,000 can be for waste transfer.

Source: Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources; Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer
Protection; and Land Conservation Departments of:

Green and Lafayette Counties
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Table 17. Cost-Share Budget Needs for Rural Management Practices in Lafayette

County
100% Participation 75% Participation
Total State Local State Local
Management Needs Number Cost/Unit  Cost {1} Share Share Share Share
*Best Management Practices
Upland Sediment Control
Change in Crop Rotation 7,000 ac NA{3} Q o] o] o] 0
Contour Cropping 1,500 ac $6 9,000 9,000 {2} 6,750 (2)
Contour Strip Cropping 4,000 ac $12 48,000 48,000 {2} 36,000 [2)
Reduced Tilage {4} 2,000 ac 545 20,000 90,000 {2} 67,500 {2)
Criticai Area Stabilizaticn 500 ac . $278 137,500 96,250 41,250 72,188 30,938
Grass Waterways 85 ac $1,175 99,875 69,913 29,963 52,434 22,472
Field Diversions & Terraces 14,000 ft $3 38,600 26,950 11,650 20,213 38,663
Grand Stabilization 22 ea $3,000 66,000 46,200 19,800 34,650 14,850
Agricultural Sediment Basin 4 ea $3,000 12,000 3,400 3,600 6,300 2,700
Woodlot Fencing 3,520 rod $10 36,200 24,640 10,560 18,480 7,920
Shoreline Buffers{b) 160 ac $260 37,600 26,250 11,250 19,688 8,438
Wetland Restoration 77 ea $500 38,600 26,950 11,550 20,213 8,663
Animal Wasta Management
Barnyard Runoff Control
Complete System 46 ea $22,600 1,035,000 724,500 310,500 543,375 232,875
Clean Water Diversion 37 ea $4,000 148,000 103,600 44,400 77,700 33,300
Manure Storage Facility {6) 27 ea $25,000 875,000 270,000 202,600 202,500 151,875
Manure Spreading Management 2,695 ac NA o] [¢] o] o] o]
Streambank Erosion Controf
Pasture Management 2,800 ac NA ¢] o o] o] 0
Shape and Seeding 47,275 ft $3 141,825 99,278 42,548 74,458 31,911
Fencing 9,060 ft $10 90,500 63,350 27,150 47,513 20,363
Rip-Rap 53,700 ft $12 644,400 451,080 193,320 338,310 144,990
Livestock/Machinery
Crossing 34 ea $1,150 39,100 27,370 11,730 20,528 8,798
SUBTOTALS: $3,385,800 52,211,730 $971,670 41,668,798 $728,7563
*Easements 765 ac $400 306,000 306,000 0 229,500 0
TGTALS: $3,691,200 $2,517,730 $728,753

{1)  Total Cost to control identified critical pollution sources.
{2) Local share consists of labor and any additional equipment costs,

{3) NA means that cost share funds are not available for this practice.

{4)  This practice is reduced tillage, including no-tifl, for continuous row crops,
{(6)  Shoreline Buffer practice needs will be determined during implementation.
(6}  Maximum cost-share is $10,000 of which a maximum of $5,000 can be for waste transfer.

Source: Wiscoensin Department of Natural Resources; Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade
Protection; and Land Conservation Departments of:
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EASEMENT COSTS

Chapter IV identifies where nonpoint source program funds can be used to purchase
easements. The estimated cost to purchase easements on eligible lands in Green and
Lafayette Counties is shown in Tables 15, 16, and 17. At 100 percent participation, the
estimated purchase price of easements on eligible lands would be$117,400 and $306,000
in Green and Lafayette Counties, respectively. At 75 percent participation, the cost
would be $129,300 and $229,500; respectively. The easement costs would be paid
entirely by the state.

COST CONTAINMENT

CosT CONTAINMENT PROVISIONS

The following provisions will be used to control the costs of installing best management
practices (BMPs) in the Lower East Branch Pecatonica River Priority Watershed Project.

Practice cost estimates will be based on average unit cost. These average unit costs will
be submitted to DNR and DATCP for approval and revised and updated as needed by
counties.

Where special circumstances warrant, practice costs may exceed the cost share maximum
identified by these provisions. In no case, however, may the amount paid the grantee
exceed actual installation cost times the specified cost share rate.

BMPs cost-shared using flat rates are shown in Table 18. The rates shown are the state’s
share of the practice installation cost.

) _T-ébj'le”?ﬂ_Si Practlces Usmg a Fiat Rate for State Cost-Share Funding

| BEST IVIANAGEIVIENT PRACTICE R FLAT RATE

___"Contour Farmmg G . *$6.00/ac.

. Strip: Croppmg Lo $12.00/ac.
CUFencing . il s e o $10.00/rod.

' 'Reduced Tlllage S L un e 1$45.00/ac. (1))

':(1 ) Reduced tlllage systems for contlnuous row cropping or long rotations
(mciudes no tiﬂ) RE . _

BMPs estimated under $5,000 will be bid only at the discretion of the project manager.
Bidding will be required for practices estimated at or above $5,000. The Land
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Conservation Department must approve the selected bid. If no bids are received or if
the selected bid is deemed not appropriate, the cost-share payment will be based on the
practice’s cost estimate,

Cost-share payments will be based on the cost that the LCD approved prior to
construction initiation. If installation costs exceed the approved cost for the practice, the
amount paid the grantee may be increased with the approval of the appropriate LCD,
Documentation regarding the need for changes will be submitted as required.

Payments for "In Kind" contributions will be based on each county’s guidelines. Cost-
share recipients who wish to install a BMP using their own labor, materials, and
equipment must submit a bid plus one bid from a qualified contractor for the practice
installation.

The Wisconsin Conservation Corps may be used to install BMPs for cost-share
recipients.

COST-SHARE AGREEMENT REIMBURSEMENT PROCEDURES

NONPOINT SOURCE GRANT AGREEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION

General Information. The Nonpoint Source Grant Agreement is the means for

transmitting funds from the DNR (through the nonpoint source program) to Green and
Lafayette Counties for use in funding the state’s share of cost-share agreements. Cost-
share agreements are the means to transmit funds from the counties to the landowners.

A portion of the Nonpoint Source Grant is forwarded to Green and Lafayette Counties
to allow the county to set up an "up front" account. The county uses the funds from this
account to pay landowners after practices are installed under the project. As this
account is drawn down, the county will request reimbursements from the DNR to
replenish the account. The counties will submit reimbursement requests on a quarterly
basis. This reimbursement schedule will insure that the "up front" account balance is
maintained at an adequate level. The Nonpoint Source Grant Agreement will be
amended annually to provide funding needed for cost sharing for the year. The funds
obligated under cost-share agreements must never exceed the total funds in the grant
agreement.

Fiscal Management Procedures, Reporting Requirements. NR 120 requires counties to
maintain a financial management system that accurately tracks the disbursement of all
funds used for the Lower East Pecatonica River Priority Watershed Project. The records
of all watershed transactions must be retained for three years after the date of final
project settlement. A more detailed description of the fiscal rnanagement procedures
can be found in NR 120.25 and NR 120.26.
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COST-SHARE AGREEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION

Purpose and Responsibilities. Consistent with s, 144,25, Stats. and NR 120, Wis, Adm.
Code, cost-share funding is available to landowners for a percent of the costs of installing
BMPs to meet the project objectives. Landowners have three years after formal
approval of the watershed plan to enter into cost-share agreements. Practices included
on cost-share agreements must be installed within the schedule agreed to on the cost-
share agreement. Unless otherwise approved, the schedule of installing BMPs will be
within five years of signing the cost-share agreement. Practices must be maintained for a
minimum of ten years from the date of installing the final practice included in the cost-
share agreement.

The cost-share agreement is a legal contract between the landowner and the county.

The agreement includes the name and other information about the landowner and grant
recipient, conditions of the agreement, the practices involved and their location, the
quantities and units of measurement involved, the estimated total cost, the cost-share
rate and amount, the timetable for installation, and number of years the practice must be
maintained. The agreements also identify and provide information on practices not cost-
shared through the nonpoint program but that are essential to controlling pollution
sources (such as crop rotations). Once both parties sign the agreement, they are legally
bound to carry out the provisions in it.

If land ownership changes, the cost-share agreement remains with the property and the
new owner is legally bound to carry out the provisions. NR 120.13(9) and (10} has more
information on changes of land ownership and the recording of cost-share agreements.

Local, state, or federal permits may be needed prior to installation of some BMPs. The
areas most likely to need permits are zoned wetlands and the shoreline areas of lakes
and streams. These permits are needed whether the activity is a part of the watershed
project or not. Landowners should consult with the County Planning and Zoning
Department or the LCD offices to determine if any permits are required. The
landowner is responsible for acquiring the needed permits prior to installation of
practices.

The cost-share agreement binds the county to provide the technical assistance needed for
the planning, design, and verification of the practices on the agreement, and to provide
the cost-share portion of the practice costs.

Counties are responsible for enforcing compliance of cost-share agreements to which
they are a party. Where DNR serves as a party to an agreement with a unit of
government, the DNR will take responsibility for monitoring compliance. The
responsible party will insure that BMPs installed through the program are maintained in
accordance with the operation and maintenance plan for the practice for the appropriate
length of time. Green and Lafayette Counties will check for compliance with practice
maintenance provisions once every three years after the last practice has been installed.
The county must check maintenance at its own expense after the Nonpoint Source
Agreement has lapsed.
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Landowner Contact Strategy. 'The following procedure will be used to make landowner
contacts.

I. During the first three months of the implementation period, the county will
send all landowners or operators with eligible nonpoint sources of pollution
a mailing explaining the priority watershed project and how they can
become involved.

2. After the initial Jandowner mailings, county staff will make personal
contacts with all landowners that have been identified as having critical
nonpoint sources of pollution (Management Category I). These contacts
will occur within a year of receiving the Nonpoint Source Agreement.

3. The county will continue to make contacts with eligible (Management
Category I and II) landowners and operators until they make a definite
decision regarding participation in the program.

4, The county will contact all eligible landowners (as defined in (3) above)
who do not sign cost-share agreements by personal letter six months prior
to the end of the sign-up period,

Procedure for Developing a Cost-Share Agreement. Eligibility for cost-sharing is verified
following a site visit, using the criteria described in Chapter IV.

The development of farm conservation plans will be the primary method used to develop
cost-share agreements. These plans are specific o a particular landowner and are a
comprehensive approach to the abatement of the nonpoint sources of pollution, and the
conservation of soil and other resources. The farm plan takes into consideration the
sustainability of the agricultural resources and the management decisions of the owner or
operator.

Landowners, who spread livestock manure on critical acres (defined in Chapter IV)
during the winter and are in Management Category I, will have a manure spreading plan
developed for their livestock operation if they elect to participate in the program.
Landowners in Management Category II may have a spreading plan developed.
Participants in the watershed project will be required to limit winterspreading of
livestock manure in accordance with the criteria listed in Chapter IV.

If manure storage facilities are cost shared a manure-spreading plan is required. The
plan will not allow winterspreading of manure on any critical acres for landowners
receiving cost sharing for manure storage facilities.

'The cost-share agreement specifies the items listed in the farm conservation plan that
are necessary to reduce the nonpoint sources of pollution. The conservation plan and
cost-share agreement will document existing management that must be maintained to
protect water quality.
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The county will use the following procedure for developing and administering
agreements. Below are the steps from the initial landowner contact through the
completion of BMP maintenance.

L.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Landowner and county staff meet to discuss the watershed project, NPS
control practice needs, and coordination with conservation compliance
provisions if applicable.

Landowner agrees to participate with the watershed project.

The county prepares a farm conservation plan.

The landowner agrees with the plan, a Cost-Share Agreement is prepared,
and the landowner and county sign both documents. Two copies of the
Cost-Share Agreement (CSA) are sent to the DNR Southern District
Nonpoint Source Coordinator and a copy given to the landowner. The
county will record the CSA with the county register of deeds.

The county or their designee designs the practices, and a copy of the design
is provided to the landowner. ,

The landowner obtains the necessary bids or other information required in
the cost containment policy.

Amendments to the CSA are made if necessary.
The county staff oversee practice installation.
The county verifies the installation.

The landowner submits paid bills and proof of payment (cancelled checks
or receipts marked paid) to the county. '

LCC and, if required, county boards, approve cost-share payments to
landowners.

The county issues checks to the respective landowners, and project ledgers
are updated.

The county records the check amount, number and date.

DNR reimburses the county for expended cost-share funds.

Submittal to the DNR. Cost-share agreements do not need prior approval from the

DNR, except in the following instances:

®

Where cost-share funds are to be used for practices on county-owned or
controlled land.
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For agreements or amendments where the cost-share amount for all
practices for a landowner exceeds $50,000 in state funds.

* For grade stabilization structures and agricultural sediment basins with
embankment heights between 15 and 25 feet and impoundment capacities
of 15 to 50 acre feet.

* For streambanks to be controlled using riprap or other materials with
banks over six feet high,

* For animal lot relocation.

* For roofs over barnyards or manure storage facilities.

LOCAL ASSISTANCE GRANT AGREEMENT ADMINISTRATION

General Information. The Local Assistance Grant Agreement (LAGA) is a grant from
the DNR to Green and Lafayette Counties for supporting their staffing and support costs
of carrying out this watershed plan. Each county will have its own agreement.
Consistent with NR 120, the counties will use funds from the LAGA for additional staff
to implement the project and conduct information and education activities. The LAGA
also supports other items such as travel, training, and certain office supplies. Further
clarification of eligible costs which this grant supports is given in NR 120.14(4) and (6).

Grant Agreement Application Procedures. An annual review of the Local Assistance
Grant Agreement 1s conducted through the development of an annual workload by the
county. This workload estimates the work needed to be accomplished each year. The
workload is provided to the DATCP and the DNR for review and clarification. Along
with the workload analysis, a grant application form is sent. Funds needed to complete
the agreed upon annual workload are amended to the local assistance grant agreement.

Fiscal Management Procedures, Reporting Reguirements. NR 120 requires Green and
Lafayette Counties to maintain a financial management system that accurately tracks the
disbursement of all funds used for the Lower East Branch Pecatonica Watershed Project.
The records of all watershed transactions must be retained for three years after the date
of final project settlement. A more detailed description of the fiscal management
procedures can be found in NR 120.25 and NR 120.26.

NR 120 requires quarterly reports to the DATCP from each county in accordance with s.
Ag. 166.40(4) accounting for staff time, expenditures, and accomplishments regarding
activities funded through the watershed project. Reimbursement requests may be
included with the submittal of the quarterly project reports.

Administration of Easements. HEasements shall be for a period of no less than 20 years,
although perpetual easements are preferred. The easement will be developed as an
agreement separate from the cost-sharing agreement for the BMPs.

FHasements may be contracts between the landowner and the DNR, or between the
landowner and the local unit of government. The local unit of government will retain
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responsibility for identifying how the easement will be used in controlling targeted
pollution sources. Final approval of the easement rests with the DNR’s Bureau of Water
Resources Management.

To initiate the process, the local unit of government shall fill out an appraisal request
form and forward it to the DNR district nonpoint source coordinator. The nonpoint
source coordinator will be responsible for obtaining review comments from local DNR
staff including those from the Bureaus of Wildlife Management, Fish Management, and
Water Regulation and Zoning. The nonpoint source coordinator will then forward the
proposal to DNR bureau and district personnel of Water Resources Management,
Property Management, and other disciplines as appropriate.

STAFFING NEEDS

BUDGET AND STAFFING NEEDS

This section estimates the funding and staffing required to provide technical assistance
for the rural portion of this project. These estimates are based on needs identified for
Green and Lafayette Counties.

1. Costs of Installing BMPs

The quantity and type of BMPs that are needed to meet this project’s
water quality objectives are listed in Tables 15, 16, and 17. The cost of
installing the BMPs which are listed in this table assume landowner
participation rates of 100 percent and 75 percent. Also included are the
units of measurement and cost share amount per unit for the various
BMPs.

The total cost of installing the BMPs in the watershed in order to achieve
water quality objectives is approximately $6.3 million dollars. The state
funds necessary to cost share this level of control would be about $4.1
million dollars, or about 69 percent of the total. The local share provided
by landowners and other cost share recipients would be about $1.8 million
dollars, or about 30 percent of the total.

2. Staff Needs

Table 19 lists the total estimated staff needed to implement the
management objectives assuming that 75 percent or 50 percent of eligible
BMPs are adopted. A total of approximately 44 staff years (calculated at
1,840 hours per staff year) will be needed to implement this plan at a 75
percent landowner participation rate. Included are the 1.4 staff years
required to carry out the information and education program. The
estimated total cost for staff for the entire project would be $1.4 million if
75 percent of the significant nonpoint sources are controlled. Counties will
hire three staff in Green County and three staff in Lafayette County.
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Table 19. Es

© U PibjeEE Years
When Work

y . Will Be Dang-+ - Par
Activity i R
Project & Financial Mdmt. .~ 170 8 o
fnformation & Educetion : Program. - R
Pre-Contact Off_ic_e Inventory ... . 1-3,

Landowner Cofitacts, &
Progrese Tracking

Conservation Planning: ‘ 13
Cost Share Agrmt. Development

Practice Design & Installation -~ - 1-8
Upland Sediment Control - -
Barnyard Runoff Control
Manure Spreading Mgmt. &

Storage
Streambank Erosion Contrel

Training 1-8

TOTAL LCD WORKLOAD:

Estimated Staff Required R
for Years 1-3: . 6,277 per.yr:

Estimated Staff Required K Ll R
for Years 4-8; ) 3,945 PEF Y

Source: Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources; Wisconsin: Departme!
Land Conservation Departments of; Green and Lafayette Counties = -

SCHEDULES

GRANT DISBURSEMENT AND PROJECT MANAGEMENT SCHEDULE

Implementation may begin upon approval of this watershed plan by the Green County
Board; Lafayette County Board; Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade and
Consumer Protection; and the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources. The
priority watershed project implementation period lasts eight years. It includes an initial
three-year period for contacting eligible landowners and signing cost-share agreements.
Practices on any cost-share agreement must be installed within a five-year period.

Under extenuating circumstances, the DNR can extend the initial period for entering

into cost-share agreements for a limited period of time if it will result in a significant
increase in nonpoint source pollution control. The DNR and the DATCP must also
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Table 20. Grant Dlsbursement Schedule at 75% Landowner Par’uc:patlon Rate
' for Green County '

Ttemn o S - P'ra'rect.Year.

: : o IETENE T 1 S 2 : ST 3 1.8
Cost-Share Funds: - Pr_apt_rqes" .4282,534 . . $566,067 . .~ $665,067 - %0
Co:st#S'har'e Fund’s‘”Easen-i'ents.- 28 -860:}.3 . s1,720 ¢ 51,720 0
Local Asalstance Staff Support 107, 6?8' S 107,678 107,678 344,680

' "':5'00_3 0 soo 500 502
20,000 20,000 20,000 40,000
TOTAL i'i'if;;ﬁ*i‘;__,j_' . $436,572 $744,965 $744,965 $385,182

Seurce Wtsconsm Department of Naturai Resources Wrsconsm Department of Agriculture, Trade and
Green and Lafayette Counties

T:able:5_2;;1. .fg:'f Grant Dlsbursement Schedule at 75% Landowner Participation Rate

Item . Project Year

SRS I COR 2 3 3-8
Cost-Share! Funds: P ices 3331 760:;;-:' . $863,519 $663,519 $0
Cost-Share Funds. .Easlements. e 50031':' o 76,500 | 76,500 0
Local Assrstance Staff Support ' 119 203 - 119,908 119,903 353,411
Informat|onfEducat|on Dlrect ' CBoo 500 _ 500 502
Other Direct: i 20,000 - 20,000 - | 20,000 40,000
- (travel; supplies, gte;) o 0 T et T T L e et e
f:;reTAL 548,:'6"6_3.:;:}:':':'}: | $880,423 - $880,423 © $393,913

‘Source: -Wisconsi _partment of Nat(ral] esoureee,- Wlsconsm Department of Agricutture Trade and '
Consumer Protectlon, and Land Conservatlon Departments of Green and Lafayette Counties
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approve limited extensions for the installation period for practices on individual cost-
share agreements.

The disbursement of the grants (Local Assistance and Nonpoint Source) to Green and
Lafayette counties will be based on an annual workload analysis and grant application
process. The estimated grant disbursement schedule based on 75 percent participation
by eligible landowners can be found in Tables 20 and 21; for the entire watershed,
Green County, and Lafayette County, respectively.

INVOLVEMENT OF OTHER PROGRAMS

COORDINATION WITH STATE AND FEDERAL CONSERVATION COMPLIANCE
PROGRAMS

The Lower East Branch Pecatonica River Priority Watershed Project will be coordinated
with the conservation compliance features of the Wisconsin Farmland Preservation
Program (FPP) administered by the DATCP, and the Federal Food Security Act (FSA)
administered by the Soil Conservation Service. DATCP will assist Green and Lafayette
County and the SCS offices to identify landowners within the watershed that are subject
to the compliance provisions of FPP and FSA. Conservation Farm Plans were
completed for all landowners in FSA on December 31, 1989. Green and Lafayette
Counties completed FPP plans in 1988.

There will be a need to implement the conservation plans and in the future amend these
plans during the implementation phase of the watershed project. The watershed project-
supported staff will revise the conservation plans developed for FPP and FSA to include
management decisions and the installation of necessary BMPs for nonpoint source
pollution abatement while addressing other resource conservation problems. This
comprehensive approach to farm planning will facilitate consideration of the various
goals and objectives for all the programs in which the landowner participates. ‘

Some eroding uplands in Management Categories II and II may need control, in addition
to that required for meeting sediment delivery targets, in order to meet soil erosion
program goals established through other state and federal programs. Where this occurs,
technical and financial assistance from the nonpoint source program can be used to
support practice design and installation on these critical lands. This assistance applies
only where the additional control needed to meet soil erosion goals can be achieved
using low cost practices. '

PROJECT BUDGET

COST-SHARE BUDGET COSTS

The total budget for cost-sharing is shown in Table 22. The capital cost of installing the
BMPs in Green and Lafayette Counties is approximately $2.9 million and $3.4 million
doliars, respectively, assuming 100 percent participation.
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* State funds necessary to cost-share this level of control would be about $1.9
million and $2.2 million for Green and Lafayette Counties, respectively.

* The local share provided by landowners and other cost-share recipients
would be about $0.8 million and $1.0 million, respectively.

At a 75 percent level of participation, the state funds needed to cover capital installation
would be about $1.4 million and $1.7 million for Green and Lafayette Counties,

respectively.

A Tab|e22 T

tem " . (State Share).

Cost-Bhare Funds: Pr_a.ctices : $‘Ei,4:1. 2,668 :
Cost-Share Funds: Eas.eme'nts . 3129,300
Local Assista_nqe_Stéff Su.p_po_rt'. $667,714 * :
Information/Education: Direct ' $2002 '

Other Direct:” . . $100,000
{travel, supplies, et_c.) S

TOTAL : $2.317684 -
¥ Salary + Indirect = §32,000/year

Source: Wisconsin Department of Natural -Resaurce
Consumer Prote_ction; and Land -C()nsérv_a_ti_,

EASEMENT COSTS

Chapter IV identifies where nonpoint source program funds can be used to purchase
easements, The estimated cost of purchasing easements on eligible lands in Green and
Lafayette Counties is shown in Table 15, 16, and 17. At 100 percent participation, the
estimated purchase price of easements on eligible lands would be $117,400 and $306,000
in Green and Lafayette Counties, respectively. At 75 percent participation, the cost
would be $129,300 and $229,500; respectively. The state would pay entirely for the
easement costs.
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"STAFFING COSTS

The estimated cost for staff at a 75 percent landowner participation rate is approximately
$670,000 and $710,000; respectively, in Green and Lafayette Counties. All of these costs,
with the exception of some direct cost items, would be paid for by the state.

" INFORMATION & EDUCATION COSTS

ToTtAalL PROJECT COST

The total state funding required to meet the rural nonpoint source pollution control
needs at a 75 percent level of landowner participation is presented in Table 22. This
figure includes the capital cost of practices, staff support, and easement costs presented
above. The estimated cost to the state would be $2.3 million and $2.7 in Green and
Lafayette Counties, respectively.
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CHAPTER VI
INFORMATION AND EDUCATION
PROGRAM

OBJECTIVES AND GOALS

The Information and Education (I&E) program objectives are to gather support for the
Lower East Branch Pecatonica River Priority Watershed Project and to maximize
landowner participation in the project.

To achieve its objectives, the I&E program was structured around the following goals:

1. Increased awareness, understanding and appreciation of the water
resources in the Lower East Branch Pecatonica River Priority Watershed
Project.

2. Increased understanding of the principles of nonpoint source pollution as

experienced in the watershed project.

3. Increased awareness and understanding of best management practices
(BMPs) that are promoted through the watershed project--including how
these practices can lead to cleaner water and improved farm management.

4. Increased awareness and understanding of the purpose, operation and
benefits of the watershed project.

AUDIENCE

The primary audience of the I&E program are priority watershed landowners who are
eligible for project participation. Secondary audiences are priority watershed landowners
and residents who are not eligible for project participation; suppliers of services to the
priority watershed; interest groups; and the general public.

DELIVERY TEAM

Lafayette County Land Conservation Department and the Green County Land
Conservation Department (LCD) will take the lead responsibility for delivering the I&E
program along with the University of Wisconsin Cooperative Extension (UWEX), the
Department of Natural Resources (DNR) and the Department of Agriculture, Trade and
Consumer Protection (DATCP) providing supporting assistance.
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ACTIVITIES

NEWSLETTERS

Description: Newsletiers will be a major component of the I&E program for this priority
watershed project. During the sign-up period, newsletters will focus on eligibility
requirements, BMPs, and the benefits from their application. The implementation
period newsletters will focus on the operation and maintenance of BMPs, the water
quality improvements resulting from BMP application, and the overall progress in the
watershed. In addition, existing publications of agencies such as UWEX and U.S.
Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service (ASCS) will be used to distribute
information on the watershed project.

Schedule: Three per year.

PUBLIC ANNOUNCEMENT SHEETS

Description: Fact sheets will be descriptive narratives announcing upcoming events
in the watershed, such as tours, public meetings, etc. Demonstration plot resulis will be
distributed through fact sheets.

Schedule: As activities occur.

NEWS RELEASES

Description: News releases will be sent to local newspapers. Topics of the news
releases will include the purpose and progress of the watershed project.

1. Description of the water resources and the impacts of nonpoint source
pollutants in the watershed.

2. Current status of watershed project progress.

3. Explanation of BMPs.

4. Success stories of improved water quality.

5. Bid invitations for demonstrations or large projects.

Schedule: Minimum of two releases per year.
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RADIO

Description: Radio coverage of project activities and progress will be aired on local
stations.

Schedule: Minimum of six per year.

PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETINGS AND PRESENTATIONS

Description: A series of public information meetings will be held to cover the following
topics:

The nature of nonpoint source water pollution and effectiveness of BMPs.
Goals and objectives of the watershed plan.

Administrative rules of the watershed project, including eligibility and cost
sharing.

el S

Schedule: Approximately ten meetings will be held throughout the duration of the
project.

ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Description: A committee of community leaders, agribusinesses, farm organizations,
schools and elected officials formed to provide a local link between the many watershed
interests and to advise the counties of landowner concerns.

Schedule: Meetings will be held quarterly.

FIELD DAYS

Description: Field days and display areas will be organized at the demonstrations for
nutrient and pest management, barnyard runoff control, and manure storage. Watershed
tours will be given in both counties to demonstrate BMPs, their maintenance, and to
encourage project participation.

Schedule: 1992-1993: Two per year.
1993-1999: One every year.

NUTRIENT/PESTICIDE MANAGEMENT (NPM)} DEMONSTRATION PLOT

Description: An NPM demonstration plot has been established at two sites in an eight-
acre field. One site will operate under the present system of management for nitrogen
fertilization and the other site will address manure and soil nitrate credits. Both sites
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will address herbicide management with full rates--broadcasted, half rates--broadcasted,
full rates--banded, and mechanical practices alone for weed control.

Schedule: The plot was established in the spring of 1990 and will be monitored through
1994.

In addition, related Nutrient Pest Management (NPM) information & education
materials will be made available to landowners.

STREAMBANK MANAGEMENT DEMONSTRATION

Description. Streambank erosion has been identified as a primary source to be
controlled in order to achieve the water resource objectives. A streambank improvement
project has been established showing the various measures used to control erosion and
enhance fish habitat. These practices demonstrate fencing, a stream crossing, riprap, and
lunker structures.

Schedule: Construction of this demonstration site was completed by November 1990,

ANIMAL WASTE MANAGEMENT DEMONSTRATIONS

Description: Two sites have been selected for animal waste management demonstrations.
One site will address barnyard runoff control and the other will address runoff control
and manure storage. At one site, a field day will be held in conjunction with the NPM
Demonstration. ‘

Schedule: Construction of these demonstrations will start in the spring of 1991,

SIGNS

Description: Watershed boundary and project participation signs will be utilized to
increase awareness of project activity:

1. "Working with Farmers and Landowners for Better Water Quality” signs
marking project boundaries on major roads.

2. "Lower East Branch Pecatonica Watershed Project Participant” signs for
display at each participant’s farm. '

ScHEDULE: Boundary signs will be posted beginning in May 1991. Participation signs
will be posted during implementation.
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POSTERS

Description: Posters with the Lower East Branch logo will be developed and used for
the purpose of announcing upcoming events and meetings. These posters will be
displayed at locations within the watershed that are frequented by priority watershed
landowners such as agribusinesses, stores and banks.

Schedule: "T'wenty-five posters will be placed when activities warrant,

- PROMOTIONAL ITEMS

Description: The following items will be produced and distributed in the watershed.
Project staff will use these promotional items as well as distribute them to project
participants and at county fair information booths.

1. Four hundred baseball-style caps with project logo.

2. Four hundred coffee cups with project logo.

Schedule: Production of caps and cups is scheduled for spring 1991,

PICNIC/BARBECUE

Description: A picnic/barbecue will be held for priority watershed residents and agency
staff working with the project. Project staff and landowners gather to socialize, exchange
ideas, and discuss project activities.

Schedule:. Each fall for the duration of the project.

PARADE FLOAT

Description: A float or truck will represent the watershed project in local parades.

Schedule: Fifteen parades will be attended over the entire project.

FAIR DISPLAY

Description: Each county will be represented at their respective fairs. A display
representing the watershed or a particular component of the watershed will be exhibited.

Schedule: Exhibits will be at the Green and Lafayette County fairs during the project.
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PRIVATE WELL SAMPLING

Description: Private wells were sampled during the inventory stage of the watershed.
Results were returned to landowners who participated. Informational meetings were
held in conjunction with UWEX to educate landowners on groundwater principles and
the effects of farm management practices on groundwater. Groundwater information
packets will be assembled and distributed to landowners.

Schedule: Follow-up nitrate testing will be offered to well owners whose initial result

exceeded two milligrams per liter (mg/1) nitrate. Follow-up nitrate and triazine. testing
will be offered to landowners whose initial nitrate levels exceeded 10 mg/l nitrate.

YOUTH ACTIVITIES

Description.: Junior high and high school youth in the watershed will be targeted through
some combination of the following activities:

1. Introduction of available sustainable agriculture and/or groundwater
curricula. This would involve presenting curricula to area teachers.

2. - County staff presentations to student groups on nonpoint source topics and
the priority watershed program.

3. Development of "Adopt a Stream" project. This would involve organizing
a stream clean-up day or an on-going stream clean-up effort.
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L ACTIVITIES:

NeW'st(.ett_é:rs.”. i
Fact Sh’ee't.é' B
News Releases ™~

Ra.dio | .

Public Meetings and 'Prese.ntaﬁbr_ls.
Advisory Committee o 32
Tours/Field Days L ey 9

NPM Demo Plot B -1

Streambank Demo* R
Animal Waste Demo : 2 -

Signs: Boundary* . o __1_1_:_
Participation - 250

Posters _ 750
Promo ltems: Hats : 400 z
Mugs A0
Picnic/Barbecue : 8- :
Parade Float ' B -
Fair/Display 16
Monitor Wells: 1st yr 200 R
2nd yr 200000

TOTAL

*These items were installed prior to '{he_si'gninggdf theplan G
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CHAPTER VIl
INTEGRATED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
PROGRAM

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this chapter is to define the principles and guidelines for assuring that
the watershed project is coordinated with other resource management programs and
activities. Each of these activities is described below.

FISHERIES

Watershed best management practices (BMPs), such as streambank protection, shoreline
buffer strips, and easements, should be implemented in such a way that will enhance
fishery management goals. Specifically, all streambank protection BMPs should be
installed in such a way that fisheries habitat is enhanced. Large diameter-sized rock
should be used below the water line. Rock riprap should be installed and sized so that
the placement and size of rock will positively benefit trout habitat. The fishery manager
should be consulted for input in the design of each streambank protection BMP.

WETLAND RESTORATION

Significant amounts of restorable wetland areas exist in this watershed. This is especially
so for the floodplain areas along the main stem of the Lower East Branch of the
Pecatonica River. The general guidelines for wetland restoration, easement acquisition,
and shoreline buffers to protect existing wetlands should be followed. Wetlands that are
important wildlife habitats will be identified by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in
consultation with the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) private lands manager.
Shoreline buffer easements may be acquired adjacent to these wetlands to better protect
them from sedimentation and other nonpoint source pollution.

These wetlands (existing and restorable) were identified in the wetlands inventory
conducted by the Green County Land Conservation Department (LCD). In addition to
the normal priority watershed funding, additional cost-sharing may be available to
provide for a 100 percent payment for installation of the BMP. This additional funding
may be available through the DNR district private lands manager, Alan Crossley, and/or
Eldon McLaury of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Eligibility for this additional
funding would be determined by the DNR’s private lands manager or the district
nonpoint source coordinator.
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RIPARIAN ZONES

Where possible, riparian zones along creeks should be protected with fencing to protect
them from grazing and trampling. These can be acquired through easements so that they
receive lasting protection. These areas are important wildlife habitats, particularly for
wood ducks.

STEWARDSHIP

The streambank protection program under stewardship is an important additional means
of protecting water quality. Under this program, the DNR could obtain an easement on
both sides of the stream (generally 66 feet wide on each side). If needed, the DNR will

fence the stream to protect it from livestock access.

Streams eligible in the watershed:

Dougherty Creek 16 miles Green County
Sawmill Creek 9 miles Green County
Erickson Creek 5 miles Green County

Additional streams should be nominated when the nomination period is reopened.

NATURAL AREA SITES

Thirteen natural area sites were identified and are listed in Chapter II. To the best
extent possible, project managers will protect and properly manage these sites in the
Lower East Branch Pecatonica River Watershed.
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CHAPTER Vil
PROJECT EVALUATION

INTRODUCTION

This chapter briefly summarizes the plan for monitoring the progress and evaluating the
effectiveness of the Lower East Branch Pecatonica River Priority Watershed Project.
The evaluation strategy includes these components:

* Administrative review,
* Pollution reduction evaluation.

Information on the first two components will be collected by the Green and Lafayette
County Land Conservation Departments (I.CDs) and reported on a regular basis to the
Department of Natural Resources (DNR) and the Department of Agriculture, Trade and
Consumer Protection (DATCP). The DNR performs the third component. Additional
information on the numbers and types of practices on cost-share agreements; funds
encumbered on cost-share agreements, and funds expended will be provided by the
DNR’s Bureau of Community Assistance.

Upon completion of the landowner sign-up period, an interim report will be prepared
cooperatively by the L.CD, the DATCP, and the DNR. This report will summarize the
administrative, pollutant load reduction, and water quality information that is available at
that time. The report will include preliminary conclusions on the success of the project
to date and will recommend actions to be taken during the rest of the implementation
phase.

ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW

The first component, the administrative review, will focus on the progress of Green and
Lafayette Counties in implementing the project. The project will be evaluated with
respect to accomplishments, financial expenditures, and staff time spent on project
activities. :

1. Accomplishment Reporting: The Computer Assisted Management and Planning
System, called CAMPS, is a computer data management system that has been
developed by the U.S. Soil Conservation Service (SCS). The SCS, the DNR and
the DATCP use CAMPS to meet the accomplishment reporting requirements of
all three agencies. The Green and Lafayette County LCDs will use CAMPS to
collect data for administrative accomplishments, and will provide the information

- A TN ned thae TYATET £ae nenageny aca i e
to the DNR and the DATCP for Prograini evaiuation.
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The Green and Lafayette County LCDs will provide the following data to the
DNR and the DATCP on a quarterly basis:

Number of personal contacts made with landowners.

Completed information and education activities.

Number of farm conservation plans prepared for the project.

Number of cost-share agreements signed.

Number of farm conservation plan and cost-share agreement status reviews
completed.

Number of farms and acres of cropland checked for proper maintenance of
BMPs, . ‘

oo e

b

In addition to quarterly reports, Green and Lafayette County representatives will
meet with the DNR and the DATCP staff annually to review progress and plan
for the subsequent year.

Financial Expenditures:

Green and Lafayette Counties will provide the following financial data to the
DNR and the DATCP on a quarterly basis:

Number of landowner cost-share agreements signed.

Amount of money encumbered in cost-share agreements.

Number of landowner reimbursement payments made for the installation
of best management practices (BMPs), and the amount of money paid.
Staff travel expenditures.

Information and education expenditures.

Expenditures for equipment, materials, and supplies.

Expenditures for professional services and staff support costs.

Total project expenditures for the LCD staff.

Amount of money paid for installation of BMPs, and money encumbered
in cost-share agreements.

oo

mEE e o

Green and Lafayette Counties will also provide both agencies with the following
financial data on an annual basis:

a. Staff training expenditures.
b. Interest money earned and expended.
c. Total county LCD budget and expenditures on the project.

Time Spent On Project Activities: Green and Lafayette Counties will provide time
summaries to both departments for the following activities on a quarterly basis:

a. Project and fiscal management.

b. Clerical assistance.

C. Pre-design and conservation planning activities.

d. Technical assistance: practice design, installation, cost-share agreement
status review and monitoring.

e. Educational activities.
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f. Training activities.
g Leave time.

POLLUTANT LOAD REDUCTION

KEY NONPOQINT SOURCES FOR EVALUATING POLLUTANT LOAD REDUCTIONS

The purpose of the second evaluation component, pollutant load reduction, is to
calculate reductions in the amount of key pollutants as a result of installing BMPs.
Three key sources were identified for estimating changes in pollutant loads that reach
creeks in the Lower East Branch of the Pecatonica River Watershed; streambank
erosion, upland sediment, and runoff from barnyards and fields spread with manure,

As described in Chapter 111, this plan calls for the following pollutant reductions for all
subwatersheds:

1. A 40 percent reduction in sediment delivered to streams and a 25 percent
overall repair of bank habitat.

2. A 25 percent reduction watershed-wide in sediment entering creeks from
agricultural lands.

3. A reduction of the "top" 60 percent of manure and organic matter entering
creeks from barnyards. '

4. A reduction of the "top" 50 percent of organic matter reaching creeks from
fields winterspread with manure.

5. Sediment control for gullies producing over 30 tons sediment per site per
year. '
6. Restoration of 30 percent of degraded wetlands.
STREAMBANKS

Green and Lafayette County LCD staff will calculate changes in streambank sediment in
terms of tons of sediment and length of eroding sites. A tally will be kept of landowners
contacted, the amount of streambank sediment being generated at the time of contact,
and changes in erosion levels estimated after installing BMPs.
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UPLAND SEDIMENT SOURCES

Green and Lafayette Counties will use the WIN (Wisconsin Nonpoint Source) model to
estimate sediment reductions due to changes in cropping practices. The counties will use
CAMPS to provide data for the WIN model on a quarterly basis, as described above.

BARNYARD RUNOFF

Green and Lafayette Counties will use the BARNY (Modified ARS) model to estimate
phosphorus reductions due to the installation of barnyard control practices. The county
will report the information to the DNR through CAMPS.
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CHAPTER [IX
WATER RESOURCES EVALUATION
MONITORING

WATER RESOURCES MONITORING PLAN

INTRODUCTION

The primary purpose of the monitoring plan is to evalnate the achievements of the
priority watershed project in meeting the identified water quality objectives in selected
water resources. The plan identifies the monitoring locations, the methods, and the
analysis techniques that the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) will use. The
principal methods include: fishery surveys; habitat evaluation; macroinvertebrate
sampling; temperature and dissolved oxygen monitoring; and flow and water chemistry
monitoring.

The evaluation monitoring plan objectives are to assess:

* Changes in the fish and invertebrate communities after restoration and
improvement of instream and riparian habitat (i.e., a decreased substrate
embedded sediment, improved bank stability, and increased riparian
vegetative cover).

* Changes in instream temperature, dissolved oxygen and water chemistry

due to improvements in riparian habitat, streambank habitat improvement,
and a reduction of sediment and nutrients entering the stream.

BIOLOGICAL MONITORING

Biological data will consist of both invertebrate and fish collections. The invertebrate
samples will be collected from both riffle and pool habitats during spring and mid-late
summer. These samples will be collected using a kick net. Community diversity, relative
abundance, and Hilsenhoff Biotic Index values will be used to analyze change in the

- invertebrate population. The samples will be preserved in 90 percent denatured alcohol
and sent to University of Wisconsin-Stevens Point for sorting and identification. Sample
results will be evaluated using the Hilsenhoff Biotic Index and other biometrics as
appropriate (See Appendix A).

Fish data will be collected using a backpack or stream shocker. The fish community will
be evaluated using the Index of Biotic Integrity (IBI) (Lyons 1989, Karr 1981, and Karr
et al. 1986) and also by comparing the number and abundance of indigenous and
seasonal species. Approximately 252 to 310 feet will be surveyed at each site. Since
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these are small tributaries, this length will fall well within the recommended sampling
distances of 35 to 40 times the stream width.

SPECIAL MONITORING: DOUGHERTY CREEK

In addition to the monitoring described above, Dougherty Creek was selected as a
special monitoring site. This represents an extra monitoring effort which will be
conducted on this creek. It is proposed that a monitoring station be established by the
U.S. Geological Survey to automatically sample the water quality and flow. The samples
will be analyzed for nutrients and sediment. This system will allow for the measurement
of the amount of pollutants in the stream during "high flow" times (periods after rainfalls
or snowmelt) and during "low flow" times.

The fish populations of the stream will also be measured and changes in the numbers or

types of fish over time will be documented. This monitoring is scheduled to begin in
1992 and will be repeated at the interim (1995).

HABITAT EVALUATION

Habitat evaluation at sites corresponding to those indicated in the appraisal will be
conducted using the Ball Habitat Evaluation Form. Refer to the table for the list of
sites. These will be done at the interim and at the close of the project (see Table 24).

REPORTING PROCEDURES

Monitoring results will be reported in an interim report in 1995 and will contain a
summary of the pre-implementation data from the watershed. A final report
summarizing and evaluating the effectiveness and success of the priority watershed will
be completed in 1999.

The following table lists the monitoring activities, staff time and costs by evaluation
project. These are preliminary figures and may change after site selection.

- 124 -






Table 24. Evaluation Monitoring Schedule -
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APPENDIX A
ASSESSMENT METHODS

METHODS USED TO ASSESS THE WATER QUALITY AND NONPOINT
SOURCE CONDITIONS IN THE LOWER EAST BRANCH PECATONICA
WATERSHED PROJECT

WATER RESOURCE ASSESSMENT METHODS

INTRODUCTION

Part of the Lower East Branch Pecatonica River Priority Watershed Project’s planning
process was to determine the current water quality and water use conditions of the
ground and surface water resources 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 contrel of nonpoint source pollutants.

The assessment was made based on many sources of information including: chemical and
biological water quality data from the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) files, the
Surface Water Resources of Green County publication (DNR, 1980); Surface Water
Resources of Lafayette County publication (DNR,1968) and input from the county Land
Conservation Department (LCD) staff, the DNR fish managers, and the DNR water
quality specialists. Two of the tools used in this assessment are discussed in more detail
below.

BIOTIC INDEX

The type of insects found living on rocks and in other habitats in a stream reflects the
water conditions of that stream. Certain species of insects will tolerate only unpolluted
waters while others are able to survive various degrees of water pollution. The term
pollution in this discussion refers to organic material in the water. Two ways organic
pollutants affect water quality are that the organic material adds nutrients to the water
which may result in nuisance growth of algae or weeds, and the bacterial breakdown of
the ‘organic material can deplete water of its dissolved oxygen, which is required for fish
survival,

A system—the Hilsenhoff Biotic Index, or HBI (Hilsenhoff, 1982)—developed in
Wisconsin indicates the degree of organic pollution in a stream by the types of insects
living in the stream. Organic pollution tolerance values are assigned to various species
of insects. The scale of the values is zero to 10, with zero being the least tolerant (that
is, insects least tolerant to organic pollution in the stream). The number and types of
insects found at a stream site are used to calculate an HBI value between zero and five
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for the stream. Qualitative descriptions of water quality for the index values are given in
Table A-1.-

HBl Range =~ = Water Quality -~ . ‘Degree of Organic Pollution
0:00.-3.50+ -~ Excellent- - . - No arganic poliution :

3,51°-4.50 . Very'Good:  Possible slight organic pollution
4,51 -5.50 0 Good. . "I . Some organic pollution
-5.51-6.50 . -~ Fair - Significant organic pollution
8.51.-8.50" . . Poor: . - Very significant organic
ST pollution |
©8:61-10,00 - VeryPoor . . - Severe organic pollution

 Source: Hilsenhoff 1987

This procedure was conducted on eleven streams at 33 sites in the watershed. In order
for a biotic index to be calculated, at least 80 individual insects must be found in the
sample.

STREAM FISHERY HABITAT ASSESSMENT

In order to determine the present and potential future fishery uses of the streams, a
procedure developed by Joe Ball of the DNR was used. This procedure is described in
Stream Classification Guidelines for Wisconsin (Ball, 1982). The system uses an
inventory of the stream’s physical fish habitat conditions (such as stream flow, bed type,
amount of riffles and pools, and streambank conditions) along with other parameters
(water quality, water temperature, pH [degree of acidity or alkalinity], 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 a successful nonpoint source control project in the watershed. This second step
results in an indication of the fishery which may be expected after successful nonpoint
source control.

Table A-2 indicates the general conditions that need to be present in order for a stream
to support various fishery types.
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Tab'le- A2 Physmal and Chemlcal Gwdel:nes for Aquatlc' : _ﬁ: =

_Use Class and Criteria_

-"Flow (cfs) (‘I) . ff' sl sy _ >.2 > .1 >0
- Water- Cluallty : [ :
- Dissolved - Oxygen U x _
(mg/[) (2)(3) }f__i;' >4 >3 >3 >1 <1
' 'Temperature (Deg F) .< 75 <86 ‘<86 = <90 >90
ij E(_'3_) . B9B 5105 5105 411 4-11
f:."l"ox:'cs (4)  _ <acute . <acute <acute  acute >acute

_.3f‘Hab|tat Ratmg (1) :'%444 <144 <144 >144 >200

(1) Wisconsin DNR - : = _ <" means "less than”

- (2) U.S. EPA (1977). . - ">" means "greater than"
- {3) Alabaster and: Lloyd (1980)

'_.::(4) U S EF’A (1980) R

'Use Classes S o -
~A: Cold Water Sport Flshery . D: Rough Fish
‘B: Warm Water Sport Fishery @ - - E: No Fishery
~ C: Valuable Tolerant Forage F‘i'she:ry

Source: DNR Technical Bulletin (Unpublished) (Ball, 1982).

GROUNDWATER SAMFLING

Nitrate is one of the oldest contaminants known to exist in Wisconsin groundwater.
Nitrate is water soluble and moves easily through soil. It does not naturally occur in soil
minerals or groundwater. Any elevated levels are due to human activities. A total of
279 wells in the watershed project area were sampled. Sources of nitrate in groundwater
include fertilizers, animal waste, septic systems, and land disposal of nitrogen-containing
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waste in amounts that exceed the ability of plants to use it quickly. The enforcement
standard of 10 milligrams per liter (mg/1) was exceeded in 22 percent of wells
inventoried. The preventative action limit was exceeded in 55 percent of wells
inventoried.

WETLAND INVENTORY

The objective of the wetland inventory was to identify existing and modified or converted
wetlands for the purpose of protection from degradation or potential restoration to
native cover. Using the Wisconsin Wetland Inventory and the Soil Conservation Service
Wetland Inventory maps, wetlands were marked onto separate transparencies overlaying
660 scale aerial photos. Hydric soils were also marked onto an overlay. Acreages were
measured for each wetland and hydric soil. All landowners with wetlands which met any
one of the following criteria were listed:

1. Wetlands five acres or larger with hydric soils immediately adjacent.

2. Convertied wetlands five acres or larger.

3. Farmed wetlands five acres or larger.

This was done by corresponding plat book information with the aerial photos. Each
wetland was then checked in the field and the following information was recorded:

1. Legal description to quarter to quarter section.

2. Land use.

3. Cover type.

4. Drainways, surface or tile and outlets.

5. Adjacent land use.

6. WIN parcel number.
Data was recorded for each wetland on a separate inventory form.
SUMMARY
The biotic index and the stream habitat assessment are both important tools for helping
to establish water quality and water use objectives in the watershed project. Although no
water quality assessment tool can predict with 100 percent accuracy the changes in water

quality and water use, these tools can be useful in appraising the current and potential
future conditions of the water resources in the watershed project area.
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POLLUTANT SOURCE ASSESSMENT METHODS

INTRODUCTION

Another part of the watershed planning process was the collection of information on the
various nonpoint sources of pollutants in the watershed. The collection of data was
conducted under the supervision of the Green and Lafayette County Land Conservation
Departments (LCDs) with funding support from the DNR. The LCDs hired staff to
gather the actual field data. The LCDs reviewed and approved the quality of this data.
Then the LCDs sent the data to the DNR for analysis. The inventory methods used for
each nonpoint pollutant source are described below.

Before the inventories were conducted, the watershed was divided into 17 subwatersheds.
The divisions were based upon individual water resources which could be protected or
improved by  controlling nonpoint sources of pollutants. All inventory data was
organized by subwatershed. With this information, objectives could be set for each water
body. In addition, the corresponding reduction in pollutants needed to meet the
objectives could be determined.

UPLAND SEDIVMIENT SOURCES

Upland erosion is of concern because it can be a major contributor of sediment to the
water resources of a watershed. Sediment in streams and lakes adversely affects the
water resources in many ways. Suspended sediment makes it difficult for fish to feed, and
it abrades fish gills, making the fish more susceptible to disease. Suspended sediment
also causes the water to be warmer in the summer, and warm water cannot hold as much
oxygen as cold water. Sediment that settles out to the stream fills up pools in streams
and destroys fish habitat. Soil from cropland entering the water also contains nutrients
and pesticides, which increases the algae and weed growth in lakes and harms the
aquatic life of a water body.

An upland sediment source for this project is defined as the sheet and rill erosion from
land areas. This erosion is commonly measured by sediment delivery in tons per acre
per year. This sediment results from the overland flow of water on fields. It does not
include the gully and streambank types of erosion both of which also contribute sediment
to the surface waters.

The evaluation for this project quantified upland erosion and estimated the amount of
eroded sediment that reaches surface waters. Cropland, pastures, grasslands, woodlands
and other open non-urban land uses were investigated. Individual parcels were identified
on aerial photographs. Parcel boundaries were based on the slope, cropping pattern or
predominant vegetation type, property boundaries, and drainage characteristics.

The inventory was conducted on 145 square miles, using existing data and field
investigations. Existing data sources included site specific farm conservation plans, aerial
photographs, U.S. Geological Survey 1"=2,000" scale quadrangle maps, and the county’s
soil survey. The information obtained for each parcel included size, soil type and its
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ability to erode, slope percent and length, land cover, crop rotation, present
management, overland flow distance and destination, channel type, and receiving water.

Upland erosion and sediment delivery was determined using the Wisconsin Nonpoint
Source Model, also called WIN (Baun, 1988). This analytical tool was developed by the
Wisconsin Nonpoint Source Water Pollution Abatement Program to assess the pollution
potential from eroding uplands. The WIN mode] calculates the average annual quantity
of eroded soil that reaches surface waters by determining the soil loss and routing the
runoff originating on each parcel under a "typical" year of precipitation. The parcels are
ranked according to their potential to contribute sediment to surface waters.

STREAMBANK _EROSION SURVEY

Streambank erosion is the 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 is a natural process but is often
accelerated by cultural activities such as grazing cattle.

The inventory method used to evaluate streambank erosion was a modification of the
Phase II of the Land Inventory Monitoring process (SCS). The main channels of 11
streams, totalling 190 stream miles, were assessed with this method. For each erosion
site, the method estimates the volume and the tons of sediment lost on a yearly average.
This was 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 tons of soil loss from the site, Along with this data, information on the
location, landowner identification, and cattle access was collected for each site. Field
personnel collected this information by walking the streams. Each erosion site was
mapped on ASCS eight-inch-to-the-mile air photos.

BARNYARD RUNOFF

Dairy operations are the major type of agriculture in the Lower East Branch Pecatonica
Watershed. All barnyards were inventoried to determine the impact of barnyard runoff
on water quality. Barnyard runoff carries manure to the streams and ponds of the
watershed.

Manure contains several components that adversely affect water quality and aquatic life.
Manure contains nitrogen in the form of ammonia. In high concentrations ammonia can
be toxic to fish and other aquatic life. When manure enters a water system the
breakdown of the organic matter depletes oxygen which fish and other organisms require
to survive. Also, the nutrients in manure (including nitrogen and phosphorus) will
promote nuisance algae and weed growth in the streams and ponds. Finally, bacteria
found in livestock manure is harmful to other livestock drinking the water, and humans
using the water for recreation.
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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 (Young, et al. 1982). This model was modified by the Wisconsin
DNR’s Nonpoint Source and Land Management Section. The model has been used to
indicate which barnyards within a watershed have the greatest potential to affect water
quality from rainfall runoff that washes through a barnyard. The model does not assess
any needs for manure storage or the impact from manure runoff from spread fields--it
~only assesses the barnyard runoff pollutant quantities.

The information needed to run this model was collected on all of the barnyards in the
Lower East Branch Pecatonica Watershed. The data that this model requires includes:
the types and numbers of livestock; the size of the yard; the physical characteristics of
the area which contributes 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 (4.2 inches) was selected.

With this information, the model calculates the pounds of phosphorus and the pounds of
Chemical Oxygen Demand (COD) for each barnyard as a result of the selected rainfall
event, Chemical Oxygen Demand is a measure of the amount of organic material in the
barnyard runoff.

MANURE SPREADING RUNOFF

The disposal of livestock wastes on land is a concern for water quality when manure is
spread on frozen land with steep slopes or on land in a floodplain. Under these
conditions, the spread manure runs off with melting snow or winter rain and enters the
streams and lakes of the watershed. The impacts from this runoff are the same as those
mentioned in the barnyard runoff discussion.

The information collected for the upland sediment inventory and the barnyard runoff
inventory was combined and used to estimate the amount of unsuitable land in this
watershed that is used for spreading manure during the winter. Lands unsuitable for
winter spreading of manure were defined as parcels with slopes greater than six percent
or having soil types 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 was determined based on the number
and type of animals for each operation. Using a rate of 25 tons per acre per year, the
number of acres required for manure disposal was calculated for each operation. This
number was compared to the acres of land suitable for winterspreading for each
landowner according to the upland sediment inventory information. Lands unsuitable for
winterspreading were those fields with greater than six percent slope or those fields in
the floodway. In this manner it was estimated, on an average basis, how many acres of
unsuitable Tand 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 does not account for the fact that livestock operators do not evenly spread
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their manure across all of their property. In general, the most accessible land is used for
disposal of the manure. -

POINT SOURCES OF POLLUTION

Unlike the activities mentioned above, the point sources of pollution in Wisconsin are
regulated by law. For each municipal or industrial wastewater discharge or landfill, the
DNR issues a permit which controls the activities and the effluent 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 at clean-
up of point source pollution in the past 20 years, the water quality impacts from these
sources in the watershed were minimized.

As mentioned above, each municipal or industrial discharger or landfill has a permit
from the DNR. These permits are reviewed to determine how well the facility is
meeting its requirements. If a facility is not in compliance, there are regulatory
measures which are employed to insure that these point sources do not compromise the
control of the nonpoint sources of pollutants.
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APPENDIX B
GLOSSARY

ACUTE TOXICITY:
Any poisonous effect produced by a single short-term exposure to a chemical that
results in a rapid onset of severe symptoms.

ADVANCED WASTEWATER TREATMENT: '
The highest level of wastewater treatment for municipal treatment systems. It
requires removal of all but 10 parts per million of suspended solids and biological
oxygen and/or 50% of the total nitrogen. Advanced wastewater treatment is also
known as " tertiary treatment."

AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION PROGRAM (ACP); ,
A federal cost-sharing program to help landowners install measures to conserve soil
and water resources. ACP is administered by the USDA ASCS through county ACP
committees.

ALGAE:
A group of microscopic, photosynthetic water plants. Algae give off oxygen during
the day as a product of photosynthesis and consume oxygen during the night as a
result of respiration. Thus algae effect the oxygen content of water. Nutrient-
enriched water increases algae growth.

AMMONIA:
A form of nitrogen (NH,;) found in human and animal wastes. Ammonia can be
toxic to aquatic life. '

ANAEROBIC:
Without oxygen.

AREAWIDE WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLANS (208 PLANS):
A plan to document water quality conditions in a drainage basin and make
recommendations to protect and improve basin water quality. Each basin in
Wisconsin must have a plan prepared for it, according to section 208 of the Clean
Water Act.

AVAILABILITY:
The degree to which toxic substances or other pollutants that are present in
sediments or elsewhere in the ecosystem are available to affect or be taken up by
organisms. Some pollutants may be "bound up" or unavailable because they are
attached to clay particles or are buried by sediment. The amount of oxygen, pH,
temperature and other conditions in the water can affect availability.
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BACTERIA:
Single-cell, microscopic organisms. Some can cause disease, and some are important
in the stabilization of organic wastes.

BASIN PLAN:
See "Arcawide Water Quality Management Plan".

BENTHIC ORGANISMS (BENTHOS):
The organisms living in or on the bottom of a lake or stream.

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICE (BMP):
The most effective, practical measures to control nonpoint sources of pollutants that
runoff from land surfaces.

BIOACCUMULATION:
The uptake and retention of substances by an organism from its surrounding medium
and from its food. Chemicals move through the food chain and tent to end up at
higher concentrations in organisms at the upper end of the food chain such as
predator fish, or in people or birds that eat these fish.

BIODEGRADABLE: :
Waste which can be broken down by bacteria into basic elements. Most organic
wastes such as food remains and paper are biodegradable.

BIOTA:
All living organisms that exist in an area.

BUFFER STRIPS:
Strips of grass or other erosion-resisting vegetation between disturbed areas and a
stream or lake.

CARCINOGEN:
A chemical capable of causing cancer.

CLEAN WATER ACT:
See "Public Law 92-500."

CONSERVATION TILLAGE: _
Planting row crops while disturbing the soil only slightly. In this way a protective
layer of plant residue says in the surface; erosion is decreases.

CONTAMINANT:
Some material that has been added to water that is not normally present. This is
different from a pollutant, as a pollutant suggests that there is too much of the
material present.
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COST-EFFECTIVE:
A lfevel of treatment or management with the greatest incremental benefit for the
money spent.

DISSOLVED OXYGEN (DO):
Oxygen dissolved in water. Low levels of dissolved oxygen cause bad smelling water
and threaten fish survival. Low levels of dissolved oxygen are often due to
inadequate wastewater treatment. The Department of Natural Resources considers 5
ppm DO necessary for fish and aquatic life.

ECOSYSTEM:
The interacting system of biological community and its nonliving surrounding.

EFFLUENT:
Solid, liquid or gas wastes (byproducts) which are disposed on land, in water or in
air. As used in the RAP generally means wastewater discharges.

ENVIRONMENTAL REPAIR FUND:
A fund established by the Wisconsin Legislature to deal with abandoned ldndfl“b

EROSION:
The wearing away of the land surface by wind or water.

EUTROPHIC:
Refers to a nutrient-rich lake. Large amounts of algae and weeds characterize a
eutrophic lake (see also "Oligotrophic" and "Mesotrophic").

EUTROPHICATION:
The process of nutrient enrichment of a lake loading to increased production of
aquatic organisms. Eutrophication can be accelerated by human activity such as
agriculture and improper waste disposal.

FECAL COLIFORM:
A group of bacteria used to indicate the presence of other bacteria that cause
disease. The number of coliform is particularly important when water is used for
drinking and swimming.

FISHABLE AND SWIMMABLE:
Refers to the water quality goal set for the nation’s surface waters by Congress in the
Clean Water Act. All waters were to meet this goal by 1984.

FOOD CHAIN:
A sequence of organisms in which each uses the next as a food source.
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GROUNDWATER:
Underground water-bearing areas generally within the boundaries of a watershed,
which fill internal passageways of porous geologic formations (aquifers) with water
which flows in response to gravity and pressure. Often used by the source of water
for communities and industries.

HABITAT:
The place or type of site where a plant or animal naturally lives and grows.

HERBICIDE:
A type of pesticide that is specifically designed to kill plants and can also be toxic to
other organisms.

LANDFILL:
A conventional sanitary landfill is "a land disposal site employing an engincered
method of disposing of solid wastes on land in a manner that minimizes
environmental hazards by spreading solid wastes in thin layers, materials at the end
of each operating day". Hazardous wastes frequently require various types of
pretreatment before they are disposed of, i.e., neutralization chemical fixation
encapsulation. Neutralizing and disposing of wastes should be considered a last
resort. Repurifying and reusing waste materials or recycling them for another use
may be less costly.

LEACHATE: _
The contaminated liquid which seeps from a pile or cell of solid materials and which
contains water, dissolved and decomposing solids. Leachate may enter the
groundwater and contaminate or inking water supplies.

LOAD:
The total amount of materials or pollutants reaching a given local.

MACROPHYTE:
A rooted aquatic plant.

MASS:
The amount of material a substance contains after measured by its weight (in a
gravitational field).

MASS BALANCE:
A study that examines all parts of the ecosystem to determine the amount of toxic or
other pollutant present, its sources, and the processes by which the chemical moves
through the ecosystem.

MESOTROPHIC:

Refers to a moderately fertile nutrient level of a lake between the oligotrophic and
eutrophic levels. (See also "Eutrophic" and "Oligotrohpic.")
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MILLIGRAMS PER LITER (mg/1):
A measure of the concentration of substance in water. For most pollution
measurement this is the equivalent to "parts per million".

NONPOINT SOURCE POLLUTION (NSP):
Pollution whose sources cannot be traced to a single point such as a municipal or
industrial wastewater treatment plant discharge pipe. Nonpoint sources include
eroding farmland and construction sites, urban streets, and barnyards. Pollutants
from these sources reach water bodies in runoff, which can best be controlled by
proper land management.

NPS:
See nonpoint source pollution.

OLIGOTROPHIC:
Refers to an unproductive and nutrient-poor lake. Such lakes typically have very
clear water. (See alsa "Eutrophic" and "Mesotrophic.")

PATHOGEN:
Any infective agent capable of producing disease; may be a virus, bacterium,
protozoan, etc.

PESTICIDE:
Any chemical agent used for control of specific organisms, such as insecticides,
herbicides, fungicides, etc.

PH:
A measure of acidity or alkalinity, measured on a scale of 0 to 14 with 7 being
neutral and 0 being most acid, and 14 being most alkaline.

PHOSPHORUS:
A nutrient that when reaching lakes in excess amounts can lead to overfertile

conditions and algae blooms.

PLANKTON:
Tiny plants and animals that live in water,

POINT SOURCES:
Sources of pollution that have discrete discharges, usually from a pipe or outfall.

POLLUTION:

The presence of materials or energy whose nature, location, or quantity produces
undesired environmental effects.
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PRIORITY WATERSHED:
A drainage area about 100,000 acres in size selected to receive Wisconsin Fund
money to help pay the cost of controlling nonpoint source pollution. Because money
is limited, only watersheds where problems are critical, control is practical, and
cooperation is likely are selected for funding.

PRODUCTIVITY: :
A measure of the amount of living matter which is supported by an environment over
a specific period of time. Often described in terms of algae production for a lake.

PUBLIC LAW 92-500 (CLEAN WATER ACT):
The federal law that set national policy for improving and protecting the quality of
the nation’s waters. The law set a timetable for the cleanup of the nation’s waters
and stated that they are to be fishable and swimmable. This also required all
discharges of pollutants to obtain a permit and meet the conditions of the permit.
To accomplish this pollution cleanup billions of dollars have been made available to
help communities pay the cost of building sewage treatment facilities. Amendments
in the Clean Water Act were made in 1977 by passage of Public Law 95-217, and in
1987.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION;
The active involvement of interested and affected citizens in governmental decision-
making.

PUBLICLY OWNED TREATMENT WORKS (POTW):
A wastewater treatment plan owned by a city, village or other unit of government.

RECYCLING:
The process by which waste materials are transformed into new products.

RIPARIAN: _
Belonging or relating to the bank of a lake, river or stream.

RIPRAP:
Broken rock, cobbles, or boulders placed on the bank of a stream to protect it
against erosion.

RULE:
Refers to Wisconsin administrative rules. See Wisconsin Administrative Code.

RUNOTF:
Water from rain, snow melt, or irrigation that flows over the ground surface and
returns to streams. Runoff can collect pollutants from air or land and carry them to
recelving waters.

SEDIMENT:
Soil particles suspended in and carried by water as a result of erosion.
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SEPTIC SYSTEM:
Sewage treatment and disposal for homes not connected to sewer lines. Usually the
system includes a tank and drain field. Solids settle to the bottom of the tank; liquid
percolates through the drain field.

SLUDGE:
A byproduct of wastewater treatment; waste solids suspended in water.

SOLID WASTE:
Unwanted or discharged material with insufficient liquid to be free flowing.

STANDARDS:
See water quality standards.

SUSPENDED SOLIDS (§S):
Small particles of solid pollutants suspended in water.

SYNERGISM:
The characteristic property of a mixture of tomcants that exhibits a greater-that-
additive cumulative toxic effect.

TREATMENT PLANT:
See wastewater treatment plant.

TROPHIC STATUS: _
The level of growth or productivity of a lake as measured by phosphorus content,
algae abundance, and depth of light penetration.

TURBIDITY:
Lack of water clarity. Turb1d1ty is usually closely related to the amount of suspended
solids in water.

VARIANCE:
Government permission for a delay or exception in the application of a given law,
ordinance or regulation. Also, see water quality standard variance.

VOLATILE:
Any substance that evaporates at a low temperature.

WASTEWATER:
Water that has become contaminated as a byproduct of some human activity.
Wastewater includes sewage, washwater and the water-borne wastes of industrial
processes.

WASTE:

Unwanted materials left over from manufacturing processes, refuse from places of
human habitation or animal habitation.
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WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT:
A facility for purifying wastewater. Modern wastewater treatment plants are capable
of removing 95% of organic pollutants.

WATER QUALITY CRITERIA: :
A measure of the physical, chemical or biological characteristics of a water body
necessary to protect and maintain different water uses (fish and aquatic life,
swimming, etc.).

WATER QUALITY STANDARDS:
The legal basis and determination of the use of a water body and the water quality
criteria, physical, chemical, or biological characteristics of a water body, that must be
met to make it suitable for the specified use.

WATERSHED:
The land area that drains into a lake or river.

WETLANDS:
Those areas that are inundates or saturated by surface or groundwater at a frequency
and duration sufficient to support a variety of vegetative or aquatic life. Wetland
vegetation requires saturated or seasonally saturated soil conditions for growth and
reproduction. Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs and similar areas.

WISCONSIN ADMINISTRATIVE CODE:
The set of rules written and used by state agencies to implement state statutes.
Administrative codes are subject to public hearing and have the force of law.

WISCONSIN FUND:
A state program that helps pay the cost of reducing water pollution. Funding for the
program comes from general revenues and bonds and is based on a percentage of
the state;s taxable property value. The Wisconsin Fund includes these programs:

Point Source Water Pollution Abatement Grant Program - Provides grants for 60%
of the cost of constructing wastewater treatment facilities. Most of this program’s
money goes for treatment plant construction, but 3% of this fund is available for
repair or replacement of private , onsite sewer systems.’

Nonpoint Source Water Pollution Abatement Grant Program - Funds to share the
cost of reducing water pollution nonspecified sources are available in selected
priority watersheds.

Solid Waste Grant Program - Communities planning for solid waste disposal sites are
eligible for grant money. $500,000 will be available each year to help with planning
costs.
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WISCONSIN NONPOINT SOURCE WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT GRANT
PROGRAM:
A state cost-share program established by the State Legislature in 1978 to help pay
the costs of controlling nonpoint source pollution. Also known as the nonpoint
source element of the Wisconsin Fund or the Priority Watershed Program,

WISCONSIN POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM (WPDES):
A permit system to monitor and control the point source dischargers of wastewater in
Wisconsin. Dischargers are required to have a discharge permit and meet the
conditions it specifies.
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PRIORITY WATERSHED PROJECTS IN WISCONSIN

1991
Year
Map Large-scale Project
Number Priority Watershed Project County(ies) Selected
79-1 Galena River* Grant, Lafayette 1979
79-2 Elk Creek* Trempéaleau 1979
79-3 Hay River* Barron, Dunn 1979
79-4 Lower Manitowoc River* Manitowoc, Brown 1979
79-5 Root River® Racine, Milwaukee, Waukesha 1979
80-1 Onion River* Sheboygan, Ozaukee 1980
80-2 Sixmile-Pheasant Branch Creek* Dane 1930
80-3 Big Green Lake Green Lake, Fond du Lac 1980
80-4 Upper Willow River* Polk, St. Crox 1980
81-1 Upper West Branch Pecatonica River* Iowa, Lafayette 1981
81-2 Lower Black River La Crosse, Trempealeau 1981
82-1 Kewaunee River Kewaunee, Brown 1982
82-2 Turtle Creek Walworth, Rock 1982
83-1 Cconomowaoc River Waukesha, Washington, Jefferson 1983
832 Little River Oconto, Marinette 1983
83-3 . Crossman Creek/Little Baraboo River Sauk, Juneau, Richland 1983
83-4 Lower Eau Claire River Eau Claire [983
84-1 Beaver Creek Trempealeau, Jackson 1984
84-2 Upper Big Eau Pleine River Marathon, Taylor, Clark 1984
84-3 Sevenmile-Silver Creeks Manitowoc, Sheboygan 1984
84-4 Upper Door Peninsula Door - 1984
84-5 East & West Branch Milwaukee Rtver Fond du Lac, Washington, Sheboygan,
_ Dodge, Ozaukee 1984
84-6 North Branch Milwaukee River Sheboygan, Washington, Ozaukee,
i Fond du Lac 1934
84-7 Milwaukee River South Ozaukee, Milwaukee 1984
84-8 Cedar Creek ‘Washington, Ozaukee 1984 -
84-9 Menomonee River Milwaukee, Waukesha, Ozaukee,
Washington 1934
85-1 Black Earth Creek Dane 1985
85-2 Sheboygan River Sheboygan, Fond du Lac, Manitowoc,

: Calumet 1585
85-3 Waumandee Creek Buffalo 1985
86-1 East River . Brown, Calumet 1986
86-2 Yahara River —Lake Monona Dane 1986
86-3 Lower Grant River Grant 1986
89-1 Yellow River Barron 1989
89-2 Lake Winnebago East Calumet, Fond du Lac 1989
89-3 Upper Fox River (111.) ‘Waukesha 1989
89-4 Narrows Creek — Baraboo River Sauk 1989
89-5 Middle Trempeateau River Trempealeau, Buffaio 1989
89-6 Middle Kickapoo River Yernon, Monroe, Richland 1989
89-7 Lower East Branch Pecatonica River Green, Lafayette 1989
90-1 Arrowhead River & Daggetts Creek Winnebago, Outagamie, Waupaca 1990
90-2 Kinnickinnic River Milwaukee 1990
90-3 Beaverdam River Dodge, Columbia, Green Lake 1990
90-4 Lower Big Fau Pleine River Marathon 1990
90-5 Upper Yellow River Wood, Marathon, Clark 1996
90-6 Duncan Creek Chippewa, Eau Claire 1990
91-1 Upper Trempealeau River Jackson, Trempealeau 1991
9t-2 Neenah Creek Adams, Marquette, Columbia 1991

Year
Map Small-scale Project
Number Priovity Watershed Project Countyf{ies) Selected
58-1 Bass Lake* Marinette 1985
55-90-1 Dunlap Creek Dane 1990
55-90-2 Lowes Creek Eau Claire 1990
55-90-3 Wood County Groundwater Prototype Wood 1950
58-91-1 Whittlesey Creek Bayfield 1991
§5-91-2 Spring Creek Rock 1991

Year
Map Project
Number Priority Lake Project County(ies) Selected
PL-90-1 Minocqua Lake Oneida 1990
PL-90-2 Lake Tomah Monroe 1990
PL-91-1 Little Muskego, Big Muskego and Wind Lakes Waukesha, Racine, Milwaukee 1991

* Project completed
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OUR MISSION:

To protect and enhance our Natural Resources —
our air, land and water;
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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.
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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,the Department
of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection,and the Green and Lafayette County
Land Conservation Departments.
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State of Wisconsin\ DEFARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

[~ WISCONS)
~§ DEPT. OF MATURAL RESOURCES J

27 September 1991 File REF: 3200

Mr. Robert Hoesly, Green County Board Chair
N8943 County O
New Glarus, Wisconsin 53574

Dear Mr. Hoesly,

| am pleased to approve A Nonpoint Source Control Plan For The Lower East Branch
Pecatonica_River Watershed. " This plan meets the intent and conditions of s. 144.25,
Wisconsin Statutes, and Chapter NR 120 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code.

The plan has been approved by Green and Lafayette counties and the Wisconsin Department
of Agriculture, Trade, and Consumer Protection, This letter completes the approval process
set forth in Wisconsin Statutes and allows for granting of funds through the Nonpoint Source
and Water Pollution Abatement Program to implement the project.

| am also approving this plan as an amendment to the areawide water quality management
plan for the Sugar-Pecatonica River Basin.

This plan, prepared jointly by the Department of Natural Resources, the Department of
Agriculture, Trade, and Consumer Protection, and Green and Lafayette County Land
‘Conservation Department staffs is an example of the cooperative efforts that can help improve
and protect- the streams, rivers, and wetlands of the Lower East Branch Pecatonica River
Watershed. I'm confident the cooperative spirit shown throughout the development of this
plan will continue during the implementation of this project.

Sincerely,

CA

C. D. Besadny
Secretary

cc: Jim Huntoon, DNR Southern District Director
Dave Jelinski, Department of Agriculture, Trade, and Consumer
Protection
Craig Karr, DNR Bureau Community Assistance Management





State of \Nisconsin\ DEPARTMINT COF NATURAL RESOURCES

WISCDRSIN
DEPT. OF HATURAL RESQURCES

27 September 1991 File REF: 3200

Mr. Wayne Wilson, Lafayette County Board Chair
11012 County D
Argyle, Wisconsin 53504

Dear Mr, Wilson,
| am pleased to approve A Nonpoint Source Control Plan For The Lower East Branch -

Pecatonica River Watershed, This plan meets the intent and conditions of s. 144.25,
Wisconsin Statutes, and Chapter NR 120 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code.

The plan has been approved by Green and Lafayette counties and the Wisconsin Department
of Agrlculture Trade, and Consumer Protection. This letter completes the approval process
set forth- in Wisconsin Statutes and allows for granting of funds through.the Nonpoint Source
and Water Pollution Abatement Program to implement the project.

[ am also approving this plan as an amendment to the areawide water quality management
plan for the Sugar-Pecatonica River Basin.

This plan, prepared jointly by the Department of Natural Resources, the Department of
Agriculture, Trade, and Consumer Protection, and Green and Lafayette County Land
Conservation Department staffs is an example of the cooperative efforts that can help improve
and protect the streams, rivers, and wetlands of the Lower East Branch Pecatonica River
Watershed. 1I'm confident the cooperative spirit shown throughout the development of this
plan will continue during the implementation of this project.

Sincerely,

C. D. Besadny
Secretary

cc:  Jim Huntoon, DNR Southern District Director
Dave Jelinski, Department of Agriculture, Trade, and Consumer
Protection
Craig Karr, DNR Bureau Community Assistance Management
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State of Wisconsin
Department of Agriculture, Trade & Consumner Proleclion

Alan T. Tracy 801 West Badger Road
Secretary PO Box 8911
Maddison, WI 53708-8911

September 18, 1991

Mr. Bruce Baker, Director Py =
Bureau of Water Resources Management R
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources "
Box 7921

Madison, Wisconsin 53707

g

Dear,grf«Baker-

The Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection has
received your request to approve the "Nonpoint Source Control
Plan For The Lower East Branch Pecatonica River Priority
Watershed Project". The Department, hereby, approves the Lower
East Branch Pecatonica River Watershed plan.

This plan is the first one completed for the priority watersheds
which began planning in October, 1989. Although we missed our
planning goal by a2 couple months, completion of this plan
indicates that an eighteen month planning timeframe is realistic.
The efforts of Charlotte Haynes, a new member of your staff,
contributed greatly to completing the project on schedule.

We look forward to assisting DNR and the Land Conservation
Committees in Green and Lafayette Counties in implementing the
project.

Please contact Keith Foye (266-9496) if we can be of any further
assistance in moving the project to implementation.

Sincerely,

A

Dave Jelin ; Director

Land and Water Resources Bureau
AGRICULTURAL RESCURCE MANAGEMENT DIVISION
(608) 266~0157

cc: “ﬁ;cky Wallace:
Mike Powers, Green County Land Conservation Department
Clarence Keleher, Lafayette County Land Conservation
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Cat I ST
sfayette County T e, .
Land Conservation Department T T Green County

N, Department of Land Conservalion
2841 6th St, Ag. Bldg. - Box 497
Monroe, Wi 53566

Ag Center, Courthouse
Darlington, Wl 53530

(608) 776-4084

e

Priority Watershed (608) az8-9451
July 29,1991

Mr. C. D. Besadny
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources

1 Ty [feluyi i
101-S. Webster Street e £ 1199 ; ¥,
P.O. Box 7921 : i,..m._w.,,?.,_‘_.' S
Madison, WI 53707 o AT T )
Dear Mr. Besadny:

The Lower Bast Branch Pecatonica River Priority Watershed Project was accepted
by both Green and Lafayette Counties in the Fall of 1989.

Watershed inventory results have lead to the development of an Implementation
Plan. The plan sets procedures for providing technical and financial assistance to
eligible landowners who install Best Management Practices controlling non-point
source pollution.

The implementation plan has been reviewed by the public during a public hearing
held on June 23, 1991.

Both Green and Lafayette Counties’ Board of Supervisors have reviewed the plan
and have approved the goals and objectives as well as the implementation procedures
for the project. We are requesting your approval and support of the watershed plan.

Thank you for your cooperation thus far in the project. We look forward to the long
term commitment of financial and technical support from the DNR.

Sincerely,
byt Moty (Lhgaed Lo lodd
Robert Hoesly, Chairman / Wayze Wilson, Chairman
Green County Board of Supervisors Laffette County Board of Supervisors
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Lafayette County Land Conservation Department
Ag Center, Court House - Darlington, Wt 53530 - Phone (608) 776-4084

RESOLUTION 56-91
ADOPTING THE LOWER EAST BRANCH PECATCONICA RIVER WATERSHED PLAN

WHEREAS, Green County and Lafayette County Land Conservation
Departments have inventoried the Lower East Branch Pecatonica River
Watershed. All Dbarnyards, cropland and streambanks were
inventoried and :

WHEREAS, Using the inventory results an implementation plan has
been developed in cooperation with: the Wisconsin Department of
Natural Resources (DNR) and the Wisconsin Department of
Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection (DATCP) and

WHEREAS, the watershed plan sets procedures for providing technical
and financial assistance to eligible landowners who install various
best management practices that reduce nonpoint sources of pollution
in the Lower East Branch Pecatonica Watershed and

WHEREAS, the watershed plan has been reviewed by the public during
a public information hearing meeting which was held on June 25,
1991.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVEDL, that the Lafayette County Land
Conservation Committee hereby adopt the Lower East Branch
Pecatonica Watershed plan and support its implementation.

§%»(?,/é} /99 : - Date Adopted

LAND CONSERVATION COMMITTEE

4 o
(. P2 o /é M K W

didew Qs /ﬂ%@—

ATTEST: This is to certify that the above is a true and correct copy of
Resolution 56-91 passed at the Lafayette County Board of Supervisors
Meeting held in Darlington on July 29, 1991.

/%Z”X//ZW//Q

CONSERVATION - DEVELOPMENT - SI’:AJFF](Sg-l%HNMEfé’J'ue(Sﬁer Deputy CC.‘UI'lty Cler
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SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

The plan for the Lower East Branch of the Pecatonica River Priority Watershed Project
assesses the nonpoint sources of pollution in the Lower East Branch Pecatonica River
Watershed and guides the implementation of nonpoint source control measures. These
control measures are needed to meet specific water resources objectives for the Lower
East Branch Pecatonica and its tributaries. Nonpoint sources of pollutants most
commonly found in this watershed include: polluted runoff from barnyards and feedlots:
sediment from cropland erosion; and sediment from eroding streambanks. The purpose
of this project is to reduce the amount of pollutants originating from nonpoint sources
that reach surface water and groundwater within the Lower East Branch Pecatonica
River Priority Watershed Project area.

The plan was prepared by the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (DNR), the
Department of Agriculture, Trade, and Consumer Protection (DATCP), and the Green
and Lafayette County Land Conservation Departments (LCDs), with assistance from the
University of Wisconsin-Extension. The DNR selected the Lower East Branch
Pecatonica River Watershed as a priority watershed project through the Wisconsin
Nonpoint Source Water Pollution Abatement Program in 1989. It joined approximately
40 similar watershed projects statewide in which nonpoint source pollution control
measures are being planned and implemented. The Nonpoint Source Water Pollution
Abatement Program was created in 1978 by the Wisconsin State Legislature. The
program provides financial and technical assistance to landowners and local governments
to reduce nonpoint source pollution.

The DNR and the DATCP administer the project on the state level. The Green and
Lafayette County LCDs will administer the project on the local level with assistance from
UW-Extension and the Soil Conservation Service (U.S. Department of Agriculture).

GENERAL WATERSHED CHARACTERISTICS

The Lower East Branch of the Pecatonica River Watershed drains 145 square miles of
land in Green and Lafayette counties in southern Wisconsin. The watershed is part of
the Sugar-Pecatonica River Basin. The Pecatonica River is a tributary of Sugar River
which in turn contributes flow to the Rock River drainage system. The Lower East
Branch Pecatonica River Watershed was divided into 17 smaller drainage areas, called
subwatersheds, for this planning effort (Map 3).

Land use in the watershed, as shown in Table 1, is mainly agricultural, and is currently
dominated by dairy farming. The watershed population is small -- approximately 2,800
people. Most of the watershed population lives outside incorporated areas, in small
enclaves of residential development or on farmsteads.





Table 1.  Land Use in the

‘Land Use
Agriéu[turai_
pasture
- cropland:
farmstead

WdOdIand |
Urban
Wetlands

WATER QUALITY

The Lower East Branch of the Pecatonica River supports diverse warm water fisheries,
and the upland watershed contains over 100 miles of cold water streams including 49
miles of classified trout waters. Most of these streams contain significant reaches of
Class IIT and to a lesser extent Class 1l trout water. The streams are not reaching their
highest potential use due to pollution from nonpoint sources. Eroding croplands and
streambanks and improperly managed livestock operations are the major source of
pollution in the watershed.

Segments of the following creeks were identified as currently supporting good quality
(Class III) cold water sport fisheries with strong potential for improvement to Class 11
trout fisheries: Apple Branch, Sawmill Creek, Brennan Creek, Dougherty Creek, and
Erickson Creek. Braezels Branch and Cherry Branch presently support warm water
forage fisheries but have the potential to support a cold water fishery. The details of
these assessments are -discussed later in this watershed plan.

An inventory of groundwater quality was done in conjunction with the animal lot
inventories. Results show that of the 279 well samples collected, 22 percent had nitrate
levels over the enforcement standard of 10 milligrams per liter (mg/1) and 55 percent
had nitrate levels between 2 mg/l, the preventative action limit, and 10 mg/l. These
nitrate levels are significant--landowners will be offered a follow-up test for nitrate and a
triazine tests if their wells had nitrate levels over 10 mg/l. Landowners with nitrate
levels between 2 and 10 mg/1 will be offered a follow-up nitrate test.






SOURCES OF POLLUTION

The Green and Lafayette County LCDs collected data on all agricultural lands,
barnyards, manure storage sites, and streambanks in the watershed. These data were
used to estimate the pollutant potentials of these nonpoint sources. The amount of
phosphorus carried in runoff from each barnyard to a receiving creek was calculated.
The amount of sediment reaching streams from eroding agricultural lands and
streambanks was also determined. In the Lower East Branch Pecatonica River
Watershed, about 70 percent of the sediment deposited in streams annually is derived
from agricultural upland erosion. Twenty-three percent of the sediment reaching creeks
originates from streambank erosion. Appr0x1ma,tely 10 percent of total sediment is
contributed from guilies.

The results of the investigations of nonpoint sources are summarized below.

Barnyard Runoff Inventory Resulls:

*  Three hundred seventy barnyards were assessed.

* Ninety-seven barnyards were found to contribute 70 percent of the organic
pollutants that reach creeks.

Manure Spreading Inventory Resulfs:

* About 4,770 total acres have manure applied.
* About 2,065 acres have high pollution potential.

*  About 132 landowners spread on 15 or more acres which have high pollution
potential.

Streambank Erosion Inventory Resulls:

* One hundred ninety stream miles were inventoried.

* - An amount of 6,084 tons of sediment reach streams from eroding sites (23
percent of total sediment).

*  There are 37 miles of eroding sites (19 percent of streambanks inventoried).

Upland Sediment Inventory Results:

* A total of 89,112 acres were inventoried.

*  An amount of 17,897 tons of sediment are delivered to streams (68 percent of
total sediment): 82 percent from cropland; three percent from grazed
woodlots; nine percent from pastures.

*  There are 89,112 acres that deliver 68 percent of the total sediment.
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Gully Erosion Inventorv Results:

*®

An amount of 2,361 tons of sediment are delivered to streams (nine percent of
the total sediment).

Wetland Inventory Results:

* A total of 4,213 acres of wetlands were inventoried.

* Presently, 1,801 acres exist as wetlands.

* There are 2,531 acres of converted but restorable wetlands.

POLLUTANT REDUCTION LEVELS

To improve water quality in the Lower East Branch of the Pecatonica River and its
tributaries, this plan calls for;

1. A 25 percent reduction in the sediment reaching streams from agricultural
uplands in all subwatersheds.

2. A 40 percent reduction in streambank sediment delivered to all streams
and a 25 percent overall repair of bank habitat in all subwatersheds.

3. A 60 percent reduction in organic pollutants from barnyards in all
subwatersheds with an emphasis on the following high priority creeks:
Apple Branch, Brennan Creek, Dougherty Creek, Erickson Creek, Mud
Branch, Sawmill Creek, and Whiteside Creek.

4, A 50 percent reduction in organic pollutants from winter-spread manure
on "unsuitable" acres in all subwatersheds.

5. A restoration of 30 percent of degraded wetlands.

6.  Control of gullies producing over 30 tons of sediment per site per
year.

MANAGEMENT ACTIONS

Management actions are described in terms of Best Management Practices (BMPs)
needed to control nonpoint sources to the pollutant levels described above. Cost-share
funds for installing pollutant control measures will be targeted at operations which
contribute the greatest amounts of pollutants. Cost-share funds will be available through
the Wisconsin Nonpoint Source Water Pollution Abatement Program for certain BMPs.
As shown in Table 2, cost-share rates range from 50 to 70 percent.
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Table 2, Best Management Practlces E![grbfe for Cost—Share Funding
‘“Through The Lower East Branch Pecatonica Prrorlty Watershed

- Prolect s
Best: Management Practice _ State Cost-share Rate
. Contour Farmrng e e e 50% (flat rate: $6/acre)
Strip Cropplng ..... e e e ' 50% (flat rate: $12/acre)
~ Field Diversions and. Terraces e e 70% :
,Grassed Waterways S S 70%
Reduced Tillage (No Till) . ........... $45/acre
-Critical' Area Stabilization -, . . . R, 70% * +
Grade. Stabilization’ Structures ...... . 70% +
AgrloUEtUral Sediment Basing . ........ 70%
Shoreline and Streambank Stabrlrzatron' .. 0% +
Shoreline Buffers . ... ............. 70% * +
~Barnyard- Runoff Management e e e e 70%
" Animal Lot Relocation . . ..~ .. ....... 70% +
‘Manure Storage Facilities ... ... ... 70% **
Livestock Exclusion from Woodlots e 50%
~Wetland Restoration . .. ............ 70%

?-.'Nutrrent and Pestlcrde Management e 50%

‘% Easements. may be entered into with landowners identified in the
watershed. plan in conjunctlon with these BMPs. See "Management
Actlons m thrs summary for areas where easements may apply.

o Maxrmum cost share amount is $10, OOO including no more than $5,000
. for manure transfer equment

L Wrth matohrng eounty cost share fundmg, the state share may be
mcreased up 1o 80 percent ' :

During the project’s implementation, the Green and Lafayette County Land
Conservation Departments will contact all landowners who are eligible to receive cost-
share funds. All Category 1 sources of nonpoint pollutants must be controlled if a
landowner wishes to participate in any aspect of the program.





The Green and Lafayette County Land Conservation Department will assist landowners
in applying BMPs. Practices range from alterations in farm management (such as
changes in manure spreading and crop rotations) to engineered structures (such as
diversions, sediment basins, and manure storage facilities), and are tailored to specific
landowner situations. Participation in the program is voluntary.

The following is a brief description of critical nonpoint pollutant sources, project
eligibility criteria, and BMP design targets for the project.

AGRICULTURAL LANDS

All agricultural lands contributing sediment to streams at a rate greater than 0.26 tons
per acre per year and greater than "T" the tolerable soil loss, will be eligible for cost-
share funding and must be brought down to a rate of 0.26 tons/acre/year and "T". This
involves an estimated 27,268 critical acres of cropland, or 31 percent of the land in the
watershed.

The BMPs identified by the Green and Lafayette County Land Conservation
Departments emphasize both improving farm management and controlling pollutants.
Table 2 shows the eligible practices and cost-share rates.

AnNIMAL LOTS

The manure from barnyards that is carried in runoff needs to be controlled at about 97
of the 370 livestock operations. The highest level of control is needed for animal lots in
the Apple Branch, Sawmill Creek, Brennan Creek, Dougherty Creek, and Erickson
Creek subwatersheds. All barnyards contributing more than seven pounds of phosphorus
will be Category I for cost-sharing and need to be brought down to the five pound level
or less. Category II barnyards, those which contribute between seven and five pounds of
phosphorus, will be eligible for cost-sharing and will need to be brought down to the five
pound level, or less.

NMANURE-SPREADING

The Lower East Branch Pecatonica River project participants who winterspread manure
on more than 20 acres of "unsuitable" land will be targeted as Category I for control
measures, These landowners are required to implement and adhere to a Soil
Conservation Service’s (SCS) "590 Nutrient Management" Plan. Category II landowners
are those who winterspread manure on 10 to 20 critical acres. In this project
"unsuitable" lands for winter manure spreading are those lands with greater than six
percent slope or which are flood prone. The Green and Lafayette County LCDs will
assist farm operators in preparing a management plan for proper manure spreading. A
manure management plan identifies the proper spreading periods, application rates, and
acceptable fields for manure spreading. A number of the manure management plans
may identify the need for manure storage facilities to prevent winter manure spreading
on unsuitable lands.

In addition, Green and Lafayette Counties are required to enact a manure management
ordinance which implements requirements outlined by the DATCP.






STREAMBANKS

Project participants with sites identified as eroding at a rate of 0.07 tons per linear foot

~of eroding bank per year or over 2000 feet of trampled sites are considered Category I.
Those with erosion rates between 0.07 and 0.015 tons/linear foot and less than 2000
trampled feet, are considered Category II. Overall, approximately 2,434 tons of sediment
from streambanks must be controlled in the Lower East Branch of the Pecatonica River
Watershed.

There will be an emphasis on controlling bank erosion and improving wildlife habitat in
the main stem of the Lower East Branch of the Pecatonica to enhance water quality and
recreational opportunities.

FUNDS NEEDED FOR COST-SHARING, STAFFING, AND
EDUCATIONAL ACTIVITIES

The DNR will award grants to Green and Lafayette Counties for cost-share funding, staff
support and educational activities. Table 3 includes estimates of the financial assistance
needed to implement needed nonpoint source controls in the Lower East Branch
Pecatonica River Watershed, assuming a 75 percent participation rate of eligible
landowners.

Table 3. Cost Estimates for the LowerEastBran
Watershed Project e

Type of Source

Cost-sharing:
Easements:

Green and Lafayette LCD _S_ta_ff_i.n_g__ '

Educational activities

Toml






PROJECT INIPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE

Project implementation is scheduled to begin in Fall 1991. The first three years of
implementation is the period for participants to sign cost-share agreements. There is a
five year period for practice installation. While an eligible landowner or operator has
three years to determine whether to participate in the program, the installation of
practices can begin as soon as a landowner has signed a cost-share agreement with the
Green and Lafayette County LCDs.

INFORMATION AND EDUCATION

An information and education program will be conducted throughout the project period
with the Green and Lafayette County LCDs having overall responsibility for the
program. University of Wisconsin-Extension staff in the county and in the area office
will provide assistance. This program will be most intensive during the first four years of
the project and the activities will taper off during the rest of the project. The activities
will include Best Management Practice demonstrations, tours, newsletters, and public
meetings.

PROJECT EVALUATION AND MONITORING

The evaluation strategy for the project involves the collection, analysis, and reporting of
information so that progress may be tracked in three areas:

Administrative: This category includes the progress in providing technical and financial
assistance to eligible landowners, and carrying out education activities identified in the
plan. Progress in this area will be tracked by the LCD and reported to the DNR and the
DATCP quarterly.

Pollutant Reduction Levels: Reductions in nonpoint source pollutant loadings resulting
from changes in land use practices will be calculated by the LCD and reported to DNR
and the DATCP at an annual review meeting.

Water Resources: Changes in water quality, habitat, and water resource characteristics
will be monitored by the DNR in 1995 and at the end of the project period.






CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION, PURPOSE,
AND LEGAL STATUS

WISCONSIN NONPOINT SOURCE WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT
PROGRAM

The Wisconsin Nonpoint Source Water Pollution Abatement Program was created in
1978 by the Wisconsin State Legislature. The goal of the program is to improve and
protect the water quality of streams, lakes, wetlands, and groundwater by reducing
pollutants from urban and rural nonpoint sources. The 145 square-mile Lower East
Branch Pecatonica River Watershed, located in Green and Lafayette Counties, was

. designated a "priority watershed" in 1989.

Nonpoint sources of pollution include eroding agricultural lands, streambanks, roadsides,
developing urban areas, runoff from livestock wastes, and gullies. Pollutants from
nonpoint sources are carried to the surface water or groundwater through the action of
rainfall runoff, snowmelt, and seepage.

The following is an overview of the program:

*

The Department of Natural Resources (DNR) and the Department of
Agriculture, Trade, and Consumer Protection (DATCP) program administers
the nonpoint source program. The program focuses on critical hydrologic units
called priority watersheds, and the program is implemented through priority
watershed projects.

The priority watershed project is guided through a plan which is prepared
coopela,tively by the DNR, the DATCP and local units of government, with
input from a local citizens advisory committee. Project staff evaluate the
conditions of surface water and groundwater, and inventory the types of land
use and nonpoint sources of pollution throughout the watershed. The priority
watershed plan assesses nonpoint and other sources of water pollution and
identifies best management practices (BMPs) needed to control pollutants to
meet specific water resource objectives. The plan guides implementation of
these practices in an effort to improve water quality.

After state and local authorities approve the watershed plan, local units of
government implement the plan. Water quality improvement is achieved
through voluntary implementation of nonpoint source controls (BMPs) and the
adoption of ordinances. Landowners, land renters, counties, cities, villages,
towns, sanitary districts, lake districts, and regional planning commissions are
eligible to participate.





*  Technical assistance is provided to aid in the design of BMPs. State level cost-
share assistance is available to help offset the cost of installing these practices.
The county Land Conservation Departments (LCDs) contact eligible
landowners and local units of government to determine their interest in
voluntarily installing the BMPs identified in the plan. Cost-share agreements
are signed listing the practices, costs, cost-share amounts and a schedule for
installation of management practices. :

* Informational and educational activities are developed to encourage
participation.

* The DNR and the DATCP review the progress of the counties and other
implementing units of government, and provide assistance throughout the eight-
year project. The DNR monitors improvements in water quality resulting from
control of nonpoint sources in the watershed.

LEGAL STATUS OF THE NONPOINT SOURCE CONTROL PLAN

The Lower East Branch Pecatonica River Priority Watershed Plan was prepared under
the authority of the Wisconsin Nonpoint Source Water Pollution Abatement Program
described in Section 144.25 of the Wisconsin Statutes and Chapter NR 120 of the
Wisconsin Administrative Code. It was prepared under the cooperative efforts of the
DNR, the DATCP, the Green and Lafayette County Land Conservation Departments, .
local units of government and the Lower East Branch Pecatonica River Citizens Advisory
Committee.

This plan is the basis for the DNR to enter into cost-sharing and local assistance grants
and is used as a guide to implement measures to achieve desired water quality
conditions. In the event that a discrepancy occurs between this plan and the statutes or
the administrative rules, or if the statutes or rules change during implementation, the
statutes and rules will supersede the plan. ‘

PLAN ORGANIZATION

The remainder of this plan is divided into three parts; the watershed assessment, a
detailed program for implementation, and project evaluation. The contents of each part
are described below:

PART ONE - THE WATERSHED ASSESSMENT

Chapter 1I, "General Watershed Characteristics", is an overview of the cultural and
natural resource features pertinent to planning and implementation efforts for the
priority watershed project.

Chapter IlI, "Water Quality Conditions, Objectives and Nonpoint Pollution Sources",

presents field inventory results and identifies the water quality or water resource
problems and improvements that can be obtained through implementation of a nonpoint
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source control project. This chapter discusses the level of pollutant control needed to
achieve the water resource objectives, and describes the nonpoint sources and other
sources of pollution.

Chapter IV, "Management Actions", identifies the level of rural nonpoint source
poltution control needed to meet the water quality objectives. Eligibility criteria for
funding to control nonpoint sources under the priority watershed project are also
presented.

ParT TwoO - DETAILED PROGRAM FOR IMPLEMENTATION

Chapter V, "County Implementation Program", describes the means by which the local
units of government administer the project, and estimates a local assistance and
management practice cost-share budget.

Chapter VI, "Information and Education Program", describes techniques and activities for
increasing awareness and understanding of water resources in the watershed, principles
of nonpoint source pollution, best management practices and the priority watershed
project in general.

Chapter VII, "Integrated Resource Management Program", presents the strategy for
involving the DNR resource management programs (fisheries management, wildlife, etc.)
in the nonpoint source pollution abatement efforts in the Lower East Branch Pecatonica
River Watershed.

PART THREE - PROJECT EVALUATION

Chapter VIII, "Progress Assessments", discusses the means for assessing the amount of
nonpoint source control gained through installation of best management practices in the
watershed.

Chapter IX, "Evaluation Monitoring”, presents a strategy and schedule for monitoring to

determine the water quality impacts of implementing nonpoint source controls in the
Lower East Branch Pecatonica River Watershed.

- 11 -





PART ONE

THE WATERSHED ASSESSMENT

Chapter lI: General Watershed Characteristics

Chapter llI: Water Quality Conditions, Water Resource
Objectives, and Nonpoint Sources

Chapter IV: Recommended Management Actions:
Control Needs and Eligibility for Cost-Share
Funding





CHAPTER Il
GENERAL WATERSHED
CHARACTERISTICS

LOCATION

The Lower East Branch Pecatonica River Watershed is a 145 square-mile drainage basin
located in southern Wisconsin, about 10 miles north of the Wisconsin-Illinois border.
(Map 1). The watershed contains the lower section of the East Branch Pecatonica River
and all lands draining to it between the lower end of the village of Blanchardville to the
north and the confluence of the West Branch of the Pecatonica River to the south. It
includes rural portions of Lafayette and Green counties. The watershed is almost
entirely agricultural. The Lower East Branch Pecatonica Watershed is a part of the
Sugar-Pecatonica River Basin. The Pecatonica River is a tributary of the Sugar River
which in turn contributes flow to the Rock River drainage system. :

The following is a brief overview of the watershed’s cultural and natural resource
features.

CULTURAL FEATURES

CiviL DIVISIONS

Over half of the land area in the Lower East Branch Pecatonica River Watershed lies
within Lafayette County (56 percent or 82 square miles). Forty-four percent is in Green
County (63 square miles). Incorporated areas in the watershed include the village of
Argyle and a small portion of the village of Blanchardville. The main public land within
the watershed is the Argyle Public Hunting and Fishing Grounds, which consist of 2,796
acres. Also within the watershed is the Blackhawk Memorial Park at Woodford which is
159 acres and contains Bloody Lake.

POPULATION SIZE AND DISTRIBUTION

The 1991 watershed population is estimated to be about 2,800 persons, with the majority
residing in Lafayette County. Most of the watershed population lives outside
incorporated areas, in small enclaves of residential development or on farmsteads. An
estimated 30 percent of the watershed’s population live in "urban" centers. The fastest
growing area in the watershed is the village of Argyle which experienced a population
increase of about seven percent in the last decade. Population in the surrounding
townships declined. Regional trends suggest that the watershed’s population will remain
about the same or decrease slightly over the next 20 years.

- 15 -






LAnND UsEes

Rural land uses predominate in the watershed. Agricultural and related open space are
the most important land uses, comprising 82 percent. Dairy farming and rotational
cropping of corn and alfalfa are the primary enterprises, with the average farm size being
185 acres. Woodlands are abundant and cover 17 percent of the land area. Urban land
uses occupy less than 0.4 percent of the watershed. (See Table 4)

__I_and Usas F D

Agricultural

pasture
cropland .
farmstead

Woodfand'
U_rban _
Wetland™*

Sources: Green and Lafayette Cour
Departments ' S

PuBLIC WATER SOQURCES

All potable water in the watershed is obtained from groundwater sources. Two principal
aquifers from which groundwater is obtained lie beneath the watershed—the sandstone
aquifer in the uplands, and the alluvial sands and gravel in the valleys. Water obtained -
from these aquifers is either pumped from individual wells owned by homeowners or
businesses, or is obtained by municipal pumping facilities. Municipal water supply
systems serve about 30 percent of the area’s population. The two villages in the
watershed operate municipal supply systems which draw from the sandstone aquifer.
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Map 1: Lower East Branch Pecatonica River
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SANITARY SEWER SERVICE

Sanitary sewer service is available within the villages of Argyle and Blanchardville.
Approximately 850 persons, or 30 percent of the watershed population receives service.
Sewage treatment plants for both municipalities provide secondary treatment with
seasonal disinfection and deliver effluent directly to the East Branch Pecatonica River.
The remainder of the watershed residents are not served by sanitary sewer service and
rely on private on-site systems.

PHYSICAL SETTING

CLIMATE AND PRECIPITATION

The frequency, duration and amount of precipitation influences surface and groundwater
quality and quantity, soil moisture content, runoff characteristics, and the physical
condition of waterways. The Lower East Branch Pecatonica River Watershed lies in the
temperate continental zone which is characterized by winters which are cold and snowy
and summers which are mostly warm with periods of hot humid conditions. Average
annual precipitation for the region is about 32 inches of rain and melted snow; the
majority falls in the form of thunderstorms during the growing season (May-September).

The ridge and valley topography of the area is conducive to fast runoff and often results
in flash flooding as steep gradient feeder streams deliver runoff water to the relatively
slowly flowing East Branch Pecatonica River. Runoff averages about nine inches
annually. Most runoff occurs in February, March, and April when the land surface is
frozen and soil moisture is highest,

TOPOGRAPHY

The Lower East Branch Pecatonica Watershed is located entirely within the unglaciated
Wisconsin Driftless Area and lies within the geographical province known as the
Southwestern Uplands. The landscape is shaped largely by the bedrock surface in this
region. In general, topography in the watershed is characterized by an upland plateau
dissected by a maze of steep ridges, deep narrow valleys, and numerous small springfed
streams. Bedrock outcroppings—common along the ridgetops—are generally associated
with silty soils. Agricultural production on the relatively steep slopes of the region often
results in severe erosiomn.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Dolomitic limestone and sandstone are the two basic bedrocks of the region. The oldest
underlying rock formation is the Cambrian sandstone which is evident along the deepest
valleys. Above this the St. Peter Sandstone may occur. The Galena-Platteville dolomite
underlies the ridges in the watershed, and may be exposed at the surface.

Most of the watershed is underlain by soils derived from sedimentary rocks. The

watershed is located just west of the glacial advance in Wisconsin, and therefore also
contains surface lake deposits (stratified clay, silt and sand) laid down during the melting
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stages of glaciation. All of the watershed is covered by a layer of loess (or silt) spread
over the region by westerly winds following glaciation of surrounding lands. In valley
areas, loess, alluvium and colluvium form the uppermost deposits. These materials, in
addition to weathered bedrock, are the parent materials for many of the soils in the
region.

The predominant soils in the Lower East Branch Pecatonica River Watershed are the
silty loams of the rolling uplands and steep stony and rocky lands, and the sands and
sandy loams of the valley floors. Soils of the valley slopes and upland ridges are
generally rapid to well-drained with a high potential for soil loss. Valleys widen in the
lower portion of the watershed. Stream terraces and bottom lands in this region are
composed of fine-textured material washed down from uplands and are moderate to
poorly drained loams and silty loams.

WATER RESOURCES

Land drainage patterns in the Lower East Branch Pecatonica River Watershed are
delineated as 17 individual subwatersheds. All convey surface water directly or via
tributaries to the Lower East Branch Pecatonica River. Major tributaries, associated
streams, lakes, wetlands, and subwatershed divides are shown in Map 2.

STREAMS

Perennial and intermittent streams are the predominant surface water features.
Perenmnial streams, which have a combined length of about 190 miles, maintain at least a
small continuous flow throughout most of the year. The lower section of the East
Branch of the Pecatonica River, from southern Blanchardville to the confluence of the
West Branch Pecatonica River (20 miles in length), is the longest and principal perennial
stream in the watershed. Other primary streams in the watershed are Apple Branch,
Brennan Creek, Dougherty Creek, Sawmill Creek, and Whiteside Creek. Altogether,
there are approximately 42 perennial streams in the watershed.

Contrast between the sluggish East Branch of the Pecatonica and upland high gradient
streams provide ecological diversity to the watershed. While the East Branch of the
Pecatonica supports diverse warm water fisheries, the upland watershed contains over
100 miles of cold water streams including 49 miles of classified trout waters. Most of
these streams contain significant reaches of Class III and to a lesser extent Class II trout
water.- The streams are not reaching their highest potential use due to pollution from
nonpoint sources. Eroding croplands and streambanks and improperly managed
livestock operations are the major sources of pollution in the watershed.

Intermittent streams flow only when there is runoff or when groundwater discharge is
highest. Intermittent waterways are the headwaters of many of the larger perennial
streams. Their small size makes them particularly susceptible to nonpoint source
poliution. Their dynamic nature does allow rapid improvement, however, if pollution
sources are reduced.
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Map 2: Lower East Branch Pecatonica River © <
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LAKES

Lakes are not a common feature of the driftless landscape; only four lakes are present in
the Lower East Branch Pecatonica Watershed. All were formed as oxbows of the East
Branch Pecatonica River. Bloody Lake, the largest (9.6 acres) supports a perennial
bullhead fishery but usually winterkills. The other three unnamed lakes may contain
seasonal populations of northern pike and walleye, however their shallow depths make
them subject to winterkill conditions as well.

WETLANDS

Wetlands are valuable natural resource features. Their values include wildlife habitat,
fish spawning and rearing, recreation, attenuation of runoff and flood flows and removal
of pollutants. Wetlands in the watershed are mainly in the East Branch floodplain.
Floodplain wetlands support furbearers and water fowl populations and may provide
seasonal habitat for sportfish.

A wetland inventory was done to identify existing and modified or converted wetlands for
the purpose of protection from degradation or potential restoration. Information
gathered for the inventory included wetland type, cover type, acres, converted or farmed,
hydric soils, land use and presence of shoreline buffer. Appendix A describes methods
used in the inventory. Data was collected on 131 wetlands (4,213 acres), with an average
of 30 acres/site. Data was gathered from the Soil Conservation Service (SCS) maps, air
photos, and the Wisconsin Wetland Inventory, hence is a more comprehensive estimate
than indicated in Table 5. Guidelines for wetland restoration, which will be a
component of this project, are outlined in Chapter I'V.

GROUNDWATER RESOURCES

An aquifer is an underground rock or soil formation that stores and transmits water to
lakes, streams, springs, and wells, Groundwater is available mainly from two aquifers
underlying the watershed: the sand and gravel aquifer, and the sandstone aquifer.

The sand and gravel aquifer is found in limited areas within the watershed, mainly along
the valley of the East Branch Pecatonica River in the lower portion of the watershed. It
is composed of alluvial materials that contain water at depths of less than 50 feet. Water
yield to wells in this aquifer is generally low (less than 100 gallons per minute.)

Groundwater in these deposits occurs and moves in the void spaces among grains of sand
and gravel. It is locally important as a source of drinking water where there are
relatively thick saturated unconsolidated deposits. The potential for contamination is
high because of rapid infiltration and shallow depth to groundwater providing little
attenuation of contaminants.
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Watershed B
Total..

o . Inventoried .

Subwatershed  ~  Acres” 3

Dougherty Creek T 10‘1
Wiota East S 886
Sawmill Creek " 445

Argyle West - 387
Blanchard West 228+ oo
Blanchard East S 222
Brenmill 186
Brennan Creek ©~ 156
Argyle East .. 260
Erickson Creek - 126
Braezels Branch 17
Mud Branch 58
Apple Branch 55
Trotter Branch 48
Whiteside Creek 37.
Wiota West 10
Cherry Branch -0

Total 4,213

The sandstone aquifer is the most important source of groundwater in the watershed.
This bedrock sandstone layer occurs at depths of 20 to 1700 feet, and is composed of St.
Peter Sandstone and the Cambrian sandstones. The Cambrian sandstone is the most
important water yielding formation and occurs throughout the Lower East Branch
Pecatonica River Watershed. The sandstone aquifer may be up to 400 feet thick in the
region and provides reliable supplies suitable for municipal, industrial, domestic, stock
and irrigation uses. On ridge tops in the Driftless Area, this bedrock layer is commonly
within five feet of the surface, and in places is exposed at the surface.
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The sandstone aquifer in this region of the state is unconfined and is hydrologically
connected to the aquifer above. Recharge to the sandstone aquifer passes through the
unconsolidated sand and gravel aquifer where present or through surface soils, rendering
this aquifer susceptible to contamination from surface land uses.

Well samples were taken on farmsteads during the animal lot inventory in the Fall of
1990. Of 279 samples collected, 22 percent had nitrate levels over the enforcement
standard for nitrate (10 milligrams/liter (mg/1)) and 55 percent had levels between two
and 10 mg/1 (over preventative action limit of 2 mg/1).

Landowners with wells over the enforcement standard will be offered both a follow up
nitrate test and a triazine pesticide screening. Landowners with nitrate levels exceeding
the preventative action level (2 mg/1) will also be offered follow up nitrate tests. Results
of the initial test for nitrates are shown in Table 6.

Table 6. Nitrate Test Results-Lc’)w:ef;:E_

Percent 'o'fES:é: D
with N-levels::

Lower East Branéh

Pecatonica . 220
Apple Branch 33
Argyle S 28
Blanchard o2l
Brennan/Brenmill 14
Braezels Branch 0
Cherry Branch : 22
Dougherty Creek 12
Erickson Creek 16
Mud Branch 28 e
Sawmill Creek : 24 . o
Trotter Branch _ NS
Whiteside Creek B 53 AR
Wiota East/West S

ENDANGERED AND THREATENED RESOURCES

Information on threatened and endangered resources was obtained from the DNR
Bureau of Endangered Resources (BER). It should be noted that comprehensive
endangered resource surveys have not been completed for the entire Lower East Branch
Pecatonica River Priority Watershed project area. Existing BER data files may be
incomplete—however the absence of known occurrences does not preclude the possibility
of their presence in the project area.
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Purple Milkweed (Asclepias purpurascens) is the only species classified as state
endangered in the vicinity of the Lower East Branch Pecatonica River Watershed. It
was last observed in the region in 1972. State threatened species in the watershed
include Bell’s Vireo (Vireo bellii), a bird species last sited in 1987 and prairie thistle
(Cirsium hilliry last sited in 1989. This plant is being considered for the federal
threatened species list.

Species of Concern are those for which some problem of abundance or distribution is
suspected in Wisconsin, but not yet proven. The purpose of this category is to focus
attention on certain species before they become endangered or threatened. Species of
Concern in the watershed include Eared False Foxglove (Tomanthera auriculata), Glade
Mallow (Napaea dioica), and Redside Dace (Clinostomus elongatus).

NATURAL AREA SITES

Natural areas are identified statewide by the Wisconsin Scientific Areas Preservation
Council and the DNR’s Burcau of Endangered Resources. These areas are contained
exclusively in environmental corridors and isolated natural areas. They are tracts of land
or water which exhibit pristine pre-settlement conditions and/or contain unique plant
and animal communities.

Natural areas are classified in one of three categories: statewide or greater significance,
county-wide or greater significance, and local significance. Many sites in the watershed
area have been identified in the latter two categories.

Rare communities in the watershed include:

* Oxbow Marsh, a small oxbow lake.
* Scholfield Woods, a sugar maple/basswood forest.
* Blackhawk Marsh, which has swales and openings in river bottom forest and

around three oxbow lakes.

Sand Pit Prairie, a dry prairie.

Oak Woods, a southern dry forest.

x Apple Brook Oak Woods, a southern dry mesic forest.
Sawmill Creek Pine Relic.

¥ Brennan Creek Woods, a southern dry forest.

Mud Branch Prairie, a dry mesic prairie.

Argyle Oak Woods, a southern dry mesic forest.
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* Argyle Marsh, a southern sedge meadow.
# Grant’s Oak Woods, a southern dry forest.
* Zeigler-Anderson Woods, a southern dry mesic forest.
To the extent possible, these sites will be protected and properly managed through the

Lower East Branch Pecatonica River Watershed Project. Activities that negatively affect
these natural areas will not be cost-shared through the watershed project.
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CHAPTER Il
WATER QUALITY CONDITIONS,
WATER RESOURCE OBJECTIVES,
AND NONPOINT SOURCES

INTRODUCTION

The first part of this chapter presents a general description of how nonpoint source
poliutants impact water quality. The remainder of the chapter discusses the
establishment of water resource objectives; the results of the nonpoint source inventories;
individual subwatersheds’ general characteristics, condition of water resources, nonpoint
pollutant sources and water resource objectives; the amount of pollutant control
necessary to achieve the desired water resource conditions; and other potential pollutant
sources.

WATER POLLUTION BASICS

Nonpoint sources are responsible for the degraded conditions of the streams in this
watershed. Excessive amounts of sediment, nutrients, and bacteria degrade the water
quality causing an unbalanced fish community with depressed populations and limited
diversity. In this watershed the two most serious pollutants are manure and sediment.
These are discussed below.

M ANURE

Manure contains several components that adversely affect the water quality and aquatic
life. Manure entering a stream breaks down, resulting in depletion of the oxygen in the
water which fish require to survive. Also, manure contains nitrogen which can form
ammonia in the streams and lakes. In high concentrations the ammonia is toxic to fish
and other aquatic life. The nutrients in manure (including nitrogen and phosphorus)
also promote nuisance algae and weed growth in the streams and lakes. Finally, the
bacteria found in livestock manure is harmful to livestock drinking the water, and to
humans using the water for recreation. The major sources of manure in this watershed
are runoff from barnyards and runoff from improperly field-spread manure.

Steep slopes and narrow valleys present special manure management problems. Many

barnyards and manure-spreading sites are located in close proximity to streams or on
steep slopes. In either case, organic loading to the streams is significant.
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SEDIMENT

Sediment adversely impacts the water resources in many ways. It degrades habitat for
aquatic insects which support fish and other forms of aquatic life. High sediment
concentrations abrade fish gills making the fish more susceptible to disease. Suspended
sediment also causes the water to be warmer in the summer, and warm water cannot
hold as much oxygen as cold water. The major sources of sediment in this watershed are
upland erosion from croplands, gully erosion, and streambank erosion. Heavy or long
term sediment deposits are not a -problem in upland streams of the watershed. This is
due to the fact that the steep gradients and high velocities scour streams of sediment and
therefore do not result in long-term habitat destruction caused by channelization or
heavy sediment deposits. Instead, streambank erosion is the most common form of
habitat destruction.

NITRATES

Groundwater with nitrate levels greater than 10 milligrams per liter (mg/l) exceed state
groundwater standards. At this level it is recommended that infants not consume the
water because the nitrate interferes with the ability of the blood to carry oxygen. High
levels of nitrates may also indicate other contaminants in the drinking water. High
nifrate concentrations in the drinking water are also linked to spontaneous abortions in
livestock. The most likely sources of nitrates in the groundwater in this watershed are
nitrogen fertilizers and manure applied to croplands. See groundwater discussion in
Chapter 1L

ESTABLISHING WATER RESOURCE OBJECTIVES

The DNR staff with assistance from the Green and Lafayette County staffs and the
DATCEP developed water quality objectives. Objectives were identified for each
subwatershed and are listed in the following subwatershed descriptions. Details of
objective development can be found in the Lower East Branch Pecatonica Water
Resources Appraisal Report (1991).

Streams with high resource priority include Apple Branch, Brennan Creek, Dougherty
Creek, Erickson, Mud Branch, Sawmill Creek, and Whiteside Creek. In these streams,
the overall objective is to upgrade the current stream classification to each stream’s
potential classification. This objective also holds for the remaining streams in the
watershed with the exception of the main stem of the Pecatonica.

RESULTS OF NONPOINT SOURCE INVENTORIES

BARNYARD RUNOFF

Runoff carrying a variety of pollutants from barnyards and other livestock feeding,
loafing, and pasturing areas is a significant source of pollutants in the streams of the
Lower East Branch Pecatonica River Watershed. Livestock operations comprised of 370
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animal lots are a source of 3,131 pounds of phosphorus, based on a 10-year, 24-hour
rainfall event. {Table 7). Most of the oxygen-demanding pollutants and nutrients
associated with these operations drain via concentrated flow to creeks and wetlands.

UPLAND SEDIMENT

Intensive agricultural practices have caused considerable amounts of eroded soil to reach
streams, ponds, and wetlands in the Lower East Branch Pecatonica River Watershed.
Upland erosion is the major source of the sediments that are carried downstream,
beyond individual subwatershed boundaries.

Upland sediment sources were evaluated for the entire watershed (145 square miles).
The results of this inventory are summarized in Table 8. An estimated 174,401 tons of
soil erode annually from croplands, farmsteads, pastures, woodlots, grassland, and other
"open areas". About 10 percent of this amount (17,330 tons/year) are delivered directly
to wetlands or streams in the watershed. Uplands are the source of 68 percent of the
sediment delivered to surface waters. Gullies contribute nine percent of the total
sediment delivered to surface waters.

STREAMBANK EROSION

Streambank erosion contributes 23 percent of the total sediment to surface waters in the
Lower East Branch of the Pecatonica River Watershed. Sediment delivery has seriously
affected recreational activities such as fishing and canoeing in the main stem of the
Lower East Branch Pecatonica River. Approximately 190 miles of streams were
evaluated. Significant erosion has occurred and/or aquatic habitat and water quality
were degraded along approximately 30 miles of streambank. An estimated 6,084 tons of
sediment are eroding into streams annually. See Table 9 for streambank inventory
results.

WINTER-SPREADING OF MANURE

The most significant water quality problems associated with the spreading of livestock
manure occur when wastes are spread on "critical” areas such as steeply sloped frozen
ground, land in floodplains, or areas with shallow depth to groundwater. Estimates
indicate livestock manure is spread on 2,807 "critical" acres from which runoff has a high
potential to convey pollutants to both surface waters and groundwater.

Detailed results of nonpoint source inventories can be found in the following individual
subwatershed descriptions.
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Table 7. Barnyard Inventory Results: Lower East Branch Pecatonica River
Watershed

Total Percent
Number of Phosphorous* Watershed
Subwatershed Barnyards (Ibs}) P Load
Apple Branch - 31 308.2 10
Argyle East 5 12.7 1
Argyle West 14 52.1 1
Braezels Branch 18 147.0 5
Brennan Creek 7 42.0 1
Blanchard East 7 19.6 1
Bren Mill 13 140.6 4
Blanchard West 14 73.2 2
Cherry Branch 36 460.4 15
Dougherty Creek 65 371.6 12
Erickson Creek 18 83%.4 3
Mud Branch 26 129.8 4
Sawmill Creek 2b 155.4 5
Trotter Branch 24 218.4 7
Whiteside Creek 28 366.1 12
Wiota East 19 126.3 4
Wiota West 20 417.8 13
TOTALS 370 3,130.6 100
* Based on ARS Model for 10-year, 24-hour rainfall
P =Phosphorous
Sources: Green and Lafayette County Land Conservation Departments, DNR,

and DATCP
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Table 8. Upland Sediment Source Inventory Results:

Lower East Branch Pecatonica River Watershed

SUBWATER- DV, RES, GRAZED
SHED CROPLAND % FARMSTEAD % GRASSLAND % PASTURE % IND, OTH* % WOODLAND % WOORLAND % WETLAND % TOTAL
APPLE ACRES 3687 62% 112 2% 62 1% 1664 27% 3 C% 648 9% 4 0% 0 0% 5840
BRANCH SOIL LOSS 12398 100% 0 0% e} 0% 0 0% o} 0% v 0% 0 0% ¢} 0% 12398
SEDIMENT 832 81% 31 3% 0 0% 160 16% 3 Q% 7 1% 1 0% Qo 0% 1084
ARGYLE ACRES 1349 46% 63 2% 313 11% 296 10% 140 5% 473 16% 19 1% 307 10% 2980
EAST SOIL LOSS 3681 100% 0 C% o 0% 0 0% o] 0% Q 0% ¢ 0% ¢ 0% 3881
SEDIMENT 342 68% 18 3% 7 1% 22 4% 67 13% 17 3% 12 2% 34 7% 516
ARGYLE ACRES 1896 87% 40 2% 120 6% 317 13% 128 6% 130 B% 0 0% 63 2% 2382
WEST SOIL LOSS 8136 100% ] 0% Q 0% Q Q% o] 0% 0 0% Q 0% Q 0% 6136
SEDIMENT 502 84% 9 2% 1 0% 26 4% 49 8% 8 1% Q 0% 1 0% 526
BRAEZELS ACRES 1881 46% 62 1% 503 12% 550 14% o] 0% 211 22% 181 4% 0 0% 40688
BRANCH  SOIL LOSS 8372 100% 0 0% >} Q% 0 0% 0 0% 0o 0% o} 0% Q 0% 5372
SEDIMENT 496 67% 17 2% 10 1% 68 2% &} Q% 61 7% 24 18% 0 0% 738
BRENNAN  ACRES 875 37% 40 2% 345 16% 239 10% 0 0% 794 34% 63 3% 0 0% 2368
CREEK SOIL LOSS 2438 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% o} 0% o 0% 0 0% Q 0% 2438
SEDIMENT 179 E1% 21 6% 10 3% 27 8% [} 0% 57 16% 67 18% s} 0% 381
BLANCHARD ACRES 1187 44% 32 1% 248 9% 478 18% 0 0% a17 23% 70 3% 48 2% 2662
EAST SOIL LOSS 4338 89% o} 0% ¢ 0% 16 1% ¢] % Q 0% c 0% ¢] 0% 4363
SEDIMENT 367 69% 12 2% 2 0% 48 9% ] 0% 38 7% 46 9% 18 3% 616
BRENMIL ACRES 1346 44% 83 2% 288 2% 745 26% o 0% 446 168% a9 3% 48 2% 3031
SQIL LOsSS 6254 100% ¢ 0% 0 0% o C% Q 0% [} 0% o % o 0% 5254
SEDIMENT 431 75% 26 5% & 1% 7z 13% Q 0% 27 6% 16 3% Q 0% 676
BLANCHARD ACRES 1386 40% 54 2% 209 12% 946 28% 32 1% 464 14% 134 4% 3 0% 3403
WEST SOIL LOSS 8218 100% Q q% [} 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% Q 0% 8218
SEQIMENT 670 83% 16 2% 3 0% 75 2% B 1% 16 2% 20 2% o 0% 807
CHERRY ACRES 3928 68% 138 2% 36b 6% 968 16% a 0% 386 6% 28 % 26 % 5809
BRANCH SOIL LOSS 10317 100% o 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% o Q% 0 0% s} 0% 10817
SEDIMENT 816 80% B4 B% 2 0% 111 1% 8 1% zi 2% 6 1% 0 0% 1018
DOUGHERTY ACRES 10086 69% 228 1% 1231 7% 1652 9% 33 0% 3836 22% 184 1% 66 0% 17227
CREEK S0IL LOSS 32909 100% 0 C% 0 0% o 0% o 0% 0 0% +] 0% ¢] 0% 32909
SEDIMENT 2961 81% 79 2% 22 1% 183 6% B 0% 232 6% 1286 3% 43 1% 3660
ERICKSON ACRES 2191 B1% 36 2% 602 12% 439 10% o] 0% 1088 26% 0 0% o 0% 4303
CREEK S0IL LOSS 8806 100% G 0% Q 0% Q 0% 0 0% Q 0% 0 0% o 0% 8806
SEDIMENT B37 78% 32 5% 16 2% 41 6% o 0% 683 9% Q 0% o] 0% 688
MUD ACRES 3093 B1% 123 2% 379 6% 1633 26% & C% 7¢1 13% 113 2% -] 0% 6013
BRANCH SOILLOSS 11628 100% o 0% o} 0% s} 0% 0 0% 0 0% o 0% 0 0% 11628
SEDIMENT 826 76% 45 4% 3 0% 181 14% 2 0% 30 3% 14 1% 14 1% 1084
SAWMILL  ACRES 5112 51% 138 1% 1174 12% 883 9% 3 0% 2601 26% 101 1% o 0% 10012
CREEK B0k LOSS 17938 29% BB 0% 0 0% 0 0% Q 0% o] 0% 120 1% o 0% 18116
SEDIMENT 1626 76% 68 3% 27 1% 296 16% Q 0% o] 0% 103 E% o Q% 2010
TROTTER  ACRES 2860 62% 114 2% 783 6% 310 7% 23 1% 18 11% Q 0% 4 0% 45682
BRANCH  SOIL LoSS 13026 100% o 0% o 0% o 0% o 0% O 0% [+ 0% 0 0% 13026
: SEDIMENT 1146 20% 48 4% 17 1% 33 3% & 0% 22 2% ¢l 0% 3 0% 127%
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Table 8. Upland Sediment Source Inventory Results:

Lower East Branch Pecatonica River Watershed

SUBVWATER- DV, RES, GRAZED
SHED CROPLAND % FARMSTEAD % GRASSLAND % PASTURE % IND, OTH* % WOODLAND % WOODLAND % WETLAND % TOTAL
WHITESIDE ACHRES 4128 83% 103 2% 241 4% 1450 22% 10 0% 6B2 8% a0 1% a 0% 6683
CREEK S0l LOSS 16362 100% 0 0% o 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 C% C C% 16362
SEDIMENT 1077 83% 32 2% 4 0% 155 12% 1 0% 20 2% 13 1% o 0% 1302
WIOTA ACRES 2726 B8% 122 3% 671 12% 802 12% 13 0% $23 12% 14 0% 201 4% 4871
EAST SOIL LOSS 2e78 100% 0 0% 0 0% s} 0% 0 0% 4] 0% o 0% o 0% 9978
SELIMENT 915 84% 32 4% g 1% 39 4% 1 0% 23 2% 7 1% B 5% 1084
WIOTA ACRES 1800 65% 81 2% - 162 6% 348 12% s} 0% 422 14% 28 1% 20 1% 2941
WEST SOiL LOSS 7611 100% o] 0% e} 0% 4] 0% 0 9% 0 0% 0 0% s 0% 7511
SEDIMENT 806 39% 26 4% 0 0% 27 4% 0 0% 14 2% 3 1% 0 0% 680
TOTAL ACRES 49249 56% 16586 2% 7648 9% 13210 16% 409 0% 16148 17% 1108 1% 188 0% 89112
TOTAL SQIL LOSS 174208 22% 58 0% o 0% 16 0% ¢ 0% Q 0% 120 1% o 0% 174401
TOTAL SEDIMENT 14287 82% 660 3% 137 0% 1832 26% 180 0% 643 4% 620 3% 164 1% 17973
* DV = DEVELOPED
RES = RESIDENTIAL
IND = INDUSTRIAL
OTH = OTHER
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Table 9. Streambank Inventory Results:

Lower East Branch Pecatonica River Watershed

Inventoried

Subwatershed™ Eroded Sites** Percent Total Sediment Sediment
Stream Length Total Length of Inventoried Loss Loading Rate
Feet Feet Stream Length Tons/Year Tons/Stream Mile

Blanchard East 6,200 330 5% 4 3
Blanchard West 51,000 1,860 4% 29 3
Braezels 34,830 5,675 7% 125 19
Mud Branch 93,900 9,845 10% 464 26
Argyle West 7,200 105 1% 4 3
Brenmill 17,000 155 0% 2

Brennan Creek 37,000 2,315 6% 39 6
Whiteside Creek 135,725 13,259 9% 858 33
Apple Branch 129,600 13,712 10% 383 16
Cherry Branch 85,700 14,621 17% 879 b4
Wiota East 42,400 3,015 7% 59

Wiota West 28,200 2,250 7% 32

Dougherty 152,300 37,001 24% 1,504 52
Erickson 45,500 10,775 23% 347 40
Sawmill 98,830 24,946 30% 1,142 61
Trotter 38,600 8.086 20% 210 29
Total 1,003,985 152,850 6.081 358
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SUBWATERSHED DISCUSSIONS

Abbreviations for designated biological uses in the subwatershed discussions follow:

¥ COLD= Cold Water Communities include surface waters capable of
supporting a community of cold water fish and other aquatic life or
serving as a spawning area for cold water fish species.

# WWSF= Warm Water Sport Fish Communities include surface waters
capable of supporting a community of warm water sport fish and/or
serving as a spawning area for warm water sport fish.

* WWFEFF= Warm Water Forage IFish Communities include surface waters
capable of supporting an abundant diverse community of forage fish and
other aquatic life. '

Discussions also include the "class" of trout streams based on the publication "Wisconsin
Trout Streams" [DNR Publ. 6-3600(80)] and Outstanding/Exceptional Resource Waters,
Wisconsin Administrative Code NR 102.20 and NR 102.11.

* Class I streams are high quality, and populations are sustained by
natural reproduction.

* Class II streams have some natural reproduction but may need stocking
to maintain a desirable fishery.

¥ Class 111 streams have no natural reproduction and require annual
stocking of legal-size fish to provide sport fishing.

BLANCHARD EAST SUBWATERSHED (BE)

Description. Blanchard East (Map 3) lies between Sawmill Creek Subwatershed and the
Lower East Pecatonica River. It is the second smallest with 2,651 acres, or three percent
of the total watershed area. Blanchard East lies just east of Blanchardville in the
northern portion of the watershed.

Water Resource Conditions: Unnamed spring fed streams drain this subwatershed
flowing westward and emptying into the Lower East Branch Pecatonica River. The
actual surface waters represent an insignificant resource and therefore have not been
appraised.

Nonpoint Pollutant Sources: Blanchard East Subwatershed contains only seven animal
lots and adds just 20 pounds of oxygen depleting phosphorous to the Lower East Branch
Pecatonica’s surface water resources. This is the second lowest contribution of all
subwatersheds. Two barnyards supply 54 percent of the load.

The Blanchard East Subwatershed contributes only four tons of sediment annually from
its streambanks. However, livestock have trampled 20 percent of the length (1,240 feet).
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The Blanchard East Subwatershed upland sediment delivery is 516 pounds annually, or
three percent of the entire watershed load, This is the second smallest tonnage being
added. Cropland is the major source at 69 percent of the load with pasture and grazed
woodlots adding another 17 percent.

Water Resources Objectives: Protect and restore wetlands and improve wildlife habitat.

BLANCHARD WEST SUBWATERSHED (BW)

Description: Blanchard West Subwatershed (Map 3) consists of 3,403 acres or four
percent of the watershed. A small portion of the village of Blanchardville lies in this
subwatershed. Blanchard West is the northwestern border of the watershed. This
subwatershed consists of 28 percent pasture and 40 percent cropland,

Water Resource Conditions: Unnamed spring fed streams drain this subwatershed
flowing eastward and emptying into the Lower East Branch Pecatonica River. The
actual surface waters represent an insignificant resource and therefore have not been
appraised.

Nonpoint Pollutant Sources: A total of 14 barnyards were inventoried in Blanchard
West. Seventy-three pounds of phosphorus are delivered to the streams from these yards.
A little over half of the total load is coming from two yards. :

An estimated 5,650 feet of streambank in Blanchard West Subwatershed is either
eroding or trampled by cattle. There are 29 tons eroding annually from 1,860 feet.

The uplands in the subwatershed add a relatively low sediment load of 804 tons per year,
Cropland supplies 670 tons or 83 percent of the subwatershed load. Pasture and grazed
woodland add another 11 percent.

Water Resources Objectives: Objectives are to restore and protect wetlands and improve
wildlife habitat.

SAawmiLL. CREEK SUBWATERSHED (SC)

Description: Sawmill Creek (Map 4) is the second largest subwatershed covering 11.2
percent of the total land area or 10,011 acres. Sawmill is located in the north-eastern
corner of the watershed and is bounded by Blanchard East, Erickson Creek and Brennan
Creek. Wetlands identified in this subwatershed comprise 445 acres and are located in
20 different sites. '

Water Resource Conditions: This moderate-sized trout stream flows southwestward
through the driftless area of Green County and into Lafayette County, where it enters
the East Branch of the Pecatonica River. An unnamed tributary enters Sawmill Creek
and Lrickson Creek, another trout stream, enters just inside the Lafayette County line.
The creek flows through cropland, pasture and hardwood forest. In the flatter stretches
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the bottom is composed primarily of silt, while in the steeper segments the bottom is
predominantly gravel and rubble. Bank erosion is moderate to heavy in the pastured
areas and the water is generally turbid.

Sawmill Creek is managed as Class 1I brown trout water in its entirety. Most spawning
occurs where there is a gravel bottom and a good pool-riffle ratio. The lack of good
spawning substrate in other stretches limits natural trout reproduction. Forage fish
densities are very high and a few northern pike are present.

Nonpoint Pollutant Sources: Twenty-five barnyards collectively contribute 155 pounds
of phosphorous to the Sawmill Creek Subwatershed during the 10-year, 24-hour rainfall
event (4.2 inches). Four barnyards account for 49 percent of the load in the
subwatershed.

Streambanks in the Sawmill Creek Subwatershed contribute 1,142 tons of sediment
annually to the Lower East Branch Pecatonica system. This is the second highest
amount, or 19 percent of the sediment in the whole watershed. Sawmill Creek has the
highest erosion rate at 61 tons per mile. Thirty-eight percent of the streambank is either
eroded, trampled or slumping.

Upland sources in the Sawmill Creek Subwatershed contribute 1,957 tons of sediment
annually to the Lower East Branch Pecatonica system. Sawmill Creek Subwatershed has
the second highest sediment loss in the watershed, adding 11 percent of the entire
watershed load. Cropland supplies 78 percent of this load (1,526 tons), but covers only
51 percent of the land area (5,098 acres). '

Water Resource Objectives: Objectives are to improve trout habitat, reduce organic
loading and erosion by 50 percent, increase aquatic diversity, protect and restore
wetlands and improve wildlife habitat. A segment of Sawmill Creek will be upgraded
from Cold III to Cold IL

ERICKSON CREEK SUBWATERSHED (EC)

Description: This subwatershed is located between Sawmill Creek Subwatershed to the
north and Dougherty Creek Subwatershed to the south (Map 4). Erickson is relatively
small with only 4,303 acres, or 4.8 percent land area. Erickson Creek drains Yankee
Hollow Valley and delivers its load into Sawmill Creek. Fifty-one percent or 2,195 acres
of Erickson is currently cropland.

Water Resource Conditions: Flowing westward through the driftless area, this
moderate-sized trout stream enters Lafayette County and joins Sawmill Creek. It flows
primarily through pastured land and suffers moderate to heavy bank erosion. In the high
gradient sections of the stream, the bottom consists of gravel and rubble, while silt covers
the bottom in the flatter areas. The water normally runs clear and lacks macrophytic
vegetation. Cold water is supplied to the stream from one unnamed tributary and
several spring feeders,
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Map 3: Groundwater Nitrate Levels and Barnyard Runoff Results
in the Blanchard East (BE) and Blanchard West (BW) Subwatersheds
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Map 4: Groundwater Nitrate Levels and Barnyard Runoff Results
in the Sawmill Creek (SC) and Erickson
Creek (EC) Subwatersheds
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Erickson Creek has a fishery for brown and rainbow trout, and forage fish are also
abundant. It is considered to be the second best trout stream in the county and shows
evidence of natural brown trout reproduction. Above V & W Road in Section 32 the
stream 1s Class II trout water, while the rest of the stream is Class 1.

In spite of watershed problems (including streambank erosion, barnyard runoff, and to a
lesser extent cropland runoff and channel straightening), Erickson Creek displays the
best water quality in the watershed.

Nonpoint Pollutant Sources: Eighteen animal lots produce phosphorous loads totalling
89 pounds in the Erickson Creek Subwatershed. This is only three percent of the total
watershed phosphorous load. Four animal lots generate 50 percent of the load in the
subwatershed.

Eroded, trampled, or slumping sites are located along 37 percent of the streambank in
the Erickson Creek Subwatershed. This is the third highest percentage, but it also has
the fourth highest sediment rate at 40 tons per mile of stream. Streambanks contribute
347 tons of sediment per year to Erickson Creek, or about six percent of the total
watershed load.

The Erickson Creek Subwatershed is not a major contributor of upland sediment, adding
only 680 tons annually, or less than four percent of the entire watershed load. Seventy-
eight percent of the subwatershed sediment is delivered from cropland fields (2,191
acres).

Water Resources Objectives: Objectives are to improve wildlife habitat, improve trout
habitat, reduce organic loading and erosion by 50 percent, protect and restore wetlands
and increase aquatic diversity. A segment of the creek will be upgraded from Cold III to
Cold 1I. ' :

BRENMILL CREEK SUBWATERSHED (BM)

Description: Brenmill Creek (Map 5) is 3,031 acres or three percent of the watershed,
The western boundary of Brenmill Creek is part of the northwestern border for the
Lower East Branch Pecatonica Watershed. Brenmill Creek is located on either side of
the Pecatonica River. It is bordered by Blanchard West to the north. Brenmill drains
primarily into the Pecatonica River,

Water Resource Conditions: Unnamed spring-fed streams drain this subwatershed and
empty into the Lower East Branch Pecatonica River, The actual surface waters
represent an insignificant resource and therefore were not appraised.

Nonpoint Pollutant Sources: A total of 13 barnyards were inventoried in Brenmill
Subwatershed. These barnyards deliver approximately 141 pounds of phosphorus. Five
of these yards are responsible for over 87 percent of the pollutant load.
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Brenmill Subwatershed has virtually no erosion taking place along its streambanks. Of
the 17,000 feet inventoried only one percent had active erosion occurring for a total of
two tons per year.

Runoff from cropland supplies 74 percent of the upland sediment load in the Brenmill
Subwatershed. Pasture and grazed woodlots contribute an additional 87 tons, or 16
percent, and farmsteads and woodlots account for another 5 percent each.

Water Resource Objectives: Objectives are to restore and protect wetlands and improve
wildlife habitat.

BRENNAN CREEK SUBWATERSHED (BC)

Description: Bremnan Creek (Map 5) is the smallest subwatershed at 2.6 percent of the
total watershed area or 2,356 acres. Over one-third (36 percent) of the land area is
wooded and another 37 percent is cropland. Brennan Creek drains this subwatershed. It
is bounded by Sawmill, Dougherty and Argyle Subwatersheds.

Water Resource Conditions: Originating from surface springs, this stream trickles
westward through hardwood forest and pasture into Lafayette County, where it
eventually enters the East Branch of the Pecatonica River. The bottom is primarily a
mixture of gravel, muck and silt, although some sand, rubble and boulders are also
present.

In Lafayette County, the stream provides fishing for both brown and brook trout, but in
Green County it is too small to be stocked with yearling trout. Occasional trout
undoubtedly enter Green County from the lower stretches and the headwaters probably
provide an important habitat for trout fingerlings.

Nonpoint Pollutant Sources: Brennan Creek adds an insignificant portion of phosphorous

to the entire watershed with 42 pounds, or only one percent of the total load. Two
animal lots contribute 53 percent of the phosphorous load in the subwatershed.

Streambank sources in the Brennan Creek Subwatershed contribute only 41 tons of
sediment annually (less than one percent of the total watershed load). This is about 5.9
tons per mile of sediment with 19 percent of the banks (6940 feet) either eroded,
trampled, or slumping.

Brennan Creek is the lowest upland sediment contributor adding only 351 pounds of
sediment to the Lower East Branch Pecatonica Watershed surface water resources, two
percent of the upland sediment. About half of this sediment comes from cropland with
woodlots and grazed woodlots each adding another 16 percent each.

Water Resources Objectives: Objectives are to reduce erosion by 50 percent, improve
trout fisheries, improve stream habitat, increase aquatic diversity, improve wildlife
habitat, protect and restore wetlands and reduce organic loading. A segment of Brennan
Creek will be upgraded from Cold III to Cold IL
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DOUGHERTY CREEK SUBWATERSHED {DC)

Description: Dougherty Creek (Map 6) is the largest subwatershed in the Lower East
Branch Pecatonica Watershed covering almost 20 percent , or 17,227 acres of the total
area. County Highway A bounds Dougherty Creck on the north and west, County
Highway C on the south, and County Highway I on the east. It also contains a small
portion of the village of Argyle. Prairic Brook empties into Dougherty Creek, which
runs the length of this subwatershed. This subwatershed contains the most wetland acres-
-1,101 acres.

Water Resource Conditions: This moderate-sized trout stream flows from the driftless
area of western Green County and joins the East Branch of the Pecatonica River in
Lafayette County. Dougherty Creek is fed by three small and three large tributaries
including Prairie Brook, a Class II trout stream. The stream flows through small patches
of forest, cropland and wetland, but primarily through pasture where its streambanks
suffer severe erosion. The bottom is primarily gravel, silt and muck, and the water is
occasionally turbid. Small amounts of fencing and habitat improvement along the stream
were completed over the years, but much more needs to be done.

The entire length of Dougherty Creek in Green County is managed for brown trout,
although rainbow trout have occasionally been stocked in the past. The stream above
Section 20 is considered to be Class II trout water, while that below is primarily

Class Tl Trout spawning generally takes place within two fish management easements.
Forage fish are plentiful throughout the stream, and catfish and carp are found in the
lower portions. :

Draining an unglaciated valley, Prairie Brook, a small, steep trout stream flows
westward to Dougherty Creek. Running primarily through pasture, it has considerable
bank erosion, however the steep gradient maintains a sandy bottom with small amounts
of gravel and rubble. The water is usually clear, Prairie Brook is fed by runoff, one
spring-fed tributary, and two springs, one of which has been impounded for a private
tishing pond. This stream is valuable because it provides a source of clear, cold water to
Dougherty Creek, another trout stream.

All of Prairie Brook is managed for brown trout, with the lower half being Class II and
the remainder Class I1I. Small flow prevents the establishment of a sustained trout
fishery and there is almost a complete annual harvest of trout by fishermen. Therefore,
forage fish are generally much more abundant than trout.

Nonpoint Pollutant Sources: The amount of phosphorous reaching Dougherty Creek
and its tributaries from barnyard runoff is 372 pounds. This is 12 percent of the total
phosphorous load in the whole watershed. Six out of 65 active barnyards contribute 57
percent of load in this subwatershed.

Dougherty Creek Subwatershed has the highest delivery of sediment from streambank
erosion in the whole watershed with 1,504 tons contributed annually. This is six percent
of the total sediment load in the whole watershed. This equates to a rate of 52 tons of
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sediment per stream mile. Dougherty Creek and its tributaries also have the most miles
of stream in the watershed. Almost 29 miles out of a total 190 miles were inventoried.
Upland sediment loading in the Dougherty Creek Subwatershed is 3,653 tons of soil
annually. This is 69 percent of the total sediment in the subwatershed and 14 percent of
the total sediment in the entire watershed. Cropland alone contributes 2,948 tons, or 81
percent, with pasture and woodland adding another 11 percent.

Water Resources Objectives: Objectives are to improve trout fisheries, reduce organic
loadmg, improve fish habitat, reduce erosion by 50 percent, protect and restore wetlands
and to improve wildlife habitat. A segment of the creek classified as Cold III will be
upgraded to Cold Il and another segment will be upgraded from Limited Forage Fishery
(LLFF) to WWEFF.

Mub BRANCH SUBWATERSHED {MB)

Description: Mud Branch (Map 7) has 6,012 acres or seven percent of the watershed.
County G runs parallel with Mud Branch Creek along the northern boundary. It drains
directly into the Pecatonica River, Apple Branch Subwatershed borders Mud Branch on
the south.

Water Resource Conditions: Mud Branch is classified as a warm water drainage

stream, although there are some good springs feeding into it. It flows southeasterly into
the East Branch of the Pecatonica River, Feeder streams are limited to two brooks.
Recent surveys indicate that the stream may have possibilities as a marginal trout stream
owing to its good water quality and bank cover. However, the lower sections of the
stream exhibit heavy bank erosion. Presently, the stream is managed for forage fishes.
Most of the floodplain is in meadow and firm pasture with upland hardwoods near the
mouth and on the plains.

Nonpoint Pollutant Sources: There are 26 barnyards in Mud Branch Subwatershed.
These barnyards are delivering a total of 130.7 pounds of phosphorus. Of the barnyards
inventoried, five are delivering 52 percent of the phosphorus load.

An estimated 20 percent (19,200 feet) of the Mud Branch Creek is either eroded,
trampled or slumping. Eroded sites along Mud Branch Creek are delivering 464 tons of
sediment annually.

Cropland accounts for 51 percent of the land use but contributes 77 percent of the
upland sediment reaching the surface waters of the Mud Branch Subwatershed. Mud
Branch contributes 1,070 tons of sediment which is six percent of the upland sediment in
the entire watershed.

Water Resources Objectives: Objectives are to improve trout fisheries, improve trout
habitat, reduce organic loading, and erosion by 50 percent, to protect and restore
wetlands and to improve wildlife habitat. A segment of Mud Branch will be upgraded
from Cold III to Cold IL
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Map 6: Groundwater Nitrate Levels and Barnyard Runoff Results in

the Dougherty Creek (DC) Subwatershed
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APPLE BRANCH SUBWATERSHED (AB)

Description: Apple Branch Subwatershed (Map 7) consists of 5,900 acres or seven
percent of the watershed. Apple Branch Creek drains into Whiteside Creek in its lower
southeastern corner. Highway 81 runs east and west through the subwatershed, Mud
Branch Creek borders to the north and Whiteside borders to the south.

Water Resource Conditions: Apple Branch is a spring-fed trout stream which flows
easterly into Whiteside Creek. The bottom type is about half rubble and half gravel. It
abounds with forage fishes of varied species. Rainbow and brown trout are common and
brook trout are present. Presently, it is stocked annually with fingerling brown trout.
Most of the watershed is in pasture or crops.

Nonpoint Pollutant Sources: Apple Branch Subwatershed contains 31 barnyards which
are the source of 308 pounds of phosphorus. Six yards account for 82 percent of the total
phosphorus load being delivered to the creek. Phosphorus is an indication of organic and
oxygen demanding substances that are being delivered to streams.

In the Apple Branch Subwatershed 383 tons of sediment are eroded annually from
approximately 20,757 feet of streambank. Forty-one percent of the erosion occurring in
this subwatershed is from only five sites.

Runoff from upland sources in the Apple Branch Subwatershed generates 1,087 tons of
sediment annually. Most of the sediment (81 percent) is derived from cropland.

Pastures add another 15 percent, or 160 tons. Apple Branch upland sources account for -
six percent of the total watershed sediment load.

Water Resource Objectives: Objectives are to improve trout fisheries, improve stream
habitat, reduce erosion by 50 percent, reduce organic loading, protect and restore
wetlands and to improve wildlife habitat. A segment of the Apple Branch is targeted to
upgrade current stream classification from Cold III to Cold II, another segment will be
upgraded from Warm Water Forage Fishery (WWFF) to Cold Water Fishery (Cold).

WHITESIDE CREEK SUBWATERSHED {WC)

Description: Whiteside Creek (Map 8) is one of the larger subwatersheds with 6,554
acres, this is approximately seven percent of the total watershed. The unincorporated
community of Lamont is located in the very north western corner of this subwatershed.
County D runs north/south along the western boundary. Apple Branch and Cherry
Branch Subwatersheds lie on the northern and southern boundaries respectively.
Whiteside Creek crosses Highway 78 and drains directly into the Pecatonica River on the
- eastern side of this subwatershed.

Water Resource Conditions: Whiteside Creek is a warm water drainage stream flowing
easterly into the East Branch of the Pecatonica River. About two miles above its mouth
Whiteside Creek is joined by Apple Branch which contributes 42 percent of Whiteside
Creek’s base flow. Not far from its headwaters the strcam forks into two branches which
are nearly equal in size. The land use in the watershed is primarily agricultural with
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meadow and firm pasture in the floodplain with woodlands and crops on slopes and
ridge tops. Gravel is the bottom type commonly found throughout with rubble and silt
present in some sections. Moderate bank erosion is common throughout, and severe
flooding occurs after periods of heavy precipitation and during the spring thaw.
Throughout its length, except in the upper extremities, deep pools and stretches of fairly
deep water characterize the stream. Presently, it is managed for smallmouth bass which
are common. Largemouth bass, channel catfish, and brown trout are also present.

Nonpoint Pollutant Sources: Twenty-eight barnyards in Whiteside Creek Subwatershed
were inventoried and found to be delivering 366 pounds of phosphorus to surface waters.
Eighty-eight percent of the total pounds of phosphorus is coming from only nine
barnyards. Whiteside Creek ranks fourth in runoff from barnyards.

A total of 135,725 feet of streambank were inventoried in Whiteside Creek
Subwatershed. Annually, 858 tons of soil are eroding from approximately 22,291 feet of
Whiteside Creek. :

The Whiteside Creek Subwatershed delivers 1,303 tons of sediment from uplands
annually. This is just over seven percent of the entire watershed load. Cropland
supplies 1,076 tons (83 percent) and pastureland contributes another 155 tons, Cropland
covers only 62 percent of the land area.

Water Resources Objectives: Objectives are to improve warm water fisheries, reduce
organic loading and erosion by 50 percent, protect and restore wetlands and improve
wildlife habitat.

CHERRY BRANCH SUBWATERSHED (CB)

Deseription: Total acres for Cherry Branch (Map 8) is 5,797 or seven percent of the

- watershed. Sixty-eight percent of the land in Cherry Branch is in cropland. Highway 126
borders Cherry Branch to the west while Whiteside Creek lies to the north. Cherry
Branch Subwatershed is located in the southwestern corner of the watershed. Cherry
Branch Creek drains directly into the Pecatonica River.

Water Resource Conditions: In the past Cherry Branch was classified and managed as a
trout stream because of its spring-fed character. Current management is for forage
fishes. Reevaluation is in order since there are several good feeder springs which are
located in its direct drainage area. With favorable survey results, this stream may once
again be stocked. In general, bottom types consist of silt in the lower one-third and
gravel in the upper two-thirds. The extent of erosion varies from light to moderate.

- Over half of the watershed area is used for agricultural purposes. Flowing in an easterly
direction, Cherry Branch empties into the East Branch of the Pecatonica River.

Nonpoint Pollutant Souices: Cherry Branch Subwatershed contains 36 active barnyards.
Total phosphorus load from these yards is 460 pounds. This is the highest load of all of
the subwatersheds. Eleven barnyards are contributing 81 percent of the pollutants.
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Map 7: Groundwater Nitrate Levels and Barnyard Runoff Results
in the Mud Branch (MB) and Apple Branch (AB) Subwatersheds
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A total of 85,700 feet of streambank was surveyed in the Cherry Branch Subwatershed.
Annually, 879 tons are eroded from approximately 24,200 feet or 28 percent of the total
length inventoried. This is the third highest amount of sediment lost in the entire
watershed.

The Cherry Branch Subwatershed contributes 1,021 tons of upland sediment per year to
the Lower East Branch Pecatonica water system. Cropland accounts for 80 percent of
this load, or 816 tons, pastures add 11 percent and farmsteads five percent. Upland
sediment from Cherry Branch is less than 6 percent of the entire watershed load.

Water Resources Objectives: Objectives are to reduce erosion and turbidity, reduce
organic loading, increase aquatic diversity, protect and restore wetlands and improve
wildlife habitat. The current stream classification of WWFF will be upgraded to COLD.

ARGYLE SUBWATERSHED (AE & AW)])

Description: The Argyle Subwatershed (East and West) (Map 9) lies in the geographic
center of the Lower East Branch Pecatonica Watershed with 10 other subwatersheds
bordering it. The Argyle Subwatershed contains 5,332 acres of land, of which 2,719 acres
is cropland. A flood control dam interrupts the flow of the Lower East Branch
Pecatonica River at the village of Argyle. Numerous unnamed oxbow lakes and wetland
sites are located along the Lower East Pecatonica, with many well-traveled highways and
a railway transecting this subwatershed.

Water Resource Conditions: Unnamed spring-fed streams drain this subwatershed and
empty into the Lower East Branch Pecatonica River. The actual surface waters
represent an insignificant resource and therefore have not been appraised.

Nonpoint Pollutant Sources: The Argyle Subwatershed contains 19 livestock operations
from which about 65 pounds of phosphorous are added to the surface waters during the
10-year, 24-hour rainfall event (4.2 inches). This is less than two percent of the total
organic load in the entire watershed.

The Argyle Subwatershed contributes four percent of the upland sediment load for the
entire watershed at 1,155 pounds. Seventy-six percent of this load (841 pounds) is from
cropland. Nine percent is from residential, the highest amount in the whole watershed.

Water Resource Objectives: To improve wildlife habitat and to protect and restore
wetlands.

BRAEZELS BRANCH SUBWATERSHED (BB)

Description: Braezels Branch (Map 10) is relatively small containing 4,058 acres or
about 4.6 percent of the total watershed area. Braezels Branch stream runs the length of
the subwatershed and drains into the Lower East Pecatonica River. Dougherty Creek
Subwatershed bounds Braezels to the north and Trotter Branch Subwatershed on the
south.
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Water Resource Conditions: Flowing westward primarily through pastureland, this small
cold water stream enters Lafayette County and converges with the East Branch of the
Pecatonica River. The streambed is composed of sand and silt although some gravel and
rubble are present. Spring floods scour the creek leaving insufficient cover for trout.

Nonpoint Pollutant Sources: Braczels Branch Subwatershed contains 18 barnyards.

These barnyards contribute 147 pounds of phosphorous or five percent of the entire load
in the watershed. Three barnyards supply 69 percent of the load.

The streambank erosion rate in Braezels Branch Subwatershed is an average of 19 tons
per mile. The total sediment delivered is 125 tons. Twenty-four percent of the
streambank has been either eroded, trampled by livestock, or slumped into the creek.

The Braezels Branch Subwatershed adds 735 pounds of sediment to the watershed, or
about four percent of the upland sediment load. Sixty-seven percent is derived from
cropland and another 22 percent from pasture and grazed woodland.

Water Resources Objectives: Objectives are to improve wildlife habitat, increase diversity

of forage species, protect and restore wetlands and to reduce bank erosion. A segment
of Braezels Creek will be upgraded from a WWEFF to Cold.

TROTTER BRANCH SUBWATERSHED (TB)

Description: Trotter Branch (Map 10) and Jockey Hollow Creeks drain the subwatershed
as these streams flow easterly and exit into the Lower East Pecatonica River. The
subwatershed consists of 4,581 acres of which 62 percent or 2,840 acres are in cropland.
Trotter is bounded by Wiota to the south, Braezel to the north and Argyle to the west.
Trotter also contains a small portion of the community of Woodford.

Water Resource Conditions: 'This small stream flows westward into Lafayette County

and is joined by Jockey Hollow Branch before entering the east branch of the Pecatonica
River. The stream flows through pastureland and several cattle yards. Consequently, the
water is very turbid. The bottom consists primarily of sand, with gravel and silt in places.

Jockey Hollow Branch is a very small stream which flows westward and joins Trotter
Branch just inside the Lafayette County line. The watershed is mostly cropland, but
there are a few small patches of hardwood forest in the headwaters. The stream is flat
with a sandy bottom and very little in-stream cover.

Nonpoint Pollutant Sources: Trotter Branch Subwatershed has 24 barnyards generating
22 pounds of phosphorous. Five of the 24 barnyards in the subwatershed coniribute 70
percent of the organic load. Trotter Branch accounts for seven percent of the total
phosphorous load reaching the Lower East Branch Pecatonica River system.

Trotter Branch Subwatershed contributes 210 tons of streambank sediment per year or
less than four percent of the total load in the entire watershed. Eighty-one percent of
the 10,036 feet of degraded streambank are eroded and the remainder mostly trampled.
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Map 9: Groundwater Nitrate Levels and Barnyard Runoff Results
in the Argyle East (AE) and Argyle West (AW) Subwatersheds
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Map 10: Groundwater Nitrate Levels and Barnyard Runoff Results
in the Braezels Branch (BB) and Trotter Branch (TB) Subwatersheds
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