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State of Wisconsin DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
Carroll D. Besadny
Secrelary

BOX 7921
MADISON, WISCONSIN 53707

September 5, 1986 IN REPLY REFER TO: 2600
Mr. Donald Rehbein Mr. Harold Lindemann

Chair, Manitowoc County Board Chair, Sheboygan County Board
Courthouse 615 N. 6th Street

Manitowoc, WI 54220 Sheboygan, WI 53081

Dear Messrs. Rehbein and Lindemann:

I am pleased to be able to approve the Priority Watershed Plan for the Sevenmile -
Silver Creek Watershed. As you know, the watershed encompasses portions of
Manitowoc and Sheboygan Counties. Each of you is to be congratulated for your
efforts in assisting in the development of the plan and preparing for project
implementation. I am especially impressed by the high degree of cooperation ameng
the County Land Conservation Committees and the Department of Natural Resouvces
required to reach the common goal of protecting and improving the water resources
of the area. The plan estimates total needs in the watershed to be approximately
$2.4 million for installation of Nonpoint Source Pollution control practices and 20
person years of effort to provide administrative and technical assistance. Over
the eight year period, the actual cost-share funding and personnel needs reguired
will depend on the participation rates during the three-year sign-up period. The
Department's Nonpoint Source Program will make funds available for the additional
county staff that are needed to implement the project and the cost-sharing funds
necessary for the installation of the management practices.

The detailed analysis and recommendations contained in the watershed plan provide a
mechanism to achieve the water quality objectives. Enhancement and protection of
the lakes and streams in the watershed are very worthwhile goals. The protection
of the near shore zone of Lake Michigan is especially noteworthy and consistent
with Wisconsin's committment to the protection of the Great Lakes.

The plan for control of Nonpoint Source pollution in the Sevenmile - Silver Creek
Watershed has been reviewed by the Department staff and meets the intent of

s. 144.25, Statutes, and NR 120, Wisconsin Administrative Code. It is consistent
with and will serve to implement the area-wide water gquality plan {Section 208, PL
92.500) for the Sheboygan River Basin and is, therefore, approved as an element of
this plan.

Sincerely,

QZM%Q

C. D/ Besadny
Secr

CDB:CHW:cls
7756



NO. 86/87- B8
RESOLUTION APPROVING THE SEVEN MILE-SILVER CREEK PRIORITY WATERSHED PLAN

TO THE CHAIRPERSON AND BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
OF MANITOMOC COUNTY, WISCONSIN

Supervisors:

WHEREAS, the Manitowoc County Board of Supervisors through
Resolution No. 84-44 has expressed its support of the designation of the
Seven Mile-Silver Creek Watershed as a priority watershed project; and

WHEREAS, the inventory and planning phases of the project have been
completed under the direction of the Manitowoc County Land Conservation
Committee in cooperation with the Wisconsin Department of Hatural Resources
and the Sheboygan County Land Conservation Committee; and

WHEREAS, a priority watershed plan has been prepared which assesses the
existing water quality and watershed conditions, fdentifies the management
practices and actions necessary to improve or protect the water quality of
the watershed, outltines the tasks required and the agemcy responsible for
each, and establishes the time frame and cost estimates for the project; and

WHEREAS, a draft of the plan has been available for review and comments
were accepted at a public hearing held August 25, 1986; and

WHEREAS, the implementation of this plan will provide both technical
assistance and cost share monies to eligible landowners within the priority
watershed for the instaliation of conservation practices designed to reduce
the sources of non point pollution and protect or improve the quality of
Manitowoc and Sheboygan Counties' water resources;

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved, by the Manitowoc County Board of
Supervisors met in regular session, that the "Plan for the Control of Nom
Point Source Pollution in the Seven Mite-Silver Creek Watershed" be appro-
ved; and that the Land Conservation Committee be given the authority and
responsiblity to act in behalf of Manitowoc County to administer this
Priority Watershed Project as outlined in the plan.

Dated September 16, 1986.

Respectfully submitted,

éﬂhmes MeiTberg

j)Jfbttfzﬂ( ,}/y]mgif;xdﬂuat:,‘-

Harold Meinnert

f %riggé/l %‘%/
ona cack

Land Conservation Committee




660 FOREST AVE,
SHEBOYGAN FALLS, WI 53085

September 26, 1986

Carroll D. Besadny, Secretary

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
Box 7921

Madison, WI 53707

Dear Mr. Besadny;

The Sheboygan County Land Conservation Committee has reviewed and approved the
Seven Mile/Silver Creek Watershed Plan via a motion which was made and approved on
September 26, 1986. The Sheboygan County Land Conservation Committee and Depart-
ment staff will cooperate fully on the implementation of the watershed plan.

Sincerely;

A O

William Hand, Chairman
Sheboygan County Land Conservation Committee

PM: jdsb

RECEIVED

SEP 29 1986

Or-iCE OF THE
SECRETARY



Sevenmile-Silver Creek Priority Watershed Plan
Summary -

Purposes

The purpose of the Sevenmile-Silver Creek Priority Watershed
project is to protect and improve the water resources in the
watershed. The priority watershed plan develops a strategy for
obtaining the protection and improvement of the water resources
through the abatement of pollution from nonpoint sources.

The Planning Process:

Prior to the development of a strategy to control pollution from
nonpoint sources in the Sevenmile-Silver Creek watershed, two
major assessments were completed. These assessments were the
water resource appraisal and the nonpoint source inventory. The
water resource appraisal established the current conditions and
uses of the lakes and streams in the watershed. The nonpeoint
source inventory determined the location and magnitude of the
four major nonpoint source types occurring in the watershed.

The information generated by these assessments was combined to
produce water resource objectives and target levels of nonpoint
source pollution control. Upon completion of the two assessment
activities a pollution control strategy was developed, The
pollution control strategy addresses the amount and costs of the
management practices required to control the sources. The
administrative, technical, and educational assistance needed to
achieve adegqguate landowner participation and timely installation
of management practices is contained in the detailed plan for
implementation. Finally, the plan outlines a process for the
evaluation of the project in terms of both progress toward the
water resource objectives and the success the implementation
strateqgy.

Assessment Techhnigques:

The water resource conditions within the Sevenmile-Silver Creek
watershed were assessed using several methods. These
assessments were designed to determine the current uses of the
water bodies and to project the optimal uses that could be
achieved via nonpoint source pollution controls. The extent and
magnitude of the nonpoint sources of pollution were also
assessed. The source inventories were carried out on a
subwatershed basis in order that specific sources could be
linked to individual water bodies. All lands within the
watershed were included in the nonpoint source inventories. The
properties of 656 landowners were inventoried for the following
four source types:




1) Barnyard runoff: Each livestock operation in the
watershed was assessed for its relative potential to
generate pollutants during a four inch rainfall event.
These results were used to rank the livestock operations
within each subwatershed.

2) Manure Spreading Runoff: The potential of each

livestock operation to produce pollutants from spread
manure was assessed. An estimate of the amount of manure
produced was used to estimate the land area needed to
spread the manure at an acceptable rate. The land
available was evaluated in terms of slope and proximity to
water bodies. A calculation was then preformed which
estimated the probability of spreading occurring on
unsuitable lands. Each operation was then ranked using
these results.

3) Upland Erosion: All lands in the watershed were
categorized by landuse. The Universal Soil lLoss Equation
was applied to croplands, pasture, woodland, and vacant
lands to estimate the average annual soil loss. The soil
loss for each landowner in the watershed was summed and
used to rank landowners for potential to generate
pollutants from upland erosion.

4) Streambank Erosion: All stream reaches were inventoried
for the location and extent of streambank erosion sites.
The average sediment loss from each site was calculated and
summed for each stream reach. Instances of cattle access
to the stream were also recorded. Each case of streambank
erosion and cattle access was assigned to a specific
landowner for prioritization purposes.

Assessment Results:

The results of the water resource appraisal indicate that in the
Sevenmile-Silver Creek watershed phosphorus is the primary
pollutant of concern. Therefore, each of the four nonpoint
sources was evaluated for potential to generate rhosphorus.
Table 1 summarizes the results of the assessments and
illustrates the magnitude of phosphorus generation from each
source,

Table 1 also illustrates that to accomplish a reduction in
phosphorus loading of approximately forty percent, high levels
of control will be required from upland erosion and animal waste
sources. Streambank erosion is of less overall importance
although severe localized impacts may occur.

-
[




Table 1:

WATERSHED ASSESSMENT SUMMARY TABLE (based on Assumption VI, Table 4)

(Table 1 cont. next page)

|  SUBWATERSHED | DRAINAGE | WATER | NUMBER | ANNUAL (1) | TOTAL |  TOTAL | AVERAGE

| | AREA | RESOURCE | LIVESTOCK | PHOSPHORUS | CROPLAND | SOIL | CROPLAND

i ] (SQ. MILE)| OBJECTIVES | OPERATIONS | LOADING |  ACRES | LOsS | soit

! | | (5) | | BARNYARDS | [ (tons) | 10ss

l ..............................................................................................................

|  SILVER LAKE | 17.8 | 1,2,3 | 75 | 1579 | 8828 | 20416 | 2.3

| I I I I | I |

| LOWER SILVER CREEK | 6.2 | 1,4 | 71 38 | 1919 | 3658 | 1.9

I ! | J ! I ! I

| CALVIN LAKES | 2.0 | 1,2 | 9 129 | 549 | 1266 | 2.3

I I ! I I [ | I

| LOWER CALVIN CREEX | 7.4 | 1,5 ] 7 3581 | 2369 | 3790 | 1.6

I I ! I I ! I I

I PINE LAKES | 2.2 | 1,3} 6 | 51 | 990 | 2890 | 2.9

I I | I | ! | I

| PINE CREEK | 1.2 1.5 | 34 | 971 | 5171 | 1140 | 2.2

I I I | ! I I I

| POINT CREEK I 21.5 | 1,5 | 83 | 2060 | 10603 | 32800 | 3.1

I ! I I I ! I I

[ FISCHER CREEK | 1.1 | 1,5 | 44 | 1201 | 6175 | 17400 | 2.8

I I | I I I ! |

[CENTERVILLE CREEK | 7.5 | 1,3,5 | 24 | 1417 | 3129 | 10500 | 3.4

I ! I | | ! I I

| SEVENMILE CREEK | 10.0 | 1,5 ] 35 | 662 | 6108 | 12800 | 2.1

I | I I I I ! |

| SOUTHERN TRIBS. | 8.0 | 1| 20 | 136 | 5156 | 11500 | 2.2

| ..............................................................................................................
TOTALS [ 104.9 | | 344 | 8605 | 50997 | 118160 | 2.4

{1)Assumes annual phosphorus loading to equal 5%10 year storm loading.
{2)Assumes annual phosphorsus loading to equal 0.3 pounds/acre cropland.
(3)Assumes annual phosphorsus loading to equal 1 pound/ton stm. bk. erosion.
(4)Assumes annual phosphorsus loading to equal 1 pound/acre for each

critical acre of manure spread.
(5)MWater Resource Objective Codes:

1. Protect nearshore zone of Lake Michigan.

2. Pprotect inland lake fishery and improve aesthetics.

3. Improve inland Lake fishery and aesthetics.

4. Protect stream habitat and fishery.

5. Improve stream habitat and fishery.




Table 1 cont.

| ACRES | ANNUAL (2) | ANNUAL (3) | CRITICAL | ANNUAL ¢4) |  TOTAL |
[ ERGDING | PHOSPHORUS | PHOSPHORUS | ACRES SPD. | PHOSPHORUS | SUBWATERSHED]
| >3T/A/Y | LOADING | LOADING |  MANURE | LOADING | PHOSPHORUS |
| | CROPLAND | STM. BANKS | | SPD. MANURE| LOADING |

[ SILVER LAKE i 2210 | 2648 | 12 | 968 | 968 | 5207 |
I I I I ! I I I
| LOWER SILVER CREEK | 223 | 576 | 69 | 28 | 28 | 71|
I I I [ I | ! I
| CALVIN LAKES | 104 | 165 | 0 86 | 8 | 380 |
I I I I I [ I |
| LOMER CALVIN CREEK | 275 | 711 272 | 275 | 275 | 1619 |
I I I I [ | I I
| PINE LAKES | 427 | 297 | 2| 17 | 17 | 467 |
I I I I I I ! I
| PINE CREEK | 1037 | 1551 | 515 | 425 | 425 | 3462 |
! | I | ! I I I
| POINT CREEK | 4194 | 3181 | 851 | 1nva | 1178 | 7270 |
I I I I I f I I
|  FISCHER CREEK i 2055 | 1853 | 262 | 696 | 696 | 4012 |
| I I I I I i !
|CENTERVILLE CREEK | 1387 | 939 | 229 | 325 | 325 | 2910 |
I I I | [ I I I
| SEVENMILE CREEK | 1506 | 1832 | 663 | 325 | 325 | 3482 |
I I I ! I I I I
| SOUTHERN TRIBS. | 72 | 1547 | 171 296 | 296 | 2150 |
i ................................................................................................... |
| TOTALS | 13490 | 15299 | 3046 ] 4719 | 4719 31669

{(DAssumes annual phosphorus Loading to equal 5%10 year storm loading.
(2)Assumes annual phosphorsus leading to equal 0.3 pounds/acre cropland.
(3)Assumes annual phosphorsus loading to equal 1 pound/ton stm. bk. erosion.
{4)Assumes annual phosphorsus loading to equal 1 pound/acre for each

critical acre of manure spread.
{5)dater Resource Objective Codes:

1. Protect nearshore zone of Lake Michigan.

2. Protect inland lake fishery and improve aesthetics.

3. Improve inland lake fishery and aesthetics.

4. Protect stream habitat and fishery.

3. [1Improve stream habitat and fishery.




Pollution Control Strategy:

Within each subwatershed the levels of pollutant reduction
required were set based on the water resource objectives. The
amount of source control needed to obhtain the desired reduction
was determined. The landowner rankings were used to place
landowners into management categories to insure that the
landowners with the most critical sources are given highest
prlorlty of assistance and that the desired pollutant reduction
is achieved. The management categories determine the number of
landowners eligible for costsharing assistance for each source
type. Approximately two hundred landowners will be eligible for
costsharing to install best management practices to control one
or more critical sources on their property.

Project Administration:

The Manitowoc and Sheboygan County Land Conservation Departments
will maintain the primary responsibility for project
administration at the local level. The Department of Natural
Resources has overall program responsibility and administers the
nonpoint source program at the state level. Among the primary
responsibilities of the LCDs are: contacting landowners,
designing pollution control systems for cooperating landowners,
developing costsharing agreements with landowners, certifying
proper practice 1nstallatlon, and issuing costshare payments to
landowners. The DNR will provide funds to the LCDs for
costsharing and the support of additional staff needed for
project implementation. The LCDs will be assisted by the Soil
Conservation Service, the Agricultural Stabilization and
Conservation Service, and the University of Wisconsin Extension.

Implementation Procedures:

Project implementation will begin in the fall of 1986, At this
time the LCD staffs will begin contacting eligible landowners to
develop pollutant control plans. The vehicle for contracting
with landowners is the costshare agreement. The costshare
agreement is a legally blndlng contract between the landowner
and the management agency, in this case the ILCDs. The agreement
details the management practices to be installed, the location
of the practices, the installation schedule, the costsharing
rates, the maintenance period for the practices, and other
regulations regarding the obligations of both the management
agency and the landowner. Costshare agreements may be developed
and signed during the first three years of the project, with
practice installation continuing up to five years after signing
of the agreement.

Subsequent to the signing of a costshare agreement, the
management agencies will assist the landowner in practice
design. Following practice installation, the management
agencies will certify the practice complete and the landowner
may receive costshare reimbursement.

The management agencies are responsible for project tracking and

v




record keeping., The project will be audited for fiscal and
programatic adherence to program rules at the close of the
project and at least once during project implementation.

Project Costs and Staffing:

The nonpoint source inventory was used as a basis on which
estimates of project costs were made. First, the quantity of
each type of best management practice needed to control the
critical sources in the watershed was estimated. Secondly, the
amount of staff time required to administer the project was
estimated. Staff time estimates were in part based on the time
required to desiagn and install the practices and on previous
experiences in similar priority watershed projects.

The total cost for best management practices would be
approximately 2.4 million dollars if one-hundred percent
cooperation were achieved and all nonpoint sources controlled
(includes both state and landowner share). However; a more
realistic estimate of landowner participation is seventy-five
percent. At the seventy-five percent participation level, total
best management practice cost would be approximately 1.8 million
dollars, with the state share being 1.3 million dollars.

The additional staff needed to implement the project at the
seventy-five percent participation level was estimated for both
Manitowoc and Sheboygan Counties, The additional effort
required to implement the project in both counties is
approximately 36,000 hours over the eight year life of the
project. The greatest additional staff assistance will be
required during the middle years of the project when the
majority of practice design and implementation is anticipated to
occur.

Information and Education:

An intensive information and education program will be required
throughout the course of the project to insure adequate
landowner participation. The educational effort will be most
intensive during the first three years of the project to
encourage landowners to address the pollutant sources on their
properties by signing costshare agreements. The educational
program will emphasis the need for nonpoint source pollutant
control and explain the nature of the best management practices
and the priority watershed approach to practice implementation.
The informational and educational techniques will include
newsletters, informational township meetings, demonstration
projects on the properties of key landowners, radio broadcasts,
and tours conducted by county staff,

The educational effort was begun during the inventory phase of
the project and included several public meetings to explain the
priority watershed project, mailings to all landowners in the
watershed to explain the inventory process, and the
implementation of best management practices on a farm in a




highly visible area of the watershed. A manure management tour
was conducted which highlighted the practices installed on the
demonstration farm. In addition, all landowners were given the
opportunity to discuss the project with county staff during the
inventory phase of the project.

Project Evaluation:

Two types of project evaluation will be undertaken. These
evaluations are the responsibility of the Department of Natural
Resources. Water quality monitoring will be carried out on a
before and after practice application basis in one
subwatershed. Changes in key water guality parameters and
habitat will be monitored. Secondly, the success of the project
in achieving the installation of best management practices to
control critical sources will be evaluated., Estimates of the
pellutant load reduction achieved through practice installation
will be tracked on continuing basis. Project progress will be
reviewed on an annual basis and adjustments to the project
schedule will be made as necessary.




SEVENMILE-SILVER CREEK

PRIORITY WATERSHED PLAN

PREFACE

Purpose and Approach of the Nonpoint Source Water Pollution
Abatement Progran

The Sevenmile-Silver Creek Watershed was selected in June of
1984 as a Priority Watershed under the Wisconsin Nonpoint Source
Water Pollution Abatement Program. This program was created by
the State Legislature in 1978 as a means to reduce surface and
groundwater pollution caused by nonpoint sources of pollution.
These sources include: eroding agricultural lands, eroding
streambanks and roadsides, poorly managed livestock wastes, and
erosion from established and developing urban areas.

The Wisconsin Nonpoint Source Progranm approach to water guality
management has four major characteristics:

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

2. The program is implemented on a watershed basis so that all
of the major nonpoint sources in an area draining to a
water resource can be addressed at the same time. A
substantial commitment of money and staff time is needed to
control enocugh of the critical nonpoint pollutant sources
to affect water quality and limiting the program to
selected watersheds helps assure that the comprehensive
effort needed can be made. To date, there are 25 active
Priority Watersheds in addition to the Seven Mile-Silver
Creek watershed in various stages of planning or
implementation.

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

viii




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

Legal Status of the Watershed Plan

This plan has been prepared under the authority of the Wisconsin
Nonpoint Source Water Pollution Abatement Program described in
s. 144,25, Wisconsin Statutes and Chapter NR 120 of the
Wisconsin Administrative Code. This plan is the basis for cost
share and local assistance grants through the Nonpoint Source
Water Pollution Abatement Program administered by the Department
of Natural Resources.

This plan, once approved through the procedures described in
Chapter NR 121, Wisconsin Administrative Code, is an update of
the Areawide Water Quality Management Plan for the Sheboygan
River Basin.

How and Why the Seven Mile-Silver Creek Watershed was Selected

Priority watersheds, including the Seven Mile-Silver Creek
Watershed, are selected because of: 1)} the severity of water
quality problems in the watershed, 2) the 1mportance of
controlling nonp01nt sources of pollutlon in order to attain
water quality improvement or protection, and 3) the capability
and willingness of the local government agencies to carry out
the planning and implementation of the project. The watersheds
are selected through a three step process involving a ranked
list of all the watersheds in the state; regional advisory
groups recommendlng watersheds from their area of the state; and
the State Nonpoint Source Coordinating Committee recommending to
the Department of Natural Resources watersheds for selection.
When a watershed is selected, an offer of a project is sent to
the County Boards of those counties in the watershed boundaries.

Structure of this Report and How it was Developed

A prlorlty watershed project is carried out in two steps. This
document is a result of that first step - the planning phase.
During this period, the Department of Natural Resources, the
County Land Conservation Department, and other local agencies
worked together to produce a watershed plan. The second phase




of the project is the implementation of the plan.

Once the offer of a priority watershed by the Department is
accepted by the County Boards, the local agencies along with the
Department of Natural Resources, prepare a watershed plan. This
document is that plan. The rest of this report is divided into
two parts. Part one is an assessment of existing waster quality
and watershed conditions, followed by an identification of the
management practices and actions necessary to reduce the water
quality problems or protect the water quality of the watershed.
Part two of this plan identifies the tasks necessary to carry
out the plan; the agencies responsible for the various tasks;
and the time frame for completing the identified tasks. There
are also costs estimates made of the funds required for the
installation of the recommended practices and the administrative
costs involved with implementing the project.

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

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

I. Watershed Description
A. ILocation and Water Resources

The Sevenmile-Silver Creek Watershed includes the 112 square
mile land area extending a few miles inland from Lake Michigan
between the Cities of Manitowoc and Sheboygan. Approximately
seventy-five percent of the watershed is in Manitowoc County.
The watershed contains seven small streams draining directly to
Lake Michigan and thirteen small inland lakes (Map 1). The
watershed was named for two of the larger stream systems -
Sevenmile Creek in Sheboygan County and Silver Creek in
Manitowoc County. Tables 1 and 2 briefly describe the physical
characteristics of streams and lakes in the

Sevenmile-~Silver Creek Watershed. Conmprehensive evaluations of
each waterbody are undertaken in Section 3.

B. Land Use

The predominant landuse in the Sevenmile-Silver Creek Watershed
is agriculture, with dairying accounting for the majority of the
agricultural operations. A few livestock, cash grain and
speciality crop operations do exist in the watershed. Some
suburban development has and continues to occur primarily in the
northeastern portion of the watershed near the City of
Manitowoc. The incorporated Villages of Cleveland, Haven, and
Newton are within the SMSC Watershed. These villages were not
inventoried for nonpoint sources. Table Al summarizes landuses
in the watershed.

C. Soils

The predominant soil associations found in the SMSC Watershed
are briefly discussed below. The soils of the east,
approximately one half of the watershed were formed in glacial
drift and are generally gently sloping, loamy to clayey, with
moderate to good potential for agricultural production. The
soils of the western half of the watershed were formed in
glacial till or old glacial lake basins. These soils are
generally level to gently sloping and are heavily dissected by
drainageways. These soils are generally clayey with moderate to
good potential for cultivation



MAP 1: SEVENMILE-SILVER CREEK WATERSHED

Manitowoc

English
Lake

Hantlaub La

Carstens Lake

Lake Michigan

leveland

IJm,o,,-%

MANITOWOC COUNTY

SHEBOYGAN COUNTY

B T

LEGEND

==—=——=Subwatershed Boundary

Incorporated Area

as| 58 Juss U.S. Highway

@v State Highway

Scale: 1 inch = 1 mile




Table 2;

STREAMS OF THE SEVENMILE-SILVER CREEK WATERSHED

LENGTH (MILES)
GRADIENT (FT./MI.)
DRAINAGE AREA (SQ.MI.)
AVERAGE WIDTH (FEET)
AVERAGE DEPTH (FEET)
TWO-YEAR LOW FLOW (cfs)
ORGIN

TERMINUS

CREEK

0.04
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LAKE

LAKE
MICH.
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0.01
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LAKE
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0.01

CARSTEN
LAKE

LAKE
MICH.

0.6
0.35

NORTH OF
OSMAN
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CREEK

SW OF
CLEVELAND
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MICH.

CREEK

NEAR HD.
GROVE

LAKE
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Table 3:

LAKES OF THE SEVENWILE-SILVER CREEK WATERSHED

Muck

MARGINAL
W

Wit

EUTROPHIC WINTER
WINTER KILL KILL
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I ! I | ! I
I f I | I I
| I | I | f
I I | i l I
[ I I | I I
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| ! I I I I
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| VEETING | TEEK |  WAACK | GROSSHUECH | KASBAUM | GLOMSKI
------------------------- [ oo e o e
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I | | I | [
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| W | W | | Wi [ I
I I I I I I
USE PROBLEMS | | MWINTER ] i SUMMER |
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II. Methods

Introduction - Essential to the development of a plan to abate
pollution from nonpoint sources in the Sevenmile-Silver Creek
Watershed is an accurate assessment of current water resource
conditions, development of desired and achievable water resource
improvements, and an inventory of pollution sources.

These assessments were based on a variety of existing data
sources and additional surveys undertaken by state and county
staffs. Water resource information was obtained from DNR files
and basin plans. Additional water resource surveys were
conducted by DNR district fish managers and water quality
specialists. A water resource appraisal group was assigned the
task of determining what additional information was needed to
determine the status of waterbodies in the watershed. Manitowoc
and Sheboygan Counties LCD and SCS staff carried out detailed
land use surveys. Approximately 90% of the watershed's land
surface was evaluated for erosion potential and suitability for
manure spreading, all streambanks were surveyed for erosion
potential, and all barnyards in the watershed were surveyed for
potential for pollution from animal wastes. This section
explains the technigques used to assess the water resource
conditions and the methods used in the land inventory.

A. Subwatershed Delineation

The Sevenmile-Silver Creek Watershed was Divided into

11 subwatersheds ranging in area from 1280 (approximately two
sguare miles) acres to 13760 (approximately 22 square miles)
acres (Map 2). The division of the watershed into subwatersheds
was done in an attempt to link water quality conditions in a
specific waterbody (lake or stream reach) to a relatively small
individual drainage area. The pollutant reductions heeded to
achieve water resource objectives c¢an then be linked to specific
sources in the drainage area. The identification of sources and
water resource objectives at the subwatershed level will allow a
selective approach to NPS source control.

The approach to water resource assessment, NPS source inventory,
and source control used in this watershed plan will be linked to
the 11 subwatersheds shown on Map 3.

B. Water Resource Assessment Methods

Introduction - Methods used for the appraisal of water resource
conditions in the SMSC watershed include: biological and
chemical monitoring, fish surveys and habitat evaluations, and
lake trophic status evaluations. Beneficial use impairment
assessment and physical/descriptive data are also used for water
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resource assessment, Each of the above methods or data sources
may be defined as tools to be used for determination of current
water quality conditions and the derivation of water quality
objectives. Six tools used for water resource appraisal in the
SMSC watershed are discussed below.

1. Beneficial Uses and Use Impairment

The beneficial uses most frequently identified in Wisconsin can
be grouped into three general categories - fishery, recreation,
and aesthetics. Numerous subcategories can be identified; ie,
coldwater fishery, swimming, and boating. The beneficial use
concept is most applicable when setting water quality
objectives. One or more beneficial use objectives will be
stated for each major waterbody in the watershed and linked to
NPS sources in the subwatershed(s) draining to the waterbody.
Beneficial use improvement objectives must be feasible in
respect to source types and the pollutant control possible (see
Management Alternatives). Beneficial use objectives may be
either improvement or protection in nature; ie, reduce algae
bloom frequency and intensity in the eutrophic lake or protect a
high quality trout stream. Although beneficial use is the most
subjective tool being used for water resource assessment, it
relates most directly with the public's perception of water
quality conditions and appropriate expenditure of public funds
for NPS pollution control. Therefore, the beneficial use
concept will be an important tool for the setting of project
objectives in the SMSC Watershed.

2. Physical Data

Physical data is not water guality data, but is data describing
the depth, length, area, flow rate and volume, gradient, and
other largely fixed parameters relating to a particular lake or
stream. Physical parameters are important when defining the
potential best use or condition for a waterbody and determining
the level of pollution control to be recommended in the
waterbody's watershed. For instance; a lake with a maximum
depth of six feet cannot, under most circumstances, support a
cold water fishery and a stream with an average flow of 20 cubic
feet per second, cannot be managed for canceing, Knowledge of
the correlations between physical constraints and maximum
beneficial use is necessary to preclude the development of
unrealistic water quality objectives in the SMSC watershed
project. Physical data is listed in Tables 1 and 2 for each
waterbody in the SMSC watershed and is considered with water
resource assessment data when addressing water resopurce
conditions and beneficial uses.



3. Bictic Index

The type insects found living on rocks and other debris in a
streambed are reflective of the water quality conditions of that
stream. Certain species of insects will only tolerate
unpolluted waters, while other adapt more readily to various
degrees of water pollution. The term pollution in this
discussion means organic material in the water. Two ways
organic pollution affects water quality are: 1) the organic
material adds nutrients to the water which may result in
nuisance growth of algae or weeds, and 2) the breakdown of the
organic material by bacteria can deplete the water of its
dissolved oxygen, which is required for insect and fish
survival.

A system has been developed in Wisconsin by which the
identification of the stream's quantity and variety of aquatic
insects generates an index number which is indicative of the
degree of organic pollution in that stream. This procedure is
called the Hilsenhoff Biotic Index (Hilsenhoff, 1982). Organic
pollution tolerance values are assigned to each species of
insect. The scale of these values is 0-5, with 0 being the
least tolerant (least organic pollution in the stream). The
number and types of insects found at a stream site are used to
calculate a HBI value between 0 and 5 for the stream.
Qualitative descriptions for the index values are given below.
This procedure was conducted on the seven major streams in the
watershed. The results of this sampling is shown on Table AZ2.

Qualitative Description for the HBI

HBI Range Water Quality
1.75 Excellent

l.76 - 2.25 Very Good

2.26 - 2,75 Good

2.76 - 3.50 Fair

3.51 - 4.25 Pcor

4.26 - 5,00 Very Poor

4. Stream Fishery Habitat Assessment

In order to determine the present and potential future fishery
uses of the streams, a procedure developed by the DNR and
described in the publication: "Stream Classification Guidelines
for Wisconsin" (Ball, 1982) was used. The system uses an
inventory of the stream's physical fish habitat (stream flow,
bed type, amount of riffles and pools, etc.) along with water
quality, water temperature, and current stream biotic conditions
to classify the present fishery use of the stream. This
information is then modified to simulate the conditions that may
be present as a result of a successful nonpoint source pollution
control project in the watershed. This second step results in




an indication of the fishery which may be expected after a
successful nonpoint source pollution control project. The
results of the habitat assessments are shown in Table A2.

5. Lake Trophic Status

An assessment of the 13 major lakes in the watershed was also
conducted. The water gquality conditions of lakes is often
referred to as the lake's "trophic status" (Carlson,1977). 1In
general, this refers to the nutrient level in the lake's
waters. A lake with high levels of nutrients will support
nuisance algae and weed growth and is termed "eutrophic". A
lake low in nutrients that has clear water during the summer is
called "oligotrophic". An intermediate level between these two
classes is called "mesotrophic".

There are three indicators commonly used to establish the
"trophic status" of a lake. The first is the in-lake phosphorus
concentration. In Wisconsin lakes, phosphorus is usually the
nutrient limiting the growth of algae and weeds. The higher the
concentration of phosphorus in the water, the greater the
potential for nuisance growth of algae and weeds. The level of
a substance called chlorophyll a is a second indicator of the
trophic status of a lake. Chlorophyll a is found in algae. The
concentration of chlorophyll a in the water can be correlated
with the amount of algae in the water. The third indicator is a
measurement of the secchi disc depth. A secchi disc is 8inches
in diameter with alternating black and white stripes. The depth
to which it can be seen in the lake's water is called the secchi
depth. This depth can vary depending on the roughness of the
water, the angle of the sun, and the technique of the observer.
However, it does measure the depth of sunlight penetration, and
the turbidity which could be due to algae or suspended

material. Using these three indicators, plus some additional
information on a lake's physical characteristics, several
computer models have been developed which can determine the
trophic status of a lake and predict the change in trophic
status given a change in the amount of the amount of nutrients
reaching the lake (Dillion, 1975). When the nutrient loading
reduction due to the installation of practices in the lake's
watershed is known, the model can predict the changes in the
lake's trophic status.

6. Summary

The five water resource assessment tools described above will be
used for the determination of current water resource conditions
and in conjunction with the NPS inventories for setting water
resource objectives for the SMSC project. Section III of this
plan will address water quality conditions occurring in each
major waterbody in the watershed. The amount of data available
varies drastically by waterbody and some assessments will be by



necessity less detailed than others. However, management
decisions will be in every case based on water resource
objectives for each subwatershed or aggregations of subwatershed
draining to one waterbody.

C, Pollutant Source Assessment Methods
Introduction

An integral component of the watershed planning process was the
collection of inventory data on the nonpoint sources of
pollution in the watershed. These inventories were conducted
under the supervision of the County Land Conservation
Departments (LCD's) with funding support from the DNR.
Individuals were employed by the LCD's to collect the field
data. The quality of these data were reviewed and approved by
the LCD's. The data was sent to the DNR for analysis. The
methods used for inventorying each nonpoint. pollutant source is
described below.

Before the inventories were conducted, the watershed was divided
into 11 subwatersheds (Map 2). The divisions were based upon
individual water resources which could be protected or improved
as a result of the control of nonpoint sources of pollution.
The data from each of the inventories was analyzed by
subwatershed. Using this format, objectives could be set for
each water body and the corresponding reduction in pollutants
needed for that water body could be determined from the
inventory data.

1. Channel Network Delineation

A conveyance system is required to transport NPS pollutants from
their source to a receiving lake or stream. Except for sources
immediately adjacent to the lake or stream the NPS pollutants
are carried to receiving waters via channels. All pollutants
reaching a channel are assumed to eventually reach receiving
waters. By delineating the channel network it is possible to
outline the areas of the watershed from which NPS pollutants may
be expected to reach receiving waters. The issue of channel
network delineation is complicated by lack of any standard
method for delineation. Also, the extent of channel networks
varies drastically by soil type and topography. In the SMSC
watershed channels were defined as beginning at the up slope
side of an area draining seventy acres above the intermittent
and perennial streams shown on 7.5 USGS topographic maps for
soils of A and B hydrologic maps. An area of 45 acres was used
for C hydrologic group soils. An accurate determination of
channel network is integral to the watershed project because it
determines both the areas of the watershed to be inventoried and
eventually the area where management of NPS sources will occur.
The above method best delineates the channel systems found in
the SMSC watershed and was agreed upon by LCD and DNR staff.
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2. Upland Erosion

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

Upland Erosion (for this project) is defined as the sheet and
rill erosion from land areas and is commonly measured by soil
loss in tons per acre per year. This class of erosion includes
only the type that results from the overland flow of water on
fields. It does not include the gully and streambank types of
erosion. The most common method of measuring upland ercosion is
with the Universal Soil Loss Equation (USLE). This method
calculates the soil loss from a field in tons of soil lost from
the field during an average year. The factors used to make this
determination on a field are: rainfall runoff, soil
erosivity,land cover, present management practices, slope, and
slope length. This calculated soil loss is not necessarily the
amount of soil that enters the channel system of a watershed.
Some of the soil will become trapped in depressions or breaks in
slope on the land before it reaches a channel. This "trapped"
soil may move into the channel system with subseguent

rainfalls. (Once in the channel system, the sediment can become
temporarily trapped in the pools of a stream before moving
downstream.) The USLE was used to determine the parcels of land

potentially contributing the most sediment to the channel
system, and what percent of change in sediment pollution could
be expected from the installation of soil erosion control
practices.

On a parcel by parcel basis, USLE factors, the location,
landowner identification code, and present practice information
was collected. A parcel was defined as a field with homogenous
individual USLE factors and was bounded by landowner property
lines and watershed or subwatershed lines. The parcels
generally ranged in size of 2 to 20 acres, and data was
collected on about 6000 parcels in the entire watershed. Table
Al shows the results of this inventory. :

As explained above, the USLE data in Table Al does not represent
sediment delivered to a channel, but soil movement on a field.
Methods are not currently available to estimate sediment
delivery to a stream or lake from any given field or aggregation
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of fields. Therefore for purposes of this plan, the assumption
is made that by reducing the soil movement on the fields eroding
at the higher rates, a correspondingly higher proportion of
sediment delivered to waterbodies is controlled. Upland erosion
control needs are correlated with water quality objectives and
control needs by subwatershed in section III.

3. Streambank Erosion Survey

Streambank erosion is the obvious bank failure along channels
caused by the cutting action of water on the banks. This
erosion is important because of its direct impact on fish
habitat in terms of bank shade and cover in addition to the
impact of the sediment f£illing up the stream's pools.

Streambank erosion can be caused by cultural activities (such as
grazing cattle) or it can be a natural condition.

The water resource objectives for the individual water bodies
need to be considered when determining the overall significance,
as well as the critical areas of streambank erosion within a
subwatershed. For example, if improvement of fish habitat is
the major concern, then the direct impact of each eroding site
needs to be evaluated. If the objective is to reduce the total
sediment load to downstream waters, then the relative
significance of the total tons of sediment from streambanks
compared with tons of sediment from other nonpoint sources needs
to be evaluated. Effective abatement of both problems requires
the identification of the most significantly eroding streambank
sites. The inventory method used was a modification of the
Phase II of the Land Inventory Monitoring process The main
channels of streams totalling 52.7 stream miles were assessed
with this method. For each erosion site, the method estimates
the volume, and 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 estimate 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.
The results of this inventory is given on Table A3.

Streambank control needs are correlated with water gquality
objectives and control needs by subwatershed in Sections IIT.

4. Barnyard Runoff

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

The United States Department of Agriculture - Agriculture
Research Service developed a computer model to estimate the
amounts of pollutants coming from a barnyard as a result of a
rainstorm (Young,1982). This model was modified by the DNR and
has been used to indicate which barnyards within a watershed
have the greatest potential to impact water gquality from a
rainfall washing through a barnyard. The model does not assess
- or the impact from manure spread on fields or from manure stack.
Information to run this model was collected on all of the 362
barnyards in the SMSC Watershed. The data required by this
model includes the types and numbers of livestock; the size of
the yard; the physical characteristics of the area which
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 (3.8 inches) was selected. With this information the
model calculates the pounds of phosphorus and 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.)

Table A4 shows the results from this assessment.

Barnyard control needs are correlated with water guality
objectives and control needs by subwatershed in Section III.

5. Manure Spreading

The disposal of livestock wastes on land can be a major source
of water pollutants, especially when done on frozen land, land
with steep slopes or land in the floodplain. Under these
conditions, the spread manure is carried by runoff from 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 erosion and the
barnyard runoff inventory was combined and used to estimate the
amount of unsuitable land used for manure spreading during the
winter. Lands unsuitable for winter spreading of manure were
defined as parcels with slopes greater than 6% or lands located
within 1/8 mile of a channel. (See pp 16 for detailed
discussion of channel delineation).

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 winter). The amount
of manure generated by each operation was determined based on
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the animal type and number of animals. Using an application
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 winter
spreading for each landowner according to the upland erosion
inventory information. 1In this manner, it was estimated, on an
average annual basis, how many acres of unsuitable land was used
for manure disposal during the winter. Table A4 summarizes this
data.

6. Point Sources

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

Each municipal or industrial discharger has a permit file with
the DNR. These files were reviewed to determine how well the
treatment plant was meeting its permit requirements. If a
facility is not in compliance with its permit, there are
regulatory measures which can be employed to insure that clean
up of the nonpoint sources of pollution will not be compromised
by the wastewater treatment facilities. Situations where the
bresence of a point source may impact NPS, control efforts are
discussed by subwatershed in Section IIT.

D. POLLUTION CONTROL STRATEGY

The pollution control strategy is based on the water
resource appraisal and the nonpoint source inventories. The
water resource appraisal determines:

CURRENT WATER RESOURCE CONDITIONS
DESIRED WATER RESOURCE CONDITIONS
POLLUTANT (S) OF CONCERN

POLLUTANT REDUCTION REQUIRED TO ACHTIEVE
DESIRED WATER RESOURCE CONDITIONS

The nonpoint source element determines:
RELATIVE MAGNITUDE OF SOURCE CATEGORIES

ESTIMATE POLLUTANT CONTROL POSSIBLE
RANKING OF SITES WITHIN SOURCE CATEGORIES
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The products of the water resource appraisal and the nonpoint
source element are presented by subwatershed in Chapter III. A
two-step approach to nonpoint source control was employed in the
Sevenmile-Silver Creek project. First, an attempt was made to
estimate the relative magnitude of the four source types (upland
erosion, barnyard runoff, manure spreading, streambank

erosion). Secondly, the importance of individual sites (by
landowner) within each source type was carried out on a
subwatershed basis through development of management

categories. The management categories are defined as:

Management Category I is limited to the sources that
generate a significant portion of the pollutant loading to the
waters within a subwatershed. Sources in management category I
must be included on costshare agreements.

Management Category II is is limited to eligible ,but less
significant sources. These sources are eligible for costsharing

assistance, but inclusion of these sources of the costshare
agreement is optional.

Management Category ITIT contains sources which are

ineligible for costsharing. Sources in this category contribute
a very minor portion of the pollutant load in the subwatershed
and would not be cost effective to control.

The management categories provide an approach to the
implementation of pollution control practices degigned to reach
the target levels of pollutant reduction and ultimately fulfill
the water resource objectives in a cost effective manner by
directing implementation efforts and funds toward the moat
critical sources of pollution in the watershed. The following
discussion explains the manner in which the two-step process was
used to develop the pollution control strategy.

In the Sevenmile-Silver Creek Watershed the pollutant of
concern is phosphorus, both because of negative impacts on the
inland lakes and Lake Michigan and because phosphorus is a
convenient surrogate for other less easily measured pollutants.
Table 4 presents the assumptions employed to estimate the
relative magnltude cf the four pollutant source categories
(upland erosion, streambank erosion, barnyard runoff, manure
spreading) in terms of phosphorus loading from each source. The
loading rate values were based on the best available literature
values. Table 4 also illustrates that although cropland erosion
rates in the Sevenmile~Silver Creek Watershed are not generally
high, cropland areas contribute the largest pertion of the
phosphorus loading to the streams and lakes in the watershed.
Even if assumption VI is selected (lowest upland erosion
phosphorus loading rate and highest barnyard runoff loading rate
), the phosphorus loading from all other sources is estimated to
be approximately one-half of that generated from cropland
- erosion. Assumption VI was selected as best representing the
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loading rate occurring in the Sevenmile-Silver Creek

watershed. This decision was based on comparisons with unit
area loadings from the Silver Lake Fesibility Study (WDNR, 1985)
and tributary monitoring (WDNR, 1984) from the Onion River.

Both studies produced all-landuse unit area loads of
approximately .8 pounds per acre, which compares closely with
assumption VI. The phosphorus loading from manure spreading
activities is approximately one-third of that generated by
upland erosion, while the phosphorus loading from barnyard
runoff and eroding streambanks constitutes a smaller portion of
the total load. Barnyards assume an additional importance as
major contributors of organic pollutants and bacteria. The table
also illustrates that reductions in phosphorus loadings greater
than approximately forty percent are not possible assuming that
all sources are controlled to the maximum extent possible. In
addition, the lack of water resource data relating to the
specific phosphorus loading reductions required to preoduce
improvements in lake conditions further limits attempts to
refine the relationship between specific levels of pollutant
reduction and water quality improvements. Therefore, the
management categories are structured to make eligible a large
portion of the nonpoint sources in the watershed; for example
the top cumulative eighty percent of the croplands eroding at a
rate greater than three tons per acre per year are included in
management category I. The management categories were structured
to achieve a significant reduction in phosphorus loading in an
attempt to fulfill the water resource objectives. Table 5
defines the Management Categories developed for the
Sevenmile-Silver Creek project. The number of landowners placed
in each management

category for each source type are tabulated by subwatershed in
the Watershed Assessment portion of the plan (Chapter 3). Table
6 illustrates the number of landowners in each management
category for the entire watershed. The definitions in Table 5
apply to all subwatersheds.
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Table 4:

| SOURCE TYPE | 1

|UPLAND EROSION | 29483
I I
|STREAMBANK EROSION | 3046
I I
|BARNYARD RUNOFF | 1720
I [
[MANURE SPREADING | 4719
ITOTALS | 38968
| I
|PERCENT REDUCTION | 0.33

"ESTIMATED I 11
REDUCTION |
21818 | 29483
1523 I 3046
258 I 3440
2360 I 4719
25958 40688
0.36

RELATIVE SOURCE MAGNITUDE

I 111 ESTIMATED

| REDUCTION
21818 I 29483 21818
1523 I 3046 1523
496 I 8600 1239
2360 I 4719 2360
26196 45848 26939

0.41

ASSUMPTIOPN 1=.6LBS.P./ACRE CROPLAND,10-YEAR STORM=ANNUAL LCAD

I

ASSUMPTION 11=.6LBS.P./ACRE CROPLAND.2*10=YEAR STORM=ANNUAL LOAD

ASSUMPTION III=,6LBS.P./ACRE CROPLAND.5*10 YEAR STORM=ANNUAL LOAD

ASSUMPTION IV=,3LBS.P./ACRE CROPLAND,10 YEAR STORM=ANNUAL LOAD

ASSUMPTION V=.3LBS.P./ACRE CROPLAND,2*10 YEAR STORM=ANNUAL LOAD

ASSUMPTION VI=.3LBS.P./ACRE CROPLAND,5*10 YEAR STORM=ANNUAL LOAD

USING SIX ASSUMPTIONS

I

|

| REDUCTION

I 14742 10909

I 3046 1523

I 1720 248

I 6719 2360
26227 15039
0.38

[ |
| Vv ESTIMATED | VI  ESTIMATED |
| REDUCTION | REDUCTION |

I I
| 14762 . 10909 | 14742 10909 |
I I I
| 3046 1523 | 3046 1523 |
I I I
| 3440 496 | 8600 1239 |
I | I
| 4719 2360 | 4719 2360 |
25947 15287 31107 16030 |
I
0.41 0.48 |

ASSUMED REPUCTIONS: 85 PERCENT FOR BARNYARD RUNOFF

ALL ASSUMPTIONS=1.Q LBS.P./TON STREAMBANK EROSION,1.0 LBS.P./CRITICAL ACRE SPREAD MANURE

26 PERCENT FOR CROPLAND EROSION
50 PERCENT FOR STREAMBANK EROSION
50 PERCENT FOR MANURE SPREADING



TABLE 5

MANAGEMENT CATAGORY DEFINITIONS

—————————————————— e el et DR
I | MANAGEMENT | MANAGEMENT | MANAGEMENT

RANKING CRITERIA CATAGORY | CATAGORY |CATAGORY

} l I | IT | III
UPLAND BROSTON | TOTAL SOTL Loss | 80 & |AV.T/Ai3.0lsiiion 3
BARNYARD RUNOFF f PHOSPHORUS LOAD { 60 % } 61-80 2 ;81-100 %
MANURE SPREADING i CRITICAL ACRES ; 50 % ; 51-80 % iSl-lOO %
STREAMBANK EROSIONE CATTLE ACCESS EW/H ACCESSE (1) E (2)

T T e e s | e e e s e o o e e ey v | e s e v | e e o . o - ——————

(1), {2) The number of landowners in these management categories
will be assessed through additional field inventory during the
first three years of the project due to inadequacies in the
original streambank erosion inventory.

TABLE 6

SEVENMILE-SILVER CREEK PRIORITY WATERSHED
MANAGEMENT CATEGORY SUMMARY

| SOURCE TYPE { UPLAND EROSION { MANURE  MGT. |
|MGT. CATEGORY | I II | I II |
[ | os P N 36 57 |
}SHEBOYGAN { 19 3 { 3 7 i
}TOTAL i 113 42 ! 39 59 {

L . — ——— . i ————

——— " rr ————— o s b | ——— it — ———— ——— 15—

| SOURCE TYPE STRMBK. EROSION |

I |
|MGT. CATEGORY I I II E I [
e |
}SHEBOYGAN ; 12 11 } 4 f
{TOTAL 5 69 104 E 19 l

i8




ITT. WATERSHED ASSESSMENT
A. Intreduction:

This section of the watershed plan addresses the current water
quality conditions and uses and the pollution sources for each
waterbody in the watershed. Secondly, water resource objectives
are stated based on the water resource assessment described in
Part II. Physical data describing the lakes and streams in the
Sevenmile-Silver Creek Watershed are summarized in Tables 1 and
2.
The results of the Nonpoint Source inventories are contained in
Tables Al through A4. Finally, Nonpoint Source Pollutant
control recommendations are made for each water body. All
discussions relating to the relative magnitude of loading from
the four source types refer to Table 4. These recommendations
are presented in a table which illustrates the number of sites
in each management category. These tables are referred to
throughout the following discussion of subwatershed assessment.
Map 2 illustrates the division of the watershed into eleven.
subwatersheds and a map of each subwatershed accompanies the
discussion of the particular subwatershed.

B. Subwatershed Assessments:
1. Lake Michigan Drainage

Each of the eleven subwatersheds in the Sevenmile- Silver Creek
Watershed ultimately flow into the near-shore area of Lake
Michigan. Although the impact of pollutants generated in the
watershed are unknown ,research indicates that significant water
gquality degradation may occur in the near-shore zone of Lake
Michigan due to pollution from nonpoint sources (International
Joint Commission,1978). The near-shore area of Lake Michigan is
used for fishing, swimming, boating and other recreational
activities., In addition, four cities obtain drinking water from
the lake near the Sevenmile-Silver Creek watershed. Due to
potential negative impacts on Lake Michigan water quality, an
overall objective for the priority watershed project is to
protect the currently high water guality of the Lake Michigan
near-shore area through a reduction in phosphorus loading from
nonpoint sources throughout the watershed. Excepting the Silver
Lake, Calvin Lakes, and Pine Lakes subwatersheds, the primary
subwatershed objectives are based on reducing pollutant loadings
to Lake Michigan. Pollutant sources are discussed by
subwatershed and are summarized in Table Al-A4.

2. Silver Lake Subwatershed:
General Description: The Silver Lake Subwatershed is the

approximately eighteen square mile area draining to Silver
Lake,including the direct drainage to Silver Lake. The
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subwatershed is located in the northern portion of the
Sevenmile-Silver Creek Watershed. The subwatershed contains
English, Teek, and Silver Lakes and approximately eighteen miles
of intermittent stream. Table Al shows the landuse composition
of the subwatershed.

WATER QUALITY AND USE:

English Lake: English Lake maintains an area of fifty-six acres
and a maximum depth of eighty feet and is the origin of Silver
Creek. The primary recreational uses of English Lake are
fishing and boating. The lake supports a viable warm/cool water
fishery with periodic stocking of walleyes. Although,
monitoring data has illustrated excessive phosphorus values,
algae blooms are not excessive and no serious macrophyte
problems are experienced.

Teek ILake: Teek Lake is five acres in area with a maximum depth
of thirty-five feet. The lake supports a large macrophyte
population and periodically experiences winter fish kills due to
low oxygen levels beneath the ice. Teek Lake is the headwaters
for an unnamed tributary to Silver Creek. Adequate public
access does not exist on Teek Lake and no water resource
objectives will be established. However, sources in the
drainage to Teek Lake will be inventoried for pollutant
contribution to the Silver Creek system and ultimately to Lake
Michigan.

Silver Lake: Silver Lake is sixty-seven acres in area with a
maximum depth of forty-feet. A lake management district was
created in 1979 and a lake feaszblllty study was carried out in
1980( WDNR, 1985). Silver Lake experiences severe use
limitation due to excessive algae and both winter and summer
fish kills. The fish population consists primarily of rough
fish, such as carp, capable of surviving low dissolved oxygen
levels. The results of the lake feasibility study indicate that
the lake is hyper-eutrophic with the phosphorus loading more
than twenty times the acceptable level. The lake has excellent
fishery potential but is limited due to the extremely poor water
quallty and a large persistent rough fish population. The Lake
Feasibility study estimated the annual phosphorus loading to
Silver Lake to be approximately 10,000 pounds per year.
Ninty-seven percent of the loading was attributed to
agricultural sources. The results of the NPS inventories carried
out for the SMSC project when linked to phogphorus loading rates
indicate an average annual loading of approximately 5,000 pounds
per year (Table 2). The Feasibility Study further 1ndlcated
that a seventy-five percent reduction in phosphorus loading
would allow improvement to occur in the trophic status of the
lake, assuming the higher loading rate. Therefore, if the
loading generated by the current study is assumed, significant
improvements in water quality in Silver Lake may be achieved
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through control of nonpoint sources. However, a high level of
pollutant control will be required and changes will occur slowly
due to the time required to exhaust inlake phosphorus reserves.

Upper Silver Creek: Surveys of Upper Silver Creek indicate that
flow is intermittent and that the stream is often without flow
during the summer and fall. Therefore; no water resource
objectives will be established for the creek. Upper Silver Creek
is the primary transport mechanism for pollutants entering
Silver Lake and as such pollutant sources to the creek will be
inventoried and managed for their impact on Silver Lake and Lake
Michigan.

Water Resource Objectives: Water resource objectives were
established for English Lake and Silver Lake in addition to the
overall watershed objective for Lake Michigan. The objective
for English Lake is to protect the current viable fishery and to
improve aesthetics. The objectives for Silver Lake are to
improve the fishery and aesthetics. The water resource
objectives in the Silver ILake subwatershed will be reached
through a large reduction in phosphorus loading to the lakes by
controlling the significant nonpoint sources throughout the
subwatershed.

Pollution Sources: Approximately seventy-eight percent (8800
acres) of the land in the Silver Creek subwatershed is used for
cropland. Although the average soil loss in the subwatershed is
low (2.3 T/A/Y), approximately twenty-two hundred acres are
eroding at a rate greater than three T/A/Y. Upland erosion
produces approximately one-half of the phosphorus loading to
Silver Lake. The subwatershed contains seventy-eight livestock
operations, which are estimated to produce the majority of the
remaining phosphorus loading to Silver Lake. This estimate
includes barnlot runoff and loading from spread manure.
Streambank erosion accounts for a negligible portion of the
phosphorus loading to the waterbodies in the Silver Lake
subwatershed. It is anticipated that the streambank erosion
inventory under estimated the magnitude and extent of the
streambank problems and additional inventory will be carried out
to detail the problems.
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Source Management Strategy:
TABLE 7

*%k%% POLLUTION CONTROL STRATEGY #*k¥*%

SILVER LAKE

—— —— i — . S T A R ot Ak ot

[
SUBWATERSHED ;
____________________ f i 2 S - N " T o T Y S T S S - e o -
| ~ MANAGEMENT | MANAGEMENT | MANAGEMENT
SOURCE |  CATEGORY |  CATEGORY |  CATEGORY
TYPE | I | IT | ITI
____________________ [ —— o ———————— —— | i o i 2 . i | e S i o e i A o e e b e
UPLAND EROSION : 20 | 6 | 116
I | |
BARNYARD RUNOFF | 11 ; 23 | 40
I | |
MANURE SPREADING | 13 | 12 | 112
l [ |
STREAM BANK EROSION | 1 [ [
|

Table A5 illustrates the amounts and types of sheet and rill
erosion control practices required to control the management
category I and II upland erosion sites.

3. Lower Silver Creek Subwatershed:

General Description: Lower Silver Creek Subwatershed is defined
as the portion of Silver Creek from the outlet of Silver Lake to
the terminus of the stream at Lake Michigan. The area of the
subwatershed is approximately six square miles. The
subwatershed contains no lakes or perennial tributary streams.
Table Al shows the landuse composition of the subwatershed.

Water Quality and Use: Silver Creek park at the mouth of Lower
Silver Creek allows public access to the stream and Lake
Michigan. The majority of the recreational activity on Lower
Silver Creek occurs at the park. Biotic index samples taken at
cne site on Lower Silver Creek indicate poor to very poor water
quality. The creek supports a population of rough and forage
species of fish, with very few game fish present. Salmonoid
species are reported to migrate up the creek during spring and
fall spawning runs, at which time the stream receives
significant fishing pressure. In addition to poor water
quality the fishery in the stream is further limited by very low
flow during the summer and fall. Physical data for Lower Silver
Creek is contained in Table 2.
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Water Resource Obiectives: The water resource objective for
Lower Silver Creek is to prevent further degradation of the
stream water quality and to reduce phosphorus loading to Lake
Michigan.

Pollution Sources: Nonpoint sources in the Lower Silver Creek
subwatershed are estimated to generate less than three percent
of the whole watershed phosphorus loading (Table 1).
Approximately forty-eight percent of the subwatershed is used as
cropland. Upland erosion averages less than two tons per acre
per year. Seven livestock operations are present in the
subwatershed. These operations are estimated to produce a very
small amount of phosphorus loading both from barnyard runoff and
spread manure. Streambank erosion in the sandy soil area near
the mouth of the stream appears to be severe and may have
localized significant impact on stream habitat andg fishery.
Streambank erosion is not considered to contribute a significant
phosphorus load to Lake Michigan.

Source Management Strateqy:

TABLE 8

*%%*% POLLUTION CONTROL STRATEGY *%*%%kx

R R D L v s e ———" " . S o — — " _—— . T - {— T il

LOWER SILVER CREEK

I
SUBWATERSHED ;

J R = ————

SOURCE | CATEGORY | CATEGORY | CATEGORY

TYPE | I I II | I1I
USTAND ERosToN 1T ST T ;T P
BARNYARD RUNOFF ; 2 : 2 : 3
MANURE SPREADING { 0 ; 0 ; 54
STREAM BANK EROSION E 1 ; l

ety o ——— o —— . ——— o —— - ro—

Table A5 illustrates the amounts and types of sheet and rill
erosion control practices required to control the management
category I and II upland erosion sites.

4. Calvin Lakes Subwatershed:

General Description: Calvin Lakes Subwatershed is defined as
the direct drainage area to the five small lakes (Gass, Glomski,
Hartlaub, Kasbaum, and Weyers) in the headwaters of Calvin
Creek. The drainage area is two square miles in extent.
Physical descriptions of the lakes are found in Table 3.
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Generally, the lakes in the subwatershed are small in surface area, w:
steep sides and very little shallow area. The lakes are twenty to si:
feet in maximum depth. Water quality and fishery data for these lake:
very limited. TLakes with no public access will not have water resour«
objectives established unless the lake is connected to a stream syster
Table Al shows the landuse composition of the subwatershed.

Water Quality and Use:

Gass Lake: Gass is a five acre landlocked lake with a maximum depth «
twenty-~four feet. Limited water quality monitoring indicates that the
lake is eutrophic. No information regarding fish populations in Gass
Lake is availilable. Adequate public access does exist and fishing and
boating do occur.

Glomski Lake: Gleomski Lake is approximately ten acres with a
maximum depth of forty-three feet. No public access exists on
Glomski Lake and no water resource objective will be
established.

Hartlaub ILake: Hartlaub Lake is the headwaters of Calvin Creek,
with the creek originating form the northeastern corner of the
lake. Hartlaub Lake is thirty-eight acres in area and has a
maximum depth of approximately sixty feet. The lake is used for
fishing, hunting and boating. No recent information regarding
the status of the warmwater fishery is available, however, older
data indicates that the pan fish population is stunted and that
fishing opportunities are compromised by algae blooms. The lake
does experience frequent and severe algal blooms and instances
of oxygen depletion have led to winter fish kills. The
eutrophic condition of the lake is further substantiated by
monitoring data which shows very high phosphorus concentrations.

Kasbaum Lake: Kasbaum Lake is approximately six acres with a
maximum depth of sixty-eight feet. ©No public access exists on
Kasbaum Lake and no water resource objective will be
established.

Weyvers lake: Weyers Lake is a six acre landlocked seepage lake
with a maximum depth of thirty-two feet. Water guality
monitoring has illustrated excessively elevated phosphorus
levels and the lake is considered to be eutrophic. The lake is
aerated to prevent winterkill of fish.

Water Resource Objectives: Water Resource Objectives were
established for Hartlaub, Gass, and Weyers Lakes. The objective
for all three lakes is to protect the fishery and improve
aesthetics by reducing the frequency and intensity of algae
blooms. The objectives will require a reduction in phosphorus
loading to the lakes.
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Pollution Sources: The Calvin Lakes subwatershed is hilly with
approx1mately flfty percent of the area in woodland. The
nonpoint sources inventoried in the subwatershed are estimated
to produce less than one percent of the whole watershed
phosphorus loading (Table 1). The subwatershed contains 549
acres of cropland with an average erosion rate of 2.3 tons per
acre per year. Due to the steep topography in the area, twenty
percent of the cropland is eroding at a rate greater than three
tons per acre per year. The subwatershed contains a nine
barnyards, a high concentration considering the small size of
the area. However, these barnyards are estimated to produce a
small portion of the subwatershed phosphorus loading. The
manure spreading analysis indicates eighty-six critical acres
are spread annually in the subwatershed, also due to the steep
topography. No significant streambank erosion sites were
located in the subwatershed. The desired reduction in pollutant
load can best be achieved in the Calvin Lakes subwatershed
through control of the cropland eroding at rates greater than
three tons per acre per year

Source Management Strateqy:
TABLE 9

¥%%k%% POLLUTION CONTRCL STRATEGY *%%®%k*%

CALVIN LAKES

- —— ———— ——— t——————— o . ——— | — - ——————— s T~ . ——

I

SUBWATERSHED | |
———————————————————— |———————ﬂ-————————————————HP————“—“—ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂuﬂ“““|
| MANAGEMENT | MANAGEMENT | MANAGEMENT |
SOURCE | CATEGORY | CATEGORY | CATEGORY |
TYPE | I | IT | IIT |
-------------------- it e el
UPLAND EROSION | 6 | 3 | 15 ]
I I I I
BARNYARD RUNOFF [ 3 | 3 | 3 |
| | | I
MANURE SPREADING 1 1 ! 2 | 18 I
I | I I
STREAM BANK EROSION | 0 | | I

I I I

______________________________ |
Table A5 illustrates the amounts and types Qf sheet and rill erosion
control practices required to control the management category I and
IT upland erosion sites.

5. Lower Calvin Creek Subwatershed
The Lower Calvin Creek Subwatershed is defined as the area draining
to Calvin Creek below the outlet of Hartlaub Lake to the stream

terminus at Lake Michigan. The area of the subwatershed is
approximately seven square miles. The subwatershed contains no lakes
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or perennial streams other than Calvin Creek. Table Al shows the
landuse composition of the subwatershed.

Water Quality and Use: Table 2 describes the physical

characteristics of calvin Creek. Stream habitat assessment
surveys indicate poor to fair habitat at two sites. The streanm
habitat appears to be degraded by a combination of siltation and
other impacts typically associated with agricultural nonpoint
sources. Biotic index samples were collected at one site near
the mouth of the stream. These samples also indicate poor water
quality. Dissolved concentration at the biotic index site was
very low, again indicative of degradation by organic pollution.
Calvin Creek supports a forage fishery and a minimal migration
of salmonid species from Lake Michigan during the spawning run.
The stream is unlikely to support a sport fishery due to
extremely low flow during the summer and fall months. Calvin
Creek may be viewed and managed primarily as a pollutant conduit
to Lake Michigan.

Water Resource Objectives: The primary water resource objective
for the Calvin Creek Subwatershed relates to the whole watershed
objective of protection of the near-shore zone of Lake

Michigan. The objective established for Calvin Creek is to
improve dissolved oxygen levels and to upgrade the stream
habitat and to improve the forage fishery. The accomplishment
of these objectives will require major reductions in phosphorus
and organic loadings from the nonpoint sources in the
subwatershed.

Pollution Sources: Cropland constitutes eighty percent of the
landuse in the Lower Calvin Creek subwatershed. The remaining
twenty percent is a combination of scattered suburban, woodland
and wetland areas. Average soil loss rates in the subwatershed
are less than two tons per acre per year, with eleven percent of
the cropland acres eroding at a rate greater than three tons per
acre per year. The subwatershed contains seven livestock
operations: however, the estimated phosphorus loading from these
operations constitutes approximately one-third of the
subwatershed loading. 1In addition, these livestock operations
spread manure on three hundred critical acres per vyear,
producing approximately one-fourth of the subwatershed
phosphorus loading. Significant instances of streambank erosion
and cattle access to the streams occur in the subwatershed.
Management and control of the animal waste sources in the Lower
Calvin Creek Subwatershed will be necessary to fulfill the water
resource objectives.
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Source Management Strateqy:

TABLE 10

*%%%% POLLUTION CONTROL STRATEGY *#%k%%%

LOWER CALVIN CREEK

I
SUBWATERSHED |
____________________ | ————— - {1 e o A R . e S i T ————— " T ———————
| MANAGEMENT | MANAGEMENT | MANAGEMENT
SOURCE |  CATEGORY |  CATEGORY |  CATEGORY
TYPE | 1 | II | IIT
———————————————————— e e Lt
UPLAND EROSION | 6 | 1 | 38
| I |
BARNYARD RUNOFF | 2 | 3 | 2
I I I
MANURE SPREADING | 3 | 0 | 40
I I I
STREAM BANK EROSION | 0 | |
I

) o ot o e S ————————

Table A5 illustrates the amounts and types of sheet and rill
erosion control practices required to control the management
category I and II upland erosion sites.

6. Pine Lakes Subwatershed:

General Description: The Pine Lakes subwatershed is the two
square mile area containing a chain of three small lakes
(Carsten, Waak and Grosshuesch ) which form the headwaters of
Pine Creek. Table 2 contains a physical description of the
lakes. The topography of the subwatershed resembles that of the
Calvin Lakes subwatershed immediately to the north. The terrain
surrounding the lakes is generally steep and the lakes are deep
relative to their small surface areas. Table Al shows the
landuse composition of the subwatershed.

Water Quality and Use:

Carsten lLake: Carsten Lake has a surface area of twenty and a
maximum depth of thirty feet. The lake is classified as
eutrophic based on water quality samples, which illustrated high
concentrations of phosphorus. The lake was treated to eliminate
the excessive rough fish populations in 1982. Since the rough
fish removal, water clarity has improved and macrophyte
populations have increased. The lake does have adequate public
access and water resource objectives are established.

Waak Lake: Waak Lake is a very small (one acre ) located
between Carsten and Grosshuesch Lakes in the headwaters of Pine
Creek. Waak Lake has no public access and no water quality
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information is available. No water resource objectives will be
set for the lake.

Grosshuesch ILake: Grosshuech Lake is three acres in area with a
maximum depth of thirty-three feet. Limited water quality
sampling indicates that the lake is eutrophic. Limited public
access is available. The lake supports a marginal warmwater
fishery. '

Water Resource Objectives: The water resource objective for
both Carsten and Grosshuesch Lakes is to improve the fishery and
to improve aesthetics. A reduction in phosphorus from nonpoint
sources will be required to facilitate the objectives.

Pollution Sources: Approximately seventy percent (990 acres) of
the land area in the Pine Lakes subwatershed is used as
cropland. The average erosion rate of 2.9 tons per acre per
year is the second highest in the Sevenmile-Silver Creek
watershed. Forty-three percent (427 acres) of the cropland
acres are eroding at a rate greater than 3 T/A/Y. Upland
erosion is estimated to contribute approximately fifty percent
of the subwatershed phosphorus loading (Table 1). The
subwatershed contains six barnyards. These lots are estimated
to contribute approximately thirty-six percent (includes 117
critical acres of spread manure ) of the subwatershed phosphorus
loading. The majority of the animal waste related loading is
generated from manure spreading activities, again emphasizing
the need to manage the steeper croplands. Streambank erosion is
of very small magnitude in the subwatershed.

Source Management Strategy:

TABLE 11

k¥%%%k% POLLUTION CONTROL STRATEGY #**%%%#%%

PINE LAKES | NUMBER OF LANDOWNERS
SUBWATERSHED |
____________________ I ———— v s . . ALt} it e i o o . 1 A} 77 o 1 . . . T T " . e e
| MANAGEMENT | MANAGEMENT | MANAGEMENT
SOURCE |  CATEGORY |  CATEGORY |  CATEGORY
TYPE | I [ II | ITI
-------------------- e e et
UPLAND EROSION | 2 | 0 | 20
| I r
BARNYARD RUNOFF | 2 g 2 | 2
| | |
MANURE SPREADING [ 1 | 1 | 11
I | I
STREAM BANK EROSION | 0 f |
f

e e et e s ot [ sy e ——— iy T A Akh (o b e ey YW TEN R R St e v T S i ok o o
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Table A5 illustrates the amounts and types of sheet and rill
erosion control practices required to control the management
category I and II upland erosion sites.

7. Pine Creek Subwatershed:

General Description: The Pine Creek subwatershed is the area
draining to Pine Creek from the outlet of Grosshuesch Lake to
the stream terminus at Lake Michigan. The subwatershed is
eleven square miles in area. The villages of Newton and
Northeim are located in the subwatershed. Table Al shows the
landuse compositicn of the subwatershed.

Water Quality and Use: Table 2 describes the physical
characteristics of Pine Creek. The upper two-thirds of Pine
Creek is impacted by a sewage treatment facility and is
classified as non-continuous marginal. The stream was rated as
having fair habitat potential at a further downstream site.
Biotic¢ Index samples taken at the same site also indicate fair
water quality. The stream's potential to support a sport
fishery is severely limited by extreme low flow conditions which
occur during the summer and fall. The stream does support a
forage fishery. As in Calvin Creek, Pine Creek's greatest
significance is as pollutant conduit to Lake Michigan and
management recommendations are primarily related to Lake
Michigan. However; water resource objectives are established
for the creek and both lake and stream objectives will be served
by the nonpoint source management.

Water Resource Obijectives: The water resource objective for
Pine Creek is to improve instream aesthetics and to protect the
near-shore waters of Lake Michigan. Both objectives will
require large reductions in pollutant loadings through the
control of nonpeoint sources.

Pollution Sources: Table 1 shows that the Pine Creek
subwatershed is estimated to contribute approximately ten
percent of the whole watershed phosphorus loading to Lake
Michigan. Seventy-two percent of the land area in the
subwatershed is in cropland. The average cropland erosion rate
is two T/A/Y and about ten percent of the cropland acres are
eroding at a rate greater than three T/A/Y. Cropland erosion is
estimated to contribute slightly more than half of the
subwatershed loading. The thirty-four livestock operations in
the subwatershed account for the majority of the remaining
phosphorus load, with 425 critical acres being annually spread
with manure and the remainder being runoff from the barnyards.
Several significant instances of streambank erosion were
inventoried along Pine Creek. These sites contribute a small
portion of the overall subwatershed loading but may have severe
localized impacts on fish habitat.
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Source Management Strateqy:

TABLE 12

*#%%%% POLLUTION CONTROL STRATEGY #*#*#%#%#%

PINE CREEK

|
SUBWATERSHED |
____________________ | ey e e L S ey S S U S S —
| MANAGEMENT | MANAGEMENT | MANAGEMENT
SOURCE |  CATEGORY |  CATEGORY |  CATEGORY
TYPE | I | TI | III
———————————————————— e R
UPLAND EROSION | 12 | 2 | 80
| | E
BARNYARD RUNOFF | 6 | 11 g 11
| | |
MANURE SPREADING ; 3 | 7 | 83
l E |
STREAM BANK EROSION | 3 [ |
|

Table A5 illustrates the amounts and types of sheet and rill
erosion control practices required to control the management
category I and II upland erosion sites.

8. Point Creek Subwatershed:

General Description: The Point Creek subwatershed is the
largest (twenty-two square miles) of the eleven subwatersheds in
the Sevenmile-Silver Creek watershed. The subwatershed contains
no named lakes or significant tributaries to Point Creek. No
villages of cities are located in the subwatershed. Table Al
shows the landuse composition of the subwatershed.

Water Quality and Use: The physical description of Point Creek
is contained in Table 2. Recent biotic index and habitat
evaluation indicate fair water quality and habitat. Older data
indicates that Point Creek contains or contained several species
of fish considered to be relatively intolerant of pollution.
The potential of the stream to support a sport fishery is
limited by flow, although +to a lesser degree than the other
subwatersheds due to Point Creek's larger subwatershed area. A
seasonal spawning run of Lake Michigan salmonoid species and
fishing for these species does occur. Point Creek also
transports pollutants to Lake Michigan and will be managed from
both from this perspective and that of stream water quality.

Water Resource Objectives: The water resource objectives for
Point Creek are to improve habitat and potential spawning areas
in the stream and to protect the near shore area of Lake
Michigan. The former goal will require a reduction in sediment
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loading to the stream and the second objective will require a
reduction in phosphorus loading from the subwatershed.

Pollution Sources: The Point Creek subwatershed produces
twenty-three percent of the whole watershed phosphorus loading.
Although the higher loading is in part due to the larger size of
the subwatershed, agricultural landuse is very intensive with
the potential for pollution from both animal waste and upland
erosion sources higher than in other subwatersheds.
Seventy-seven percent of the subwatershed area is used for
cropland. Approximately forty percent of the cropland is
eroding at a rate greater than three T/A/Y. Cropland accounts
for about one-half of the subwatershed phosphorus loading.
Eighty-three livestock operations exist in the subwatershed.
The barnyards are responsible for twenty-eight percent of the
phosphorus from the subwatershed. Approximately 1200 critical
acres are spread with manure each year, accounting for sixteen
percent of the phosphorus loading. In addition, significant
streambank erosion and cattle access sites contribute to
localized sedimentation problems.

Source Control Stratedqy:

TABLE 13

*%%%% POLLUTION CONTROL STRATEGY ***%%%*

POINT CREEK

|
SUBWATERSHED |
____________________ | e et A el s e b bt ek Ak ek e At s S P P P P P M M e e e e P — —— —
| MANAGEMENT | MANAGEMENT | MANAGEMENT
SOURCE |  CATEGORY |  CATEGORY |  CATEGORY
TYPE [ I | IT | III
-------------------- R ]
UPLAND EROSION | 26 [ 11 | 87
I l |
BARNYARD RUNOFF [ 18 | 23 | 42
| | |
MANURE SPREADING | 12 | 13 | 96
| | |
STREAM BANK EROSION | 4 | |
E

Table A5 illustrates the amounts and types of sheet and rill
erosion control practices required to control the management
category I and II upland erosion sgites.

9. Fischer Creek Subwatershed:

General Description: The Fischer Creek subwatershed is eleven
square miles in area. Table Al shows the landuse composition of
the subwatershed. The Village of Osman is located on the
western boundary of the subwatershed. There are no lakes or
named tributaries to Fischer Creek.
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Water Quality and Use: Fischer Creek is described in Table 2.
Fischer Creek originates near the Village of Osman and flows
approximately six miles to Lake Michigan. Fischer Creek
supports a forage fishery with some seasonal migration of
Salmonoid species from Lake Michigan. The fishery is limited by
low flow conditions during the summer and fall. Stream habitat
surveys indicate poor habitat conditions primarily due to
siltation of pools. Siltation inhibits fish spawning and may
have acute impact on fish respiration. Recent biotic index
sampling indicates a diverse macroinvertebrate community at the
sampling site. Such diversity is indicative of adequate
dissolved oxygen levels in the stream and implies that organic
pollution is not critical in limiting the streams potential to.
support aquatic organisms. :

Water Resource Objectives: The water resource objectives for
Fischer Creek are to improve habitat and potential spawning
areas in the stream and to protect the near shore area of Lake
Michigan. The former goal will require a reduction in sediment
loading to the stream and the second objective will require a
reduction in phosphorus loading from the subwatershed.

Pollution Sources: Eighty~seven percent of the land area in the
Fischer Creek subwatershed is cropland landuse. The upland
erosion rate averages less than three T/A/Y; however, slightly
more than 2000 acres are eroding at a rate greater than three
T/A/Y. Cropland accounts for approximately fifty percent of the
phosphorus loading from the subwatershed. The subwatershed
contains forty-four livestock operations, which produce the
majority of the remaining phosphorus load through a combination
of direct lot runoff and runoff from manure spread fields.
Several sites of significant cattle access to the stream occur
in the subwatershed.

Source Control Strateqgy:
TABLE 14

*%%%% POLLUTION CONTROL STRATEGY *%¥%k#%

FISCHER CREEK

|
SUBWATERSHED |
____________________ [ - e o v i 18 o 7t 7 o e S e T o o o T St S S T P o e e b
| MANAGEMENT | MANAGEMENT | MANAGEMENT
SOURCE |  CATEGORY |  CATEGORY |  CATEGORY
TYPE | I | TT | I11
———————————————————— R R
UPLAND EROSION [ 17 [ 4 ; 60
I | I
BARNYARD RUNOFF | 9 | 14 | 21
I | I
MANURE SPREADING | 5 | 9 | 63
| I I
STREAM BANK EROSION | 4 | |
I



Table A5 illustrates the amounts and types of sheet and rill
erosion control practices required to control the management
category I and II upland erosion sites.

10. Centerville Creek Subwatershed:

General Description The Centerville Creek subwatershed is a
small (7.5 square miles) drainage area in the southern portion
of the Sevenmile-Silver Creek Watershed. The subwatershed is
primarily in Manitowoc County with a small portion of the area
in Sheboygan County. The subwatershed contains the Villages of
Cleveland and Hika. Centerville Creek is approximately four
miles in length and is impounded at it's mouth to form the
Centerville Flowage at the Village of Hika. No other lakes or
streams occur in the subwatershed. Table Al shows the landuse
composition of the subwatershed.

Water Quality and Use:

Centerville Flowagqe: Centerville Flowage is an eight acre
impoundment near the mouth of Centerville Creek in the Village
of Hika. The flowage is created by an eleven foot dam and has a
maximum depth of fifteen feet. Very little information is
available concerning the water resource conditions and fishery
in the flowage. The water in the flowage is turbid due to
sedimentation and the action of carp stirring the bottom
sediments. The flowage is used for fishing and swimming.

Centerville Creek: Table 2 summarizes the physical
characteristics of Centerville Creek. Centerville Creek
experiences extremely low flows for the majority of the year.
The creek supports a forage fishery. Stream habitat rating at
three sites indicate fair to poor habitat, reflecting the very
low flow and significant sedimentation in pools. Biotic index
samples showed good to very good diversity of aquatic insects,
indicating adequate dissolved oxygen levels. Centerville
Creek's primary significance is as a pollutant conduit to Lake
Michigan.

Water Resource Objectives: The water resource objective for
Centerville Flowage is to improve aesthetics. The obtainment of
the objective will require a reduction in sediment and
phosphorus loading to the flowage. The water resource objective
for Centerville Creek is to improve the forage fishery and
aesthetics. Reductions in sediment and phosphorus loadings will
be required to obtain the stream objective and will also support
the flowage objective. The overall objective of protection of
the near-shore waters of Lake Michigan will also be supported by
these pollutant reductions.

Pollutant Sources: The Centerville Creek Subwatershed accounts
for nine percent of the whole watershed phosphorus loading to
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Lake Michigan. Sixty-five percent of the subwatershed land is
used for cropland, considerably less intensive use than other
portions of the watershed. The subwatershed contains a higher
percentage of woodland and suburban area than the majority of
the other subwatersheds. The average cropland erosion rate is
3.4 T/A/Y, the highest of the eleven subwatersheds.
Approximately one-half of the cropland acres are eroding at a
rate greater than three T/A/Y. Cropland is estimated to account
for one-third of subwatershed phosphorus generation.

Twenty—-four livestock operations are present in the
subwatershed. These operations produce about two-thirds of the
phosphorus loading. The inventory indicates that an average of
325 critical acres are spread with manure each year. Sites of
significant streambank erosion are present, but produce a fairly
small portion of the phosphorus load: however, these sites may
be important to control for purposes of sediment reduction.

Source Control Strategy:

TABLE 15

*%%x%% POLLUTION CONTROL STRATEGY ##%dkk&

CENTERVILLE CREEK

|
SUBWATERSHED |
____________________ I o N i S et S St ot PO Y S PR W P Py oy P e P e e e e o o e e e o o el el LD . R S S i
| MANAGEMENT | MANAGEMENT | MANAGEMENT
SOURCE | CATEGORY | CATEGORY [ CATEGORY
TYPE | I ] IT | IIT
-------------------- | ——— e e e e | e
UPLAND EROSION | 13 ; 6 | 33
I E |
BARNYARD RUNOFF | 7 ; 9 | 8
| E |
MANURE SPREADING | 1 ; 7 | 43
| E |
STREAM BANK EROSION | 3 [ |
|

Table A5 illustrates the amounts and types of sheet and rill
erosion control practices required to control the management
category I and II upland erosion sites.

11. Sevenmile Creek Subwatershed:

General Description: The Sevenmile Creek subwatershed is ten
square miles in area and contains both Sevenmile Creek and the
Memee River. The subwatershed is in Sheboygan County and
contains the Village of Haven. The Village of Howards Grove
lies Jjust outside of the subwatershed to the west. No lakes
occur in the subwatershed and the entire area drains to Lake
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Michigan. Table Al shows the landuse composition of the
subwatershed.

Water Quality and Use: The Memee River is an intermittent
tributary entering Sevenmile Creek approximately one-half mile
upstream from the mouth at Lake Michigan. No information is
available concerning the water quality or fishery of the Memee
River. The Memee River is limited by low flows most of the year
and it is very unlikely that a significant fishery exists. The
fishery in Sevenmile Creek consists of pollution tolerant forage
fish. Stream habitat assessments indicate fair habitat:
however, both biotic index values at one site were very poor
indicating that macroinvertebrate populations are impacted by
organic pollution lowering dissolved oxygen values. Dissolved
oxygen readings obtained in conjunction with the habitat survey
were depressed further supporting that organic pollution of the
stream is occurring. The ability of Sevenmile Creek to support
a viable fishery is further limited by extreme low flow. Table
2 summarizes the physical characteristics of Sevenmile Creek,.

Water Resource Objectives: 1In addition to the overall objective
of protection of the near-shore areas of Lake Michigan, the
objectives for Sevenmile Creek (including Memee River) are to
improve the forage fishery and improve aesthetics.

Pollutant Sources: The Sevenmile Creek subwatershed produces
approximately eleven percent of the watershed phosphorus loading
to Lake Michigan. Cropland use is very intensive, with
ninty-five percent of the land surface being used for cropping.
Average upland eroslon rates are low , approximately two T/A/Y,
and about one-fourth of the croplands are eroding at a rate
greater than three T/A/Y. Thirty-five livestock operations
contribute one-third of the phosphorus loading through lot
runoff and manure spread on 325 critical acres. Stream bank
erosion is more severe in the subwatershed than most others and
contributes to stream sedimentation.
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Source Control Strateqv:

TABLE 16

#%%%% POLLUTION CONTROL STRATEGY **%*%%%*

SEVENMILE CREEK

[
SUBWATERSHED [
____________________ i e e e o ok ki T o o o o o o o e o o Bt S At T
| MANAGEMENT | MANAGEMENT | MANAGEMENT
SOURCE |  CATEGORY |  CATEGORY |  CATEGORY
TYPE ] I | II | IIT
———————————————————— e e L
UPLAND EROSION | 9 | 4 | 50
| | |
BARNYARD RUNOFF | 6 | 1.0 | 19
| l |
MANURE SPREADING | 2 | 5 | 55
| | |
STREAM BANK EROSION | 0 | |
!

Table A5 illustrates the amounts and types of sheet and rill
erosion control practices required to contrel the management
category I and II upland ercosion sites.

12. Socuthern Tributaries Subwatershed:

General Description The Southern Tributaries subwatershed
encompasses the eight square mile area north of the City of
Sheboygan and south of the Village of Haven. The subwatershed
contains the Villages of Erdman and Mosel. The subwatershed
contains no named streams or lakes. Approximately, three linear
miles of intermittent streams are present in the area. Table Al
shows the landuse composition of the subwatershed.

Water OQuality and Use: The streams in the Southern Tributaries
subwatershed are very small and are dry for most of the year.
No fish populations are present and no water guality data is
avalilable. The subwatershed is of concern because of pollutant
transport during high flows to Lake Michigan.

Water Resource Objectives: The water resource objective for the
Southern Tributaries Subwatershed is to protect the near-shore
waters of Lake Michigan.

Pollutant Sources: The Southern Tributaries subwatershed
contributes approximately seven percent of the whole watershed
phosphorus loadings. The majority of this loading is generated
from about 6000 acres of cropland, which constitutes almost 100
percent of the landuse. TUpland erosion rates are low (2.2
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T/A/Y) and only seventy-two acres are eroding at a rate greater
than three T/A/Y. Twenty livestock operations are present in
the subwatershed. These operations,including manure spreading,
account for only about twenty percent of the phosphorus
generated in the subwatershed. Isolated cases of streambank
erosion occur but generate a very small portion of the
phosphorus load.

Source Control Strateqgy:

TABLE 17

**k%%% POLLUTION CONTROL STRATEGY *%#*##%%

SOUTHERN TRIBS.

I
SUBWATERSHED {

[ st i

SOURCE ] CATEGORY l CATEGORY ] CATEGORY

TYPE | I | II i III
orTaND ERosTon " T T ;T T T
BARNYARD RUNOFF I 3 { 4 f 13
MANURE SPREADING { 0 } 3 } 79
STREAM BANK EROSION E 4 I :

Table A5 illustrates the amounts and types of sheet and rill
erosion control practices required to control the management
category I and II upland erosion sites.
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IMPLEMENTING THE MANAGEMENT PLAN

I. INTRODUCTION

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

This Implementation Plan identifies:

1. The tasks necessary to implement the recommendations in the
Management Plan;

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

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

5. The cost of carrying out the project; and

6. The information - education program.

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

ITI. AGENCIES INVOLVED AND THEIR RESPONSIBILITIES
A. Management Agencies

Management Agenc1es are those local units of government
identified in the areawide water quality management plans as
having responsibility for soil and water conservatlon, including
implementation of best management practices to improve water
guality. For unincorporated areas, the Manitowoc and Sheboygan
County Boards will serve as the management agencies for their
respective counties. These counties are being represented by
their respective Land Conservation Committees (LCC's). The
Cities of Manitowoc and Sheboygan and the Village of Cleveland
are the identified management agencies for nonpoint source
responsibilities within their respective incorporated limits.
The cities and villages are singled out because the county's
authority does not extend into incorporated areas. Together
these units of government are able to provide project cost-share
funding to landowners and install practices on public lands.
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In the Sevenmile-Silver Creek Watershed the majority of the
nonpoint source concerns are in the rural, unincorporated areas
of the project. For this reason, the management agencies with
most of the responsibilities will be the counties through their
LCC's,

The Manitowoc County Land Conservation Committee and the
Sheboygan County Land Conservation Committee ,acting for their
respective county boards are the primary management agencies for
the Sevenmile-Silver Creek Watershed Project. The two counties
are contractually and financially responsible to the State of
Wisconsin for overall management of the project, and are
responsible for coordinating activities of any other management
agencies which become involved.

The specific responsibilities for the management agencies, which
are defined in the Wisconsin Administrative Rules, NR 120.04,
are summarized below:

1. Identify in writing a person to represent the management
agency during watershed plan development.

2. Assist with the development and approval of the priority
watershed plan.

3. Prepare a detailed program for implementation as described
in NR 120.08(3).

4, Recommend revisions to the plan to allow for necessary
changes as the project is implemented.

5. Identify in writing a person to represent the unit of
government during implementation of the watershed project.

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

7. Maintain fiscal responsibility for the use of cost share
funds provided to cost share recipients through cost share
agreements.

8. Prepare and maintain adequate fiscal management and
technical assistance files as described in NR 120.25 and
120.26,

9. Administer the cost-sharing element of the project

including sign-ups, approval, authorization of payments,
and record keeping.

10. Periodically submit to the DNR a list of cost share
agreements that the management agency believes are eligible
for extension under NR 120.13(8) (a).
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11. Provide the DNR with evidence of properly certified
practice installation, operation, and maintenance.

12. Provide best management practice design and installation
assistance for all best management practices in cost share
agreements within its jurisdiction.

13. Contact within one year of the signing of the Nonpoint
Source Grant Agreement all owners or operators of lands
identified as significant nonpoint sources in the watershed
plan.

14. Coordinate and control nonpoint source program cost-sharing
monies with local cost-sharing funds.

15. Prepare and submit to the DNR for approval annual or
periodic workplans for activities necessary to implement
the watershed project in accordance with the detailed
program for implementation.

16. Report to DNR on project progress and recommended project
modifications;

17. Determine priority for assistance among cost share
grantees.

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

B. Cooperating Agencies

In addition to the management agencies, the Sevenmile-Silver
Creek Priority Watershed Project will receive assistance from
the other agencies listed below.

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

2. University of Wisconsin Extension (UWEXT): County Extension
agents will provide expertise in planning, coordinating and
conducting public information, education, and participation
efforts. UW-Extension will also assist the counties in the
development of watershed tours, workshops, newsletters,and other
educational activities necessary to assure adequate programnm
participation.
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4. Department of Natural Resources (DNR): The Department has
overall administrative responsibility for the Wisconsin Nonpoint
Source Water Pollution Abatement Program of which the
Sevenmile-Silver Creek Priority Watershed is part. The DNR is
responsible for allocation of funds to the project, for water
quality and fish surveys and for evaluation of the watershed

project.
I1T. BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
A. Eligible Practices

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

(Reference NR120.18)

Maximum
Practice Cost Sharing Rate
Contour Cropping 50% (flat rate of $6/ac)
Strip Cropping (1) 50% (flat rate of $12/ac)
Reduced Tillage 50% (2)(3)
Waterways 70%
Field Diversions 70%
Terraces 70%
Critical Area Stabilization 70%
Grade Stabilization Structures 70%
Shoreline Protection 70%
Barnyard Runoff Management 70%
Short-term Manure Storage 70% ($6000 maximum)
Long-term Manure Storage 70% ($10,000 maximum)
Roofs for Barnyard Runoff
Management & Manure Storage 70%
Livestock Exclusion from Woodlots 50%
Structural Urban BMPs 70%
(1) $10/ac for field strip cropping.

(3)

(4)

$15/ac for one year only for reduced tillage on
crop rotations involving hay.

$45/ac over three years for reduced tillage on
continuous row croplands.

Management Agencies may increase the state costsghare
rate up to 80% for: critical area stabilization, grade
stabilization structures, shoreline protection, roofs
for animal lots and manure storage facilities ag per the
conditions of s. 144.25(8) (h).

The BMPs included in Table 18 are those practices which will
help meet the water quality objectives set for the watershed.
The specifications used for these practices must meet the Soil
Conservation Service requirements concerning technical design.
The Department may identify alternative design criteria or
standards and specifications where an alternative will achieve
an equal or greater level of pollutant control.

Under some circumstances, practices may be recommended that are
not included on the BMP list. Administrative Rule NR

120.15provides for alternative practices where necessary to to
meet the water resource objectives identified in the watershed
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plan. The Department shall identify in the nonpoint source
grant agreement the design criteria and standards and
specifications where appropriate; cost share conditions; and
‘cost share rates for each alternative best management practice.
Below is a brief description of some of the common best
management practices and where they are used. Although some
other practices may also be appropriate, only those anticipated
to meet the most typical situations in the watershed are
included in this list. A more detailed description of the
practices, and the conditions under which they are cost-shared
is given in the Department's Administrative Rules NR 120 which
is on file at the county offices.

1. Contour Cropping -Contour Cropping is farming on sloped land
80 all cultural operations from seed bed preparation to harvest
are done on the contour.

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

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

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

5. Reduced Tillage - Reduced tillage is a cropping system which
leaves roughened surfaces or substantial amounts of crop residue
in or on the soil surface after crops are planted. Generally,
the system consists of no more than using one primary tillage
pass in the fall or spring and no more than two passes with
light or secondary tillage equipment prior to planting. Several
important conditions apply to the use of the reduced tillage
practice; these are explained in detail in NR 120.14.

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

A special category under this practice is stabilization applied
to pastured areas. This practice applies to severely
over-grazed pastures with high soil loss. It includes the
establishment of a permanent vegetative cover and the
installation of permanent and/or moveable fencing to control the
livestock access to the various areas of the pasture. The
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practice must include a management plan for the landowner to
follow in order to insure that the pasture is managed in such a
way that erosion above 4 t/ac/yr does not occur.

7. Grade Stabilization Structures.-A structure used to reduce
the grade in a channel to protect the channel from erosion or to
prevent the formation of advance of gullies.

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

9. Barnvard Runoff Mahagement - Barnyard runoff management is
the use of structural measures such as gutters, downspouts and
diversions to intercept and redirect surface runoff around the
barnyard, feeding area or farmstead, and collect, convey and
temporarily store runoff from the barnyard, feeding area or
farmstead.

10. Long-term Manure Storage Facilities - A structure for

storage of manure through the winter and early spring. Several
important conditions apply to this practice and are detailed in
NR 120.14.

11. BShort-term Manure Storage Facilities.- A structure for the

storage of manure for the period of snow melt and when the soils
are saturated during early spring.

12. Roofs for Barnyard Runoff Management and Manure Storage

Faci}ities -A roof and supporting structure designed
specifically to prevent rain and snow from contacting manure.

13. Livestock Exclusion from Woodlots - The protection of
woodlots by fencing of other means.

14. Structural Urban Best Management Practices -Measures such

as constructed infiltration areas, infiltration trenches,
detention basins and porous pavement designed to control runoff
rate or volume as a means to reduce the amounts of pollutants
carried in the runoff.

B. Cost-Sharing Guidelines

Cost-share funding is available to landowners for a percentage
of the costs of installing the best management practices on
their land that are necessary to control nonpoint sources
identified as significant in the watershed plan. Landowners
have three years to sign up for cost-share assistance after the
formal approval of the watershed plan and the implementation
phase of the project has begun. NR 120.10 details the
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practices, sources, and activities which are eligible or
ineligible for cost share assistance.

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

C. The Cost-Share Agreement

1. Contents of the Agreement

The cost-share agreement (see Appendix B for an example) is
defined as an agreement listing the best management practices
and establishing the conditions and considerations under which a
cost share recipient agrees to install the practices listed
consistent with the watershed plan. The cost share agreement is
a legal contract between the participating city, county or
village and the individual grantee. Costshare Agreements must
be signed subsequent to the signing of the nonpoint source grant
agreement and prior to practice initiation. The cost-share
agreement includes: name and address of the grant recipient, the
number and types of practices that are needed, installation
schedule, a statement of maintenance requirements, estimated
practice costs, cost-share percentage rate, and estimated
cost-share reimbursement amount. The agreements also include
practices which are needed to meet water quality objectives but
are not cost-shared under the Nonpoint Source Program (such as
crop rotation). Once the agreement is signed, the landowner has
up to five years to install the practices (depending upon the
schedule agreed to on the cost share agreement form.

2. Failure to Fulfill the Agreement

Once the cost share agreement has been signed by both parties,
both parties are bound to carry out the provisions contained in
the agreement. If the cost share grant recipient fails to
fulfill any terms of the cost share agreement, including failure
to install operate and maintain the practices of the agreement,
the full amount of cost share funds received by the cost share
recipient must be repaid in full to the granting management
agency. The management agency will forward the recovered cost
share funds to the DNR.

3. Change in Ownership

If a change in ownership or land management occurs during the
cost share agreement period, repayment of cost shared funds by
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the recipient is required unless at least one of the following
conditions exists: 1) the new owner assumes in writing the
operation and maintenance of the BMPs; 2) it is demonstrated to
the satisfaction of the management agency that the change in
land use or management will not result in degradation of
existing water quality.

IvV. ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES
A. Introduction

Upon written approval of the priority watershed plan and the
detailed program for implementation by the DNR and the
management agencies the implementation phase of this project may
be initiated. During the implementation phase of the project
the management agencies and the DNR are guided and bound by two
agreements which are signed by the Department and the management
agencies. These two agreements, and the procedures by which
they will be administered are discussed in detail below.

B. Administering the Cost Share Funds
1 . DNR - Management Agency Procedures

Cost-share funds are transferred from the state to the
management agencies by the Nonpoint Source Grant Agreement
(see Appendix B for a copy of this form). The Grant Agreement
controls the cost share funds and does not address funding for
local assistance to implement the project or educational funds.
More than one Nonpoint Source Grant Agreement may be awarded to
a single project. In the Sevenmile-Silver Creek project two
agreements will be awarded; one with Manitowoc County and one
with Sheboygan County.

Several items are defined on this agreement including:

The parties of the agreement (DNR and the Counties)

The name of the Priority Watershed Project the agreement
relates to.

The amount of the agreement

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

. Eligible practices which can be cost-shared

The sites eligible for the cost-sharing assistance

. The conditions which the DNR and the Counties must follow

N
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Advance money (up to ten percent of the grant amount) will be
available to the management agencies through the Grant
Agreement, in order to establish the watershed cost share fund
account in the county. In this way, the landowners can be
rapidly reimbursed for the installed practices directly from the
county.

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

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

2. Inter-County Procedures

Individual nonpoint source grant agreements will be established

between the DNR and both Manitowoc and Sheboygan Counties. Each
county will send reimbursement checks directly to the landowners
in their respective counties after the proper documentation has

been submitted and approved by the LCC.

Although many of the responsibilities of the fiscal management
can be contracted to other agencies, the Counties remains
responsible for insuring that the fiscal management activities
are carried out in accordance with NR 120.

3. Intra-County Procedures

Within each county of the project, a procedure has been
established for the administration of cost share funds from the
time a landowner is contacted to the time the landowner is
reimbursed for an installed management practice.Cost-Share Fund
Reimbursement Procedures: Manitowoc and Sheboygan Counties

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

2. Landowner agrees to participate in the project

3. Conservation Plan (if necessary) is prepared by the SCS or
LCD.

4. Landowner agrees to the plan and a Cost Share Agreement

(form 3400-68) is signed by the landowner and the
County, after approval
by the LccC>

5. LCD files a copy of the costshare with the Register of
Deeds,
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6. Practices designed by SCS or the LCD, copy of the design
delivered to the landowner.

7. Landowner obtains contractor.

8. SCS or LCD lay out the practices if necessary

9. Contractor installs practice.

10. SCS or LCD certifies installation (form 3200-53)

11. Landowner submits paid bills and cancelled checks to the
county LCD office

12. Both Counties LCDs prepare vouchers for bllls from their
respective counties..

13. Both counties bookkeeping issues checks on approved
vouchers.

14. LCD records check amount, number, date on form 3200-53.

15. Check mailed out by LCDs with appropriate county cover
letter directly to the landowner for each of the two
counties.

C. Administering the Local Assistance Funds

The local assistance grant agreement is defined by NR 120.21 as
an agreement between the DNR and the city, county, village, a
state agency, or an agent acting on behalf of the city, county,
village, or state agency for providing funds for activities
necessary to implement the priority watershed project and
requlrlng additional staff, increased hours of existing staff or
requiring the grantee to incur direct costs. The amount of
increased activities required to support prOJect activities in a
manner consistent with project scheduling is determined based on
the amount of BMPs estimated to be required to meet the
objectives of the project as stated in the watershed plan. The
local assistance agreement is amended annually based on
activities in annual workplans submitted by the management
agencies. NR 120.21 detalls eligible and ineligible activities
for local assistance funding. Eligible activities include:
labor required by the management agency to contact landowners of
critical nonpoint sources, identify site-specific BMPs to
control the sources, develop and review cost share agreements,
design and install BMPs, review BMP operation and maintenance,
prepare information and education material, conduct educatiocnal
activities, and other activities approved by the Department. 1In
addltlon, certaln direct costs incurred by the management
agencies are eligible for funding under the local assistance
agreement.

Local assistance funds are not directly available to fund
existing staff working on the priority watershed project.
However; work hours of additional staff may be used to offset
the hours spent by existing staff on the watershed project.

A basic premise of the local assistance agreement is that each

management agency contribute a certain amount of their existing
staff's time to the project. Therefore; the activities of
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fiscal and project management are not eligible for reimbursement
under the local assistance agreement. Fiscal management
includes but is not limited to grant accounting, preparing
ledgers, processing reimbursement requests, and the typlng of
cost share agreements Project management includes but is not
limited to preparing the annual workplan, and scheduling
meetings with DNR and other agency staffs.

D. Project Tracking

The complex nature and long duration of the Sevenmile-Silver
Creek watershed project dictate the need for a detailed tracking
system. This system will be used to keep up to date on the
accomplishments, the work yet to be done, and it will help to
schedule activities in the future.

The following information will be recorded for the purpose of
project tracking:

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

2. Update of inventory information: if changes have occurred
from the 1nventor1ed conditions these changes should be
noted

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

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

The Department and the Counties have agreed on the format for
two forms to be used to assist in tracklng the project.

Examples of both of these forms are in Appendix B. The first
form is the "Landowner List". This is a list of all the rural
landowners in the project, their management category for each of
the inventoried pollutant sources, and spaces for writing in the
dates of contact, and if a contract is signed. This list will
be kept by each county, will be updated on a quarterly basis and
will be made available for Department review.

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

The Best Management Practices needed in the Sevenmile-Silver
Creek Watershed are listed on Table 19. The gquantities of BMPs
needed were estimated based on the assumptions outlined on the
pages following the table. The estimated costs for each unit of
practice were made based on the county's experience and the
costs of similar practices in other watershed projects. For
100% landowner cooperation, the estimated state cost-share is
approximately 2.4 million dollars. Because 100% participation
is not probable due to the voluntary nature of the Wisconsin
Nonpoint Scurce Water Pollution Abatement Program, a
participation level of 75% has been shown to more accurately
estimate the budget needs.

The procedures for estimating practice needs in the
Sevenmile-Silver Creek Watershed are described on the pages
following the table. The estimates on Table 19 are for the
total needs, not necessarily what is feasible or practical to
accomplish given the limitations on time and money.

Table 19: Estimated Practice Needs and Costs in the
Sevenmile-Silver Creek Watershed Project

ESTIMATED TOTAL COST TOTAL COST
PRACTICES QUANTITY COST/UNIT COST SHARE SHARE AMOUNT
$ $ RATE $

———————— ———————————— T ——— — Y f— —————————————————— — " o} Wk Hd. T T — Y [ T —— Y S — i Ak o

Contour Farming
Manitowoc Co. 282 ac 12.00/ac 3,384 50% 1,692
Sheboygan Co. 0 ac 0 (flat 0

Contour Strips

Manitowoc Co. 264 ac 24.00/ac 6,336 50% 3,168
Sheboygan Co. 142 ac 3,408 (flat 1,704

Reduced Tillage
Manitowoc Co. 494 ac 30.00/ac 14,820 50% 7,410
Sheboygan Co. 418 ac 12,540 (flat 6,270

Reduced Till. with Contour Strips
Manitowoc Co. 432 ac 54.00/ac 23,328 50% 11,664
Sheboygan Co. 0 ac 0 (flat 0
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Table 19: Estimated Practice Needs and Costs in the

(cont.) Sevenmile-Silver Creek Watershed Project
ESTIMATED TOTAL CcOosT TOTAL COST
PRACTICES QUANTITY COST/UNIT COST SHARE SHARE AMOUNT
$ $ RATE $
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Rotation Change
Manitowoc Co. 614 ac 00.00/ac 0 No 0
Sheboygan Co. 0 ac 0 ¢/s 0

Contour Farming w/h Rotation Change
Manitowoc Co. : 637 ac 12.00/ac 7,644 50% 3,822
Sheboygan Co. 602 ac 7,224 flat 3,612

Contour Strips w/h Rotation Change

Manitowoc Co. 432 ac 24.00/ac 10,368 50% 5,184
Sheboygan Co. 116 ac 2,784 (flat 1,392

Reduced Tillage w/h Rotation Change

Manitowoc Co. 4320 ac 30.00/ac 129600 50% 64,800
Sheboygan Co. 779 ac 23370 (flat 11,685

Reduced Tillage,Rotation Change,Contour Farming
Manitowoc Co. 2050 ac 30.00/ac 61500 50% 30,750
Sheboygan Co. 285 ac 8550 (flat 4,275

Reduced Tillage,Rotation Change,Contour Strips

Manitowoc Co. 769 ac 54.00/ac 23070 50% 11,535
Sheboygan Co. 0 ac 0 (flat 0
Terraces

Manitowoc Co. 10000 £t 3.50/ft 35,000 70% 24,500
Sheboygan Co. 0 ft

Grassed Waterways
Manitowoc Co. 285 ac 2525/ac 719,625 70% 503,738
Sheboygan Co. 75 ac 189,375 132,563

Aed
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Table 19: Estimated Practice Needs and Costs in the
(cont.) Sevenmile-Silver Creek Watershed Project

ESTIMATED TOTAL COST TOTAL COST
PRACTICES QUANTITY COST/UNIT COST SHARE SHARE AMOUNT
$ $ RATE $
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Grade Stabilization Structure
Manitowoc Co. 35 un 3000/ea 105,000 70% 73,500
Sheboygan Co. 8 un 24,000 16,800

Critical Area Stabilization
Manitowoc Co. - 1,200 ac 80.50/ac 102,000 50% 51,000
Sheboygan Co. 240 ac 7,200 3,600

Streambank Rip Rap
Manitowoc Co. 100 rd 270.00/rd 27,000 70% 18,900
Sheboygan Co. 22 rd 5,940 4,158

Streambank Fencing
Manitowoc Co. 500 rd 18.00/rd 9,000 50% 4,500
Sheboygan Co. 210 rd 3,780 (flat 1,890

Streambank Shaping, Seeding, & Fencing
Manitowoc Co. 300 rd 80.00/rd 24,000 70% 16,800
Sheboygan Co. 150 rd 12,000 8,400

Stream Crossing
Manitowoc Co. 15 ea  1000/ea 15,000 70% 10,500
Sheboygan Co. 3 ea 3,000 2,100

Barnlot Runoff Mgmt.
Manitowoc Co. 104 ea 9,000/ea 936,000 70% 655,200
Sheboygan Co. 18 ea 162,000 113,400

Manure Storage

Manitowoc Co. 53 ea 0.00 0 70% 530,000

Sheboygan Co. 5 ea 0 (10,000 50,000
: flat

Totals: $2,717,846 $2,390,511

Total with 75% participation: $1,792,883

60



Assumptions Used to Make Table 19.

Cropland Management Practices: A computer model was used to
simulate practice application to each parcel of cropland
currently eroding above 3 tons/acre/year by modifying the "c"
and "P" factors. This effort was designed to allow the
development of realistic BMP cost estimates and to allow county
staff the opportunity to anticipate practice needs on any
particular property. The practices were "applied" in order from
least intensive to most intensive erosion control. The practices
were applied one at a time until the targeted maximum level of
erosion was attained or all of the designated practices were
used.

For fields in continuous row crop, contour plowing was applied
first (modifying the P factor based on the field's slope and
slope length). If the soil loss on the field was not reduced to
less than 3 T/A/Y, then minimum tillage was applied to the field
(modifying the C factor in addition to the P factor). No
further practices were applied to a field after this point. 1In
this region of the state terraces are not generally practical.
Therefore; fields eroding at an extreme rate were not brought
below 3 T/A/Y. Upon actual farm inspection county staffs will
attempt to suggest changes in management and additional
practices to actually reach the target level.

For fields in crop rotation, the practice application order was:
change in rotation (not a cost sharable practice), minimum
tillage (modify the C factor in addition to the P factor),
contour strips (modify the P factor based on slope and slope
length of the field); and contour strips with minimum tillage.

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

Grassed Waterways: Through the past experience of the counties
in the project area, it was estimated that there is a need for
about 1 acre of waterway for every 150 acres of cropland. Thus
the total acres of cropland in the watershed was used to
estimate the waterway needs.

Grade Stabilization Structures: This practice includes small
pipe drop structures, toewalls, rock and sod chutes. Based on
the counties past experience, it was estimated that one out of
ten waterways will require some type of grade stabilization
structure. This ratio was used to estimate the needs in each
county.
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Field and Gully Diversions: It was estimated by the counties
that about half of the farms in the project area need an averadge
of 500 feet of field or gully diversion.

Critical Area Stabilization; Pastures: The upland erosion
inventory allowed for the soil loss calculation on lands
identified as pasture. All pastures with soil loss above 3
T/A/Y were selected as needing some type of pasture management.
Pasture management includes seeding of a permanent cover and the
installation of fencing to control the use of portions of the
pasture.

Streambank Fencing: Based on the streambank inventory and the
county staffs past experience, areas of streambank with cattle
access and with eroding bank heights less than approximately six
feet were assumed to require this practice.

Streambank Rip Rap: Based on the streambank erosion inventory
the total length of eroding streambank greater than about six
feet in height and eroding at a moderate or greater rate was
estimated to need rip rap.

Streambank Shaping, Seeding, & Fencing:. Based on the streambank
erosion inventory the total length of streambank eroding at the

medium lateral recession rate was assumed to need this
practice.

Woodlot Fencing: No estimate was made of the units of this
practice needed during the inventory. Local experience and the
small amount of woodlot in the project area imply that the need
for the practice will be very minimal and will be dealt with on
a case by case basis.

Stream Crossing: It was estimated that a crossing was needed
for every 1000 feet of eroded streambank with cattle access.

Barnlot Runoff Management: All of the Category I barnyards and
one half of the Category II barnyards were used to determine
this need. These management categories are explained on in the
pollution strategy portion of the plan.

Manure Storage: All of Category I farms and one third of
category II farms were estimated to need some type of storage
facility. These management categories are explained in the
pollution control portion of the plan. Farms identified during
the inventory as having a storage facility meeting SCS
specifications were not included in this estimation.

B. Cost Containment Procedures

NR 120.19 requires management agencies to identify and use one
or more cost containment procedures for each best management
practice included in the detailed program for jimplementation.
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Techniques such as bidding, average cost, and range of costs may
be used to assure that costsharing funds are expended in a
cost-effective manner. Table A6 illustrates the cost
containment procedures to be used in the Sevenmile-Silver Creek
project.

C. ILocal Assistance Needs and Costs

Through the planning process, the nunber of landowners with
nonpoint source control needs has been estimated. Table 20
shows this information by county.

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

Table 21 summarizes the time requirements for this project at
the 75% participation level. This is an optimistic level so
these estimates should be interpreted as maximum needs.

The estimates made in the table are important because they
indicate how much additional staff time will be needed by the
counties if the project follows the projected participation
rate. The assumptions made to calculate the time requirements
shown on Table 21 are explained on the page following the table,

"TABLE 20

SEVENMILE-SILVER CREEK PRIORITY WATERSHED
MANAGEMENT CATEGORY SUMMARY

I..___.......___.___......_.. —— e (o o ....._____.______...........____I

| SOURCE TYPE i UPLAND EROSION I MANURE  MGT.

|[MGT. CATEGORY | I II : I 1I
e . on | as | T 36 52 |
}SHEBOYGAN ! 19 3 : 3 7 :
ITOTAL i 113 42 i 39 59 i

s o ————— ———— it jror ————

R Bl e . —— — s ok | o —— T —— ik ot oy o

| SOURCE TYPE

| I I
I I I
[MGT. CATEGORY | I 1I | I
T t— [ === === |
| MANITOWOC | 57 93 I 15 |
| I [ I
| SHEBOYGAN | 12 11 [ 4
I | I |
| TOTAL I 69 104 | 19 |
I | f




Table 21: Estimated Staff Time Requirements for the Project
(assuming a 75% participation rate and a 8 year project)

ESTIMATED COUN'TY PROJECT
ACTIVITY QUANTITY RATE TOTAL TOTAL
NEEDED (HRS/UNIT) HOURS HOURS
Landowner Contacts
Manitowoc Co. 512 2 hrs ea. 1,024 hrs
Sheboygan Co. 102 204 hrs
1,228
Pre-Contact 0Office Inventory
Manitowoc Co. 512 .5 hrs ea. 256
Sheboygan Co. 102 ' 51
307
Conservation Planning¥*
Manitowoc Co. 14,700 ac .35 hrs/ac 5,145 hrs
Sheboygan Co. 0 ac 0 hrs
5,145
*All conservation planning will be done by Manitowoc Co.
Cost Share Agreement Development and Amendment*
Manitowoc Co. 166 2 hrs ea. 582 hrs
Sheboygan Co. ' 33 166 hrs
*Includes 250 and 100 hours per Co. for amendments 748
Practice Design and Installation/Certification
Contour Farming
Manitowoc Co. 919 ac .30hr/ac 276 hrs
Sheboygan Co. 602 ac 181 hrs
456
Contour Strips
Manitowoc Co. 696 ac .50hr/ac 348 hrs
Sheboygan Co. 258 ac 129 hrs
477
Reduced Tillage
Manitowoc Co. 6,864 ac .20hr/ac 1,373 hrs
Sheboygan Co. 1,482 ac 296 hrs
1,669
Reduced Till. with Contour Strips
Manitowoc Co. 432 ac .60hr/ac 259 hrs
Sheboygan Co. 0 ac 0 hrs
259
Terraces
Manitowoc Co. 10000 ft .03hr/ft 300 hrs
Sheboygan Co. 0
300
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Table 21: Estimated Staff Time Requirements for the Project
(assuming a 75% participation rate and a 8 year project)

ESTIMATED COUNTY PROJECT
ACTIVITY QUANTITY RATE TOTAL TOTAL
NEEDED (HRS/UNIT) HOURS HOURS
Waterways
Manitowoc Co. 285 ac 35hr/ac 9,975 hrs
Sheboygan Co. 75 ac 2,625 hrs
12,600
Grade Stabilization Structures
Manitowoc Co. 35 un 18hr/unit 630 hrs
Sheboygan Co. 8 un 144 hrs
' 774
Streambank Rip Rap )
Manitowoc Co. 100 rd 1.8hr/rd 180 hrs
Sheboygan Co. 22 rd 40 hrs
220
Streambank Fencing
Manitowoe Co. 500 rd .20hr/rd 100 hrs
Sheboygan Co. 210 rd 42 hrs
142
Streambank Shaping, Seeding & Fencing
Manitowoc Co. 300 rd 1.0hr/rd 300 hrs
Sheboygan Co. : 150 rd 132 hrs
' 432
Stream Crossing
Manitowoc Co. 15 ea 12hr/ea 180 hrs
Sheboygan Co. 3 ea 36 hrs
' ' 216
Barnlot Runoff Mgmt.
Manitowoc Co. 104 ea 50hr/ea 5,200 hrs
Sheboygan Co. 18 ea 900 hrs
' : 6,100
Manure Storage
Manitowoc Co. 53 ea 80hr/ea 4,240 hrs
Sheboygan Co. 5 ea 400 hrs
' 4,640
Project Totals
(over 8 years) County
Totals
Manitowoc: 30,368 hrs
Sheboygan: 5,346 hrs

Project: 35,714
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Assumptions Used to Make Table 21

Landowner Contacts: This estimate is based contacting every
landowner with at least 1 nonpoint source in management category
I or II. The rate of six hours assumes 2 hours per contact with
an average of six contacts per landowner.

Cost Share Agreement Development: This includes the time
required to actually fill in the agreement form and have it

signed by the landowner and the County. The number of
agreements assumes 75% of the landowners contacted will sign an
agreement.

Congervation Planning: This estimate is derived from the number
of acres that are eroding above the 3 T/A/Y level and are in
Management Category I or II plus the number of acres critical
for manure spreading in Category I or II. Seventy-five percent
of this value was used and the rate for the planning was
obtained from the counties.

Practice Design and Installation/Certification: The quantities

of practices are 75% of the values shown in Table 19. The rates
for the tasks were obtained from the counties.

VI. Project Schedule

A project schedule has been estimated and is shown in Table 22.
The accuracy of this schedule will depend upon the participation
of the landowners. The schedule, as presented, is most useful
to help determine the staff needs of the counties for the
initial one to three years of the project. During this time
most of the effort will be spent on landowner contacts and
conservation planning and these are activities that will occur
independent of the landowner participation rate. The predicted
schedule does show that there will be a need for additional
staff above the current county base levels.

The assumptions used to make table 22 are described in Table 23.
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Table 22: Project Schedule (assuming & 75% participation rate and a 8 year project)

I ------------------------------------------------------ HOURS ==mevcrmemcmcccamccccmc e e e cameaa
| Project Project Project Project Project Project Project Project
| Activity Year Year Year Year Year Year Year Year
| 1 2 3 4 5 [ 7 8
[ m e e e e e a e amaae b beeemeeeemmaemeenn
|Landowner Contacts
| Hanitowoc Co. 442 332 250 o 0 0 0 ]
| Sheboygan Co. 88 66 50 0 0 0 0 0
|
|
!
|Pre-Contact Office Inventory
| Manitowoc Co. 111 83 63 0 0 0 ¢ ¢
| Sheboygan Co. 22 17 13 0 0 0 0 0
|
i
|
|Conservation Planning
| Manitowoc Co. 1,715 1,715 1,715 0 0 0 1} G
| Sheboygan Co. 0 ) 0 0 ] 0 0 ¢
|
I
!
|Cost Agreement Development &
| Amendment
i Manitowoc Co. 166 84 83 50 50 50 50 50
| sheboygan Co. 34 16 15 20 20 20 20 20
I
I
|
|Practice Design & Installation
| Mani towoc Co. 1,168 1,752 2,336 3,621 3,621 3,621 3,621 3,621
| Sheboygan Co. 246 369 493 763 763 763 763 763
Tt
Total Annual Hours MNeeded
Manitowoc Co.: 3,602 3,966 4,447 3,671 3,671 3,671 3,671 3,6Th
Sheboygan Co.: 390 468 571 783 783 783 783 783
Project: 3,992 4,434 5,018 4,454 4,454 4,454 4,454 4,454

8-Year Project Total: 35,714
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Table 23: ASSUMPTIONS FOR TABLE 22: YEAR ONE (PAGE 1 OF 5)

YEAR ONE
Landowner Contacts
Manitowoc County: 512 x.3x 2 hrs/contact = 442 hrs
Sheboygan County: 102 x.3x 2 hrs/contact = 88 hrs
Pre-Contact Office Inventory
Organize landowner tracking sheets, air photos, etc
Manitowoc County: 512 x.3% 0.5 hrs each = 111 hrs
Sheboygan County: 102 x.3x 0.5 hrs each = 22 hrs
Conservation Planning
Plan 1/3 of total acres at expected participation rate *
Manitowoc County:14,700 x.3X.35 = 1,715 hrs
Sheboygan County: 0 0 hrs

* acres used are total acres above 3 t/ac/yr in Mgmt. Cat. I or II
and the number of acres in Cat. I and II for manure spreading

Cost Share Agreement Development
Assume 1/3 of total expected participants sign cost share

agreements

Manitowoc County: 221 ¥ .33 x 2 hrs/agrmt. = 166 hrs

Sheboygan County: 44 X .33 x 2 hrs/agrmt. = 34 hrs
Design & Installation of Practices

Manitowoc County: 1,168 hrs

Sheboygan County: 246 hrs
Year One Total

Manitowoc County: 3,602 hrs

Sheboygan County: 390 hrs
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YEAR TWO

Landowner Contacts

Manitowoc County: 166 X 2 hrs/contact = 332 hrs
Sheboygan County: 33 X 2 hrs/contact = 66 hrs
Pre-Contact Office Inventory
Organize landowner tracking sheets, air photos, etc
Manitowoc County: 166 X 0.5 hrs each = 83 hrs
Sheboygan County: 33 X 0.5 hrs each = 17 hrs
Conservation Planning
Plan 1/3 of total acres at expected participation rate *
Manitowoc County:14,700 x.3x.35 = 1,715 hrs
Sheboygan County: 0 0 hrs

* acres used are total acres above 3 t/ac/yr in Mgmt. Cat. I or IT
and the number of acres in Cat. I and II for manure spreading

Cost Share Agreement Development
Assume 1/3 of total expected participants sign cost share

adreements _

Manitowoc County: 221 X .33 x 2 hrs/agrmt. = 84 hrs

- Sheboygdn County: - 44 X .33 X 2 hrs/agrmt. = 16 hrs
Design & Installation of Practices

Manitowoc County: 1,752 hrs

Sheboygan County: 369 hrs
Year Two Total

Manitowoc County: 3,966 hrsi

Sheboygan County: 468 hrs
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YEAR THREE

Landowner Contacts

Manitowoc County: 125 X 2 hrs/contact = 250 hrs
Sheboygan County: 25 X 2 hrs/contact = 50 hrs
Pre~Contact Office Inventory
Organize landowner tracking sheets, air photos, etc
Manitowoc County: 125 X 0.5 hrs each = 63 hrs
Sheboygan County: 25 ¥ 0.5 hrs each = 13 hrs
Conservation Planning
Plan 1/3 of total acres at expected partlclpatlon rate *
Manitowoc County:14,700 x.3x.35 = 1,715 hrs
Sheboygan County: 0 0 hrs

* acres used are total acres above 3 t/ac/yr in Mgmt, Cat. I or II
and the number of acres in Cat. I and II for manure spreading

Cost Share Agreement Development
Assume 1/3 of total expected participants sign cost share

agreements

Manitowoc County: 125 ¥ .33 x 2 hrs/agrmt. = 83 hrs

Sheboygan County: 25 ¥ .33 x 2 hrs/agrmt. = 15 hrs
Design & Installation of Practices

Manitowoc County: 2,336 hrs

Sheboygan County: 493 hrs
Year Three Total

Manitowoc County: 4,447 hrs

Sheboygan County: 571 hrs
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YEARS FOUR THROUGH EIGHT

Landowner Contacts
Manitowoc County: 0
Sheboygan County: 0

Pre—~Contact Office Inventory
Manitowoc County: 0
Sheboygan County: 0

Conservation Planning
Manitowoc County: 0
Sheboygan County: 0

Cost Share Agreement Amendments
Assume values based on previous projects
Manitowoc County: 50
Sheboygan County: 20

Design & Installation of Practices +
Manitowoc County: 3621
Sheboygan County: 763

Total of Each Year (4 - 8)
Manitowoc County: 3,671
Sheboygan County: 783

hrs
hrs

hrs
hrs

hrs
hrs

hrs
hrs

hrs
hrs

hrs
hrs

+ + The values in this category were obtained by dividing the remaining

design time needed for each county (based on table 21) over the
remaining five years of the project.
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VII. EDUCATIONAL ACTIVITIES

A. Introduction

The educational activities for the Sevenmile-Silver Creek
Watershed project are designed to provide current information
concerning the nature of the priority watershed project to all
people in the project area. By the use of various educational
methods, information will be transmitted to landowners and the
general public regarding the location of the project, why the
project was selected and how the project will be implemented.
Information on the approved best management practices practices
will increase recognition of how they can reduce erosion and
control other nonpoint sources of pollution and result in
improved water quality.

The objectives of the educational activities are four-fold: 1.)
to supply information about the project; 2.) to educate
landowners about practices that will result in reduced nonpoint
source pollution; and 3.) to teach the skills and management
needed by the landowners to become efficient users of the
conservation practices and 4.) to achieve adequate control of
the critical nonpoint socurces to achieve project objectives.
The educational program shall include farm tours, conservation
tillage demonstrations, barnyard runoff control and manure
management demonstrations, newsletters, newsreleases, and other
methods when appropriate.

The nonpoint source inventory results indicated that eroding
croplands are contributing an higher than expected percentage of
the phosphorus loading to the lakes and streams in the
watershed. The inventory also indicated that: 1) the majority
of the erosion is occurring on slopes of 6 to 12 percent, and
2) the erosion rate is predominantly less than ten tons per
acre per year,and 3) such a rate of erosion is not apparent to
the untrained observer, and 4) the majority of the lands in this
erosion group are currently managed for long-term rotations of
corn better suited for slopes of less than 6 percent.

The primary practice needed to correct the erosion problem is
illustrated to be reduced tillage. The analysis of the upland
erosion inventory data indicated the need for approximately nine
thousand acres of reduced tillage on the approximately twelve
thousand acres of cropland requiring management to reduce the
erosion rate to a level less than 3 tons per acre per year..In
addition, changes in crop rotation will be necessary on about
ten thousand acres to reduce erosion to the desired rate.

The specific objectives of the cropland erosion portion of the
educational effort are: 1) illustrate to the landowners that a
significant erosion problem exists in the watershed, 2) the
feasibility of reduced tillage in the control of the problem, 3)
the applicability of changes in crop rotation to control
erosion, 3) to explain the benefits that a landowner will
receive by the installation of the erosion control practices,
especially the reduced tillage practice.
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B. Newsletters

Newsletters are designed to provide individuals the watershed
with the objectives, methods, and constraints of the
Sevenmile-Silver Creek Watershed project. Emphasis will be
placed on increasing landowner understanding of land use/water
quality relationships and how the ongoing activities in the
watershed can protect and improve water quality.

Goals of the newsletters will include: developing cooperation
between all the agencies and individuals involved in the
project; giving updates on the progress of the watershed
project: introducing conservation management practices to the
landowners; developing ongoing communication between all the
people in the watershed; and encouraging landowners to become
involved in the watershed activities.

The responsibility for the development, writing and printing of
the newsletters will lie with the Land Conservation Department
and the UW-Extension. The UW Extension will have the lead
responsibility in this activity.

Newsletters will be published four times per year during the
first three years of the project and at a reduced rate (twice
per year) during the final five years of the project. During
the first project year, newsletters will be published during
December of 1986 and during March, June, and September of 1987.
The schedule of newsletter publication will be adjusted as
appropriate after the first year of the project.

C. News Releases

News releases will be used to give short updates on information
pertaining to ongoing activities in the watershed. News
releases will also highlight landowners who have cooperated in
the project. These releases will help to develop a positive
public image of the watershed project.

The news releases will stress the importance of water guality to
all people in the watershed. These news releases will be the
responsibility of the Land Conservation Department and
UW-Extension.

D. Tours

These activities will focus on conservation tillage, manure
management and barnyard runoff control. The tours will be
coordinated between both counties in order to avoid saturation.
It is imperative that farmers see first hand how approved
practices have been installed and how they have worked for other
farmers. Personal exchange between farmers is essential. It
sparks the "snowball effect", which is necessary in the farmer's
adoption of a conservation practice. The tours will be
conducted by both counties ICD staff and University Extension
staff. The first manure management tour is scheduled for March
25, 1987 and the first conservation practice tour is scheduled
for June of 1987.
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E. Travelling Display

A travelling display was developed by the DNR for use in
counties where priority watershed projects are underway. The
display will be used periodically during the sign up period of
the Watershed Project. The display was designed to be appealing
as well as informative..The display is to be used as an exhibit
at county fairs, local carnivals or festivals, in bank lobbies,
at technical and high schools, at farm organization meetings,
and other locations where it would expose significant numbers of
people to the watershed The display presents the public with
the basic facts concerning the Watershed Project.

F. Demonstration Projects

A demonstration project was established on one farm in the
Manitowoc County portion of the watershed during the planning
phase of the project. A complete barnyard and manure management
system was installed as well as upland erosion control
practices., The farm is located in a highly visible area and is
clearly marked with signs identifying the farm as a participant
in the priority watershed project. The owner of the farm has
agreed to allow interested persons to tour the farm and this
farm will be included in watershed tours., An additional one or
two demonstration sites will be selected by October of 1986 to
illustrate conservation tillage and other upland erosion control
practices. These sites will be available for demonstration
purposes during the installation season of 1987. At least one
of these sites will be in the Sheboygan County portion of the
watershed project.

G. Township Meetings

Two township meeting will be held during the first year of the
watershed project. One meetlng will be held in each county.

The purpose of these meeting is to allow the program objectlves
and means to be explained to a small audience in and informal
atmosphere. Solutions to nonpoint source problems will be
discussed and benefits to the landowner highlighted. Township
meeting are currently scheduled for Newton Town Hall on October
9, 1986, and for Howards Grove on Febuary 17, 1987.

H. Lake Association Meetings

Project staff will attend the annual meetings of the English and
Carsten Lake associations during 1987. The purpose of these
visits will be to inform lake property owners regarding the
objectives and methods of the Sevenmile-Silver Creek watershed
project and the projects benefits to lake water quality. 1In
addition, methods by which shoreline property owners may reduce
lake pollutlon through various control measures will be
explained. The lake association meetings will occur during
1887. :
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Table 24:

|Neusletters

I
I
|Watershed Tours
I
|

|Upland Erosion **
|Contrel Demo.

I

{Conservation Till.
IDemo. Establishment
I

|Conservation Till

| Demonstrations

|Barnyard Runoff

(%)

250

2,650

6,500

300

6,000

jpemo. (Sheboygan Co.)

|Portable Display

Annual Totals:

2,000 2,000 2,000 1,000 1,000

N3

500
(2)

2,650
h

6,500
4D

300
13

6,000
(n

(4)

250
1

300
1

(4)

250
1

300
(%)

2)

5

(2}

17,950 2,550 2,550 1,000 1,000

Schedule and Costs of Information/Education Activities

6

7 8 Total
500 500 9,500
(1 (1
-- -- 1,000
.. -- 2,650
.- -- 6,500
- - 900
-- .- 6,000
- - 0
500 500 26,550

* MNumbers in () are the quantity of the activity scheduied for the year

** Includes several practices at one or two sites.
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VIII. Project Evaluation

Two forms of project evaluation will be preformed over the eight
year duration of the Sevenmile-Silver Creek Priority Watershed
project. The first is an evaluation of the success of the
project in controlling the critical nonpoint sources as
determined by the inventories and prioritized by management
category. This evaluation will ultimately determine the success
of the management agencies in convincing eligible landowners to
participate in the voluntary program and the viability of the
voluntary approach to control of nonpoint sources of pollution.
The project tracking mechanism described earlier in this chapter
will be integral to this evaluation. Information such as; the
number of landowner contacts, the amount of practices installed,
and number of critical sources controlled will be closely
monitored. In addition, estimates of the amount of pollutant
reduction achieved by each best management practice installed
will be tracked and periodically reviewed to determine if
adequate progress toward project objectives is being made.

The second type of project evaluation will involve monitoring of
the water resources both before and after the implementation of
pollutant controls in the watershed. The purpose of the water
resource evaluation is to determine if the water resource
objectives stated in Chapter two are being reached. The before
data was for the most part obtained as a portion of the water
resource appraisal. Additional pre-~installation information
will be obtained where previous information was inadequate.

The Point Creek subwatershed was selected for intensive
monitoring throughout the course of the project. This
subwatershed was selected primarily due to a more continuous
flow throughout the entire year. Stream habitat and biotic
index samples will be collected at four sites on Point Creek in
the fall of 1986 and the spring of 1987 (see Chapter 2 for a
description of the assessment techniques). Similar samples will
be taken at these sites every two years during the course of the
project. In addition fish surveys will be conducted at two
sites on Point Creek during the late summer or early fall of
1987. These surveys will determine the status of fish
populations in the stream. These sites will be sampled near the
end of the eight year project to determine if the pollutant
controls installed during the project have effected the fish
populations.

Less intensive monitoring will be carried out at one site on
each of the six primary streams in the watershed. This
monitoring will consist of biotic index sampling every four
years at the sites which were sampled during the appraisal
monitoring phase of project planning.

Substantial background data regarding the trophic status of
Silver, Carsten, and English Lakes was summarized during the
water resource appraisal. These lakes will be sampled during
the early summer of 1987 to further characterize their trophic
condition. Similar sampling will occur every two years for the
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eight years of the project in an attempt to determine if the
installation of pollutant controls in the subwatersheds of the
lakes has effected their trophic status.

The strategies applied to both types of the types of project
evaluation described above will be annually reviewed and
modified as necessary. As more sophisticated methods for the
estimation of nonpoint source loadings and the load reductions
achieved through various pollutant controls evolve, they may be
applied to the project data. Similarly, any additional methods
which may be applied to the water resource evaluation will be
incorporated into the evaluation monitoring strategy as
appropriate.
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_ Table A1 Land Use and Upland Eros1on Inventory Results in the Sevenmtle 51lver Creek Uatershed
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Table A4 Sulmary of the Ammal Haste Inventory Resutts O
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I
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- |point Creek - - L
'-':3.iFiSchér'Creek'-_f' D e 240
"'.'-_-.|(:enterwlle Creek
3§severmi le' Cree‘k .

: : EN

: :'.Totals' S

' "_-_(1) The "Acres Needed" Ccnlunn is the amount of land needed to
-needed 1o d1spose of a6 mnth accumulatmn of manure
at =Y drsposal rate of 25 tons/acre. R

- 'c:znh'e' “critii:'a'l Acres" cotum is the annual. ‘avérage amount -
= “of land that [is spread with" manure ‘and is not su1table for -
spreadmg uhen ‘the ground 1s frozen. Cn : :
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' I.: P IR
-|Reduced Tillage &

If;ij|Cbhtohr-§ffipsT&_'f'”
o |Reduced Titlage
S '

".f,ﬂ[change(Z), Reduced Tillage' ; S

" Table A5:  Sheet and Rill EFbsiBh_Céhffdfjbf;étiéesfﬂeédédfin?'éééh Subwatershed (1)

.'*¥f**'SUbuaferhéd-f**f?':vi_j5"

:: P1ne
'311-;Lake:75ijilVer  'f'Lakes¥;fICalvinf" ‘Lakes ' Créek ' Creek. __Creek Creek creek
v ~“-'.f Creek - f::_;ﬂ: : 'Creek--f;'. S

B -'__“:~':T_ff ::}';jIﬁ_f-[;I{Silvér- . Lower *ﬂ¢zéalvfh;,]ijbﬁéb'

o

" |Contour Cropping " i
A
o jeontour Strip crdpping S
S e e
17 |Reduced Tittage - oo

5

" |Rotation Change(2) .

__f:IContdﬁr tf&pping'& “2 .[fif;f,
.;[Reduced_Tiltage'” T

- |Rotation Change(2) -
- fContour Strips & ¢
‘|Ratation Change(ey '

- |Contour Cropping, Rotation
" Ichange(2), Reduced Tillage
- -|Contour Strips, Rotation i |
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':Natershed Total _,'f.;;'.fff;_; '.f'v'.'f-_.., ot oms o :fl:' . 3mr s N;';fﬁ;”1915f'ﬁl'f1353

(1) Includes only those practuces 51mutated by modellng.._;;;:,,ufrff :
(2) Rotation’ change are- not EIIQIble for costshar1ng. R

_ﬁp}ﬁé-> 1I'pdiht Ftscher Centerv1ile Sevenm1te Southern Hatershed[

IR — REEU A PTRE I LI LR At ﬁ'dx}y' g .

Tr1bs i Total I;'If_Iﬂ- '

o 40631;=-:H_



'fieTeblelnot.'Qost;contaﬁnﬁent;Proqeﬁuree_r

a;ihé-fﬁl{9ﬂiﬂs.fﬂb[§ ie'oased on 5§§Ea§e:¢oé:g'eyjbraq;ﬁce'¢o¢p§hgn;,uk:.“

o Practieer

;;Averege.ﬂostgsz

57:10 0o per acre .
.“;f115 00 per. acref:
' - 30, 00 per ‘acre Dol
1.30 per foot . U
A. 38 _per. foot:ﬂﬁf:rf}f__f
e f350 00 each i
+Th per sq. footxjs*{ R
150,00 each ' B
295 00 ‘each
A. 30 per. foot
+-350,00 each - B R A
j1 74 per sq. foot_i-“ SRS
R 25 per foot R
g *?118 00 per acre *ﬁ-" SR

ffStrlp Cropp1ng
; -ﬂReduced T!ltage S
'.I:Uateruays TR
o jlined Hateruay SR

~rock crossing . R
~concrete crose1ng . -:f'
“stone surface 1nlet 8'x8
L : : 2|x8|

"’f-F1eld Dlvers1ons
§ rock cros51ng
;-concrete cross1ng

'Cr1t|cat Area Stabll1zatlon R
::.T&ﬁrade 5tab:t1zataon Structure Iff"
UL rock chute %
Lhiwsand and gravel

”3'_Shorel1ne protectlon T

107 fencing (barbed urre) R 'jf,-;_f":.SO per. “foot -

' 3“;fenc1n9 (electro1c) i zf.-45.P?f.f°9t_ e
filter strip - - }118'00'per:aere'.;n.3"“ S
rock cross1ng Sl : -:900 00 each SR

5 Uconcrete crossang :”' . 74 per sq foot””ﬁﬁn- ORI
'j_;Anlmal Naete Management Systems R '
'_'z(lncludes components of barnyard "_" i

':runoff mgt. and manure storage) G
i excavatron Gl _n-;ﬂ:_-if-f-f.-i 15 per cu. yard L
“ 'earthf‘ll T r' .}J L0 per cu. yard D
l:,ﬂigrevel driveway @t A2 per sq. foot - S
.o filter area ;]]:-' E I 3T, 00 per 1000 cu. feet -_f

il elean water dlversaon SN 3400 per foot EEAEL R

. a:cencrete ._E"*.'; L L, 72 per. sq-_foot .

.. concrete wall i 039,00 per foot .

' -wood uall i .-i.ﬂt-ff : 3 15-754?¢rff0°= SR

. pond drain LTI 669,00 each o

"};}plcket dam 6 foot) R LT N 1542,00 each

Gy (8 foot) o 2961.00 each .
Ctile ¢4 to A2 dnch) I D 4.5044000 4
';7downspouts '.j.'i_f,j_ﬁf_“;,: 12,38 per foot_g-'_ i
'_I:gutters r.*if.'-: S 4T3 per foot
 .-roof gutter. surface lnlet SRR fe552 50 each :
" fence (woven wire) il 0,25 per_foot -
[ fence (barbed H1re) _'"';'__:f' -_”fz% 50 per. foot -
”ffi:fence (electrlc) i 45 per foot 1o
.~ transfer. pump (alr PlStOH, chopper) :10 000 00 each S

__;'transfer pipe (12 1nch) ATt .17:00_per_foot RERS

- .. stacker or extended barn cleaner | -~ 7825.00 each . .-

By ’test plts (foundat1on :nvestlgﬂtIOn)._532eQ0_§ﬂ¢h T

16,10 per yerd
;8 30 per yerd







.T:QSeveral standarlzed forms ‘wi. _ _ L

- of the Sevenmile-Silver Creek prlorlty watershed progect.; ‘These .

m,ﬁforms are: 115ted with a_ brief descrlptlon below and . sample : formsjp;]j
;are 1ncluded on the_follow1ng pages.3 e

hdelscon51n Non'01nt Source Water Pollutlon_Abatement_Profram_;::,“;5ffnff

m7a[,fGrant Award Amendment form 3400 108

m;f”iThls form is. 51gned between the Department of Natural Resourcesfﬁj,_”dpi
2. ’‘and ‘the management agen01es 1mp1ement1ng ‘the: project, "The. = . o
‘ﬁ;purpose is twofold: 1).to. convey costsharlng funds: from the'y}ﬂﬁ“qﬁ
y,_ﬁaDepartment to the’ management agencies and: 2). to: specify the ... ...
~» “‘'nature and amount of additional workload to be. incurred by the = -
_:yﬁmanagement agenc1es durlng prOJect 1mp1ementatlon and’ to spe01fy--*T*
- the. amount and rates of local assistance to be. prOV1ded by the ...
j;Department for these: efforts._ The grant award 1s negotl ed_on R
“;ﬁ%an annual bas1s for the 11fe of the prOJect.; s a3 o

'a;fﬁfRequest for Advance or Relmbursement W;scons1n Nonp01nt Source'fjféfi“';
”ThPollut;on_Abatement Prohram'“form_3200”54 B s S

3xThe management agenc1es use thlS form to request "advance" fundsjﬁﬂfifj_
. for costsharing and to replenish their costsharing. account ‘when "o
 depleted. When used for reimbursement, the form must be - N S
.. accompanied by a contractor's itemized: invoice,- ev1dence of O R
coopayment by the 1andowner/operator, and a: copy of the Practlce s
-fE,Certlflcatlon Form (see below) '- S R

”hfffNon901nt Source Water Pollutlon Abatement Program Local _a_.,_,.__
'HE;A551stance_Grant Backu _Worksheet_-form 3200 78 };fﬁ_,n_:“'

__;L-gThe management agen01es use thls form to request relmbursement
.-as specified in the local assistance portion of the Grant ' . oo
f;Award/Amendment.; Reimbursement is normally’ requested ‘on a'gff;j&t=ws'-'
i quarterly basis. -Management agencies must maintain: oo
”¢_Ldocumentat10n of work hours and other costs reported for_;““'~“' -
-‘grelmbursement : S _ T R R

..Ldi ostshare A reement form 3400 68 ;;-fffﬂﬁfﬁhuh

= ,Thls form 1s 51gned by the management agen01es and o I

-f}ﬁlandowner/operators and 'contains the needed .practices, : the;rﬁjf“;ﬁ
- location of ‘the. practices, the estimated total and costshare .

" .costs, ‘the costshare rate,-schedule of: 1nstallatlon, and the.
jfpractlce maintainance period. The form includes the o

. responsibilities: of ‘both ‘the: 1andowner/operator ‘and the j_qyf-“

- omanagement agency. ‘The costshare agreement 1s a blndlng
V“contract between the 51gnees.p: R e s



'}JTCOStShare Aqreementhmendment (form'3400 68a)

.;ThlS form 1s used to modlfy a 1np1ace costshare agreement

‘example the’ addltlon, deletlon, ‘or substantial: modlflcatlon of‘a

ii'j;'.-'whlch it applies.

'*Costshare Calculatlon_andhPractlce”Certlflcatlon

| fﬂThls form is requlred when a’ management agency requests

. The form contains the. ‘calculation of the costshare amount and

lspeCLflcatlons:and that_lnstallatlon 1s complete.:s

;3fThls form 1s requlred when a management.agency requests .
“reimbursement from the Department as ‘specified in the local:

f"{ﬁmust maintain documentation: of work hours and other costs
_;yfreported for relmbursement : S -

.- :practice. requlres ‘that the costshare agreement ‘be. amended. Thls;xti
o form must be. 51gned by the 51gnees of the costshare agreement tog;fg

( form_ _3200_5_3 y

5t7re1mbursement from the Department for expended. ‘costshare funds.fv:””

" the management agency's certification that the practice eets ::»y

‘assistance portion of the Grant. Award/Amendment.. Relmbursement_ufﬁf
is normally requested on a quarterly basis.: Management agen01es_g{ﬁ




: :State of Wlaconeln ; ' WISCONSIN .N..ONPOINT. SOURCE WATER POLLUTION
Department of Natural Raaources BATEMENT PROGRAM GRANT AWARDIAMENDMEN

_Bureau of Weter Grants R Form3400 108 S
:._ 'Mad.!aon. Wiaconenn 5.3707

»txce Thls form is authonzed by 8. 144 25. Wls Stats.. and ch N R 12{) Wis, Adm Code Completion of thie form is mandatory. Farlure to eubmlt a' "
completed form ito the Department of Natural Resourcee will result in the demal of grant funds

TYPE OF PROJECT TYPE _'o_F_Ab'rﬂIon

"'-'l;]_--S__mall_Scale W_aterehed E D GrantAmendment i D Nonpomt Source Grant

pe D Combmed Grant

\RT 1. -"GRANT ADMINISTRATION DATA R T T OO i [ o
ant Number TR L Grant Award Date 3; R Amendment Numher S

T Ainendment_Da'_te —

at_er_ehed_N_ame:__- T : _3 : Total Grant Amount

‘antes

i Msmth Lécal Aﬁafsbancﬂé. Grant Amount

Vltho-ri._z.ed._-R_el’:'ése“tat_iva (Name and Title} - =i i & Amendment Amount .This"Action R

r_e_et_o_r_Rou_te i Ehgxble Per;od for Slgmng Cost Share Agreements '_

G Inatallation Poriod
~onk| Share Agreement
7| Grent Penod
: From

ty,_.'(l'_ounty_, Zip Code T Years from the Slgnmg of Cost :.';

'lep_h_one_Number (inc_lude area co_de) B

e _"I‘héode'h' ;

ime of Department Pro_]ect Llaleon {Chlef Nonpomt Source and Land Management DNR District ..
ctton) RN : - S : L Rt B e e R e

ART 2. ‘ELIGIBLE COST BUDGET INFORMATION
ste: Lme items can not be exceeded wnthout amendment
ctlon A Local Assnstance Costs ENTE

Origmal or i Amendment i Amended
Former Award Amount N0 Total

o ,_._Salanes

. E :' Ffmge Beneﬁts =

: ._-Trave! Expenses -

N 4. Informatlon and Education

: ._15..Equ1pment Matena]s. Supphes A : _

' ; "6_. Professmnal Servxcee Contract

7 Other {specnfy)

B :.Local Assmtance Grant Amount T

e, Maxlmum Advance Amount SRRt = :. .: 18 -

ctlon B Nonpomt Sourca Grant Funds S

1 Cost Share Funds For ‘a, Landowners!‘Land Operatora

b Grantee Dn'ect Contracts ':\: o R

<. Grantee Force Account S =

2 Other (spemfyl

3 Nonpomt Source Grant Amount i

4, MaxunumAdvanceAmount L R T

ttion C Combmed Grant Funde o

Combmed Grant Amount (Sactmn A + Sectxon B) 5 o




; PART 3 INELIGIBLE COSTS

. '-_Costs for best management practlce 1nstallat10n whlch were mcurred pnor to the sugmng uf a cost share g'rant agreement : _

.':Costs for msta].latxon of a hest management practice whlch does nob meet the condltlons of s NR 120 14 or 120
. Costs for practlces ldentlfled m 8, NR 120 17 W:s Adm Code : s
. 'Costs whmh exceed or do not satlsfy the cost contamment pmcedures of 8 NR 120 19 WIS Adm Code o

..Costs for flscal and pmject management :dent:f:ed in: s. 2\) R 120 21 {3) (bl, Wls,'

o m UEs M'-_':»-"'

.'-'Obher (speczfy}

'_ﬁ PART 4. PURPOSE A‘ND SCOPE i e




PAJVPE CON[HTIONS

The State of W1scons1n Department of Natural Resources (Department) and the Grantee, 1n mutua1 conswderatlon of :T"
the prov1slons of th1s document agree as fo11ows'-:- = . : : i L

'Thls agreement and a11 actlv1tzes undertaken pursuant to thls agreement are. subJect to the prov1s1ons of s.__p:_”_
<144, 25 le Stats o and ch NR ]20 N1s Adm Code. ; : } R i : ; S

“A]l amendments to th1s agreement sha1! be executed in wr1t\ng and be mutua11y agreed upon between the
. Department and the Grantee - . . . S s o .

he’ Grantee sha11 reques rtor Department approva1 Snd writing before expendlng funds for the purposes :

“identified 1h 87 NR 120 12(4), ‘Mis.: Adm. Code.”The ‘request shallinclude ‘plans and specifications, deta11ed e

Jiincastiestimates ‘and -project. schedu1es for each best management pract1ce Department approva1 sha]l ‘be granted,_- :
inas an amendment to this agreement B i PR g S R

'ff4.llThe Grantee sha11 comp1y w1th the cost contalnment and procurement procedures inss. NR 120 19 and 120 24 X
“ouWis  Adm Code, vand may ‘request : advance monles and relmbursement from the Department 1n accordance w1th ss._-'js'
- NR 120,18 and J20. 23 hhs. Adm. Code A i : i i REN

5.:'The Department sha1] d1sburse grant funds A accordance w1th ss NR 120 13 and 120 23 N1s Adm. Code._: {j'"

: 6.;FThe Grantee sha1l maanta:n a ftnanc1a1 management system. separate from a11 other grantee act1v1t1es, for SENECEE
:_'thls ‘project. Account1ng and fiscal records shall be maintained®in accordance with ss. NR 120.25 and 120,26, 7
ZoWis.Adm, - Code. A1) ‘grant funds sha]] be cred1ted promptTy upon recetpt and may be expended on1y for S

”_e11g1b1e pro;ect costs.3ng___ S S L ; : . “

] In connect1on w1th the performance of work under th1s agreement the Grantee agrees not to d:scr1m1nate
}xagaInst any employee ‘or applicant for. .employment ‘because ‘of age,"race, . re11g1on, color," hand:cap, SOK,
- physical .condition, deve1opmenta1 ‘disability “as defined in 5,751.01{5), Wis. Stats.; sexuval erientation ar :
sinational corigin. © This provision includes but is not limited to ‘employment, upgrading,: ‘demotion or transfer; .
L Urecruitment Torrecrui tment advertising; Jlayoff.or termination;: rates of ‘pay .or other forms of - compensat1on,

7. and 'selection ‘for training, “including apprenticeship.  The Grantee ‘agrees ‘to prov1de and post ‘notices:in i
g_;'consprcuous ‘places, ‘available For employees ‘and app11cants for employment, setting :forth the provisions ‘of il
“:this ‘nondiscrimination clause,  ‘Except with respect to’ sexua] orlentat1on, the Grantee shal] take aff1rmat1ve'=;'g-¥
s act1on to ens e equa1 emp1oyment opportun1t1es.;_n PR S : = BREPORYSE SR

fﬂThe Grantee sha1] 1ndemn1fy the Department and a11 of its off\cers, emp?oyees and agents agaxnst, and h o1d ;
“»*harmless from, ‘any and a1l iclaims, actions, suits, proceedsngs, costs, rexpenses,'damages and . 11ab111t1es. to -
‘person or' property, tnc1ud1ng attorneyis fees," ‘arising out .of, connected with ‘ar resulting’ from the : S
'occupancy. use, acts or . om1ss1ons of the Grantee s emp1oyees. agents ‘or. representat1ves._*:_, S h E

_-fThe Grantee or. 1ts emp]oyees or. agents are not emp1oyees or agents of the Department for any purpose _;3-f'
-_1nc1ud1ng Horker 5. Compensatxon i S 3 ERSSEEREE ; A X

) _fThe Grantee sha11 Smelt re1mbursement requests on forms prov1ded by the Department Nonp01nt source grant S
“‘reimbursement ‘requests shall .be submitted to the Department periodically, preferably by the time 50% of .the ~ -
- advance monies ‘have been ‘expended. -Local assistance grant re1mbursement requests sha11 be subm1tted to the DI
':;Department quarter1y w1th1n 15 days of the end of each quarter 3 S L . : FREAeS

hﬁThe Grantee sha11 subm1t e11g1b1e cost share rec1p1ent track}ng and other reports to the Department's progect RETR
*”]1a1son dur1ng the grant per1od 1dent1f1ed 1n Part 1 of th1s agreement._- AR : : : ERDE

p;fThe Grantee sha11 enter 1nto cost share agreements and amendments w1th landowners and 1and operators on forms”'
- provided by the Department.: The cost share rates may not exceed the rates spec1f1ed ins. NR IZD 18, Wis.
< Adm. Code.' N i RSSO PR, _ ERRE : _ _ BT SEE

ff]3,HThe Grantee agrees to perform peruod1c 1nspect1ons beyond the grant per1od to ensure that a11 cost share S
R frec1p1ents are comp]y1ng wtth the masntenance requ1rements in accordance w:th S5.°.NR 120 13(6), W1s. Adm. Coder}g SRS

?ﬂjd.ﬂThe Grantee sha1l insure that Department representat1ves have access to 1and on wh1ch watershed prOJect ;
cactivities are undertaken durlng perrods of best management practlce 1nsta11ation, operat1on or. ma1ntenance.'

Q}S,:Ihe Grantee may not request re1mbursement for costs wh1ch exceed the approved 11ne ltem costs 11sted 1n Part ﬂ'_'
;2 of thas agreement : = : S s RN RR

:]ht;The Grantee sha11 subm:t any pr0posed cost share agreement exceed1ng $50 000 to the Department for approval
i accordance w1th ‘5. NR 120 13(5), le. Adm. Code - : : R : : i

§h17,'The Grantee sha]] request prlor wr1tten approva1 from the Department before constructIng best management ff'
: pract1ces on property owned or operated by the Grantee R S . . RS T

':lS.pThe Grantee shaT] prov1de hest management practlce techn1ca1 de51gn and 1nsta11at1on ass1stance to landowners e
'”:g¢and 1and operators who are cost share recipients w1th1n the Grantee s Jurusdict:on. L : S

FOR THE STATE OF WISCONSIN

By
Authon.zed Representatwe ST R s R Pay] N, Guthrie, Jr., Director - . S
R ST R - Office of Intergoyernmental Programs v
wa ST RSP
D*‘-“’. Signed :©. DTl T T Date Signed

'::G-:'”




e REQUEST FOR ADVANCE OR REIMBURSEMENT e i
 NONPOINT SOURCE WATER, POLLUTION ABATEMENT PROGRAM
;'Form 3200 54 i Rev 9 86

Wxsconsm Department of Naturai Resouroes ERT

- Bureau of Water Grants : e FERRESYS
ZBox 7921 -

B Madlson. _Wrsconsm 53707

Complete 1tems 1 through 10 and 15 for all payment requests See mstruetmns on reverse sxde for completmg’ 1tems 11 through 14 A L
Send one completed copy of thls form to the Department of Natursl Resources at ths uddress prmted above. B G S T

i Note Thls form is authorized by 5,144, 25 Wrs. Stats., and ch NR 120 Wis Adm Code. Completron f thrs form is mandatory
e leure to subnut a completed form to the Department wdl relult in the denial of grant funds i

1 Grantee Name 2 Watershed Name

"_:-_':_'6_._.'Ma_il__Check _To: :" 3. County 4.'- Gra'nt No. S5, Pay. Req. No, oo

7. Penod covered by thxs report {mﬂ'dﬂ.‘/‘yf) L

Lo "-'To. Slinan

9. Type of _Request R 10. Type of Grant

o B pocal Asststance

! D Pﬂonty Wnterehed D Advance D Nonpoint SourceGre ™~

I::l SmsliScaleWatsrshed O partiat - - ) [ Combined - 0ot
ST : E]__Final S LD Eduedtion

From :
_ Type of Pro_)ect

LEAVE BLANK ~ .
DNR USE ONLY

 amounT

11 Request for Advance Payment' Sl

& Irutml Stste Grant Amount Gl

':b.":Advan'ee Paym_e'nt'Retjuesbed (. i 9, of above. 'See_'instruetions.) i

12 Summary of PeymentRequests

a Re:mbursement Requested Thls Claun (From Form 3200-80]

b Total Prlor Pay Requests (Includmg Advanco)

c ’I‘otat All Payment Requests to Date S

;."_;.:_1'3. Computation_ of_ Maximum Partiai P_eyment: =

. Total Cumulative Gesntto Date

5 _'-'b.'En'téi.-'es'% e'f' _A'b'dvé. "ron;i EFEI

-_'__14 Computatxon of Net Payment Due

e .2 Enter 95% of Total Cumulstlve Grant (Lme 13b Above) R HaY

b Less 'I‘otal Prmr Payment Requests {Lme 12b. Abovel

c Net Payment Due (Lme 14a, Mmus Lme 14b)

:Amount Allowed
' This Claim .

1. cemmmj_m e

| Auditor Initials -

; -'-.;_-I certlfy thet to the best of my knowledge and behef the bLlled costs of expendltures are - Apae i
"based on actual payments of record and are in accordance with the terms of the project i} =i

.+~ agreement and the reunbursement represents the grant share due whlch has not been S
prevmusly requested SRt k RIS R -0 | Bur, Finance Initials

"I Date Signed i

- Signature of Authorized Representative .= " "

- Typed or Printed Name and Title .0 oo i il Telephone No, (inelude_a_rea co_de and extension




Item 11 = Comp(ete for Advance Payment Request on]y

”_11a Enter the amount of grant sh'(n_on the orag1na1 grant agreement .
11b..10% of the grant amount for priority watershed projec np 1nt_source
rgrant agreements less than_o _equa1 to $2 000 000 : .

-._f“;S% of the grant amount for priority watershed proaect nonpo1nt sou__e e
'*ufijgrant agreements exceedlng $2, 000 000 . L SR

_fi;fSO% of the grant amount for sma11 sca]e watershed proaect nonpo1nt source,ff
"te,grant agreements less than or equa] to $50 000 T

'“EZS% of the grant amount for sma]] sca]e watershed proaect nonpo1nt sourcehfh
jgrant agreements exceed1ng $50 000 o _ AR Sl

;f550% of the est1mated 12 month grant amount for 1ocal ass1stance grant fff'a*
:pragreements.,p,,;;j';_:_ . _ _ S i

?fhgfof the grant amount for educat1on grant agreement_””“y”

-;pfltemhlzf;fComplete for Part1a1 and F1na1 Payment Requests.- (See requured 5
BRI =.fattachments below ) e g 't= S

. “:_hiEnter total amount from worksheet (Form 3200 80) attached to th1s pay ;7;ffm

Coniirequest,” : R

b -Enter.. tota1 amount of a]l prev1ous payment requests, 1nc1ud1ng the S
;nSum of 12a and 12b

'1Comp1ete for Part1a1 Payment Requests on]y _ _
"i'13a"Enter the sum of the or191na1 grant amount and any amendment 1ncreasesf°”f;.
13b ‘Enter 95% of the above .amount, which represents the max1mum that shall be
_-pa1d ‘on a ‘grant prior. to fznal -accounting and aud1t (Compare this o
famount wlth 1tem 12c before complet1ng item 14 ) i

'V“lfﬁfitem(jny_{complete for Partzal Payment Requests on]y when the amount shown on 11ne'fh:
P 312c above exceeds the amount shown on 11ne 13b el T

14a&b Se]f exp]anatory SRR, B L ' AR 5 S
14c - The net result when - subtract1ng ]1ne 14b from 31ne 14a 1s the max1mum i
”“:1 amount wh1ch may be paid w1th th1s pay request QR e

REQUIRED ATTACHMENTS

'””g;efAttach the fo]10w1ng documentatton w1th each Part1a] and F1na1 Paynent Request'f” T

"°p'1{hff0ne copy of re1mbursement clalm worksheet (Form 3200 80) 11st1ng 1nd1v1dua1
- payments on cost share agreements. 3_,,;45 i S s

T't.fymZ;imfPhotoCORy of cost share agreements (Form 3400 68) for each cost share grant :ﬁ-;
i "f;rec1p1ent 11sted 1n th1s report (1f not preV1ously subm;tted) - .

*;fﬁrs,;f*Photocopy of form show1ng approva] of f1na1 cost share amount by the county, 1f7'
'57 L-c1ty, or v1]1age for each practlce 11sted 1n th1s report SRR




U GTATE OF WISCONSIN | i
DEPARTH&NT OF NATURAL- nasouacss .

’ WISCONSIN FUND REIMBUPSEI‘IENT CLAIH WORKSHEET
- FORM. hioo—hi : 319 _j. 

CNAREOF GRANTEE T T PROJECT NOMBER T DATE SuBmITIED

DESCRIPTION or '
EXPENDI TURE

" Toovawen |

 TOTAL EXPENDITURES | =

PAGE __or _ eases.




'QINSTRuéI;QNs3;

. LABOR (OSTS -

- - the S WO " act1v1t1es spec1f1ed 1n the Loca1 Ass1stance Grant
uAgreement durlng the quarter for whioh relmbursement As be1ng pp11ed G

-Enter ‘the e11g1b1e hours carr:ed over from the prevtous quarter(s) for wh1ch '”f :
_renmbursement has not: been c1a1med. (Noteﬁ Seemlane 3a from prev1ous quarter requesta) i

___Sum of Ia an”

'hEnter hours paad for add1tlona1 staff funded under th1s grant If;more-thaneone,staff
_person 1s funded, 1dentafy hours paxd to each person separat SR

”'ﬁfEnter the d1fFerence an hours between 11ne lc and 11ne 2 on]y lf 11ne lc lS greater G
" These hours ‘are . carr1ed over to the next quarter and should be entered on ]1ne 1b ‘on. yeur.’hi
next Payment request RS : : o : Sl

ﬂSe]f exp1anatory..:'”

: ,_Enter the actua1 hour!y sa]ary rate pa1d add1taonal staff funded under thls grant.
't'Jﬂmore ‘than one add1t1ona1 staff '1dent|fy hour1y rate for each :

.:_[-Se1f exp1anatory (Note._ More than one add1t1ona1 staff w111 requ1re
-{_-re1mbursab1e sa]ary amounts to generate a F1na1 amount for thts T:ne )

.: Fr1ngg.

fltensoeth-ﬂf Enter the percent of fr:nge pa1d for add1trona1 staff funded und r th15 gran'

'Item}n:d'n:”.ﬂSelf—expTanatory

hOTHER DIRECT COSTS EXCLUDING LABOR (Note i These costs must have be__; pproved in: the grant award )

'V'Enter traveT expenses d1rect1y assoc1ated w1th implementing ‘the watershed project, i g“"
including mileage, Jodging, meals and reg1strat10n fees assoC1ated w1th attend1ng the i
'V-.annuaT progect managers' meet1ng : . o ; i L :

';Item 8

ciitem 9,00 Enter:the actua] costs oF prrnt1ng, contractua1 ed1t1ng. watershed tours. pranted
A :T1nformat1ona1 brochures, news1etter5, infgrmational ‘meetings,: sma!1 Jgroup . meet1ngs, rad1o
‘iispots, not1ces and ‘other-direct costs associated with: 1nformat1on and educat:on o
_mater1a1s (Note Do not 1nc1ude 1abor costs ) L :

tfftemniuﬂﬂ uJT'Enter the actual costs of equ1pment and supp11es purchased and d1rect1y assoc1ated w1th i
EERRE S _1mp1ement1ng the watershed pro;ect s SN R AR :

'“:}itém 11;“_[¢ffEnter the actua1 costs of professaona1 serv1ces such as pr1vate consu]tants or! other L S
Conielosi o i government agencies to. prov1de figld, admlnlstratlve, p1ann|ng or other serv1ces to carry i
*Vout act1v1t1es of the 1oca1 ass1stance grant agreement SR s o

. fhtten 12:"'?'?Enter the actua] costs for other 1tems approved 1n the 1oca1 ass1stance grant award.: B

' "-Se1f exp]anatory

":'?DOCUMENTATION '

.:Adequate account1ng records supported by source . documentat1on shou]d be kept as per SECtan NR 120 25
v HlsconSIn Adm:n1strat1ve Code, for. a11 of the above 1tems R TR - .

' '351ﬁ}a4esxﬁbsgn:;f'_"




: State of Wmconsm ;
: Department of Natural Resources

: NONPOINT SOURCE WATER POLLU'I‘ION ABATEMENT PROGRAM
;P..OCAL ASSISTANCE GRANT BACKUP WORKSHEET : :
orm 3200 78 ;-' s

Note Tlus form is authorlzed by 8. 144 25 Wls Stats and ch NR 120 Wle Adm Code Completion _of thm form is mandatory
: Fallure to submit a completed form to the Department wﬁl result in the denml of grant funds e

Wa_ter.?.hed N émﬂ

'_'Perwd Covered by Th.lﬁ Report (MM DD- YY §

From i SO R\

:'LABOR cos'rs o

'_Salary i i S

: 1 Hours ehglble calculatlon : : B
. Hours worked on ehgxble actmtles durmg quarter ;

/| Pay Request No, " .

g "-b. ' Hours eerrie o'vef from prévious duortér

i c. Total el.lglble hours {I.me la plus lme lb) . TR T i . RIS : :_' o

: ' i Hours worked by add.ltlonal etaff _
.'.3_._ _:'Calculatlon of hours rembursable

a, If the amount on hne lc is g'rea.ter than the amount on ]me 2 the d:fference is the
B carry over, for the next quarter Enter the dlfference here RN ;

b :Heufs réimbursable (Enter houra from iine _lo_or_lin_e 2, whic_hever 1s 1.{35) ; '

.7 Frlnge amount relmbureable [the amount on lme 5 tlmes the percent on lme 6) el
-'OTHER DIREC’I‘ COSTS (EXCLUDING LABOR) :

-' 8 'I‘ravel

G 9 Informatlon and educatlon materials :

* fname of item) Camount) [

10Equ1pment, su_pj).l.iee. ) 5 ._ S .(n.an_le_ o_f_.i_t_em] - S o '.(a;eouht) .

- :_Tot;ai:_ .

1L ‘Professional servi.oes o o S {name of item) - - S tgntou_i_lt) ST

13. Sumoflines5,7,8,9,10, 1f,and 12 J2.. ... ... L.l L L s



-._ENDNPOINT SOURCE WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT;_
- 'PROGRAM . COST SUMMARY FOR EDUCATION AND '
fLOCAL ASSISTANCE GRANT AGREEMENTS "
Form 3200 -79 ’ B :

it State of wlscons*n s
-iyepartmenu_o"NatHral Resource57

3&&01?}; Thzs form is authorlzed by s, 144 25 Wiﬁ"stést;Eﬁnd.bh' NR . 120”}Wi§;fﬂdm};cbdei
Comp;etlon of th;s form lS mandatory. :Fallure to submlt a. comple rm to the ...

(M4-DD-YY) Grant ‘Number

© Period Covered by This Report. Pay Request Number

(A+B)'
L Total: :
: Clalmed'le
i To. -Date :

ARy T By
'.-Prevxous'ff f{_RequéSti:E7 E
: Amount “_Qg ___“thls
__Clqlmgd i f_f__Clalﬂ

_:'%MaXimum:fﬂ

i Eliginle -
JiiCest iPer
o Budget 1

LABOR COSTS

Salaries




Department of Natural Resoirces -

'WISCONSIN NONPOENT SOURCE WATER POLLUTION
“ABATEMENT PROGRAM COST SHARE AGREEMENT

: .Form 3400-68 Flev 5-86

Notlce Th:s form is authorlzed by § 144 25 WIS Stats and ch. NFt 120 ‘Wis. Adm: Code ek

- *[Tost Share Agreement Number - TTotal Est. CostShare Amount .-
StateofW:sconsln B e T D e T T T

Name otéost Share Recip.ient _ ' R ' _Te_t_eph'one'_Numbe,--...:

. [StreetorRowte .

- [City. State, Zip Code |

Completion of this form'is mandatory: -Failure to submit a compteted forrn 10 the:_jf Legal oes.':np{.on of Proper'ty_' - T
DepartmentofNatural Resources wr!l result in the demal of grantfunds : PR OB . : R

-:NameofWatershedeJect [ I PrcuectGrantNumher NameofLandownerorLandContractVendor TR TS PRSI Teieph_oneNumber__:_

{if other than .....:

o Cost Share Fleclplent)

:Narne of County, City or Viliage . ._ . . . . N B . Telephone Number e Street ar Route

'.StreetorRoute — '_ ) o — _ . e ._ City,State,Zip'Code

-'Clty State Zsp Code >

' Insta!!ahon Penod (Not to exceed 5 years)

SECTEON 1. AGREEMENT PROVISIONS

| From (MMNY) LT T (MMIYRY

.f:A Agrees to prowde techrucal assstance for best management practlces mdentlfled in sectlon 2 unless the techn:cal assustance is prowded by the cost share empzent and
: B: Agrees 1o make" cost share payment after recenpt of a payrnent request by the cost recnplent and ewdence ot proper mstallatlon of the be' management practlce i

'-_The total state cost share payment for each pract:ce identified: |n ‘section 2 shall be based on A) the- cost share rate for the practuce as’ apphed to the ehg;ble costs actually :ncurred ‘as-
: .j_'substantlated to the county, ity or wllage and B) approved cast contamment procedures Ry : S : '

‘The penod of this agreement shall be the’ |nstallat[on penod plus the operatlon and malntenance penod i
: The cost share remplenr '

B, _Agrees to operate and mamtam each best management practlce for 10 years begmmng when the Iast practlce on th:s agreement has been mstalted

-'-'C."-Agrees to allow onsite" mspectlon of the best management practlce(s) by county cxty or vmage and Department of Natural Resources statf dunng the mstaliatuon and operatnon and'
“....’'maintenance periods; ey : :

_b. ‘Agrees'ta repay thie full afount of the cost share payments thade it any term of th|s agreement s not’ fuifll[ed mc!udmg _' S -3 Lo

The county cnty or wllage

: _The agreement may be amended by mitual agreement dunng the' mstatlatnon penod sub]ect to the provnsnons of ch NR 120 W:s Adm Code
: fThe agreernent riust be amended if cost overrun on any or an practlces exceed $500 in state cost share amounts ; s

.- This agreerenti |s subject to the provisions of § 144 25, W1s Stats:; and cHINR120, Wls Adm Code:
2
3.0

f_--'A.--'_ Agrees to install the best management practrce(s) I:sted in sectlon 2 consnstent wrth the specnflcatlons hsted |n sectlon 3 dunng the mstallatmn penod

|dehti.fi'ed"above;" _

1) Fanhng toinstall; operate dnd properly maintain the practlces inthis agreement as'spécified in ch NFt 120 W|s Adm Code,
{2y Adoptmg any land use or practice whlch defeats the purposes of the best management practices; :

(B When a change in ownership ‘eceurs; unless the new owner or operator assumes in: wntmg responsmlhty for.-:nstallatlon operatlon and ma:ntenanc of the pract:ces and other
s _provrssons of this agreement; or i S RS TARE R o ; . : 2

{4) ._: ‘When a ¢hange in land use or management occurs uniess It is demonstrated to the county cnty or v:llage that the change wnll not resutt in the degradatuon of exustmg water quanty 5
E. s not requnred to repay ¢ost share payments |i a practlce lS rendered meffectwe due to cnrcumstances beyond the control ‘of the cost share remplent and e

F.. Agrees not 1o discnmnnate agamst contractors because of age race rehglon color handrcap, sex, physlcal condltton developmental dfsablhty, or nat;onal ongm in the performance of'
responsmlhtles underthls agreement S : S : -- T : i Sl

*[f the property descnbed is be:ng rented or purchased by land contract the Iandowner or Iand contract vendor s harie rnust be furled in thls box The Iandowner oF Eand contract vendor shou!d sngn thls agreement on the reverse'
side. . . R e ST . PRI i : : : o



.SECTION 2 BEST MANAGEMENT PFIACTICES COSTS INSTALLATEON SCHEDULE

_Thls sectlon contams all best management practlces both those ehglble for cost sharlng and those not ehglble needed to control sngnmcant nonpomt-‘ sources m el:gable areas owned or
.operated by the costshare recnp;ent : i T : : L

_' Best Management Practlces _f best management practlce is not cost shared enter NIC)

‘ftem . | Field | BMP i o T Unit | Estimated . | GostShare | Estimated Cost _ [Cost Share From| Year to be.
.-_N_umber ‘Number | Code’ |+ Prac lee Name. ' Quant'ty --U-mts sCost | " Total Cost |- Rate Share Amount = |[Other Programs™} . Instalied

L R e T

SECTION 3 BEST MANAGEMENT PHACTICE CONDITIONS

'Attached are the condmons for each best management pracnce Ilsted in section 2

..Sagnature of CostShare Recnpnentor Authorized Representative .+ [PaleSigned. .. oo i ] Signature of Authorized Representative of County, City or Village | DateSigned ~ .

.Sign_a_:q;e _ef_Landowne_r. or._Land.Contl_'ac_t_.\lenqg,: T D?*_t_e _s"g".’_e.’d"i""""" -




State of wlscons;n'

Jepart en: of Nat-ra--Resonrces LA

NOTE}; This form. is authorized by e.

_ Comp;etlon of thls form
:_Department w11‘ '

144.25,"
is mandatory.

Wis{_stats.,aand ch. NR 120,
Failure to submit a completed form to the
'Jlt in the denial of grant*funds._;x;-ﬁ,t..- N

Wis.

'fﬂNONPOINT SOURCE WATER POLLUTTON ABATEMENT
. PROGRAM COST: SUMMARY 'FOR EDUCATION AND

. LOCAL ASSISTANCE GRANT AGREEMENTS . . == °
-Form-azoo 79_-“ R RS FRE PR T

Code.

Grantee Name

| watersned Name

reriod Coversd by Thls Report

(MM-DD-YY)

..G..r._a t. Number "

Pay Request Number .

LABOR COSTS

- i3alazries o

ER DIRECT ”CS;S

oneﬁ:, _Ma;e:iaLS,fg.]_
c;le:_{""' L

Y .Budget_

El*glble:i
“Cosk Per..f

CUHRY
: Prev10us"”
R ‘Amount
ifnglaimed. .V

L m
~Request iﬁ"ﬂ'

ﬂtfc;aimf

This

Clalmed:u‘[e
1o Datef,




5 '_-.j'WlSCONSIN NONPOINT SOURCE WATER POLLUTION e
ABATEMENT PROGRAM - COST SHARE CALCULATION S R
“AND PRACTICE CERTIFICATION FORM R A R

“iSection 144,25, Wm Stats L i :

:-_'Form3200-53 e R

& State of W;scansm LRI
Department of Natural Reaources o

. ‘Box 7921 . :

Madison. WISCODBIII 53707

Aproomont Nomber | Nemeend Address

Telephone Numb_er__(lnc_l.nde_g_rea Code) o

| COSTSHLARECALCULATION R SR 5 = :
Practlee s R Umts E ] e Total Cost Cust S Cost Shm.'é' ;
Code .= Practxce Name_._ S Installed * | > of Practice | Share % -{''- For Practice -

‘Place 6 1f there are more of thxs type of practxce on
this agreement to install. ERPRERR S

Place 1 if these units complete the mstallatlon of thxs e
practlce for t}us agreement SRR

Thmerad | O |, OEDOR

PRACTICE CERTIFICATION

I certlfy the above practxce or pract:ces and practlce umts have been mstalled m accordance mth the : o
appropnate standards and spec1f1catxons. : : RERPRRI R SRR

: Sx_gnature_ S Title S IR Date ngned SRR :'




- State of Wisconsin

-WISCONSIN NONPOINT SOURCE WATER POLLUTSON ABATEMENT

PROGRAM COST SHARE AGREEMENT AMENDMENT
' Form 3400-68A -~ .. .. Rev.5-86 : -

[Cost Shafé‘Agféeme'n{Nurﬁber ; Amendment Numb"e'r_'__..

: Narﬁé of Cost Share Recipient

Notuce- This form is authonzed by § 144 25 W;s Stats and ‘ch:. NF{ 120 Wns Adm. Code Complenon of thls form is-

-mandatory.. Failure to submit a completed form to the Department of Natural: Resources w:II result :n the demal of Name ofCounty. Cltyor \.Ii.'l.iag.;e.'.-.: T
grantfunds.t o e e e e et

.:Name ofWatefsned Pro;ect ' ' ' — ' _ — Proiect GrantNurhb'er__ New Total Est. Cost Share Amount

1, ‘Best management practices ADDED (# best management practice is not cost shared, énter N/C.: Also oomplete appropnafe section o reverse side, )

“Field .| BMP | . e e ST e it o Estimated D x| Cost Shiare | o Estimated Cost CostShareF.'om Yeartobe
-"Mumber | Code | ="~ .-__Practlce Name "_-.C_’"a'“'“_’ B I Umts ~Cost “Total Cost. 7| Rate .7 | Share Amount " IOther Programs™] . Installed -

SColumn | T Gk |
< 8ubtotal 1o e Subtotal |

; _'Identifj Progrﬁm_

2 Best management practlces DELETED (I best management practice is not cost shared, enter NIC: A?"s'd’c&:hplete ‘appropriate séction on reversé side.) "

. Field | amp . Lo N Q i Units | Unit- | -Estimated - | -CostShare (... Estimated Cost .- |Cost Share From| ‘Yéar to be.
'-__.Number “Code | :;_.Practlpe .fame S uan ity .t - s Cost L Total Cost +-Rate 2| " Share Amount . [Other Programs®| - Installed -*

“Subtotad [ Sinipondi Subtotad [l T

3_3 Best management practlces CHANGED (If best management practice is not cost shared, ‘enter N/C. Also complete apprapnate section on reverse side.) .;.3';_ _ S St

SField i CBMPf _ U Unit . Estimated - ‘Cost Share .+ Estimated Cost | - Change . |Cost Share From “Year to be:
' Numbeq Code 1T F’ractlce Name S Quannty nits 1 Cost - " Total Cost i Rate- | -ShareAmount | | (+ or.—) {Other Programs*|’ Installed

L Coltmin .
- Subtotal -

~column] ... .1 ‘identfyProgram .
CCisubtetal | iho S de e




‘OEAPUIVrUR AGTION TAKEN (Explanation and

1ustmcat|on for such action)

1._' Added Actlon

12 Deleted Actign.

-3. Changed Astion

:_Signalqr_e: of Cost Share Reci pient or Authorized Representative ©~ ~

Twe o

S I._‘_)ate_Si.gn_g_d-z

S Signature of Authorized R_epr__e_sgntati\_rg of County, Gity or Villagg--;._ i

- {Date Signed 77

[T

Signature.of Landowner or Land Contract Vendor. .

e Date Signed " -




