Nonpoint Source Control Plan for the
Upper Yellow River
Prlorlty Watershed Prolect

i AR ‘ \\\\\\\\

(

4 \\\\\\

“,..d" §
f% ". ';"“""
4 S

L LAy
\

l

N r
N

\\\\\\\\\\\\

1 9§
JJJ

This plan was prepared under the provisions of the Wisconsin Nonpoint Source
Water Pollution Abatement Program by the Wisconsin Department of Natural
Resources, the Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection and
the Clark County Land Conservation Department, Marathon County Land
Conservation Department, and Wood County Land Conservation Department.
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April 2, 1993

Mr. Bruce Baker, Director

Bureau of Water Resources Management
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
Box 7921

Madison, WI 53707

Dea%xyggfﬁéfg;:

The Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection has
reviewed and approves A Nonpoint Source Control Plan for the
Upper Yellow River Priority Watershed Project.

We look forward to assisting the Department of Natural Resources
and the Land Conservation Committee and staff in Wood, Clark, and
Marathon County in implementing the project.

Please contact Lynne Hess (273-6206) if we can be of any further
assistance in moving the project to implementation.

Sincerely,
Dave Jelin Director
Land and r Resources Bureau

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT DIVISION
(608) 273-6411

cc: Becky .Wallace:-WR/2
Don Aron, Wood County Conservationist
Gregg Stangl, Clark County Conservationist
Dean Kaatz, Marathon County Conservationist



State of Wisconsin \ DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

101 South Webhster Street
Box 7921

Madison, Wisconsin 53707
TELEPHONE 608-266-2621

WISCONSIN
DEFT. OF NATURAL RESOURCES

George E. Meyer TELEFAX 608-267-3679
Secretary TDD 608-267-6897
April 23, 1993 - PILERE:F. m

Mr. Ted Tellekson, Chair
County Board of Supervisors
307 South 7th Avenue
Wausau, Wisconsin 54401

Dear Mr. Tellekson,

It is my pleasure to approve A Nonpoint Source Control Plan for the Upper Yellow River
Priority Watershed Project. This plan meets the intent and conditions of s. 144.25, Wisconsin
Statutes, and Chapter NR 120 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code. The plan has been
approved by Wood, Clark, and Marathon Counties and the Wisconsin Department of
Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection. This letter completes the approval process set
forth-in Wisconsin Statutes and allows the granting of funds through the Nonpoint Source Water
Pollution Abatement Program to implement the project.

[ am also approving this plan as an amendment to the areawide water quality management plan
for the Upper Wisconsin River, Southern sub-basin.

The start of this project is an exciting milestone in our cooperative effort to improve water
quality throughout the Upper Wisconsin River Basir. This plan, prepared jointly by staff from
the Department of Natural Resources, the Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer
Protection, and the Wood, Clark, and Marathon County Land Conservation Departments, is an
example of the cooperative efforts that can help improve and protect the streams , rivers, and
wetlands of the Upper Yellow River watershed. I'm confident that the cooperative spirit shown
throughout the development of this plan will continue during the implementation of this project.

Sincerely,

cc: Dave Jelinskd, Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection
Dale Urso, DNR North Central District Director
Craig Karr, DNR Bureau of Community Assistance
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State of Wisconsin \ DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

101 South Webster Streat

Box 7921

s Madison, Wisconsin 53707

DEPT. OF NATURAL RESOURCES TELEPHONE 608-266-2621

Gaorgae E. Meyer TELEFAX 608-267-3579

Secretary TDD 608-267-6897
HLE REF: 2600

April 23, 1993

Mr. Wayne Hendrickson, Chair
County Board of Supervisors
U4397 Badger Lane

Unity, Wisconsin 54488

Dear Mr. Hendrickson,

It is my pleasure to approve A Nonpoint Source Control Plan for the Upper Yellow River
Priority Watershed Project. This plan meets the intent and conditions of s. 144.25, Wisconsin
Statutes, and Chapter NR 120 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code. The plan has been
approved by ‘Wood, Clark, and Marathon Counties and the Wisconsin Department of
Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection. This letter completes the approval process set
forth in Wisconsin Statutes and allows the granting of funds through the Nonpoint Source Water
Pollution Abatement Program to implement the project.

I'am also approving this plan as an amendment to the areawide water quality management plan
for the Upper Wisconsin River, Southern sub-basin.

The start of this project is an exciting milestone in our cooperative effort to improve water
quality throughout the Upper Wisconsin River Basin. This plan, prepared jointly by staff from
the Department of Natural Resources, the Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer
Protection, and the Wood, Clark, and Marathon County Land Conservation Departments, is an
example of the cooperative efforts that can help improve and protect the streams , rivers, and
wetlands of the Upper Yellow River watershed. I’m confident that the cooperative spirit shown
throughout the development of this plan will continue during the implementation of this project.

Sincerely,

/

George E/ Meyer
Secretary

/
/

cc: Dave Jelinski, Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection
Dale Urso, DNR North Central District Director
Craig Karr, DNR Bureau of Community Assistance



State of Wisconsin \ DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

101 South Wabster Swaet
Box 7921

WISTONSIN Madison, Wisconsin 53707
DEFT. OF NATURAL RESOURCES TELEPHONE 608-266-2621
TELEFAX 608-267-3579
g“’“‘ &, Maynr TDD 608-267-6897
ta
SRERRY FILE REF: 2600

April 23, 1993

Mr. Jesse Koran, Chair
County Board of Supervisors
1775 County Trunk GG
Nekoosa, Wisconsin 54457

Dear Mr. Koran,

It is my pleasure to approve A Nonpoint Source Control Plan for the Upper Yellow River
Priority Watershed Project. This plan meets the intent and conditions of s. 144.25, Wisconsin
Statutes, and Chapter NR 120 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code. The plan has been
approved by Wood, Clark, and Marathon Counties and the Wisconsin' Department of
Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection. This letter completes the approval process set
forth in Wisconsin Statutes and allows the granting of funds through the Nonpoint Source Water
Pollution Abatement Program to implement the project.

I am also approving this plan as an amendment to the areawide water quality management plan
for the Upper Wisconsin River, Southern sub-basin.

The start of this project is an exciting milestone in our cooperative effort to improve water
quality throughout the Upper Wisconsin River Basin. This plan, prepared jointly by staff from
the Department of Natural Resources, the Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer
Protection, and the Wood, Clark, and Marathon County Land Conservation Departments, is an
example of the cooperative efforts that can help improve and protect the streams , Tivers, and
wetlands of the Upper Yellow River watershed. I’'m confident that the cooperative spirit shown
throughout the development of this plan will continue during the implementation of this project. -

Sincerely,

George E. Méyer
Secretary

cc: Dave Jelinski, Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection
Dale Urso, DNR North Central District Director
Craig Karr, DNR Bureau of Community Assistance
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#R-5-93
RESOLUTION

ADOPTING THE UPPER YELLOW RIVER
NONPOINT SOURCE PRIORITY WATERSHED PLAN

WHEREAS, the Upper Yellow River Watershed was designated by the
Department of Natural Resources in 1990 under the Wisconsin
Nonpoint Source Water Pollution Abatement Program, and

WHEREAS, the Wood, Clark and Marathon County Land Conservation
Departments in cooperation with the Wisconsin Department of
Natural Resources and the Wisconsin Department of Agriculture,
Trade and Consumer Protection conducted a detailed inventory of-
the land use within the watershed in 1991 and 1992, and

WHEREAS, this inventory resulted in the development of a detailed
nonpoint source control plan for the watershed, and

WHEREAS, a number of public informational meetings have been
conducted throughout the watershed, and an official public
hearing was conducted on January 4, 1993 and

WHEREAS, pertinent public comments have been incorporated into
the plan, and

WHEREAS, the implementation of this plan will provide both
technlcal assistance and cost share monies to eligible landowners
within the priority watershed for the installation of conserva-
tion practices designed to reduce the sources of nonpoint pollu-

tion and protect or improve the quality of Marathon County’s
water resources.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Board of Supervisors of
the County of Marathon that the Upper Yellow River Watershed
Nonpolnt Source Priority Watershed Plan be adopted and the
implementation of the plan begin as soon as possible.

DATED: This 26th day of January, 1993.

FISCAL IMPACT: Costs to the County for implementation of this
watershed plan are reimbursed 100% by the State. -

LAND CONSERVATION COMMITTEE

(Cakal) St
L)




STATE OF WISCONSIN )

)ss.
COUNTY OF MARATHON )

I, Lovann E. Fenhaus, County Clerk in and for Marathon County, Wisconsin, hereby
certify that the attached Resolution #R-5-93 was adopted by the Marathon County Board
of Supervisors at their Adjourned Annual meeting which was held January 26, 1993.

SEAL

Lotiann E. Fenhaus
Marathon County Clerk



WOOD COUNTY

ITEM 2;2 0, 1992
— DATE anuary 20,
RESOLUTION#. QJ - == A Effective Dafebruacy 16. 1993
Introduced by, tiood County Land Conservation
Commillee
NO |YES INTENT & SYNOPSIS:
| Schreiner, L To approve the Upper Yellow River Priority
2 Stargardt, G Watershed Plan for the control of nonpoint sources
3 Reynolds, A of pollution in the Watershed Project area and to
4 Schneider, G protect and improve the water resources of Wood
5 Draves, D Countv.
6 Schueller, W
;-R’u%b%‘—h N Over the remaining 8 years of the project, Wooc
9 ."“c“u v County would be eligible for a grant of up to
10 M. 'e — F‘ISC.—\LNOTE:""s 1%110:1 c.iolla.rs, if 75% of the landowners
11 Marw A participate in the program. These state funds are
12 Buch'nim: B for cost-sharing, -easements, staff and educational
13 Lane. G activities. Wood County costs are estimated at
14 Gardner, W $14,400 over the remaining 8 years, or a continuec
15 Voight. R budget of around $1,800 ally.
16 Raubal, J Source of Money: Contingency Budget
17 Xumm, A
18 Molepske, C
-19 Bowden, C
.20 Koran,J [
21 Hofmeister, N WHEREAS, The Upper Yellow River Watershed was designated b:
22 Wvngaard, M legislature as a "priority watershed” in 1990 under the
23 EV;.IV'S ¢} Wisconsin Nonpoint Source Water Pollution Abatement
24 Vedinsky, V (Sl Program; and
25 Falkosky, C
;9] Conradt, J - WHEREAS, The Wood County Board of Supervisors through
o8 -%95”; m resolution No. 90-10-7, dated October 16, 1990, has
29 G:::“L L expressed its support of the designation of the Upper
10 Br l‘-nLR Yellow River Watershed as a priority watershed project; anc
3l W i : ¢ s
12 EG'E%E:!:: WHEREAS, The inventory and planning phases of the project
1 Rosand'ick,L - have been completed by the Land Conservation Department
34 Braun, R o under the direction of the Wood County Land Conservation
15 Dove, ] Committee in cooperation with the Wisconsin Department of
36 Amold, T Natural Resources, and Cooperative Extension Services; anc
.37 Nash,J
18 Matthews, C WHEREAS, a priority watershed: plan has been prepared which
/1,‘ assesses the existing water quality and watershed
** No: Yes: Absentl: i conditions, identifies the management practices and action:

" Number of Vates Required: /~.. .

necessary to improve or protect the water quality of the
watershed, outlines the tasks required and the agencies
responsible for each, and establishes the time frame and
cost estimates for the project; and

( Page 1 )

ATt U
Adopted by the Cu:my Boar o/l‘ Wood County, this /g-

t, .
.!l 4
S S A /

day of T e 1965

By

\ore )

L = A
County Clerk {7‘9%0{.7_1' L ﬁﬁmrd Charrmaa




WOOD COUNTY i -

DATE________ laouary 20, 1993
RESOLUTION# Effective Date Fahruary 16, 1993

Introduced by Wnnd County land Conservation

Committee

| ovTENT & synoPSIS:

Page two...

WHEREAS, a dralt of the plan has been available for review and comments were accepted at a
public hearing held January 04, 1993; and

HWHEREAS, The implementation of this plan will provide both technical assistance and cost
share monies to eligible landowners within the priority watershed for the installation of
conservation practices designed to reduce the sources of nonpoint pollution and protect or
inprove the quality of Wood County’s water resources.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, by the Wood County Board of Supervisors, that the "Plan for the
Control of Nonpoint Source Pollution in the Upper Yellow River Priority Watershed" be
approved; and that the Land Conservation Committee be authorized to continue administering the
Upper Yellow River Priority Watershed Project, on behalf of Wood County, as outlined in the

aforementioned Plan with continuation of watershed staff position contingent upon 100% State
funding.

STATE OF WISCONSIN )
COUNTY OF WOOD )

[, Anthony Ruesch, the duly elected County Clerk in and for Wood
County, Wisconsin, hereby certify that the-following is a true and
correct copy of Resolution No. 93-2-2 adopted at the meeting of the
Wood County Board of Supervisors on February 16, 1993.

Dated in Wisconsin Rapids, Wisconsin ths 4th day of Marcn, 1993.

( page 2 )

Adopled by the County Board of Wood County, this day of

19

County Clerk County Board Chairman
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RESOLUTION # 10.2-93

Approval of the Upper Yellow River Watershed
Implementation Plan

WHEREAS, The Upper Yellow River Watershed was designated
by legislature as a "priority watershed" in 1990 under
the Wisconsin Nonpoint Source Water Pollution Abatement
Program; and

WHEREAS, The Clark County Board of Ssupervisors through
resolution No. 79-11-90, dated November 13, 1990 has
expressed its support of the designation of the Upper
Yellow River Watershed as a priority watershed project;
and

WHEREAS, the inventory and planning phases of the project
have been completed by the T.and Conservation Department
underxr the direction of the Clark County Land Conservation
Committee in cooperation with the the Wisconsin Department
of Natural Resources; and

WHEREAS, a priority watershed.plan has been prepared
which assesses the existing water quality and watershed
conditions, identifies the management practices and
actions necessary to improve or protect the water quality
of the watershed, outlines the tasks required and the
agencies respons;ble 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 January 4, 1993; 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 installation of conservation practices designed

ro reduce the sources of nonpoint pollution and protect
or improve the quality of Clark County's water resources.

1 existing
$213,724.00

$ 29,750.00

30% Office Supplies

Anticipated revenues
Wages & Benefits
A1l other costs

Space Requirements _ o isting Space is Adeguate

TCERK™S CERTIFTCATION:

T, Barbara A. Petkovsek, Clerk for the County of Clark, herer certiry

that Resolution #10-2-93 was adopted on a voice vote by the Board of Supervisors at their meeting

rEIdFEbnmryZQ

SEAL

%w-'

Barbara A. Petkovsek County Clerk, Courthouse, Neillsville, WI
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SUMMARY

Introduction

The Upper Yellow River Priority Watershed Project plan assesses the nonpoint sources of
pollution in the Upper Yellow River Watershed and guides the implementation of nonpoint
source control measures. These control measures are needed to meet specific water resource
objectives for the Upper Yellow River and its tributaries. Nonpoint sources of pollutants
most commonly found in this watershed include: 1) polluted runoff from barnyards and
feedlots; 2) sediment from cropland erosion; 3) sediment from eroding streambanks; and

4) runoff from winterspread manure. The purpose of this project is to reduce the amount of
pollutants originating from nonpoint sources that reach surface water and groundwater within
the Upper Yellow River Priority Watershed Project area.

The plan was prepared by the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (DNR), the
Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection (DATCP) and the Wood, Clark
and Marathon County Land Conservation Departments (LCDs), with assistance from the
University of Wisconsin-Extension. The DNR selected the Upper Yellow River Watershed
as a priority watershed project through the Wisconsin Nonpoint Source Water Pollution
Abatement Program in 1990. It joined approximately 50 similar watershed projects statewide
in which nonpoint source control measures are being planned and implemented. The
Nonpoint Source Water Pollution Abatement Program was created in 1978 by the State
Legislature. The program provides financial and technical assistance to landowners and local
governments to reduce nonpoint source pollution.

The project is administered on the state level by DNR and DATCP. The Wood, Clark and
Marathon County Land Conservation Committees administer the project on the local level
with assistance from UW-Extension and the Soil Conservation Service (U.S. Department of
Agriculture).

General Watershed Characteristics

The Upper Yellow River Watershed drains 224 square miles of land in Wood, Clark and
Marathon counties in north central Wisconsin. The watershed is part of the Upper
Wisconsin River—Southern Sub-Basin. The Yellow River is a tributary of the Wisconsin
River which in turn contributes flow to the Mississippi River drainage system. The Upper
Yellow River Watershed was divided into 11 smaller drainage areas, called subwatersheds,
for this planning effort (Map 2-1).



Land use in the watershed, as shown in Table S-1, is mainly agricultural and is currently
dominated by dairy farming. The watershed population is small—approximately 9,200
people. Most of the watershed population lives outside incorporated areas, in small enclaves
of residential development or on farmsteads.

Table S-1. Land Use in the Upper Yellow River Watershed

Land Use % of Watershed
Agricultural
pasture 3
cropland 61

grazed woodlots

Grassland 4
Woodland 23
Developed

Wetlands 2

Water Quality

The Upper Yellow River supports a diverse warmwater sport fishery, as does Puff Creek,
portions of Rocky Creek, and the East and South Branches of the Yellow River. Beaver
Creek, Cat Creck, Owl Creek and portions of the East Branch of the Yellow River support a
warmwater forage fishery. The streams are not reaching their highest potential use due to
pollution from point and nonpoint sources. Eroding croplands and streambanks and
improperly managed livestock operations are the major nonpoint sources of pollution in the
watershed. ' :

An inventory of groundwater quality was done in conjunction with the animal lot inventories.
Results show that of the well samples collected, 8% had nitrate levels over the enforcement
standard of 10 mg/l and 42% had nitrate levels between 2, the preventative action limit, and
10 mg/l. These nitrate levels are significant.

Triazine sampling showed that 1% of the samples collected had triazine levels over 3.0 pe/l,
the enforcement standard for triazine. Triazine is a manmade compound which when present
in groundwater indicates atrazine contamination. Eleven percent of the samples collected had
triazine levels between 0.3 and 3.0 pg/l. The preventative action limit for triazine is

0.3 pg/l.



Sources of Water Pollution

The Wood, Clark and Marathon County LCD:s collected data on all agricultural lands,
barnyards, manure storage sites and streambanks in the watershed. These data were used to
estimate the pollutant potentials of these nonpoint sources. The amount of phosphorus
carried in runoff from each barnyard to a receiving creek was calculated. The amount of
sediment reaching streams from eroding agricultural lands and streambanks was also
determined. In the Upper Yellow River Watershed, 99% of the sediment deposited in
streams annually is derived from agricultural upland erosion. Less than 1% of the sediment
reaching creeks originates from streambank erosion. Approximately 1% of total sediment is
contributed from gullies.

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

L.

Barnyard Runoff Inventory Results;

255 barnyards were inventoried
93 barnyards were found to contribute 70% of the phosphorus from barnyard
runoff that reaches surface waters

Manure Spreading Inventory Results:

219 farms were inventoried

About 19,600 total acres have manure applied

About 3,000 unsuitable acres have high pollution potential

About 90 landowners spread manure on 2,300 or more unsuitable acres which
have a high pollution potential

Streambank Erosion Inventory Results:

586 stream miles were inventoried

480 tons of sediment reach streams from eroding sites (< 1% of total sediment)
There are 45 miles of sites that are either eroding, slumping or have cattle access
(<10% of streambanks inventoried)

Upland Sediment Inventory Results:

146,143 acres were inventoried

54,282 tons of sediment are delivered to streams from upland land uses: (99% of
total sediment)

= sixty-one percent from cropland

- five percent from grazed woodlots

- three percent from pastures

- 89,551 cropland acres deliver 81% of total sediment



5.  Gully Erosion Inventory Results:

® 27 tons of sediment are delivered to streams from active, inventoried gullies
(<1% of total sediment)

6. Wetland Inventory Results:
19,360 acres of wetlands inventoried
1775 pastured wetland acres

o
®

® 1232 cropped/drained wetland acres
® 3007 total restorable wetland acres

Pollutant Reduction Goals

Sediment Goal: Reduce overall sediment delivered by 35%.
To meet this goal, the following is needed:

®  Thirty-five percent reduction in sediment reaching streams from agricultural
uplands in all subwatersheds.

®  Twenty-five percent reduction in streambank sediment delivered to all streams
and a 50% overall repair of bank habitat in all subwatersheds.

Phosphorus Goal: Reduce overall phosphorus load by 45%.
To meet this goal, the following is needed:
®  Sixty-five percent reduction in phosphorus from barnyards in the North Branch,
South Branch, Rocky Creek, Cat Creek, Otter Creek, Puff Creek, and Beaver

Creek subwatersheds.

®  Fifty percent reduction in phosphorus from barnyards in the Lower Yellow, Owl
Creek, East Branch and Middle Yellow subwatersheds.

®  Sixty-five percent reduction in phosphorus from winterspread manure on
"unsuitable" acres in all subwatersheds.

®  Achievement of the sediment goal identified above.

©  Inaddition this plan calls for a restoration of 30% of degraded or prior converted
wetlands and control of gullies producing over one ton of sediment/site/year.



Achievement of these pollutant reduction goals for sediment and phosphorus will help
achieve water quality objectives for Castle Rock Lake, the 5th largest inland lake in
Wisconsin, and an eutrophic impoundment. The Yellow River drains to Castle Rock Lake,
which is to be managed as part of the Petenwell/Castle Rock Comprehensive Management
Plan.

Management Actions

Management actions are described in terms of Best Management Practices (BMPs) needed to
control nonpoint sources to the pollutant levels described above. Cost-share funds for
installing pollutant control measures will be targeted at operations which contribute the
greatest amounts of pollutants. Cost-share funds will be available through the Wisconsin
Nonpoint Source Water Pollution Abatement Program for certain Best Management
Practices. As shown in Table S-2, cost-share rates range from 50 to 70%.

All landowners eligible to receive cost-share funds will be contacted by the Wood, Clark and
Marathon County Land Conservation Departments during project implementation. If a
landowner wishes to participate in any aspect of the program and has Category I sources of
nonpoint source pollutants, they must be controlled. Category I represents the level of
pollution control needed to achieve water quality goals in the watershed. Nonpoint sources
in Category II contribute less of the pollutant load then those in Category I. They are
included in cost-sharing eligibility to further insure that water quality goals are met.
Controlling sources in Category II is not mandatory for a landowner to receive cost-sharing
for controlling other sources.

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

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

Agricultural Lands

All agricultural lands contributing sediment to streams at a rate greater than 0.5 tons/
acre/year will be eligible for cost sharing and must be brought down to a rate of

0.3 tons/acre/year. This involves an estimated 38,913 critical acres of cropland, or 33% of
the land in the watershed.

An additional five percent of the sediment load delivered to the stream will be controlled
through Category II, which includes an estimated 22,809 acres. Category II includes those
landowners with fields delivering sediment at a rate between 0.5 and 0.3 tons/acre/year.



Table S-2. Best Management Practices Eligible for Cost Sharing Through the
Upper Yellow River Priority Watershed Project

Best Management Practices State Cost-Share Rate

Contour Farming 50%

(flat rate: $6/acre)
Strip Cropping 50%

(flat rate: $12/acre)
Field Diversions and Terraces 70%
Grassed Waterways 70%
Reduced Tillage (No Till) $45/acre’
Critical Area Stabilization 70% **
Grade Stabilization Structures _ 70% *
Agricultural Sediment Basins 70% "
Shoreline and Streambank Stabilization 70% *
Shoreline Buffers 70%
Barnyard Runoff Management ' 70%
Animal Lot Relocation 70% *
Manure Storage Facilities 70%
Livestock Exclusion From Woodlots 50%
Wetland Restoration 70%
Nutrient and Pesticide Management 50%

Easements may be entered into with landowners identified in the watershed plan in
conjunction with these BMPs. See "Management Actions" in this summary for areas
where easements may apply.

" Maximum cost-share amount is $20,000.

¥ With a matching local share, the state share cost-sharing level may be increased up to
80%.

' Cost-sharing is $15/year for three consecutive years.

For practical purposes, all fields delivering more than 0.5 tons/acre/year of sediment will be
combined for each landowner. This figure will be the total amount of sediment which must
be controlled on the farm in order to receive cost-share funds from the watershed project. A
landowner may be able to meet the overall sediment reduction goal for his/her farm by
applying controls to field with sediment delivery rates below the identified target control



level of 0.5 tons/acre/year. The best way to meet the individual’s sediment reduction goals
will be determined during the farm planning process.

The Best Management Practices identified by the Wood, Clark and Marathon County Land
Conservation Departments emphasize both improving farm management and controlling
pollutants. Table S-2 shows the eligible practices and cost-share rates.

Animal Lots

High Control Subwatersheds: The highest level of control is needed for animal lots in the
North Branch of the Yellow, South Branch of the Yellow, Rocky Creek, Cat Creek, Otter
Creek, Puff Creek and Beaver Creek subwatersheds. All barnyards in these subwatersheds
contributing more than 45 pounds of phosphorus annually will be Category I for cost sharing,
and participating landowners will bring down the pounds of phosphorus to 15-pounds or less.
Category II barnyards, those which contribute between 25 and 45 pounds of phosphorus, will
be eligible for cost sharing.

Category ITA barnyards, those which contribute between 15 and 25 pounds of phosphorus,
will be eligible for cost sharing. Remedies for half of<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>