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Appendin D

NUTRIENT MANAGEMENT

{Acre)

Code 590

= Natural Resources Conservation Service
= - Congervation Practice Standard

Def mtion

Managmg the amount, fazm, placement and timing
of applications of plant nutrients;

Scope

This standard esta‘nhshes the minimum acceptab}e

" requirements for g plan_thar addresses the

apphcatmn of plant nutrients associated with organic
wastes (manure and organic byproducts),

commercxai fertli:zer, iegume crops and crop
residues. : o :

Purposes: -

This practice may be applied as part of a
conservation: management system to support one or
more of thr—: fol lowmg purpases :

. Suppiy plant :mtnents for crop produc:mn

Mlmmxze entry ef mztrients to surface water

. Mm:m:ze entry of nutrients to groundwater
Conrhtlorzs Where Pfactice A;}phes

On iands where pIam nutrients are appiaed
Criteria

Becausé this is the first conservation practice
standard desigied touse the new-NRCS planning
procedure, a short explanation of the application of
cnter;a based on :dentlf ed pﬂrpose is prowded

In order to addrsss the purpose ef supplying
nutrients for crop productmn Cntena 1 must be
apphed ' : . L .

It would be extremely rare in Wisconsin 1o find a
field with an identified concern of murients applied
Jor production where there would noralsobe a
concern for the entry of nutriénts to either surface or

Conservation practice slandards are reviewed periodically and updated if needed. Yo obtain the current version of this standard,

groundwater Crnerza L wauld oniy be used alone
where Total Resource Planning did not identify a
surface origroundwater concern. Food-Security Act
and Farmland Preservation Pfan.s are not Total
Resource Plans :

In order to address the purpase of m:mm:zmg the
entry of nutrients: to surface water Criteria | and 111
must be apphed

T}ze cnrerza jbr mmzmzzmg tke ent?;y of nutrients to
surface water will:be apphed to the majorzty of the
Sields in; J%scansm' i

In ordar to address the purpese of mmimlzmg entry
of nutrients-into groundwater, Cntena 1 and II must
be applied. .. : .

The criteria for minimizing the entry of nutrients to
groundwater: will be applied in areas with
groundwater. concerns, ie, Lower. Wisconsin River

: Vaiie:y, Cemrai Sa:zds Atrazme Pro}zzbmon Areas
cetes i : N

This practice would be used fo treat these identified
TESOUCE CONCerns:; '

‘Soil Resource
Seii Centammams
Excess Ammal Wasies and Other Organics
Excess Femhzf:r
Watcr Resource o .
Qualat}f o : . v
Numcms and Grgamcs in Groundwater
-?}iutmnts and .Org__a,mcs in Surface Water
Plant Resource
Management:

NRCS W

cantact yout iocal NRCS office o the Wisconsin Land and Water Conservation Association office, Madison, W1 at {608)823-1833. 3199
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Nutrient Managemem

Minimum Cnteraa to Provide N triems fer Crop o
Production and to Minimize, Entry of Nutrients . &
to Surface Water and Groundwater - -

A. General Cases:

1. Soils shail be testcd a mlmmum ef once
evezy fom yea:s

SR ’Develop ﬁeid ’ay ﬁeid nument budgei :
w0 fofall major nutrients’ ‘consistent with -
UWEX Publication "A-2809". .
‘Conservation Planning Tech Note Wi-1
“. gpells out the minimum. reqmrements '
fer a Nutnem Management Plan :

3. Avax!able nztrogen, mcludmg n;trogen
v from legumes, MANUe; sludge orgamc
: byproducts and commercial sources,”
shall not exceed nontegume crop needs
except that, available nitrogen may
-+ -éxceed crop needs by up to 20% :f
7 legumes, manures andiorganic
bypmducts are the only Sources of
mtmgen

4. ':Commercxai femhzer shali ot i}e
i __"apphed to frozen Of Stiow ccwered
iground cxcept for: grass yasmres on
slopes.of six ‘percent or less north of _
Wisconsin Highway 29 and onl wmter
: grams throughout the state £

B. Manure and ergamc bypmducts applxed to

crops for harvest

1. _Orgamc byproducts othet than manure
or septage shall be analyzed for

" nitrients. Otheranalyses may be
required as prescribed by state, federal,
or local regulations! “These materials
shall be spread as prescribed by federal,
state, or local regulations (se¢ Wzs
Department of Natural Resources Code,
NR214 (industrial wastes), NR204

_ {(municipal sludges), NR1 13 (septage)).

Required’ documentation shall be
maintained by the applicator. These
materials fnay require injection or
incorporation w:thm sp&cxﬁed time
periods. :

NRCS, Wi
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7. Surface spread liquid manures and
. organic byproducts shall not run off the
intended site during application.
Application must be stopped if ponding
or rumoff begins. -

Manure and organic byproducts applied on
land where vegetation is not harvested.
This does not include non-farmed wetlands.

1. Liguid materials shaﬁ be injécted .
across slopes that are 3% .or grcater or
be surface spread.. :

2. Application rates shall not exceed 75.1b
available P20§/acre (328h Placre)
.-total for a S—ycar penod unless .
: .;ncmporated s

3. Appkcatlen of mamsre shaﬂ oceur
between July 15 and freeze-up to .
minimize damage_to wildh_fe ‘nabuat :

1. Additional Criteria to- Minimize Entry of
Nutnenis to Groundwater

- A

Mamzre shali contam a mmﬁcanon
inhibitor if itis: zn;ected in the falk-on:sands,
and loamy sands when the S()il temperature

“is abave 5{} degrees F

Commercaa] mtrogen femllzcr for: sprmg

seeded crops shall not be fall applied on
sands ‘and Joamy sands. .

Manure and organic byproducts shall not be
applied to the following areas unless
injected.or. mcorpomted within 72 hours:

1. within 200 feet upgr_adient of sinkholes,
creviced bedrock at the surface, or other
- direct conduits to the groundwater,
. _such as gravel p;ts and wells, -

: 2..--::in other igcaliy ldent;ﬁed areas :

documented as havigg a high potential
10 poikute gmundwater FESQUICES.

D Cemmerc;ai Nitrogeﬂ apphcaison rates

shaill not exceed recornmendations based on

: crop need..

HL Addxtwnai Cntgna to Mmsm:ze Entry of
.. Nutrients to Surface Water




Manure shall not be applied at rates
exceeding 75 1b available P205/acre/ year
(32 1b P/acre) unless these materials are
mwrporated within 72 haurs after
application, in whlch case, the mtregen
content of the manure becomes the
_restnctmg nuirient. Appl:catiens of manure
cannot be at a Tevel wh:ch delivers more
:nltrogen than the ¢rop. needs. The nutnent
content of manure shall be defermined
thrﬂugh a laboratnry analys:s or'from $SCS
Cons_ervatmn_}’lannmg Techmcal Nate i

The soﬂ 1053 teiemncc wﬂf not be exceeded
on soils receiving memure and orgamc :
bypmducts I : S

Manure and organw bypmducts shaﬂ not be
spread in‘established waterways, non--
farmed wetiands, terrac:_: channels or'other

- areas where_r_ux_mff concantration oceurs.

). Manure and ergamc byproducts shall not be
applied to the following areas unless
1_;;_;exgted or mcorporatf:d w:than 72 hours:

L "Izwathm the i{)«year flood;: am or within
200 feet of streams, rivers, or lakes,
whtchever is greate

22 mﬂun:Zﬁ)G feet upgrad;em of smkhalcs
creviced bedrock at the surface, or ‘other
direct conduits to the groundwater,
such as grave] pxis and weﬂs

' Manure and orgamc bypreducts shaH not be

applied on frozen or snow covered gmund
in the foltowmg areas:’

L areas'_ide_x_}'tiﬁed:in_lli(b) (above),”

2. slopes of greater than 9%, except for
manure on slopes up to 12% with weli
grassed waterways, that are either
comtour striperopped with alternate
strips in sod, or contour farmed with ali
the residue from a corn crop taken for
grain remaining on the surface.

other locally identified areas
documented as having a high potential
to pollute surface water resources.

[FF)
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F. Manure and organic byproducts may be
applied on frozen or snow covered ground
“onlocally identified areas documented as
hawng alow pote,nt:al to pol!ute sarface
water.” " :

G. Commercial phosphorus application rates
““shall notéxceed tecommendations based on
crop neeci '
H. Addxtmna! gu:dance for. reducmg entry ef

" ‘nutrients into:surface water may be found in
~Conservation. P]anmng Techmcai Note 1.

PLANNiNG CONSEDERATZGNS

I,

Mariure should not be winter spread on sites.that

are hkeiy 1o-deliver nutrient runoff to surface.

waters and/or groundwater. - See Conservation
Planning Technical Note | for guidelines - -
concefning areas mth hi gh poiiutsen hazard for
surface runoff. SRR :

Manure should be stored in properly located and
constructed facilities during periods when jand
application isnot suitable: (See UWEX:

: "Pubi:catlon A-3466 for'more-information. )

g Maamre apphcatmns to! no-ttli cre;:pmg systems
. should. be mjected to-avoid: nutrient. mnoff and |
~ maximize nutrient ava;lab:ilty Surface '

applications should be avmded

Vegetative filter strips, akong wzth othef'erosion
control: practices, should be maintained adjacent
to surface ‘water,’ wet}anda sinkholes, and rock
outcrops in order to reduce the amount of
sediment. and nutrients which actually reach.
surface water andfor gmundwater

Evaluate fcderai state, and lscai watf:r quality
standards-and designated-uselimitations, such
as csty, county and tawnshlp zcmng ordmances

PLANS AND SPECiF!CATlONS

Plans and specifications will be prepared fora
specific site based on this standard, and planning
instructions provided in Conservation Planning
Techmcai Note 1

i.

- Nuytrients shaiE be apphed cons:stsnt with:
federal, state; ‘and Jocal regulations.

NRCS, Wi
3/99
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Industrial wastes and byproducts are regulated
under NR214, Wisconsin Administrative Code.
They mustbe sprcad in:accordance with a
Wisconsin' Pollution: Discharge Elimination
System (WPDES) Permit as obtained from the
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
(WDNR)

OPERATEOXQ SAFE’!‘Y AN?.) MAW’TENANCE

1.

Mznumze operamr exposure to potem;aliy toxic
gases associated with manure, organic wastes
and éhemical fertilizers, particularly in enclosed
areas. 'Wear protective clothing appropnate to
the materlal bemg handied

K Pmtect cormnerma} femi:zer fmm thc weather,
e and: agncuitural waste storage { facilities from.

accidental leakage or-spillage: See Chapter Ag

- 162 -of Wisconsin Administrative mles ‘and. .,

County: Waste Storage Facilities: Grdmances

“concerning mgulanons on &iting; desxgn,

operation and maintenance of these facﬁrﬁes

" When cleaning equipment after nument
. 3ppkcatwn, remove and save. fertilizersor., .

wastes inan: appropnate manner. If system is
fhished, use rinse water inthe: fuiiowmg batch of
nutrient mixture, where possible, or dispose of

- -according to'state and: focal: regulatwns Always
'+ avoid cleaning equipment near hi o
" areas; ponds, 1akes; streams, andiother water

-'mnei‘f

bodies. Extreme ‘care must be: exercised 10 avmé

contammatmg wclls

':1' : Appi;catmn eqmpment must be cahbrated to '
; -ach;eve tha demred apphcatton rate. .

Workmg ’foois -:

I

2.

5Cs Consewatzon Piannmg chhmcat Note 1

: Umverslty “of Wlsconsm-ﬁxtensmn {{jWEX)
“Publication "A-2809, Soil Test

Recommendanons for F:e}d Vegetable, and
Fruit Crops"; Reév. 1991, '

University of Wisconsin-Extension (UWEX).

‘Piiblication "A~3512; Wisconsin’s: Prepiaﬂt Sml

Profile Nitraté:Test":

University of W:sconszn-ﬁxtenswn {I}WEX) -
Wisconsin Departmentof Agriculture,: Trade,
and Consimer Protection (UWEX-DATCP)

NRCS, Wi
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Publication "A-3466, Nutrient and Pesticide
Best Management § Pract:ces for Wxscensm
Farms June 1989 :

Umversxty of W;scon51n»£xtcnsmn (UWEX)
Publication "A- 210{} Samphng Smis for
Testing". . .

.'Umverslty of Wlsconsm—ﬁxtensmn (UWEX)
_..Pubhcat:on "A~3517 Using Legumes as a
Nitrogen. Source”, May 1991 ‘with revised 1992

Forage Legume Nitrogen_ rt:d;t Tab]e

Umverszty of Wlsconsm~ExtenS|on (UWEX)
Publication "A-3537, Nitrogen Credits for

' Manura Apphcanons*‘ May E99}

i I}mverslty of Wlscensm‘Extensmn (UWEX)
. Publication "A-3557, ‘Nutrient Management:

Practlces for Wismnsm Cam I’roduct'on“ May

1992.

Umvers:ty of WxsconsmuExtcnsmn (UW EX)

.. Publication "A-3568, A Step~by-8tep Guide to

10.

Numem Management“ May 1992

Umverssty of W:sconsm—Extensxon (UWEX)

. Publication “Wzscensm Irngatmn Scheduimg

g L
" Publication "WISP: Managing Irigation | for "o

Prcgram o

Umvcrsity nf WasccnsmuExiensmn (UWEX)

. Com Production", March 1991.

12.

Wlsconsm Depzu‘tment of Natura! Resources
Codes NR214, (Land Treatment of Industrial

... Liquid Wastes, By-product Sohds and Sludges);
_NR204 (Mumc:pal Siudge Management) and

13,

NRH3 {Septage}

WiSPer Modei T‘ne Wlsconsm integratwe Soil
Program Ver. 2.0 for Fconomic

_Recommendations, Umvamty of Wisconsin-

Extensnon




Appendix D
Wisconsin Technical Note - Censervat;on Plannmg WIm S October 21, 1993
Subject: Nutrient Management o o

Nutrient managemeit piannmg isan :mpoﬂam yet oftentimes cumberseme process. This Technical Note has been :
developediin order to prcwlde guidance fornutrient management pfarmmg, spectfically: : -

Conservation Pianmng Techmcai Note] R e
. }’azti l Mm:mum reqmremems foranument managementplan

Part 1.2 Ytems to consider in nutrient management planning that may provuie acidltlﬂnal beaeﬁt ‘over and above
the criteria in the mxtrtcnt management standard .

Part 1.3 A procedure for esiamatmg nutrient: credits ava:labie fmm manure -

Part 1.4 A sample pmcedure for 1dem1fymg areas that pose a poflutlon hazard to’ water qualaty ﬁ'om wmter
sprcadmanure : i G : ST :

Part } 5 Exampie water hudgets E

Techmcal Notem Conservatmn Piannzng WI—I ?artl 1 o

Mmrmum requ:rements fora nutr:ent management plan o
A nutrient management plan shall be developed according to ‘the following citéria and steps.

A. Assemh !e the feifowmg backgraund mfonnat:on fer the plan
1. Aenal phowgraphs ofthe farm contamzng : i inie s cfihed nie L
Y. Boundanes and’ ldenttﬁcatton numbers for all creps ﬁeids pastures, and waste spreadmg sites.
b. Ident:ﬁcatmn of ﬁeids or pomcms of ﬁeids thh waste spreadmg restricnons '

_ 2 A soxi survey map aad ethcr' ppropr:aie maps w:i% be used to 1demxfy

e -a. ' 'oals' for sampimg an _making nutnent recemmenda i ens

b. Dramage feamres and c;her envzronmenta}ly sensmve areas mcludmg watenvays springs, creviced
bedmck streams Eakes smkholes quames tile out!ets and weIis '

. f’ercent Ean{i slope

U d The map may alsobe nscd to adenhfy eavaronmentaiiy vatnerable Soils mciudmg thesc less than 20
inches 1o bedrock, having permeabilities greater than 6.0 inches/hour or having water tables shallower
-ihan 1. 0 feot (ﬁniﬁss dramﬁd) as. g:ven in Section II~G cf the F:eld Ofﬁce Techmcai Gmée (FOTG).

-3, As a mlmmum the amoum of nutnents. from: alI'sources shafl be :dennﬁed :nclud:ng {!egumes) manure,
other organic byproducts, and commercial fertilizers. R .

4. A crop history. identifying the previous.season’s crops and future croppmg plans, mciudmg crop type and
rotation shall be recorded: UWEX Soil Analysxs Laberatory ‘has deveiopeci 4 *’Sozi Infemzatwn Sheet" to record
“and ‘utilize this mfamatmn as part of a sm! test pmgfam : wE :

B. The producer or land manager is responsxbie fer deveiopmg and mamiaznmg a current nutnent E}udget on a field by
field basis: Soil test reports from UWEX soil analysis laboratoriés (including ASCS: approved !ai)s) ;ermades an existing
method of developing a budget. i

Technical Note - Conservation Planning Wi-1, Part I 2

Items of benefit for nutrient management p!anmng

The items listed in Part 1.2 of the technical note should be wns:éereé in nument managemem plannmg These items
may provide additional water quality benefit over and above the criteria in the Nutrient Management Standard.

Page 1
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The rate timmg and placement of nutﬂents are 1mportant considerations that may affect water quality.

1. The following considerations look at nmmg ‘of putrient apphcanens inorder to Teduce the impacts on water quality..

A. Nutrients should be applied as near to the time of crop use as possible.
B. Mmmuze nutncm apphcatwns on frozen or snow—cavered ground.

C. Seasonal water budgets canbe: used 1o 1dentlfy potent;a] leaching and runoff eventsand to seiect -
management options.to control these losses: Example water budges are in Part 1.5.0f this ’i‘echmcai Note: .

D. Manure and other organic byproducts should not be applied on sandy or loamy sand soﬂ in the fall when soil
temp&ratures are greater than 50 dﬁgrees F tmiess a cover crop 18 present to use the fiitrogen. =

1. The fo!lewmg consrderatlons look at managmg the fate of nutnents appked and the piacement of nutnents in order to
reduce theimpact-on water ‘quality. - i . i : S

A. Use soil test levels to prioritize manure ap;:ilcat:on sites. Apply manure to the’ ieast envnronmentaiiy sensitive
areas first. Criteria to consider include: soil! permeability; infiltration capacity, slope, erodxb}hty, accessibility,
_ present crop, pns;entaal fate of runoff and presence ¢ of censervanon pracnces

L B ‘Manure mjectwn m‘ mcorporanon w:thm 72 hours mm:mlzes mlrogen volauhzanon iosses
C When concemed w;tb the rate and piacernent of mtrogen, consader these things.

BE stk of mtmgen mavement to ground water is greatest for highly permeab!e smls, shailow smis over .
permeable bedrock, and soils with 2 high water table. A 'map of groundwater contamination :
susceptibaizty in Wisconsin is found in UWEX~DATCP pubilcataon ”A 3466" between p. 66 and 67

2. Nitrogen }osses 1o, the atmosphere from denitrification are greatest on pcorly draaned smls

3. Unused or res;duai nitrate may be Eeached from the soil and pollute groundwater. In years. of normal
fertilizer application and unexpected low yields, excess nutrients, including nitrate, may : accumulate in
the soil. Soil profile nitrate tests can be used to measure carryover pitrogen and adjust’ nitrogen

appkcatmns (see UWEX pubhcatmn "A-35127). Additlonal optmns for reducmg the amount of
nitrogen sub}cct to ieacmng mciude : .

a Growmg a wmter cm.rer crop te usc carryever mtmgen

-(when managed thhout supp}emental N mputs) ta ”scavenge" N

: -:3_13 wamg legume crops

c. Grcwmg hzgh N éemandmg crops such as corn and ferage grasses

4, Nitrification’ ;nh;b;ters used w:th ammomum or ammomum—fcmng N femhzers can xmprove N
efficiency and Jimit loss-of femiizer Non soils where the potential for nitrate foss through leaching or
: demmﬁcatmn IS hzgh {ses. page 29 of thc UWEX ‘publication "A3466" for more; mfomatmn)

I) When ccmcemed w:th ﬁhe rate and place of phcsphorus oons:der ihese things.

N 1. Appropnate maﬁagement practwes for phosphoms on mdavadual farms wﬂi vary wﬁh specific
cropping, topographical, ‘environmental and economic condmons See UWEX pubi:catmn A»3466 and
A-3557 for more information.

: ':2 Sml test vaiues are pnmaniy mterpmted for crop response and cconmmc retum

3, Consxder reducmg or ehmmanng app!zcatmns of P ssurces m;;ludmg manure and othé_riprgén_ic
by‘pmdncts if soil test ievels excaed 75 ppm P {1 SG Ibs P;’acre) .

4. Where so:i test P 1evgls are. ‘?5 0 150 ppm (very high to excessweiy h;gh) the feiiewmg practlces o
are recommended: : :

a Use runoff and erosion control practices such as residue management, conservation tiilage,
and contour farming.

b. Rotate to P-demanding crops such as atfaﬁfa .
c. Limit starter P applications on row crops 10 20 Tbs “P20OSTacre. ¢

Page 2
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d: Where possible, apply manure on fields with io@er Ptests . .

s 5. Where soil test levels exceed 150 ppm P, these additional practices are recommended:
a. To the extent possible, eliminate all non-starter P applications. B

b. Consider ﬁsing additional runoff and erosion contral practices such as buffer (filter) strips.

6. Where soil test P exceeds 150 ppm on all land available for manure or other waste material .. ..
applications, apply to the least environmentally sensitive areas first at rates needed to supply the crop
N requiremments or the anticipated crop removal of P-and/or K. Criteria‘to prioritize application sites
may include soil permeability and infiltration capacity, slope,-erodibility, soil test P.level, potential fate
of runoff, presence of conservation practices, and field accessibility.

HI. Other Considerations e
A. Phosphorus losses are greatest on eroding sites with high runoff.

B. Use appropriate pH management to keep soil pH in tI.z.e.' p_ré;iéf range for optimum crop production. Soil pH
affects the availability of almost all of the essential elements (see UWEX Publication "A-2809").

* C. Bamnyards, feedllots, and manure storage facilities should be thoroughly cleaned prior to abandonment. High
N:demanding crops such as alfalfa or corn should be planted at the site to use soil nitrate. _

"~ D..Good soil tilth should be maintained. good soil tilth encourages infiltration - and reduces inoff, this is
especially important when the .objective is to protect surface water but may not be desirable if the objective is
protection of groundwater. _ . T oo

1. _Qrganic_maﬁgr additions promote good soil tilth.
2. 2. Bquipment travel on saturated soils should be avoided to reduce soil compaction and rutting.

E. Practices such as crop rotation promote éfficient nutrient use.

Technical Note - Conservation Planning — WI-1.Part1.3

*'. Determining manure nutrient credits " _
‘Proper credmngof nianure mutrients can ibiiré:% 'cbﬁuﬁéréi-éf fertilizer needs and reduce the potential for surface and
ground water pollution. Manures contain the:major plant futrients (N, P-and K3 :and other essential nutrients. Only a
portion of the nutrients from a field spread manure are available in the first year. The rest become available over time as
the nutrients are relessed from the organic fraction.: Calculating the fertilizer value of manure involves three steps:
STEP.1: Determine Available-Nutrient Content

STEP 2: Determine Manure Application Rates.

STEP 3: Calculate the Maniire Nutrient Credit

STEP 1: Determine Available-Nutrient Content

Because the nutrient content of manure varies so much, it is recommended that a representative (well-agitated) sample be
sett to a laboratory to determine its fertilizer value, - S :

Where manure is tested:
Multiply the total nutrient content by the appropriate percent available nutrients from Table 2. See Equation 1.
Equation 1. Calculating Available Nutrient Content

Tetal Nutrient X Manure Nutrient =  Available Nutrient
Content Availability Content

Page 3
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Express Total Nutrient Content as pounds per ton :f wcrkmg with solid manure or pounds per 1,000
gaiions if working with' ixqmd manure. - s . e

Express Tabie 2 percentage asa dec;mal and use that as the Manuré'%\%utriem Availability term in
Equaﬁon 1. - .

Where manure 15 not tested

ﬁse Tabtes 3 and!or 43 to estimate the avaztabie nutnem ccntent _é&_‘ ..vati_ou?s:-é'éi_'i.{i aﬁ'd._ 'liqu-i.c.i: manures after one
appi;canon or'consecutive annual apphcat;ons e : e .

STEPZ: Determine Available-Nutrient Content
Idenufy the ﬁelds that havc recexved or wﬁi recewc manure.

Then, determme how much mamsm per acre has been apphed or’ w:il be applised to’ e,ach ﬁeid UWi?ZX
Pubhcamn A3381 "Determmmg Manure Apphcanon Rates" contams more ;nformatmn

STEP 3 Calculate the Manure Nutnent Cred;t -

| After ycu know the manure's avaalabie outrient content andthe 'api:'licétion'rate 0 a:-p'articﬁléa_". _ﬁeld, Yyou ¢an
calculate the manure nutrient credit from Equation 2. R S

Multiply thc;_Manurf_:_Applicgt_;i_on Rate from § STE? 2 by the Avaaiable Nutnent Contem from S’TEP 1.
Maiptain proper units for this calculation by using the__appwpnate:c__c_mv_er_smn terms in Tabie 5.

Equation 2. Manure Nutrient Credit Calculation

Available - PR & o - Manure Apphcattcm-“ T Manure Nutrient L
Numem{:cntem R _ Ratr:: i e _Cre_dit
MANURE CREDITING EXAMPLES
Exam;_al_e' o . -'Producer Srmth surface appiaeé 20 tnn/acre of fresh salid daxry manure 1o édrn graund tast fall
without testing the manure. Estimate the amoant of N, PZ()S and KEG avaﬁable to the next
com crop from manure. : Colaelos s . ; .
Step Lt Use Table 3 to estimate available nutrients from surface spread sohd dairy manure as 3-3»
8/ton.
Step2: _ Use ‘Equatmn 210 caicuiaie the manure nutnent cred:t from a 20 ton/acre appiacation rate.
{3-3- Sfton)(.?{} ton/acre) = 6(} !b Nfaare, ﬁ ib PZOSfacre, 160 ii) K,Zi}lacre
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Table 1. Rule of Thumb Average Nutrient and Dry Matter Content -
from Various Solid'and Liquid Manures + ~ ~ . :

[ & Speciesimgt -~ %Dry Matter N P20 K20

' i Ib/ton  eeen
Dairy, solid; fresh* "~ "° 127 o s 10-
Beef, solid, fresh* ' 116 - 14 9 1
 Swine, solid, fresh* - 92 - 10 6 9
Poultry, solid, fresh* '~ 252 0 25 25 12
- 1b/1,000 gal--.
Dairy, liquid* © 85 - S28 14 28
Veal calf, liquid** 1.5 12 12 25
Beef, liquid* ** - - 7.7 39 25 31
Swine, liquid,
" ‘finishing unit*** 7.6 55 27 34
Swine , liquid _ :
farrow-nursery*** 338 S| R T 10
" Poultry, liquid* 7 168 : 6 69 33

*" Adapted from Table 1, UWEX Publication A341 1, "Manure Nutrient Credit Worksheet", 1987.
** Adapted from Table 10-7, Midwest Plan Service Publication 18, "Livestock Waste Facilities Handbook”,
© U Rev 1985, with 50% dilution water added. NOTE: Rainfall and flush water, may.contribute significantly .
more water than 50%..:: . oo oo - oo s
**%  Adapted from Table 3, Towa:State University Extension Service Publication Pm-1164, Animal Manure: A
Source of Crop Nutrients”, 1984. G A

+ Sample analysis will give a better estimate for subject farm, e

Table 2. Estimated First-Year Nutrient Availability (%)* from Various Maniires
| Species .. : N P205 . k20 |

Dairy, surface applied** 30% 55% ' 75%
Dairy, incorporated** 35% 55% 75%
Veal calf, surface applied*** 40% 55% 75%
Veal calf, incorporated*** 50% 55% 75%
Beef, surface applied** 25% 55% 75%
Beef, incorporated** 30% 55% 75%
Swine, surface applied** 40% 55% 75%
Swine, incorporated** 56% 55% 75%
Poultry, surface applied** 30% 55% 75%
Poultry, incorporated** 60% 55% 5%

* If manure has been applied to the same field at similar rates for 2 consecutive years, increase the matrient

values in the table an additional 10 percentage points. If manure has been applied to the same field at
stmilar rates for three or more consecutive years, increase the nutrient values in the table an additional 15
percentage points. (See example 2, step 1)

** Modified from Table 3, UWEX Publication A341 1, "Manure Nutrient Credit Worksheet”, 1987,

**%  Modified from Table 10-7, Midwest Plan Service Publication 18, Livestock Waste Facilities Handbook”,
Rev. 1985,
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Example 2: Producer Jones surface spread and incorporated 8,000 gal/acre of fall-applied stored liquid
dairy manure on a 20 acre corn field for two consecutive years. A manure analysis froma
private lab showed a total nutrient value of 32-15-36/1,000 gal. Nextspring he will plant com
and apply 100 Ib/acre of 9.23-30 starter fertilizer. A UWEX Soil.test recommended 160 Ib

Niacre, 60 1b P205/acre, and 120 Ib K20/acre. Calculate the amount of nutrients in the
manure and starter fertilizer, and how much additional nutrients must be supplied from other
sources.

Step 1:  Table 2 shows the percent available nutrients in dairy manure as 35% N, 55% P205, and 75%
: K20 for. first year nutrient availability. However, since similar. manure rates have been
applied for two consecutive years, increase these values.an additional ’gi:x_:'pe_;c_cntage points
for each nutrient to 45% for N, 65% for P205, and 85% for K20. See the first footnote in
Table 2. .

Step 2: Use Equatibn 1 to calculate the available nutrient content.

(32-15-36)/1,000 gal. X (0.45-0.65-0.85) = 14.4 1o N/1,000.gal,,
o 9.8 1bP205/1,000 gal.
Step 3: Use Equation 2 to calculate the manure nutrient credit from an:8,000 gallon rate.
(14.4 b N/1,000 gal.) X 8,000 gal/acre = . 115 Jb:N/acre
9.8 1b P205/1,000 gal.) X 8,000 gal/acre = 78 b P205/acre
L3066 b R20/1L1 000 gal) X 8,000 gal/acre =..- . :2451b K20/acre.

Now, subtract the manure and starter P205 and K20 credits from the soil test recommendations to determine
if additional putrients are required. Round the resulting positive numbers to the nearest 10:Ib/acre.

S 160 - 115) I Nfacre =+ 45 Ib Nfacre-or 50 Ib Niacre s
- (60-78 - 23} Ib P205/acre = -41-1b P205/acre {excess P) ©
S (1204245 3_6)_:1b'§<’.20é’-ééfe Cor= ot 21550 K20/acre {excesy K) - :

I

The total amount.p_f_ a.z_i.d'i't'ipnai_N_necgiié_d is:'_'S_O_ Ib :_}I/acfe'X"ZG_ acres = 1(}00 le o o '

If .}’ho'sgihﬁrus-or Potassium are 2 water quality concern, this producer may want to reduce the amount of
manure being applied to these acres. '
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Table 3. Rule-of-thumb Estimates of Available Nutrients from Solid Manure by Species and
Maaagement Systems forup to Three or More Consecutive Ycars of Application*

: : S Dry ... : . Total A\faliable Nutrients :
Species/mgt. System ' Matter N P205 K20
% ' B |
_ One Year of Application o
Dairy, surface applied 127 3 3 8
Dairy, incorporated 127 4 3 8
Beef, surface applied 11.6 4 5 8
Beef, incorporated 116 4 5 8
Swine, surface applied 9.2 4 3 7
Swine, incorporated - 9.2 5 3 7
Poultry, surface applied 1232 13 14 9
Poultry, incorporated 252 15 14. 9
SRS Two Consecutwe Yearsof Application : N
Dairy, surface applied 127 4 3 L9
Dairy, incorporated 12.7 5 3 9
Beef, surface applied 11.6 -5 6 9
Beef, incorporated 116 6 6 g
Swine, surface applied 92 5 4 B
Swine, incorporated 92 6 4 8 -
Poultry, surface applied C 252 15 16 10
Poultry, i mcsrporate d 252 I8 16 . 15 A
“ Three or More Ctmsecutxve Years of Application .
Dairy, surface applied S 127 e 5 4 9. .
:Dairy;incorporated -~ .~ 1270 5 4 9
~ Beef, surface apphed e 6 6 10 -
Beef, incorporated 2 11.6 6 6 10
Swine, surface applied .92 6 4 8
Swine, incorporated 9.2 7 4 8
Poultry, surface applied L. 252 R TG R e 11
Poultry, incorporated 252 0 o ' 19 g 18 I
* - Based on values given in Tables ! and 2, calculated usmg Equatmn 1. Figures are munded to’ the
nearest whole pound. : :
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Table 4. Rule-of-thumb Estimates of Available Nutrients from Liquid Manure by Species and
Management Systems for up to Three or More Consecutive Years of Application*

Dry Total Available Nutrients

Species/mgt. System ... - Matter . . . N . P205 K20
B Yo e 1b./1000 gal amm—
. " 'One Year of Application C o
Dairy, surface applied 8.5 P 8 2]
Dairy, incorporated 8.5 10 8 L2
Veal calf, surf. appl. 3.0 12 14 38
Veal calf, incorp. 3.0 _ 14 14 38
Beef, surface applied : 7.7 10 14 - 23
Beef, incorporated . 7.7 12 14 23
Swine, fu.**, surf. appl. 7.6 22 15 26
Swine, fu.**, incorp. 76 ; 28 15 26
Swine, f.0.***, surf. appl. 3.8 - 12 6 8
Swine, £0.***, incorp. 3.8 15 6 8
Poultry, surface applied 16.8 - L 35 38 25
Poultry, incorporated 16.8" 41 38 e 280
- Two Consecutive Years.of Application L
Dairy, surface applied 8.5 11 9 24
Dairy, incorporated 8.3 13 9 . 24
Veal calf, sur. appl. 3.0 : 14 16 43
Veal calf,incorp. _ 3.0 . 17 16 L 43
Beef, surface applied : 7.7 : 14 16 28
Beef, incorporated 7.7 o 16 16 T
Swine, f.u.**, surf. appl. 7.6 BRI R AR & I 29
_ _sWing,':gg,f*,fggc@rp; i B - S _ 33 15 S
. Swine, fn.***, surf.appl . 380 N &S L7 e 9 o
Swine, fn*** incorp. 38 B ST BRI
Poultry, surface applied 168 42 45 =28
Poultry, incorporated 16.8 ' 48 - 45 S 28
‘L Three or More Consecutive Years of Application o PR
Dairy, surface applied : 8.5 ' 13 © 10 28
Veal calf, surf. appl. - 30 T16 oy 46
Veal calf, incorp. 3.0 18 17 46
Beef, surface applied 7.7 16 17 28
Beef, incorporated 7.1 i8 17 28
Swine, fu.**, surf. appl. 7.6 30 19 31
Swine, f.u.%*, incorp. 7.6 36 19 31
Swine, £n.¥**, surf. appl. 38 17 8 . 9
Swine, fn.***, incorp. 3.8 20 8 9
Poultry, surface applied 16.8 45 48 30
Poultry, incorporated 16.8 52 48 30
* Rased on values given in Tables 1 and 2, calculated using Equation 1. Figures are rounded to the
nearest whole pound.
** finishing unit

#*%  farrow-nursery
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Technical Note - Conservation Pimming ~-Wi-1. Part 1.4

Gmdelmes for rdentifying areas tbat represent a surface wafer poliutmn hazard fmm winter spread manure and
other orgamc by products.” : S e : e - .
DIRECTIONS:

A On a copy of the aerial photo, identify:
-perennial streams, lakes, and natural wetlands -"Discharge Points™ ="Other channels -Cropland. field boundaties

B.  For fields not ‘within 900 ﬁ of waterbodies or dtscharge points identify distances (either:30, 100, 0r 150 f1.) frorn._ P
identified channels by uszng section I1. nf the table -

C. For fields within 900 ft. ‘of waterbodies or dlscharge points: - A '
1. Determine the cropping system (crops, rotation, tillage, contounng, etc.) for- each ﬁeid
2. Based on slope, flow typeand surface-conditions, determine the:area of high-hazard by selecting a
distance ﬁ'em secﬂon 1 of the table.

i :_E'Nate If the minimum dastance cannot be achieved within the boundanes of the selected slope, flow
iype and surface’ condition, prorate the distance by estimating a represcntatwe slope; flow fype and
_ -surface condzt:on : :

DEFINI’I‘IONS

A. Discharge Point = In addition to mapped waterbodies, discharge
points include: impoundments, natural wetlands, intermittent streams, drainage ditches, grassed waterways or
~ other channels having a drainage area as'indicated in the following table. For the purposes of establishing
hazard areas this definition expands the standard definition of waterbodies to include a broader drainage
network active. dur;ng peak runoff VeRts... ...,

B. OPE Means that part of 2 crop rotation in whlch smaﬂ grains -
asa compamon crop or hay is grown Lo

c. Other Channeis Channels that can 'be 1demxﬁed on aenal '
phﬂtns soil‘maps or field observation (eg: waterways guihcs [ } that have dramage areas less than those
spec:ﬁcd for Discharge: Pomts , :

D. Overiand Flow= The assumed mode of runoff flow in the abscnce
of weii estabhshed niis and channeis : .

E, Shailow Concentrated }*iow The assumed mode of runoff ﬂow '
cemmonly occumng with long slopes, characterized by we!l esiabhshed nIis but deve:d of open channels.

1 gallon = 8.3 pounds ’ L : I ou.ft. =60 peunds {fresh, solid poultry)

1 ton = 2,000 pounds : - Yeuft, =62 pounds (semi-solid dairy)

1,000 gal. =4.17 tons : ' 1 cufi. =55 pounds (semi-solid beef & swine)**

1 bushel =77.5 Pounds (liquid) 1 cuft =45 pounds (solid dairy)

1 bushel=1.25 cubic feet (liquid) "1 cufto=7.5 gallons

I cuft. =62 pounds: (hqard dairy) : : 1 acre-inch = 27,225 gallons

1 cu.ft. =60 pouﬂds { i:quad beef & sw;ne) -

* When sizing manure spreaders, use mranure unit conversions based on cubic feet, rather than bushel,
measurements.

* UWEX estimates
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Technica! Note - Conservation Planning - Wi-1. Part 1.5
Water Budgets

Water budgets in Appendix A are based on CREAMS. computer model runs. CREAMS (Chemical, Runoff, and Erosion
from Agricuitural Management Systems) is a mathematical model developed to evaluate non-point source pollution from
field-sized areas.

Rainfall records for the:following locations were used: .

Rice Lake, Wisconsin for Spencer silt loam; Lancaster, Wisconsin for Tama silt loam; Plainfield, ‘Wisconsin for Plainfield
loamy sand. ' . L L N '

The watershed size used was 12 acres. The average field slope was 5.5% and the overland flow slope. igngth was 2001

The representative water budgets show rainfall, runoff, evapotranspiration and pi'-:_ﬁ_:piat_.idn:_be'l'ow'.thé' rootzone

_F. - Winter Spread Manure = The practice of 'spr'eadihg manure during that time of the year--(wint:ériand portions
of fall and spring) when incorporation” is not practical and the potential for runoff is greatest.

BACKGROUND: The table values for areas of high pollution hazard are derived from the Velocities For Upland Method

of Estimating Time = of Concentration (NRCS National Engineering Handbook Sec. 4, Fig 15-2) using a delivery -
time of five minutes.

GUIDELINES FOR AREAS OF HIGH POLLUTION HAZARD TO SURFACE RUNOFF FROM WINTER SPREAD MANURE

Owerland Flaw :

ﬁigh Hazard _-Pemm. long QIrEsses 200 200§ 200
|areas | -posgmgamtt 1
1. LU e and Elownr

Cpntour StHp

Dhtance ey | RN iad aith
o vater Bodies] maratione »E0% OH
and Dimcharge call tilla g ed
Foints Contoured veith OH
B0 %, »I0 % rearitdue
~Farm. Hayland

Ohwve rland Flows:
Rotations »S0% €14 z50 | 400
~Contoured with, OH. 1 S RN
L A0S, K30 % residue
“gihort grass pasture -
St e adland with
modaerate oovar

850

Aliﬁ;@h H%zard ] L

A i Hjard ———

Owestand Flou:
-Rotations «S0% OH,
al tille'-"_:: s 3060 [o]8: 5] a0
L udooaiand voith
minbfhat oover’
Shaltows concentrated
4 o Flow™.

*

Ik
AH fiowe types and
g%&:z?gﬁu;":r’ga‘; surfage conditions 50 100 150

T wgae Détinitions

Hydrologic Drainage Area
Soll Group Greater than:
A 100 aoc.
B A B
page 10 (or uscna' d{gﬁﬁqd 20 ac.
condition)
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Agrlcultural eﬁgi-neering practitioners
certification form
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for priority watershed projects
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01/29/02 APPENDIX F
COMPLETION DATES FOR PRIORITY WATERSHED PROJECTS, 2001 — 2009*

County Project Codes Project J  County Project Project
End Dates™ §§ Codes End Dates**

Adams NEE 2002 B Monroe LTM 2002
“Barron YEL 2004 [ MKR 2003
Bayfield wTC 2006 ‘Oconto PEN 2008
Brown DAA* 2008 | Outagamie ARD 2003
EAS 2002 - DAA*** 2009

BRB 2006 - Ozaukee CCK - 2003

: RLS 2007 - MNB 2001
Buffalo MTR 2004 MRS 2003
WwWMD 2001 | ‘Pierce KNC 2009

Burnett BIG 2009 | Polk BAL. 2006
Calumet WNE- 2003 HSC 2009
“Chippewa DUN, 2005 . 0SC 2007
Clark - UYL 2004 | Portage WPC 2007
_Columbia ‘BDR "2005 | Racine SHC 2006
o NEE . 2005 “Richland MKR 2004
YME 2008 | Rock SPC 2004

Dane DLP 2004 L Rusk SMH 2007
YME 2008 Saint Croix SCL 2008

Dodge BDR 2005 SFH**** 2005
Door RLS 2007 KNC 2009
Douglas usc 2008 DEL 2009
Dunn SFH*+ 2005 NBR 2004

© ] Fonddulac . EWB Cn 2001 : ... PEN - 2007

e - FDL 2009 - M Sheboygan =  MNB 2001
SHB 2002 PIG 2009

WNE 2004 SHB 2003

Grant - LGR 2002 Trempealeau MTR 2004
Green LEP 2002 ' UTR 2005
- Jackson UTR 2006 Vernon HIL 2005
Jefferson ROC. 2004 = MKR 2004
Kewaunee RLS 2007 -Walworth SHC 2008
Lafayette LEP 2003 | Washington CCK 2004
Langlade SPR 2008 ? EWB 2001
Manitowoc BRB 2007 ; MNB 2001
PIG 2009 | Waukesha MWL 2005

SHB 2002 UFR 2005

Marathon LBE 2002 Waupaca Liw 2008
LRR 2009 WPC 2006

UYL 2004 | Waushara  PWR 2009

Marinette MIN 2006 | Winnebago ARD 2004
MPT 2009 FDL 2009

PWR 2009

Marquette NEE 2005 N Wood UYL 20062

* Table reflects end dates in effect on October 6, 1998, the date set by sec. 92.14{5g}(b)}, Statls., for determining the requirement
for matching funds. Table does not include subsequent extensions or changes in end dates for Wood and other counties. -
** All- projects end December 31st of the listed year, unless DNR has subsequently extended or changed the end dates. DNR
may authorize funding for tandowners for tp to one year after the end date of a project.
=+ Combines AAC and DUK watersheds.
**** By sec. 281.65(11), Stats., watershed end date treated as if in effect on October 6, 1998,
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ATCP 50 Hearing Summary
March and April, 2000

Public hearings on the proposed order to amend ATCP 50, relating: to the soﬁ and water resource -
management program, were held in Fitchburg, East Troy, Richland Center, Whitehall, Chilton,
Hancock, Medford, Antigo,-and Barron.- In addition, a video-conference: ‘hearing was conducted in
Madison with video hook- -ups in Superior and Rhinelander. The hearings were conducted from
March. 14 through April 5, 2000.. “fhe hear;f;g record remained open for additional wnﬁen R
commems until Aprzi 19; 2000 s : : ok

March 1 4 20&0 Fxtchburg, W;scensm Approx:mately 80 peopte attended the heanng and 14 |
gave oral tesismany Speaking were:.

1 ) D. Cole, crop consultant; .0pposes the nutrient management portion of the rule. He said that
by practzcmg nutﬂaﬂt management we wcu%d be £owermg soil fertili ty .
2) Tom Hall, farmer:. npposes the nutrient. ‘management part of the rule. He sazd farmers must be
' Ifowed to write their own nutrient managament plans,. . ._
3) JohnJudd, farmer:. supports pari:s ef the ruie and cpposes parts of ;t Ccst share funds must
. be made available to. farmers. [ :
4} Robert Kmeger farmer' supports paris of tha ruie and opposes parts of lt More conservatzon
staff are needed to work with farmers. .~ . -
5) Brett Larson, WLWCA: supports parts of the ruie and opposes parts ef 1t DATCP needs to
work with county LCCs fo develop the rule
6) Robert i}phnff farmer: opposes. the rule.. Thss version of the rule is too restrictive on farmers. -
7) Roy Schroed], interested citizen: ‘supports parts of the rule and opposes parts of the rule. He
-feels generally it is cost prohibitive and the state is exerting too much control over counties.
_8)_5_:_:Am0fd Gudex, farmer opposas the ruie We need to suppari smaﬁ famaiy faz*ms and keep
v DNRofffarms. .
9 Pen'y LGdqulst Waukesha County LCI) suppm‘ts parts of the rute and cpposes parts nf :t
‘There is too much state control of county activities. .
10) William Gudex, farmer opposes ihe ul e. We must preserve sma ! fam;iy farms and keep
DNR offfarms. .
11) Robert. W;esenberg farmer opposees the mie ‘i’he ruie wr!i put sma i farmers out c}f busmess
ftistoo costly. . . : :
12) Thomas Strutt; farmer: opposes the ruie He doesn't lxke the nutﬁem management
requirements of the rule. Keep DNR off farms.
13) Dennis. Zeloski, farmer OppOseEs the rule. The state does not have the fundmg to Em;aiement
thisrule. . . .. .
14) Bruce Borganz farm {:ooperatsve represerztatwe oppases the nutﬁem management par{ of
the rule. There are many pmhiems with the nutrient management program need to-be fixed.

Marc?z 15 2800 East Troy, W;scansm Apprexamateiy 60 peopte atﬁendad ihss.z heanng and 12
gave oral testimony, Sp&akmg were: :

1) Kerry Schumann, WiSPiRG suppcrts ihe mter:t of the rule. bm apposes parts of st The siate
. needs strong nonpoint rules but this. version.of the rules needs more work to make them
better.




2) Gera d Hebard, NRCS generaiiy suppoﬁs the rule He gave specific commants to improve
technical aspects of the rule. -

3)" Patrick Buckly, Lake Assocaat;on suppcrts the ;r;teni ﬂf ihe fuie but opposes parts af ;t The
rule needs to'do more to protect lakes:’ o

4)" John Hall, Machaei Fletds Inst;tute.- -supports the mtent of the ruies There ESﬁ’t enough fundmg_
toimplement them. N

5) Troy Kuphai WALCE: supports parts of the ruie and oppose parts of the mie The ruie needs -
to recognize the lead role of counties in. impiemenmg the program.  *

6) Rura Ciark farmer cpposes ’{he ruie The proposai is ’m regu atory for farmers and tao _
costly. "

7) Robert Bartheiemew farmer epposes the rule. Thzs prcposed riile is oo regu atory on’

- farmers.. .

8) Lisa Conley, Lakes Assocaa’""" -supperts part of the rule and opposes parts of the rute She -

o supparts the intent of the rule but feels more needs te be: doﬁe tc proiect §a§<es

9): Roland Tischendorf, interested citizen: suppcms the rule; - ;

10} Don Hennmgfeld mterested c:t:zar;' 0pposes part of the te Thzs rufe smu!d not mclude
“sludge application in its nutrient management. program S &

11) Dennis Bries, mterested citizen: generally opposes the rule. ‘He supports-ihe intent of the
“rules biit more common sense must be shown in ‘setting standards and practices.”

12} Randy Craig, farmer: generally opposes. the rule. Qalry farmers need hatp in meettng
reqmrements Don‘t try to 1mpiameat tcca fast’”

March 16, 2009 Rlchiand Cenier, W‘scansm Approxzmateiy 17’5 peopie attended the, heanng '
and 2? presanted arai test;mony Speakmg wefe

R .;:.:Bexi \ ia mer; {apposes the ru!e Aiot of the standards and ;aracﬁces carmot be met or
) fmptemented by farmers. '
2) Duane Brown, farmer:" opposes the nutrzent management paft of ihe ruie Nuinent
- management requirements on farmers are too restrictive..

3) Gerald Biba, farmer: 9;3;305&8 ‘the rule. The rule is too costly ly for farmers Have furzdmg
available before requiring farmers to ampiement practices '

4) Linda Wil born; interested cifizen; supports parts of the rule and’ ﬂppeses paris of ;t DATCP
and DNR must’ caoperate beiter i{eep nutnent management reqmremenis oui' cf the ruies
Make the program educational.

5) George Ramsden farmer opposes the ruie Urban sstes cause as much nenpomt po ui:on as.
rural sites. :

6) James Msisna farmer opposes this ruie Farmers need fundmg to 1mpiemem mias Urban
areas should be requared to do'more. '

7) John Mitchell, farmer: this is too regu latory on farmers and’ will pu’f many ot of busmess

8) Charles Stuedel, Trout Unlimited: su;:s;mrt the need for strong rules but opposes ¢ most of thfs )
rule. " We must all work together to set sound rules that we all can ;mpiement ’

9) Stacy Haffner, WISPIRG: support the need strong tules to control nonpoint poliution but ~
opposes most of this rule. These rules need more work to be effective.

10yDan Patenaude; farmer: suppcris paris of the rule and oppases parts of the rule. Farmers
need to take the lead i implementing censewatmn ‘Rules ‘are needed for the occaszonai bad
actor.

11) Ann Greenheck farmer: genera Ity oppos&s the rule. Fundmg is needed to implement these
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rules. '

12) Keith Radke, farmer: generaﬂy apgeses the rule. We need to work tagether to.improve water
quahty Farmers need financial help to put in practices. -

13) Richard Gorder, farmer: supports parts and opposes parts of the rule The nutnent
management portion of the rule needs’ to'be changed to give. famaers flexibifity. o

14) Ed Liegel, crop consultant: generaiiy supparts intent of the: rule: i:mi 0;3;30353 parts of it. Need
to'make changes in the nutrient ‘management psmsn of rule, giving farmers more flexibifity.

15)Cathy Cooper, Richland. Coanty LCD: supports some of the. rule bu‘i opposes many parts of it.
Not enough county. staff and cost share funds to ;mpiement i

16} Kurt Radke, farmer* epposes the ru%e The propased stan{jards and prac;izces are t{) restnctwe '
for farmers, . _

17) Phillip Swaube farmer upposes par{s of the ruie Farmers must be aiiewed te wnie thear own
nutrient management plans. . .. ;

18) Carl Pulvermacher, farmer: appeses.parts of the ruie He is oppesed io fequared buffers ais of

- farmis within buffer a ' :

1;9)-3‘&%}11 u en, _farmer.genera!iy;appases the ru e Th;s rule must ai cw fafmers 10 sp;’ead )
.manure all fimes of the year. - '

:20) Georgma Willamark; farmer; epposes the ul e Thisis too regu!atory on farmers Urbaa areas -

“ cause more problems than rural areas:
21) Donald Stevens, farmer oppeses the rule This rule wilt put thezrfarm out cf busmess if -
impiemented T e L

March 21, 2000. Whitehall, Wascons;n Approximateiy 75 pe(;pfe attended the. hearmg anc! 1{3
pfeseﬁied era? testtmeny Speak;ng were o Gie .

1) i.yﬁn Hamson farmer: opposes the mie Th;s rule ;s__too _cost!y for farmers _The__ruie is very
e :90aﬁy wnﬁen_ - : : .

ch, f pose -"ihe_mle DA ar NR--_need t{; work tcgether on these
'mles ’f_hase prapesed rules will not work. m_.Trem;aea!eau County... .
3) Ronald Tuschner, farmer: opposes the rules. DATCP and DNR need. te work together on
.._.-.:these rules. These pre;;csed ruies w:ii net work in Trempeaieau Ccﬁnty Need uniform, .
_common-sense rules.” -
4). Jean Schomlsch Eau Clafre COUfIty LCB generaiiy suppeﬂs the ;ntent of. the mles aﬂd the
: state standards but, cppases th;s version af the rule.. Severai mowszons need to be changed
in this version of the rule. - .'

5} _Eugene Halama, farme; opposes the rufe Nead conszstent ruies fgr a!i These are taoo
regalatory onfarmers.. .- .

6) Douglas Knee;}ke farmer ganaraiiy appeses thfa ru!e _The nutnam management pmgram
won't work. Mandated stuff should be 100% funded.

7} Dan Masterpole, Chl;;pewa Csanty LCD: supports the intent of the rule: but cpposes ﬂ'!ls .
version of it. DATCP. must be consistent with DNR rules. . Many of the standards and...
practices are unwerkab e. ATC.P 50, needs ciearer fmpfﬁm@ﬂiaﬁﬂ{l pragram e

8) Joe Bragger, farmer: generai ¥.0pposes | the rule.. This rule and DNR's rules need to be
consistent and b@th need corrections. Some standards and. prat:iaces will put fafmers inthe
driftless area out of busmess

9) John Pronschinske, farmer: Gppeses ihe nuiﬁent management paﬁ af ihe ﬂ..Ie The ﬂumenf
management program needs to be revised.




more educatlon

March: 22, 20&8 ChiﬁOZ}, w;sconsm Approxamately 150 peepie aﬁended the hearmg and 17
presented ofa% testsmony Spaakmg were o

1) Tom @awes Wmnebago Cctmty LWCD generaily oppeses the rule. DATC? and DNR need

conszstency in their rules, standards and practices. The rul es shouiﬁ se’t '_ :tamabie goals and _
“““the practices fo reach those goals should be set locally. :

2) Tom Mitheiser, Oconto County LCD: supports some of the rule but epposes mest parts of it.

" DATCPis overstepping its bounds with the rule. '

3) Pete Van Airsdale, Wznnebago County LCD: opposes the rule. Suppa'

E 3.-redesmm§ the programs, but this version of the rule does notme _
4) Bil il Schuster, Door Couaty LCD: opposes the rule. Supporis the inte 'desxgnmg the N
o programs “but this* version. ef the Tule does not meet tbe mtent The ru%e must have a ctear '

- impl ementatien program. - - . »

5) Terry Abraham, farmer: cpposes the ru!e These rules wﬂi put many farmers out of busmess "
they are too’ regulatory for farmers.

6) Bill Hafs, Brown County LCD: genefaiy apposes the rule. 'Supperts the mtent of rede:-;tgnmg
the programs, but this version of the rule does not meet the intent. DATCP and DNR need -
consistency. :

7) Vince Mlchaiski farm coeperatzve representatwe eppeses the nutraent management pari of

* the rule. The nutrient management program needs stgmﬂcant changes.” ‘Farmers should not
-~ be allowed to write their own nutrient management plans.

. 8).Brad Holtz, B:FOWH County LCD: _generally opposes ! the rule. DATCP. and DNR mt st'have g
" consistent rules. The rules need adequate funding to ;mpiement them. 5 .
9) ‘Shawn Eckstein, farm caoperat ) resentative: generally opposes the ruie He supparts

the intent of the rules, but they need tc be more famer«fﬁendiy Maray standards aﬂd _
.practices are unrealistic. = '

10) Steve Hoffman, Crop consultant: ganeraﬂy opposes ihe rule. DATCP arad DNR ruies need to
be consistent. 'DNR should not: tell farmers how to farm.

1‘%)W iimer Geiser, farmer: opposes the rule. Keep DNR gﬁ? farms Rutes are too reguiatery for
‘farmers. Cost sharing should be at a higher rate.” '

12) Don Langkamp, farmer/crop ccnsui tant: opposes changes in ATCP 4@ "M

13) John Pagel, farmer: generally opposes therule. He stpports efforts to zmpmve water qua ity.
Need consistency between DATCP and DNR. Need funding to implement the rule.”

14) Louis Zink, farmer: opposes | the rule. The ru e as 100 regu atc}ry agamst farmers Need
fairness in the rules.

15) Tom Ward ‘Manitowoc Cﬁunty LCD: ‘support the nieed for tfie‘rule bt 053;3038 this version of
the rule. The state needs standards and enough funding to meet the standazds To make the
rules flexible at the county level means the rules will be cempiex A

16) Larry Dufeck, farmer: oppose the rule. Farms are not the main coatr&buters tf} nonpo
poliution, roads and urban sites are. Need more cost share funds to :mpiamem

17) Lee Konop, farmer: generally oppeses the rule Need mcrzey fo :mpiement befoz'e requ;nﬁg
farmers to install practices.

the _ﬂteni_cf -




March 23, 2000. Hancock, Wisconsin. Approximately 40 people attended the hearing and 9
presented oral testimony. Speakmg were: L _

1} Batsy Ahnef farm busmess re;aresentatzve ()ppf}ses the nutnem management portnon of the
rule. The entire nutrient management program needs changmg The cost to zmplemem
nutrient. management are enormous, do not require until the state has the money o _

2) Leonard Buss, crop consultant: opposes the nutrient management portion of the rule. The
state needs more research before we adopt. a phosphorus starzdard for the nument
management program.

3) Tom Lochner, Cranberry Growers Asscc:at:en op;aoses this version 0f ihe ru!e DATCF’ needs
to be.consistent with DNR. The state must have funds available. before requzrmg farmers to
install practzces .

4) Donnie Mengel, custom manure hauier opposes the rule. This rule will put custom manure

. haulers out of business.. .. . .

5) Allan Broaks farmer: gerzara}!y opposes the rule The ruies need more work and more m;)ut
from the agncu!ture community. Work through the LCD to deva{op the mies The nutrzent
__maaagement requirements need changing. _ '

6) Eric Lynch, WISPIRG: suppori the intent of the ruies to amprove waier quaitiy, but oppose this
version of the rule.. The rules. need adequaie fundmg DATCP must be consmtent with DNR
rules. .

7} Jessu:a Tntsch WESPIRG suppcrt the mtent of the rufe but appcse this verszon of ;t
Agricultural and environmental groups need to work together to improve water quality. AWAC
prohibitions need to be implemented statewide. Ban manure storage in. ﬂoﬂdpiams

8) Garth Towne, farmer: generally opposed to the rule. Do we know what the water qualsty of the
state is? Have the waters been tested’l’ it seems i:ke we' re trymg 10 fix somethmg that isn‘t

. broken.. . .. . :

9): Darrell Relgel farmer and LCC member ganera y eppased to the ruie The ruies are tca

' "nam’aw and camplzcated Need a-stronger education program. Prewde cost sharmg far .
management practenes not ;ust structures _ -

March 28, 2000. Medford, Wisconsin. Approximately 90 people attended the heaﬂng and 3 .
presented oral testimony. Speaking were:’ -

1) Richard Scheuer, Marathon County LCC: generally opposes the rule.. The state must have
the funds available before requiring farmers to install practices. Keep the program outof
EPA's hands,

2) Tom PeiSSig, farmer generaily opposes the ru!e Make sure the state has fund;ng forthe
program before. requiring farmers to install practices. DATCP must be ceﬂs;stent with DNR's
rules. The definition of WQMAs is too confusing and hard to understand,

3) Ken Hein, farmer; neither supports nor opposes the rule. The state must keep the focaf P
detsvery mechamsm for.the program. The county LCDs know farmmg and the pragrams :

March 29, 200{} Antsgo, Wxsconsm Apprommately 65 peopfe aitended the heanng and 12
presented oral testimony. Speaking were: . .

1) R. J. O'Harrow, retired farmer: supports the intent of the ru&e ln dea ing with enwronmentai
issues, Wisconsin should foi ow the approach taken by the Dutch. Work with the umverssty




and its specialists to study and test practices and approaches. -~ -
2) Harold Sargent, farmer: generally opposes the rule. DATCP mustbe consistent with DNR's

des. The rules must make clear how the program will be implemented.
3) Dennis Muck, farmer: generally opposes the rule. The nutrient management program needs
to be changed. -Farmers need flexibility. Cooperatives are overcharging farmers for their -
4) Dean Kaatz, Marathon County LCD: generally opposes the rule. He agrees with the intent of
the legislation, but the rules do not meet that intent. The rules must make clear a statewide
implementationprogram. o -
5) John Walter; farmer: generally opposes the rule. The nutrient management program needs
changes to it. The state must have funding available before requiring farmers toinstall

6) Mike Carter, Wis. Potato and Vegetable Growers Association: generally opposes the rufe. The
. rules need more work. As presented now, the riles add another fayer of regulationson - -
farmers. Thecostsaretoohigh, = SRR NIRRT e

7) Gary Tauchen, farmer: generally

Gar n, farn le. DATCP must coordinate its work with DNR
“and LCCs, Farmers must be allowed to write their own nutrient managementplans. ~  *

8) Tiffany Lyden, Vilas County LCD: neither opposes nor supports the rule. The rule'should
focus on implementing county LWRM plans. Sufficient funds should be given to norther
counties to implement their LWRM plans to profect resources. =~~~

9) Joe Wisniewski, Vilas County LCC: neither opposes nor supports the rule. He supports state

opposes the rule.

unty LCDs.

10} Vernon Ainsworth, Shawano County LCC: generaliyoppeses the ruleDATCPmust o

coordinate its rule with DNR's rule. The cost is too prohibitive for farmers. - N
11) Eric Anderson, agronomist: generally opposes the rule. -DATCP mustbe consistentwith ~
'12) John Matteck, farmer: opposes the rule. Farmers must be allowed to write their own nutrient
management plans. The state will cut funding for the program once itis started.

orfarmers.:

March 30, 2000. Barron Wisconsin. Approximately 95 people attended the hearing and 11
presented oral testimony. Speaking were: e e

1) Jeff Timmons, Polk Co: LED: generally opposés the rule. The state is making it difficult for
2) Rudy Erickson, Northern Beef and Sheep Producers representative: opposes the rule. The-

rille places too many restrictions on farmers and will put many producers out of business.
3) George Raab, The Turkey Store representative: opposes the rule; Does not like inconsistent
regulations from county to county, ‘Need level playing field statewide. - PRERAS T o
} Richard Marquardt, farmer: opposes the rule, it will put farmers out of business.

4 .
5) Mike Robers, farmer: opposes the rule. Homes on waterfronts pollute more than farms do.
6) Dan Burgess, farmer: opposes the rule. Scientific data does not support having 300 foot

buffers.” Rk o
7) Al Riphenburg, farmer: supports parts of the rule and opposes parts'of it. We have to focts
limited funds on priority problems.

8) Walter Lundeen, farrt'a}er_:"e'pp{}sgs*_the"fﬁie._ “The state should stay off his land. - |
9) Randy Bina, crop consultant: supports parts of the rule and opposes parts of it. Changes
need to be made to the nutrient management program.
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10) Duron Bergeson, faimer opposes the ru!e Thzs rule is too restnctwe on farmers, it will put
them out of business. __

11) Bob Fetzer, farmer; generally opposes the ruie Common sense must be used when
developing this rule G i e o - _

Aprlt 5,2000.. Madzson, Superzor and. Rhmelander WISCOI&SH’I Sixteen peopie attended the

1)  Susan Halverson, WISPIRG: supports.parts of the rule and opposes parts of it. The state
needs strong rules to i improve water quahty but these are.not s’trong enough ,

2) Caryl Terrell, Sierra Club: supports parts of the rule and opposes parts of it. Rules need to be
made stronger. .. ..

3) lvan Wielander, WiSPiRG suppods parts of the ruie and oppases parts of it. The state needs
stronger rules that farmers can live with,

4) Anglisa Ragger’z WISPIRG: supporis parts of the ruie and Oppcses parts of it. Ban manure

~ storage in floodplains.

5) - Susan Niefris, WiSPRiG supports paris of the rule and Opposes paﬁs of it. The program
needs adequate funding.

6) Antonio Fuller, Sierra Club: supports parts of the rule and oppases paris of it. The nutrient
management program needs a phosphorus standard.

7) Jack Hafner, interested citizen: _supports paris of the rule and oppos&s ;rarts of it Cost«share
funds should go to small famtiy farms. . o

Summary 1 m‘-all camments .

A Cemments fmm those who feei the ;3%‘033038(3 ruie is too strmqent and w1ii be detnmental to
famtl"zfarms ST . R e

Comments from fndawduais who felt ihat 1he proposed ru!e was 100 stnct and would be detamental
to family farms were quite divergent and covered many aspects of farming that would be impacted
by the proposed rule. Farmers or those connected to the farmmg fndustry prov:ded most of these
comments

The comments fell into five major areas. g

1. Nutrient management. Farmers were very concerned about the nutrient management
requirements of the proposed rule.” Major written and oral comments were: -

« Farmers are doing 2 good ;ob of managmg nutri ents They do not want to poi!ute the
environment.

o Lawn fertilizers are significant sources of pollution. If farmers must fol ow nutﬂent
management plans, so must those applying lawn fertilizers,

s The state should develop a common-sense approach to nutﬁent managemeni Nutnem
management plans are too complex and complicated. '




. Farmers must be aflowed and assusted to wnie thelr own nutnent management p ans.
« Thereis no nead fora phesphorus E;mst n‘ manure is apphed on ﬁat iand

o The U:W. recommendations are recommendattons for'economic: sustamab;it’ty and not for:
water quality. They are recommendations only and should not be made partofarile. -

. Farmers cannot both ;nccrporate manure and mamtam so:l erosmn requlrements on f e
where manure iSS apphed and ne-tﬂl farmmg zs used i :

. _K@ep the nutnent management pregram a vcluntary educatlonal pmgram

e In some areas of the state, farmers have fo be aliowed to spread manure on steepe;
" slopes and in the winter time. _ | -

. "The nutnent management program ‘must have ﬂexmz 1ty and ai aw farmers to mcarporate
___manure aﬁer 72 hﬂurs etc 1f condmons demand ;t e

__.the farm ng

2. Consas!encv with DNR‘S performance standards Many farmers and thos >

ATCP 50 and DNR's NR 151, Ma;or written and oral comments were

» DATCP and DNR have to work together to develop agreed upon performance standards
... and methods to reach those standards. Many farmers are, crmfused as 10 what the
’frequements are that they must meet : : o =

_.:i'. ':Weuid rather have ta meet the 1f2T performance standard rather than a 1/3T performance_ o
: standard _ _

"« Both 1/2“3‘ and 1/3’1’ are unreaizst;c o

« Too much land would be taken out of product;on if farms were required to-meet elther 2L
or 1/3T. Many farms in the driftless area would bé put out of business.

o Need agreemeﬂ_t betwgen-DA'i_?.{;P a_a_d DNR on what cogstztg{es new _a_-nd exﬁgn_d-ihg
operations. ' o

« We need a consistent set of rules for everyone to follow.

« Would support a 10 foot buffer,-but cannot maintain 1/2T or 1/3T on fields within 300 feet
of streams. Too much land would be taken out. ef prﬁductton . _

¥

o i farmers are required to meet performance standards, mumcspahiaes must also be:
required to meet standards. o . e

3. Clarity and cost of the rule. Many farmers had comments on the lack of clarity of the rules and




what the cost would be to them depending on what practices they would be required to install
and when they would be required to reach performance standards. Major written and oral
comments were:

» Proposed rule is unciear as t{) when farmers are requered to mstaH practaces or meet
performance standards; The Jimplementation and compliance components of the rule are

_unciear Farmers need to knew what is expected of them. R
. Cnsts are too h;gh and wﬁl dnve fam;iy farms oui of busmess
) The state is maadatmg rac;wrements but does noi have the money.to pay far them

s |f buffers are requ:{ed the state should pay a farmer for the land taken out of productlon

. Csst~share funds shouid be made avaziable to ali farmers and shouid be more than 70% of
the cost of the pro;ect e PTI S

. Large élvestock operat;ans shouid be elagzble for cost-share funds
» The reqmrements of th& ruie sheuid be guideimes not maﬁdates

 Phase in requirements of the rule so that costs can be phased in also
« Establish consistent rules and quit changing them so often.”

4. Definition of Water Quality Management Areas. In addition to-the comments mentioned above
... regarding the requirement of /2T or 1/3T on cropland in water quality management areas,
- there wasone addztma! z:omment f{equenﬂy heard on the definition of water quality

~managementaréas. That comment was: water- quality management areas with less than
three feet to bedrock would be too dlff cu!t to deimeat@ in o:’der to pmhlhit the stackmg of
manure. . g .

. Prog,gn amaiementat ion. The departmentreceived many comments from farmers
complaining about the lack of clarity in the ruie on-how the program will be implemented and
enforced. The rule gives the impression to farmers that they will be required to install many
practices, that funding may or may not be available, and that farmers are bemg smgted out as
the only cause of problems. -Major written and oral comments were: o

« One size does not fitall, the program needs local :mpiemantatzon imp[ementation must
--be done locally-with common sense. . o _ _ .

» Consistency is needed between counttes Standards and ordmances must be the same
across ceamty imes : o _ . : .

. Farmers can work wﬁh LCD and other local staff easier than they can work with state
agency staff. Local staff have a better sense of what is needed on the fandscape and of
what wiil work and what will not work. Get local farm input-when designing the”



::ifri'ggiémer_at'ati'oh' program.

B. Commeats from the cro;:s corzsuttanis or crop consuitant companzes

Individuals who ndentaf ed thamselves as crop consu{tants subm:ttad commeats razseng issues
similar to those raised by many of the farmers. The one area ‘where they differed was regarding
the preparation of nutrient management plans. Many farmers felt that farmers should not only be
allowed to prepare their own nutrient management plans but should be- encauraged ‘and helped to
do $0, Many crop: consultants, however, felt that shortened training sessions could not replace
the more intensive education that they went throlgh to be able to prepare nutrient management
pians

C. Cemments from qmremment aqencses and cther oraamzattoas tn the pubisc sector
Most of ihe cemments from ihose in tha pubiac secter came from county Land canservat;on
committee members and rdepartment staff. The department also received comments from
cooperating agenc;ﬁs umvers:ty staff; Mummpal Environmental Group’ fapresentatwes and so -

forth. Generally, these comments indicated stpport for the effort to redesign the program, but
indicated that more work needs: to:be done. The.comments fell into-the following categories

1. Nutrient management. -Only-a few. comments-were recgived from ;aeopie in th;s group
regard;ng nﬁinem management Szgmf caﬂt comments Werer ... e :

= _Phasphorus isa ma;cr source. c:of pofiutson in Iakes Nutnent managementpans should
._e--phosphorus staﬂdards_ T T _ g

Q' Farmefs sheu d be a !@wect to pfapare thear c;wn nutrzer:’s managemeat pians
. Need to mamtam ﬂex bzhty in nutrient management pfans

. _.Make the nutnanbmaaagemerﬁ cemf catson smziar te the pestscsdenappizcation cemf cation-.’
-'process & e T PR TN : , -

3 Have a phas&&m appmach ta 1mp£ementang nutnent management p?ans otherwise -
_ everyone will wa;t until the last minute before preparing and following a-plan.

2. Consisténcy with DNR's performance standards. People-in this group had several comments
regarding consistency between agencies for developing-and:implementing these programs.
Major cemmeﬂts were:

* DA?CP must reach agmement wsth DNR on: what the performance standards are..
DATCP's ceﬁsematron prac’ﬁces must be censcstent with DNR S perfonnance standards
-_(’ii:&? and TfZT} Eah L : - s

. DATCP and DNR must agree on ihe defmmon of new and exgandmg r.}perataons
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» The process of developing the rule must be restarted followed through to completion. All
affected parties must sit down at the table and reach agreement on what will be in the
rules.

* ATCP 50 depends onwhat is in NR 151 and NR 243. Wait until these rules are completed
_ before trying to write ATCP 50. ATCP 50 must cross-referenice these rules and be

designed to achieve the performance standards.

» We support the AWAC prohibitions.

« We support having minimum state standards or goals that counties and farmers can work
toward achieving. . :

-+ DATCP does:not have the authority to set dates for the achieving of DNR's performance
ctanddids e oo OLTE RTIeVng 8L o

* The dates for achieving the performance standards are too far off in the future. Have a
phased-in approach for meeting the standards so that everybody does not put off
achieving them until the last minute and so that money will be available to help farmers.

+ Make sure cost-share rates are consistent with DNR's cost-share rates.

. Program costs. Most of the comments from this group were regarding the amiount and the
management of funds the state provides to counties to do the required work. Major comments
were: e WY, MdJOrCO

" provide more funds for LCD staff. If more state funds are not provided, these would be
more unfunded mandates from the state. Counties do not have the funds to enforce these
ules. - .

-+ There are not enough LCD staffto work with farmers to mest these goals. The state must.

*  Support the idea of DATCP giving high priority to maintaining county staff and project
continuity. R C e PR :

«_ The rule needs better incentives for both counties and farmers to participate in the
program.

« Do not require the landowner's s'ignat&fe on contracts for conservation tillage and other
management practices. These are management practices for the land user only.

«  Allow cost-share funds to be made available for farms located within cities and villages.

* Do not require DATCP to be a third-party signatory to contracts over $25,000. That is too

much micro-management. Raise '_it?at;:a:nig'unt to $100,000, _

« Make sure cost-share rates are _c__of;sistent with DNR's cost-share rates.

1




People in the FPP should be eligible for cost-share funds.

' :'DATCP sheu d prowde funds tc LCCS to fund ceunty przontles in fand and water resource

management plans. State priorities favor agncuttural activities and discriminate agaznst
northern counties just building their programs. More state funds should be devoted to
helping counties bmld their programs.

_Prov;de adequate fz.mds ta counties and Eet them 1mplement the program o

. Technical standards. This group had the following comments on techmcal standards

-

"'Suppert the work of the Standards Oversnght Councﬁ Contlnue to wark ihrough ihls group-
to deveiop and accept techn;ca standards

' .Support sczence -based techmcal standarcis Keap pol;tzcs cut c)f the process for _ o
deve!opmg and acf;eptmg techmcal standards ' - o

Conservation practices should have maintenance periods associated with them which last
as long as necessary fo ensure ‘compliance with performance standards. “The state should
not pay more than once for practices to meet standards for lack of maintenance of the

'__practlces “If maintenance periods are mt prov:ded msert the words and mazntaan zn the
“technical standards for each practice. :
_The term waterway in the rute needs a ciear def nztwn

Cansewatzﬁn pract;ces shauid be ed ﬁ;recﬂy w;th water quaiaty ané only practlces tha’i
__"1mpr0ve water qualtty $hou d he requtred

In the streambank and shoreime pratec’uon practice, insert the phfase ..0r other at}tivities

K _such as bae-engmeering prac’ﬁces

For streambank and shﬂre!;ne pfotecnon riparian buffer and critical area stablhzahon
practices, include the costs of appra;sais and the purchassng of ea&ements as elagtbie
costs,

Pro(zram implementation. Thfs group had the foltowmg comments on program
umpéementatmn S R

County government is respcnsmle for pmgram zmpfememaﬂon and must have a Eargef say

“in the development of these nifes

- 'Suppart the ccncep’z of using aaunty land and water reseurce managament plans to

implement this program and achieve the state's performance standards,

Do not allow the staté agencies to micromanage county fand and water resource
management plans.
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« Counties must retain the authority to determine how they will reach the state's goals in
their counties. o R S

* DATCP does not have the authority to require that county ordinances be consistent with
s rile ve i QN i : g It

* Local regulation s_h_qq!d_pfg required if voluntary measures fail to reach_géajs.

* Counties should not be required to adopt ordinances, but should be allowed to if they so
choose.

» Counties should be allowed to adopt alternative standards to meet state-established
goals.

» The rule should only set goals and general guidelines. Specifics on how to reach those
goals should be left-up to counties by means of their land and water resource
management plans.

*» Implementation of this program should focus on prevention as well as restoration of
polluted waters.

» The LCC should have final approval of land and water resource management plans rather
than DATCP.
« There is no incentive for counties to participate in this program.

D. Comments from those generally supporting the redesign of the program but who felt the
.- proposed changes did not go far enough to protect the state's water resources. . .

The comments from these individuals were refatively consistent. The common comments were:

1. The four AWAC prohibitions must apply statewide:
* Limit livestock access to streams only to managed access points.
* No unconfined manure piles.
+ No overflow of manure storage facilities.
» No direct runoff from a feediot or from stored manure into the waters of the state.

2. Ban manure storage in floodplains.

3. Provide adequate funds to ensure that all feediots are able to develop and implement nutrient
management plans.

4. Adequate funding must aiso be provided to target best management practices identified in
county land and water resource management plans.

5. The state must adopt a phosphorus standard for nutrient management plans.

13




6. The state must maintain buffers along streambanks and require 13T so:Hoss in water quality
management areas.

7. DATGP has no authority to adopt different performance standards than DNR, the lead water
quality agency of the state. | -

8 The state must coordinate this effort with the goals of the federal Cléan Water Act
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ATCP 50 Hearings March and April, 2000
wmten Comments and Registrations
_ Support Oppose  Support parts/

Individual e _Re.gréseﬁiiﬁg "  therule  the rule Oppose parts

' Location
Arndt, Allan 7 : : X - Fitchburg
Arnold, Gregory ' X Fitchburg
Auby, Roger. ... ' X Fitchburg -
Austin, chhafd N S A S Fitchburg |
Bulin, richard . . _ ' X Fitchburg
Clemmens, Baan . ABS Global X Fitchburg
Cole,A.D.. . _ X Fitchburg
Connors, Kevm . ' X Fitchburg.
Davis, Rﬁberk - X Fitchburg

‘Diehl, John. .. _ . e Fitchburg .

" Diestelmann, Eva’ : o 3 . . .. X Fitchburg
‘Espenscheid, Marvin L e ox Fitchburg
‘Fedkenheuer, Jerome . Co s X Fitchburg
Gibson, James . o ' x Fitchburg... .
Herfel, Curtis ...~ ' x Fitchburg
Holland, Dan . . . X Fitchburg
Jenson, Todd _ X Fitchburg
Judd, John.~ _ ' o X Fitchburg
Leonard, Atexander : X Fitchburg
Loff, Roger . . _ ' X Fitchburg
Marx, Sue” X Fitchburg

. Meier, Tom cee oL o .. X  Fitchburg
" Nelson; Stanley S e et CFitchburg .

“Norton, Robert L e e Fitchburg
Peterson, Philip ' ' X Fitchburg
Silver, Art .~ - X Fitchburg
Simmons, William . X Fitchburg
Ula,Nolan - ' : ' X Fitchburg
Uphoff, Robert - - X Fitchburg

“Wagner, Tom ... ©" Wagner Dairy X Fitchburg
Wesenberg, Robert : R : X Fitchburg
Weum, Joseph X Fitchburg
Zeloski, Dennis X Fitchburg

Total 4 17 12 33

These are in addition to those giving oral testimony




_ ATCP 50 Hearmgs March and A;ml 2000
Wrztten Cumments and Registrations .
; Support Oppose Support parts/

Individual Regresentmg therule therule Oppose parts

Location
Boone, Vera = x _. EastTroy
Bries, Dennis™ X East Troy
Colburn, LeAnn Kenosha Co. Plan & Dev. Dept. x  EastTroy
Featherstone, Marshall ' X East Troy
Griel, Tom' x East Troy .
Henningfeld, Don x East Troy
Jooss, Judy i} X East Troy
Masters, Frank X East Troy
Novak, Thomas L S x.  East Troy
Olson, Louise ~ = Walworth Co. LCD x  EastTroy
‘Porter, Howard - ' ' x  EastTroy
Stowell, Ross o x " EastTroy
Taylor, Mary Efsa Wis. Assn of Lakes X EastTroy =
Tischendorf, Roland : b EastTroy =
Weis, Clayton =~ X East Troy )
Welsh, Dave = ' X East Troy
Wilson, Connie ~ City of Burlington X EastTroy
Wilson, Scoft™ ' x EastTroy =~ 7.
Wissner, Gre:g‘g " x EastTroy =~

Tota! 2 .6 1119

These are i m addztron to those gwmg orai testnmony




ATCP 50 Hearings March and April, 2000
... Written Commants and Registrations
Su;;port Oppose  Support parts/

individual » Representing therule therule Oppose parts
Location
Backes, Jim™ " X -. Richid Ctr
Berrey, AL .. L X Richid Citr
Brown, Calvin. X Richid Ctr
Brownlee, Jeff X Richid Ctr.
Bundy, Jonathon X Richid Ctr
Clary, Dwayne o X Richid Ctr
Clary, Fred = F Richid Ctr
Colling, Jim . x Richld Ctr
Crubel, Dcmna e X Richld Ctr
Daily,Judy .. . X Richid Cir
Featherben’y, Gary X Richld Ctr
Ghastin, Kirk . X Richid Ctr
Gilbertson, Arnold X Richid Ctr
Haffner, LeRoy. X Richid Ctr
Heims, Randy X Richld Ctr
Hiliberry, Daniel ' X Richid Ctr
Hoff, Patricia’ X Richld Ctr
Hoffman, J. Scott X Richid Ctr
Huffman, Harold X Richid Ctr
Hurst, Jerome = X Richld Ctr
Jelinek, Dave X Richid Ctr
Johnsrud, Ron & Janice » X Richid Ctr
7 Jones, Jerry . e X Richid Ctr
- Kail, Herman =~ ' - x . Richid Ctr
‘Kinney, Gregg X Richid Ctr
Klekamp, Joe X Richid Ctr
Kohistedt, Steve Richland Co. UWEX X Richld Ctr
Lathrop, LaVon : X Richlid Ctr
Leatherberry, Steve X Richid Ctr
Lingel, James X Richid Ctr
Magley, Bob X Richid Ctr
Manning, David X Richid Ctr
McCaullgy, Jim lowa Co. LCD X Richid Ctr
Mcintosh, thomas X Richlid Cir
Morse, Wayne X Richid Ctr
O'Leary, Michael X Richid Cir
Clson, James X Richid Cir
Paasch, Paul X Richid Ctr
Patenaude, Dan X Richld Ctr
Peterson, Paul X Richid Ctr
Price, William X Richid Ctr
Raisbeck, Kevin X Richid Ctr
Rasmussen, Richard X Richid Ctr
Rule, Joyce X Richid Cir
Rule, Paula X Richid Cir



" AYCP 50 ﬁeaflngs March and Aper 2000
' Written Comments and Registrations
e Support Oppose Support parts/

individual Regresenting the rule therule Oppose parts

Location
Schroeder, Roy " Town of Westfield x . Richld Ctr
Schwert, Mary = X Richid Ctr
Servais, EJale o X Richid Ctr
Silt, John ) X Richid Ctr
Stafford, Donald X Richid Ctr
Steudel, Charles Trout Unfin ited - Noal Chptr X Richid Ctr
Stevens, Donald ' x Richid Ctr
Stuelnicka, Rcbert . ¢ Richid Ctr
Tiller, Fred’ X Richid Ctr
Turgasen, John o X Richld Ctr
Udethofen, Angeia' X Richid Ctr -
Unbehaun, David ' X Richid Ctr
Walz, Tim x Richid Ctr _
Wiedenfeld, Vince. X Richid Ctr
Willemarck, Georgine X Richid Ctr
Wilmes, Judith X Richld Ctr
Wolff, Chris X Richid Ctr
Wright, David =~ X RichdCtr -
Young, Harry X RichldCtr =~ "

~ Total. . e 4 36 24 e4 0

These are in addition to those giving oraf testimony




ATCP 50 Hearings March and April, 2000
Written Comments and Registrations
sl + Support Oppose Support parts/

Individual Representing’ P therule therule Oppose parts
Location
Anderson, Byron - X _  Whitehall
Anderson, Mary ' X Whitehall
Bauer, Richard X Whitehall
Bragger, Daniel * - X Whitehall
Bragger, Jog" - - X Whitehall
Burky, Tim S Whitehall’
Byon, Tim - X Whitehall
Chust, Rudy ...~ X Whitehall-:
Ellis, Jim . X Whitehail
Emerson, Jim_ X Whitehall
Everson, David _ X Whitehalt
-Fernholz, LeRoy ' X Whitehall
Mannel, Diane - - x Whitehall
~McRae, David ™ - X R : Whitehall
Mueller, Douglas : ' X Whitehall
Semke, Kevin: . . X Whitehall
Tomter, Howard - X Whitehall
Total _ 4 9 4 17

These are in addition to those giving oral testimony




A?’CP'SG Hearings March and April, 2000
ertten comments and Registrations -
Support Oppose - Support parts/

These are in addition {0 those giving oral testimony

Individual Regresent:ng . therule therule Oppose parts
Location
Abraham, Terfy _ X Chitton. .. .. .
Anderson, Jon, . Coop Serv. Oil Co. x - Chilton .. -
Brandt, Pail X Chilton. -
Braun, Dick - X Chilton.
Davies, Tg__}m_. . Winnebago Co. LCD X Chilton
Depies, Dale X Chilfon
Depies, Richard X Chilton-
Dorn, Peter:. Chilton
Ecker, Mawm Jr L X _ Chilton
Feidler, Charles :_ X Chilfery:
Gebhait, Charles - o X Chilton . .. ..
Gilson, Michael Cooperative Services - Denmark X Chilton.: .7
Glaeser, Don Bullhead Lake Assn. "Chilton”. .
Gries, Greg X Chilton
Hafemann; Sheila - X Chitor
Hafs, Bill Brown Co.LCC & LCD X Chilton
Hasse, Mike X Chitton
Holtz, Brad Brown Co. L.CD ~x . Chilton
Kohnle, Jeffery x  Chilton
Kolbe, Joe x Chilton
Lutze, Richard Adeill Coop Union X Chilton
- ‘Maile, Wayne Ui X : - Chilton D
- “Milheiser, Tom "Oconio Co LCC&LCD L X o Chilton” - s

‘Nadler, John' X “ e Chiton
Nigh, Duane X Chilton
Ortlieb, Dave x  Chilton
Pagel, Eric” X . Chilton
Parma, Sal- X Chilton
Petersen, Brent Brown Co. X Chilton
Petrie, David - X _ ‘Chilton
Popp, Hebert X Chilton
Rasmussen, Paul X Chilton
Schuster, William Door CO LCD X Chilton
Van Airsdale, Pete Winnebago Co. LCC & LCD X Chilton
Zellner, John X Chilton
Zink, Louis Jr. X Chilton
Zutz, Jeff X Chition

Total 16 19 a7






