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2007 ANNUAL PROGRESS REPORT 

This report to the Wisconsin Land and Water Conservation 
Board summarizes progress made in 2007 on programs 
administered by the Department of Agriculture, Trade and 
Consumer Protection (DATCP) and the Department of 
Natural Resources (DNR) to promote conservation and 
control polluted runoff from both rural and urban sources. 
This report is submitted in part to meet program 
requirements under § 281.65(4)(o) and § 92.14(12), Wis. 
Stats. for an annual report.  

Funding for this report was provided in part by a nonpoint 
source grant from s. 319 of the Clean Water Act 
administered by USEPA.  

The Department of Natural Resources and the Department of Agriculture, 
Trade, and Consumer Protection provide equal opportunity in their employ-
ment programs, services, and functions under an Affirmative Action Plan. If 
you have questions, please write to the Equal Opportunity Office, Depart-
ment of the Interior, Washington, D.C., 20240. This publication is available 
in alternate format upon request. Please call the DNR Runoff Management 
Section at (608) 266-0140 for information.  



Frequently Used Acronyms and Abbreviations 
 
 

Agencies, Departments and Organizations  
DATCP Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection  
DNR  Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 
EPA  United States Environmental Protection Agency 
FSA  Farm Service Agency (part of USDA)  
FWS  United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
LCD    County Land Conservation Department  
LWCD County Land and Water Conservation Department 
NRCS   Natural Resources Conservation Service (part of USDA)  
USDA  United States Department of Agriculture  
UWEX   University of Wisconsin—Extension  
WALCE  Wisconsin Association of Land Conservation Employees  
WLWCA Wisconsin Land and Water Conservation Association 
 
State and Federal Programs and Terms  
BMP  Best Management Practice 
CAFO  Concentrated Animal Feeding Operation (Facilities permitted by DNR under NR 243) 
CREP  Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (Federal and state grant program)  
EQIP  Environmental Quality Incentive Program (NRCS grant program) 
FPP  Farmland Preservation Program (DATCP program)  
LWRM  Land and Water Resource Management (DATCP planning program)  
PWP  Priority Watersheds and Lake Projects (DNR grant program) 
SWRM  Soil and Water Resource Management (DATCP grant program) 
TRM  Targeted Runoff Management grant (DNR grant program)  
UNPS  Urban Nonpoint Source and Stormwater Management grant (DNR grant program)  
TMDL  Total Maximum Daily Load (part of DNR program for impaired waters ) 
WAV  Water Action Volunteers (Citizen monitoring program)  
WPDES  Wisconsin Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (DNR permitting program) 
 
Wisconsin Administrative Rules   
ATCP 50  Ch. ATCP 50 Wisconsin Administrative Rule (SWRM, LWRM) 
ATCP 51  Ch. ATCP 51 Wisconsin Administrative Rule (Livestock Facility Siting) 
NR 151   Ch. NR 151 Wisconsin Administrative Rule (Runoff Management) 
NR 216    Ch. NR 216 Wisconsin Administrative Rule (Stormwater Discharge Permits) 
NR 243   Ch. NR 243 Wisconsin Administrative Rule (Animal Feeding Operations) 
NR 153   Ch. NR 153 Wisconsin Administrative Rule (Targeted Runoff Management Grants) 
NR 155   Ch. NR 155 Wisconsin Administrative Rule (Urban Nonpoint Source Water Pollution Abatement 

and Stormwater Management Grants) 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
In 2007, staff from county land conservation departments and municipalities delivered over $39.5 mil-
lion in conservation practices and technical assistance to control erosion from both croplands and con-
struction sites, repair eroded streambanks and shorelines, manage livestock manure to keep it out of 
waterways, and reduce polluted stormwater runoff from city streets and parking lots. Innovative methods 
of managing manure increased across the state and changes in the local conservation delivery systems 
presented opportunities and challenges to conservation professionals. Some highlights from 2007 are 
as follows: 

♦ 2,749 best management practices were installed. 

♦ Through best management practices installed in priority watershed projects, nearly 424,000 fewer 
tons of sediment and about 146,000 fewer pounds of phosphorus entering rivers, streams and 
lakes each year. 

♦ 93% of critical sites in priority watersheds have been resolved, primarily through installation of 
BMPs. 

♦ Results from 29 counties that conducted transect surveys show about 78% of fields are at or below 
the tolerable rate for soil loss. 

♦ Increase in commitment of county resources to implementing the runoff performance standards and 
prohibitions. 

♦ Conservation partners delivered hundreds of hours of educational activities to agricultural and ur-
ban audiences. 

♦ Over 1,800 citizens participated in volunteer stream monitoring. 

♦ Strengthened the foundation for statewide implementation of the nutrient management standard 
through expanded county programming and new cost-share funding.  

Data for this report come from traditional state and federal sources. New to this year’s report are best 
management practice data provided by NRCS. These data compliment the financial data and reflect how 
state, local and federal money work together to achieve conservation results. 

The following programs, along with their authorizing Wisconsin statutes, are covered by this report: 

♦ Land and Water Resource Management Planning Program, ch. 92.10 

♦ Soil and Water Resource Management Program, ch. 92.14 

♦ Priority Watersheds and Lake Projects, ch. 281.65  

♦ Targeted Runoff Management Grant Projects, ch. 281.65 

♦ Urban Nonpoint Source and Stormwater Management Grant Projects, ch. 281.66 

♦ Farmland Preservation Program, ch. 91 
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LAND AND WATER RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT PLANNING 
PROGRAM 

Wisconsin's 72 counties are the main vehicles for 
delivering state conservation programs and funds. 
Land and Water Resource Management (LWRM) 
plans are the primary planning tools counties use to 
target their conservation efforts. 

These plans are the product of a locally-led process 
conducted every five years to establish county 
conservation priorities and identify activities to 
address these key concerns. Each plan must describe 
how the county will implement the state 
performance standards and prohibitions to control 
agricultural and urban runoff. Each plan is 
developed in consultation with DNR and must be 
approved by DATCP. By the end of 2007, all 72 of 
Wisconsin’s counties had revised their LWRM plans 
to meet the latest standards for approval, which 
includes an NR 151 implementation strategy.  

Counties conduct activities as diverse as invasive 
species management, grazing assistance, urban 
stormwater management and groundwater 
management. Figure 1 displays the top four county 
activities. In 2007, the four most common activities 
reported were soil erosion control, nutrient 
management, manure management and shoreland 
management. Nutrient management training 
continues to be a key element of county outreach 
activities with over half the counties conducting 
nutrient management planning workshops.  

Counties have reported several benefits associated 
with their LWRM plans. Key among these benefits 
is obtaining additional funding for conservation 
practices and additional staff. Once again, LWRM 
plans helped counties access over $1 million in 
additional cost-share funds and obtain several part- 
or full-time staff members.  

FUNDING FOR CONSERVATION 

In 2007, staff from county land conservation 
departments (LCDs) and municipalities delivered 
over $39.5 million in conservation practices and 
technical assistance. This money was administered 
through cost-share agreements with agricultural 
producers and other landowners, as well as grants to 
eighteen urban municipalities, several lake districts 
and a tribal government. 

Funding for cost sharing, staffing and support came 
from both state ($20.9 million) and federal ($18.7 
million) funds. Staffing and planning assistance 
through state programs totaled more than $10.6 
million and cost-share totaled more than $10.2 
million. Federal funding came from EPA through 
section 319 of the Clean Water Act, and from 
USDA's Environmental Quality Incentives Program 
(EQIP) and Conservation Reserve Enhancement 
Program (CREP). These programs provided over 

PROGRAM 
MANAGEMENT 

Table 1: 2007 Financial data  

SWRM Grant Program Expenditures 

$9,331,194 DATCP Staffing and support 

$4,850,483 DATCP Cost-share 

$610,000 State CREP 

360 County Conservation Staff 

91% percentage of cost-share spent or 
extended 

DNR Grant Program Expenditures 

$536,454 TRM for BMPs 

$945,342 UNPS for urban BMPs 

$1,328,304 UNPS for stormwater planning 

$3,293,290 PWP for BMPs 

$17,133,023 EQIP for BMPs 

$490,000 CREP for BMPs 

$934,862 S. 319 grant for BMPs 

$93,068 NRCS technical assistance 

Federal Grant Program Expenditures 



$93,000 in staffing assistance and about $18.6 
million in cost-share. Cost-share dollars for both 
state and federal programs are further broken down 
in figure 2. Reporting of additional contributions of 
money, time and other resources that came from 
counties, municipalities, landowners, and nonprofit 
organizations is beyond the scope of this report. 

SOIL AND WATER RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

The Soil and Water Resource Management (SWRM) 
program supports locally-led conservation efforts by 
providing counties staffing grants and cost-share 
funding to implement LWRM plans. 

For 2007, DATCP had $0.5 million in staffing 
grants restored, but the grants program still fell 
behind in meeting the goal in Sec. 92.14(6)(b), Stats., 
to fund an average of 3 staff in each county. Beyond 
meeting this goal, DATCP had nearly $5.0 million in 
unmet requests from counties. At the same time, 
counties are seeing tight budgets and increased 

demands on local staff to implement local priorities 
and state conservation initiatives. The need for 
funding, at both the state and local levels, continues 
to be a source of concern for conservation 
professionals. 

In the second year of the 2006-2007 biennium, 
DATCP continued to operate with less cost-share 
funding for hard practices as a result of a reduction 
in its bonding authority. DATCP was unable to 
meet about $4.5 million in county requests for cost-
share funds to install hard practices such as manure 
storage, shoreland protection, and barnyard runoff 
controls. For the next biennium, DATCP will make 
a small dent in addressing this need with the 
restoration of $1.5 million in its bond authority. 
With access to about $0.5 million in funds for cost 
sharing nutrient management plans, DATCP made 
progress in building the framework to administer an 
expanded cost-share program based on a significant 
funding increase in the next biennium.  

Figure 1: Data for these maps comes from the 2007 County An-
nual Activities Report. Counties were ask to rank their top activi-
ties. Soil erosion control was selected most often, followed by nu-
trient management, manure management and shoreland manage-
ment. 

Figure 2: Total state and federal cost-
sharing. While this total includes both 
federal and state CREP, it does not include 
CREP incentive payments 
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Over the last five years, counties have been making 
improvements in their ability to spend cost-share 
dollars. In 2007, there was a slight decrease in the 
percent of available cost sharing spent through grant 
contracts with landowners, or through extensions of 
landowner contracts; however, this decrease was not 
significant. Counties, along with DATCP, continue 
to work towards finding ways to improve their 
ability to use all available cost-share funds, including 
more flexibility in extending cost-share projects. 

PRIORITY WATERSHED AND LAKE 
PROGRAM 

Projects in this program set pollution reduction 
goals based on the severity of polluted runoff from 
both agricultural and urban sources. DNR 
administers funds for best management practices. 
DATCP funds local staff that provides technical 
assistance, education, and project management. 
Legislation passed in 1997 ended new project 
selection. All projects are scheduled to end in 2009. 
However, 1-year extensions may be approved to 
allow for completion of BMP installation projects. 

Priority Watershed Critical Sites 

While most participation in priority watershed and 
lake projects is voluntary, projects selected after 
1993 are required to address the most critical sites 
needed for water quality improvement. Owners of 
critical sites must either participate voluntarily or be 
subject to legal orders to abate pollution. Local 
project managers help landowners install BMPs or 
change management practices on these sites. 

As of the end of 2007, over 93% of all types of 
critical sites were resolved (livestock—96%, 
uplands—92%, streambanks/shorelines—97%, 
other—44%). Most of these critical sites are 
resolved voluntarily by the landowner with cost 
sharing for BMPs and technical assistance. Data on 
the types of critical sites are detailed under the 
manure management, cropland soil erosion and 
streambank/shoreline sections of this report. 

TARGETED RUNOFF 
MANAGEMENT (TRM) GRANTS 

DNR administers TRM grants to local governments 
to address both urban and rural polluted runoff. 
Projects are site-specific and usually last two years. 
Typical TRM projects, cost shared at 70% up to 
$150,000, include livestock manure management, 
erosion control and stream bank protection 
practices. In 2007, funding for TRM grants was 
sufficient to award $2.3 million or 40% of the $5.8 
million in eligible requests. 

URBAN NONPOINT SOURCE AND 
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT 
GRANTS 

These DNR grants cover both planning and 
construction projects to address polluted urban 
runoff. They typically last two years. Planning grants 
can pay for 70% up to $85,000 for stormwater 
management planning, education, ordinance and 
utility development and enforcement. Construction 
grants may cover 50%—up to $150,000—of the 
cost of BMPs such as stormwater detention ponds, 
infiltration practices, and streambank and shoreline 
stabilization. In 2007, DNR was only able to fund 
about $1 million in planning grants. This represents 
44% of the $2.3 million of eligible funding requests. 
DNR did not fund any urban construction grants in 
2007 due to lack of funds. 

IMPAIRED WATERS AND TOTAL 
MAXIMUM DAILY LOADS 

Impaired waters, as defined by Section 303(d) of the 
federal Clean Water Act, are those waters that do 
not meet the state's water quality standards. Section 
303(d) of the Clean Water Act requires states to list 
water bodies as impaired if they are not meeting 
water quality standards or designated uses. The 
DNR updates its “Impaired Waters List” every two 
years. In 2007, Wisconsin listed 643 water bodies; of 
those, 271 are listed for atmospheric deposition of 
mercury. Thirty-eight percent of the waters on the 

8 



303(d) list are listed for nonpoint source pollution. 
DNR is developing a surface water assessment 
methodology to establish new guidelines for listing 
and delisting waters.  

Once a waterbody is on the Impaired Waters List, 
the state is required to write a Total Maximum Daily 
Load (TMDL) report for that waterbody. A TMDL 
is a quantitative analysis of the amount of a 
pollutant a stream, river, or lake can assimilate 
before exceeding water quality standards. The 
TMDL is equivalent to the loading capacity of the 
stream made up of background, point sources, 
nonpoint sources and a margin of safety. The 
allocations are distributed among the point sources 
(wasteload allocation) and nonpoint sources (load 
allocations). DNR and EPA must approve all 
TMDLs before implementation can begin.  

Wisconsin has approved TMDLs for 52 waterbodies 
since 2000. Ninety percent of these TMDLs address 
sediment from agricultural runoff, which leads to 
degraded habitat. Larger, watershed-scale TMDLs 
are being developed for the Upper and Lower Rock 
River Basins, the Lower Fox River Basin, and the 
Red Cedar River Basin. These larger-scale TMDLs 
will address both point source and nonpoint source 
pollutants.  

Efforts to develop a statewide TMDL 
implementation program are underway. DNR is 
developing a program framework, including 
identifying program goals, regulatory, financial, and 
technical tools, and determining roles and 
responsibilities of partners and stakeholders. During 
2007, the development of the state's first TMDL 
implementation plan continued in the Red Cedar 
River Basin. 

For more information, go to: 

http://dnr.wi.gov/org/water/wm/wqs/303d/ 

Table 2: 2007 Program highlights 

Priority Watershed and Lake Projects  

25 number of active priority watershed and lake projects  

61 number of closed/completed projects since program 
started in 1978 

4,796 number of participating landowners in 2007 

8,682 
total number of landowners participating in both active 
projects and those closed from 2000-2007 (overall 
participation rate = 31%) 

150 number of nonpoint source impaired waters benefiting 
from project implementation  

TRM Grants  

20 number of TRM projects awarded in 2007 (all 
agricultural) 

184 total number of TRM projects, 1999 -2007 (134 
agricultural, 50 urban) 

145 number of TRM projects completed through 2007 

120 
number of nonpoint source impaired waters benefiting 
from project implementation (1999-2007)( 86 agricul-
tural, 34 urban)* 

Urban NPS Grants  

21 number of UNPS project grants awarded in 2007 (21 
planning, 0 construction) 

325 total number of projects, 2000-2007 (179 planning, 146 
design/construction) 

259 number of completed projects through 2007 

202 
number of nonpoint source impaired waters benefiting 
from project implementation (2000-2007) (105 planning, 
97 design/construction)* 

Best Management Practices (BMPs) 

1,048 number of BMPs installed as part of the SWRM program 
during 2007 

1,701 number of BMPs installed through TRM, UNPS, and PWP 
during 2007 

Critical Sites  

25 number of priority watershed & lake projects addressing 
critical sites 

1,655 number of critical sites identified in priority watershed 
projects 

93% 
percentage of all types of critical sites resolved as of Dec. 
31, 2007 

* Corrects numbers that were over-reported in 2006. 
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SUCCESS STORY – MARATHON COUNTY TACKLES MANURE 
STORAGE ABANDONMENTS 
When the staff at the Marathon County Conservation, Planning and Zoning Department inventoried all 857 
storage facilities in the county, they discovered that 105 of them were idle and many of those were in close 
contact with bedrock. These storage facilities posed potential environmental, health and safety risks. 

Results of drinking water tests conducted in the mid-1990s for both the Lower Big Eau Pleine River and the 
Lower Rib River Priority Watershed Projects revealed that 26% of the wells exceeded the preventative action 
limit (PAL) for nitrates. The PAL serves as an indicator of potential contamination problems. It is also the limit 
at which response actions, under state administrative rule NR 140, may be required to protect public health and 
welfare. 

The county’s Land and Water Resource Management plan (2005-2010) identifies the closure of abandoned 
manure storage facilities in high-risk areas as an important objective. The county also has a manure storage 
ordinance based on the requirements of the state agricultural performance standards. But closing all those pits in 
an environmentally sound manner takes money and time. 

Working with DNR, Marathon County staff tackled the problem by ranking the sites based on several risk 
factors such as potential to contaminate groundwater or presence of impaired waters. Next they bundled 
together several high-risk sites by geographic areas that fit the Targeted Runoff Management criteria, applied for 
grants and received two of them. Other sites were properly abandoned using funding from the Priority 
Watershed Program and federal nonpoint program. 

The county estimates they have abandoned 60 total manure storage structures in the last four years with another 
50 in the works. It may take another eight to ten years to completely close all the structures, but TRM grants will 
be a good tool to get to that goal. 

Before: One of the over 100 idle storage facilities in Marathon 
county. 

After: The same facility after the site was properly closed.  
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CHANGING FACE OF 

CONSERVATION 

The local delivery system for conservation efforts is 
faced with an increase in costs to implement 
program priorities without receiving a 
corresponding increase in state funding. Counties 
continue to see increased workloads and are 
shouldering a larger share of the costs for 
conservation staff. In 2007 alone, counties expended 
over $13 million for staff to implement LWRM 
plans  

As the nature of the environment and how we use it 
have changed, new challenges are arising for land 
conservation departments. Over the last decade, the 
number of farms in Wisconsin has decreased, while 
the average size of farms has increased. This, and a 
new awareness of resource threats, has shifted the 
focus of the conservation professional. Where 
traditionally the conservationist provided 
conservation assistance on farms of all sizes, today’s 
professionals are increasingly finding themselves 
working with larger operators and assuming the new 
role of regulator. In addition to this change, 
professionals are increasingly working with 
landowners and managers outside of the traditional 
sector of agriculture. Invasive species management, 
urban stormwater management and land use 
planning are pushing land conservation departments 
into new areas of conservation.  

As many conservation professionals reach the age of 
retirement, a new generation of conservation 
employees is entering the field. They bring with 
them a increased awareness of technology and its 
impact on conservation decision-making. Improved 
geographic information systems and web-base 
technologies have also increased our ability to access 
and manage data. As conservation professionals 
continue to adapt, leveraging these technologies will 
be a key element to ensuring success. 

INNOVATIVE MANURE 

MANAGEMENT 

Rising energy costs, the concentration of livestock 
away from their food sources and manure 
application sites, and concern over climate change 
are a few of the reasons compelling livestock 
operators to manage livestock manure in innovative 
ways. Management approaches such as anaerobic 
digestion, composting, and separating and 
concentrating manure nutrients are helping farms 
manage nutrients and, in some cases, turn what was 
once considered a waste product, or at best a soil 
amendment, into a value-added commodity.  

As of early 2008, there were eighteen manure biogas 
digesters operating in Wisconsin, with others in the 
planning stage. These digesters have the combined 
potential to reduce greenhouse gases and generate 
an amount of energy equivalent to the power used 
by about 4,300 average Wisconsin homes. 

As dairy herd size grows into the thousands, 
returning manure to the field in which it was grown 
becomes increasingly difficult and costly. Since 
manure is about 90% water, new methods to 
separate and concentrate manure nutrients are being 
piloted to reduce the cost of transporting nutrients. 
The goal of segregating manure into solids, nutrients 
and water, once thought to be impractical and cost 
prohibitive, may one day be practiced on large 
modern dairies.  

But with these opportunities come challenges. DNR 
and DATCP will be working with their conservation 
partners in the coming years to ensure that 
innovation is tempered with environmental 
protection. For example, since the nutrient quantity 
in digested manure is essentially unchanged, nutrient 
management must take on increased importance to 
ensure that the byproducts of co-digestion are 
stored and properly land applied. The conservation 
community will also be challenged to evaluate and 
mitigate any negative impacts bio-energy production 
has on soil resources, including soil erosion and the 
depletion of organic matter and soil carbon. 

EMERGING TRENDS 
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