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Notice:  This application form template was created by the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources.  Application is hereby made to the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, Bureau of Watershed Management, for grant assistance consistent with s. 281.65, Wis. Stats., and Chapters NR 153 and NR 154, Wis. Adm. Code.  Collection of this information is authorized under the authority of s. 281.65, Wis. Stats. Personal information collected will be used for administrative purposed and may be provided to requesters to the extent required by Wisconsin's Open Records Law [ss. 19.31 - 19.39, Wis. Stats.].  Unless otherwise noted, all citations refer to Wisconsin Administrative Code.
Instructions: Read the instructions prior to completion of this form. Complete all sections as applicable.

	Applicant Information

	Project Name

	Bon Home Livestock Barnyard Runoff Control Project  (Bon Home Project)

	Governmental Unit Applying  (name and type) (example:  Dane County Land and Water Resources Department)

	Calumet County Land and Water Conservation Department

	Name of Responsible Municipal Representative (First Last)
	Name of Governmental Contact Person (First Last) (if different)

	Jay Shambeau
	Eugene McLeod

	Title
	Title

	County Administrator
	County Conservationist

	Area Code + Telephone Number
	Area Code + Telephone Number

	920-849-2361
	920-849-1444

	Area Code + Fax Number
	Area Code + Fax Number

	920-849-1617
	920-849-1449

	E-Mail Address
	E-Mail Address

	shambeau.jay@co.calumet.wi.us
	mcleod.eugene@co.calumet.wi.us

	Mailing Address - Street or Route
	Mailing Address - Street or Route

	206 Court St
	206 Court St

	City
	State
	Zip Code
	City
	State
	Zip Code

	Chilton
	WI
	53014
	Chilton
	WI
	53014

	Consulting Firm Name (if applicable)

	     

	Consulting Contact Person Name

	     

	Title

	     

	Area Code + Telephone Number
	DNR Use Only

	     
	

	Area Code + Fax Number
	

	     
	

	E-Mail Address
	

	     
	

	Mailing Address - Street or Route
	

	     
	

	City
	State
	Zip Code
	

	     
	     
	     
	


	Project Information

	A.  Project Area Location

	County: Calumet

	State Senate District #: 9
	State Assembly District #: 27

	Minor Civil Division Name (city, village, town, etc. – ex. Holland, Town of)
	Township (N)
	Range


	E or W
	Section
	Quarter
	Quarter-Quarter
	Latitude (North, degrees, minutes, seconds only)
	Longitude (West, degrees, minutes, seconds only)

	Charlestown, Town of 
	18
	20
	E
	31
	NE
	SE
	43 59' 27.2" N
	88 8' 38.4" W

	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Method for Determining Latitude & Longitude (check one)

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 GPS  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 DNR WebView or Surface Water Data Viewer 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Other (specify):

     

	B.  Project Summary

	This project involves a custom heifer operation made up of approximately 750 animal units.  The farmstead is located in South Branch Manitowoc Watershed south of Chilton.  All cropland that supports the operation is located within the same watershed.  The farmstead is located on shallow bedrock; soils are mapped Hocheim and Whalan soils.  Hocheim soils are loamy that tend to be very stoney by nature, and often indicate that bedrock is within 40 - 60 inches.  Whalan soils are silt to clay loams and are 20" - 40" to bedrock.  Bedrock is fractured Niagara dolomite.  The 24,000 square foot barnyard has a concrete floor, and waterflow is directed to 2 outlets (South and East).  Soil borings just south of the barnyard have field verified bedrock at 18 inches.  The south outlet drains to these soils.  The east outlet enters a defined channel that flows to the road ditch where soils are field verified at 9 inches to bedrock.  Both of these outlets pose major threats for groundwater contamination.  Well testing results within 1 mile of the operation reveal that 27% of samples exceed the groundwater enforcement standard for total coliform bacteria (6% for E.coli bacteria) and 43% of samples exceed the groundwater enforcement standard for nitrates.
This grant proposal is requesting funding to address the barnyard runoff issues on site.  The project proposes to install a roof over the barnyard to prevent water from contacting the barnyard and creating polluted runoff to conduits to groundwater.  Other runoff concerns do exist at the operation, primarily feed storage leachate.  Additional funding other than state cost share dollars are being sought to address the other concerns. 



	C.  Agricultural Performance Standards & Prohibitions to be Addressed in the Project Area (check all that apply)

	To Be Addressed with TRM Funding
	To Be Addressed by Other Funding Sources
	Standard Not Applicable to This Project
	Performance Standard & Prohibitions

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	1.
	Sheet, rill, and wind erosion.  (NR 151.02)

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	2.
	Tillage setback.  (NR 151.03)

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	3.
	Phosphorus index.  (NR 151.04)

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	4.
	Manure storage facilities-new/significant alterations.  (NR 151.05(2))

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	5.
	Manure storage facilities-closure.  (NR 151.05(3))

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	6.
	Manure storage facilities-existing failing/leaking.  (NR 151.05(4))

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	7.
	Process wastewater handling. (NR 151.055)

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	8.
	Clean water diversions.  (NR 151.06)

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	9.
	Nutrient management.  (NR 151.07)

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	10.
	Prohibition:  Prevention of overflow from manure storage facilities.  (NR 151.08(2))

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	11.
	Prohibition:  Prevention of unconfined manure piles in water quality management areas (within 300 feet of a stream, 1000 feet. of a lake, or areas where the groundwater is susceptible to contamination).  (NR 151.08(3))

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	12.
	Prohibition:  Prevention of direct runoff from a feedlot or stored manure into waters of the state.  (NR 151.08(4))

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	13.
	Prohibition:  Prevention of unlimited livestock access to waters of the state where high concentrations of animals prevent the maintenance of adequate sod cover or self-sustaining vegetation.  (NR 151.08(5))

	D.  Watershed, Waterbody, and Pollutants (see Attachment A.  Example:  Watershed Name: Oconomowoc River; 

Watershed Code: UR09; Primary Waterbody Name: Oconomowoc River; Nearest Waterbody: Flynn Creek.)

	

	Watershed Name 
	Watershed Code
	Primary Waterbody Name
	Nearest Waterbody Name

	South Branch Manitowoc River
	MA05
	South Branch Manitowoc River
	Unnamed Trib to WBIC 80000

	12-digit Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC): 040301010403

	Nonpoint Source Pollutant(s) Controlled by the Project

	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Nutrients
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Sediment
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Other, specify:      

	Yes
	No
	

	
	
	E.  Project Characterization: Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) vs. Non-TMDL 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	1.
	The project is located in a watershed covered by a public comment draft TMDL report, an EPA-approved TMDL report, a public comment draft TMDL implementation plan, a DNR-approved TMDL implementation plan, or an equivalent to any of the aforementioned documents as approved by the DNR.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	2.
	The project addresses the pollutant(s) specified as causing the impairment in one of the aforementioned documents.

	
	
	
	a.
	If “Yes”, provide the title of the TMDL report, implementation plan, or equivalent document this project addresses.

	
	
	
	     

	
	
	F.  Request for Funding of Fee Title Land Acquisition or Easements

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Requesting funding for either fee title land acquisition or purchase of easements as part of this application to support eligible BMPs.  If “Yes,” attach the property acquisition proposal, as defined in Attachment B., to the completed application form. Also, refer to Attachment G. for information on Environmental Hazards Assessments, which are required for projects that include fee title or easement purchase.

	
	
	G.  Endangered and Threatened Resources, Historic Properties, and Wetlands

Check the appropriate box for each question based on what the governmental unit knows to occur where the project disturbs land. If you have no evidence of the items below, check “No.”

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	1.
	There are endangered or threatened resources, as identified in s. 29.604, Wis. Stats., and ch. NR 27 in the project area.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	2.
	There are archaeological sites, historical structures, burial sites, or other historic places identified in s. 44.45, Wis. Stats., in the project area.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	3.
	There are wetlands in the project area that are governed by water quality standard provisions of ch. NR 103. 

	
	
	H.  Request for Retroactive Funding for Design Costs

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Requesting reimbursement for design costs that have been or will be incurred before issuance of the grant.

	
	
	I.  Request for Funding for Force Account Work

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Requesting reimbursement for technical services to be performed by governmental unit staff (force account).


	Part I.  Screening Requirements

	Yes
	No
	A.  Map

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	An 8.5” x 11” topographic map from USGS or the DNR data/map viewers, showing the project area, is attached.  

	
	
	B.  Best Management Practices (BMPs) For Which DNR Funding Is Requested  (check all that apply)

(see Attachment D. for additional BMP information)  

	
	
	Practice
	Wis. Adm. Code
	
	Practice
	Wis. Adm. Code

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Manure Storage Systems
	NR 154.04(3)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Riparian Buffers
	NR 154.04(25)

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Manure Storage System Closure
	NR 154.04(4)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Roofs
	NR 154.04(26)

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Barnyard Runoff Control Systems
	NR 154.04(5)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Roof Runoff Systems
	NR 154.04(27)

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Access Roads & Cattle Crossings
	NR 154.04(6)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Sediment Basins
	NR 154.04(28)

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Animal Trails and Walkways
	NR 154.04(7)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Sinkhole Treatment
	NR 154.04(30)

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Critical Area Stabilization
	NR 154.04(10)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Subsurface Drains
	NR 154.04(33)

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Diversions
	NR 154.04(11)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Terrace Systems
	NR 154.04(34)

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Field Windbreaks
	NR 154.04(12)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Underground Outlets
	NR 154.04(35)

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Filter Strips
	NR 154.04(13)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Waste Transfer Systems
	NR 154.04(36)

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Grade Stabilization
	NR 154.04(14)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Wastewater Treatment Strips
	NR 154.04(37)

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Heavy Use Area Protection
	NR 154.04(15)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Water and Sediment Control Basins
	NR 154.04(38)

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Lake Sediment Treatment
	NR 154.04(16)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Waterway Systems
	NR 154.04(39)

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Livestock Fencing
	NR 154.04(17)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Well Decommissioning
	NR 154.04(40)

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Livestock Watering Facilities
	NR 154.04(18)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Wetland Development or Restoration 
	NR 154.04(41)

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Prescribed Grazing
	NR 154.04(22)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Wetland Development or Restoration 
	NR 154.04(41)

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Relocating or Abandoning Animal Feeding Operations
	NR 154.04(23)
	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	Process Wastewater Handling: NR 154.04(29) & 

NRCS 629
	Streambank and Shoreline Protection:  NR 154.04(31) 
(includes associated fencing)

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Milking Center Waste Control Systems
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Stream Crossing 

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Feed Storage Leachate
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Streambank/Shoreline Rip-rapping

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Other Wastewater – specify below
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Streambank/Shoreline Shaping & Seeding

	
	
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Streambank/Shoreline Fencing

	
	
	
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Other Streambank/Shoreline Protection 
(incl. bio-engineering) - specify below

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Other (specify)

	
	
	     


	
	
	C.  Filters

Note: Applicants must be able to answer “Yes” to Questions 1 through 12 and “Yes” or "N/A" (Not Applicable) to Questions 13 and 14 to be eligible for a grant. 

	Yes
	No
	
	

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	1.
	The project will control agricultural runoff.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	2.
	Project will be designed to achieve attainment of one or more agricultural performance standards and prohibitions.

Note: Applicants addressing a TMDL are not required to answer “Yes” to Question 2 to be eligible for a grant.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	3.
	Project is consistent with at least one of the following watershed priorities. Check all of the following that apply.

	
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	a.
	Clean Water Act s. 303(d) List of Impaired Waters
Project with water quality goals directly dealing with a waterbody (lake or stream) on the latest Clean Water Act (CWA) s. 303(d) List of Impaired Waters, where the cause of the water quality impairment is nonpoint source pollution, and this project will reduce the type of nonpoint source pollutants for which the water is listed.  (See Attachment A.)

	
	
	
	Name of Applicable Impaired Water:      

	
	
	
	Name of Pollutant Causing Impairment:      

	
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	b.
	Outstanding and Exceptional Resource Waters
Waterbody is included in s. NR 102.10 (Outstanding Resource Waters) and/or s. NR 102.11 (Exceptional Resource Waters).

	
	
	
	Name of Applicable Outstanding or Exceptional Resource Water:      

	
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	c.
	NPS Rankings
Project is located in a large-scale watershed, a small-scale watershed, lake watershed, or other area ranked high or medium on the NPS Rankings List, where the goals of the project are directly associated with the reason for the ranking on the NPS Rankings List.

	
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	d.
	Amendment of the NPS Rankings List Using DNR-Approved Basin/Watershed Plans
Project is located within a watershed ranked low or not ranked on the NPS Rankings List, but information in a DNR-approved Basin/Watershed Plan indicates a need to amend the NPS Rankings List because the stream, stream segment, or lake is being affected by nonpoint sources of pollution.

	
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	e.
	Amendment of the NPS Rankings List Using Other Data Sources
Project is located within a watershed ranked low or not ranked on the NPS Rankings List, but adequate data exists to request a ranking of high or medium for a waterbody that that is being affected by nonpoint sources of pollution.

	
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	f.
	Sources of Information for Areas Not Included in DNR-Approved Basin/Watershed Plans
For some border waters, there is no DNR-approved Basin/Watershed Plan (i.e., along the Mississippi River or the Great Lakes).  For these situations, another governmental document, accepted by the Regional NPS Coordinator, can be used to classify the resource as having a significant nonpoint source pollution impairment.

	
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	g.
	Governmental Notices
The applicant has checked "Yes" to Part II. Question 3. A.1.

	
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	h.
	Public Health Threats
Project is located in a watershed with existing threats to public health due to nonpoint source pollution.

	
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	i.
	Other Areas of Special Natural Resource Interest (listed on the DNR web site at: 
http://dnr.wi.gov/org/water/swims/datasets/designated_waters/ASNRI.htmMacroButton "FollowLink"  ).  

or Other Water Quality Concerns of National or Statewide Importance As Approved by the DNR.

	
	
	
	Identify National or Statewide Water Quality Concern:      

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	4.
	Funding from this grant will not be used for best management practices to bring into compliance with state standards and prohibitions any cropland, livestock facility, or significant livestock facility alteration that is created after the effective date of the applicable NR 151 performance standard or prohibition.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	5.
	Funding from this grant will not be used for best management practices to bring a livestock facility or cropland back into compliance with a performance standard or prohibition in ch. NR 151 when such compliance had previously been achieved after the effective date of the standard or prohibition.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	6.
	Funding from this grant will not be used for best management practices for which the DNR or local unit of government included a previous offer of cost sharing as part of a NR 151 notice or county notice meeting requirements of NR 151.09 or NR 151.095. 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	7.
	Project is consistent with the county Land & Water Resources Management Plan (LWRMP), plan amendment, or workplan prepared under s. ATCP 50.12, Wis. Adm. Code.

	
	
	
	a.
	To demonstrate consistency, identify the goals, objectives, or activities from the LWRMP, plan amendment, or workplan related to the resource(s) of concern being address by the project. Identify the document name.

	
	
	
	Calumet County Land and Water Resource Management Plan 2007-2011
http://www.co.calumet.wi.us/uploads/document/CalumetLWRMP2007_2011.pdf


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	8.
	Project will be completed within 24 months of the start of the grant period.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	9.
	Staff and contractors designated to work on this project have adequate training, knowledge, and experience to implement the proposed project.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	10.
	Staff or contractual services, in addition to those funded by this grant, will be provided if needed.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	11.
	The local DNR Regional Nonpoint Source Coordinator (see Attachment C.) has been contacted about this project:

	Name of the Regional Nonpoint Source Coordinator Contacted
	Date Contacted
	Subject of Contact

	Amy Callis
	3/11/2011
	Application for TRM grant for this site

	     
	     
	     

	Yes
	No
	
	
	

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	12.
	The county, in which the project resides, has a strategy in an approved LWRMP, an updated LWRMP work plan, or an Inter-Governmental Agreement with the DNR to implement agricultural performance standards and prohibitions contained in ch. NR 151. To answer “Yes,” the strategy must include all of the following key activities. List the document and page number where the activity is addressed.

	
	
	
	NR 151 Implementation Activity
	Document
	Page Number

	
	
	
	a.
	Inform and educate landowners/operators required to comply with performance standards and prohibitions.
	Calumet Co. LWRM Plan

2010 LWCD Newsletter

	72 & Workplan

6


	
	
	
	b.
	Conduct compliance status inventories based on records reviews and on-site visits.
	Calumet Co. LWRM Plan

NR 151 Compliance Checklist

	72 & Workplan

	
	
	
	c.
	Document inventory results and maintain compliance status records.
	Calumet Co. LWRM Plan

NR 151 Compliance Check

	72 & Workplan

	
	
	
	d.
	Report inventory results and continuing compliance requirements to landowners/operators.
	Calumet Co. LWRM Plan
	72 & Workplan

	
	
	
	e.
	Identify best management practices to achieve compliance.
	Calumet Co. LWRM Plan
	88, Appedix H, and Workplan

	
	
	
	f.
	Apply for grants from the Department of Natural Resources or work to secure grants from other state, federal, or local sources to provide cost sharing to landowners/operators to achieve compliance with performance standards and prohibitions.
	Calumet Co. LWRM Plan
2011 CCPI Grant

	89 & Workplan

	
	
	
	g.
	Develop cost-share agreements and provide for technical assistance to landowners/operators to achieve compliance with performance standards and prohibitions.
	Calumet Co. LWRM Plan
	89 & Workplan

	
	
	
	h.
	Assist the Department of Natural Resources as its request in drafting NR 151 notices to landowners/operators.
	Calumet Co LWRM Plan

2008 NOI

	90 & Workplan

	
	
	
	i.
	Fulfill annual program reporting requirements.
	Calumet Co LWRM Plan
	103 & Workplan

	Yes
	No
	N/A
	
	

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	13.
	If this is an application for a livestock facility, an Animal Units Calculation Worksheet (Form 3400-25a) for existing and future livestock numbers is attached (available at:
 http://dnr.wi.gov/runoff/pdf/ag/cafo/form340025a.docMacroButton "FollowLink" ). 


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	14.
	If this is a joint application among local units of government, a DRAFT Inter-Governmental Agreement is attached. (See Attachment H. – also available at:
  http://dnr.wi.gov/runoff/grants/npsprogram.html#implementMacroButton "FollowLink"  )   



Part II.  Competitive Elements
Question 1.  Fiscal Accountability

A.  Timeline and Source of Staff

For each applicable milestone listed below, fill in the appropriate data:

	Milestone
	Target Completion Date (month/year)
	Source of Staff

	Completion of design
	10/2011
	County Staff

	Obtaining required permits
	1/2012
	County Staff/Owner

	Landowner contacts
	10/2011
	County Staff

	CSA signing
	1/2012
	County Staff/Owner

	Bidding
	12/2011
	County Staff/Owner

	DNR approvals
	1/2012
	County Staff/Owner

	Contract signing
	1/2012
	County Staff/Owner

	BMP construction
	4/2012
	County Staff/Contractor

	Site inspection and certification
	4/2012 - 11/2012
	County Staff/DATCP

	Project evaluation
	12/2012
	County Staff

	Other (specify)
	
	

	Certify NR 151 Compliance
	12/2012
	County Staff

	B.  Adequate Financial Budget

Provide the following information for the project.  The grant amount is capped at $150,000.

	1. B. 1.:    FINANCIAL BUDGET TABLE


	A.
	B.
	C.

	Project Activity for Which DNR Funding is Requested
	Estimated Total Cost ($)
	Amount from Column B
Eligible for 
DNR Cost Sharing ($)

	Construction Components:
	
	

	Roof Supplies & Construction
	141,360
	141,360

	Concrete Supplies
	42,000
	42,000

	Excavation & Repair Of Existing Concrete Floor For Support Beams
	36,000
	36,000

	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     

	     
	     
	     

	1.  Construction Subtotal
	$219,360
	$219,360

	2.  Local Force Account Activities
	$0
	$0

	3.  Private Engineering Activities
	$0
	$0

	4.  Subtotal:  [add Rows (1.) through (3.)]
	$219,360
	$219,360

	5.  Property Acquisition:  Fee Title & Easement
	$0
	$0

	6.  Grand Total:  [add Rows (4.) and (5.)]
	$219,360
	$219,360

	
	
	


Cost-Sharing Worksheet
	Eligible Costs:

	
	
	
	Cost-Share
	
	

	7. Construction, force account, private engineering, etc.
	
	70%
	$
	153,552

	8. Land Purchase (Fee Title)
	$ 0
	-
	70%
	
	   0

	9. Easements
	$ 0
	-
	70%
	$
	   0

	Eligible Cost Share:
	
	
	
	
	

	10. Total Eligible Cost Share: [sum Rows (7.) thru (9.)]
	
	
	
	$
	153,552

	Cap Test:
	

	11. Maximum State Share: [(Row 10.) or $150,000, whichever is less]
	$
	150,000

	State and Local Share:
	

	12. Requested State-Share Amount (Requested Grant Amount)
	$
	150,000

	13. Local-Share Amount: [(Row 6.), Column B. less (Row 12.)]
	$
	69,360


	1. B. 2.:  Method(s) Used to Calculate Cost Estimates:

	Estimated cost of barnyard roof is provided by a commerical contractor.  In-kind engineering services will be provided by LWCD staff, and are not included in the estimate.
Please see cost estimate attached to application.  The cost estimate reflects the building of a roof structure and any excavation and subsquent repair to existing barnyard strucure needed for roof installation.  No walls or sides will be built around structure (estimate language may be misleading).  Estimate is for summer 2011 costs, and indicates an estimated increase of 20% for materials and labor in 2012.  Financial Budget Table reflects the estimated 2012 costs (20% increase in 2011 itemized estimates).



	C.  Cost-Effectiveness

      At a minimum, you must provide narrative answers to Parts C.1. and C.2.  You are advised to answer Part C.3.,
      though you are not required to do so.

	
	1.
	Describe the environmental benefits this project will achieve.  If you have already described this to your satisfaction in the Project Summary (Project Information, Part B.), you may answer here, “See Project Summary.”

	
	
	This project will keep stormwater from contacting the 24,000 sq ft barnyard, nearly eliminating the polluted barnyard runoff which is currently directed towards areas with less than 20 inches of soil over bedrock.  Threats to groundwater contamination and public health will be addressed by eliminating runoff from a barnyard in which over 600 animal units are given access. 

	
	2.
	Describe why the proposed management measures are a reasonable means to attain the project benefits based upon such factors as cost, effectiveness, site feasibility, available technical standards, and practicality.

	
	
	The proposed project aims to eliminate groundwater contamination at the farmstead.  The farmstead site is highly susceptible to groundwater contamination due to shallow soils located under and around the facilities.  The conservation practices needed to to meet available technical standards are expensive due to presence of shallow bedrock.  A roof to divert clean water off of the large barnyard is the best option; treating the runoff with engineered vegetated filter areas is not feasible or practical (amount of fill required to meet technical standards would increase elevation of filter strip in relation to barnyard floor).  Relocation is not a cost effective alternative since  the operation has invested significantly in buildings and infrastructure (concrete flooring of barnyard and calf hutch areas) The capital investments indicate the operator plans on continuing business for years to come.

	
	3.
	If you evaluated one or more alternative management measures, describe why the alternative(s) is not being recommended.

	
	
	1.  Eliminate barnyard by housing all animals inside:  This option is not recommended due to the nature of custom raising youngstock and herd health.  Herd health is promoted through segregation of calves as well as optimal exercise for heifer and dry cows.  

2.  Design barnyard to adequately treat barnyard runoff:  Engineering treatment (filter) strips is not feasible at this site due to the presence of shallow bedrock, current barnyard infrasture, and cost-effectiveness of providing enough fill to meet technical standards.

3.  Create a complete confinement area with barnyard and store liquids in a storage structure:  Adding storage to this operation will require an concrete storage or an above ground storage to meet technical standards due to shallow bedrock.  Costs for storage at this sitw will be equivalent or exceed the cost estimate of the roof structure.  A transfer system will be needed, adding costs to the project.  In addition, the potential for standing water in the barnyard is not efficient to manage and may affect herd health.  

4.  Remove barnyard and manage operation as a prescribed/rotational grazing operation:  The operator only owns 130 contiguous acres at this location.  A prescribed grazing plan requires no less than 1.5 acres per animal unit.  Grazing has been attempted in the past at this location, and diffculties resulted from the necessary supplemental feeding and a lack of shelter for animals to make it through adequate rotations.  Additional buildings to house youngstock would be more expensive than the roof structure.  Additional land acquistion is not feasible at this time due to other operators competing for farmland in the area.  

5.  Move facilities to another location less susceptible to groundwater contamination:  Although this may reduce costs associated with conservation best management practices (BMPs), additional expenses required in moving the operation would be greater than the costs of the needed BMPs.  These additional expenses include the following: already accured expenses from building upgrades and new construction at current site, cost of upgrades and new construction at second site owned by operation, or cost of purchasing an alternative site that meets the needs of the current operation.



	Question 2.  Project Evaluation Strategy

	The applicant is required to provide a description of the modeled results or changes in pollution potential in the final project report.  The project evaluation strategy will be based on comparing pre- and post-project changes in modeled pollutant loading to water resources or will be based on the quantity of units managed.

	
	A.
	Modeling and Measures of Change

	
	
	Pre- and post-project evaluation measures that the applicant will use to ensure success in meeting project goals: (check all that apply)

	
	
Agricultural Performance Standard or Prohibition
	Units of Measure
	Recommended 
Measurement Method

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	1.
	Sheet, Rill and Wind Erosion
	a.
	Acres meeting T
	RUSLE-2 or wind erosion model

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	2.
	Tillage Setback
	a.
	Feet of bank protected
	count

	
	
	
	b.
	Number of farms
	count

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	3.
	Phosphorus Index
	a.
	Acres planned
	count

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	4.
	Manure Storage Facilities: New Construction/Alterations
	a.
	Number of facilities
	count

	
	
	
	b.
	Number of animal units
	count

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	5.
	Manure Storage Facilities: Closure
	a.
	Number of facilities
	count

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	6.
	Manure Storage Facilities: Failing/Leaking Facilities
	a.
	Number of facilities
	count

	
	
	
	b.
	Number of animal units
	count

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	7.
	Process Wastewater Handling
	a.
	Number of facilities
	count

	
	
	
	a.
	Number of animal units
	count

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	8.
	Clean Water Diversions in WQMA
	a.
	Pollutant load reduction
	BARNY Model

	
	
	
	b.
	Number of farms with diversions
	count

	
	
	
	c.
	Number animal units
	count

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	9.
	Nutrient Management on Agricultural Land
	a.
	Acres planned
	count

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	10.
	Prohibition: Manure Storage Overflow
	a.
	Number of facilities
	count

	
	
	
	b.
	Number of animal units
	count

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	11.
	Prohibition: Unconfined Manure Pile in WQMA
	a.
	Number of farms
	count

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	12.
	Prohibition: Direct Runoff From Feedlot/Stored Manure
	a.
	Pollutant load reduction
	BARNY Model

	
	
	
	b.
	Number of facilities
	count

	
	
	
	c.
	Number of animal units
	count

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	13.
	Prohibition: Unlimited Livestock Access
	a.
	Feet of bank protected
	count

	
	
	
	b.
	Number of farms
	count

	
	Other Priority for Agricultural Area

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	14.
	Buffers
	a.
	Feet of bank protected
	CREP formula

	
	
	
	b.
	Number of farms
	count

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	15.
	Streambank
	a.
	Tons of bank erosion reduced
	NRCS bank erosion formula 

	
	
	
	b.
	Feet of bank protected
	count

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	16.
	Other (specify)       
	     
	     

	Yes
	No
	
	

	
	
	B.
	Monitoring (not eligible for cost sharing at this time) 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	
	The project evaluation strategy will provide pre- and post-project information from water resource monitoring.  If “Yes,” check all that apply below.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	
	1.
	A one-page summary of the monitoring strategy is attached.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	
	2.
	The project will evaluate the in-stream physical habitat, fisheries, biological, or chemical conditions.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	
	3.
	The project will evaluate BMP pollution reduction effectiveness (e.g., inlet/outlet monitoring).

	
	
	C.
	Additional Monitoring

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	
	The applicant is willing to participate with the Department to do monitoring in the project area should funding become available.

	Question 3.  Evidence of Local Support

	
	
	The level of local support that currently exists for the proposed project.

	Yes
	No
	A.
	Government

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	1.
	Regulatory Situations The total project cost is attributed to the resolution of a Notice of Discharge (NOD) or a Notice of Intent to Issue an NOD (NOI) under ch. NR 243 or non-compliance with agricultural performance standards and prohibitions under subch. II of ch. NR 151 or a local regulation and at least one of the following is attached to this application form:

	
	
	
	a. Signed and dated copy of the NOI or NOD issued under ch. NR 243; or
b. Signed and dated copy of letter signed by the authorized DNR representative stating that DNR will issue a notice under chs. NR 151 or NR 243; or
c. Signed and dated copy of letter from the authorized county representative that the local regulation will be enforced at the project site.
(If you answered "Yes", go to Question 4.  Otherwise, continue to Part A.2. of this Question.)

	
	
	2.
	Non-Regulatory Situations

	
	
	
	a.
	The governmental unit has developed:

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	
	
	i.
	a detailed pollution control plan with the landowners that identifies specific best management practices (BMPs);

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	
	
	ii.
	general assessments of the pollution sources within the project area.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	
	b.
	The governmental unit has contacted the landowner(s)/land operator(s) about the proposed BMP installations.

	
	
	
	If “Yes,” provide details.

	
	
	
	     

	Yes
	No
	B.
	Landowners and Partners

	
	
	1.
	Level of Landowner Participation

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	
	a.
	A majority of the affected landowners/land operators have specifically indicated that they will sign a cost-share agreement (CSA) to install the practices requested in this grant application.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	
	b.
	A majority of the affected landowners/land operators have indicated a general interest to participate in the project.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	
	c.
	Letters of support for the project from affected landowners/land operators are attached.

	
	
	2.
	Involvement of Partners

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	
	a.
	Partners, in addition to the unit of government (applicant) and landowner, have committed resources (materials, equipment, staff or financial resources) towards the BMP installation, maintenance, or evaluation of the project.

	
	
	
	If “Yes,” list the project partner(s).

	
	
	
	     

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	
	b.
	Letters of support from the project partner(s) are attached.

	Question 4.  Water Quality Needs (check one, A. through G.)

	
	The water quality category which best identifies the water quality goals for the project directly deals with:

Note:  For border waters where a DNR-approved Basin/Watershed Plan does not exist, another governmental document acceptable to the Regional Nonpoint Source Coordinator may be used to identify the water quality need.

	
	Surface Water Considerations

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	A.
	Clean Water Act s. 303(d) List of Impaired Waters

A waterbody (lake or stream) on the latest Clean Water Act (CWA) s. 303(d) List of Impaired Waters, where the cause of the water quality impairment is nonpoint source pollution, and this project will reduce the type of nonpoint source pollutants for which the water is listed.  (See Attachment A.)

	
	
	Name of Applicable Impaired Water:      

	
	
	Name of Pollutant Causing Impairment:      

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	B.
	Outstanding or Exceptional Resource Waters or Other Areas of Special Natural Resource Interest

Prevention of degradation due to nonpoint sources of outstanding resource waters (ORW) (per s. NR 102.10) or exceptional resource waters (ERW) (per s. NR 102.11) or other areas of special natural resource interest  (ASNRI) (See DNR web site: 
http://dnr.wi.gov/org/water/swims/datasets/designated_waters/ASNRI.htmMacroButton "FollowLink"  ).  


	
	
	Name of Applicable ORW/ERW or ASNRI:  

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	C.
	Not Fully Supporting Uses

A waterbody (lake or stream) identified in a DNR-approved Basin/Watershed Plan as not supporting designated uses due to nonpoint sources, but is not on the s. 303(d) List. In newer plans, these waters are categorized as “supporting” (as opposed to “fully supporting”) designated uses; in plans prior to 2010 they were labeled as “partially meeting” designated uses.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	D.
	Surface Water Quality

Prevention of surface water quality degradation due to nonpoint sources. Waters in this category are not high quality, recreationally significant waters.

	
	Groundwater Considerations

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	E.
	Exceeds Groundwater Enforcement Standard

Groundwater within the project area where representative information indicates there are levels for NPS contaminants that exceed groundwater enforcement standards.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	F.
	Exceeds Groundwater Preventive Action Limit

Groundwater within the project area where representative information indicates there are levels for NPS contaminants that exceed groundwater preventive action limits.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	G.
	Groundwater Quality

The project area is within a geological area defined in s. NR 151.015(18) as susceptible to groundwater contamination.  (See Attachment F.)

	Bonus Points:  

	Yes
	No
	

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	The project water quality goals identified above relate to the reduction of nonpoint source contaminants in community or non-community public drinking water supplies.  This includes any of the following:   Municipal water supplies governed by chs. NR 809 and 811; Other-Than-Municipal (OTM) water supplies governed by chs. 809 and 811; Non-Transient water supplies governed by chs. NR 809 and 812; Transient water supplies governed by chs. NR 809 and 812.

	
	1.
	If “Yes” and you checked box E., F. or G., above, then mark (a), (b) or (c) below and move on to Question 5.  (You will need assistance from your DNR Regional Grant Coordinator or Water Supply Specialist to answer.)

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	
	a.
	Check this box if the project is located:  within the wellhead protection area of a municipal well, or within 1,200 feet of a municipal well for which a wellhead protection area is not delineated, or within 1,200 feet of an “Other-Than-Municipal (OTM)” water supply well, or within 1,200 feet of a non-transient water supply well

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	
	b.
	Check this box if the project is located within 200 feet of a Transient water supply well.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	
	c.
	Check this box if neither (a.) nor (b.) applies.

	
	2.
	If “Yes” and you checked box A., B., C., or D. above, then place a check mark next to the drainage area where the project is located (see below).

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	
	Pike River and Creek
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Twin Rivers

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	
	Root River
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Kewaunee and Ahnapee Rivers

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	
	Oak Creek
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Menominee River

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	
	Milwaukee River
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Fish Creek

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	
	Sauk Creek
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	St. Louis and Nemadji Rivers

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	
	Sheboygan and Onion Rivers
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Lake Winnebago

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	
	Manitowoc River
	
	


	Question 5.  Extent of Pollutant Control

	Applicants must answer both Part A. and Part B.

	Part A: Pollution Source Description.  Describe the severity of the pollution sources that will be addressed by this project. Applicants may include quantitative and qualitative information. Photo documentation is encouraged. If this is a TMDL project, express severity in relation to the sources identified in the TMDL report. If this is a project to achieve compliance with one or more performance standards or prohibitions, express severity in relation to the standards.

	The site has a 24,000 square foot barnyard where 750 youngstock are allowed access.  Barnyard has a concrete floor with concrete walls that are 18" in height.  Barnyard is located in a Water Quality Management Area due to the presence of bedrock within 20 inches of surface.  Animals are fed on the barnyard.  Manure is scraped and stacked daily.  Manure stacks are removed every two days weather permitting.  During poor weather conditions, manure may be stacked for up to two weeks; a violation of NR 151.08 (unconfined manure pile in WQMA).  Portions of the barnyard do receive clean water from some of the adjacent buildings; a violation of NR 151.06.  The barnyard drains to two outlets.  Each outlet provides direct conduits to soils less than 20 inches above bedrock (18 inches and 9 inches).   Photo documentation of resource concerns with east outlet is included on pages 48 - 50 of application.
Given these factors, the site results in excessive barnyard runoff polluted with manure and feed to groundwater via shallow soils; a violation of NR 151.08.  The shallow soils are not adequate to filter out the excessive pollutants resulting in groundwater contamination.  Private well water data indicate that over 55% of samples within a 1 mile radius of the operation exceed the groundwater enforcement standard for total coliform bacteria and/or nitrates.  Only 1 sample out of 64 samples taken since 2002 has NOT exceeded the preventative action limit for nitrates (2 ppm), indicating that the remaining 63 samples were contaminated with nitrates due to anthropogenic influences.


	Part B: Nature of the Water Quality Impact.  Check the “Yes” box if the statement applies to receiving waters that are being affected by the project site. Applicants may check the “Yes” box in the following combinations: Statement 1 only; Statement 2 only; Statements 1 and 2; Statement 3 only.

	Yes
	No
	
	

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	1.
	General water quality impacts. The receiving waters experience general resource degradation from nonpoint pollution sources. Cause and effect relationships between the impairments and the specific site to be funded are difficult or impossible to establish.  (Note: This may be chosen if A, C, D, E or F is checked in Question 4.)

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	2.
	Site-specific degradation. Site-specific impacts on receiving waters from the site to be funded are observable or measurable such that a cause and effect relationship is clearly evident. (Note: This may be chosen if A, C, D, E or F is checked in Question 4.)

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	
	a.
	To earn credit for Statement 2, supporting information, such as data summaries or photos, is attached.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	3.
	Threats. There are no nonpoint source impacts observed or measured in receiving waters but the existence of the pollution source is perceived to be a threat. (Note: This may be chosen if either B or G is checked in Question 4.)

	Question 6.  Consistency with Other Resource Management Plans

	Yes
	No
	

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	The project implements a water quality recommendation from a locally-approved resource management plan, other than a TMDL report, TMDL implementation plan, or County Land and Water Resource Management Plan. (Examples include Smart Growth plans, local storm water management plans, regional water quality plans, or other watershed-based nonpoint source control plans.) 

	
	
	Summarize the water quality recommendation.  Describe the recommendation in relation to the goals of this proposed project.  Cite the name and date(s) of publication of the document.

	
	
	Calumet County Year 2025 Recommendation Report, April 2007: The County's Smart Growth Plan includes recommendations to address agricultural runoff and groundwater contamination on the following pages.  Page 89 - assist farmers with manure handling practices to protect groundwater.  Page 100 - encourage farmers to follow BMPs to minimize groundwater contamination.  Page 101 - reduce potential for point and non-point source pollution of the water supply.  Page 103 - provide technical and financial assitance, as available from state and federal sources, to farmers to install BMPs
http://calcluster2.co.calumet.wi.us/web_docs/planning/smart_growth/Master%20County%20Recommendations-April%202007.pdf
The State of the Lakeshore Basin, PUB WT 667 2000:  Plan addresses agricultural runoff and groundwater issues on the following pages.  Page 23 - Implement statewide performance standards to address nonpoint runoff from agriculture.  Page 27 - Restoration and implementation of BMPs are highly recommended in watersheds that are ranked as high risk for groundwater contamination.  The South Branch Manitowoc River Watershed is 3rd in the the Basin-wide rankings for high risk for groundwater contamination.


	
	
	

	Question 7.  Use of Additional Funding 

	Yes
	No
	

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	The applicant is requesting less state share on Row (12.) of Question 1.B. (Cost-Sharing Worksheet) than it was offered on Row (11.) of that section. 


	Part III.  Eligibility for Local Enforcement Multiplier

	Completion of Part III. is optional.  However, an applicant can increase the final project score by qualifying for a project multiplier.

The initial project score is increased by the project multiplier to arrive at a final project score. The applicant agrees to use its local enforcement authority to require that the livestock facility or cropland practice being funded by this TRM grant come into compliance with the standard or prohibition in the event the farmer does not fix the problem for which funds are offered.


	Column A:  This is a listing of the 13 agricultural performance standards and prohibitions.  All boxes checked in the other columns are cross referenced to these standards and prohibitions.

Column B:  If the performance standard or prohibition listed in the first column is enforceable under a local ordinance that provides “Full Coverage”, then check the box. The local ordinance is considered to provide full coverage of the listed standard or prohibition if local enforcement is authorized at all sites where the state standard/prohibition applies. If the local ordinance does not apply to all locations that the state law applies, then do not check the box in this column.
Column C:  If the performance standard or prohibition applies to some, but not all, of the sites where the state standard applies then the ordinance provides “Partial Coverage”.  In this case, check the box in Column C.  For example, if the sheet, rill and wind erosion standard is only enforceable through a nutrient management plan which in turn may only be required when a local manure storage permit is issued, then the local ordinance would provide partial coverage because the state standard applies to all crop producers, including cash grain operators. Another example would be if the local ordinance regulates only those livestock facilities covered by a local permit and the local permit program does not address all older facilities, then coverage would be partial.

Column D:  If you will be using TRM funds to provide cost sharing to achieve compliance with a performance standard or prohibition listed in Column A, then check the corresponding box in Column D.
Column E:  Include citations of the local ordinance provisions that confer either full or partial coverage of the state standards and prohibitions.


	Scoring.  If all boxes in Column B. are checked, then the initial project score will be increased by 15% to determine the final project score.

If not all boxes in Column B. are checked, then the following method will be used to increase the initial project score:

· For each box checked in Column B., the initial project score will be increased by 1.15% (0.0115) provided that the corresponding box in Column D. is also checked indicating that TRM funding will be used to address that particular standard or prohibition. 

· For each box checked in Column C., the initial project score will be increased by 0.54% (0.0054) provided that the corresponding box in Column D. is also checked and the local ordinance would allow enforcement at the site if the cost-share recipient did not fix the site. 



	Column A:

State Performance Standards & Prohibitions
	Column B:
Check box if the local ordinance provides full coverage for the state standard or prohibition listed in Column A.
	Column C:
Check box if the local ordinance provides partial coverage for the state standard or prohibition listed in Column A.
	Column D:
Check box if funding from this TRM project grant will be used to address the state standard or prohibition listed in Column A.
	Column E:
Provide citations for each ordinance provision that you are claiming a multiplier for under Column B or C.

	a.
	Sheet, rill, and wind erosion. (NR 151.02)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	     

	b.
	Tillage setback. (NR 151.03)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	     

	c.
	Phosphorus index. (NR 151.04)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	     

	d.
	Manure storage facilities-new/significant alterations.   (NR 151.05(02))
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	     

	e.
	Manure storage facilities-closure.  (NR 151.05(03))
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	     

	f.
	Manure storage facilities-existing failing/leaking.  (NR 151.05(4))
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	     

	g.
	Process wastewater handling. (NR 151.055)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	     

	h.
	Clean water diversions. (NR 151.06)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Sec 18-6:  State of Wisconsin Performance Standards and Prohibitions, Page 5

	i.
	Nutrient management.  (NR 151.07)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	     

	j.
	Prohibition:  Prevention of overflow from manure storage facilities.  (NR 151.08(2))
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	     

	k.
	Prohibition:  Prevention of unconfined manure piles in water quality management areas (within 300 ft. of a stream, 1000 ft. of a lake, or areas where the groundwater is susceptible to contamination).  (NR 151.08(3))
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Sec 18-6:  State of Wisconsin Performance Standards and Prohibitions, Page 5

	l.
	Prohibition:  Prevention of direct runoff from a feedlot or stored manure into waters of the state.  (NR 151.08(4))
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Sec 18-6:  State of Wisconsin Performance Standards and Prohibitions, Page 5

	m.
	Prohibition:  Prevention of unlimited livestock access to waters of the state where high concentrations of animals prevent the maintenance of adequate sod cover or self-sustaining vegetation.  (NR 151.08(5))
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	     

	Copies of ordinances for which credit is taken in this section are: (choose at least one)

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Found at this website (provide most direct web page URL);
	http:// http://www.co.calumet.wi.us/uploads/document/Draft_for_Public_Hearing.pdf

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Attached to this application;

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Already submitted with another application for CY 2012 funding.


	Optional Additional Information

	Carefully review the answers to all of the questions above.  Is there additional information that will add to the understanding of this project?  If so, describe here.

	Capital Improvements on Site:  Operator has made significant improvements and investments to operation over the last 20 years.  TRM grant funds will only be used to address runoff concerns from structures that were in existence prior to 2002, which is the concrete barnyard (added in 1996).  Since 2002, additional building, feed storage, and a large concrete floor under calf hutches were built.  Any runoff concerns from the feed storage and calf hutch areas will be addressed by the operator without state cost share funds.  Due to the expensive nature of needed BMPs, the operator has applied for NRCS funds for financial assistance for all BMPs needed in 2008, 2009, 2010, and 2011 without success, and will continue to do so in 2011 and 2012.  Please see aerial photos attached which document farmstead improvements. 
County Ordinance for State Agricultural Performance Standards and Prohibitions:  The County is currently revising its Manure Storage and Runoff Management Ordinance to included all NR 151 Agricultural Performance Standards and Prohibitions.  Please see attached timeline for ordinance update and adoption.  It is anticipated that the County will have full enforcement authority of the NR 151 rules by the review of this grant proposal.  Therefore, the grant proposal reflects this enforcement authority.  



	Applicant Certification

	A Responsible Municipal Representative must sign and date the application form prior to submittal to the DNR.  

	I certify that, to the best of my knowledge, the information contained in this application and attachments is correct and true. I request a variance to s. NR 153.17(2)(e), Wis. Adm. Code, to allow that the deadline for delivery or post-mark of this application be delayed until May 2, 2011.

	Signature of Responsible Municipal Representative
	Date Signed

	
	     

	[name and title, please print]

Jay Shambeau,  County Administrator


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Completed Municipal Responsibility Resolution (signed in blue ink) (see Attachment I.) is attached.

	Submittal Directions

	To be considered for funding, provide the following for each application submitted:
· One (1) copy of the completed application form [DNR Form 8700-300 (3/11)] with original signature in blue ink;
· Three (3) additional copies of the completed, signed application form;

· One (1) electronic copy of the completed application form plus all attachments on CD or diskette in Microsoft Word format only—do not submit in portable document format (“.pdf”) or targeted image format (“tif”).

All application materials must be postmarked by midnight May 2, 2011.

Send to:  Department of Natural Resources

 Attn: Karen Paulson, WT/3
 101 South Webster Street

 Madison, WI 53703

OR

 P.O. Box 7921
 Madison, WI 53707-7921


