Spring Creek Watershed
Project Implementation Plan
Phase Two
Mercer County Soil Conservation District
1400 Hwy 49 North # 102
Beulah ND 58523
701-873-2101
mcscd@westriv.com

Dunn County Soil Conservation District
105 Rodeo Drive
Killdeer, ND 58640
701-764-5646

State Contact Person: Greg Sandness
Phone: 701-328-5232
E-mail: gsandness@state.nd.us
State: North Dakota
Hydrological Unit Code: 1013020109
1013020108

Watershed: Spring Creek Watershed
High Priority Watershed: Yes

TMDL Development and/or Implementation (check any that apply)
Project Types
Waterbody Types
NPS Category
[ ] Staffing and support
[ ] Groundwater
[x] Agriculture
[x] Watershed
[ ] Lakes/Reservoirs
[ ] Urban Runoff
[ ] Groundwater
[ ] Rivers
[ ] Silviculture
[ ] I&E
[x] Streams
[ ] Construction
[ ] Wetlands
[ ] Other
Project Location: LATTITUDE: 47O 34’

LONGITUDE: 102O 61’

to
O

LATTITUDE: 47 15’

LONGITUDE: 101 O 48’

Major Goal: The Spring Creek Watershed Project is designed to provide technical, financial and
educational assistance to landowners within the watershed. The areas targeted for assistance are
designated from the assessment phase of the project. The goal of the project is to improve the
water quality of Spring Creek and its tributaries and restore the riparian habitat of the Spring
Creek Watershed by implementing BMPs.
Project Description: The project sponsors intend to 1) prioritize technical and financial
assistance to lands that have the most impact on water quality, 2) track water quality trends over
the life of the project to rectify any concerns as they surface, and 3) develop working
partnerships with other agencies to aid in the effort of refurbishing our natural resources.
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Spring Creek Funding Allocations
FY 2015
Producer Cost and Match:
Other federal funds:
Total Project Cost:

$450,000
$403,175
$375,000
$1,228,175

2.0 Statement of Need
2.1
The Spring Creek Watershed received funding in FY12, $475,933, to provide cost share to meet
our goals. This funding expires in FY16 (November 2015). The watershed has been very
successful at working towards achieving the goals that were previously set. The Spring Creek
Watershed has cost shared over 33,000 feet of pipeline, 15 tanks and over 19,000 feet of fence,
and several other practices to improve water quality and riparian areas. We have educated
producers about the importance of removing cattle watering from the streams to improve water
quality and riparian areas with informational meetings and tours. As of 8/31/2014, $308,219 in
expenditures have been paid, with several practices scheduled to be installed in 2015. These
practices directly impact the Spring Creek by providing alternative water sources, which improve
water quality. A list of applied and planned practices is attached in Appendix G.
The Spring Creek Watershed is located in the eastern half of Dunn County and the western half
of Mercer County. The Spring Creek Watershed is 375,351 acres in size and this project will
address 293,849 acres of the watershed below Lake Ilo, with 175,837 acres in Dunn County and
118,012 acres in Mercer County. Water quality and maintenance of rivers and streams are a
valuable resource in Mercer and Dunn Counties. Based on the Standards of Water Quality for the
State of North Dakota (NDDoH, October 2006), the Spring Creek has a stream classification of
IA. Water quality standards for North Dakota state that all tributaries not specifically mentioned
in the state standards are designated as Class III streams; therefore, the tributaries to the Spring
Creek are identified as Class III streams. As Class III streams, the beneficial uses of these
tributary streams are aquatic life, recreation, industrial, and agricultural. As a class IA stream,
designated beneficial uses for the Spring Creek are also aquatic life, recreation, industrial, and
agricultural. In addition, the quality of Class IA streams shall be such that they can be used for a
municipal water supply after treatment. It should be noted that Spring Creek flows into the Knife
River south of Beulah, ND.
The Spring Creek Watershed is listed on the 303(d) list of impaired and threatened waters (pages
140,141, and 146 of the 2010 Integrated Report, Appendix C) as fully supporting but threatened
due to E. coli. Data was collected at each sample site in the Spring Creek Watershed during the
recreation season of May 1 to September 30. Data was compared to the North Dakota water
quality criteria for the pathogen indicator, fecal coliform and E. coli bacteria, to the data
collected at each site. From the assessment data, all three sites on Spring Creek and one site on
Goodman Creek are not supporting recreational uses due to elevated fecal coliform and E. coli
bacteria levels, (The Spring Creek Watershed Assessment Report, Appendix H) The beneficial
uses impaired of these tributary streams are the aquatic life and recreation due to runoff of
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manure and direct deposit of manure, replacement of native vegetation with crops, stream bank
erosion and land use change.

The Spring Creek Watershed was selected to be part of NRCS’s (Natural Resource Conservation
Service) NWQI (National Water Quality Initiative). NWQI provides additional financial and
technical assistance to priority watersheds. Two small watersheds with in the Spring Creek
Watershed were chosen, Upper and Lower Goodman Creek (maps in Appendix D). This program
has been very successful with producers in that area. Since 2012, $200,000 in BMPs have been
planned and implemented. These are additional funds to the Spring Creek Watershed. NRCS is
working with the ND Dept. of Health to implement a monitoring plan for the Upper and Lower
Goodman Creek Watershed. The Spring Creek Watershed Coordinator will be responsible for
sampling.

2.2
The Spring Creek Watershed is within the Knife River Basin. The Hydrological unit codes for
the Spring Creek Watershed have been updated to 12 digit codes, 1013020109 and 1013020108.
The Spring Creek Watershed will address the portion of Spring Creek that flows out of Lake Ilo
and across the Dunn County in an east direction into Mercer County and meets up with the Knife
River on the southwest side of Beulah. According to the analysis of the Rapid Geomorphic
Assessment (where 50 sites were sampled), Spring Creek bed material is mainly sand and silt
clay, 90% of the sites where moderately or deeply incised, and 76% of the banks were observed
to be moderately to severely unstable.
Macro invertebrate sampling completed in 2009 in Spring Creek was given a rating of Fair. An
acceptable rating would be a Good rating. Macro invertebrate samples will be taken again in
2015.
Water samples in 2008 and 2009 showed unacceptable levels of E.coli. E.coli levels were over
the acceptable 409 cfu per sample. A few water samples were labeled too numerous to count,
over 8,000 cfus. Water Samples were taken again in 2012-2014. These samples show that we
need to continue work with the Spring Creek Watershed and continue to install BMPs.
Additional information follows in section 2.5.
The AnnAGNPS model has been updated and new maps have been created. This model shows
priority cropland and non-cropland areas. These areas will be given priority when planning
future contracts. Maps are attached in Appendix D.
Interest in the project has been shown for many different types of BMPs. We have seen a large
demand for livestock watering systems and improvement to the riparian areas with grazing
systems. There are currently 14 contracts active in the Spring Creek Watershed, five completed
contracts and interested producers for future contracts.
2.3 Maps
See Appendix D
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2.4
The Spring Creek Watershed’s topography is characterized by rolling hills. Elevation ranges are
from 2,454 feet in the northwest portion of the watershed, 2,167 feet where Spring Creek flows
out of Lake Ilo to 1,780 feet in Beulah. Soils vary greatly in different areas of the county and
range from soft shale plains to extreme sand. Unique to Mercer County and Dunn County is the
Knife River Flint used by the early Native Americans and early settlers. Dunn County contains
the flint quarries that provided the flint that was traded all over the United States. Annual
precipitation for the counties is 17” on average. Important artesian aquifers are in the Fox Hills
and Hell Creek Formations of Late Cretaceous age and the Tongue River Formations of Tertiary
age. Most of the water used as domestic and livestock water for farms is derived from the lignite
coal veins in Ft. Union shale. There are large amounts of Lignite coal in Mercer County being
mined. Dunn County is actively being drilled for oil, with many established wells.
The primary natural resource management concern is the degradation of the riparian areas. Other
concerns include range practices for summer grazing, cropland erosion and water erosion on
rangelands and confined areas for feeding livestock. Of the 293,849 acres in the Spring Creek
Watershed an estimated 55% are cropland and hayland, 40% are pasture, rangeland and CRP and
5% are industrial coal mining, oil drilling, wildlife, water, farms, etc. When you look at land use
next to the creek, 72% is pasture, 13% hayland, 9% cropland, 5% farmstead/feedlot, and 1%
other.
2.5
Two streams were monitored, Spring Creek and Goodman Creek in 2008 and 2009. From those
samples, Recreational and aquatic life use targets were set for the streams for Macroinvertebrates
and E coli bacteria. The targets set are North Dakota state standards. The two streams were again
monitored in 2012 through 2014.
Beneficial Uses

Indicator

Target Value

Aquatic Life

Macroinvertebrate Index of Biotic Integrity Rating

Good

Recreation1

Geometric Mean E. Coli Bacteria (CFU/100ml)

126

Recreation1

Percent of E. Coli Bacteria Samples > 409 CFU/100ml

10%

1 – Target values limited to samples taken during the recreational period (May 1 – September 31).

Table 1. Summary of Water Quality Target Values Chosen for Beneficial Use Restoration.
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The 2010 List of Section 303(d) TMDL Waters has Spring Creek listed as a high priority TMDL
(See Appendix C for the 2010 List of Section 3039(d) TMDL Waters, page VI-32,33). The
TMDL was written by the ND Department of Health, and is available on the NDDoH’s web page
on the surface Water Quality Program page. Spring Creek’s designated use is recreation and
listed as fully supporting, but threatened, with the threat coming from E. coli

Dunn County

Mercer County

Figure 1. TMDL Listed Spring Creek in Dunn and Mercer Counties.
Spring Creek, highlighted in red flows west to east across Dunn County and in to Mercer County
where it flows into the Knife River.
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Figure 2. Spring Creek and the Water Quality Sampling Sites.
This map should be used for referencing the water quality sampling site results on the next four
pages.
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The tables above show the levels of E. coli bacteria throughout the watershed. All four sites exceeded the state
guidelines where more than 10% of the samples above 409 CFU/100ml for E. coli bacteria in one or more
months of the year. It is clearly visible that concentrations in June and July can be extremely high, reaching in
to the thousands. May levels are also visibly high. The reason for these levels may be directly related to the
riparian grazing above these sites. Riparian grazing upstream from the water sampling sites will become a
priority in Phase 2 of this project. Please refer to Figure 2 above for reference. More information can be found
in the Water Quality Monitoring Results for the Spring Creek Watershed Implementation Project, Appendix F.
The Assessment Tool for new or existing Animal Feeding Operations was completed using the Open Lot
Evaluation Worksheet and the North Dakota Animal Feedlot Runoff Risk Index Worksheets. These assessments
were valuable in understanding how producers handle their feeding operations. Four assessments completed
were within ½ mile from Spring Creek and one of its tributaries. Both worksheets averaged a score of medium,
a medium risk level for runoff and a medium risk for water quality impacts. One producer’s Feedlot did rank
out as a high risk level for runoff. This site has been addressed and needs additional assistance in Phase 2.
Because of the degradation of the riparian area, I believe this site does influence the high e.coli levels at site
385417 in May.
To address the fecal, e. coli and high risk level feedlots, BMPs are needed to remove cattle that are wintering on
Spring Creek and its tributaries. By providing alternative wintering areas on crop land, producers will be able to
better utilize manure as it would be directly placed on the crop.
Stream assessments were completed in the fall of 2008. The Stream Visual Assessment protocol and the Rapid
Geomorphic Assessment were completed, and are in the Spring Creek Watershed Assessment in Appendix H. It
was noted that the riparian areas are in need of a management plan and funding should be requested. Impacts of
major concern are the riparian health and excessive grazing adjacent to the river. 46 of 50 sites were rated poor
in the Stream Visual Assessment Protocol. According to the Rapid Geomorphic Assessment, only 11 of the 98
riparian areas assessed had good to excellent riparian health.
With the implementation of BMPs, such as prescribed grazing with alternative water away from the riparian
areas and riparian restoration BMPS, the riparian areas in poor health will be able to improve.
Macro collection was completed at 10 sites in 2008. Data results were rated 23-32, which is Fair, and the target
value is good, greater than 38. By applying BMPs to the riparian areas, it will benefit the macroinvertebrates.
BMPs that will improve that quality of the riparian areas include tree planting, filter strips and herbaceous
cover. Macro collection will be completed again in September, 2015.
IBI Rangeland Plains
Cut-offs
> 38

Good

> 23 - < 38

Fair

< 23

Poor

Table 6: Macroinvertibrate IBI Scale for Spring Creek Watershed
3.0 Project Description
Goal 1:
The primary goal of this watershed project is to restore and/or maintain the aquatic life and recreational uses of
the Spring Creek and its tributaries within the project area.
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Objective 1:
Reduce monthly geometric mean concentrations for E. coli to levels below 126 cfu/100ml with less than 10% of
the samples exceeding 409cfu/100 ml and achieve an IBI score of Good, or greater than 38 (Table 6, above), at
all established monitoring sites.
Task 1:
Employ one full time watershed conservationist in Mercer County and one quarter time watershed
conservationist in Dunn County to provide one on one conservation planning assistance to producers in the
project area.
Product: Two watershed conservationists to administer contracts in the Spring Creek Watershed and provide
technical assistance.
Cost: $ 148,590 (319 Funds)
Task 2:
Minimize livestock impacts to the riparian corridor by improving grazing management on 8,000 acres in the
watershed and installing 5 miles of vegetative buffers that will enhance stream bank stability. Priority will be
given to the areas being grazed upstream of the sampling sites listed above. Acres in the AnnAGNPS model and
NWQI will also be a focus.
Product
8,000 acres of prescribed grazing systems and 5 miles vegetative buffers including livestock and crop
production. See Supplemental BMP Table in Appendix B for details on specific BMPs related to grazing
management.
Land management upstream from the sampling sites will be a priority area in the Spring Creek Watershed.
These acres will be carefully looked at for the best BMP management.
AnnAGNPS acres will be targeted to apply BMPs, both cropland and non-cropland acres
The NWQI will be a focus area in the Spring Creek Watershed. Producers will be able to seek financial and
technical assistance through both the NRCS and the Spring Creek Watershed’s 319 funds.
The Spring Creek Watershed Project is partnering with the Mercer County Water Resource Board to provide
additional cost share for filter strips and forage biomass plantings along creeks. Producers have been reluctant
to add plantings to their operations when it involves taking land out of crop production and pay 40 percent of
the seeding. The Mercer County Water Resource Board will cover the producer’s cost of 40%
Cost: $298,410 (319 Funds)
Task 3:
Improve manure management in livestock feeding areas through the implementation and the development of
manure management systems for five small winter feeding areas within ½ mile of the creek and/or its
tributaries. These systems will be focused on the areas upstream from the sampling sites.
Product, Five small Feeding Areas with Manure Management plans. See Supplemental BMP Table in
Appendix B.
Cost: $84,000 (319 Funds) (This cost is figured into Task 2, separated here to show the cost for manure
management)
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During Phase 1 of the Spring Creek Watershed Project, the watershed cost shared one winter feeding area. The
Goodman Creek NWQI contracted five winter feeding areas. These winter feeding areas are developed with
fabricated windbreak panels and have proven to be very beneficial to the producers with manure management.
The Spring Creek Watershed consists of mostly stock cow operations with the majority of the feeding being
done on open range. These operations have a more direct need of being moved away from water and drainage
sources. This can be accomplished by establishing alternative water sources other than streams and establishing
a grazing management plan.
Objective 2: Educational
Task 4:
Conduct follow-up contacts to assist with conservation plan updates, and monitor O&M of 319 cost shared
practices.
Product: Database of applied BMP’s.
Cost: Included in Task 1
During phase 1, an excel spread sheet was also developed to allow for easier viewing off all producer and
planned and installed practices. A summary of these practices is attached in Appendix G.
Task 5: Continue to inform the producers and land managers of the Spring Creek Watershed Project and the
benefits of implementing BMPs though meetings and tours. Present at other agency meetings in the area.
Product: Successful meetings and tours that inform producers and landowners about the Spring Creek
Watershed Project. Show producers examples of implemented practices. Discuss which BMPS are available and
the benefits of implementing them. Inform producers and landowners of the Spring Creek Watershed through
newsletters from Dunn and Mercer Counties
The Spring Creek Watershed teamed up with the Mercer and Dunn County Soil Conservation Districts, NDSU
Ext Mercer County Office and NRCS to provide informational meetings to producers and land owners. We plan
to have future meetings with FSA to include the new Farm Bill information
Cost: $3,000 (319 Funds) for meetings, tours, and newsletters/publications
Objective 3:
Secure additional cost share opportunities for Spring Creek producers to improve water quality and riparian
areas.
Task 6: Work with other agencies to seek out additional cost share dollars for producers. Look for other grant
opportunities to provide additional cost share.
Product: Additional funding for producers cost. Producers are reluctant to install BMPs that can take land out
of production. Additional funding will provide more of an initiative to install BMPs, such as filter strips and
riparian buffers.
Cost: Included in Task 1
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3.3
See attached Milestone Table, Appendix A
3.4 Permits
All necessary permits will be acquired. These may include COE section 404 permits and ND State Water
Commission permits. Project will work with the NDDH to determine if National Pollution Elimination System
permits are needed for proposed livestock waste systems. Cultural Resource concerns and issues will be
addressed by following the procedures of the NDDH in consulting with the North Dakota State Historical
Preservation Officer.
3.5 Appropriateness of the lead sponsors
The Mercer and Dunn County Soil Conservation District will act as the lead sponsors on the project. The
sponsors will work with the North Dakota State Health Department (NDDH) and Natural Resource
Conservation Service (NRCS) to determine the need for any environmental permits, such as livestock waste
management systems. Project staff will consult with the NDDH to determine applicability of current ND
livestock waste regulations.
The Mercer and Dunn County Soil Conservation Districts will be responsible for auditing Operation &
Maintenance agreements on BMP’s. After completion of projects, yearly status reviews will be conducted on all
319 contracts. The life span of each BMP will be listed with each individual contract to ensure longevity of the
practice. The producer will be required to sign the “EPA 319 Funding Agreements Provision” form, which
explains in detail the consequences of destroying a BMP before its life span is up. The SCDs are locally elected
volunteer conservation organizations that serve all people of their counties.

4.0 Coordination Plan
1) Mercer County SCD will partner with Dunn County SCD. The Mercer County SCD will be the lead agency
liable for project administration. Conservation planning, technical assistance, educational campaign,
clerical assistance, access to equipment and supplies, and annual financial support will be provided by the
Mercer County SCD and the Dunn County SCD. The Mercer County SCD and the Dunn County SCD will
prioritize scheduling, coordinate activities and ideas and request letters of support. District personnel will
serve as a liaison between watershed residents and USDA program participation.
2) USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS). The NRCS will provide technical assistance by
coordinating project activities, facilitating local involvement, providing technical support and participating
in educational outreach programs during the project. Staff will incorporate existing USDA programs
(financial and technical ex. EQIP) and target resources to enhance efforts within the watershed. Existing
office space and office equipment use will be made available to the project. An annual review will be
conducted with the Field Office, DC and the SCD to reconfirm and acknowledge NRCS’s commitment to
the project. Annual review is currently in progress.
3) North Dakota Department of Health. The NDDH will oversee Section 319 funding and develop the quality
assurance project plan, QAPP. Training will be provided by the NDDH for proper water quality sample
collection, preservation and transportation to ensure that reliable data is obtained. NDDH will also
complete and cover the expense of analysis of water samples.
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4) USDA Farm Service Agency (FSA). The FSA will provide cost-share assistance through the Conservation
Reserve Program and will serve as participants on the Local Work Group.
5) North Dakota Cooperative Extension Service (NDSU). The NDSU Extension Service will assist in project
information and education activities.
6) Water Resource Board. The Mercer County Water Resource Board will provide technical assistance. They
have also committed yearly financial assistance to the project in the amount of $15,000. The Dunn County
Water Resource Board will provide technical assistance and have committed to providing financial
assistance. Exact funding amount has not been set.

7) ND State Forest Service (NDFS). The NDFS has been solicited for financial and technical assistance with
riparian areas.
8) Dakota Prairies RC&D. The RC&D will provide technical assistance through
managerial processes.
9).US Army Corps of Engineers. The US ACOE will provide technical assistance on flood related matters.
4.1
Local support for the project is displayed through the response during the assessment phase and informational
meetings. Producers are pushing hard for water lines and technical assistance for better ways to provide fresh
water to their cattle. Producers are becoming aware of the importance of water quality and riparian areas, and
looking for ways to improve them. Currently 70% of NRCS and 319 contracts are for water and grazing BMPs.
The other 30% have contracts for tree plantings, cover crops and grass seedings. They have shown great interest
in using 319 dollars. A huge amount of support from local producers and sponsors is behind this project.

4.3
See attached letters of support.
Appendix E
5.0 Evaluation and Monitoring Plan
The Quality Assurance Project Plan will be developed by the ND Department of Health after the draft proposal
has been approved and revised, accordingly, to complete the final project implementation plan. The Quality
Assurance Project Plan will be included in the final PIP and submitted to the EPA
6.0 Budget
Part I, Part II and Supplemental Budgets attached, Appendix B
7.0 Public Involvement
Public will be kept informed of new, tours and meetings through newsletters and personnel contacts. Dunn and
Mercer County personnel have and plan to continue door to door stops throughout the watershed. To get
producers involved, phone calls will be made to personally invite producers to meetings and tours. A monthly
update is given to Mercer County Water Resource Board, which is printed in the local papers. Monthly updates
will also be given to the Dunn County Water Resource Board.

Appendix A
15
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MILESTONE TABLE FOR SPRING CREEK WATERSHED PROJECT
Task/Responsible Organization

OBJECTIVE 1: Improve Water Quality
Task 1 - Employ two watershed conservationists
Group 1,2,3,5
Task 2 - Implement BMP's
Group 1,2,3,4,5,6
Task 3 - Manure Management Systems
Group 1,2,3,4,5,6
OBJECTIVE 2: Education
Task 4 - Follow- up, monitoring
Group 1,2,3,4,5,6
Task 5- Informational Meetings and Tours
Group 1,2,3,4,5,6
OBJECTIVE 3: Additional Funding
Task 6 - Secure addional cost share dollars
Group 1,2,3,4,5

SFY 16
Quarter*
1 2 3 4

SFY 17
Quarter*
1 2 3 4

SFY 18
Quarter*
1 2 3 4

SFY 19
Quarter*
1 2 3 4

x x

x x x x

x x x x

x x x x

x x

Landowner Asssistance
20contracts
and implement BMPs
Install 5 winter feeding areas 5 systems

x x

x x x x

x x x x

x x x x

x x

x x

x x

x

Contacts & assistance

x x

x x x x

x x x x

x x x x

x x

informational meetings, tours 6meetings
Newsletters
12 newsletters

x x

x x
x x x x

x
x
x x x x

x x
x x x x

x x

Additional cost share

x x

x x x

x x x

Output

Qty

Conservation Planning

2 employees

SFY 15
Quarter*
1 2 3 4

20contracts

4 sources

x x

Group 1: Mercer County & Dunn County Soil Conservation District - Provides administration, supplies and financial support for the project
Group 2: Mercer County & Dunn County Water Resource Board - Provides techinical and financial assistance for the project
Group 3: Natural Resources Conservation Service - Provides technical assistance in the planning, design and installation of BMP's
Group 4: Dakota Prairies Resource Conservation and Development - Provides assistance in the development and completion of the project
Group 5: North Dakota Department of Health - Oversees Section 319 funding, monitoring and overall evaluation of the project
Group 6: Spring Creek Watershed Landowners - Make land management decisions and provide both cash and in-kind match for installed BMP's
* Quarter 1 - July/September

Quarter 2 - October/December

Quarter 3 - January/March
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Quarter 4 - April/June

Appendix B
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BUDGET TABLE FOR SPRING CREEK WATERSHED PROJECT
Part I: Funding Sources

SFY15

SFY16

SFY17

SFY18

SFY19

inkind

Totals

Total EPA Section 319 Funds

$72,045.00

$100,470.00

$104,730.00

$106,305.00

$66,450.00

$450,000.00

Subtotals

$72,045.00

$100,470.00

$104,730.00

$106,305.00

$66,450.00

$450,000.00

SFY13

SFY14

SFY15

Other Federal Funds
1) Natural ResourcesConservation Service (TA)1 and
EQIP2
2) Dakota Prairies Resource Conservation &
Development (TA)
3) Farm Services Agency (FA)3 and CRP4
4) ND Department of Health (TA)
5) ND State Forest Service (TA and FA)
Subtotals

State and Local Match
1) Mercer County Soil Conservation District
(TA and FA)
2) Dunn County Soil Conservation District
(TA and FA)
3) Mercer County Water Resource Board
(TA and FA)
4) Dunn County Water Resource Board
(TA and FA)
5) Landowners (FA)
7) NDSU Extension Service (TA)
Subtotals

SFY12

SFY16

Totals

$60,000.00

$60,000.00

$60,000.00

$60,000.00

$60,000.00

$300,000.00

$1,000.00
$5,500.00
$1,000.00
$5,000.00

$5,000.00
$7,500.00
$1,000.00
$5,000.00

$5,000.00
$7,500.00
$1,000.00
$5,000.00

$3,000.00
$7,500.00
$1,000.00
$5,000.00

$3,000.00
$0.00
$1,000.00
$5,000.00

$17,000.00
$28,000.00
$5,000.00
$25,000.00

$72,500.00

$78,500.00

$78,500.00

$76,500.00

$69,000.00

$375,000.00

SFY12

SFY13

SFY14

SFY15

SFY16

Totals

$3,000.00

$3,000.00

$3,000.00

$3,000.00

$3,000.00

$1,500.00

$16,500.00

$3,000.00

$3,000.00

$3,000.00

$3,000.00

$3,000.00

$1,000.00

$16,000.00

$15,000.00

$15,000.00

$15,000.00

$15,000.00

$7,500.00

$5,500.00

$73,000.00

$14,975.00
$28,600.00
$200.00

$15,000.00
$44,550.00
$200.00

$15,000.00
$43,290.00
$200.00

$15,000.00
$42,060.00
$200.00

$7,500.00
$20,600.00
$200.00

$500.00
$49,600.00

$67,975.00
$228,700.00
$1,000.00

$64,775.00

$80,750.00

$79,490.00

$78,260.00

$41,800.00

$58,100.00

$403,175.00

Total Project Budget:

$1,228,175.00

TA - Technical Assistance
EQIP - Environmental Quality Incentive Program
3 FA - Financial Assistance
4 CRP - Conservation Reserve Program

*SFY - State Fiscal Year

1
2
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Appendix - page 2

Funding

Part II: Section 319 Non-Federal Budget
SFY15

SFY16

SFY17

SFY18

SFY19

Total

Cash

In-Kind

319 Match

Total

Personnel/Support
1) Salary Mercer
1a)Salary Dunn
2) Administration
3) Travel/training
4) Equipment/Supplies
5) Telephone/postage

$36,000.00
$7,000.00
$2,750.00
$200.00
$750.00
$875.00

$37,000.00
$8,500.00
$2,750.00
$400.00
$750.00
$875.00

$39,000.00
$8,750.00
$2,750.00
$400.00
$750.00
$875.00

$41,000.00
$9,250.00
$2,750.00
$400.00
$750.00
$875.00

$33,000.00
$7,250.00
$1,500.00
$0.00
$0.00
$500.00

$186,000.00
$40,750.00
$12,500.00
$1,400.00
$3,000.00
$4,000.00

$74,400.00
$16,300.00
$5,000.00
$560.00
$1,200.00
$1,600.00

Subtotals

$47,575.00

$50,275.00

$52,525.00

$55,025.00

$42,250.00

$247,650.00

$99,060.00

$1,600.00
$73,000.00
$5,000.00
$28,000.00
$8,575.00
$4,800.00

$1,700.00
$75,250.00
$6,000.00
$28,000.00
$10,075.00
$12,800.00

$1,600.00
$72,850.00
$5,000.00
$28,000.00
$13,700.00
$16,000.00

$1,550.00
$31,000.00
$0.00
$28,000.00
$6,950.00
$16,000.00

$8,000.00
$281,100.00
$21,000.00
$140,000.00
$47,250.00
$49,600.00

$3,200.00
$112,440.00
$8,400.00
$56,000.00
$18,900.00
$19,840.00

$49,600.00

$116,175.00

$121,025.00

$121,150.00

$67,500.00

$546,950.00

$218,780.00

$49,600.00

$750.00
$250.00

$750.00
$250.00

$750.00
$250.00

$750.00
$250.00

$750.00
$250.00

$3,750.00
$1,250.00

$1,000.00

$1,000.00

$1,000.00

$1,000.00

$1,000.00

$5,000.00

$111,600.00
$24,450.00
$7,500.00
$840.00
$1,800.00
$2,400.00

$186,000.00
$40,750.00
$14,000.00
$1,400.00
$3,000.00
$4,000.00

$148,590.00

$249,150.00

$4,800.00
$168,660.00
$12,600.00
$84,000.00
$28,350.00

$8,000.00
$281,100.00
$21,000.00
$140,000.00
$47,250.00
$49,600.00

$298,410.00

$546,950.00

$1,500.00
$500.00

$2,250.00
$750.00

$3,750.00
$1,250.00

$2,000.00

$3,000.00

$5,000.00

$1,500.00

$1,500.00

Objective 1: Improve Land Management (BMPs)1
Cropland Mgt Systems
Rangeland Mgt. Systems
Pasture & Hayland Mgt. System
Manure Management
Riparian Buffers
Prescribed Grazing (Inkind)

$1,550.00
$29,000.00
$5,000.00
$28,000.00
$7,950.00

Subtotals

$71,500.00

Objective 2: Educational Events
Tours
Newsletters/Publications

Subtotals
Total 319 Non-Federal
Budget

$120,075.00

$167,450.00

$174,550.00

$177,175.00

$110,750.00

$801,850.00

$322,240.00

$51,100.00

$450,000.00

BMPs: Cropland Management Systems: Conservation Cropping Sequence, Conservation Tillage, Critical Area Plantings, Diversions, Field Windbreaks,
Grassed Waterways, Waste Management Systems. Rangeland Management Systems: Planned Grazing Systems, Proper Grazing Use, Fences, Pipelines,
Range Seeding, Tanks, Wells. Pasture and Hayland Management Systems: Pasture and Hayland Management, Pasture and Hayland Plantings.
Manure Management: Waste Storage Pond, Water Treatment Lagoon, Well, Manure Transfer, Pond Sealing or Lining.
Refer to Supplemental BMP Table for more detailed information on costs and amounts of BMP's.
1
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$801,100.00

SUPPLEMENTAL BMP BUDGET TABLE

Part II

BMP Practice

Cost per unit

Estimated # of units

340- Cover Crop
380- Windbreak/Shelterbelt Est.
060- Weed Barrier
391- Riparian Forest Buffer
516- Pipelines
614- Trough/Tank
642- Well
382- Fencing
001- Cultural Resources
550- Range Planting
512- Pasture & Hayland Planting
390- Riparian Herbaceous Cover
393- Filter Strip
Winter Feeding areas
528APrescribed Grazing

$20/ac
$24/100ft
$58/100ft
$350/ac
$3.00/ft.
$1500/unit
$9000/unit
$1.15ft.
$1800/unit
$40/acre
$35/acre
$300/acre
$125/acre
$28,000

400 ac
25000ft
17000/ft
85 ac
35137
20
9
22000
13
50ac
600 ac
50ac
20 ac
5

Appendix-

$5.00/acre
Total BMP Costs:

319 cost
$4,800.0
$3,600.0
$5,916.0
$17,850.0
$63,246.60
$18,000.0
$48,600.0
$15,138.00
$12,960.0
$1,200.00
$12,600.0
$9,000.0
$1,500.0
$84,000.0
$298,410.6
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Producer Cash
In kind
Total
Match
$3,200.0
$2,400.0
$3,944.0
$11,900.0
$42,164.40
$12,000.0
$32,400.0
$10,092.0
$9,360.0
$800.0
$8,400.0
$6,000.0
$1,000.0
$56,000.0
$49,600
$249,260.4

Cost
$8,000
$6,000
$9,860
$29,750
$105,411
$30,000
$81,000
$25,230
$23,400
$2,000
$21,000
$15,000
$2,500
$140,000
$49,600
$499,151

Appendix C
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