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 ORGANIZATION INFORMATION 
 

Brown County Land Conservation Committee  
 
Norbert Dantinne Jr., Chairman 
Dave Kaster 
Bernie Erickson 

Dan Haefs 
Mike Fleck 
Norbert Vande Hei, FSA 
 

Local Advisory Committee  
 

The Local advisory committee met on July 30, 2008 to assist in the development of the Draft Land and Water 
Resource Management Plan (LWRM plan) for 2009–2013. The Land and Water Plan is planned for a five year 
period  2009–2013 and may be extended by mutual agreement between Brown County, Wisconsin Department of 
Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection, and State Land and Water Board for an additional five years to 2018. 
The Local Advisory Committee includes a diverse mix of interested groups including landowners, local government 
officials, educators, scientists, state, Federal, and Native American Tribal officials, basin partner teams, and 
citizens.  The Local Advisory Committee’s purpose is: 
 

·  Help identify problem areas, conservation issues and concerns; 
·  Provide information and technical data for the plan; 
·  Assist with preparation of plan; 
·  Review and comment on the plan as it develops; 
·  Advise the Land Conservation Committee on program options for the plan; 
·  Coordinate agency programs with the implementation of the County LRWM plan 
·  Discuss jurisdictional issues and cooperation needed with municipalities and drainage districts. 
 

The Local advisory committee sent a mailing to specific farmer mailing lists to inform the agriculture community of 
the LWRM plan and invite to the public hearing. 
 
Land Conservation Committee Supervisors 
Jayme Sellen, Brown County Executive Office 
Gary Van Vreede, US Fish and Wildlife Service 
Jim Hunt, USDA Natural Resource Conservation Service 
Jim Rait, USDA Farm Services Agency 
Bud Harris, University of Wisconsin-Green Bay 
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Bill Clancy, Brown County Board Supervisor 
Don Kittell, Town of Glenmore Chairman 
Laurie Fisher, Dairy Business Association 
Ron Vander Loop, President Brown County Conservation Alliance 
Greg Hines, Glacierland RC&D 
Trisha A. Adams-Cooper, University of Wisconsin-Green Bay TMDL 
Kevin Erb, UW-Extension 
Kevin Fermanich University of Wisconsin-Green Bay 
John Luczaj- University of Wisconsin-Green Bay  
Corinne Billings, WI DNR  
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Brown County Land and Water Resource Management Pla n 
Executive Summary 

 
Introduction 
The Brown County Land and Water Resource Management Plan (LWRM Plan) is established to provide a clear 
course that will protect and improve land and water resources in Brown County.  Goals incorporated in the plan will 
direct conservation efforts of the Brown County Land and Water Conservation Department (LWCD) from 2009 – 
2013 and will incorporate State Agricultural Non- Point Performance Standards and Prohibitions, County 
Ordinances and Integrated Shoreland Management. 
 

Public participation 
The plan was developed with consultation of a local advisory committee which met on July 30, 2008 and public 
comments.  All landowners with cropland were notified and informed of key problems and needed conservation 
practices.  Individual site determinations of compliance with state agriculture nonpoint performance standards, 
prohibitions, and County Ordinances are included in the LWRM plan.  Landowners were provided an opportunity to 
present information on the accuracy of the findings of the plan through a public hearing on the plan conducted on 
October 27, 2008 and the monthly Land Conservation Committee meeting process.  

 
Current land use issues 
Groundwater problems in Town of Morrison  
Several factors led to contamination of over 100 wells in Morrison from January to May 2006.  A combination of 
wastes (animal, industrial, municipal, septic wastes) were land applied in the winter of 2006 on frozen ground that 
has shallow soil or karst features with a direct conduit to the groundwater.  Significant rainfall events in January and 
February contributed to the runoff.  Current nutrient management plan (590) requirements, and other land 
application requirements, were not sufficiently designed or monitored to prevent the pollution of wells in the karst 
topography of Morrison Township. 
 
Suspended sediments and phosphorus loading to Fox R iver and Lower Green Bay  
The Fox River is the second largest contributor of suspended sediment to Lake Michigan (17%) and largest 
contributor of phosphorus (21%) (U.S.G.S Water- Resources).  
The Lower Green Bay and Lower Fox Tributary Modeling Report: Source Allocation of Suspended Sediment and 
Phosphorus Loads to Green Bay from the Lower Fox River Sub basin Using the Soil and Water Assessment Tool 
(SWAT) January 2005 calculated the following sources of phosphorus and sediment delivery. 

Agricultural
Land
44%

Barnyard
3%

Urban
9%

Construction 
Sites
3%

Other 
nonpoint

3%

Municipal 
Point 
17%

Industrial 
Point
21%

Total Phosphorus Export  
Lower Fox River Basin and Duck Creek 

2004 Baseline, Total 238,912 kg
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63%
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Construction 
Sites
10%

Other 
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3%

Point 
Sources

5%

Total Suspended Solids Export 
Lower Fox River Basin and Duck Creek  

2004 Baseline, Total 57,518 ton

 
 
Agriculture Trends   

1. Brown County has more animal units per acre of cropland than any other county in the State of Wisconsin. 
164,237.2 acres of cropland/ 90,000 AU = 1.82 acres of Cropland per AU.  

2. Brown County has more CAFO’s than any other county in the State. Brown County has 15 dairy operations 
with over 1,000 milk cows and 15 operations between 500 and 1000 animal units.  

3. The Brown County Land and Water Conservation Department Geographic Information System shows 
164,237.2 acres of agricultural land, a decrease from 182,672.1 agriculture acres in 2000.   
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Decrease in agriculture land has been caused in part by urban sprawl, especially adjacent to the metropolitan area.  
The Villages of Bellevue, Hobart and Suamico were predominantly agricultural townships 15 years ago.  
Concentration of large dairy operations and the resulting increased quantity of animal waste and more corn taken 
for silage and ethanol are factors which have lead to increased agriculture nonpoint pollution. 
  
Animal Waste Management  
Since 1986 the Land and Water Conservation Department has issued 358 Animal Waste Management Ordinance 
permits.  The ordinance requires nutrient management plans, winter spreading plans, permits for temporary 
stacking and storage of waste according to Standard 313.   
 

 
The map of Animal Waste Management Ordinance permits (2006) and cropland provides a perspective of the 
concentration of livestock in relation to cropland in Brown County. 
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Agriculture Groundwater Management Zones (AGMZ)  
Agriculture Groundwater Management Zones (AGMZ) have been identified as locations in Brown County with less 
than 5 feet of soil to carbonate bedrock or drainage to sinkholes or bedrock openings that have been field verified. 
Much of this information was provided to Brown County during 2005-2007 as a result of well contamination 
problems in the Town of Morrison.  Only sites that have been field verified are mapped. 
 
West Shore Pike Habitat Restoration Project  
This project is aimed at restoring wetlands and stream habitat on streams located on the West Shore of Green Bay. 
·  70% of wetlands along or adjacent to Green Bay’s west shore have been lost. 
·  139 miles of streams are within the project area. 
·  24% of these miles are considered critical for spawning and rearing habitat for Northern Pike. 
·  The West Shore of Green Bay contains 50% of Lake Michigan’s remaining wetlands. 
 
Performance standards and prohibitions implementation strategy 
Activities to ensure compliance with State Standard s 

·  Land and Water Conservation Department will inspect and evaluate all animal waste complaints to 
determine compliance with State Agricultural non point Performance Standards and County Animal Waste 
Management Ordinance. 

·  Land and Water Conservation Department will evaluate Priority Farms on complaint or annual inspection 
basis to determine compliance with State Agricultural non point Performance Standards. 

·  Ordinance violations will be issued a Notice of Violation and compliance with State Standards and 
Ordinances will be sought. 

·  Landowners who fail to comply with schedule of compliance or terms identified in Notice of Violation within 
time period identified will lose Farmland Preservation Program eligibility. 

·  Landowners with contracts in Priority Watershed Programs will be evaluated and notified of status with 
State Agricultural Non point Performance Standards if not in compliance. 

·  Notices of Violation and any schedules of compliance and will be kept on file.  Tracking on Brown County 
Land and Water Conservation Department Data Base and GIS will be dependent upon department staffing 
levels. 

·  Schedules of compliance cover page or settlement agreement conditions will be attached to landowner’s 
deed at register of deeds office and is transferable with the parcel of land for future landowners.  

·  Brown County will attempt to use cost- share incentives to get voluntary implementation of conservation 
practices, including cost share and staffing dollars from the Total Maximum Daily Load project. 

·  Farmland Preservation Program sign ups will be used to inform landowners of status regarding State 
Agricultural non point Performance Standards. 

·  50 cent per acre fee notices will inform landowners of 590 and other state and county requirements. 
·  The Land and Water Conservation Department has worked with the Northeast Wisconsin Technical 

College (NWTC) to put in place a course for farmers to develop their own 590 Nutrient Management Plans.  
NWTC plans on beginning this course in the fall of 2008. 

·  Information and Education Strategy (chapter 6). 
 

Priority Farm Strategy 
11..    FFaarrmmss  wwiitthh  aa  WWPPDDEESS  PPeerrmmiitt  
22..    Farms with County Animal Waste Management Ordinance permit. 
3.  Cropland within Agriculture Groundwater Management Zone (AGMZ)  
44..    Farms with a Notice of Discharge (NR243). 
5.  Cropland within the 300 foot shoreland zone. 
6.  Cropland located in an impaired watershed as designated in the Clean Water Act’s 303d list  
Priority Farms will be ranked by the amount of owne d cropland and the following criteria:  

·  Location of crop fields in highest yield sub watersheds identified by The Lower Green Bay and Lower Fox 
Tributary Modeling Report and ongoing watershed analyses associated with the TMDL project. 

·  Failure to install a nutrient management plan according to USDA-NRCS Technical Standard 590 
·  Failure to include all waste streams on a nutrient management plan (animal, industrial, private septic, 

municipal, etc.). 
·  Failure to obtain a winter spreading plan. 
·  Failure to install permanent vegetated buffers on streams. 
·  Failure to meet State Manure Management Prohibitions s.282.16 (3) (a). 
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High priority work plan activities 
Work plan activities in the LWRM plan in Chapter 3 Goals and Objectives and Chapter 4 Planned activities are 
listed in Priority order and ranked High, Medium or Low priority. 
 
Goal 1 Identify priority farms – High Priority  

1. Identify Ag Operations 
2. Rank farms 
3. Track Implementation/compliance 
4. Notify Priority farms/needed actions 
 

Goal 2 Implement Best Management Practices BMP’s  – High Priority  
1. Implement BMP’s in Ag Groundwater Management Zones (AGMZ’s) 
2. Animal waste management ordinance  Chapter 26 administration 
3. Buffer installation Chapter 22, 10 administration 
4. Waste Transformation Project administration 
5. Groundwater protection Program administration 
6. West Shore Pike Habitat Restoration Project administration 
7. Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) administration 
8. Windmill Siting administration 
 

Goal 3 LCD and State Programs – Medium Priority  
1. Land and Water Conservation Department Administration 
2. Wildlife Damage Program Administration 
3. Install soil conservation practices 
4. Farmland Preservation Program Administration 
5. Priority Watershed Program Administration 

 

Progress tracking and evaluation 
The GIS and LandCIS will assist staff and landowners monitor progress towards the goals of this plan. It is a goal of 
the department to provide a public access computer for private agriculture consultants, government agencies, and 
landowner to check fields, soil information, and conservation compliance. 

 
·  It is the intent to have LWRM Plan accomplishments tracked on the Brown County’s GIS database. 
·  It is the intent to have state agricultural nonpoint performance standards tracked on the Brown County’s 

Land and Water Conservation Department GIS database. 
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CHAPTER 1 

Plan Development & Participation 
 
 
The Brown County Land and Water Resource Management Plan (LWRM plan) is established to provide a clear 
course that will protect and improve water resources in Brown County from 2009–2013.  Goals incorporated in the 
plan will direct conservation efforts of the Brown County Land and Water Conservation Department (LWCD) and 
incorporate State Agricultural Nonpoint Performance Standards. The plan will be able to be extended for an 
additional five years to 2018. 
 
Plan Development Process  
The plan was developed with consultation of a local advisory committee.  Landowners affected were notified and 
informed of key problems and needed conservation practices.  Individual site determinations of compliance with 
state agriculture nonpoint performance standards, prohibitions, and County Ordinances are included in the LWRM 
plan.  Landowners were provided an opportunity to present information on the accuracy of the findings of the plan 
through public hearings on the plan and the Land Conservation Committee meeting process. 
 
The plan is a countywide assessment of water quality and soil erosion conditions of Brown County.  The plan 
utilizes extensive data regarding nonpoint pollution from the Land and Water Conservation Department Geographic 
Information System and previous reports and studies.  The plan’s focus is reduction of sediment and phosphorus 
delivery and protection of groundwater from contamination caused by agriculture nonpoint pollution and land 
application of all waste.  Studies have shown that 90% of the total suspended solids and more than 70% of the 
phosphorus reaching the Bay of Green Bay come from rural agriculture runoff.  Studies indicate that a high 
percentage of the sediment and attached phosphorus in the Fox River and Green Bay originate from watersheds 
located in Brown County.  Additional analysis on stream corridors and field parcels not meeting erosion standards 
and animal waste management was compiled for the plan.  Water quality information from DNR water quality 
assessments was used in this plan to help set priorities.  Groundwater information and recommendations 
formulated from well studies done by the UW-Stevens Point Center for Watershed Studies in 2006 and 2007 in the 
Town of Morrison and the Final Report of the Northeast Wisconsin Karst Task Force (February 9, 2007) is also 
used in this plan to help set priorities.  
 
Plan Requirements  
The plan follows the minimum statutory requirements established by ATCP 50.12.  The Land and Water Resource 
Management Program was created through Wisconsin Act 27 (1997-1999 Biennial Budget Bill), Chapter 92 of the 
Wisconsin state statutes requiring counties to develop land and water resource management plans that include the 
following:   

·  Consultation with local advisory committee. 
·  Notification of affected landowners of findings about key problems and needed conservation practices. 
·  Individual site determinations of compliance with performance standards or prohibitions. 
·  Opportunity for landowners to present information on accuracy of findings. 
·  Public hearing. 
·  State and County Board approval. 
·  Assessment of water quality and resource conditions. 
·  Water quality goals, objectives and actions in consultation with DNR concerning key water quality problem 

areas. 
·  Identification of Priority Farms in County. 
·  Applicable performance standards and prohibitions to address nonpoint source pollution control goals. 

Conservation practices needed to address key water quality and erosion problems. 
·  County strategies to encourage voluntary implementation of conservation practices listed under ATCP 

50.04. 
·  A 5-year management plan that addresses applicable state Agricultural non point performance standards 

and conservation practices needed to address key water quality and erosion problems.  The plan is written 
with the ability to extend the plan for an additional 5 years to 2018. 

·  The expected costs of the plan.  
·  The plan describes state and local regulations that Brown County will use to implement state Agricultural 

Nonpoint Performance Standards. 
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·  The plan includes compliance procedures, including notice, hearing , enforcement and appeal procedures, 
that will apply if the county takes action against a landowner for failure to implement conservation practices 
required under ATCP50.12(2)(h), NR151 or related local regulations. 

·  Information and education strategy, including information related to conservation practices and cost-share 
funding. 

·  A system to monitor planned activities and measure the progress of plan goals and objectives. 
 
The Brown County Land and Water Resource Management Plan Implementation Activities are organized by 
watersheds and coordinated with the Geographic Management Unit Basin Partner Team, Oneida Tribe of Indians, 
and local, state, and federal governments.  
 
Notification of affected landowners of findings of key problems and needed conservation  
Landowners were notified of the County LWRM plan contents through the notice for the public hearing and the 
public hearing process (attached in appendices) and 50 cent per acre fee notice sent to every owner of agriculture 
land.  A news release (attached in appendices) was sent to all newspapers in Brown County informing agriculture 
producers of state agriculture non point performance standards, LWRM plan, and public hearing date.  When 
individual site determinations are made regarding specific priority farms that result in required best management 
practices, those priority farms will be contacted by certified mail and informed in writing of criteria used to identify 
them as a priority farm and conservation practices needed to comply with state agricultural non point performance 
standards and County Ordinances.  Priority farms definition can be found in Chapter 3.  Comments were taken on 
the L&W Plan at local the advisory committee meeting on July 30, 2008, and at the LWCD office, and at public 
hearing held October 27, 2008.   Copies of L&W Plan were made available for inspection at LWCD Office Prior to 
Public Hearing and during approval process.  
 
Opportunity for landowners to present information o n accuracy of findings  
Landowners will have opportunity to present information on accuracy of findings at the LWCD Office to Department 
Staff, at the Public Hearing, or at any regularly scheduled Land Conservation Committee meeting.  The result can 
be removal from Priority Farm Status and or change in conservation practice installation needs. 
 
Public Hearing  
The public hearing was advertised through media and a Class II public hearing notice.  Copies of media releases 
and public hearing notice can be found in the appendix. The public hearing was held October 27,2008. 
 
County Board Approval  
County Board approval will be after Land and Water Board Approval.  Copies of County Board Approval Resolution 
and State approval documentation can be found in the appendix. 

 

 CHAPTER 2 

Assessment of Water Quality & Resource Conditions 
 
 
Kewaunee River Watershed  
 
The Kewaunee River Watershed is located in central Kewaunee County and 
eastern Brown County. The watershed includes 139 square miles (89,000 acres) of 
land draining to the Kewaunee River. Twenty-five square miles, or 18% of the 
watershed, are in Brown County; 114 square miles, or 82% of the watershed, are in 
Kewaunee County. 
 
The bedrock formations of Kewaunee County are sedimentary deposits.  The 
Niagara Dolomite forms the bedrock of most of the county, and is a major source of 
the area’s water supply.  Glacial ice scoured northeastern Wisconsin several times.  
In some places the glacial drift is up to 100 feet deep, in others, the bedrock is at or 
near the surface. Groundwater pollution problems are a potential in this watershed. 
There are several streams and waterways in this watershed where the stream runs 
directly over exposed bedrock.  This increases the risk of groundwater 
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contamination caused by runoff. 
 
In the Kewaunee River Watershed, water quality limitations tend to be due to stream flow or stream temperature. In 
other cases, the limitations are caused by man and are reversible.  These limitations are related primarily to 
agricultural pollutants such as suspended and deposited sediment, phosphorus, and organic matter.  The 
suspended sediment causes turbidity problems in the waterways, causing stress in the fish population.  Deposited 
sediment decreases valuable spawning habitat, fills in pools needed by fish during the summer months, and fills in 
important navigation channels in the harbor area.  Phosphorus causes over-enrichment of the waterways and can 
lead to nuisance growths of aquatic plants and consequent dissolved oxygen problems. Organic materials that flush 
into the waterways also stress dissolved oxygen when they decompose. The Kewaunee River Watershed was 
selected in 1982 as a Priority Watershed under the Wisconsin Nonpoint Source Pollution Abatement Program. Red 
River/Sturgeon Bay Watershed 
 
Red River/Sturgeon Bay Watershed  
 
The Red River/Sturgeon Bay Watershed is a 139 
square mile drainage area located in Door, Kewaunee 
and Brown Counties and includes the city of Sturgeon 
Bay.  About 15,000 people live in this watershed.  
Land uses are mostly rural.  The project area is a sub-
basin of the Twin-Door-Kewaunee Basin. 
 
The Red River/Sturgeon Bay Watershed was 
designated a “priority watershed” in 1992 under the 
Wisconsin non point Source Water Pollution 
Abatement Program.  It is one of 76 priority 
watersheds statewide, encompassing more than four 
million acres, in which the clean-up and protection of 
water resources through control of non point source 
pollution is a priority for the Department of Natural 
Resources (DNR) and local governments. 
 
Nonpoint source pollution is carried in runoff from 
farm fields, barnyards, improperly stored manure, 
streets, parking lots, construction sites and other 
sources that cannot be easily traced to a single point 
such as a municipal or industrial wastewater 
discharge. Nonpoint source pollution in the Red 
River/Sturgeon Bay Watershed has degraded 
groundwater and surface waters and reduced 
opportunities for safe drinking water, recreational 
uses and aquatic life. 
 
Nonpoint sources in the Red River/Sturgeon Bay 
Watershed include animal lots, eroding cropland, 
eroding streambanks, runoff from paved surfaces and rooftops, and erosion from developing and established urban 
areas.  Pollutants from non point sources are carried to groundwater or surface waters through the action of rainfall 
runoff, snowmelt, and seepage.  Principal pollutants of concern include sediment, bacteria, nutrients and toxic 
materials such as heavy metals and other contaminants from paved surfaces. 
 
Surface water problems throughout most of the watershed include loss of aquatic habitat, siltation, turbidity, 
overabundant macrophyte and algae growth, flashy streams, and loss of stream base flows (See Table 1).  The 
Red River was selected in 1995 as a priority watershed project. 
 
Groundwater pollution problems are a potential in this watershed. Numerous landowner complaints regarding 
contaminated well problems have occurred over the past 10 years.  
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Branch River Watershed  
 
The Branch River Priority Watershed drains 107 square 
miles of land in Brown and Manitowoc Counties in east 
central Wisconsin and is located within the Manitowoc 
River Basin.  The Branch River flows unimpeded into 
the Manitowoc River, with the point of confluence 
occurring 11 miles upstream of Lake Michigan.  
Approximately 61 percent (41,656 acres) of the Branch 
River Watershed lies within the boundaries of 
Manitowoc County and 39 percent (27,020 acres) 
within Brown County.  The Branch River Watershed 
was divided into eight smaller drainage areas for this 
planning effort. 
 
The Branch River has is an exceptional resource water 
under NR102.  The river provides steelhead trout 
(Oncorhynchus mykiss) fishing and also supports a 
unique fishery resource, the Greater Redhorse 
(Moxostoma valenciennesi), which is worthy of special 
protection.  The Greater Redhorse, which was listed as 
a special concern species in 1979 and upgraded to 
threatened in 1989, is sensitive to chemical pollutants, 
turbidity and siltation.  The streams of the watershed 
are not reaching their highest potential use due to 
pollution from point and nonpoint sources.  Farming is 
of vital importance to this area’s economy, as 
agriculture comprises over 70 percent of the overall 
land use in the Branch River Watershed.  While the 
number of farms in the watershed has decreased 
steadily over the past two decades, the average farm 
size has increased from 164 acres in 1981, to 226 
acres in 1991.   
 
The predominant sources of nonpoint pollutants in the Branch River Watershed originate from croplands and 
animal lots, primarily in the form of excess phosphorus, nitrogen and sediment.  Barnyards and cropland combined 
account for an estimated 92 percent of the total phosphorus and 81 percent of total sediment delivered to surface 
water in the watershed.  These sources, particularly cropland, often have a negative effect on the surface and 
groundwater quality in the Branch River Watershed.  Secondary sources of non point pollutants in the Branch River 
Watershed originate from gully and streambank erosion, primarily in the form of sediment deposition to the stream.  
Streambank and gully erosion accounts for an estimated 19 percent of the total sediment and eight percent of the 
total phosphorus load to surface water in the project area.  These sources, particularly streambank erosion, 
generally affect surface water quality in the Branch River Watershed. The Branch River was selected in 1996 as a 
Priority Watershed Project. 
 
Groundwater is held in thick, permeable layers of soil and rock.  The principal aquifers of the Branch River 
Watershed are the Eastern Dolomite, situated geologically on the western margin of the Michigan Basin that 
consists of Precambrian to Paleozoic age bedrock that encircles Lake Michigan and Lake Huron.  The Branch River 
is located on the down slope, east of the Niagara escarpment, a dolostone ridge, composed primarily of 
Alexandrian Series Silurian formations and members. 
 
Groundwater problems in Town of Morrison  
Groundwater problems in the Town of Morrison which is located in this watershed occurred in Lark in 2005 and 
Wayside and throughout the entire Town of Morrison in 2006 and 2007. Brown County Health Department and 
LWCD working with the Town of Morrison did significant well testing in the Town of Morrison.  The Center of 
Watershed Studies at UW Stevens Point did well testing for approximately 300 wells from 2006-2007. Brown 
County formed a task force in 2005 and with the cooperation of the University of Wisconsin formed the Northeast 
Wisconsin Karst Task Force which released its final report on February 9, 2007.   



 5 

 
Several factors led to contamination of over 100 wells in Morrison from January to May 2006.  A combination of 
wastes (animal, industrial, municipal, septic wastes) were land applied in the winter of 2006 on frozen ground that 
has shallow soil or karst features with a direct conduit to the groundwater.  Significant rainfall events in January and 
February contributed to the runoff.  Current nutrient management plan (590) requirements, and other land 
application requirements, were not sufficiently designed or monitored to prevent the pollution of wells in the karst 
topography of Morrison Township. 
 

�
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Duck Creek-Apple/Ashwaubenon Creek Watershed  
 
The Duck, Apple and Ashwaubenon Creeks Priority Watershed drains 
265 square miles (169,910 acres) of predominantly agricultural land in 
Outagamie and Brown counties and the Oneida Nation Reservation in 
East Central Wisconsin.  It is located within the Lower Fox River 
Drainage Basin.  The Duck Creek Watershed, approximately 152 
square miles in surface area, lies within Brown County (33 percent) 
and Outagamie County (66 percent) 
 
Duck Creek originates in Burma Swamp, a large wetland 
(approximately 2000 acres) located in Central Outagamie County.  A 
total of 71 miles of named and unnamed streams are located in the 
watershed and all enter Green Bay at or near the mouth of Duck 
Creek.  Land use in upstream portions of the watershed is 
predominately agricultural, while downstream areas are dominated by 
residential and urban uses in and near metropolitan Green Bay. 
 
The Apple and Ashwaubenon Creeks Watershed are 113 square miles 
in size; approximately 60 percent lies within Outagamie County and 40 
percent is located in Brown County.  There are 171 miles of named 
and unnamed streams in the watershed, all of which empty into the 
Fox River.  Land use in the watershed is primarily agriculture and 
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residential, though industrial areas do exist in the urban areas of Green Bay and the north side of Appleton.  Many 
intermittent tributaries discharge to Duck, Apple and Ashwaubenon Creeks and serve as the transport system for 
pollution to the system. The creeks are generally flashy and tend to flood with snowmelt and rain runoff; the 
headwaters are often dry in summer.  Aquatic life habitat and macroinvertebrate communities in these headwaters 
are generally fair to poor in condition.  Sediment and phosphorus loading from upland agricultural fields are the 
major sources of non point pollution in the watershed. Nonpoint source pollution occurs when rainwater or snow 
melt flows across the land and picks up soil particles, organic wastes and fertilizers that become pollutants when 
carried to surface and/or groundwater.  These soil particles and organic wastes contain phosphorus and nitrogen, 
the same compounds found in commercial fertilizers.  Soil particles also become sediment in small streams, the 
Fox River and their receiving water, the Bay of Green Bay.   
 
Nonpoint source pollution in the Duck, Apple and Ashwaubenon Creeks Watershed has lead to a general decrease 
in the quality of these streams and their tributaries.  A decrease over time in the number of wetlands, through 
ditching and conversion to cropland, has lead to degraded water quality and unstable base flows.  Secondary 
sources of nonpoint pollutants in the Duck, Apple and Ashwaubenon Creeks watershed originate from streambank 
erosion and gully erosion resulting in sediment deposition in the creeks. The Duck/Apple/Ashwaubenon Creeks 
plan was approved for Priority Watershed status in 1997. 
 
West Twin River Watershed  
 
The West Twin River Watershed is in north central Manitowoc and 
southeastern Brown Counties, with a small portion extending into 
southwestern Kewaunee County.  The Unincorporated areas and Villages 
of Shoto, Rockwood, Kellnersville, Maribel, Cooperstown, Denmark, 
Shirley, and Langes Corners are in this watershed. 
 
Soils include primarily gently to steep sloping well-drained sand and loams, 
and some clay soils.  Soils are loamy throughout the northwestern reaches.  
The primary water quality problems in the West Twin River are caused by 
polluted runoff.  Agriculture is the primary land use.  Wetland drainage, 
cropland erosion, streambank pasturing and barnyard runoff contribute to 
degraded water quality.  The watershed received a “high” stream ranking in 
the evaluation for Priority Watershed Project selection. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Plum Creek Watershed  
 
Plum Creek is located in the southwestern part of Brown County and 
discharges into the Fox River at Wrightstown.  Plum Creek experiences 
problems with low dissolved oxygen, high nutrient levels, and ammonia, 
which are attributed to dairy wastewater discharges.  Stream classification 
and macroinvertebrate surveys indicate very poor to fair water quality and 
habitat resulting from nonpoint source pollution.  The headwaters are 
intensively farmed and cropland erosion, streambank pasturing and 
barnyard runoff are common. 
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Suamico River Watershed  
 
The Suamico River arises in eastern Shawano County and flows easterly to Green Bay.  The Suamico River is 
generally small and shallow and is not conducive to the development of a sport fishery. 
 
The depth to groundwater is often shallow and large swampy areas are 
common.  Near Green Bay and inland for several miles, wetlands are 
especially prominent and are valuable spawning habitat for Green Bay 
sport fish species.  Primary land use in the watershed is agricultural, with 
dairy farming most prevalent.  Green Bay Dressed Beef land spreads 
paunch manure and clear rinse water at several field sites in the 
watershed. 
 
The Suamico River changes from a clear bubbling stream at its 
headwaters to a sluggish, wide and very turbid stream at its mouth.  The 
upper two-thirds of this 16-mile long stream has a rubble and gravel 
bottom-providing habitat for a variety of invertebrates and an abundance 
of crayfish.  The lower portion has a sand and silt bottom with few 
invertebrates. 
 
A federal navigation channel is maintained at the mouth of the Suamico 
River.  The project extends from the eastern end of the public boat 
launch to the river mouth and approximately 1800 feet into Green Bay.  
Two threatened species of fish, the redfin shiner (Lythrurus umbratilis) 
and the longear sunfish (Lepomis megalotis) have been reported in the 
Suamico River.  The threatened wood turtle (Clemmys insculpta) breeds 
and over-winters in portions of the river. 
 
Population in the watershed likely will expand as the City of Green Bay grows outward, with residential areas 
spreading to rural regions as subdivisions and housing projects are built.  The Town of Suamico has incorporated 
into Village status in 2003.  Shallow depths to groundwater and tight soil conditions make areas in the watershed 
unfavorable for subsurface soil absorption sewage disposal systems.  Caution is necessary to ensure adequate 
disposal systems and sanitary sewers are provided to prevent water pollution and health hazards. 
 
WEST SHORE PIKE HABITAT RESTORATION PROJECT  
 
·  70% of wetlands along or adjacent to Green Bay’s west 

shore have been lost. 
·  139 miles of streams are within the project area. 
·  24% of these miles are considered critical for spawning 

and rearing habitat. 
·  Commonly know as the ‘West Shore’. 
·  50% of Lake Michigan’s remaining wetlands. 
·  Focus is on small intermittent streams. 
·  Wetland complexes. 
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East River Watershed  
 
The East River Priority Watershed 
Project is located in northeastern 
Wisconsin and drains an area of land 
situated between the Village of 
Wrightstown and Green Bay.  The 
project area includes the East River 
Watershed (148 square miles), the areas 
draining directly to the lower portion of 
the Fox River from the Village of 
Wrightstown to the Bay of Green Bay (28 
square miles), and the areas draining 
directly or indirectly through small 
streams to the east side of the Bay of 
Green Bay (33 square miles).  The East 
River Watershed drains approximately 
208 square miles or about 134,000 acres 
and contains more than 260 miles of 
streams.  Principal streams in the 
watershed are the East River (33 miles 
long), the Fox River (18 miles long), 
Bower Creek (17 miles long) and Baird 
Creek (13 miles long).  Most creeks in 
the East River Watershed suffer from 
sedimentation derived primarily from 
upland, gully and streambank erosion.  
Sediments have blanketed the 
streambed, filling in pools and riffles, and 
degrading reproductive habitat for cold 
and warm water fish species and 
associated fauna. 
 
Also organic pollutant loads from 
livestock waste runoff locally impact the 
creeks.  It is suspected that loss of cover 
and vegetation, along with shallower 
streambank and oxygen-demanding 
organic inputs have caused in-stream 
temperatures to increase and dissolved oxygen levels to fall. 
 
Intensive agricultural practices have caused considerable amounts of eroded soil to reach streams, lakes and 
wetlands in the East River Watershed.  Nutrients and pesticides are also carried along with runoff.  Sediment 
transported in the runoff from the uplands was quantified.  Upland erosion is the major source of sediments to 
surface waters. Runoff carrying a variety of pollutants from barnyards and livestock feeding, loafing, and pasturing 
areas is a significant source of pollutants in the creeks of the East River Watershed. The East River was selected in 
1991 as a priority watershed through the Wisconsin Non point Source Water Pollution Abatement Program. 
 
 
Soil Erosion and Delivery Inventories  
A soil erosion inventory, completed in 1982 under the State of Wisconsin's Erosion Control Program, resulted in the 
development of the Brown County Erosion Control Plan.  The inventory was not updated for the purposes of this 
plan. Soil erosion/delivery inventories were conducted in areas with active Priority Watershed Projects and have 
been used in the development of this plan.  The most current Watershed Projects used WINHUSLE, a computer 
model developed by WDNR.  
 
The predominant soil type in Brown County is a Kewaunee silt loam (2-6% slope).  This soil type is characterized 
by high clay content and once eroded and in suspension can be transported great distances. Most of the soils of 
Brown County were formed from glacial till and lake sediment that are high in clay content. These soils are 
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generally rich, heavy soils common to gently rolling topography, and they are well suited to farming.  In the 
northwest portion of the county, the soils are slightly lighter containing higher sand content, but remain acceptable 
for farming.  Organic peat soils are found around the south and west sides of Green Bay and in other scattered 
locations throughout the county.  Peat soils are poorly suited for farming. Refer to the general soils survey in the 
appendices. 
 
The topography of Brown County was modified by glacial action and is influenced to a large extent by the 
underlying bedrock. Gently sloping topography is dominant throughout the county.  The Niagara escarpment is the 
most conspicuous topographic feature in the county running along a northeast to southwest line east of the Fox 
River.  The escarpment lies 200 to 250 feet above the Fox River Valley.  High bedrock and associated karst 
features follow the escarpment.  A pocket of karst features and related groundwater concerns are found in the town 
of Morrison in the southern part of Brown County, the town of Green Bay in the Northeast corner of Brown County 
and scattered areas along the escarpment.  An area of steep hills and kettles is located in the southeastern part of 
the county.  
 
Assessment of the Fox-Wolf Drainage Basin water quality related to suspended sediment and phosphorus has 
been ongoing for several years. The U.S. Geological Survey has conducted the National Water Quality Assessment 
(NAWQA) on Water Quality in the Western Lake Michigan Drainages which includes the Fox River and several 
smaller streams in Brown County.  The Fox River is the second largest contributor of suspended sediment to Lake 
Michigan (17%) and largest contributor of phosphorus (21%) (U.S.G.S Water- Resources).  
 
The Lower Green Bay and Lower Fox Tributary Modeling Report: Source Allocation of Suspended Sediment and 
Phosphorus Loads to Green Bay from the Lower Fox River Sub basin Using the Soil and Water Assessment Tool 
(SWAT) January 2005. (Updated)  
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44%
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3%
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9%

Construction 
Sites
3%
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Total Phosphorus Export  
Lower Fox River Basin and Duck Creek 

2004 Baseline, Total 238,912 kg

Agriculture
63%

Urban
19%

Construction 
Sites
10%

Other 
nonpoint
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Lower Fox River Basin and Duck Creek  

2004 Baseline, Total 57,518 ton

 
Simulated Phosphorus Loading to Lower Green Bay from the Lower Fox River Basin.  2004 
Baseline conditions.  Excludes loading from Lake Winnebago.   

 Total Phosphorus 
Source (kg) (%) 

Agricultural Land       104,094  43.6% 
Barnyard           7,487  3.1% 
Urban         22,450  9.4% 
Construction Sites           6,484  2.7% 
Other Nonpoint Sources           7,378  3.1% 
Municipal Point Sources         39,573  16.6% 
Industrial Point Sources         51,446  21.5% 
Total       238,912  100% 
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Simulated Suspended Solids Loading to Lower Green Bay from the Lower Fox River Basin.  
2004 Baseline conditions.  Excludes an estimated 20,000 metric tons of biotic solids (e.g. algae) 
produced in the Lower Fox River (river growth). 

 Suspended  Solids 
Source (metric ton) (%) 

Agricultural Land          36,105  62.8% 
Urban          10,664  18.5% 
Construction Sites            5,735  10.0% 
Other Nonpoint Sources            2,014  3.5% 
Point Sources            3,000  5.2% 
Total          57,518  100% 

 
(Data Sources: Integrated Watershed Approach Demonstration Project:  A Pollutant Reduction Optimization Analysis for the Lower Fox River 
Basin and the Green Bay Area of Concern.  August 2007;  prepared by The Cadmus Group for the U.S. EPA, with contributions from the 
University of Wisconsin-Green Bay,  26 pp.  Solids data from P. Baumgart, UW-Green Bay, 2008.) 
 
 
 
Agriculture Trends   
Brown County is predominantly a dairy county with 257 dairy herds, a decline from 295 dairy herds in 2004 when 
the last LWRM plan was completed.  Brown County has 40,000 milk cows, 103,000 head total when all cattle and 
calves are counted.  Nationally, Brown County ranks in the top 40 dairy counties in numbers of dairy cows.  The 
trend has been larger dairy operations; Brown County now has over 15 dairy operations with over 1,000 milk cows 
and 15 operations between 500 and 1000 animal units.  Brown County has 170,879 total acres in agriculture as 
reported by town assessors in 2007. This is a decrease from 227,000 total acres in agriculture in 1999 L&W Plan.  
The Brown County Land Conservation Department Geographic Information System shows 164,237.2 acres of 
agricultural land a decrease from 182,672.1 agriculture acres in 2000.  Various reports show different totals for 
agriculture land in Brown County however, it can be reasonably assumed that there are between 160,000 and 
175,000 acres of agriculture land in Brown County.  
 
Decrease in agriculture land has been caused in part by urban sprawl, especially adjacent to the metropolitan area.  
The Villages of Bellevue, Hobart and Suamico were predominantly agricultural townships 15 years ago.  Decreases 
in agricultural land and increases in the concentration of large dairy livestock operations have caused agriculture 
land to be more intensively farmed.  Concentration of large dairy operations and the resulting increased quantity of 
animal waste and more corn taken for silage and ethanol are factors which have lead to increased agriculture 
nonpoint pollution.  “Agriculture Fields” refer to cropped land and exclude farmsteads, woodlands, etc. 
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Animal Waste Management  
In June 1986 the Brown County Land Conservation Committee and Board of Supervisors adopted the Brown County 
Manure Management Water Pollution Control Plan and passed the Brown County Animal Waste Storage Facility 
Ordinance, Chapter 26 in the Brown County Code of Ordinances.  Since 1986 the LWCD has issued 358 Animal 
Waste Management Ordinance permits.  The ordinance was revised In January 1999, November 2006 and June 
2007.  The revisions added language related to nutrient management plans, winter spreading plans, temporary 
stacking and storage of waste, and other waste stored in animal waste storage facilities.  The existing 358 permits 
and all future permits will form the basis for the animal waste management strategy of this plan. The map of Animal 
Waste Management Ordinance permits (2006) and cropland provides a perspective of the concentration of livestock 
in relation to cropland in Brown County. Through Animal Waste Management Ordinance objectives found in Chapter 
3, phosphorus reduction and groundwater protection can be achieved. 
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Sinkhole field verified 

AGRICULTURE GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT ZONES (AGMZ) 
 
Agriculture Groundwater Management Zones (AGMZ) have been identified as locations in Brown County 
with less than 5 feet of soil to carbonate bedrock or drainage to sinkholes or bedrock openings that have 
been field verified. 
Much of this information was provided to Brown County during 2005-2007 as a result of well 
contamination problems in the Town of Morrison.  Only sites that have been field verified are mapped. 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Sink hole found in water way, Morrison Township 

 
Field verification of karst features  

Sink hole found in water way, Morrison Township 

 

 
Sinkhole field verified 
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Fracture traces in alfalfa field 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
Sinkhole /fracture trace field 
verified 
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PROTOCOL FOR FUTURE WELL CONTAMINATION PROBLEMS 
(July 2008)  

1. Record complaint information about contaminated well 
a. Name, address, parcel number 
b. Well information, date installed, depth of casing, depth to bedrock. 
c. Ask for any recent land spreading activities or spills observed by landowner within 1 mile of bad well. 
d. Ask landowner of any knowledge of old unabandoned wells, sinkholes or shallow soils within 1 mile of 

contaminated well. 
 

2. Investigation  
a. Inspect all septic systems within 1 mile of contaminated well. 
b. Identify all agriculture fields within 1 mile of contaminated well. 
c. Verify whether 590 plans are on file for agriculture fields within 1 mile of contaminated well. 
d. Inspect all animal waste storage facilities within 1 mile of contaminated well. 
e. Identify any permitted fields for Industrial, septic, municipal waste land application, permitted levels of 

land application and status or recent applications. 
 
3. Well testing and other assistance 

a. Arrange immediate well testing schedule for the landowner. 
b. Arrange for immediate alternative water supplies such as bottled water. 
c. Inform landowner of well contamination process. 
d. Provide landowner list of agencies that can help. 
e. Provide landowner information on well contamination and public health risks, how to prepare foods, 

wash clothes etc., etc. 
f. Communicate with owner of bad well the specific follow up that will occur from government agency 

personnel and time table for that follow up.  
g. Communicate well testing information to landowner with contaminated well. 
h. Communicate results of investigation to landowner with contaminated well. 

 
4. Public meetings 

a. Public meetings may need to be scheduled at Township level if numerous wells experience the same 
problems. 

b. Provide maps where landowners can help identify locations of potential problems such as karst 
features, shallow soils, sink holes, old unabandoned wells. 

 
5. Action Steps 

a. All failing septic systems within 1 mile of contaminated well need to be immediately upgraded to state 
compliance levels. 

b. All animal waste storage facilities within 1 mile need to immediately upgrade to state/ county ordinance 
(NRCS 313) compliance levels. 

c. All land spreading activities need to immediately be brought into compliance with State and County 
requirements related to land spreading. 

d. All old wells need to be immediately abandoned. 
e. Sinkholes and conduits to groundwater need adequate buffers and setbacks established for land 

spreading activities. 
f. No winter spreading within 1 mile without an approved winter spreading plan. 
g. Landowners need to monitor land spreading activities within 1 mile of their well and inform government 

officials of over applications, spills or non compliance with action steps. 
 

DNR Water Quality Assessment from Basin Water Quali ty Plans and other Reports  
Information regarding the land and water resources of Brown County includes reports by governmental agencies, 
research by universities and environmental organizations, watershed studies and evaluations.  This ongoing 
analysis of sediment and phosphorus sources, their pathways and impacts has led to the setting of L&W Plan 
Goals. 
·  The Fox River has been identified as the second largest contributor of suspended sediments to Lake Michigan 

from the Lake Michigan Basin; St. Joe River is first (U.S.G.S Water- Resources Investigations Report 96-
4092.). 
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·  Two of the top five goals of the Green Bay Remedial Action Plan are to reduce sediment and phosphorus 
delivery to the Fox River and Green Bay. The Lower Fox River has been identified by the International Joint 
Commission as one of 43 Areas of Concern in the Great Lakes. 

·  High levels of suspended solids and phosphorus loading from Fox-Wolf drainage basin into Green Bay 
originate from only 7% of the basin area: East River, Duck-Apple/Ashwaubenon Creek, and Plum Creek (See 
Key water quality and soil erosion problem areas section of this plan for detail). 

·  The 10-year average dredging costs for the Green Bay Harbor are $1,617,000 per year, which equates to 
200,000 cubic yards per year (NRCS). 

·  The Lower Green Bay and Lower Fox Tributary Modeling Report: Source Allocation of Suspended Sediment 
and Phosphorus Loads to Green Bay from the Lower Fox River Sub basin Using the Soil and Water 
Assessment Tool (SWAT) January 2005. Prepared for the Oneida Tribe of Indians and Science and Technical 
Advisory Committee of the Green Bay Remedial Action Plan (RAP) identifies sub watersheds with the highest 
sediment and phosphorus yields. 

·  Green Bay Harbor dredging costs $28.85/cubic yard (dry weight) whereas vegetated buffer strips and upland 
erosion control practices can cost as little as $2.00/cubic yard (Robert E. Lee and Associates). 

·  The Fox River is identified on the Wisconsin DNR list of impaired waters as required under s.303 (d) of the 
Clean Water Act (see listing attached in Appendix). 

·  Key resource issues or threats include nutrients and suspended solids loading, lack of adequate naturally 
vegetated buffers adjacent to shorelines, and current agriculture practices (Lower Fox River Basin Water 
Quality Management Plan pub. wt-291-99). 

·  Final Report of the Northeast Wisconsin Karst Task Force; Erb, K and Stieglitz, R.2007. Final Report of the 
Northeast Wisconsin Karst Task Force. Pub # G3826, UW- Extension, Madison, Wisconsin. 

 

Population Projections for Wisconsin Municipalities:  2000 - 2025 
(An * indicates that the municipality crosses at least one county line) 
(The 2000 Census counts include the latest corrections - November 25, 2003 and may not equal those in the county age by 
sex projections) 

Type and Name of  Census Census Census Projection Projection Projection Projection Projection 
Municipality 1980 1990 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 

T EATON   1,106 1,128 1,414 1,498 1,582 1,664 1,745 1,832 

T GLENMORE   1,046 1,057 1,187 1,210 1,234 1,258 1,282 1,311 

T GREEN BAY  1,106 1,292 1,772 1,934 2,094 2,251 2,405 2,566 

T HOLLAND 1,268 1,237 1,339 1,391 1,444 1,495 1,546 1,603 

T HUMBOLDT   1,281 1,334 1,338 1,368 1,400 1,431 1,462 1,498 

T LAWRENCE   1,431 1,328 1,548 1,773 1,995 2,211 2,424 2,643 

T LEDGEVIEW 1,535 1,568 3,363 3,974 4,576 5,162 5,738 6,326 

T MORRISON   1,565 1,493 1,651 1,682 1,715 1,747 1,779 1,818 

T NEW DENMARK   1,420 1,370 1,482 1,516 1,552 1,587 1,622 1,664 

T PITTSFIELD 2,219 2,165 2,433 2,520 2,619 2,715 2,810 2,916 

T ROCKLAND   882 974 1,522 1,687 1,850 2,009 2,165 2,328 

T SCOTT   1,929 2,044 3,138 3,567 3,990 4,402 4,807 5,225 

T WRIGHTSTOWN   1,705 1,750 2,013 2,118 2,225 2,328 2,430 2,541 

V ALLOUEZ 14,882 14,431 15,443 15,440 15,467 15,488 15,522 15,620 

V ASHWAUBENON   14,486 16,376 17,634 17,755 17,906 18,048 18,202 18,429 

V BELLEVUE   4,101 7,541 11,828 13,935 16,011 18,030 20,014 22,044 

V DENMARK 1,475 1,612 1,958 2,036 2,115 2,192 2,269 2,354 

V HOBART  3,765 4,284 5,090 5,456 5,822 6,178 6,530 6,902 

V HOWARD *  8,240 9,874 13,546 15,217 16,872 18,479 20,063 21,700 

V PULASKI *  1,875 2,200 3,013 3,298 3,573 3,839 4,102 4,377 

V SUAMICO 4,003 5,214 8,686 10,219 11,730 13,199 14,643 16,120 

V WRIGHTSTOWN *  1,169 1,262 1,934 2,286 2,633 2,971 3,303 3,642 

C DE PERE 14,892 16,594 20,559 22,095 23,630 25,121 26,595 28,152 

C GREEN BAY  87,899 96,466 102,767 103,540 104,494 105,387 106,354 107,737 

BROWN COUNTY 175,280 194,594 226,658 237,515 248,529 259,192 269,812 281,348 
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CHAPTER 3 

Goals & Objectives 
 
 
Water Quality Goals and Objectives 
The goals established in the plan will be implemented over a five-year time period beginning in 2009 and ending in 
2013.  The plan may be extended for an additional five years through a mutual agreement between Brown County, 
the Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade, and Consumer Protection, and the State Land and Water Board.   
The objectives and action steps provide details and measurable steps toward reaching each goal.  The ultimate 
goal of this plan is to reduce sediment and phosphorus delivery to the Lower Fox River and Green Bay as well as 
prevent contamination of groundwater.  
 
GGOOAALL  11  HHiigghh  PPrriioorr ii ttyy  
IDENTIFY PRIORITY FARMS. 
 
OBJECTIVE 1  
Identify the following agriculture operations and cropland: 
1. Farms with a WPDES permit. 
2. Farms with County Animal Waste Management Ordinance permit. 
3. Cropland within Agriculture Groundwater Management Zone. 
4. Farms with a Notice of Discharge (NR243). 
5. Cropland within the 300’ shoreland zone. 
6. Cropland located in an impaired watershed as designated in the Clean Water Act’s 303d list. 
 
OBJECTIVE 2  
Rank Priority Farms based on the amount of owned cropland and the following criteria: 

·  Location of crop fields in highest yield sub watersheds identified by The Lower Green Bay and Lower Fox 
Tributary Modeling Report and ongoing watershed analyses associated with the TMDL project. 

·  Failure to install a nutrient management plan according to USDA-NRCS Technical Standard 590 
·  Failure to include all waste streams on a nutrient management plan (animal, industrial, private septic, 

municipal, etc.). 
·  Failure to obtain a winter spreading plan. 
·  Failure to install permanent vegetated buffers on streams. 
·  Failure to meet State Manure Management Prohibitions s.282.16 (3) (a). 

 
OBJECTIVE 3  
Track implementation and compliance through a Geographic Information System (GIS) and the Land CIS database. 
·  Locate, map and data entry Animal Waste Management Ordinance permits. 
·  Locate, map and data entry nutrient management plans. 
·  Locate, map and data entry vegetated riparian buffers. 
·  Identify cropland in the 300’ shoreland zone. 
·  Identify cropland in the Agriculture Groundwater Management Zone. 
·  Create reports and spatial representations of compliance. 
 
OBJECTIVE 4  
Notify Priority Farms of findings and present actions needed to correct water quality problems.  
 
GGOOAALL  22  HHiigghh  PPrriioorr ii ttyy  
IMPLEMENT BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES ON PRIORITY FAR MS. 
 
OBJECTIVE 1  
Implement best management practices in Agriculture Groundwater management Zones (AGMZ).  
 
Required activities: 

a. Require permanent vegetated buffer strips of 35 feet around all streams.  Buffers in AGMZ will be 
permanently marked with signs (Brown County Board action March 2006). Work elements: Inventory, 
contacts, letters, stake. 2 miles per year.  
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b. Prohibit unconfined manure piles within 1000’ of delivery systems to sinkholes, bedrock opening, or surface 
inlets to tile systems that drain to sinkholes or bedrock openings. (NRCS 313, Chapter 26). Work elements: 
1 per year. 

c. Prohibit winter spreading in AGMZ or fields that intersect with the zone unless a winter spreading plan has 
been approved. (Chapter 26). Work elements: Soil map evaluation, volume estimates, 590 plan review, and 
communication with landowner.  5,655 acres estimated. 10 winter spreading plans in AGMZ per year. 

d. Annual inspection of all animal waste storage facilities to meet compliance with standard NRCS 313 in 
AGMZ and fields that intersect AGMZ. (Chapter 26, ATCP 50.56(g)). Work elements: 15 inspections per 
year. 

 
Recommended activities:  

a. No discharge of untreated waste from feedlots or milk house waste within AGMZ or fields that intersect 
AGMZ. Work Element: 1 per year. 

b. No diversion of surface runoff into sinkholes or bedrock openings. 
c. No drain tile outlets to sinkholes or bedrock openings. 
d. No row crops, no land application of waste, no chemical application, no commercial fertilizers that do not 

have movement control technology within 100 feet of delivery systems to sink holes or bedrock openings.  
Permanent buffers can be harvested for hay. Cost share should be used as an incentive for this 
recommendation. 

e. A spill response plan for waste storage, transportation and application of waste in AGMZ and fields that 
intersect AGMZ. 

f. Incorporate immediately all waste land applied in AGMZ and fields that intersect AGMZ. 
g. Maximum application rates of waste that is land applied should be 3,000 gallons per acre (or solid waste 

ton/ acre equivalent) with a maximum application rate of 6,000 gallons per year in AGMZ and fields that 
intersect AGMZ. 

h. No animal waste or feed storage facilities shall be constructed within 400 feet of delivery systems to 
sinkholes or bedrock openings. 

 
Objective 2   
Animal Waste Management Ordinance Administration (Chapter 26). 

a. Install nutrient management plans (590) on 25,000 additional acres in the next 5-year period bringing total 
to over 100,000 acres per year of a cropland in Brown County. Work elements: Meet with landowners, 
ordinance and cost share administration. 5000 new acres per year. It is estimated that approximately 85% 
of the cropland is the maximum amount that will be able to attain 590 nutrient management because of the 
number of small parcels located in urbanizing areas. 

b. Annually review and certify existing and new nutrient management plans to attain level of over 95,000 – 
115,000 acres in 5 years. Work elements: Work with private agronomists, landowners to obtain 590 plans, 
review and report to state 590 compliance findings on 95,000 – 115,000 acres per year.  

c. Annually review and approve winter spreading plans of 75 landowners who winter apply animal waste. 
Work elements: 75 winter spreading plans.  

d. Install conservation practices to correct 5 State Manure Management Prohibition sites per year for a total of 
25 sites corrected over next five years. Work elements: engineering, design, installation 5 sites per year. 

e. Annually inspect manure storage facilities over 500 AU, unintended use, animal waste storage facility 
overflows and liner failures. (38 /yr). Work Elements: 500 au = 30, unintended use = 5, Overflows = 2, Liner 
failure = 1.   

f. Upgrade non conforming animal waste storage facilities. 1 per year.  
g. Provide administrative permitting process and engineering services for estimated 15 permit applications per 

year.   
h. Notice of Violations. 3 per year.  
i. Animal waste complaint inspections. 20 per year.  
j. Fields with animal waste or commercial fertilizer land applied must have a nutrient management plan that 

includes any other waste land applied on those fields. LCD will work with private agronomists to incorporate 
other wastes into 590 plans according to state requirements.  Work elements: 29,368 acres total reported 
by DNR 2007 (industrial, municipal, and septic). Incorporate other wastes into 590 plans at rate of 2500 
acres annually for next 5 years for total of 12,500 acres.  

 
Objective 3  
Brown County Shoreland Protection Ordinance Administration (Buffer portions of Chapter 22 & Chapter 10).  

a. Install 5 miles of Buffer Strips per year for next five years.  25 total miles of estimated 350 miles of 
unprotected stream banks.  Work elements: Inventory, contacts, letters, stake.  
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b. Buffer installation will be required on CAFO’s (NR243), Farms that have received Notice of Violation, and 
Agriculture Groundwater Management Zones. Buffer installation will be encouraged in West Shore Pike 
habitat restoration project through use of cost share and ordinance administration and in TMDL high yield 
subwatersheds.  

 
Objective 4  
Waste Transformation Project administration. 

a. Funding and grants administration. 
b. Secure waste streams from industry and agriculture. 
c. Coordinate animal waste delivery and balancing of nutrient management plan. 
d. Administration and coordination of project. 

 
Objective 5   
Groundwater protection program administration. 

a. Town Meetings. 3 per year. 
b. Well testing 200 / yr. 
c. Old well abandonment cost share agreements and contracts, 10 per year. 
d. Field verification of karst features 20 sites per year investigation and adding to Agriculture Groundwater 

Management Zones Map.  
e. Proposed County Well abandonment ordinance administration. Brown County has an estimated 70 old 

unabandoned wells per township x 14 townships = 980 old unused wells. Investigation, notification, 
regulation of proper abandonment of 10 wells per year. 

 
Objective 6   
West Shore Pike habitat restoration project  administration (contingent upon continued funding).  

a. Buffer strip installation. 2 miles per year. 
b. Wetland restorations (5 acres of spawning marshes corrected/ yr). 
c. Culvert corrections (replace 2 perched culverts which are impediments to migrating pike/yr). 
d. Cost share administration (5 contracts, $50,000=80 hrs/yr). 
e. Grants reporting (Natural Resources Damages Assessment annual reports). 

 
Objective 7   
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL). 

a. Planning meetings. 
b. Contacts with landowners.  
c. Implementation work elements found in objectives under Goal of implementing BMP’s on Priority Farms.  
d. Administration and coordination of project including cost share management. 

 
Objective 8   
Wind Mill Siting  

a. Site review for Towns.  20 sites per year. 
b. Drainage patterns, culverts sizing. Karst, bedrock protection. Provide technical assistance. 
c. Access road layout. Provide technical assistance. 

 
GGOOAALL  33  MMeeddiiuumm  PPrr iioorr ii ttyy  
LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION DEPARTMENT  AND  STATE PROGRAMS 
 
Objective 1   
Land and Water Conservation Administration 

a. Budget development, monitoring and management. 
b. LCC meetings. 
c. Secretary support, phone calls, customer service.  
d. Tree program. 10,000 per year sold. 
e. Annual report and annual work plan. 
f. Leave. 
g. Equipment management. 
h. 50 cent per Ag acre fee notification, and collection; 3,500 per year. 
i. Non metallic mining. 2 per year. 
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Objective 2   
Wildlife Damage Program Administration (fully funded by DNR). 

a. Technical support (15 landowners/yr). 
b. Cost share for abatement (2 landowners/yr, $10,000). 
c. Claims (8-10/yr, $40,000). 
d. Hunt for Hungry coordination. 
e. Administration, grants, reimbursements. 

 
Objective 3   
Install soil conservation practices on fields within Agriculture Shoreland Management Areas to T- values totaling 
680 acres in 5 years.  Work elements: Reduce erosion rates using conservation tillage on 136 acres per year to T.  
Cost share of estimated $20,000/ yr from State Land and Water dollars and $10,000 per year from EQIP.   

 
Objective 4  
Farmland Preservation Program Administration. 

a. Notification 450 landowners per year. 
b. Monitoring 450 landowners per year. 
c. Compliance with State Standards (complaint based) 5/yr. 
d. Notices of non compliance for violating county buffer strip ordinance or animal waste ordinance. 10/yr. 

 
Objective 5   
Priority Watershed Program administration.  

a. Contract monitoring 500 per year. 
b. Operation and Maintenance Compliance checks; 10/yr.  

 
 
Consultation with DNR – water quality objectives fo r basins. 
DNR officials were consulted in regards to the water quality objectives for basins, and priority watersheds.  The 
Lower Fox River Basin Team was presented a draft copy of the Brown County Land and Water Plan at the Lower 
Fox River Partners Meeting September 18, 2008. 
 
 
Key water quality and soil erosion problem areas 
110,812 acres of agriculture fields in Brown County (67%) fall within 300 feet of a stream. These areas are key 
areas that need conservation protection due to the proximity to streams and delivery of sediment and nutrients.  
The Lower Green Bay and Lower Fox Tributary Modeling Report: Source Allocation of Suspended Sediment and 
Phosphorus Loads to Green Bay from the Lower Fox River Sub basin Using the Soil and Water Assessment Tool 
(SWAT) January 2005. Prepared for the Oneida Tribe of Indians and Science and Technical Advisory Committee of 
the Green Bay Remedial Action Plan (RAP) identifies sub watersheds with the highest sediment and phosphorus 
yields. In 2007, these modeling results were refined and verified with 3+ years of intensive phosphorus and 
suspended solids load monitoring data collected by the Lower Fox River Watershed Monitoring Program 
(LFRWMP) at UW-Green Bay and the USGS.  The 2007 modeling was part of a demonstration project (Phase I) of 
the Lower Fox River and Green Bay AOC TMDL (Cadmus, 2007; WDNR website).  The relative yields from the 
various subwatersheds were similar to the 2005 report.   
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Conservation practices needed to address key water quality and erosion problems 

·  LWCD staff will use combinations of practices (buffers, nutrient management, winter spreading plans, State 
Manure Management Prohibitions, well abandonment, etc.) to reduce risk of groundwater contamination in 
Agriculture Groundwater Management Zones (AGMZ). 

·  LWCD staff will use combinations of practices (buffers, conservation tillage, rotations, etc.) to reduce 
sediment delivery in ASMA fields. 

·  LWCD staff will use combinations of practices (buffers, conservation tillage, rotations, nutrient 
management, winter spreading plans, and State Manure Management Prohibitions, etc.) to reduce 
sediment and phosphorus delivery from agriculture fields in highest yield delivery sub watersheds identified 
in The Lower Green Bay and Lower Fox Tributary Modeling Report and ongoing watershed analyses 
associated with the TMDL project.  Cost share dollars received from Total Maximum Daily Load project will 
be prioritized for best management practices in these highest priority sub watersheds. 

·  Nutrient Management (590), winter spreading plans and inclusion of all other waste land applied onto fields 
that receive animal waste. 

·  Buffer Strips (393) 
·  Conservation Tillage (580) 
·  Animal waste storage (313)  

And all other BMP’s identified in ATCP50 and NR151. 
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County strategies to encourage voluntary implementa tion of conservation practices 

·  LWCD will attempt to use cost- share incentives to get voluntary implementation of conservation practices, 
including cost share and staffing dollars from the Total Maximum Daily Load project. 

·  Farmland Preservation Program sign ups will be used to inform landowners of status regarding State 
Agricultural non point Performance Standards. 

·  50 cent per acre fee notices will inform landowners of 590 and other state and county requirements. 
·  The LWCD has worked with the Northeast Wisconsin Technical College (NWTC) to put in place a course 

for farmers to develop their own 590 Nutrient Management Plans.  NWTC plans on beginning this course in 
the fall of 2008. 

·  Information and Education Strategy (chapter 6). 
 

 
 

PPrr iioorr ii ttyy  FFaarrmmss  
11..    FFaarrmmss  wwii tthh  aa  WWPPDDEESS  PPeerrmmii tt   
22..    Farms with County Animal Waste Management Ordinanc e permit. 
3.  Cropland within Agriculture Groundwater Managem ent Zone (AGMZ)   
44..    Farms with a Notice of Discharge (NR243).  
5.  Cropland within the 300 foot shoreland zone. 
6.  Cropland located in an impaired watershed as de signated in the Clean Water Act’s 303d list   
  

 
Priority Farms will be ranked by the amount of owne d cropland and the following criteria:  
·  Location of crop fields in highest yield sub watersheds identified by The Lower Green Bay and Lower 

Fox Tributary Modeling Report and ongoing watershed analyses associated with the TMDL project. 
·  Failure to install a nutrient management plan according to USDA-NRCS Technical Standard 590 
·  Failure to include all waste streams on a nutrient management plan (animal, industrial, private 

septic, municipal, etc.). 
·  Failure to obtain a winter spreading plan. 
·  Failure to install permanent vegetated buffers on streams. 
·  Failure to meet State Manure Management Prohibitions s.282.16 (3) (a). 

 
Total Maximum Daily Load Project (TMDL)  
The WDNR, in collaboration with multiple agencies including the Land Conservation Department and other groups 
is working on the development of a TMDL for the Lower Fox River (LFR) Basin, including the Green Bay Area of 
Concern (GB AOC). Thirteen water bodies in the LFR Basin are impaired due to excessive sediment and 
phosphorus. A comprehensive update to the Lower Fox River modeling framework that includes the best available 
land use, cropland, urban, point-source, streambank, flow, and loads data will be completed in 2009 as part of 
Phase III of the Lower Fox River and Green Bay TMDL.  The Phase III work will include updated identification of 
watershed sources of phosphorus and suspended solids and load reduction optimization analysis.   The LWCD will 
prioritize buffer installation and compliance (county ordinance), cost share and staff funding from the Total 
Maximum Daily Load for BMP’s in the highest priority subwatersheds identified on the maps from The Lower Green 
Bay and Lower Fox Tributary Modeling Report and through ongoing watershed analyses associated with the TMDL 
project. The Total Maximum Daily Load project is expected to begin during the 2009 -2013 Land and Water 
Resource Management Plan Timeframe. More information about the TMDL can be found in the appendix of this 
document. 
 
The following link is related to the TMDL project: 
http://www.dnr.state.wi.us/org/water/wm/wqs/303d/FoxRiverTMDL/ 
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CHAPTER 4 

Planned Activities   
Many of the total estimated needs are labeled TBD which stands for to be determined .  The Total estimated needs are labeled TBD because 
the estimated need is variable, fluctuates yearly or inventory work has not yet been completed.  Staffing costs are estimated at 36.68 per hour 
over 5 year period. 

Priorities -Implementation schedule/ Work Plan 
Goal and Objective description 

Total 
estimated  

needs   

 
Yearly rate 

 
2009-2013 

L&W Plan goals  

Priority  
To accomplish 
Water Quality 

Goals  

 
Estimated  

Budget needs 
Staffing 

Cost share  
Goal 1 -  Identify priority farms      High $116,416/yr staff 

1.  Identify Ag operations with WPDES permit TBD   High  

2.  Rank farms TBD   High  

3.  Track implementation/ compliance TBD   High  

4.  Notify Priority farms/ needed actions TBD   High  

      

Goal 2-   Implement Best Management Practices (BMP's) 
on Priority Farms   

  High   

1.  Implement BMP's in Ag Groundwater Mgmt Zones    High  $32,461/yr staff 

Required activities:      

  a. Require Buffers   20 miles 2 mile/ yr 10 miles High  

  b. Prohibit unconfined manure piles 1000 feet of delivery systems 5 1/yr 5 High  

  c. Prohibit winter spreading without winter spreading plan 10 10/yr 50 High  

  d. Yearly inspection of Animal Waste Storage Facilities 15 15/yr 75 High  

Recommended activities:      

  a. No discharge of untreated waste from feedlots or milkhouse 5 1/yr 5 High  

  b. No diversion of surface runoff into sinkholes or bedrock openings TBD   High  

  c. No drain tile outlets to sinkholes or bedrock openings TBD   High  

  d. No row crops or chemicals within 100 feet of delivery systems TBD   High  

  e. Spill response plan for waste storage, transportation of waste TBD   High  

  f. Immediate incorporation land applied waste TBD   High  

  g. Maximum application rates  3,000 gallons or 6,000 gallons per year TBD   High  

  h. No animal waste or feed storage built within 400 feet of conduits TBD   High  
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Goal and Objective description 

Total 
estimated 

needs 

 
yearly rate 

2009-2013 
L&W Plan goals 

Priority  
To accomplish 
Water Quality 

Goals  

Estimated  
Budget needs 

Staffing 
Cost share  

2.  Animal Waste Mgmt Ordinance Chapter 26 admin.    High  $445,295/yr staff 
  a. Install nutrient management plans new acres (total Ag acres 164,237 
      140,000 acres estimated to be achievable, 90,000 installed end of 2008) 50,000  5,000 ac/ yr 

25,000 acres High $140,000/yr 

  b. Annually Review and certify existing 590 plans. 95,000 - 115,000 ac 140,000 95,000 -115,000 ac/yr 
95,000 -115,000 

ac/yr 
High  

  c. Annually review and approve 75 winter spreading plans 75 75/yr 375 High  

  d. Install 5 State Manure Management Prohibitions per year TBD 5/yr 25 High $125,000/yr 

  e. Annually inspect manure storage facilities  500au, over flows, liner failure 38 38/yr 190 High  

  f. Upgrade non conforming animal waste storage facilities 50 1/yr 5 High $50,000/yr 

  g. Permitting and engineering for 15 animal waste storage facilities TBD 15/yr 75 High $150,000/yr 

  h. Notice of violations TBD 3/yr 15 High  

  i.  Animal Waste complaint inspections TBD 20/yr 100 High  

  J. Incorporate other waste into 590 plans (total 29,368 .9 acres- DNR 2007) 
29,368 
acres 2500 ac/yr 

12,500 acres High  

      

3.  Buffer installation Chapter 22, 10 administrati on    High $36,680/yr staff 

  a. Install 5 miles of buffer strips per year (out side of AGMZ) 350 miles 
 

5 miles/yr 
 

25 miles 
High  

      

4.  Waste Transformation Project admin. (see append ix)     High $38,147/yr staff 

  a. Funding and grants administration TBD   High  

  b. Secure waste streams from industry and agriculture TBD   High  

  c. Coordinate animal waste delivery and nutrient management plan TBD   High  

  d. Administration and coordination of project TBD   High  

      

5. Groundwater Protection Program administration    High $24,062/yr staff 

  a. Town meetings 11 3/yr 15 High  

  b. Well Testing  TBD 200/yr 1000 High  

  c. Old well abandonment  cost share and contracts 980 10/yr 50 High $5000/yr 

  d. Field verification of karst features and add to AGMZ map TBD 20 sites/yr 100 High  

  e. Proposed County Well abandonment ordinance (est. 980) abandonment 980 30/yr 150 High  
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Goal and Objective description 

Total 
estimated 

needs 

 
yearly rate 

2009-2013 
L&W Plan goals 

Priority  
To accomplish 
Water Quality 

Goals  

Estimated  
Budget needs 

Staffing 
Cost share  

6.  West Shore Pike Habitat Restoration Project adm in. 
      (contingent on funding)   

  High $24,942/yr staff 

  a. Buffer strip installation (included in objective 2) 10 miles 2 miles/yr 10 miles High $25,000/yr 

  b. Wetland restorations- acres of spawning marshes corrected 100 acres 5ac/yr 25 acres High $100,000/yr 

  c. Culvert corrections - replace perched culverts 50 2/yr 10 High $10,000/yr 

  d. Cost share administration - contracts per year - $50,000/ yr 
100 

contracts 5/yr 
25 contracts High  

  e. Grants reporting to granting agencies    High  

      

7. Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) admin.  
(contingent on funding)   

  High $27,143/yr staff 

  a. Planning meetings TBD   High  

  b. Contacts with landowners TBD   High  

  c. Implementation of work elements  TBD   High  

  d. Administration and coordination of project TBD   High  

       

8.  Windmill siting administration    High $8,803/yr staff 

  a. Site reviews for Towns  100 20/yr 100 High  

  b. Drainage patterns, culvert sizing. Karst, bedrock protection. TBD   High  

  c. Access road layout TBD   Medium  

      

Goal 3 LWCD and State programs    Medium  

1.  LWCD Department Administration    Medium $146,499/yr staff 

  a. Budget development and monitoring    High  

  b. LCC meetings    High  

  c. Secretary support, phone calls, customer service    High  

  d. Tree Program TBD 10,000 trees sold/yr 50,000 Medium  

  e. Annual Report, Annual work plan    Medium  

  f. Leave    Medium  

  g. Equipment management    Low  

  h. 50 cent per Ag acre fee notification 3500 3500 /yr 17,500 High  

   i. Non Metallic Mining program technical assistance 10 2/yr 10 Low  
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Goal and Objective description 

Total 
estimated 

needs 

 
 

yearly rate 

 
2009-2013 

L&W Plan goals 

Priority  
To accomplish 
Water Quality 

Goals  

Estimated  
Budget needs 

Staffing 
Cost share  

2.  Wildlife Damage Program Administration    Medium $18,340/yr staff 

  a. Technical support to landowners TBD 15/ yr 75 Medium  

  b. Cost share for abatement $10,000 per year 2- 3 landowners / year TBD 2/yr 10 Medium $10,000/yr 

  c. Claims $40,000 per year - 8-10 landowners per year TBD 8/yr 40 Medium $40,000/yr 

  d. Hunt for hungry coordination    Medium  

  e. Administration, grants, reimbursements    Medium  

      

3.  Install soil conservation practices    Low (funding) $7,336/yr staff 

  a. Install conservation tillage through cost share on 136 acres per year TBD 136 acres/yr 680 acres Low $12,580/yr 

      

4.  Farmland Preservation Program Administration    Low (funding)  $9,536/yr staff 

  a. Notification of 450 landowners per year 450 450/yr 2,250 Low  

  b. Monitoring of 450 landowners per year 450 450/yr 2,250 Low  

  c. Compliance with State Standards (complaint based) 450 5/yr 25 Low  

  d. Notice of non compliance to state 450 10/yr 50 Low  

       

5.  Priority Watershed Program Administration    Low (funding)  $10,637/yr staff 

  a. Contract monitoring 500 500/yr 2500 Low  

  b. Operation and Maintenance compliance checks 500 10/yr 50 Low  

      

*Total Staffing/yr $946,297 (25,798 hrs ,12.4 fte) 
Total Cost Share /yr $682,580 

 
*Actual staffing levels set by Brown County Budget Process on yearly basis.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 32 

 
Multiyear description of activities to ensure compl iance with State Standards  

·  Landowners who fail to comply with schedule of compliance or terms identified in Notice of Violation within time period identified will lose Farmland 
Preservation Program eligibility. 

·  Landowners with contracts in Priority Watershed Programs will be evaluated and notified of status with State Agricultural Non point Performance 
Standards. 

·  It is the intent that Notices of Violation and any schedules of compliance and will be tracked on Brown County LWCD Data Base and GIS. 
·  LWCD will re-evaluate Priority Farms on a complaint and annual inspection basis to determine compliance with State Agricultural non point 

Performance Standards. 
·  Schedules of compliance cover page will be attached to landowner’s deed at register of deeds office and is transferable with the parcel of land for 

future landowners.  
·  Notices of Noncompliance will be attached to landowner’s deed. 
 

Multiyear funding of Conservation work elements.  
The primary sources of cost share for conservation work elements are as follows: 

·  State Land and Water annual funding through Soil and Water Resource Management Grant (section 92.14 Wisconsin Stats.) 
·  Targeted Resource Management Grant funding (TRM) 
·  Environmental Quality Incentive Program (EQIP). This cost share funding is administered by USDA NRCS. 
·  Other grants or potential sources of funding include the possibility of cost share from Natural Resources Damage Assessment and Total Maximum 

Daily Load (TMDL) project for Fox River/Green Bay. 
·  Budget found in chart in Chapter 4 Planned activities. 
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CHAPTER 5 

Regulations for Plan Implementation 
 
 
APPLICABLE STATE AGRICULTURAL NONPOINT PERFORMANCE STANDARDS, 
PROHIBITIONS AND COUNTY ORDINANCES 
 
NR 151Cropland Performance Standards 

·  Control erosion to meet tolerable soil loss (T value) 
·  Apply nutrients to crop needs (Nutrient Management NRCS 590 Technical Standard. 

 
NR 151 Livestock Performance Standards 

·  Construct manure storage facilities to standards (NRCS 313) 
·  Divert clean water around feedlots in water quality management areas 300’ from streams and 

1000’ from lakes (NRCS 362). 
 

Manure management Prohibitions s.281.16 (3) (a):  
281.16(3) (a) 1. That a livestock operation may have no overflow of manure storage structures. 
281.16(3) (a) 2. That a livestock operation may have no unconfined manure pile in a water quality 
management area. 
281.16(3) (a) 3. That a livestock operation may have no direct runoff from a feedlot or stored manure into 
the waters of the state. 
281.16(3) (a) 4. That a livestock operation may not allow unlimited access by livestock to waters of the 
state in a location where high concentrations of animals prevent the maintenance of adequate sod cover. 
 
Chapter 26 Brown County Code of Ordinances- Animal Waste Management: 
26.11 STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS. 
(1) Animal Feedlots. 

The standards and specifications for design, construction, operation and maintenance of animal 
feedlots are those identified in Standards 350 and 312, USDA-NRCS Technical Guide. Feedlots 
requiring a permit under this ordinance shall not deliver more than 20 pounds of phosphorus 
annually as determined by the County LWCD. 

(2) Animal Feedlot Separation Requirements. 
All new animal feedlots shall be sited a minimum of 100 feet from adjacent properties, 300 feet 
from any lake or perennial stream (as defined by U.S.G.S. quadrangle maps), and at least 2 
vertical feet from groundwater. 

(3) Animal Waste Storage Facilities. 
The standards and specifications for design, construction, operation, and maintenance of animal 
waste storage facilities are those identified in Standards 313 and 634, USDA-NRCS Technical 
Guide. 
Permits are required from the LWCD for Temporary Unconfined Manure Stack location.  
Specifications for stacking limits are identified in standard 313 USDA – NRCS Technical guide.  
Waste materials stacked must not be less than 16% solids and more than 175 cubic feet in 
volume.  
The animal waste storage facility 313 does not apply to storage of wastes other than animal 
waste greater than 10% of the design storage volume or greater than 25,000 gallons. 

(4) Animal Waste Storage Facilities Separation Requirements. 
All new animal waste storage facilities shall be sited a minimum of 250 feet from adjacent 
properties, 300 feet from any lake or perennial stream (as defined by USGS quadrangle maps), 
and at least 3 vertical feet from groundwater. Reception pits as part of the animal feedlot or 
buildings with under-floor storage shall be sited a minimum of 100 feet from adjacent properties. 

(5) Animal Waste Management and Utilization. 
Animal wastes for which storage permits are issued under this chapter of the Code shall be 
managed and utilized in accordance with Standard 590, USDA-NRCS Technical Guide. A current 
(590) Nutrient Management Plan must be submitted annually to the Brown County LWCD until 
the animal waste storage facility is no longer in use and it has been properly abandoned. 
Landowners that land applies waste included on a 590 plan from December 1st to March 31st are 
required to have a winter spreading plan as determined by the LWCD.  
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(6) Animal Waste Prohibitions. 
The following four prohibitions are incorporated into this ordinance: 
(a) No overflow of manure storage structures. 
(b) No unconfined manure stacking (piling) within water quality management areas (adjacent to 

streambanks, lakeshores, and in drainage channels.) 
(c) No direct runoff from feedlots or stored manure to waters of the state. 
(d) No unlimited livestock access to waters of the state where high concentrations of animals 

prevent adequate sod cover maintenance. 
 

Chapter 22 Brown County Code of Ordinances – Shorelands, Floodplains and Wetlands:  
22.24 SHORELAND DISTRICT (SH) 

(1) Designation. This district includes all areas defined in Section 22.04 not within the Wetland Districts 
or Floodplain Districts as indicated on the Shoreland-Floodplain Zoning Map.(2) Purpose. The 
purpose of these shoreland regulations is to prevent water pollution, preserve and protect 
hydrological and ecological relationships, and promote the public health, safety, prosperity, and 
general welfare by providing for safe and orderly shoreland development.  

(3) Permitted Uses. The following uses shall be permitted within the Shoreland District (SH) to the extent 
that they are not prohibited in a particular area by any underlying zoning ordinance:   

 
(a) Agricultural, commercial, forestry, recreational, and residential uses are permitted providing they 

comply with the provisions of the ordinance and the Brown County Sanitary Code (Chapter 11). Farm 
buildings housing animals, barnyards, or feed lots shall be at least 100 feet from any navigable water 
and shall be located so that manure and manure effluents will not drain into any navigable water. 

 
1. A minimum of 35 feet of land free of row crops and seeded to grass, alfalfa, or other close-

growing crop shall be maintained between the farmed area and the edge of the navigable stream; 
navigable stream crossings shall be permitted for livestock and shall be of a design deemed 
appropriate by the County LWCD. A farmer may be exempt from this section if soil and water 
conservation practices are deemed sufficient and no pollution is occurring in the opinion of the 
County LWCD. 

 
2. If there is a pollution problem resulting from the grazing or pasturing of livestock, the 

farmer/operator will be required to erect a fence no closer than 16-1/2 feet of the edge of the 
navigable stream or otherwise abate the pollution in such a manner as may be determined by the 
County LWCD. If a fence has to be erected, provision will be allowed for watering livestock in the 
navigable stream which is acceptable. 

 
Chapter 10 Brown County Code of Ordinances- Agricul ture Shoreland Management  10.02 
Definitions:    
10.02 (1) (c) Agricultural Shoreland Management Area (ASMA). All land that is within 300 feet of the 
following features as designated on United States Geological Survey quadrangle maps with a 1:24,000 
scale:   

1) The top of the bank of perennial streams or rivers.     
2) The ordinary high-water mark for ponds and lakes that are designated by name.  
3) The centerline of an intermittent stream. 

10.04 STANDARDS       
 
10.04 (1) AGRICULTURAL ACTIVITIES IN THE AGRICULTURAL SHORELAND CORRIDOR.  

(a) Vegetative Buffer. Landowners or operators shall establish and maintain an adequate vegetative 
buffer or equally effective erosion control practice, in the agricultural Shoreland corridor. When a 
vegetative buffer is established, the plant variety or seed mixture shall be one of those listed in 
Technical Guide Standard 342, Critical Area Planting. If any activity disturbs a vegetative buffer in the 
agricultural Shoreland corridor, the landowner must replant or restore the disturbed area to an 
effective vegetative buffer as soon as practicable. Row cropping and tillage practices are prohibited in 
the agricultural Shoreland corridor, except that tillage practices are allowed to establish or re-
establish a seed bed. 
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(b) Pastures. Pastures within the agricultural Shoreland management area must comply with Technical 
Guide Standard 510 for pasture and hayland management. Rotation grazing must comply with the 
UW-Extension publication "Pastures for Profit" (February 1993 edition).  

(c) Agricultural lands receiving manure and other nutrients. Agricultural lands within the agricultural 
Shoreland management area must meet Technical Guide Standard 590 if they receive manure and 
other nutrients through the application of sludge, commercial fertilizer, and other added nutrients. 

N.R. 243 Wisconsin Administrative Code-Brown County  Resolution.  
A memorandum of understanding between Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources and Brown 
County addressing animal waste management was adopted 3-21-1984. The Land Conservation 
Department was designated by Brown County Resolution as the county agency to be responsible for 
carrying out any county activities related to NR243. Brown County LWCD will provide technical assistance 
and state cost-share to landowners who receive a Notice of Discharge (NOD). 
Selected sections of NR243 related to this Land and Water Resource Management Plan:  
·  NR243.14 (2) (b) 10. On a field with soils that are 60 inches thick or less over fractured bedrock, 

manure or process wastewater may not be applied on frozen ground or where snow is present. 
·  NR243.14 (4) (a) 3.  Establish a 35-foot wide vegetated buffer adjacent to the navigable water, 

conduit to a navigable water or wetland where there is no application of manure or process 
wastewater on the buffer; and comply with a practice in this subd. 3. a. or b. For the purposes of this 
subdivision, a vegetated buffer means a narrow, permanent strip of dense perennial vegetation 
established parallel to the contours of and perpendicular to the dominant slope of the field for the 
purposes of slowing water runoff, enhancing water infiltration, and minimizing the risk of any potential 
nutrients or pollutants from leaving the field and reaching navigable waters. 

NR216 
Chapter 40 of the Brown County Code was created to provide construction site erosion control and to 
reduce the amount of post- construction stormwater and associated pollutants reaching waters of the 
state. The Brown County Highway Commissioner is designated to administer and enforce the provisions 
of Chapter 40.  Chapter 40 can be found on line at the following web site: 
http://www.co.brown.wi.us/county_clerk/CountyCode/Outline.html 
 
Compliance procedures, including notice, hearing, e nforcement and appeal procedures  

·  Landowners identified as priority farm will have onsite evaluation to determine if State Agricultural 
Nonpoint performance standards are being met.  Landowners with highest number of fields within 
300 foot Agriculture Shoreland Management Areas (ASMA) or complaints that result in 
inspections or investigations will be evaluated first. 

·  If State Agricultural Nonpoint Performance Standards are being met, compliance will be 
documented in Brown County LWCD database and GIS. 

·  If State Agricultural Nonpoint Performance Standards are not being met, officials will contact 
landowner to inform landowner of status of noncompliance with state standards.  This contact 
may be in the form of a Notice of Violation.  If a Notice of Violation is used it will include certified 
mailing of findings to landowner by LWCD.  If landowner agrees with findings LWCD Staff will 
proceed with schedule of implementation of conservation practices needed to bring landowner in 
compliance with state agricultural non point performance standards. 

·  Landowner will be given opportunity to appeal findings at hearing at regularly scheduled monthly 
meeting of Land Conservation Committee of the Brown County Board. 

·  If Land Conservation Committee agrees with landowners appeal the findings will be amended or 
discarded. 

·  If Land Conservation Committee disagrees with landowner’s appeal of findings, LWCD Staff will 
proceed with schedule of implementation of conservation practices needed to bring landowner in 
compliance with state agricultural non point performance standards. 

·  Cost Share will be offered to landowner for conservation practices needed. In some cases such 
as WPDES Permits, County Ordinances, or if cost share has been provided by previous cost 
share programs, Cost share may not be required as a condition of compliance. 

·  Landowner will be given a minimum of 2 years to comply with schedule of compliance.  Schedule 
of compliance may be lengthened for landowners with several conservation practice needs.  
Landowners may claim economic hardship which may increase cost share to 90%. 

·  Schedule of compliances that require cost share will have cover sheet attached to landowner 
deed.  Landowners who fail to agree to implement a schedule of compliance will be issued a 
notice of Violation by the Brown County Corporation Counsel. Notices of Violation may be 
attached to deed. 
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CHAPTER 6 

Information & Education 
 
 
The purpose of the information and education strategy is to enhance implementation of the objectives 
outlined in the Brown County Land and Water Plan.  As outlined in Chapter 3, Goals and Objectives, the 
ultimate goal of the plan is to reduce sediment and phosphorous the Fox River and Green Bay and 
protect the groundwater from contamination.  To achieve this goal, education planning was viewed from 
several perspectives: 

·  Identification of priority farms. 
·  Approaches that are most effective in conveying they message.  
·  Timelines. 

The resulting plan includes recommendations for audience specific activities.  It recognizes that certain 
targeted audiences hold the key to actions that will produce improvements in local water resources. 
 
GOAL 1: 
Notify Priority Farms about key problems and the conservation practices needed to correct them along 
with the available cost-sharing. 
 
Objective 1  
Notify landowners of the public hearing process on the Land and Water Resource Management Plan. 
 
Objective 2  
Use 50 cent per acre fee notice to all landowners who own agriculture land of 590 requirements and 
ability to review the Draft Land and Water Resource Management Plan, Priority Farms designation and 
Agriculture Groundwater Management Zones (see attached copy of 50 cent per acre fee notice in 
appendix). 
 
Objective 3  

·  One-on-one contacts. 
·  Complaints that result in investigations. 
·  Provide educational materials to landowners detailing State agricultural runoff standards and cost 

share rates. 
 
Key Audiences 

·  Priority farms 
 
Timeline 
September 2008 – 2013  

·  Yearly notify landowners through 50 cent per acre fee notification of Nutrient Management 
Requirements and NR151 State agricultural nonpoint performance standards required on all 
agricultural land. 

 
Other information and education activities: 

·  The LWCD has worked with the Northeast Wisconsin Technical Institute (NWTC) in the 
development of course work for landowners to develop their own nutrient management plans 
(590). 

·  The LWCD provides information through printed pamphlets that are displayed at the Ag and 
Extension Service Center and in the LWCD Office. 

·  The LWCD maintains a website at the following address: 
http://www.co.brown.wi.us/land_conservation/ 

·  The LWCD provides copies of related ordinances with all permits. 
·  The LWCD works cooperatively with several other agencies and units of government which assist 

in providing assistance in educational activities. These other agencies include: Brown County UW 
Extension, Brown County Zoning Department, Brown County Health Department, DNR, DATCP, 
USDA, and Town Governments. 
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CHAPTER 7 

Coordination 
 
 
Coordination with Federal, State, and local agencie s, roles and responsibilities 
 
Voluntary cost share components of this plan will rely upon Federal, and State cost share programs.  
These programs include: Environmental Quality Incentive Program (EQIP) from USDA, Land and Water 
Resource Management Plan Funding from DATCP, and other donations and grants. Staffing assistance 
from the Joint DNR, DATCP allocation process will assist the implementation of the LWRM Plan. 
 
Brown County LWCD Staff are responsible for the implementation, design and construction of the 
conservation practices identified in this plan.  Engineering assistance and job approval will be coordinated 
with the DATCP area engineering staff and the Brown County Highway engineer. The LWCD will 
coordinate ordinance compliance and notices of violation with DNR on all WPDES permits, NR243 
violations, or spills that reach the waters of the state. 
 
Regulatory compliance related to State Agricultural Nonpoint Performance Standards and Brown County 
Ordinances will be coordinated between the Brown County Land Conservation Department and the 
Brown County Corporation Council. 
 
Landowners will be referred to USDA cost share programs where applicable. US Fish and Wildlife dollars 
will be utilized in the West Shore Pike Habitat restoration project. The Land Conservation Department will 
seek cooperative relationships with other agencies to assist with mutual educational opportunities and 
well testing programs. 
 
 

CHAPTER 8 

Monitoring & Evaluation 
 
 
System to monitor activities and measure progress o f goals and objectives  
 

The Brown County LWCD has identified all fields in a Geographic Information System (GIS) 
based upon 1996 USDA-Farm Services Agency field boundaries and tracts.  Digital hydrography has 
been completed over 1992 orthophotos and partially digitized over 2000 orthophotos.  Line work is based 
upon streams delineated on the US Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5 minute quadrangle topographic maps.  
This stream definition and delineation has been adopted by the Brown County Land Information Office as 
the county standard.  Using the field and stream data, agriculture fields and their owners within the 300’ 
Agriculture Shoreland Management Area (ASMA) has been identified.  The department will use the 
Brown County LWCD Information System (LandCIS) database which tracks conservation plans, nutrient 
management plans, permits, riparian buffers, and cost share agreements. 

 
The GIS and LandCIS will assist staff and landowners monitor progress towards the goals of this plan. It 
is a goal of the department to provide a public access computer for private agriculture consultants, 
government agencies, and landowner to check fields, soil information, and conservation compliance. 

 
·  It is the intent to have LWRM Plan accomplishments tracked on the Brown County’s GIS 

database. 
·  It is the intent to have state agricultural nonpoint performance standards tracked on the Brown 

County’s GIS database. 
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CHAPTER 9 

Acronyms Glossary & Appendices  
 
 

303(d) Waters  This list identifies waters which are not meeting water quality standards, including both 
water quality criteria for specific substances or the designated uses. It is used as the basis for 
development of Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) under the provisions of section 303(d) (1) (C) of the 
Clean Water Act, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) EPA requires that the DNR update its list 
every 2 years.  Also called List of Impaired Waters. 
 
(AGMZ)  AGRICULTURE GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT ZONES  
Agriculture Groundwater Management Zones (AGMZ) have been identified as locations in Brown County 
with less than 5 feet of soil to carbonate bedrock or drainage to sinkholes or bedrock openings that have 
been field verified. 
 
Animal Waste Management Program This regulatory program administered by the DNR via NR 243 
seeks to identify and correct animal waste-related water quality problems. 
 
(ASMA) Agriculture Shoreland Management Area  300’ setback distance from all streams identified on 
USGS Quad maps. 

ATCP 50The chapter of Wisconsin’s Administrative Code that implements the Land and Water Resource 
Management Program as described in Chapter 92 of the State Statutes. It identifies those conservation 
practices that may be used to meet performance standards. 

(BMP’s ) Best Management Practices  The most effective practice or combination of practices for 
reducing non point source pollution to acceptable levels. 

Chapter 92  The portion of Wisconsin Statutes outlining the soil and water conservation, agricultural 
shoreland management, and animal waste management laws and policies of the State. 

Conservation Plan  A record of decisions and intentions made by land users regarding the conservation 
of the soil, water and related natural resources of a particular unit of land. 

(CREP) Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program  An add-on to the CRP program which expands 
and builds on CRP’s success in certain areas of the state. 

(CRP) Conservation Reserve Program  A provision of the federal Farm Bill that takes eligible cropland 
out of production and puts it into grass or tree cover for 10-15 years. 

Critical Sites  Those sites that are significant sources of non point source pollution upon which best 
management practices were implemented in Priority Watershed Program as described in s. 281.65(4) (g) 
8.am., stats. 

(DATCP)  Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Prote ction  The state agency responsible 
for establishing statewide soil and water conservation policies and administering the state’s soil and water 
conservation programs.  The DATCP administers state cost-sharing funds for a variety of LCC operations, 
including support for staff, materials and conservation practices. Referred to in the LWRM plan guidelines 
as the “department”.  

(DNR) Department of Natural Resources  The state agency responsible for managing state owned lands 
and protecting public waters.  DNR also administers programs to regulate, guide and assist LCCs, LCDs 
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and individual land users in managing land, water, fish and wildlife. The DNR administers state cost-
sharing funds for priority watershed project, Targeted Runoff Management (TRM) grants, and urban non 
point Source Construction and planning grants. 

(EQIP) Environmental Quality Incentives Program  Federal program to provide technical and cost-
sharing assistance to landowners for conservation practices that provide water quality protection. 

(FPP)  Farmland Preservation Program  A DATCP land-use program under Chapter 91, Wisconsin 
Statutes, that helps preserve farmland through local planning and zoning, promotes soil and water 
conservation and provides tax relief to participating farmers. 

(FSA) Farm Services Agency Branch of Federal government USDA with responsibilities in the areas of 
food production, inspection, and storage. 

(GIS) Geographic Information System  A computerized system of maps and layers of data about land 
including soils, land cover, topography, field boundaries, roads and streams.  Such geographically based 
data layers improve the ability to analyze complex data for decision making. 

Impaired Waters  List  See 303(d) list found in appendix. 

(LWCB) Land and Water Conservation Board  Composed of 3 local elected officials, 4 appointed by the 
Governor (1 shall be a resident of a city with a population of 50,000 or more, 1 shall represent a 
governmental unit involved in river management, 1 shall be a farmer and 1 shall be a member of a 
charitable corporation, charitable association or charitable trust and leaders from three state agencies, 
the LWCB oversees the approval of county land and water management plans (s.92.04, stats.). 

Land and Water Resource Management Plan  Required by ATCP 50.10(1); A locally developed and 
implemented multi-year strategic plan with an emphasis on partnerships and program integration.  The 
plan includes a resource assessment, identifies the applicable performance standards and related control 
of pollution from non point sources, identifies a multiyear description of planned activities, establishes a 
progress tracking system, and describes an approach for coordinating information and implementation 
programs with other local, state and federal agencies, communities and organization (ATCP 50.12). 

(LCC) Land Conservation Committee  The portion of county government empowered, by Chapter 92 of 
the Wisconsin Statutes, to conserve and protect the county’s soil, water and related natural resources.   

(LWCD) Land and Water  Conservation Department  The department of county government 
responsible for administering the conservation programs and policies of the Land Conservation 
Committee. The name was changed from Land Conservation Department to Land and Water 
Conservation Department based upon comments received during Land and Water Resource 
Management planning process. 

(NRCS) Natural Resources Conservation Service  Part of USDA, NRCS provides soil survey, 
conservation planning and technical assistance to local land users for Federal programs. 

(NPS) Nonpoint Source Pollution  The pollution from many small or diffuse urban and rural sources.  
Livestock waste finding its way into a stream and causing water pollution is an example of non point 
source pollution. 

Nonpoint Source Pollution Abatement Program  A DNR water quality program under Chapters 120 and 
s. 281, Wisconsin Statutes, which provides technical assistance and cost-sharing to landowners to 
develop and maintain management practices to prevent or reduce non point source water pollution in 
designated watersheds. 

(NOV) Notice of Violation  Issued to landowners who violate Brown County Ordinances by Brown County 
Corporation Counsel office. Schedules of compliance in Notice of Violation may be attached to the 
landowner’s deed. 
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NR 151 DNR’s administrative code that establishes runoff pollution performance standards for non-
agricultural facilities and transportation facilities and performance standards and prohibitions for 
agricultural facilities and practices designed to meet water quality standards. 

(590) Nutrient Management Plan  The Nutrient Management Plan means any of the following: (a) A plan 
required under s. ATCP 50.04 (3) or 50.62 (5) (f). (b) A farm nutrient plan prepared or approved, for a 
landowner, by a qualified nutrient management planner.  

ORW/ERW DNR Classifies streams as Outstanding Resource Waters (ORW) and Exceptional Resource 
Waters (ERW) as listed in NR 102.10 and NR102.11.  ORW waters have excellent water quality and high-
quality fisheries and do not receive wastewater discharges.  ERW waters have excellent water quality and 
valued fisheries but may already receive wastewater discharges 

Priority Farms  Identified by the county for having excessive runoff from soil erosion and/or manure 
resulting in existing or potential water quality problems. 
 
(RC&D) Glacierland Resource Conservation and Develo pment INC.  USDA NRCS Agency. The 
Glacierland RC&D Council works to improve the local economy by the wise development and use of local 
resources. 

Schedule of Compliance  Document that identifies the conservation practices needed to bring landowner 
into conformance with State Agricultural non point Performance Standards and County Ordinances, 
timeline for installation and any cost share that will be needed. The schedule of compliance that identifies 
parcels, the standards and prohibitions that apply to the parcel may be attached to Landowners deed.  

(SWRM) Soil and Water Resource Management Program  DATCP program that provides counties with 
funds to hire and support Land Conservation Department staff and to assist land users in implementing 
DATCP conservation programs (ATCP 50). 

(TMDL) Total Maximum Daily Load Project  A TMDL is the amount of pollutant that a given water body 
can receive without violating water quality standards. The DNR, in collaboration with multiple agencies 
including the Land Conservation Department and other groups is working on the development of a TMDL 
for the Lower Fox River (LFR) Basin, including the Green Bay Area of Concern (GB AOC). 

(“T- Value”)Soil Loss Tolerance  Erosion rate in tons per acre per year at which a soil could maintain 
productivity. 

Soil Survey  NRCS conducts the National Cooperative Soil Survey and publishes soil survey reports.  
Soils data is designed to evaluate the potential of the soil and management needed for maximum food 
and fiber production.  

(USDA) United States Department of Agriculture  Branch of Federal government with responsibilities in 
the areas of food production, inspection, and storage.  Agencies with resource conservation programs 
and responsibilities, such as FSA, NRCS and Forest Service and others are agencies of the USDA. 

Watershed  The geographic area from which a particular river, stream or water body receives its water 
supply.
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LAND AND WATER PLAN TIMELINE 
 
May 1, 2008  
·  Lower Fox River Basin Partners meeting 

·  Brown County reviews L&W Plan Goals, implementation schedule- work plan. 
 
June 23, 2008   
Land Conservation Committee Meeting. 

·  Land and Water Timeline to LCC. 
·  Local Advisory Committee membership. 

   
July 30, 2008  
Meet with Local Advisory Committee 

·  Review Goals, schedule of Land and Water Resource Management Plan 
·  Take Comments  

 
Early August 2008   
Brown County LWCD submits draft plan to DATCP, DNR, FSA and Regional DNR for comment.  Brown 
County makes DRAFT Land and Water Plan available for public review and comment at Land 
Conservation Department Office. 

 
Mid September 2008   
DATCP and DNR return comments to Brown County regarding L&W Plan. LCC at September meeting 
approves Land and Water Plan that will be taken to public hearing with DATCP, DNR, Local Advisory 
comments incorporated into plan. 
 
September 18, 2008  
Review Draft Land and Water Resource Management Plan with Basin Team. 
 
October  27, 2008  
LCC holds public hearing on L&W Plan 
 
End of October 2008   
Brown County submits final draft plan to DATCP, DNR.  
 
Early November   

·  Brown County submits 20 copies of complete L&W Plan (after public hearing) to DATCP for 
approval and Land and Water Board mailing.  

·  Brown County submits copy to DNR basin team leader 
 
December 2008  

·  LWCB makes recommendations 
·  DATCP sends letter to Brown County approving or disapproving plan following LWCB 

recommendations. 
·  LCC final approval of L&W Plan after LWCB recommendations. 

 
January 2009   
LCC final approval- Brown County Board Approval           
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LAND CONSERVATION DEPARTMENT  

 
Agriculture and Extension Service Center 
1150 Bellevue Street 
Green Bay, WI  54302 
Phone: (920) 391-4620 Fax: (920) 391-4617 BILL HAFS                                                                                                                                                           

COUNTY CONSERVATIONIST 
 

Notice of Public Hearing 
Class II 
 
To: All Agriculture Producers, Landowners in Brown County 
From: Brown County Land Conservation Department 
 
 
In October 2002 the State of Wisconsin adopted Statewide Agriculture Performance Standards 
and Prohibitions.   In agriculture areas there are now limits on soil erosion from cropland, and 
requirements that animal waste be properly applied to fields or stored in a way that minimizes 
threats to surface or groundwater.  
 
Brown County as required by the state is in the process of developing a Land and Water 
Resource Management Plan (LWRM Plan) for 2009-2013 which identifies how, when and where 
the Brown County Land Conservation department will implement State Agriculture Performance 
Standards.  All agricultural land must comply with these standards. Landowners may be eligible 
for cost share for implementation.  
 
 A copy of the DRAFT Brown County LWRM Plan can be viewed on the web at the following 
web link: http://www.co.brown.wi.us/Land_Conservation/index.html .  Copies are also available 
for review at the Brown County Land Conservation Department (LCD) Office, 1150 Bellevue 
Street, Green Bay from 8:00 am – 4:30 pm Monday through Friday.   Comments on the LWRM 
Plan can be made at the LCD office.  Comments will be forwarded to the Brown County Land 
Conservation Committee.   
 
The Brown County Land Conservation Committee will be conducting a Public Hearing on the 
LWRM Plan on October 27, 2008 at 5:30 pm  at the Agriculture and Extension Service Center, 
1150 Bellevue Street, Green Bay in room 161. Written or oral comments will be taken at that 
time. 
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Wisconsin Runoff Pollution Rules 
Adopted 2002 

 
ATCP50 spells out program standards and procedures 
NR151 establishes runoff pollution standards 
 
Major points of rules: 
 

·  Farmers applying animal waste or commercial fertilizer must have an annual nutrient 
management plan. 

·  Every farm must comply with DNR runoff standards including Barnyard Runoff and 
Manure handling. 

·  Every farm must manage croplands so soil erosion rates do not exceed tolerable rates (T 
values).  In Brown County most soils equals 3 tons per acre per year. 

·  No overflow from manure structures. 
·  No unconfined manure stacks near waterways. 
·  No runoff from livestock operations. 
·  No unlimited grazing near waterways. 
·  A county may not require a landowner to install a conservation practice unless the 

landowner is offered 70% cost share. 
The cost share provision does not apply to: 
1.) New agriculture facilities. 
2.) Costs to correct grossly negligent pollution discharge. 
3.) WPDES permits (operations greater than 1000 animal units). 
4.) Emergency actions to protect waters of the state. 

·  A county may suspend landowner’s eligibility for Farmland Preservation tax credits if 
landowner fails to comply with conservation standards. 

·  Economic hardship provisions provide 90% cost-share. 
·  Counties must adopt a Land and Water Resource Management Plan. 
·  Counties must insure cost-share practices are designed and installed according to state 

standards. 
·  Counties must file annual report with DATCP. 
·  State will provide cost-share and staffing dollars to accomplish rules. 

 
 
�
�
�
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�
2008 FEE FOR STATE AGRICULTURE NONPOINT PERFORMANCE  STANDARDS 

    State agricultural nonpoint performance standards (NR151) are required on all agriculture land.   The Brown County Budget for 2008 includes 
a $.50 per agriculture acre fee to partially offset costs incurred by the Land Conservation Department to administer this state mandated program 
(ATCP50.10).  
    NR 151.07 of the state administrative code requires a nutrient management plan (NRCS Standard 590) from all that apply manure or 
commercial fertilizer.  Other nutrients such as municipal wastes (NR204), industrial wastes (NR214), or septage wastes (NR113) applied to 
agriculture fields must be included in 590 plans. Land owners should be aware that future application of animal waste or commercial fertilizer to 
sites may be limited to maintain compliance with phosphorus or nitrogen limitations in their nutrient management plan. Failure to obtain an 
annual nutrient management plan can lead to penalties and loss of farmland preservation credits. 
    Winter spreading of animal waste has caused groundwater and surface water problems in Brown County.  If you spread animal waste on 
cropland between December 1 and April 1 you must obtain a winter spreading plan  from the Brown County Land Conservation Department.  
The winter spreading plan will determine your winter storage or stacking needs and identify where waste may be applied. 
   The DRAFT 2009-2013 Brown County Land and Water Resource Management Plan with Priority Farms and Agriculture Groundwater 
Management Zones designation is available for review and comment at the Land Conservation Department Office, 1150 Bellevue Street, Green 
Bay M-F 8:00 am – 4:30pm. 

 
Bill No: ______________   Owner: ______________________________   Acres ______________ 
 
Fee Due ($.50/ag acre):                                   * Unpaid fees are referred to Corporation 
Counsel* 

KEEP THIS COPY FOR YOUR RECORDS 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
2008 FEE FOR STATE AGRICULTURE NONPOINT PERFORMANCE  
STANDARDS. 
Fee due by October 15, 2008.  Payable to:  
Brown County Land Conservation Department      Bill No: 
_____________ 
1150 Bellevue Street, Green Bay, Wisconsin 54302 Phone 920-391-4620   Acres 
_________________ 
www.co.brown.wi.us/land_conservation 
 
The owner of land assessed Agriculture is required to pay this fee. 

Fee Due ($.50/ag acre):                                                                                
For the following agriculture parcels:   Owner: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
**RETURN THIS STUB WITH YOUR PAYMENT BY CHECK OR MO NEY ORDER** 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
Brown County Land Conservation Department 
1150 Bellevue Street 
Green Bay, WI 54302 
 

IMPORTANT FEE NOTICE 
 
 
 
     ADDRESS OF LANDOWNER 
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  Brown County Land Conservation Department  
  Land and Water Resource Management DRAFT Plan 2009- 2013 Questionnaire  

    
  

Please review the 2009-2013 Land and Water Resource Management Plan DRAFT documents and fill out the attached questionnaire   

Rank specific work elements in left column (1 highest) and choose priorities of Goals and Objectives found in Chapter 3. 

Use the back of the last page for additional comments.  Return to the Land Conservation Department by August 8,2008 

  Goals and Objectives found in Chapter 3         

GOAL 1. Identify priority farms   choose priority Comments 
Rank          
  1.  Identify ag operations          

  2.  Rank farms    High Priority       

  3.  Track implementation/ compliance    Medium Priority       

  4.  Notify Priority farms/ needed actions    Low Priority       

    other please list:               

           

  GOAL 2. Implement BMP's   choose priority Comments 

  1.  Implement BMP's in AGMZ's               

Rank  Required:    High Priority       

    a. Require Buffers      Medium Priority       

    b. Prohibit unconfined manure piles 1000 feet of delivery systems    Low Priority       
    c. Prohibit winter spreading without winter spreading plan          
    d. Yearly inspection of Animal Waste Storage Facilities          
Rank  Recommended:          
    a. No discharge of untreated waste from feedlots or milk house          
    b. No diversion of surface runoff into sinkholes or bedrock openings          
    c. No drain tile outlets to sinkholes or bedrock openings          
    d. No row crops or chemicals within 100 feet of delivery systems          
    e. Spill response plan for waste storage, transportation of waste          
    f. Immediate incorporation land applied waste          
    g. Maximum application rates  3,000 gallons or 6,000 gallons per year          
    h. No animal waste or feed storage built within 400 feet of conduits          
    other please list:               
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Rank  2.  Buffer installation  Chapt. 22, 10   choose priority Comments 

    a. Install 7 miles of buffer strips per year    High Priority       

   other please list:    Medium Priority       

        Low Priority         

           

Rank  3.  Animal Waste Mgmt Ordinance Chapt. 26   choose priority Comments 

    a. Install nutrient management plans new acres          

    b. Annual Review and certify existing 590 plans. 95,000 - 100,000 ac    High Priority       

    c. Annually review and approve 75 winter spreading plans    Medium Priority       

    d. Install 5 State Manure Management Prohibitions per year    Low Priority       
    e. Annually inspect manure storage facilities  500au, over flows          
    f. Upgrade non conforming animal waste storage facilities          
    g. Permitting and engineering for 15 animal waste storage facilities          
    h. Notice of violations          
    i.  Animal Waste complaint inspections          
    J. Incorporate other waste into 590 plans (total 29,368 .9 acres- DNR)          
   other please list:               

           

Rank  4.  Install soil conservation practices   choose priority Comments 

    a. Install conservation tillage through cost share on 136 acres per year          

   other please list:    High Priority       

      Medium Priority       

      Low Priority       

                  

           

Rank  5.  Farmland Preservation Program Admin.   choose priority Comments 

    a. Notification of 450 landowners per year            

    b. Monitoring of 450 landowners per year    High Priority       

    c. Compliance with State Standards (complaint based)    Medium Priority       

    d. Notice of non compliance to state    Low Priority       
   other please list:          
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Rank  6.  Priority Watershed Program Admin.   choose priority Comments 

    a. Contract monitoring    High Priority       

    b. Operation and Maintenance compliance checks    Medium Priority       

   other please list:    Low Priority       

                  

Rank  
7.  West Shore Pike Habitat Restoration Project (gr ant 
funded)   choose priority Comments 

    a. Buffer strip installation (included in objective 2)    High Priority       

    b. Wetland restorations- acres of spawning marshes corrected    Medium Priority       

    c. Culvert corrections - replace perched culverts    Low Priority       
    d. Cost share administration - contracts per year - $50,000/ yr          
    e. Grants reporting to granting agencies          
   other please list:               

           

Rank  8.  Waste Transformation Project   choose priority Comments 

    a. Funding and grants administration            

    b. Secure waste streams from industry and agriculture    High Priority       

    c. Coordinate animal waste delivery and nutrient management plan    Medium Priority       

    d. Administration and coordination of project    Low Priority       

   other please list:               

           

Rank  9.  Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)   choose priority Comments 

    a. Planning meetings            

    b. Contacts with landowners    High Priority       

    c. Implementation of work elements     Medium Priority       

    d. Administration and coordination of project    Low Priority       

   other please list:               

           

Rank  10. Groundwater Protection Program   choose priority Comments 

    a. Town meetings            

    b. Well Testing     High Priority       

    c. Old well abandonment  cost share and contracts    Medium Priority       

    d. Field verification of karst features and add to AGMZ map    Low Priority       

  
  e. Proposed County Well abandonment ordinance (est. 980) 
abandonment          

   other please list:               
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  GOAL 3. LCD programs               

Rank  1.  LCD Department Administration   choose priority Comments 

    a. Budget development and monitoring            

    b. LCC meetings    High Priority       

    c. Secretary support, phone calls, customer service.    Medium Priority       

    d. Tree Program    Low Priority       
    e. Annual Report, Annual work plan          
    f. Leave          
    g. Equipment management          
    h. 50 cent per Ag acre fee notification          
    i. Non metallic mining engineering services          
   other please list:               
           
           

Rank  2.  Wildlife Damage Program   choose priority Comments 

    a. Technical support to landowners            

    b. Cost share for abatement $10,000 per year 2- 3 landowners / year    High Priority       

    c. Claims $40,000 per year - 8-10 landowners per year    Medium Priority       

    d. Hunt for hungry coordination    Low Priority       
    e. Administration, grants, reimbursements          
   other please list:               
           
           

Rank  3.  Windmill siting   choose priority Comments 

    a. Site reviews for Towns           

    b. Drainage patterns, culvert sizing    High Priority       

    c. Access road layout    Medium Priority       

   other please list:    Low Priority       
            
                  
         
         
 NAME         
 (Optional)                                                          date        
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Lower Fox River Basin Partner Team            
A coalition of agencies, non-governmental interest groups, academia and 
businesses whose mission is to focus our collective  resources on protecting and 
bettering the environment, especially in the Lower Fox River Basin.  

                  

 

October 9, 2008 
 
Mr. Bill Hafs 
County Conservationist 
Brown County Land Conservation Department 
Agriculture and Extension Service Center 
1150 Bellevue Street 
Green Bay, WI 54302 
 
Subject : Brown County Land and Water Resource Management Plan 
 
 
Dear Bill, 
 
Your fellow members of the Lower Fox River Basin Partner Team are writing to express our support for 
the Brown County Land and Water Resource Management Plan.  We thank you for the opportunity to 
review the plan and for sharing information about the plan at Partner Team meetings.  We appreciate the 
importance of your agency’s efforts to improving water quality in the Lower Fox River Basin and send our 
best wishes for successful plan implementation.  
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
Kendra Axness 
Basin Educator for Natural Resources, Upper Green Bay and Lower Fox Basins 
University of Wisconsin - Extension 
 
On behalf of the Active Members of the Lower Fox River Basin Partner Team: 
 
Vicky Harris, UW Sea Grant Institute 
Janet Smith, Citizen at Large 
Gary Van Vreede, United States Fish and Wildlife Service  
Michael Finney, Oneida Tribe of Indians 
Betsy Galbraith, Oneida Tribe of Indians 
Bill Hafs, Brown County Land Conservation Department  
Angela Pierce, Bay-Lake Regional Planning Commission  
Mike Liebman, Foth Infrastructure and Environment 
Bud Harris, Professor Emeritus - UW-Green Bay  
John Kennedy, Green Bay Metropolitan Sewerage District 
Sue Olson, Fox-Wolf Watershed Alliance 
Ron Vander Loop, Brown County Conservation Alliance 
Rick Stoll, Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 
Kendra Axness, UW-Extension  
Chuck Larscheid, Brown County Port & Solid Waste Department  
 


