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[bookmark: _Ref486233676]Figure 1. Location of South Fork Rivanna River watershed and associated impairments.

1. [bookmark: _Hlk64384874][bookmark: _Ref57004249]Stressor Analysis Findings
As was discussed during the first Technical Advisory Committee in December 2020, a stressor analysis was completed for each of the 13 impairments included in the South Fork Rivanna River TMDL project area.  The stressor analysis identified probable stressors to the benthic community for each stream, as shown below in Table 1.

[bookmark: _Ref64519096]Table 1.  Probable stressors and TMDL targets selected for SF Rivanna tributaries.

	Stream
	Probable Stressors
	TMDL Targets

	Broad Axe Run
	Sediment
	Sediment

	Fishing Creek
	Sediment
	Sediment

	Ivy Creek
	Sediment
	Sediment

	Lickinghole Creek
	Sediment
	Sediment

	Little Ivy X-Trib
	Sediment
	Sediment

	Mechums River
	Sediment
	Sediment

	Naked Creek
	Sediment
	Sediment

	Parrot Branch X-Trib
	Sediment, 
Nitrogen
	Sediment, 
Total Nitrogen

	Powell Creek
	Sediment
	Sediment

	Slabtown Branch
	Sediment
	Sediment

	South Fork Rivanna River
	Sediment, Phosphorus, Dissolved Oxygen
	Sediment, 
Total Phosphorus

	SF Rivanna River X-Trib
	Sediment
	Sediment

	Spring Creek
	Sediment
	Sediment



Questions: 
Any questions regarding these findings?

2. TMDL Modeling Approach
The next step in the TMDL process is to simulate the transport of the pollutants identified in Table 1 from the land into the stream.  In addition, pollutants making their way into these streams through streambank erosion (from within the stream channel itself) must be accounted for.  This gives us a better understanding of how much sediment, phosphorus and nitrogen are currently ending up in the impaired streams, and serves as our baseline for the TMDL study.  Once estimates of current pollutant loading rates are developed, the reductions needed in sediment, phosphorus and nutrients in order to restore the health of the benthic community in these streams must be identified.  Computer based models will be used to develop the estimated pollutant loading rates for the impaired watersheds, and to establish target pollutant reductions to restore stream health. 

Model Selection
The computer model selected to develop sediment and nutrient (total phosphorus and total nitrogen) TMDLs in the South Fork Rivanna River watershed is the Hydrological Simulation Program – FORTRAN (HSPF). The HSPF model was developed for the US Environmental Protection Agency, and is a continuous simulation model that can account for nonpoint source (NPS) pollutants in runoff, as well as pollutants entering the flow channel from point sources. The use of HSPF allows us to consider how precipitation patterns change in watershed between seasons. The HSPF model simulates a watershed by dividing it up into a network of stream segments (referred to in the model as RCHRES), impervious land areas (IMPLND) and pervious land areas (PERLND). Each subwatershed contains a single RCHRES unit, modeled as an open channel, and numerous PERLNDs and IMPLNDs units, representing the various land uses in that subwatershed. Water and pollutants from the land segments in a given subwatershed flow into the RCHRES unit in that subwatershed. Point discharges and withdrawals of water and pollutants are simulated as flowing directly to or withdrawing from a particular RCHRES. Water and pollutants from a given RCHRES flow into the next downstream RCHRES in the network. The network is constructed to mirror the configuration of the stream segments found in the physical world. Therefore, activities simulated in one impaired stream segment affect the water quality downstream in the model. The subwatershed divisions for the study area are shown in Figure 2. 
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Ref64468347]Figure 2. South Fork Rivanna River watershed model subwatersheds and impairments.

Due to the differences in phosphorus and sediment dynamics in a lotic (flowing) waterway versus a lentic one (lakes, ponds and reservoirs), the South Fork Rivanna River Reservoir will be simulated separately within a BATHTUB model and linked with the surrounding watershed HSPF model. BATHTUB was developed for the US Army Corps of Engineers to simulate the eutrophication of lakes and reservoirs, making it a good fit for the South Fork Rivanna Reservoir. 

Endpoint Development
TMDL development requires that we identify an endpoint or water quality goal for the impaired watershed(s). Many pollutants have numeric water quality criteria that may serve as targets when those criteria or standards are not met.  However, Virginia has not established numeric criteria for sediment, phosphorus, and nitrogen in our waterways. Therefore, an alternative method must be used to determine the water quality target for sediment and nutrient TMDLs.

The method proposed to set TMDL goals for the study is called the “all-forest load multiplier” (AllForX) approach, which has been used in developing many sediment and nutrient TMDLs in Virginia since 2014. 

These multipliers are calculated for both unimpaired and impaired watersheds. A regression is developed between the Virginia Stream Condition Index (VSCI) scores at monitoring stations in each watershed and the corresponding AllForX ratio for the watersheds. This regression helps us identify the AllForX threshold value that corresponds to the benthic health threshold (VSCI < 60), as shown in Figure 3. The pollutant TMDL load can then be calculated by applying the AllForX threshold to the all-forest simulated pollutant load of the TMDL study watershed. AllForX is the ratio of the simulated pollutant load under existing conditions to the pollutant load from an all-forest simulated condition for the same watershed. In other words, AllForX is an indication of how much higher current sediment loads are above an undeveloped condition. 
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[bookmark: _Ref534656043]Figure 3. Example regression developed with the AllForX method (not actual data).

Watersheds used in developing the VSCI and AllForX regression should be similar in size and located near the study watershed to minimize differences in flow regime, soils, and other characteristics. Additionally, there must be adequate and recent VSCI data for a watershed.

The South Fork Rivanna watershed includes a number of unimpaired streams that both DEQ and the Rivanna Conservation Alliance (RCA) have been monitoring in recent years.  Consequently, it is anticipated that many of the subwatersheds within the study area can be used to help develop the regression between VSCI score and AllForX (Figure 4). Additional watersheds outside of the South Fork Rivanna may be added depending on preliminary modeling outcomes. In addition, suitable large watersheds may be needed to set appropriate targets for the South Fork Rivanna River impairment.

Questions: 
Are there any suggested watersheds for potential use in developing the AllForX regression?
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[bookmark: _Ref64449904]Figure 4. Stream condition index (SCI) scores for benthic stations in the South Fork Rivanna River watershed.

3. Land Cover Summaries
The Biological Systems Engineering Department at Virginia Tech (VT BSE) has recently been working with DEQ to develop an HSPF model to support a TMDL study for the James River, downstream of the South Fork Rivanna River.  To avoid duplicating their efforts, the portion of the VT BSE watershed model that simulates the South Fork Rivanna River watershed is being modified to serve as the foundation of the South Fork Rivanna River HSPF model in this study. 

As part of their HSPF model development, VT BSE developed a modified land cover dataset based on the 2016 VGIN Virginia Land Cover Dataset. VT BSE developed a methodology to select a subset of identified impervious land cover to generate a separate ‘Commercial’ land cover category. Several categories were also grouped and represented together with ‘Forest’, including ‘Trees’, ‘Shrub/Scrub’, ‘Harvested/Disturbed’, ‘Wetland’, and ‘Barren’ (Figure 5). The modified land cover of the watersheds contributing to each of the impairments are summarized in Table 4 through Table 16 below. 
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[bookmark: _Ref64473669]Figure 5. Modified VLCD developed by VT BSE for HSPF model. 



[bookmark: _Ref64407419]Table 2[image: ]. Modified VLCD land cover distribution for the South Fork Rivanna River watershed.
	Land Cover Category
	South Fork Rivanna River Watershed

	
	

	
	Acres
	%

	Commercial
	140
	0.1%

	Developed, impervious
	4407
	2.6%

	Developed, pervious
	12885
	7.5%

	Cropland
	1875
	1.1%

	Pasture
	25341
	14.8%

	Forest
	125045
	73.1%

	Water
	1264
	0.7%

	Total
	170,957
	100.0%




Table 3[image: ]. Modified VLCD land cover distribution for the Broad Axe Run watershed.
	Land Cover Category
	Broad Axe Run Watershed

	
	

	
	Acres
	%

	Commercial
	0
	0.0%

	Developed, impervious
	67
	3.4%

	Developed, pervious
	151
	7.6%

	Cropland
	0
	0.0%

	Pasture
	212
	10.7%

	Forest
	1548
	77.9%

	Water
	10
	0.5%

	Total
	1,988
	100.0%





Table 4[image: ]. Modified VLCD land cover distribution for the Fishing Creek watershed.
	Land Cover Category
	Fishing Creek Watershed

	
	

	
	Acres
	%

	Commercial
	0
	0.0%

	Developed, impervious
	72
	2.4%

	Developed, pervious
	250
	8.3%

	Cropland
	0
	0.0%

	Pasture
	504
	16.6%

	Forest
	2171
	71.8%

	Water
	28
	0.9%

	Total
	3,026
	100.0%






Table 5[image: ].[image: ] Modified VLCD land cover distribution for the Ivy Creek watershed.
	Land Cover Category
	Ivy Creek Watershed

	
	

	
	Acres
	%

	Commercial
	13
	0.1%

	Developed, impervious
	712
	4.4%

	Developed, pervious
	3058
	18.8%

	Cropland
	56
	0.3%

	Pasture
	2960
	18.2%

	Forest
	9419
	57.8%

	Water
	84
	0.5%

	Total
	16,302
	100.0%




[image: ]Table 6. Modified VLCD land cover distribution for the Lickinghole Creek watershed.
	Land Cover Category
	Lickinghole Creek Watershed

	
	

	
	Acres
	%

	Commercial
	10
	0.1%

	Developed, impervious
	507
	5.8%

	Developed, pervious
	1216
	13.9%

	Cropland
	30
	0.3%

	Pasture
	1100
	12.5%

	Forest
	5835
	66.5%

	Water
	71
	0.8%

	Total
	8,769
	100.0%




[image: ]Table 7. Modified VLCD land cover distribution for the Little Ivy Creek X-Trib watershed.
	Land Cover Category
	Little Ivy Creek X-Trib Watershed

	
	

	
	Acres
	%

	Commercial
	0
	0.0%

	Developed, impervious
	60
	4.8%

	Developed, pervious
	308
	24.4%

	Cropland
	4
	0.3%

	Pasture
	83
	6.6%

	Forest
	803
	63.7%

	Water
	3
	0.2%

	Total
	1,261
	100.0%





[image: ]Table 8. Modified VLCD land cover distribution for the Mechums River watershed. 
	Land Cover Category
	Mechums River Watershed

	
	

	
	Acres
	%

	Commercial
	22
	0.0%

	Developed, impervious
	1669
	2.7%

	Developed, pervious
	4884
	7.8%

	Cropland
	1119
	1.8%

	Pasture
	9686
	15.5%

	Forest
	44760
	71.6%

	Water
	340
	0.5%

	Total
	62,479
	100.0%




[image: ]Table 9. Modified VLCD land cover distribution for the Naked Creek watershed.
	Land Cover Category
	Naked Creek Watershed

	
	

	
	Acres
	%

	Commercial
	0
	0.0%

	Developed, impervious
	64
	3.0%

	Developed, pervious
	222
	10.5%

	Cropland
	129
	6.1%

	Pasture
	558
	26.4%

	Forest
	1100
	52.2%

	Water
	36
	1.7%

	Total
	2,110
	100.0%





[image: ]Table 10. Modified VLCD land cover distribution for the Parrott Branch X-Trib watershed. 
	Land Cover Category
	Parrott Branch X-Trib Watershed

	
	

	
	Acres
	%

	Commercial
	0
	0.0%

	Developed, impervious
	28
	22.4%

	Developed, pervious
	31
	24.9%

	Cropland
	9
	6.8%

	Pasture
	3
	2.5%

	Forest
	55
	43.4%

	Water
	0
	0.0%

	Total
	126
	100.0%





[image: ]Table 11. Modified VLCD land cover distribution for the Powell Creek watershed. 
	Land Cover Category
	Powell Creek Watershed

	
	

	
	Acres
	%

	Commercial
	44
	1.8%

	Developed, impervious
	385
	15.9%

	Developed, pervious
	518
	21.4%

	Cropland
	0
	0.0%

	Pasture
	41
	1.7%

	Forest
	1396
	57.8%

	Water
	32
	1.3%

	Total
	2,417
	100.0%
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Table 12. Modified VLCD land cover distribution for the Slabtown Branch watershed.
	Land Cover Category
	Slabtown Branch Watershed

	
	

	
	Acres
	%

	Commercial
	2
	0.3%

	Developed, impervious
	57
	6.9%

	Developed, pervious
	319
	38.9%

	Cropland
	0
	0.0%

	Pasture
	116
	14.1%

	Forest
	308
	37.5%

	Water
	19
	2.3%

	Total
	821
	100.0%




[image: ]Table 13. Modified VLCD land cover distribution for the SF Rivanna River X-Trib watershed.
	Land Cover Category
	SF Rivanna River X-Trib Watershed

	
	

	
	Acres
	%

	Commercial
	24
	3.4%

	Developed, impervious
	165
	23.4%

	Developed, pervious
	104
	14.7%

	Cropland
	44
	6.2%

	Pasture
	31
	4.4%

	Forest
	334
	47.2%

	Water
	5
	0.6%

	Total
	707
	100.0%




[image: ]Table 14. Modified VLCD land cover distribution for the Spring Creek watershed. 
	Land Cover Category
	Spring Creek Watershed

	
	

	
	Acres
	%

	Commercial
	0
	0.0%

	Developed, impervious
	25
	1.9%

	Developed, pervious
	145
	11.1%

	Cropland
	0
	0.0%

	Pasture
	244
	18.7%

	Forest
	889
	68.1%

	Water
	2
	0.2%

	Total
	1,306
	100.0%





Questions: 
Do these land use percentages match what you see on the ground?
4. Permitted Sources
Individual VPDES Permits
Permitted sources of sediment, phosphorus and nitrogen must be accounted for when estimating existing pollutant loads and developing TMDL target loads.  The Clean Water Act established the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program to limit pollutants getting into streams, rivers and bays. DEQ administers the program as the Virginia Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (VPDES).  DEQ issues individual permits to both municipal and industrial facilities. Permit requirements, special conditions, effluent limitations and monitoring requirements are determined for each facility on a site specific basis in order to meet applicable water quality standards. There are two facilities with VPDES individual permits within the study area (Table 15). The typical pollutant load(s) from these facilities will be calculated from discharge monitoring report data and used to model existing conditions. The typical load will be based on average reported discharge volumes and pollutant concentrations reported to DEQ by the permit holder. The permitted load will be calculated based on the permitted discharge and concentration for the facility. In using the permitted discharge value to calculate the allocated load, a more conservative approach may be taken in order to ensure that the TMDL is protective of water quality.

[bookmark: _Ref64523789][bookmark: _Ref64523753]Table 15. VPDES Individual Permit in the study area.
	Permit No
	Facility Name
	Receiving Stream

	VA0027065
	Cooper Industries LLC
	South Fork Rivanna River

	VA0028398
	Charlottesville-Albemarle Airport Industrial Park
	Naked Creek



General VPDES Permits

General permits are written for a general class of dischargers and adopted as regulations.  Facilities operating under general permit coverage must meet standardized effluent limitations and monitoring requirements specified in the applicable permit.  There are two VPDES potable water treatment plant (PWTP) general permits within the study area, associated with the South Rivanna Water Treatment Plant and the Crozet Water Treatment Plant. The typical and permitted loads will be calculated using the same method as for the VPDES individual permit (Table 16).

[bookmark: _Ref64523835]Table 16.  PWTP General Permit in the study area.
	Permit No
	Facility Name
	Receiving Stream
	Estimated Maximum Discharge (MGD)
	Permitted Concentration (mg/L TSS)
	Permitted Load (lb/yr TSS)

	VAG640097
	South Rivanna Water Treatment Plant
	South Fork Rivanna River
	0.051
	30
	4,664

	VAG640067
	Crozet Water Treatment Plant
	South Fork Rivanna River
	0.063
	30
	5,761



There are four active industrial stormwater (ISW) general permits in the study area (Table 17). There is not currently a permitted loading rate for either sediment or phosphorus for industrial stormwater sources in the general permit. However, the Chesapeake Bay TMDL now requires permittees to assess their nutrient and sediment loadings.  As such, DEQ developed a methodology to estimate the loads from ISW permitted areas. To develop existing loads, the regulated acreages for the permits will be separated from the accounting of total acreages for the watershed. Under existing conditions, the regulated industrial acres for each permit will be included in the model at the same loading rate as other developed, impervious acres. The allocated loads to be used in developing the TMDL will be calculated using the same methodology but utilize the loading rates of 440 lb/ac/yr TSS and 1.5 lb/ac/yr TP noted in the general permit, which was used to estimate the loading from industrial stormwater facilities for Chesapeake Bay TMDL documentation. Since there are no ISW permits within the X-Trib Parrott Branch watershed where nitrogen has been identified as a probable stressor, TN loading targets included in the ISW permit guidance will not be calculated for facilities in the watershed.

[bookmark: _Ref64525404]Table 17. Industrial Stormwater General Permits in the study area.
	Permit No
	Facility Name
	Receiving Stream

	VAR050948
	R A Yancey Lumber Corporation
	Mechums River

	VAR050503
	Charlottesville-Albemarle Airport
	Powell Creek

	VAR052458
	Panorama Paydirt
	South Fork Rivanna River and Naked Creek

	VAR050973
	Ivy Materials Utilization Center
	Broad Axe Run



There are four domestic sewage general permit in the study area (Table 20). The domestic sewage general permit specifies a maximum flow rate of 1000 gallons per day at a sediment concentration of 30 mg/L.  These permit limits were used to calculate a wasteload allocation of 91.44 lb/yr TSS.
Domestic permits are also allocated at 2.5 mg/L of phosphorus, resulting in a wasteload allocation of 7.61 lb/yr TP. 

Table 18. Domestic Sewage General Permit in the study area.
	Permit No
	Receiving Stream

	VAG408456
	South Fork Rivanna River

	VAG408435
	Mechums River

	VAG408493
	Mechums River

	VAG408302
	South Fork Rivanna River



There are two Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) permits within the TMDL watersheds (Table 19). These areas are potential sources of sediment and nutrients and will be assigned wasteload allocations in the TMDL. The loads will be based on the extent and type of land cover within the boundaries of the permitted areas. 

[bookmark: _Ref64526405]Table 19. MS4 permits within the study area.
	Permit Number
	Permitted Entity

	VAR040074
	Albemarle County

	VA0092975
	Virginia Department of Transportation



There are currently 36 active Virginia Stormwater Management Program (VSMP) permits for construction within the study area (Table 20). These permits are a potential source of sediment and phosphorus, and will be assigned wasteload allocations in the TMDL. Each permit contains an estimate of the permitted disturbed area; however, this area is generally not disturbed for the entire length of the permit’s active status. To account for this discrepancy, the acreage estimated to be disturbed for each permit was divided over the length of the permit’s active status (no less than one year). Any active permits in process of termination were excluded because at that stage in the permitting cycle all areas are stabilized.

[bookmark: _Ref64526438]Table 20. VSMP Construction General Permits in the study area.
	Receiving Stream
	Estimated Potential Disturbed Area (ac)

	Fishing Creek
	3

	Ivy Creek
	7.7

	Lickinghole Creek
	164.43

	Powell Creek
	29.94

	South Fork Rivanna River
	179.09

	South Fork Rivanna River X-trib
	10.29

	Slabtown Branch
	150.31

	Total
	544.76



Appropriate erosion and sediment control measures are assumed to be utilized on all construction projects, and for developing final WLAs for the allocation scenarios, loads are proposed to be simulated with an 85% sediment removal efficacy based on Chesapeake Bay Expert Panel Guidance (ESCEP, 2014). 

There is also one Vehicle Wash General Permit, one Nonmetallic Mineral Mining General Permit, and one Animal Feeding Operation permit in the study area (Table 21, Table 22, and Table 23). Allocated loads for these permits will be based on their permit documentation. 

[bookmark: _Ref64526548]Table 21. Vehicle Wash General Permit in the study area.
	Permit No
	Facility Name
	Receiving Stream

	VAG750045
	Albemarle County Schools Vehicle Maintenance Facility
	Ivy Creek



[bookmark: _Ref64526555]Table 22. Nonmetallic Mineral Mining General Permit in the study area.
	Permit No
	Facility Name
	Receiving Stream

	VAG840204
	Luck Stone-Rivanna Plant
	South Fork Rivanna River



[bookmark: _Ref64526559]Table 23. Animal Feeding Operation permit in the study area.
	Permit No
	Facility Name
	Receiving Stream

	VPG100217
	Early Dawn Dairy Inc
	South Fork Rivanna River



Questions: 
Are there any permitted sources that we are missing?

Do the acreage estimates for construction related disturbance seem reasonable?

Does the removal efficacy for erosion and sediment control measures reflect actual implementation in the field within the watershed? 

5. Best Management Practices (BMPs)
To ensure credit is given for prior work completed in the watershed, data on BMPs within the watershed tracked by the Department of Conservation and Recreation has been compiled (Table 26) and associated reductions to sediment and phosphorus loading will be subtracted from the existing loads prior to allocation scenario development. BMP reductions will be based on Chesapeake Bay TMDL Model guidance documents and appropriate changes in land cover within the model.

Table 24.  DCR BMP data within the South Fork Rivanna River watershed.
	Practice Code
	Practice
	Count
	Total Acres Installed
	Total Linear Feet Installed
	Total Acres Benefitted

	CCI-CNT
	Long Term Continuous No-Till Planting Systems
	4
	202.9
	
	202.9

	CCI-SE-1
	Stream Exclusion - Maintenance Practice
	3
	
	4516
	36.3

	CCI-SL-6N
	Stream Exclusion with Narrow Width Buffer - Maintenance Practice
	2
	
	4091
	2.9

	CCI-SL-6W
	Stream Exclusion with Wide Width Buffer - Maintenance Practice
	5
	
	9165
	20.1

	CCI-WP-2N
	Stream Protection Fencing with Narrow Width Buffer - Maintenance Practice
	1
	
	540
	0.8

	CP-21
	CREP Grass Filter Strip
	1
	2.3
	
	2.3

	CP-22
	CREP Riparian Forest Buffer
	25
	177.52
	
	434.92

	CP-29
	CREP Wildlife Habitat Buffer Rent
	6
	42.82
	
	50.72

	CRFR-3
	CREP Woodland Buffer Filter Area
	25
	174.42
	
	424.52

	CRLF-1
	CREP Linear Foot of Streambank Protected
	8
	
	17030
	

	CRSL-6
	CREP Stream Exclusion with Grazing Land Management
	3
	
	6874
	96.2

	CRWP-2
	CREP Stream Protection
	1
	
	1014
	1.8

	CRWQ-1
	CREP Herbaceous Riparian Buffers
	5
	37.7
	
	46.8

	FR-1
	Afforestation of Crop, Hay and Pasture Land
	3
	26.1
	
	24.3

	FR-3
	Woodland buffer filter area
	1
	1.03
	
	1.03

	LE-2
	Livestock Exclusion with Reduced Setback
	3
	
	8710
	7.5

	NM-1
	Nutrient Management Plan Writing and Revision
	1
	311.7
	
	311.7

	NM-2
	Nutrient Management Plan Implementation and Record Keeping
	2
	492.5
	
	492.5

	RB-1
	Septic Tank Pump-out
	2
	
	
	

	RB-2
	Replacement of Malfunctioning Onsite Sewage System or Straight Pipe with Connection to Public Sewer
	1
	
	
	

	RB-3R
	Conventional Onsite Sewage Systems Full Inspection and Non-permitted Repair
	1
	
	
	

	RB-4
	Conventional Onsite Sewage System Installation/Replacement
	1
	
	
	

	RB-4P
	Conventional Onsite Sewage System Installation/Replacement with Pump
	1
	
	
	

	SL-1
	Long Term Vegetative Cover on Cropland
	4
	79.5
	
	124.5

	SL-11
	Permanent vegetative cover on critical areas
	3
	2.3
	
	41.78

	SL-6
	Stream Exclusion With Grazing Land Management
	62
	
	271006.8
	2826.4

	SL-6A
	Small Acreage Grazing System
	2
	
	286
	56

	SL-6B
	Alternative Water System
	8
	252.6
	
	207.74

	SL-6W
	Stream Exclusion with Wide Width Buffer and Grazing Land Management
	1
	
	2088
	96

	SL-7
	Extension of Watering Systems
	1
	40
	
	40

	SL-8B
	Small Grain and Mixed Cover Crop for Nutrient Management and Residue Management
	45
	1339.9
	
	1397.7

	SL-8H
	Harvestable Cover Crop
	31
	1378.58
	
	1486.18

	SL-9
	Grazing Land Management
	1
	12.5
	
	12.5

	WP-2
	Streambank protection (fencing)
	6
	
	9576
	16.1

	WP-4
	Animal waste control facilities
	3
	
	
	

	WQ-1
	Grass filter strips
	2
	7.4
	
	7.5

	WQ-10
	Integrated Pest Management
	11
	1364.5
	
	1364.5
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