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Forward
Project 319h, 98-4
White River/Wichita River Subwatersheds

The ecological transitions within the White River Subwatershed, segments 1239 and 1240, and the Wichita
River Subwatershed, segment 226, have continued along a path which has been greatly influenced by mankind.
All segments of both watersheds drew early man through the provision of life sustaining water and abundant
wild game.  The drawing effects remain the same today and have advanced where water from the watersheds
are captured and delivered far beyond the confines of the banks of White River and Wichita River.

During the 1930's the Wichita River watershed was harnessed to provide flood protection and water for the City
of Wichita Falls, Texas.  Lake Kemp was constructed and is the uppermost significant retention structure on the
Wichita River Watershed.  Although the waters of Lake Kemp in Baylor County are not utilized directly as
potable water, they are blended with waters from Lake Diversion in Wichita County to provide municipal water
for Wichita Falls.  The blending process occurs primarily during periods of drought when municipal supplies
begin to dwindle.

The White River watershed was dammed in the 1960's to provide the primary source of municipal water for the
cities of Post, Crosbyton, Ralls and Spur in Northwestern Texas.  The waters are captured in the White River
Reservoir in Crosby County and delivered to distant points in Dickens, Garza and Crosby Counties.

The setting of these watersheds are comparable to semi-arid Northwest Texas on privately held ranchland in the
Rolling Plains.  A high percentage of the watersheds are comprised of rough broken land with an increasing
invasion of mesquite and associated brush species.  Drought and abusive grazing has eroded the herbaceous
composition in a continual downward trend.  The net effect has been an increase in silted discharge and an
elevated level of undesirable dissolved solids carried by runoff waters.

Early in the 1990's the most recent drought began.  Water levels in White River Reservoir and Lake Kemp
started to drop.  Canopies of undesirable brush in both watersheds had spread and expanded at an alarming
pace.  Conservation programs to reduce brush were popular and utilized extensively in each watershed through
the 1960's, 1970's, and 1980's.  Brush expansion was held to a manageable level due to the effects of these
conservation programs and landowner participation.  Changes in Conservation Programs in the 1980's shifted
concentration of funding and technical assistance from ranchlands to farmlands.  This redirection of funding
made it increasingly difficult to continue to combat expanding brush.  Furthermore, research conducted in the
1990's revealed the ever-increasing growth and establishment rate of mesquites was due to increasing
atmospheric carbon dioxide. The synergistic effect of program losses, increased atmospheric carbon dioxide,
and drought on the watersheds yielded a rapid and unchecked increase in Mesquite frequency, ecological mass
composition, and total Mesquite canopy.

By 1996 water levels in both lakes had dropped dangerously low.  This prompted concerns in the ability of
these watersheds to yield a sustainable volume of water for dependable use by man.  The elevation drop in lake
levels also revealed a disturbing view of silt accumulation far in excess of perceived volumes.  Alternatives for
treatment were needed and the process began.

The late A. Wayne Wyatt, general manager of the High Plains Underground Water Conservation District,
approached USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) and requested a survey of brush in the
White River watershed.  Mr. Wyatt theorized the increase in streambed brush was serving to severely
compromise subsurface migration of waters down the streambed and ultimately into the White River Reservoir.
A field evaluation began.

The summary report by NRCS was provided to Mr. Wyatt on February 13, 1997 and reads as follows. "This
watershed is occupied primarily by larger ranches who continually conduct a high level brush management



program.  Brush control has been actively carried out on 90% of the watershed since 1960.  A review of Great
Plains Conservation Program Contracts, and Agriculture Conservation Program applications reveals repeated
brush management in this area."

"Consequently, existing brush canopies are comparably light when evaluated against untreated sites in the same
area.  Brush canopies of primarily Mesquite are heavy (greater than 20%) on 10% of the acreage in this
watershed, moderate to heavy (10-20%) on 20%, and light (less than 10%) on 70% of the watershed.  However,
approximately 65% of the entire watershed has an abundance of short multi-stemmed regrowth Mesquite
present.  Continued brush management is essential if Mesquite canopies are to remain in the present suppressed
state."

"Secondly, evaluations of the stream beds below U.S. Highway 82 were evaluated for brush encroachment and
restricted flow.  Aerial photography from 1950, 1963, 1970, 1980, and 1991 indices a significant reduction in
streambed width.  A field evaluation was conducted and confirmed this indication."

"Stream bed width of Sand Creek, Pete Creek, and White River revealed a distinct narrowing width by
herbaceous grass species throughout the watershed.  However, brush encroachment was surprisingly limited on
all areas with the exception of the first mile above the Whiter River Reservoir.  It is our opinion, brush
encroachment in these stream beds has been severely compromised by continual aerial spraying for Mesquite in
adjoining rangelands."

The review of the watershed failed to indicate severe compromises from brush on the current volume deficiency
of the reservoir.  However, further analysis of this watershed under variable brush canopies clearly indicates
what would happen if brush management were removed from the past history of this lake, or what can be
anticipated if future brush management is terminated.

A review was conducted which compares runoff hydrology under existing conditions, and two future watershed
scenarios.  The first scenario included continued high-level brush management.  It yielded a grass watershed
relatively free from brush.  The second scenario considered the watershed with termination of future brush
management.  The latter scenario was considered as the existing watershed with brush management excluded in
the 1960's through the 1990's.  The second scenario served as a looking glass into the future watershed with
brush management not utilized.

The report, in summary, stated, "The White River Reservoir Watershed can be expected to yield an average
94% more runoff when all brush is treated as compared to no brush treatment in the entire watershed.  Prior
brush treatment in the watershed has yielded an average 59% increase in runoff for individual 2, 5, and 10 year
frequency storms as compared to the same watershed with no past history of brush management.  A closer
examination shows a 79% increase in acre-feet yield from a two year frequency storm and only a 43% increase
in yield on a 10-year frequency storm.  If one considers the total number of two-year storms to be far more
frequent than the 10-year storm, one would conclude a percentage increase significantly higher than a 59%
average for all three storm types.  This survey does not provide factors for soil water profile losses from past,
existing, or future brush canopies and the effect of those losses to spring and base flow to the reservoir."
Conditions in the Wichita River Watershed were observed to be very similar.

As brush increased, herbaceous cover decreased contributing to elevated levels of siltation in both watersheds.
A second in-house evaluation of siltation was conducted.  The evaluation full brush treatment with residual
weed reduction to have a potential effect of a 40% reduction in silt deposition in White River Reservoir.  This
potential reduction expanded the longevity of the reservoir by 40% from 787 estimated years to 1,107 estimated
years before total siltation occurred.  A similar study in the Wichita River Watershed yielded similar results.

The studies resulted in abandonment of brush reduction plans in the channel of White River and began a focus
of total resource treatment in the entire watershed.  It become obvious that if the studies were correct, total



treatment with the utilization of grazing management, and brush management were needed to properly treat the
watershed, increase water quantity, improve water quality, and reduce non-point source pollution.  Furthermore,
with total treatment the watershed would benefit from wildlife habitat management and pest management on all
acres.   In addition, nutrient management would provide benefits on cropland and pastureland in the watersheds.

While NRCS was conducting the evaluations and estimates for treatment needs in the watersheds, the Texas
State Soil and Water Conservation Board (TSSWCB) began working with the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) in developing a proactive delivery program for total watershed treatment.  The EPA
prepared to deliver funds for the application of best management practices (BMP's) to private landowners in
specific watersheds listed on the State's 303D list. This list recognizes impaired watersheds within the State of
Texas.  The TSSWCB partnered with EPA as the delivery network for EPA's watershed funding through the
319h program.

The local Soil and Water Conservation Districts received knowledge of EPA's funding effort from the
TSSWCB.  Through the partnership of NRCS and local Conservation Districts a complete delivery system
existed.  This delivery system came complete with local grass root support from local volunteer District
Directors coupled with professional technical delivery from NRCS employees.  The 319h Watershed Treatment
Program evolved as a partnership effort between local landowners, local Soil and Water Conservation Districts
(SWCD's), NRCS, TSSWCB, and the EPA.

On May 28, 1998, the first 319h Watershed Treatment Program in the State of Texas began.  This program
started with the signing of a cooperative agreement between Duck Creek SWCD, Rio Blanco SWCD, TSSWCB
and EPA.  Duck Creek SWCD was to provide service to the Wichita River Watershed, Rio Blanco SWCD was
to provide service to the White River Watershed and the TSSWCB was to work as the in directing funds from
the Environmental Protection Agency.

          Charles A. Morris, District Conservationist
                    United States Department of Agriculture

                               Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)
          March, 2003



The Texas State Soil and Water Conservation Board is an equal
opportunity employer, and does not discriminate against job
applicants or employees on the basis of race, color, national
origin, sex, religion, age, disability or veteran's status.
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STATES DEPARTMENT OF
AGRICULTURE

RESOURCE CONSERVATION SERVICE
Jay ton/Spur Resource Team

312 WILLARD AVENUE
SPUR, TEXAS 79370
Phone: 806-271-3763

FAX: 806-271-3282

UNITED

NATURAL

Subject:
Texas

LTP- 319h Program
Dickens/Crosby Counties,

January 29, 1999DATE:

Mickey L. Black, ASC-FO
USDA, NRCS
Lubbock Zone

To

As reqUested I am providing a review of development of the
Duck Creek and Rio Blanco SWCD's 319h project. Numerous
attachments are present and are referenced for clarity.

Our work in the white River Watershed began many years ago
when I was appointed as a director to the White River
Municipal Water District for the City of Spur. White River
MWD provides treated water to the Cities of Spur, Crosbyton
Ralls, and Post. During the drought of the mid 1990's the
Water District became concerned with dropping lake levels
and this office began a "Water Depletion Analysis"
(Attachment Number 1) .

In 1997 this office and our Crosbyton office completed a
hydrology study on the White River Watershed (attachment
number 2) .Our work with water depletion studies and
watershed hydrology analysis of White River provided us with
vast knowledge of this watershed and land treatment history
and needs.

In February, 1997 the Texas State Soil and Water
Conservation Board presented a program at the South Plains
Association meeting on the potential of 319h for individual
watershed land treatment projects. Ed Logan, DC at
Crosbyton, and I presented an idea for 319h treatment for
White River at this meeting.

The Duck Creek SWCD passed a motion in the February, 1997 to
sponsor a 319h project in the White River Watershed. Rio
Blanco SWCD did the same. The State Board Staff was ad~Jised
of this action and informed that NRCS and District Staff
could not schedule planning on this project plan due to
current CRP workload, and would attempt to schedule planning
as opportunity came.



The SWCD's were contacted by the State SWCD Staff in early
Julyof 1997 and requested a review of a 319h project for
White River and Wichita River Watersheds. That review was
held in you office on July 8, 1997. This was the first we
had herd of a project proposal being prepared.

The original proposal was unworkable due to lack of
resources of the SWCD's. There also existed no factual
documentation of planned treatment results for the
watersheds. Revisions to the proposal were.made, and
documentation of facts were prepared (attachments 3,4, and
5) .

The revised proposal for 319h in White River and wichita
River Watershed were completed on October of 1997. The
proposal was accepted by EPA and the SWCD/State Board
Contracts were signed in May of 1998.

To other SWCD's that desire 319h I strongly suggest to
develop "a proposal that has high public profile such as
municipal water. It will be difficult to gain favor without
direct and tangible benefit to population centers such as
cities and municipalities. Furthermore I encourage the
support and development involvement by individuals
associated with cities and municipalities such as managers
of water districts, Judges of numerous counties, and/or
mayors of numerous cities.

Please advise should you have questions,
require additional information.

~

comments, or

~

/~:: " --0 Morris, RTL

Jay ton/Spur Resource Team

/

~
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~fi le losses from past, existing, or future brush canopies and the effect

ot those losses to spring.and base flow to the reservoir. Hopefully you can

extrapolate data in this area from the information provided.

Please review this information prior to our me~ting on February 18, 1997.

Should you require additional information or studies, we shall discuss them

at this meeting and make preparations for completion. It is our pleasure to

work with you on this project. We hope we have been of some value in this

effort.

Don't hesitate to make contact should you have a question or comment.

Sincerely,

Charles A. Morris

District Conservationis~

Mickey L. Black, ASC FO
NRCS, Lubbock Z.one Off i ce

cc:



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT
AGRICULTURE

RESOURCE CONSERVATION
312 WILLARD AVENUE
SPUR, TEXAS 79370
Phone: 806-271-3763

FAX: 806-271-3282

OF

NA TURAL SERVICE

2/12/98Subject: Date:EPA 319 Project
wichita River Watershed
Duck Creek and Rio Blanco SWCD

To Justin Hester
Texas State Soil and Water Conservation Board
FAX 254-773-3311

This office has conducted an analysis of sheet and rill
erosion of the immediate Wichita River Watershed utilizing the
Universal Soil Loss Equation. Calculated estimates of current and
projected soil losses are provided in tons per acre per year, and
gross tons per year for the entire watershed. Drainage area was
calculated. utilizing USGS Topographic maps, soil acreages were
measured from USDA NRCS general soils maps of Dickens County.
Calculations of estimated water erosion were made on each soil
class utilizing the Universal Soil Loss Equation with current and
projected field evaluations of vegetative conditions.

The Wichita River Watershed consist of approximately 60,858
total acres. within this acreage there exist cropland,
pastureland, CRP acreage, and rangeland. Rangeland comprises an
estimated 85% of the total land use. with rangeland comprising
the vast majority of land use and limitations 9f time, this survey
is conducted with values for rangeland over the entire watershed.
Granted such an approach reduces the accuracy of estimation, when
consideration is given to accelerated erosion rates on cropland as
combined with reduced erosion rates on pastureland and CRP
acreage, one can reasonably assume the values for diversified land
use would yield reasonably compatible figures as provided with the
use of total rangeland.

The wichita River Watershed consist of three generalized soil
classes. Class one is a Woodward Quinlin Complex of 45,612 acres.
The current description of this soil class is broken land, 4%
estimated slopes and 200 ft length, 25% canopy cover of Mesquite
and other brush, and a ground cover of 70%. Current erosion rates
are estimated at 0.61 tons per acre each year. Treatment on this
soil class will include Mesquite control and prescribed grazing to
reduce Mesquite canopy to 15% and increase ground cover to 75%.
projected soil losses following treatment is estimated at 0.42
tons per acre each year. Total soil loss before treatment is
estimated at 27,823" tons per year. Soil loss after treatment is
projected at 19,494 tons per year.

The second soil class in a Miles Association of 7,839 acres.
The current description of this soil class is rolling Mesquite
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grassland with well defined drainage patterns. Average slopes are
estimated at 2% with 300 ft lengths. A canopy of 25% Mesquite
and other brush species is present and/or developing with a total
ground cover estimated at 80%. Current soil losses are estimated
at 0.12 tons per acre each year. Planned treatment includes
Mesquite control and planned grazing to yield a 15% canopy and an
85% ground cover. Projected soil losses following treatment are
estimated at 0.09 tons per acre each year. Total soil loss before
treatment is estimated at 958 tons per year. Soil loss after
treatment is projected at 737 tons per year.

The third and final soil class is a Brownfield Nobscot
Complex of 7407 acres. The current description of this soil class
is gently rolling Shinoak grassland with 2% estimated slopes and
300 ft lengths. Current Shinoak canopy is estimated at 50% with a
70% ground cover. Current erosion rates are estimated at 0.11
tons per acre each year. Planned treatment includes Shinoak
control and prescribed grazing to reduce brush canopy to 25% and
increase ground cover to 80%. Erosion rates following treatment
are estimated at 0.07 tons per acre each year. Total soil loss
before treatment is estimated at 814 tons per year. Soil loss
following treatment is estimated at 490 tons per acre.

In summary, treatment of the entire watershed is estimated to
reduce soil loss by a weighted average of 0.14 tons per acre, or a
total of 8,874 tons per year. Total soil loss is estimated to be
reduced 29.9% following treatment.

require additional informationPlease advise should you
care to comment on this report

or

Charles A. Morris
District Conservationist
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SUBJECT:  CWA 319(h) NEWS ARTICLE
DATE:  11/16/98

RRIIOO  BBLLAANNCCOO  SSWWCCDD  AANNNNOOUUNNCCEESS  NNEEWW  CCOONNSSEERRVVAATTIIOONN
IINNCCEENNTTIIVVEE  PPRROOGGRRAAMM

The Rio Blanco SWCD has been awarded funds for the development of
Clean Water Act 319(h) Project Water Quality Management Plans on
land within the White River Watershed in Crosby and Dickens
County.  The primary purpose of this project is to improve the
quality of water entering White River by developing plans which
when applied will achieve a level of pollution prevention and
abatement by reducing silt loads and total dissolved solids.   In
order to discuss this program in detail the Rio Blanco SWCD will
be holding a  White River Watershed 319(h) Project public meeting
at 7:00 P.M. on November 24th, 1998 in the Pioneer Memorial Museum
in Crosbyton.  Refreshments will be provided by the Rio Blanco
SWCD.

The Rio Blanco SWCD has more than $272,000.00 in cost share funds
to be utilized by landowners within the White River Watershed.
The limit per individual landowner is $50,000.00 at 75% cost
share levels for the application or installation of approved
conservation practices.  Practices such as Brush Management,
Livestock Water Pipelines, Livestock Water Storage Facilities,
Cross Fencing, Grass Seeding, Terrace Construction, and
Irrigation Pipeline are but a few practices eligible for cost
share assistance.

The Rio Blanco SWCD will offer a sign-up for project
implementation assistance.
Application for assistance in the 319(h) Program will be ranked
based on a priority system.  Highest priority is given to the
implementation of the most cost effective and most needed
practices.  The local SWCD will determine which landowners
receive technical assistance for the development and
implementation of Water Quality Plans based on a four tier
ranking system.  The four tier system for the White River
Watershed consists of the following:

Ø 1st  Priority Range and Pastureland / Brush Management



2nd Priority Dry Cropland
3rd Priority Irrigated Cropland
4th Priority Recreation

The SWCD will also provide technical assistance for the
development and implementation of Water Quality Management Plans
within the White River Watershed.  The District encourages any
interested landowners or operators to attend the 319(h) Program
meeting on November 24th.  If you are unable to attend the meeting
please call or come by the Rio Blanco SWCD Office.  Our phone
number is (806) 347-2303 EXT. #111, Our address is 402 S.
Ayrshire, Crosbyton, Texas  79322.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) and the Rio Blanco SWCD
prohibits discrimination in all its programs and activities on
the basis of Race, Color, National Origin, Gender, Religion, Age,
Disability, Political Beliefs, Sexual Orientation, and Marital or
Family Status.  (Not all prohibited basis apply in  all
programs.)  Persons with disabilities who require alternative
means for communication of program information (Braille, large
print, audio tape, etc.) should contract USDA’S Target Center at
(202) 720-2600 (Voice and TDD).







RRRIIIOOO BBBLLLAAANNNCCCOOO
SSSOOOIIILLL AAANNNDDD WWWAAATTTEEERRR CCCOOONNNSSSEEERRRVVVAAATTTIIIOOONNN DDDIIISSSTTTRRRIIICCCTTT ###111000777

319 (h) WHITE RIVER LAKE WATERSHED PROJECT
402 S. AYRSHIRE, CROSBYTON, TX 79322

PHONE 806 675-2303 est. 111
June 25, 2000

TO: «Title». «FirstName» «LastName»
«Address1»
«City», «State» «PostalCode»

SUBJECT: NEWSLETTER-Brush Management, White River Lake Watershed

Dear: «Title». «LastName»

I have check soil temperatures and conditions of mesquites on a very few ranches.  I
will be checking more soon.  However, following are my findings to date:

1> Soil temperatures range from 75 to80 degrees at the 12-inch depth.

2> Mesquites have developed very early this year.

3> Very minor insect damages were detected earlier in the week.  Like the mesquite the
insects are 2 to 3 weeks earlier than normal this year.  I have received reports of heavy
insect infestation in some counties to our South.

RECOMMENDATION: PULL THE TRIGGER! !

Make arrangements with your aerial applicator to start as soon as possible.  Spray as much as
you can this year (at least ½ of what you plan to spray).

I think we can get a lot of this work done before we encounter the insect and hail problems
we had last year.

Right now we are in an unsettled weather pattern. As soon as the weather is favorable we
need to use it to our advantage.

I will be doing more checks but I felt I should alert you what conditions I have found to date.

I am available to assist you in any way I can.  Call me anytime at the office or at home. My
home number is (806) 675-2941.

Sincerely,

Silas Flournoy
319 (h) Conservationist



RRRIIIOOO BBBLLLAAANNNCCCOOO
SSSOOOIIILLL AAANNNDDD WWWAAATTTEEERRR CCCOOONNNSSSEEERRRVVVAAATTTIIIOOONNN DDDIIISSSTTTRRRIIICCCTTT ###111000777

319 (h) WHITE RIVER LAKE WATERSHED PROJECT
402 S. AYRSHIRE, CROSBYTON, TX 79322

PHONE 806 675-2303 ext. 111

 June 14, 2002
TO: «Title» «FirstName» «LastName»

«Address1»
«City», «State» «PostalCode»

SUBJECT: NEWSLETTER-319(h)- Mesquite Spraying
Dear: «Title». «LastName»

 I have been checking mesquites for about two weeks now and in my judgment it is time to
start treatment. Some areas have received some hail damage but as I pointed out earlier we
may have to tolerate some situations that are not quite ideal.  Areas of treatment may have to be
shifted if planned area has significant hail damage.

This growing season is your last opportunity to spray brush in this program. Any brush you
want to spray with this program must be done this year.

In order for us to get work done, please help me out by doing the following:

1. Contact the Flying Service of your choice and get your spraying scheduled.
2. Get with me a soon as possible and let me know if your planned area of treatment needs

changing.

I know that you are award of this but I want to remind you that you are responsible to the
spraying service for the entire invoice amount.  You will be reimbursed by the state after
completion of the work.

Those practices other than brush spraying can be done at any time.  Any wells, storage facilities,
fences etc. could be done now or after brush spraying.  Mechanical brush control can also be
done anytime but needs to be completed in time for all documentation and payments to be
completed by April 30, 2003.

I am ready to help you.  Let’s get as much accomplished as we can with this program before it
expires.
                                                                      Sincerely,

                                                                      Silas Flournoy
                                                                      319(h) Conservationist



RRRIIIOOO BBBLLLAAANNNCCCOOO
SSSOOOIIILLL AAANNNDDD WWWAAATTTEEERRR CCCOOONNNSSSEEERRRVVVAAATTTIIIOOONNN DDDIIISSSTTTRRRIIICCCTTT ###111000777

319 (h) WHITE RIVER LAKE WATERSHED PROJECT
402 S. AYRSHIRE, CROSBYTON, TX 79322

PHONE 806 675-2303 est. 111
                                                                                                               April 14, 2000

TO:

SUBJECT: NEWSLETTER-Clean Water Act 319(h)-White River Lake Watershed

DEAR:

Time to do brush management may come early.  Mesquites began budding about April 1.  This could make it possible
to start spraying the later part of May is soil temperature reaches 75 and the leaves have turned a dark waxy green.

Last year spraying was not done on many acres due to defoliation by insects and /or hail damage.  The program was
extended one year due to the above problems.

As of now, you have the years 2000 and 2001 to complete all chemical brush management. If you are one of those that
delayed spraying last year, them you should be planning to catch up this year.  I suggest that you treat as much brush as
possible or at a minimum do at least ½ of the acres you have left to do.  You also need to remember  that a 90-day
deferment is required following brush treatment.

Again you are responsible for obtaining an aerial applicator to do the work.  I will work with the applicator of your
choice.  You are also responsible to that applicator for the entire amount of the invoice.  I will help you make
application to the State for reimbursement.  You will be reimbursed at a rate of 75% of invoice not to exceed the
average cost.

Other practices such a livestock water wells, fences, pipelines etc. must be completed as scheduled or by April 2002.
Please be sure you have and understand the specification for the practice before any work is started.

In May, I will begin checking soil temperatures and conditions of mesquites to determine when spraying can begin.

One more WQMP will be developed. This will completely obligate all funds allocated for this project.

If you have any questions, please give me a call.

Sincerely,

Silas Flournoy
319(h) Conservationist
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319 (h) WHITE RIVER LAKE WATERSHED PROJECT
402 S. AYRSHIRE, CROSBYTON, TX 79322

PHONE 806 675-2303 est. 111
                                                                                                               April 14, 2000

TO:

SUBJECT: NEWSLETTER-Clean Water Act 319(h)-White River Lake Watershed

DEAR:

Time to do brush management may come early.  Mesquites began budding about April 1.  This could make it possible
to start spraying the later part of May is soil temperature reaches 75 and the leaves have turned a dark waxy green.

Last year spraying was not done on many acres due to defoliation by insects and /or hail damage.  The program was
extended one year due to the above problems.

As of now, you have the years 2000 and 2001 to complete all chemical brush management. If you are one of those that
delayed spraying last year, them you should be planning to catch up this year.  I suggest that you treat as much brush as
possible or at a minimum do at least ½ of the acres you have left to do.  You also need to remember  that a 90-day
deferment is required following brush treatment.

Again you are responsible for obtaining an aerial applicator to do the work.  I will work with the applicator of your
choice.  You are also responsible to that applicator for the entire amount of the invoice.  I will help you make
application to the State for reimbursement.  You will be reimbursed at a rate of 75% of invoice not to exceed the
average cost.

Other practices such a livestock water wells, fences, pipelines etc. must be completed as scheduled or by April 2002.
Please be sure you have and understand the specification for the practice before any work is started.

In May, I will begin checking soil temperatures and conditions of mesquites to determine when spraying can begin.

One more WQMP will be developed. This will completely obligate all funds allocated for this project.

If you have any questions, please give me a call.

Sincerely,

Silas Flournoy
319(h) Conservationist
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319 (h) WHITE RIVER LAKE WATERSHED PROJECT
402 S. AYRSHIRE, CROSBYTON, TX 79322

PHONE 806 675-2303 ext. 111

 January 17, 2002

TO:

SUBJECT: NEWSLETTER-319(h)- PROJECT EXTENSION

Dear: .

We have been notified that a one-year extension of this program has been granted making the
expiration date April 30, 2003.

This gives us one more growing season to spray brush.  This is the last extension we will
receive so any brush you want to spray with this program must be done this year. No additional
extensions will be granted.

Since this is the final year, we need to keep several things in mind.

>When the brush is ready to spray you need to be ready to do it. This will be you last chance!!
You need to have you Applicator ready or standing by.

>Since this is you last chance, spraying may have to be done even if conditions are not ideal.
Some insect defoliation may have to be tolerated.

>Pasture to be sprayed may have to be changed due to conditions.  Spray the most seriously
infested pastures that are in best condition to spray.

Please get with me and let’s discuss plans for spraying in 2002.  If I know exactly what
pastures you want to spray and any alternative pastures in case planned pasture does not
work out,  then I can monitor these pastures more closely.  This way I will be able to keep
you informed as to tree conditions as spraying time nears.

Those practices other than brush spraying can be done at any time.  Any wells, storage facilities,
fences etc. could be done now or after brush spraying.  Mechanical brush control can also be
done anytime but needs to be completed in time for all documentation and payments to be
completed by April 30, 2003.

I am ready to help you.  Let’s get as much accomplished as we can with this program before it
expires.
                                                                      Sincerely,

                                                                      Silas Flournoy
                                                                      319(h) Conservationist









319h Wichita River WQMP Practices

WQMP # Practice Description Extent Practice
Value

Brush Management Mechanical 56.2ac. 4777.00
Range Seeding WW Spar, Switch Grass, Indian

Grass, Side Oats Grama, Yellow
Sweet Clover.

56.2ac.

5395.20
Trough or Tank 1175gal. Mur-tex Fiberglass 10'x2' 1no. 1100.00
Prescribed Grazing 58.8ac. 352.80
Pest Management 58.8ac. 117.00
Wildlife Upland Habitat Mgt. 258.8ac. 1552.80
Conservation Cover CRP 200.0ac. 8000.00

Sub. Total 21295.40
Terraces Bt 1  2860ft. Construction Length 8935cu.yds 7148.00
Range Seeding WW Spar, Blackwell Switch 10.9ac. 1046.40
Fencing Crossfence 5 wire barbed permanent 1320ft. 1056.00
Trough or Tank 1175gal. Mur-tex Fiberglass 10'x2' 2no. 2200.00
Livestock Water Pipeline 1 1/4" Schedule 40 PVC 2000ft. 1740.00
Brush Management IPT 269ac. 4035.00
Prescribed Grazing 466ac. 2796.00
Pest Management 466ac. 932.00

Sub. Total 20953.40
Brush Management IPT Yucca Control 122ac. 1830.00
Brush Management Mechanical 44.2ac. 3757.00
Terraces Bt. 1 Basin Terrace Construction 3375cu.yds. 2700.00
Range Seeding Blackwell Switch, WW spar, 5.0ac. 480.00
Prescribed grazing 320ac. 1920.00
Pest Management 320ac. 640.00
Wildlife upland Habitat Mgt. 320ac. 1920.00

Sub. Total 13247.00
Pastureland Planting WW spar, Klein, Side Oats 190.7ac. 18307.20
Brush Management 1/4 Reclaim, 1/4 Remedy (Aerial) 625ac. 14687.50
Pond Cylindrical, Dirt 2301cu.yds 1840.80
Terraces Bt 1,2,3 3594ft. Terrace Construction 7844cu.yds 6275.20
Trough or Tank 3000gal Mur-tex Fiberglass 16'x2' 2no. 3400.00
Prescribed Grazing 908.7ac. 5452.20
Pest Management 1100.3ac. 2200.60
Wildlife Upland Habitat Mgt. 1100.3ac. 6601.80
Contour Farming 184.6ac. 553.80
Residue Management 184.6ac. 1107.60
Conservation Cropping Syst. 184.6ac. 1107.60

Sub. Total 61534.30
Fencing Crossfence 5wire barbed Permanent 6119ft. 6730.90
Brush Management 1\4 Reclaim 1\4 Remedy Aerial 374ac. 8789.00
Prescribed Grazing 574ac. 3444.00
Pest Management 574ac. 1148.00
Wildlife Upland Habitat Mgt. 574ac. 3444.00

Sub. Total 23555.90



WQMP # Practice Description Extent Practice
Value

Livestock Water Pipeline 1 1/4" PVC schedule 40 5662ft. 4925.94
Trough or Tank 1175gal. Mur-tex Fiberglass 10'x2' 4no. 4400.00
Fencing Crossfence 5 wire barbed Permanent 8000ft. 10000.00
Brush Management Strip Spike Control @ 3/4lb. Rate 133.2ac. 3825.50
Prescribed Grazing 809ac. 4854.00
Pest Management 815ac. 1630.00
Upland Wildlife Habitat Mgt. 815ac. 4890.00

Sub. Total 34525.44
Brush Management 1/4 Reclaim 1/4Remedy  Aerial 660ac. 15510.00
Well 105ft. Drilling and Casing 1no. 2260.00
Livestock Water Pipeline Schedule 40 1 1/4 inch PVC 11,649ft. 10134.63
Trough or Tank 1175gal. Mur-tex Fiberglass 10' x 2' 3 no. 3300.00
Prescribed Grazing 1438ac. 8628.00
Pest Management 1439ac. 2878.00
Wildlife Upland Habitat Mgt. 1439ac. 8634.00

Sub. Total 51344.63
Brush Management 1/4reclaim 1/4 remedy Aerial 51.4ac. 1207.90
Prescribed Grazing 307ac. 1842.00
Pest Management 307ac. 614.00
Wildlife Upland Habitat Mgt. 60.4ac. 362.40

Sub. Total 4026.30
Brush Management Strip Spike Control @ 3/4lb. rate 135ac. 3881.25
Prescribed Grazing 320ac. 1920.00
Pest Management 320ac. 640.00
Wildlife Upland Habitat Mgt. 320ac. 1920.00

Sub. Total 8361.25
Well 220ft. Drilling and Casing 1no. 3640.00
Livestock Water Pipeline 1 1/4" Schedule 40 PVC 836ft. 727.32
Trough or Tank 1175gal. Mur-tex Fiberglass 10'x2' 2no. 2200.00
Brush Management Strip Spike Control @ 3/4lb. rate 51.5ac. 1480.25
Prescribed Grazing 170ac. 1020.00
Pest Management 170ac. 340.00
Wildlife Upland Habitat Mgt. 170ac. 1020.00

Sub. Total 10427.57
Well 133ft. Drill and Casing 1no. 2596.00
Livestock Water Pipeline 1 1/4 " PVC schedule 40 204ft. 177.48
Trough or Tank 1175 gal. Mur-tex Fiberglass 1no. 1100.00
Brush Management 1/4 Remedy 1/4 Reclaim Aerial 38ac. 893.00
Fencing Crossfence 5 wire barbed permanent 1735ft. 2168.75
Prescribed Grazing 189.8ac. 1138.80
Pest Management 189.8ac. 379.90
Wildlife Upland Habitat Mgt. 189.8ac. 1138.80

Sub. Total 9592.73
Well 81ft. Drill and Casing 1no. 1972.00
Livestock Water Pipeline 1 1/4" PVC schedule 40 1201ft. 104.40
Trough or Tank 1175 gal. Mur-tex Fiberglass 10'x2' 1no. 1100.00
Prescribed Grazing 309ac. 1854.00
Pest Management 309ac. 618.00
Wildlife Upland Habitat Mgt. 309ac. 1854.00

Sub. Total 7502.40



WQMP # Practice Description Extent Practice
Value

Brush Management IPT Reclaim, Remedy 19.8ac. 297.00
Prescribed Grazing 159.5ac. 957.00
Pest Management 317ac. 634.00
Upland Wildlife Habitat Mgt. 317ac. 1902.00
Conservation Cropping Syst. 153.8ac. 922.80
Forage Harvest Mgt. 153.8ac. 922.80
Residue Management 153.8ac. 922.80

Sub. Total 6558.40
Livestock Water Pipeline Schedule 40 1 1/4 inch PVC 736ft. 640.32
Trough or Tank 1175gal. Mur-tex Fiberglass 10' x 2' 1 no. 1100.00
Fencing 5 wire barbed Permanent 1300ft. 1625.00
Prescribed Grazing 170ac. 1020.00
Pest Management 170ac. 340.00
Wildlife Upland Habitat Mgt. 170ac. 1020.00

Sub. Total 5745.32
Well 143ft Drilling and Casing 1no. 2716.00
Fencing Crossfence 5 wire barbed permanent 4847ft. 6058.75
Trough or Tank 1175gal. Mur-tex Fiberglass 10'x2' 1no. 1100.00
Brush Management Aerial 1/4Reclaim 1/4Remedy 212ac. 4982.00
Prescribed Grazing 321ac. 1926.00
Pest Management 334ac. 668.00
Wildlife Upland Habitat Mgt. 334ac. 2004.00
Conservation Cover CRP 7ac. 280.00

Sub. Total 19734.75
Well 220ft. Drilling and Casing 1no. 3640.00
Livestock Water Pipeline 2" Schedule 40 PVC 34,812ft. 37248.84
Trough or Tank 3000gal. Mur-tex Fiberglass 16'x2' 6no. 10200.00
Brush Management 1/4Reclaim 1/4Remedy Aerial 1072.5ac. 25192.00
Prescribed Grazing 71,620ac. 423720.00
Wildlife Upland Habitat Mgt. 71,620ac. 423720.00
Conservation Cropping Syst. 3340ac. 20040.00
Contour Farming 3340ac. 10020.00
Terraces 3340ac. 6680.00
Residue Management 3340ac. 20040.00
Pest Management 3340ac. 6680.00

Sub. Total 987180.84
Brush Management Mechanical 90ac. 7200.00
Prescribed Grazing 803.3ac. 4819.80
Pest Management 1084.5ac. 2169.00
Wildlife Upland Habitat Mgt. 1082ac. 6492.00
Conservation Cover Area CRP 278.7ac. 11148.00

Sub. Total 31828.80
Well 176ft. Drilling and Casing 1no. 3112.00
Livestock Water Pipeline 1" PVC Schedule 40 1145ft. 881.65
Trough or Tank 1175Gal. Mur-tex Fiberglass 10'x2' 1no. 1100.00
Prescribed Grazing 140ac. 840.00
Pest Management 140ac. 280.00
Wildlife Upland Habitat Mgt. 140ac. 840.00

Sub. Total 7053.65



WQMP # Practice Description Extent Practice
Value

Livestock Water Pipeline 1 1/4" PVC Schedule 40 1435ft. 1248.45
Trough or Tank 1175gal. Mur-tex Fiberglass 10'x2' 5no. 5500.00
Fencing Crossfence 5 wire barbed permanent 2640ft. 3300.00
Prescribed Grazing 574ac. 3444.00
Pest Management 574ac. 1148.00
Wildlife Upland Habitat Mgt. 574ac. 3444.00

Sub. Total 18084.45
Pasture Land Seeding WW Spar, Klein Grass 63.9ac. 6134.40
Trough or Tank 1175gal. Mur-tex Fiberglass 10'x2' 1no. 1100.00
Prescribed Grazing 120ac. 720.00
Pest Management 120ac. 240.00
Wildlife Upland Habitat Mgt. 120ac. 720.00

Sub. Total 8914.40

Practice Description Totals Extent
Totals

Brush Management Mechanical 190.7ac.
Brush Management IPT 410.8ac.
Brush Management 1/4Reclaim 1/4Remedy Aerial 3032.9ac.
Brush Management Spike @ 3/4lb. Rate 319.7ac.

                    Brush Management Total 3633.5ac.
Range Seeding 72.1ac.
Pasture Land Seeding 254.6ac.
Trough or Tank Livestock and/or Wildlife water storage 31no.
Livestock Water Pipeline PVC Schedule 40 59,680ft.
Well For Livestock and Wildlife Water 1078ft. 7no.
Fencing Cross-Fence Permanent 25,961ft.
Pond Dirt Tank Cylindrical Construction 2301cu.yds.
Terraces 9210ft. of Basin Terrace Construction 20154cu.yds.
Terraces Maintain 3340ac.
Conservation Cover Conservation Reserve Program 485.7ac.
Prescribed Grazing 79,778.1ac.
Pest Management 12,148.4ac.
Wildlife Upland Habitat Mgt. 79,913.3ac.
Conservation Cropping Syst. 3678.4ac.
Contour Farming 3524.6ac.
Residue Management 3678.4ac.
Forage Harvest Mgt. 153.8ac.

Total Dollar Value 1352142.30





DUCK CREEK

SOIL AND W A TER CONSERV A TION DIST .

319h PROJECT

Fence-line contrast of treated Shin-Oak by ground application. Area on the right treated in Fall of 1999.
Photo taken in early summer of 2000 after slightly better than average rainfall. With brush management
and grazing management natives grasses made a remarkable recovery from a two year below normal

rainfall.

Photo above shows grnss production on area treated by aerial application for mesquite in 319h project in

South Wichita River Watershed in Dickens County .



Photo above shows tree sheering being applied for control of mesquite on area in South Witchia River
Watershed 319h Project.

Photo above shows mechanical brush treatment of mesquite in Wichita River Watershed 319h project area.



Basin terraces were constructed for water erosion
control to prevent soil loss



Livestock pipeline
was installed to
provide additional
water sources for
improved grazing
distribution.



LIVESTOCK AND WILDLIFE WATER
STORAGE FACILITIES WERE APPLIED AS
CONSERVATION PRACTICES FOR WATER

DISTRIBUTION



GLOBAL POSITIONING SYSTEM (GPS) and LASER LEVEL
technologies used to measure applied best management practices



CONSERVATION
PLANNERS WORKED
WITH LAND MANAGERS
IN THE FIELD TO
ENSURE MANAGEMENT
PRACTICES AND
INCENTIVE PRACTICES
WERE PLANNED AND
APPLIED ACCORDING TO
USDA-NRCS STANDARDS
AND SPECIFICATIONS.



Photos show
cross-fencing
applied, this
practice is used
to manage for
livestock
distribution,
while helping to
improve range
conditions of
native grass
species.



319h White River Water Quality Project
Accomplishments, November 2002

WQMP#
012

Practice
Brush Management
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WQMP#

019 cont.

Descri~tionPractice

Pest ~gement

Conservation Crop

Rotation

Extent Cost
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Residue Mana.1?;ement
Nutrient Management

Qtherland Manag~

020
--

Chemical, Y2 lb Grazon PC,
1 14/1b Reclaim. & 118 lb Remedv

Brush Management-
Mesquite & Prickly Pear

1,755 ac 50,000.00

Prescribed Grazinl!
--

21,396 ac

21,396 ac

376 ac

24ac

21,396 ac

~~g~~
Otherland ManaJ!;ement

Nutrien~g~~~
Wildlife Upland Habitat

Manal?;ement---~---
Wildlife Food Plots 31 ac

021

022
~--

Chemical Y4 lb Recalim &

Y41b Remedy

D ri1Jin .and Casin -159 ft.

9 9

15 acBrush Management 258.75

-
Livestock Water Well 1 no.

117ft

1 no

6,176 ft

159 ac

160 ac

159 ac

1 ac

1,224.69

73.71

1,008.00

1,149.76

Livestock Water Pipeline I" PVC Schedule 40

1680 Gallon Mur- Tex Fiberglass
--

Trough & !auk

Fencin~ 5 Wire Barbed-Permanent

Pre~~ G~
Pest Mana~ement

~u!!j~L~~~
Otherland Mana£ement

261 ac

261 ac
Prescribed Grazin~023
Pest Management--

Sideoats grama, Blue Grama,
Buffalowass, & Green Spran~etop

024 65 ac 2,688.53Pasture Plailting

PrescribeO \.Jrazmg 65ac
166 acConservation Crop

Rotation
166 ac
166 ac

~
247 ac
247 ac
15 ac

---

~~~~~~
Contour Farming

Terraces

Pest Mana~ement

Maintain

~~~~~~
Otherland Management

350 ac

14,586 ft

Mechanical025 19.184.43
10,895.66

-Brush ~~C?ment

Fencing
Cross Fencing 5 Wire Barbed,

Permanent
953 ac

953 ac

5 ac

PestMana~
Prescribed Grazing.

Otherland Mana~



Descriotion Extent

445ac

Cost
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Brush Management
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PRECIPITATION FROM
A WINTER SNOW
HELPED INCREASE
SUMMER SOIL
MOISTURE LEVELS TO
ALLOW OPTIMAL
CONDITIONS FOR
BRUSH CONTROL.



Photos show
mechanical
mesquite
control with
an excavator

Photo shows
mesquite after
mechanical control



Photos showing
aerial brush control
application on
mesquite infestation



Photos taken during a Field visit to
check percent kill from aerial
application for mesquite control



Photo of
aerial
mesquite
brush control
during
application

This photo
also
shows
grass
recovery
following
mesquite
control



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY April 1, 2003
319h Project 98-4
White River Subwatershed segments 1239 and 1240
Wichita River Subwatershed segment 226
Dickens and Crosby Counties, Texas 

WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION
ASSISTANCE IN THE TEXAS ROLLING PLAINS

On May 28, 1998, the first 319h Watershed Treatment Program in the State of Texas began.  The
program started with the signing of a cooperative agreement between Duck Creek Soil and Water
Conservation District (SWCD), Rio Blanco Soil and Water Conservation District, Texas State
Soil and Water Conservation Board (TSSWCB), and the United States Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).  Duck Creek SWCD was to provide service to the Wichita River Subwatershed,
and the Rio Blanco SWCD was to provide service to the White River Subwatershed.  The
TSSWCB was to work as the lead agency in directing the funding from EPA.

Generalized program objectives were the delivery of on-site conservation planning and
implementation with individual private landowners in each subwatershed.  The developed
conservation plans were targeted to bring current land management to the Resource Management
System level, which would yield sustainable levels of resource management on each individual
farm or ranch.  During the conservation planning process, technical land planners, provided by
the individual SWCD's, worked with landowners in selecting Best Management Practices
(BMP's) required to yield the desired effect on each land unit planned.  Federal incentive funding
for installation of BMP's would be provided though 319h funding from EPA and delivered to
each individual Water Quality Management Plan through the SWCD's by the TSSWCB.   

Maximum federal incentive funding was capped at $50,000.00 per individual Water Quality
Management Plan (WQMP).  Total federal incentive funding targeted to the Wichita River
Subwatershed was $188,286.00 with the target area comprised of 60,858 acres.  Total incentive
funding targeted to the White River Watershed was an original allocation of $272,356.00 with an
additional allocation of $66,353 being added on August 30, 1999.  The final total allocation of
incentive funds for the White River Subwatershed ended at $338,709.00 with the target area
comprised of 86,648 acres.   The total funding level for all federal incentive funds was
$526,995.00 on 147,506 total acres.

Additional funding for support and delivery was allocated and targeted as follows; Duck Creek
SWCD - $118,667.00, Rio Blanco SWCD - $118,667.00, United States Department of
Agriculture - Natural Resources Conservation Service - $166,450.00, TSSWCB Regional Office
at Hale Center - $4,500.00, and an additional $10,000.00 for contractual support.  The total
federal funding value for support and delivery of the project was $418,284.00.

Total federal allocated funding for the entire project ended at $945,279.  Fifty-six percent of
federal allocated funding was directed to incentive of application for BMP's and forty-four



percent allocated to support for delivery.  Total project funding was based on 60% federal and
40% non-federal match.  The total projected non-federal match was $585,346.00  

Each SWCD hired a planner to provide technical assistance and planning services to cooperating
landowners within each subwatershed. Each SWCD purchased a vehicle, computer, and
necessary software and supplies to deliver the planning services.  Announcements of the program
were delivered to potential cooperators through public meetings held in Dickens and Crosby
Counties in the fall of 1998.  The first Water Quality Management Plan developed for 319h
delivery was signed in the Duck Creek SWCD on December 28, 1998.  Over the next eighteen
months 43 individual requests for Water Quality Planning were received for the project.  From
these applications 37 individual Water Quality Management Plans (WQMP) were developed,
signed by the cooperator, and approved by the local SWCD's and the TSSWCB.

Fifteen of the 37 WQMP's were written with the Rio Blanco SWCD on 95,305 acres in the
White River Subwatershed.  Twenty-two of the 37 WQMP's were written with the Duck Creek
SWCD on 85,427 acres in the Wichita River Subwatershed.  The remaining six original
applications for planning were not developed into WQMP's due to indecisiveness by the
cooperators in selection of BMP's
.
The original target window for development and execution of all WQMP's within the project was
set from April 30, 1998 to April 30, 2001.  All unutilized federal funds would vanish and return
to the EPA at the end of this period.

The selection of BMP's for receipt of federal incentive funding primarily included aerial
spraying, tree grubbing, and individual plant treatment for: brush control, wells, pipelines, water
storage facilities, and cross fencing for livestock grazing management; and terrace construction,
diversion construction, pond construction, range seeding, and pasture seeding for erosion control.
One hundred percent of original federal funds directed for incentive payments were allocated.

Management BMP items primarily included in an individual WQMP were Prescribed Grazing,
Nutrient Management, Pest Management, Wildlife Upland Habitat Management, Conservation
Cropping Sequences, and Crop Residue Management.

Each individual WQMP cooperator agreed to install all incentive BMP's along with all
management BMP's.  Maintenance of all installed practices were guaranteed by the cooperator
for the life expectancy of the individual practice through signature of certification of the WQMP.
Annual Status reviews were conducted on each WQMP each year by the SWCD planners.
Proper installation of management BMP's was achieved each year at the rate of 100% for each
plan as reflected by the Status Reviews.  Application of incentive BMP's became more difficult
as the program advanced.  

The lions share of funding for incentive BMP's was directed to aerial application of herbicides
for management of encroaching Mesquite on rangeland within each subwatershed.  Effective
aerial application to achieve maximum results was and remains dependent on the physiological
condition of the target specie, Mesquite.  Physiologically the Mesquite tree must develop rapidly
in the spring when soil moisture is adequate to achieve a target tree with lush, full, and healthy



leaf development.  Insufficient physiological development limits absorption of aerialy applied
herbicides and compromises the essential translocation mechanism from the leaf to the root zone
of the target tree to achieve plant mortality.   Secondly, environmental and biological impacts
such as hail and insect damage can, and often, destroys adequately developed leaves of target
species by the optimum target window.

Research and experience has taught to delay aerial application of herbicide until the soil
temperature in the target area is a minimum of 75 degrees fahrenheit at a 12-inch depth.
Optimum soil temperature is achieved approximately July 1 in the Dickens and Crosby County
areas.  Optimum soil temperature is a barometer for the beginning of Mesquites translocation of
carbohydrates from the leaf to the root zone and represents the opening of the optimum target
window.  For maximum effectiveness, herbicide applications must be delayed until carbohydrate
translocation begins from the leaf to the root zone.  This target window remains open for
approximately six weeks.

By July 1, 1999 drought and Mesquite Leaf Cut Worms had reduced Mesquite leaf development
far below acceptable levels for effective herbicide applications.  A request for a one year, time
only, extension to the program was request on August 2, 1999.  The request was granted and the
total program was extended from April 30, 2001 to April 30, 2002.

Target leaf development was adequate for herbicide application to Mesquite in July, 2000 and
significant advances toward completion of incentive BMP's was made.  However, again in 2001
leaf development became inadequate for receipt of aerial herbicides.

Mesquite leaf development in 2001 began well with adequate soil moisture and favorable
environmental conditions.  In May of 2001 significant acreage of target Mesquite in the White
River Subwatershed received significant hail damage.  Subsequent leaf development was
inconsistent with desired levels.  On July 27, 2001 a second and final request for program
extension, time only, was made by the SWCD's.  The request was granted and the total program
was extended to the maximum ending date of April 30, 2003.

2002 aerial application conditions were adequate and the final aerial herbicides were delivered in
July and August of 2002.  Progress of mechanical brush removal, well drilling, construction of
pipelines, water storage's, and cross fences continued on schedule through out the length of the
program.  

Final completion of scheduled BMP's continues as this Executive Summary is prepared in April
of 2003.  However, to date 99.2% of all BMP's receiving federal incentive funding have been
completed based on utilization of available funds.  One hundred percent of all funded Incentive
BMP's were completed in the Wichita River Subwatershed and 98.9 % of all funded incentive
BMP's are completed in the White River Subwatershed.

Significant additional benefits were achieved in the completion of incentive type BMP's in both
subwatershed that received no federal incentive funds.  The influence by the SWCD planners
while working with cooperators in development of total resource management systems



precipitated the planning and completion of $60,757.00 of practices that received no incentive
funding.  

A summary review of total installed incentive eligible BMP's versus installed BMP's that
received incentive funds reflects a 165% application rate.  The effects of simply providing
conservation planning delivery to landowners in the Subwatersheds with limited incentive
funding yielded accomplishment far in excess of that perceived in the development stage.  

In the White River Subwatershed a review of total land treatment accomplishments yields a
result as follows, total acres of brush management - 14,352 acres, cross fence construction -
20,762 feet, livestock water wells - 3 number, livestock water pipelines - 7,283 feet, and
livestock water storage facilities - 4 number.  Total acres of Prescribed Grazing on Rangeland
accomplished were 88,785 acres.  The ability to achieve volumetric acres of accomplishment in
excess of target acres was achieved as enthusiasm for the program grew up the White River
Subwatershed into expanded treatment acres consistent with the boundaries of the Subwatershed.
Conservation cover and Pasture planting to remove cropland from cultivation into permanent
grass cover was accomplished on 1,756 acres.  Nutrient Management was accomplished on 3,663
acres of cropland and pastureland.  Pest Management was achieved on 92,220 acres. And
terraces were constructed to reduce excessive erosion with the installation of 6,997 feet of
terraces.  Lastly, proper management on cropland acres was achieved by the implementation of
Conservation Cropping Systems and Crop Residue Management on 3,358 acres.

Measures of success in the White River Subwatershed were projected for the development of six
(6) WQMP yielding a sediment reduction of 22%.  A total of 15 WQMP's were developed and
completed yielding a planning/implementation accomplishment at 250% of projection.  Sediment
loss is estimated to be reduced 30%. Expanded accomplishment was achieved by unprojected
treatment accomplishments to cropland acres within the subwatershed.  These unprojected
cropland acres yielded relative excessive volumes of silt and potential nutrient/chemical loading
prior to treatment.  Through planning and implementation of BMP's on these cropland acres, the
potential source for non-point source pollution was treated.  Additional residual benefit to the
total resource base was realized in the White River Subwatershed through the planning and
application of Wildlife Upland Habitat Management on 21,411 acres.  

In the Wichita River Subwatershed a review of total land treatment yields a result as follows,
total acres of brush management - 3634 acres, cross fence construction - 25,961 feet, livestock
water wells - 7 number, livestock water pipelines - 59,680 feet, and livestock water storage
facilities - 31 number. Total acres of Prescribed Grazing on Rangeland accomplished was 79,778
acres.  The ability to achieve volumetric acres in excess of target acres was achieved as planning
on one cooperator grew from the confines of Dickens County well into King County as the
acreage of the WQMP management unit extended across the County line while remaining within
the subwatershed.  Range Seeding and Pasture planting to remove cropland from cultivation, and
the establishment of permanent grass cover was accomplished on 326 acres. Pest Management
was achieved on 12,148 acres. And terraces were constructed to reduce excessive erosion with
the installation of 9,210 feet of terraces.  Lastly, proper management on cropland acres was
achieved by the implementation of Conservation Cropping Systems and Crop Residue
Management on 3,524 acres.



 
Measures of success in the Wichita River Subwatershed were projected for the development of
nine WQMP's yielding a sediment reduction of 12%.  A total of 22 WQMP's were developed and
completed yielding a planning/implementation accomplishment at 244% of projection.  Sediment
loss is estimated to be reduced 16%.  Once again expanded accomplishment was achieved by
unprojected treatment accomplishments to cropland acres within the subwatershed.
These unprojected cropland acres yielded relative excessive volumes of silt and potential
nutrient/chemical loading.  Through planning and implementation of BMP's on these cropland
acres, the potential source for non-point source pollution was treated.  Additional residual benefit
to the total resource base was realized in the Wichita River Subwatershed through the planning
and application of Wildlife Upland Habitat Management on 79,912 acres.

Water yields within each of the Subwatersheds are not anticipated to be adversely effected or
significantly enhanced through implementation of the project.  Total water yield is anticipated to
be reduced during periods of rainfall incidents below the ten-year frequency due to significantly
improved herbaceous vegetation.  Volume yields from storm incidents above the ten-year
frequency are not anticipated to be effected.  However, water quality yields from all storms are
anticipated to be significantly improved due to herbaceous vegetation improvements.

Longevity benefits of treatment are expected to exceed life expectancy of installed BMP's due to
cooperator improvements in management.    Exceptional improvements in grazing management
were achieved within the treatment areas through development of prescribed grazing plans and
implementation of those plans.  Cooperators understanding of the concepts and effects of
prescribed grazing have yielded and are anticipated to continue to yield significant improvements
in the herbaceous vegetation resource base and economic stability of the operating unit.

Initial budgeted goals for non-federal match were set at $585,346.00 to achieve the desired 40%
of total budget as prescribed by the project.  With the inclusion of an additional incentive
funding in the White River Subwatershed of $66,353.00, a revised total budget for non-federal
match evolved to $629,581.00.  The cooperator portion of federal funded incentive installed
practices totaled $62,762 in the Wichita River Subwatershed and $112,903.00 in the White River
Subwatershed.  Non incentive funded construction items planned and completed in the WQMP's
of both Subwatersheds totaled $60,757.00.

Planned and installed management type BMP's in both watersheds totaled $1,921,130.00 for all
five years of the program.  Dollar values for management type BMP's were developed by
utilizing parameters consistent with federal incentive funding utilized in other federally funded
programs such as the Environmental Quality Incentive Program (EQIP).  The value for
prescribed grazing was established at $1.20/ac/year for installation, pest management at
$0.40/ac/year of installation, wildlife habitat management at $1.20/ac/year of installation, crop
rotation systems at $1.20/ac/year of installation, crop residue management at $1.20/ac/year of
installation, and contour farming at $0.40/year of installation.

The summary review of comparison between federally funded expenditures versus non-federal
match reveals a total program value of $3,102,831.00.  Non federal match totaled $2,157,552.00
while federal expenditures totaled a budgeted $945,279.00.  Actual federal expenditures will



balance just under budgeted amounts as limited funds for support and delivery are returned by
the SWCD's.  Actual federal expenditures will not be available until after April 30, 2003, the
close of the program.  In summary, actual federal expenditures will account for 30% of the
project while non-federal match will account for 70% of the program.  A non-federal match are
local only and do not reflect state support values which are not available at the field level for
development of this analysis. 

All "Projected Goals/Objectives" listed within the scope of the project were completed as the
partnership of agencies joined together to present, deliver, administer, fund, and execute the
project.  Project partners to be commended for the exceptional successes of this project includes
Environmental Protection Agency, Texas State Soil and Water Conservation Board, Rio Blanco
SWCD, Duck Creek SWCD, Texas Agricultural Experiment Station - Blanckland Research
Center, and Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS).

Strength and confidence from the general public toward the Environmental Protection Agency
were greatly enhanced.  Private landowners were initially hesitant to join in a program sponsored
by EPA due to EPA's enforcement perception.  The partnership of EPA with local grass root
agencies such as SWCD's and TSSWCB served to overcome this perception and strengthen the
goal and mission of EPA along with other sponsoring agencies.  The proactive posture by EPA
on non-point source pollution abatement, as reflected through 319h, is pedestaled by cooperating
landowners within the project.

All "Project Task" as listed in the scope of the project were completed by all partners on a
continual timely basis.  The strength of all partners associated with the 319h project were
enhanced and personified.  Initial coordination efforts within the project were cumbersome since
this was the first 319h project on a subwatershed and no established guidelines existed. Guidance
for coordination effort was essentially developed as the project progressed.  The road map
developed from this project will enable ease in duplication all across the State of Texas, and
facilitate even greater successes.

As reflected from the accomplishments within this summary, this 319h program was a significant
success and served to advance the resources of environmental enhancement, proactively address
non-point source pollution abatement, and solidify the partnership of joint agencies in
accomplishment of broad scope objectives.



Rick Paschall, Soil and Water Conservation District
Planner, compiled the information in this report.
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