2019
Silver Creek Stakeholder
Meeting

Erin Houghton
Watershed Programs Manager
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Today's Agenda:

 7:30 — 8 am Refreshments & Social

8 am Welcome & Introduction

8:10 — 8:30 am Accomplishments and Partners
8:30 — 10:30 am Partner Project Highlights

10:30 — 10:40 am BREAK

10:40-10:50 am Silver Creek Final Report

10:50 - 11:20 am LFR Watershed Efforts: P/K GLRI,
WQ Pact, Basin Leadership Council

11:30 - 11:45 am grab lunch

11:45 - 12:15 pm Silver Creek Partner Feedback
12:15-12:45 pm ACDC Plans and Next Steps
12:45 - 1 pm Final Discussion & Wrap-up







Silver Creek Key Accomplishments:

2014 - Project Kickoff 2015 - Watershed
- Developed project partners ~ Inventory
» Water quality sampling » Comprehensive field
+ Soil sampling evaluations
+ Stream surveys « Arc GIS tablet application
« Conservation planning
meetings

 Developed conservation
and enhanced nutrient
mgmt. plans




Silver Creek Key Accomplishments:

2016 - 2019 - Project Implementation
« Water quality monitoring

Field planning
Cost share agreements
Best Management Practice (BMP) installation

Filter strips (buffers)

Critical area plantings

Grassed waterways

wetlands

Cover Crops

Residue Management

Low Disturbance Manure Application
Etc.

Verification of installed BMPs
GIS Database modifications
Coordination, coordination, coordination....



Fall 2019 Final Soil Sampling

» Silver Creek Final Soil Sampling
underway

« Fall 2019: >75% complete

» Compare to initial Fall 2014-Spring 2015,
pre BMP implementation

« Same technique, same sample points,
similar time of year sampled

 How did soils respond to field level
changes?




Next Steps In Silver Creek
s

* Update conservation plans

e Planning for 2020 growing

season * Continue water quality

monitoring beyond 2020
* Meetings with growers « Reduced effort

looking ahead . . .
e Silver Creek will continue

* Continue instaI.Iation of alongside ACDC
needed operational BMPs . .
2020 * Future updates included in

, ACDC outreach efforts
e Continued contact,

resource assistance, and

verification of implemented '
work ‘ o
4




Partnerships in the Silver Creek Pilot

Project:
chzm (e

“‘ED STq’s

O’VAGENC"
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0 NRC Natural Resources
\=J Conservation Service

 Stakeholder: actively interested in, affected by, or may benefit from shared knowledge
of project success

 Partner: actively contributes time and resources to assist with the success of the pilot
project

 Collaborations and Partnerships have been crucial to the success of the Silver Creek
Project
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Partnerships in the Silver Creek Pilot
Project:

« Early working groups evolved with » USGS
the project needs * Key Project Development Roles:
 Key Ag Implementation Roles: * CH2M (now Jacobs)
 County Conservation staff  Qutagamie County
* Tilth Agronomy staff « Key Project Support:
 Key Watershed Restoration Roles: « Oneida
 Wetland and biological partners  Brown County
« UWGB partners « UW-Extension

« USFWS partners




Silver Creek Pilot Project:
Water Quality Review 2014-2019

Ben Young
NEW Water
Watershed Specialist










Water Quality Sampling Sites in Silver Creek




Silver Creek Water Quality Sample
Collection Summary

2019 Silver
Creek sample
season began
just after ice off
3/17/19 and
ended with ice on
11/11/19



2014-2019 Silver Creek Main Stem Water
Quality

SL-




2019 Crook Road (CKR) Total Phosphorus



2019 Florist Drive (FLD, Grab) Total Phosphorus



2019 Silver Creek Florist Grab
vs. Event Total Phosphorus




2014-2019 Silver Creek Main Stem Water
Quality Review




2014-2019 Silver Creek Main Stem Water
Quality Review




2014-2019 Silver Creek Main Stem Water
Quality Loads

Cover crops starting to establi




Water Quality &
Watershed
Interactions In
Silver Creek

Natalie Lenz
Jacobs Engineering



Florist Drive (FLD, Grab)
Total Phosphorus

"Note: ""Runoff Conditions"" approximated as >0.75"" precipitation in previous
6 days (including day of sampling). ""Baseflow Conditions"" approximated as
<0.20"" precipitation in previous 6 days (including day of sampling)."



Florist Drive (FLD, Grab)
Total Phosphorus



Florist Drive (FLD, Grab)
Total Phosphorus



Florist Drive (FLD,
Grab) Total
Phosphorus



Crook Road (CKR)
Total Phosphorus

"Note: ""Runoff Conditions"" approximated as >0.75"" precipitation in previous
6 days (including day of sampling). ""Baseflow Conditions"" approximated as
<0.20"" precipitation in previous 6 days (including day of sampling)."



Crook Road (CKR)
Total Phosphorus



Crook Road (CKR)
Total Phosphorus



Crook Road (CKR)
Total Phosphorus



Biological Monitoring of Silver Creek

Pre-Restoration Project
Post BMP implementation

December, 2019
Stakeholder’s Meeting Update
~Jim Snitgen, Oneida Nation






Table 1. Water quality ratings for HBI values
(from Hilsenhoff 1987)

2019

HBI =5.25
EPT=6

Total taxa = 27
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EPT Values
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The Ephemeroptera (Mayflies), Plecoptera (Stoneflies) and Trichoptera (Caddisflies)
Index (EPT) had best score in 2019.



Questions?



Wetland Projects Review

Gary Van Vreede
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service



















Fund for
\) Lake Michigan

W. Adams Drive Project



Project Goals

Improve surface water quality

Restore habitat for wildlife
and native plants

Educate stakeholders and
garner support



Oct 2017 — Wetland Basins




Fall 2017-18 Planting




By the Numbers

80 acres of row crops converted to perennial forage cover

3.5 acres of treatment wetland/detention basins installed

20 acres of native prairie and wetland species planted

Approximately 17 acres of invasive plants treated

Number and kinds of birds increased



Water Quality Monitoring






Lessons

* Permitting
* Partnerships

* Time



Vegetated Treatment Systems

Dr. Mathew Dornbush
Dustin Nelson
Isabelle George
University of Wisconsin-Green Bay
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Goal 1: to evaluate the potential for warm-
season grasslands to sequester and remove P
in plant biomass.

* Compare:
— Switchgrass verses mixed grass plantings

— N-fertilizer verses legume inter-seeding
 Ammonium sulfate fertilizer (200 Ibs/ac)

— Single mid-summer cut verses double cut

\F GREEN BAY



Biofuels Grasslands

e Established in 2012

e 16 plots, at
approximately 0.5 ac
each

* Data Collection:
— Aboveground biomass
— Belowground biomass
— Tissue P (%)
— Soil properties (‘12, ‘18)

\F GREEN BAY



Legacy soil P within
Fields

* Influences are long-
lasting

P16 | Map of the e wath indications of former laad use fing to wchamol

Dupouey et al. 2002

UNIVERSITY of WISCONSIN

GREEN BAY




Legacy P

® (Consider 3 factors:
® Pool:

® Soils and aquatic
sediments

® Plants and algae
® Form:
® Organic
® [norganic
® Available
® Unavailable

® |_ocation:

® Depth
" ® Landscape
nosition

UNIVERSITY of WISCONSIN

GREEN BAY



Highest yields from fertilized switchgrass cut in fall
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But, N-fertilization also notably increased plant-P
content

Inferred

UNIVERSITY of WISCONSIN

GREEN BAY



DH didn’t improve yield, but significantly increased
tissue P (%)

IIIIIIIII f WISCONSIN

GREEN BAY



But, harvestable P was highest in fertilized
double harvest treatments

2015 2016 2018
Treatment Fall DH Fall DH Fall DH
. ‘\ ( Switch. w/ Fert. 0.23% 0.28% 0.21% 0.28% 0.27% 0.35%
Switch. w/ Leg. 0.26% 0.28% 0.23% 0.29% 0.25% 0.30%
Mix-Grass w/ Fert. 0.29% 0.34% 0.23% 0.31% 0.28% 0.33%

UNIVERSITY of WISCONSIN

Mix-Grass w/ Leg. 0.28% 0.28% 0.23% 0.27% 0.26% 0.30%
GREEN BAY /Leg d d d d d d

0.27% 0.30% 0.23% 0.29% 0.27% 0.32%



Roots are also an important part of the story

IIIIIIIII f WISCONSIN

GREEN BAY



Species

Switchgrass w/
Fertilizer (18, “16)

Switchgrass w/
Legumes (18, ‘16)

Corn Silage

Wheat grain &
straw

Various buffers

What can be harvested?

DH SH
(kg P ha?)

Perennial Roots Source
(kg P to 30 cm

(total) hat)

(kg P hal)

Nelson, George,

26.9 27.7 12.2 (15.3) & Dornbush
(unpublished)
Nelson, George,
19.6 22.0 9.8 (12.3) & Dornbush
(unpublished)
Von Haden and
-- 8.3 t029.7 0.0 Dornbush
(2017)
21.7 Von Haden and
-- (included wet 0.0 Dornbush
areas) (2017)
George and
8.8 . Dornbush
(5.1to 16.5) ' (unpublished)




UNIVERSITY of WISCONSIN
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UNIVERSITY of WISCONSIN

GREEN BAY




Preliminary Conclusions

® We have some mass balance work to do.

® [f the goal is to maximize P harvest, while minimizing P losses,
fertilizing perennial switchgrass with multiple cuttings does
maximize harvestable P

® Broader ecological questions associated with this approach (GH
emissions, etc)

® Perennial grasses significantly reduced soil mass in the top 30 cm,
thus changing P location and vulnerability

® crosion vs. leaching?

UNIVERSITY of WISCONSIN

GREEN BAY




Goal 2: To more
expansively identify the P
content of existing grass-

based BMPs at the
watershed scale

We sampled existing riparian
grass buffers of varying ages
within the Silver Creek
watershed in 2016.

\F GREEN BAY



Paired Field and Buffer samples

 Harvestable
plant P ranged
from 5.1 kg ha’!
to 16.5 kg ha’!
among buffers,
but was unrelated
in a simple, linear
way to either buffer age or soil P concentrations.

« However, both soil P concentrations in active fields and
adjacent buffers were positively and significantly correlated.

\F GREEN BAY



Example Site:
FCS-7

e Samples were
take 15 m inside
the buffers, and
10 m out into the
field.

* Various soil and
plant biomass
samples.

w GREEN BAY



Goal 3: Construct and evaluate the
effectiveness of BMP Sediment Basins

In August 2017, two Vegetated Water Filter
Strips (2.0 and 3.5 ac) were established adjacent
to Silver Creek.

In September 2017, five 40 m transects were
identified along the main surface water flow
paths entering into VWTS basins from the

adjacent agricultural fields.




Methods

. Five 40 m transects were 1dentified along the main surface
water flow paths entering into VWS basins from the
adjacent agricultural fields.

. In 2017 and 2019 composite soil samples were collected at
0, 7.5, 15, 30, and 45 m from the field edge, with an
additional bulk density core taken at each point.

. In early September 2018 and late August 2019 we collected
aboveground plant biomass from each point.

. Soil samples were analyzed for Bray P, for soil organic
matter with loss on 1gnition, and bulk density, and biomass
was recorded and analyzed for tissue P.

\F GREEN BAY



Findings - pending

Distance Bulk Density LOI Bray P P
(m) (g cm?) (%) (ppm) (kg P ha')
2017
0 1.2 (0.1) 3.5(0.6) 78.0 (33.8) 99.3 (47.5)
7.5 1.2 (0.0) 3.4 (0.6) 76.8 (31.1) 93.0 (37.8)
15 1.2 (0.1) 3.8 (0.5) 68.0 (29.5) 89.5 (43.8)
30 1.3 (0.0) 3.8(0.3) 73.6 (25.9) 96.6 (35.6)
45 1.3 (0.0) 3.6 (0.4) 97.6 (40.2) 123.8 (49.9)
2019
0 In Prog. In Prog. In Prog. In Prog.
7.5 In Prog. In Prog. In Prog. In Prog.
15 In Prog. In Prog. In Prog. In Prog.
30 In Prog. In Prog. In Prog. In Prog.
45 In Prog. In Prog. In Prog. In Prog.

UNIVERSITY of ‘WISCONSIN
w GREEN BAY




UW-Green Bay: PAIRED Grazing Study

Primary objectives

Evaluate Effectiveness of Ag Treatments:

Silver Creek watershed --- Managed grazing
compared to conventional dairy farm practice

Metrics:

1TSS, TP, dP (Event Mean Concentration,
Total Event Mass)

Event Flow Volume

Turbidity, plus used as surrogate for other
constituents (and Backup)

Paul Baumgart and Kevin Fermanich

University of Wisconsin — Green Bay



Silver Creek near Oneida: Grazing Study

Similar equipment as USGS EOF
stations

PAIRED Study --- two EOFS
About 0.6 acre per site

Continuous Silage Corn (cooperative
farmer)

Very limited residue

Treatment: Managed Grazing when
pretreatment data are sufficient



UWGB
Silver Creek — near
Oneida
Paired EOF

catchments

GLRI Grants
NEW Water



Dairy Farm
Transitioning to
More Managed
Grazing

Study Site
Paired
Catchments



Silver Creek near Oneida: paired EOF catchments




Silver Creek near Oneida: paired EOF catchments
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Silver Creek/Oneida Paired EOFs
landscape: plane with slight tilt






Event Mean Runoff Volume (mm) Event Mean Concentration: TSS (mg/L) Silver Creek .

3,500

y=0.6413x+1.0557 2o0p | V= 1-8083x-42.946 Oneida Paired
R? = 0.9478 ' R? =0.8757 Managed
Grazing Study

2,500

2,000

1,500 So far,
- Example: relationships
500 After Treatment: are satisfactory
: slope = 1.0
1,000 1,500 2,000 Wlth runoff
adjusted for 2
2017 events

1,000

8 10 12 14 16 18

South South . Gontrol

Treatment North

Event Mean Concentration: Total Event Mean Concentration:
Phosphorus (mg/L) . Dissolved Phosphorus (mg/L)

y = 1.6235x-0.4261 , _
R2=0.8738 / 0,525:6;);;2'70389 Runoff: n<18

(some
estimates)

TSS, TP, DP
n=18




Event Mean Runoff Volume (mm) Event Mean Concentration: TSS (mg/L) Silver Creek .

3,500 = =
Y= 0.6413x+ 1.0557 V=1-8083X‘42-946 Oneida Paired
R? =0.9478 R*=08757 Managed
2,500 Grazi ng StUdy

2,000

1,500 So far,
1,000 relationships

K ) =
o | e are satisfactory
-

° O" with runoff

1,000 1,500 2,000

6 8 10 42 5 16 18 20 South adjusted for 2

South 2018 events

Event Mean Concentration: Total Event Mean Concentration:
Phosphorus (mg/L) o Dissolved Phosphorus (mg/L)

= 1.6235x- 0.4261 }
Y 08738 . ' v 0;553238'70389 Runoff: n<18
' (some

estimates)

TSS, TP, DP
n=18

dP Mass: 25%

median dP conc.:
37%




Event Mean Runoff Volume (mm)
100

y = 1.4277x9-7276
R?=0.893

South

Event Mean Concentration: Total
Phos%fhorus (mg/L)

y = 1.1301x1-1667
R? =0.9233

Event Mean Concentration: TSS (mg/L)

10,000

Silver Creek -

y = 1.876x0-9669

R*=0.9275 Oneida Paired
) Managed
Grazing Study

1,000
South

Event Mean Concentration:

. Dissolved Phosphorus (mg/L)

y=0.7561x+ 0.0389

R? = 0.8957 Runoff: n<18
(some
estimates)
1SS, TP, DP
n=18




Ruts from late Fall 2018 Harvest




Fall 2018 (gets worse later, after final harves




SW Plot: 3/19/19







SW plot: 11/20/2019




Next Steps

Fall 2018: Planned to have pasture planted (too Wet), plus >

Many deep ruts from late fall 2018 harvest --- Issues with runoff
direction and volume variability
So sampling discontinued ---- runoff characteristics not representative

Spring 2019: Planned to plant pasture after tilling to level ruts; plus till and
plant corn silage in control plot

But, operational change to Owner/Oneida Nation

Plus Wet conditions

RESULT: control and treatment same
Deep ruts still present, but less so in NE Treatment plot
Control Not Tilled; and No planting in treatment
Both were grazed after volunteer grasses, etc took off (not planted)
No samples for study since Fall 2018
Tillage won’t occur in Treatment plot until spring

Group B solls, so sufficient runoff for sampling not likely until next fall (i.e., no
results for most of 2020

SO, what Now ------ Extension Granted, but ISSUES ---

New Plan, with water quality monitoring not likely until'fall 2020, unless fairly wet
conditions after control plot is planted

Discuss with EPA?



] THANKS!
Questions

. S
-

*** Phil Robertson ***

* Crop Consultants _

* Outagamie and Brown County Land
Conservation Departments

* Forrest Kalk, Josh Jarosz, Zach Ashauer,
Gillian Ivanoff, Noel Craig
UWGB students

Dec. 18, 2018 Oneida EOFs



Interseeding, Aerial Seeding, and Tillage
Practices

Bill Schaumberg
Tilth Agronomy








































GIS and Innovative Tools

Megan Bender
Jacobs Engineering




Verification App

 Evolution from the Field
Walk app

« Allows for inspections and
planning for all structural
and operational BMPs

 Add new, edit existing BMPs

* Tracked through Unique ID
numbers

« Database views
Incorporated
* No 100% complete
inspection
» Needs a post >1” rainfall
inspection

- filter_strip_precons

Vew

New
filter_strip_actcons
Viow

New
filter_strip_comp100pct
View

New
filter_strip_mntn_insp
View

New

filter_strip_cp_entry
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Soil Sampling App 2019

* Guide field teams to the
correct sampling points

 Shows progress

* Allows for capture of field
conditions

 Automated report generated
weekly






Conservation Planning App

&

* Enter ENMPS and [l &
conservation plan SRS
details

* Access C&ENMPs




Automated Email Reports

« Rainfall generated
Inspection report

« BMPs fully implemented
and ready for payment
approval

* Interseeder Scheduling

 Added/edited records of
the previous week

* 6-month maintenance
Inspections needed




Cost Share Agreements
Conservation & Enhanced Nutrient
Management Plans

Best Management Practices

Nikki Raimer
Jacobs Engineering




Cost Share Agreements

Operational Structural



CONSERVATION & ENHANCED NUTRIENT
MANAGEMENT PLAN



Enhanced Nutrient Management Plan: Diederich 12
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Conservation Plan

Field BMP



Silver Creek BMP’s



e
«M

12-2-20109:
- Can you spot the
sediment plumes?!




Silver Creek Final Review & Report

« 2020 NEW Water and Jacobs Team

 Funding strategy, opportunities, and final cost
breakdowns

* BMPs & modeled reductions

« Contracts and cost share agreements

* GIS technology development

 Education & Outreach

* Biological & Water Quality Summary



Great Lakes
RESTORATION

Lower Fox River Watershed -
Plum/Kankapot




Plum & Kankapot GLRI #1

Original Timeframe: March 2015 - February 2020

Requested: 1 Year Extension

Land.Conservation

Buffer Strips

35-49’

50+
Streambank Protection
Concentrated Flow Treatment
Pay for Performance

Treatment Wetland Acres

66.18 ac
49.98 ac

7308 ft
68.87 ac
3465 ac

2.05 ac

76 ac
58 ac

5438 ft
128 ac
3137 ac

3-6 ac

Meet goal
Meet goal

Add additional
Reduce goal
Add additional

Meet goal

Other Wins

Monitoring:

Instream & Edge of Field
Extended thanks to support
from WDNR and TNC

Equipment:

Equipment funded through
GLRI has spurred additional
equipment investments in
the watershed

Practice Adoption without
cost share:

Concentrated Flow
Treatment



Plum & Kankapot GLRI #2

Project Timeframe: March 2016 - February 2020

Land Conservation

Streambank Restoration

3666 ft

2280 ft

Exceeded goals

Big Win!

Project succeeded to show
value of land conservation
staff!

Calumet County has
budgeted to keep GLRI
project staff on
permenantly after grant
funds expire.



Bigger Story to Tell — Value of GLRI



0
A Fox-Wolf Watershed Alliance program

Winnebago Waterways




Intergovernmental
Cooperation Agreement

Lake Management Planning
Moving into Implementation 2020



Northeast Wisconsin
Water Quality Pact




Outagamie
County Executive
Nelson

Winnebago
County
Executive
Harris

Oneida Nation
Vice-Chairman
Stevens

Brown
County
Executive
Streckenbach

= Signed March
5, 2019

= All County
Executives in
Fox-Wolf
Basin +
Oneida Nation

= Facilitated by
Alliance for
the Great
Lakes & Fox-
Wolf
Watershed
Alliance

Fond du Lac
County
Executive
Buechel



Pact Overview:

Therefore, as a Pact Party signing this Pact:
= | pledge to prioritize clean water within my respective jurisdiction.
= | pledge to participate in an annual meeting with pact parties.

= | pledge that whenever possible, | will work with others, including Pact Parties and
elected officials, to further the Pact.

= | pledge to communicate to my jurisdiction duly adopted water quality initiatives adopted
by the Pact Parties group.

| pledge that when possible, | will support the development of policy priorities that
support the Pact.

| pledge | will advocate for clean water in area waterways.

| pledge to actively inform new elected officials in northeast Wisconsin of the Pact and
encourage them to sign the Pact.

| pledge that when possible, | will support the development of a sub-basin management
plan to include such things as water quality goals, target dates, performance metrics,
management strategies, and a governance program within my sub-basin.
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BLC role is to achieve
TMDL nutrient
reduction goals in the
Lower Fox Basin
through:

Formalizing Lower Fox Basin regional
coordination and leadership
Multi-sector participation

Developing a strategic approach & clear
metrics for success

Increasing community capacity through
collaboration and leveraging strengths

Championing the cause — prioritize water
in decision making



By 2030 we will achieve significantly cleaner
water, supporting healthy communities, and
resilient economies through coordinated
regional collaboration in the Lower Fox River
and Green Bay



: : e 30% reduction in phosphorus by 2030
Goals and Timeline e 60% reduction in phosphorus by 2040

By achieving a 30% reduction in
phosphorus entering the LFR we will see
significant reductions in dead zones,
algae outbreaks, and sediment plumes.
As a result, we will see improved water
clarity, aquatic habitat, and recreation, as
well as less dredging and healthier soils.




Lower Fox Management Plan Components

Strategic Watershed Planning Planning Framework

Funding Strategy

Synopsis of Implementation Efforts
Policy

Leadership & Coordination

Shared Measurement
Communication

Research Strategy

e Agriculture
e MS4
e Wastewater

Noakobd=2



Leadership and Coordination

Short Term Strategic Plan Implementation

Establishes metrics, defines success,
and implementation actions

Strategic actions moving us closer to
our nutrient reduction goals

Lower Fox
Nutrient
Reduction

Adapt and Communicate Measure and Evaluate Progress

Adapting implementation plan as needed
and communicating to stakeholders

Assessing implementation efforts



Break — Get Lunch!




SC Partner Feedback

 What went well in your project as part of the Silver Creek Pilot?

 What should we have done differently?

» Should we have collected different baseline information such as soill
health parameters?

« Were there projects or partners we missed including?

*Comments and Open Discussion®




Opportunities in Adjacent Watersheds




Watershed Evaluation Criteria

1. Sub-watershed Size

2.Sub-watershed Land Use and Agricultural Contribution
3.Geographic Location

4.Nine-Key Element Plan Status

5.Potential Load Partners

6. Flow and Water Quality Data

7.0ngoing Agricultural Watershed Projects

8. Severity of Perceived Issues

9. Technical Resources




\\ed Dutchman Creek




Full Scale Watershed Program

« NEW Water Commission Approved Full Scale
Planning in 2018

« Position NEW Water to advance AM as part of the
phosphorus and TSS compliance strategy

« Similar starting tasks as the Pilot
« Stream corridor inventory
 Workgroups, partnership agreements
* Field walks and conservation planning

 Water Quality Monitoring
* Flow Monitoring
* Biological Monitoring




ACDC Water Quality and Biological
Monitoring

 Water Quality:
« 8 water quality monitoring sites

« TSS, TP, dissolved TP, TKN
 Multi parameter sonde recordings

« USGS Gage Stations

« 2 gage and event samplers
« Installed and operational
« 2 additional gage stations
« Installed and operational

* Biological Monitoring
« Contract with UWGB & Oneida to perform annual biological sampling
« 2018 & 2019 fall sampling complete

* O sites sampled: fish, inverts, habitat
» Samples sorted and out for identification and review




ACDC Water Quality Sampling Review

Water Quality Sites:
Ashwaubenon Creek
- 3 main stem sites
-1 tributary site

Dutchman Creek
- 3 main stem sites
- 1 temporary site

* WQ, Bio & USGS
* WQ Site & Bio




2018-2019 ACDC Preliminary WQ Results:
May-October Median Values
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*DutCreek 1a sampling started in Oct 2018, only 3 data points. DutCreek 1 not sampled 2019
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A Full Scale Watershed Management Program

NEW Water Commission Approved Full Scale Planning in 2018

Similar starting tasks as the Pilot 2018 - 2019
 Workgroups and partnership agreements
« Stream corridor inventory
* Field walks and conservation planning
 Water Quality Monitoring
* Flow Monitoring
* Biological Monitoring

Formal submittal of Adaptive Management Plan December 2018
* Along with WPDES Permit Renewal request

Continued Revisions with WDNR on AM Plan in 2019 & WPDES Permit

NEW Water expecting an approved AM Plan and WPDES Permit in first half of
2020



Next Steps in Full Scale Watershed ¢ é
Program g

Finish desktop evaluation
Spring field walks
o \Water qua"ty monitoring: Prioritization of BMP opportunities

« Grab samples, event samples, Discussions with land owners and
USGS gage data, biological growers of program opportunities

data and habitat data .
e 20 Years of collaborative

* Desktop field evaluation terehed efforts!
» Develop a method of prioritization Walers :

« Develop advisory committee

2020 - Begin implementation of
practices
» Kickoff of the Program '

d.
°

« 2019 - a Year of Planning and
Inventory




Wrap-Up and Final Discussion

* Collectively we have learned a lot
about the Lower Fox River greater
watershed

 Through these efforts we have tried
new watershed approaches to
reduce sediment and nutrients

« Shared knowledge and lessons
learned

» We look forward to continuing to
work with you towards improving
our impaired waterways for future
generations to enjoy

* *OPEN DISCUSSION*

Photo credit: Steve Seilo
(www.photodynamix.com)



http://www.photodynamix.com/
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Thank you!

Questions / comments?

Silver Creek Project TEAM
Erin Houghton
Watershed Programs Manager

ehoughton@newwater.us
(920) 438 - 1071

www.newwater.us



