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[OWA'S WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AUTHORITIES
O An infergovernmental
agreement between
jurisdictions to address flood
risk, water quality, and
watershed education

WMAs authorized in 2010 by
the lowa Legislature

Maqguoketa River WMA
established in 2017




City of Andrew
City of Baldwin
City of Cascade
City of Delaware
City of Delhi

City of Dyersville
City of Epworth

Delaware County SWCD

Jackson County SWCD

City of Goose Lake
City of Hopkinton
City of Lamont
City of La Motte
City of Manchester
City of Maquoketa
City of Monticello

City of Preston Buchanan County
City of Ryan Clinton County
City of Spragueville Delaware County
City of Strawberry Point Dubuque County
City of Worthington Jackson County
City of Wyoming Jones County
Lake Delhi District Linn County

Dubuque County SWCD Fayetie County SWCD

Jones County SWCD Linn County SWCD
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An area that channels water 1o a
common outlet

Watersheds come in a variety of
sizes

MRW is a HUC-8 watershed,
1,100,000 acres, containing
smaller sub-watersheds

HUC stands for Hydrological Unit
Code

O MRW contains 56 HUC-12s
O 10,000 to 40,000 acres in size



Improve water quality through "
Goal 1 techniques for nutrient

management, erosion reduction,
and increased infiltration

Improve watershed flood
management

Increase watershed awareness
and involuement among
stakeholders

GOCIl. 4 Preserl';e, protect 'a!1d |mpr'oue
ecologically sensitive habitats
and ecosystems in the watershed

Goal 5 EstubllsI! the WMA as a trusted
community resource

O Maquoketa Watershed Plan Phase |

O Identified 5§ broad management goals for the entire
watershed that focused on flooding, water quality,
awareness, and habitat health

O Maquoketa Watershed Plan Phase Il

O Prioritize sub-watersheds to implement Phase |
management practices

O Provide guidance on site-specific project selection
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eLeaders from MRW *Individualized * Analysis of variables e Prioritized sub-
communities (13 of 41) “community profiles” for each key issues: watersheds based on

eFarm Service Providers foreach HUC-10in Flooding, Nitrates, analysis results
the MRW PhosphorUS & Soil Loss, e ndividualized p|0ns

and Diminished for the top five priority
Recreation sub-watersheds




Engagement Results

Communities

10 of 13 showed interest in
projects that benefit
recreation and economic
development

12 of 13 mentioned
water-related assefts

6 of 13 communities have
extensive water
management practices
are underway

All communities showed
widespread support for
WMA activities

=\

>
Farm Service Providers

Conservation practice

adoption largely depends

on:

e [nitial success

*Seeing neighbors’
success




HUC-10 Profile: Brush Creek

Brush Creek is in the southern portion of the Maguoketa River Watershed and drains the
watershed to the Mississippi River. It comprises 130,889 acres and seven HUC-12s. This sub-
watershed contains the City of Maquoketa as well as all or part of four other smaller
incorporated cities and is split between Jackson and Jones counties. Notable features include
the Prairie Creek Recreation Area, a 273-area that features limestone bluffs and woodlands,
and the Jackson County Recreation Trail, a 7-mile long limestone path.

Existing Management Practices: Existing Point-Source Pollution:

] 7 Permitted CAFOs and Open
220 9 400 Feed Lots
r
buffer strips ‘ .
# HITFE grassed waterways 4 Permitted wastewater treatment
494 facilities
’r285 water and Land Use:
EICCES sediment control basins
. L} Natural
"] Andrew Springbrook a 446 @ 4] 22%
: 380 143 pond dams ~—— strip crop sites
Total Miles of Streams: 126.7 - Agricufiural
Unimpaired, lds
Spragueville 24.16
Reasons for impairment include fish kills, loss of native mussels,
Maguoketa and E. Coli.
6.128" - —
Water Quality Monitoring Results
(2019-2021 average)
sites Chloride | Dissolved Phosphorous [E. Coli Bacteria| Nitrate Sulfate Turbidity
Delmar | (mg/L) (mg/L) (CFU/100ml) | (mg/L) (mg/1) (NTUs)
S48 o sl JAS 18.21 0.24 661.88 4.47 19.28 36.33
Streams JA9 13.14 0.27 4,054.13 4.75 15.06 25.83
£ HUC-10 boundaries Mag2 15.09 0.08 131.00 3.62 19.19 25.67
[ Huc-12 beunderies Standard | 5to 250 1 235 10 500 to 2000 25
B Brsh Creek Standards are from the US EPA and IA DNR. Chloride and sulfate standards depend on the water hardness. E. Coli criteria
] communities listed is for waterbodies designated for swimming. Turbidity listed is the limit for each point source.
& Maonitoring Sites -| O



Sub-watershed Analysis

Key issues: Flooding, Nitrate Pollution,
Phosphorus/Soll loss, Diminished Recreation

science for a changing world

Maps of 17 metrics to understand HUC-12
variation




Maquoketa River Watershed © encncrer

Strawberry H U C' 1 2 AnQ|YSiS e Plum Creek

Point e Headwaters North Fork
Edgewood o Whitewater Creek

Luxemburg 9 Mineral Creek
()
Greeley Holy Cross o Lytle Creek

o North Fork

e Bear Creek
o Brush Creek

Arlington‘,\

Masonville

& T Epworth Peosta ® Deep Creek

HUC-12
A . . IS Priority
Priority HUC-12 Watersheds :5 | | ~. v : | R q n ki n g:

Recreation (Weighted)
I Low Priority

~ . C = A
[T Medium-Low Priority N AT ) WH (- f ; Iss U es
Medium Priority * y g o g A 4 7 S {
[ Medium-High Priority
I High Priority
O Municipalities
D HUC-10 Boundaries
"~ HUC-12 Boundaries

Streams

Flood Nitrate Phosphorous Diminished
Risk Pollution and Soil Loss Recreation
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Arlington

Strawberry
Point

Aurora

C-12

Edgewood
P

Priority HUC-12 Watersheds
Overall (Weighted)

Low Priority

Medium-Low Priority
Medium Priority
Medium-High Priority
I High Priority
Municipalities
D HUC-10 Boundaries
-, HUC-12 Boundaries

Streams
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HUC-12 Analysis
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HUC-10

o Headwaters

e Plum Creek

o Headwaters North Fork
o Whitewater Creek
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o Lytle Creek

@ north Fork

o Bear Creek

o Brush Creek

@ Deep Creek

Springbrook

reslon

~
9 =
a2

)

Delmar 5

Goose

ChGHrLo\tite
A Lake

Miles
18




HUC-12 AGRICULTURAL URBAN PRIORITIZE
RANKING PROJECTS HNONSGIN

14



Why Headwaters Plum Creek? \

¥

HeadWcﬂers Plum Creek

The Headwaters Plum Creek HUC-12 is in the upper part of the Maquoketa River ; - ACPF*Resulls
Watershed, within the Plum Creek HUC-10. Out of the 56 HUC-12 sub-watersheds in the A 7 s R : :
MRW, Headwaters Plum Creek is the highest priority, based on the combined scores from 4 E aaler ? L= e o
the sub-watershed analysis. For each of the four key issues, this sub-watershed ranked 7t | . Y
in flooding risk, tied for 279 in nitrate pollution, 5™ in phosphorous and soil runoff, and 5Min = ; : | & A ‘"f !
diminished recreation. ' : ‘ - Wi\ s, , ﬁ_h
Phase 1 Goals & Objectives Priority Indicators
Goal 1: Improve water quality through techniques for nutrient management, erosion reduction,
and increased infiltration
1.1: Engage with the agricultural community to MEDIUM |« ACPF i
encourage techniques that increase field infiltration RUSLE _ e 5 - w
and reduce soil erosion 7 : , )
1.2: Engage with agricultural community to reduce Monitored Nitrate f 87 % : .
and maximize efficiency of agricultural nutrient Monitored E.coli ' : :
application CAFOs
1.3: Encourage practices that slow the flow of urban Community size
stormwater to increase infiltration and reduce erosion Impervious surfaces
reduce E. Coli and other bacteria levels * Monitored E.coli
wetlands to filter water pollutants + ACPF ’ ‘
1.6: Continue to document and report water quality «  Water quality monitoring Potential Conservation Practices |
indicators data (all indicators) @ Potential Bioreactor | i ' .
=== Potential WASCOB » | \ !
potental rassea watewoy  [EEERIRINES .
B Fotential Pond L8 ‘ o

1,674 (286 miles 584 (194 miles B Potential sfiff Stermmed Grasses
Ponds |5 |5ponddams WM W rotenfial Stream Bank Siabiization
WASCOBs 1 (0.06 miles 17 (0.75 miles City Boundary

Not analyzed ] HUC-10 Boundaries

Contour buffer strips Not analyzed 6 (462 acres R T
Stream bank stiff stemmed grasses Not analyzed s B
Stream bank stabilization Not analyzed




* IDALS, USDA, US EPA, IA
BININ

e High, Medium, or Low




Follow sub-watershed plans for priority HUC-12s

ldentify larger-scale site specific projects in priority HUC-12s

Develop sub-watershed plans for lower-priority HUC-12s

Continue support for projects and programs in lower-priority HUC-12s

Reassess key issues and variables used in the Sub-watershed Analysis
every 5 years

17



Read profiles and sub-watershed analysis to
understand existing conditions.

Who is this plan for?

WMA staff to focus
their efforts. Look at ranking maps and priority HUC-12 plans to
identify areas for short-term project
Landowners o implementation.
choose appropriate

conservation practices

Follow project selection guidance and objective

and get WMA support. :: priorities to maximize available resources and
9_ - meet long-term watershed goals.

Local communities o
understand broader
condifions and foster
collaboration between
cities and the WMA.

Enhanced
gsteigstelilelale]
opportunities

( Reduced
flood risk

Greater

Improved collaboration
water quality between

indicators communities
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Appendix




Variable Weights

Acres of public
conservation and
recreation land

Total building value in
the FHA

Total crop value in the
FHA

Total population in the
FHA

Number of existing
management
practices

Percent of area that is
impervious surfaces

Flooding risk (40%)

Impact: estimates potential flood
damage to public resources

Impact: estimates potential flood
damage to private property

Impact: estimates potential flood
damage to private property

Impact: proxy for people who will be
affected the most by flooding

Mitigation: proxy for areas that are
already willing to implement projects

Cause: proxy for areas that contribute
more to flooding

Number of susceptible
active wells

Tons per acre of sail
runoff

Number of CAFOs and
water freatment
facilities

Number of existing
management
practices

Monitored nitrate
concentrations

Nitrate Pollution (30%)

Impact: proxy for public cost of
freatment to avoid human exposure to
nitrates

Cause: estimates magnitude of non-
point sources of nitrogen

Cause: identifies point sources of
nitfrogen

Mitigation: proxy for areas already
willing to implement projects

Impact: identifies most recent measured
nitfrate levels




Variable Weights

Phosphorous and Soil Loss (30%) Recreation (10%)

Cause: estimates magnitude of non-point
sources of phosphorous, which bonds ]
with soil particles as they enter AERES Off PUDIE Mitigation: identifies areas open to the

conservation and . .
waferways : public for recreation
recreation land

Tons per acre of sall

runoff 22%

Number of CAFOs and
water freatment
facilities

Cause: identifies point sources of

phosphorous o . ) .
Mitigation: estimates magnitude of existing

AerEs o tstla ek wetland habitat for wildlife

Number of existing
management
practices

Mitigation: proxy for areas already willing
to implement projects Impact: proxy for magnitude of impairment,
which is determined by ability to use a

stream for various levels of recreation

Miles of streams

Monitored impaired by fish kills

phosphorous
concentrations

Impact: identifies most recent measured

phosphorous levels Impact: proxy for magnitude of impairment,

which is determined by ability to use a
stream for various levels of recreation

Miles of streams

Impact: proxy for sedimentation levels in impaired by E. Coli

Monitored turbidity waterways

) ) Miles of streams Impact: proxy for magnitude of impairment,
Percent of area that is Cause: proxy for soil loss based on runoff impaired by native which is determined by ability to use a

hydrologic group D potential mussel loss stream for various levels of recreation




Maquoketa River Watershed © eocvrer

by HUC-12 Analysis @ Fium Creek

- 0int e Headwaters North Fork
_Edgewood o Whitewater Creek
Luxemburg e Mineral Creek
Holy Cross 0 Lytle Creek
o North Fork

Flooding: T g
Impact

Aurora (

Epwgr't:rﬂ @ Deep Creek
S

e

O

,-’ Hopkinton

Population in the
100-Year Floodplain

o
B -5
[ 51-100
101 -200
[ 201 - 400
B 01 -1,295
O Municipalities
D HUC-10 Boundaries
) ", HUC-12 Boundaries

Streams




Maquoketa River Watershed © revccior

HUC-12 Analysis © Flum Creek

Strawberry

. Point e Headwaters North Fork
o Whitewater Creek
b . e Mineral Creek
> ! " Holy Cross o Lytle Creek
[ ) / T
o : 1 @ rorih Fork
° 4 0 Bear Creek
) ! ; \/ o Brush Creek
Peosta ® Deep Creek

Mitigation

Springbrook

Total Number of BMPs

B 143 - 500
[ 501 -1,000
1,001 - 1,500
777 1,501 -2,000
B 2.001-2,922
O Municipalities
E HUC-10 Boundaries
. _ ,HUC-12 Boundaries

Streams




i https://native-land.ca and httos://english.viowa.edufaboutfui-acknowledgement-land-and-
sowvereignty

i MR WRAAL (2021). 2019-2021 Water Quality Monitoring Report. hitos/ v imestonebluffercd.org/
files/ugd/EE7 sy 12c27d14134048428c0b41741 7058840, pdiZindex=true

i Emvironmentol Protection Agency (EPA). (2008). Chapter 7: Analyze Daota to Characterize the
Watershed ond Pollutant Sources. Kandbook for Developing Wailemhed Plans fo Resfore and FProfect
Cur Waters. United States Environmental Protection Agency.

* English River Watershed Management Authority. (20135). Section 5: Watershed Recommendations.
Engish River Watershed imorovemeant and ResiiencyPlan.

v Turkey River Watershed Management Authority. (2013) Turkey fiver Waltemshed Resiliency Flan.
pages 38-57

“i Turkey River Watershad Management Autherty. (2013) Tusksy Biver Walsmshed Rasiiency Flan.
pages 100-101

“it Upper Wapsipinicon Watershed Management Authorty. [2019) Part 4. Uppar Waopsioinicon
Waiershed Flan. https://upperwapsi.ora/plan/objectives-strategies-ond-actions/

Vil Dubugue County Watershed Planning. [2014). Flonning Scale Assessment of Peak Flow Reduciion
and Mulf-Banefif Fracfices.

i |ntergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). (2021). Cimafe Change 202]: The Physical
Seience Basis-Summary for Policymakers. Intergovernmental Fanel on Climate Change (IPCC).

* lowa Department of Matural Resources. [2021). Cimare Change. lowa Department of Natural
Resources.

“ lowa Flood Center (IFC). [2021). Resources for Llegilotors. lowa Flood Center.

@ Environmental Protection Agenoy (EPA). [2008). Hanabook for Developing Walemshed Flans fo
Resiore and Frofecf Our Walsrs. United States Envircnmental Protection Agency.

=i Epvironmental Protection Agency (ERPA). [2008). Hondbook for Develooing Waotershed Flans fo
Restare and Frofect Our Waisrs. United States Environmental Protection Agency. ond Envircnmental
Protection Agency [EPA). [2021). UrbanZzation and Sform Water Funoff. United States Envirenmental
Protection Agency.

xv EPA, hitps://archive.epa.goviwater/archive fweb/himlfivms57. himl

= MRW Management Plan Phase | and USGS, https:/ f'vvww usos gov/speciaHopic/water-science-
schoolfscience/nitrogen-and-waterfgt-science center objects=0#agt-science center objects

wi |SU Extension, httos://crops.extension.iastate.edu/encyclopedia/chosphorus-why-concem-about-
water-guality

wdi USG5, hittps:ffwww usgs govispeciaHo pic/waterscience-schoolfscience/phosphomnus-and-
waterfgt-science center objects=0#gt-science center object

=i English River Watershed Management Autharity. v enalishriverwma.ora/imorovement-plan/

=@ Uoper Wapsipinicon Watershed Management Authority. (2019). Part 4. Uoper Wansipinicon
Waisrshed Flan. https//upperwapsi. lan/upper-wapsipinicon-subwatersheds

= Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). [2008). Chapter : Set Gools and Identify Load Reductions.
Handbook for Developing Wotershed Flans fo Resfore ond Frofect Our Waters. United States
Envircnmental Protection Agency.

= Environmental Protection Agency (ERPA). (2008). Chapter 10: ldentify Possible Management
Strategies. Handbook for Developing Waotershed Flans fo Resfare and Frofect Our Waters. United States
Ervironmental Protection Agency. poge 238

=il Environmental Protection Agency [EPA). (2005). Chapter 11.4: |dentify Costs and Compare Benefits
of Management Practices. Hancgbook for Developing Walershed Plans fo Restore and Frofect Cur
Waiers United States Envirenmental Protection Agency.

=i Epvironmental Protection Agency (EFA). [2008). Chapter 12: Design Implementation Program and
Agzemble Wotershed Flan. Handbook for Developing Watsrshed Flans fo Resfore and Frofeci Our
Waiars United States Envirenmental Protection Agency.

~

/

References




Communities

41 communities in MRW
20 WMA
10 HUC-10s

Arlington

Strawberry Point
Edgewood

AUrora Luxemburg

Lamont
TiiaEe Greeley

. Holy Cross
New-Viennha

Bankston

MasonVville MoncaesferDelowore
: ! rt
Earlville Dyersville i SRRt

9 ] Peosta
Delhi Worthington

Hopkinton

Bernard
Cascade

Monticello

Center

unction
J Onslow

Monmouth

e Baldwin

MRW Communities : Wyoming
® WMA Non-Member

WMA Member

Zwingle

L& Motte

Springbrook
Andrew

Spragueville

quuo.ke’ro

.PresTon

Delmar
Goose Lake

Charlotte

—— Streams

[:, Counties

- HUC-10 Boundaries




m September November December

» Planning > Identify » Gatherdata  » Interview farm » Create HUC-10
team site visit stakeholders layers service profiles
» Define plan » Methodology » Contact providers » Write fall
scope research partnersand > Map existing semester report
experts conditions
February May
» Interview » Develop metric  » Compile » Write final plan » Present final
community weighting priority HUC-12 » Consult with plan to the
representatives process plan project MR WMA
» Determine information partners

priority areas



O Purpose: Profile sub-watersheds at the HUC-10 level to provide the
MR WMA with an outreach piece and show local issues

O What's included?

O Reference Map

O Population and Land Use Characteristics
O Physical and natural features
O Waterbody conditions

O Local issues

28



Goal: Contact & interview all 41 communities in the MRW

Purpose: Understand water issues, watershed planning efforts, and

willingness to collaborate on future projects
Interview topics:
O Water management issues facing the community

O Past & future projects and policies that affect water
management

O Perceptions of watershed planning and importance to the
community

Outcome: Provide MRWMA with an understanding of potential
project partners and where support or more outreach is needed

29



O Monticello, Maguoketa, Cascade, Manchester, Dyersville,
Bankston, Arlington, Aurora, Epworth, Worthington, Spragueville,
Lamont, Preston

30



O Key findings:

O Interest in projects that benefit recreation and economic development
O Widespread support for WMA activities

O Understanding impacts to other communities

O Abundant water-related assets

O Extensive water management practices are underway

4 O0O0O0 --'
[ o] AR T T ‘JL
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O Interviewed 6 farm service providers from ISU extension, IDALS,
NRCS, SWCD

O Results;

O Confirmed expectations about trends in conservation practices and farmers’
willingness to implement new practices

O Sustained implementation depends on initial success and seeing neighbors’
SUCCeSS

32



/Communiﬁes

\

1.

nall A

How would vyou describe your communityg Thinking of aspects such as
demographics, history of development, govemment structure.

What are some assets of the water resources in your community 2

What water-related issues, it any, have you identified in your community?

How is watershed-level planning important to you?

a. What would you like to get out of this process?

Are yvou a member of the WhA?Z

a. How involved are you and why or why notz

Have you implemented projects within the watershed?

a. Did the project(s) focus primarily on flooding, water quality, or something else?
b. Were there other benefits to the project (e.g. social, economic, recreational)
Are there any projects that you would like to implement?e

a. What are constraints?

Does your community have any programs or policies on water infrastructure (e.q.
stormwater runoff ordinance, retention requirements, or erosion and sediment
controls) 2

a. What was the process like to adopt these? Orwhy have these not been adopteds
As a follow-up, would you be wiling to note watershed project ideas of interest o

vour community on a document that we will send via email2

Community
Interview
Questions




2 L

Communihb

Resulis

AJVW~°

/ IIPI crl»\“f‘

Completed and Future Community Projects

Gains Constraints

+ recreational trails - limited city budget
+ levees for flood protection - technical expertise and cost

+ buyouts of buildings in the floodplain - community support
+ community amenities - land, public or able to acquire




O Goal: Interview organizations who work with farmers

O Purpose: Understand changes in conservation practice
adoption and farmers’ perception of conservation
practices

O Interview topics:
O Changes in services over time

O Farmer perceptions and willingness fo adopt conservation
practices

O Ovutcomes:

O Understand landscape and potential hurdles for more
widespread adoption of BMPs

O Discover how to market BMPs to farmers that show hesitancy

35



Earm Service Providers N

1.
2.

3,
4,

8.

9.

What is your name and profession?

How long have you been a farm service provider and why did you choose fo

become one?

What is the role of a farm service provider and what sorts of services do yvou provides

How have the services you provide changed over fimes

a. Has the emphasis on conservation practices changed as wellz

How is watershed-level planning important 1o yous

a. What would you like to get out of this process?

How many farms have you worked with in the MRW=z

a. Are they primarily small-scale farms or large-scale farmse Bothe

b. Family farms or more agri-business operations?

What is yvour main strategy to market your services?

a. i.e. Do you go directly to farmers? Recommended by word-of-mouthg Work as an
infermediary between suppliers and farmers?

How much do vyour services coste How does this compare to average farm

expenses?

What has the feedback been like from farmers that have adopted BMP?

10. What holds other farmers back from implementing BMPz2

.

a. Coste Traditionsg Lack of resources/knowledge? )

Farm Service
Provider
Questions




esults

rovidel

Farm Service F views:

Service Provider Focus on
Conservation Over Time

- has always been a focus,
but type of practices have
changed

- 1980s: focus on structural

projects (terraces, tiling)
- floday: focus on soill
health (no-fill and cover
Crops)

Reaction of Farmers who
Implement Management
Practices

- continuation depends on
success of the first try

- if successful first year,
practices tend to continue
- neighbors see successes
and start implementing
their own practices

Hesitations of Farmers who have
not Implemented Management
Practices

- highly-specific to individual
farmers, but general concerns
include:
»"traditional” farming mindset
» Cost of implementation or
potential yield losses
» Technical expertise to
successfully implement on the
first try




e English | Turkey Upper Catfish | Technical
Data Layers Used EPA River River | Wapsipinicon | Creek | Committee
Watershed boundaries X X X X X
Hydrology X X X X
Topography X X X X X
Soils X X X X X
Erodibility X X X
Climate X X X X X
Habitat (wetlands, conservation X X X X X* X
easements, etfc)
Wildlife (endangered species list) X X X e s
Land use/cover X X X X X
Land ownership X X
Public park and trail locations X ([ ]
Existing management practices X X X X P ra C tl C e
Demographics X X X X X
Water quality standards** X X X X X X
Water quality monitoring results X X X X X
Impaired waters list X X X X R e s e q rC h
Point source polluters (CAFOs, X X X
water tfreatment facilities, etc)
Non-point source polluters (animal X X X X
units, applied fertilizer, urban runoff,
etc)
Private wells X X
Public wells X X
Measure of flooding (peak flood X X X X
discharge, acres in FHA, etc)
Property and crop value in FHA X X
Public infrastructure at flood risk X X

*The Caftfish Creek plan includes a manual habitat condition classification.

**Indicators measured differ by plan. The following is a comprehensive list across resources: ammonia,
bacteria, chloride, dissolved oxygen, phosphorous, phosphate, pH, nitrogen, nitrate, sediment, sulfate,
temperature, and turbidity. /




Prioritizing Phase | Objectives

Foal 1 improve water quality theough techniques for nuirent monaoement, erosion

reduction, and increased infilfrafion
QOblective 1.1: Engoge with the agriculiural community fo encourage techniques

that Increase flield Infiliration and reduce soll eroslon.

Objective 1.2: Engage with the agrcultural community to reduce and maximize
efficiency of agricultural nuident application.

Objective 1.3: Encourage practices thal slow the flow of wban stommwaler 1o
incraase infilfration and reduce arasion.

Objective 1.4: Encourage and increqse bacteda management toreduce E. Coll and
other bacteria levels,

Objective 1.5: Encowrage ond increase the Implementation of wetlonds to filter
waler polutanis,

Objective 1.4; Conlinue to document and report water quality iIndicators.

Goal 2: Improve watershed ficod monagemenit

CObjactive 2.1: Advance the mission and goals of the WA by fostedng partnerships
batwaen agencias, organizalions, and pollical enfifies regarding food
prevention and recovery.

Qbjective 2.2; Implement o comprehensive program of targeled activities designed
to reduce food sk and improve waler guality in the Magquoketa River Watershed.,

Objective 2.3: Increqse awareness related to water quantity and strengthen
connechions between land use management praciices ond flooding.

13 Im farsh rar nd involvement amona st bl

with the watershed.
Objective 3.2: Enswre all stakeholders in the watershed are included In activities and
progerams,
Objective 3.3: Expand WA network within the watershad through outreach.
Objective 3.4: Work to achleve an effective interagency corporation with the upriver

and adjacent WhaAs, the State, the County, the Local Municipalities as well as the
Soil and Water Conservation Authorities in the region.

in the watershad

Objective 4.1: Prortize natural resowrce sites In the watershed for preservation,
profection, and restoralion.

Objective 4.2: Protect shreambanks, shorelines, and buffer areas within the
watershed.

Objective 4.3 Restore wetlonds and riparian aregs in the wotershed.

Objective 4.4; improve habilat conditions for native florg, founa, and marine ives in
the watershed.

Objective 4.5 Restore floodplain connectivity within the wotershed.,

Objective 4.4. Protect source water sites in the watershed.

Coal 5; Establish the WA as a trusted community resource

Objective 5.1 Make the WMA representalive of the people and interasts in the
walershed.

Objective 5.2 Connect communities with resources specific 1o the walershed,

Objective 5.3 Recognize ond identity winerable populations in the walershed that
may be affected by poor waler quality and flcoding.
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Decision-Making Criteria

Projects that address the key issues in the HUC-12, and have a high
potentional for pollutant load or flooding reduction, should be
prioritized. The WMA should consult with the MRW technical
committee, NRCS staff, and the lowa Flood Center to determine
reductions.

While management projects are designed to improve one aspectof
water resources, they may have co-benefits that address issues in
this plan and beyond it. Projects that can improve the watershed in
multple ways, such as reducing pollutnants, mitigating flooding.
creating recreational amenities, improving wildlife habitat,
increasing economic opportunity, and/or promoting equity should
be given higher consideration.

After identifying the direct and indirect benefits, the cost of the
potential project should be calculated. Costs to consider include
access to the land, site design and engineering, installation,
operation, and long-term maintenance for the practice. The WhMA
should work with the MRW technical committee, NRCS staff, lowa
Flood Center, and conservation funding sources to estimate a
project's cost.

While having unintended impacts should not automatically rule out
a project, it should be noted that there will be frade-offs in each
possible practice. For instance, a project that controls one pollutant
may increase another. If the benefits outweight the consguences, or
if consgquences can be mifigated, the project should move forward.

Successful conservation projects require colloboration between the
WhA, local governments, and residents. The WMA should consult
impacted groups and design projects to address any concermns.
Stakeholder interviews for this plan identified project implementation
barriers, including city and farmer budget constraints, lack of
technical expertise, and political support for conservation.

Projects within HUC-12s ranked highly overall and for individual
key issues should be prioritized for management practices that
address those issues. However, if a site is not in a priority area
identified by this plan, but meets many other criteria, the WMA
and partners should still work towards implementation.

The chosen site must be accessible, through public land or
permission on private land, and able to accomodate the
necessary construction equipment. Additionally, the site should
be visited before project design to ensure there are no physical
features that would impede project construction, such as steep
slopes, high water tables, existing buildings, or buried utilities.

Projects on publicaly-owned land may be guicker and easier to
implement, but ones on private land should also be considered as
the owner could sell the land, provide an easement, or
collaborate on the project. Stakeholder interviews indicated that
farmers are more likely to adopt practices if they have financial
and fechnical assistance and see successful projects on
neighboring properties, while cifies provided a list of projects that
they would explore implementing.

Finally, project selection should address possible legal
reguirements, and how they may increase implmentation cost.
Projects will need to follow and federal, state, and local policies
that may regulate grading and construction permits, zoning
laws, land access or easements, environmental and wildlife
protection, funding requirements, and/or other regulations that
apply fo the site.




Actors Activities
Voluntary
participants: Support funding
» Agricultural opportunities
producers
> Ih.COI’pOI‘ClTed Coordinate
cities partnerships
between
communities
WMA Staff Jelsmsy
opportunities
for community
projects and
policies
MR Re-assess
Technical analysis
Committee venigeles
Engage
agricultural
producers to
Farm implement
Service projects
Providers

Monitor water
quality
indicators

Infermediate

Long-term

Ovutcomes

FU'f‘d'”g lex Greater project
SEIEETS €M and Increased
engagement
gag engagement infiltration and
funding less impervious
Number of surface
agreements for
management
projects Increased Lower parcel
adoption of and crop value
NUmber of water in the 100-year
S management floodplain
. projects and
projects and ici
policies POICISS
Streams free of
Updated impaired status
variables (every
5 years over 20 Increased
years) adoption of
conservation
Amount of practices Reduced
agricultural nutrient loads
conservation
practices
Document
changes in Adjust priority
Updated water metrics by HUC-12s
quality data HUC-12

Ovutcomes

_

| r-

4]



	Maquoketa River Watershed Plan�Phase II: Sub-watershed Implementation
	The Planning Team and Partners
	What is a Watershed Management Authority (WMA)?
	Slide Number 4
	Location
	What is a watershed?
	Brief Overview of MRW Planning Efforts 
	What’s in the plan?
	Engagement Results
	Slide Number 10
	Sub-watershed Analysis 
	HUC-12 Priority Ranking:�Issues
	Overall HUC-12 Priority Ranking
	Priority HUC-12 Plans
	Priority HUC-12 Plans
	Plan Implementation: Guidance
	Plan Implementation: Next Steps
	Slide Number 18
	Thank You
	Appendix
	Variable Weights
	Variable Weights
	Flooding: Impact
	Flooding: Mitigation
	References
	Communities
	Timeline
	HUC-10 Sub-watershed Profiles 
	Community Interviews 
	Communities we interviewed 
	Community Interview Results
	Farm Service Provider Interview Results
	Community Interview Questions
	Community Interviews: Results
	Farm Service Provider Interviews 
	Farm Service Provider Questions
	Farm Service Provider Interviews: Results
	Best Practice Research
	Prioritizing Phase I Objectives
	Decision-Making Criteria
	Slide Number 41

