Watershed Management Plan Boone River WMA

APPENDIX B: STAKEHOLDER AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT MATERIALS

Organized by meeting or event

STAKEHOLDER MEETINGS

e June 4, 2020: WMA Board / Stakeholder Meeting
Meeting notes
Stakeholder discussion notes

O O O

Draft watershed vision statement
o Polling results
e August 20, 2020: WMA Board / Stakeholder Meeting
o Meeting notes, including breakout room discussion
e November 19, 2020: WMA Board / Stakeholder Meeting
o Meeting notes, including Water Trail Expansion Study Area Map
e February 18, 2021: WMA Board / Stakeholder Meeting
o Meeting notes
e May 20, 2021: WMA Board / Stakeholder Meeting
o Meeting notes
e August 19, 2021: WMA Board / Stakeholder Meeting
o Meeting notes
December 16, 2021: WMA Board / Stakeholder Meeting
o Meeting notes

WATER TRAIL MEETINGS

e February 9, 2021 — Land Managers/public Agencies
o Meeting notes

e February 9, 2021 — Landowners
o Meeting notes
o Invitational postcard

e February 10, 2021 — River Users/Interested Public
o Meeting notes
o Water Trail Survey results summary

PUBLIC MEETINGS

e February 2, 2022: Public Open House Meeting
o Meeting sign-in sheet
o Boone River Watershed Plan fact sheet
o Note: No written comments received

,IE JEO Consulting Group, Inc. Appendix B: Public Involvement Materials



Watershed Management Plan Boone River WMA

PRESS RELEASES, MAILINGS, OR OTHER MEDIA MATERIALS

e The Belmond Independent press release for Public Water Trail Meeting (Jan 29, 2021)

e Flyer/graphic used for open house notification on Facebook

e TNC Newsletter article with open house notification (January 2022)

e Press release clipping for open house notification (Wright County Monitor - January 20, 2022)
e Screenshot for open house notification (KIOW radio station website — February 2, 2022)

e News Article summarizing open house (Wright County Monitor, February 10, 2022)

| JEO Consulting Group, Inc. Appendix B: Public Involvement Materials



Boone River Watershed Management Authority (WMA)
Board Meeting & Stakeholder Meeting

June 4, 2020; 2:00 p.m. — 4:00 p.m. (Held Virtually via Zoom)

Meeting Notes

Attendance

Adam Asche, Humboldt NRCS
Adam Rupe, JEO
Alyssa Tenorio, JEO
Ben Loots, Humboldt County Engineer
David Lee, Humboldt County Supervisor
Dean Kluss, Wright County Supervisor
Derrick Weissenfluh, USFWS Partners for Fish and Wildlife
Eric Rector, Wright County Conservation Board
Jarika Eisentrager, Wright Count Emergency Management
. Jeff Sheridan, Webster City
. Jim Sayers, Humboldt SWCD
. John Wenck, lowa DNR
. Karen Wilke, The Nature Conservancy
. Kyle Ament, lowa DNR
. Laura Sarcone, Des Moines Water Works
. Nancy Bohl Bormann, Kossuth SWCD
. Roger Tjarks, Kossuth County Supervisor
. Terry Kaduce, Hancock County SWCD
19. Warren Jennings, Palo Alto County Watershed Coordinator

L NOURWNE
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Stakeholder Discussion and Introductions

e This input will be utilized to develop draft goals and objectives for the watershed plan
e See attached notes

Ideas on Stakeholders / Public Outreach Opportunities

e These will be added into the Public Involvement Plan for review
e Recommendations
o Private sector?
= CO-OPs
= Gold Eagle
o New Cooperative - head office location in Fort Dodge
o Recreation clubs?
= |owa River Riders (Dean has contact)
=  No known outfitters



= Kossuth County Conservation rents kayaks, but just on Smith Lake:
http://watersedgenc.com/aboutus/rentals.html
= Hamilton County Conservation rents kayaks
= Webster City rentals — Seven Oaks Recreation, Executive Inn
e Non-profits
o Eric Rector — County Farm could be demo site
Boone River Clean-up Club (Karen has a contact)
Isaac Walton League
Ducks Unlimited, National Hunting Federation (Pheasant Forever, Whitetails)
lowa Pork Producers
lowa Soybean Association
e Farm Borough
o County groups have more stake in watershed than state level group
e landowners
o None identified

0O O O O ©

e Major livestock producers in the area
o Hawkeye
o Prestige

Review Draft Vision Statement

e JEO presented a Draft Vision Statement (see attached at the end of this document
e JEO is requesting suggestions, comments, changes, etc. on the draft
o Please send those to Adam (arupe@jeo.com; 402.322.0377)
e Comments received during the meeting
o Change to “education efforts” (remove “management”)
o From Nancy: Not sure if we want to mention soil health in it? A lot of the items are
intertwined.
o From Karen: | like the word "regenerative" farms - to encompass flood and soil health
e Will send out for review - due back by 6/12/2020

Polling Data

e Meeting attendings took a live poll regarding conservation practices and watershed awareness
e A copy of the results is attached to these notes

Next Meeting

e Thursday, August 20 at 2 PM, Clarion Public Library
e Enclosed Shelter House as alternative (Eric Rector)
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Boone River WMA

DRAFT

Watershed Vision Statement

What revisions or suggestions do you have?

The Boone River WMA will lead watershed management
efforts through local, state, federal, and private
partnerships in order to improve water quality, mitigate
flood risks to life and property, and increase flood
resiliency of communities for current and future
generations using practices which are voluntary,
compatible with agriculture, enhance recreation,
economically viable, and environmentally sound.
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Boone River Watershed Management Authority (WMA)
Board Meeting & Stakeholder Meeting
August 20, 2020; 2:00 p.m. — 4:00 p.m. (Held Virtually via Zoom)

Meeting Minutes

1. Call Meeting to Order
a. Meeting called to order at 2:00 by Dena Kluss, Chairperson
2. Board Member Introduction
a. Introduction by new attendees
b. Roll call was taken by Dean, 7 of 11 members were present
c. A quorum was present
d. See attached attendance list
3. Minutes from June 4, 2020
a. Motion to approve by Roger Tjarks
b. Motion seconded by Terry Kaduce
c. Minutes from 06/04 approved unanimously
4. Contract Extension
a. Discussion led by Kyle Ament
b. Amendment #1 to Watershed contract to extend 6 months
i. This amendment concerns Wright County and the DNR

ii. Motion to extend by Luke Snyder

iii. Motion seconded by Jim Sayer

iv. Unanimous vote, motion carried

c. Notice: Subaward Certification for Federal Funding, Accountability, and Transparency
Act
i. Dean Kluss will be signing this act
ii. Payments can then be made to Wright County as they are needed/requested
5. Renaming of WMA
a. Discussion led by Kyle Ament
b. There have been instances across lowa with other WMAs, where public perception has
led to a stigma of WMA, due to a misunderstanding that the term “Authority” within the
WMA name implies a WMA as regulatory authority, when in reality it does not.
a. Some organizations are now just called “Coalition” and dropped “Authority”
b. Ideato drop A and just have WM? Or change WMA to “Coalition”

i. Concern of Karen Wilke — Does this disqualify us from WMA funding?

ii. Kyle Ament — As long as we still cite the code of lowa, it is just a name change
that will not affect our funding. Each government (city, county, SWCD) will have
to resign the 28E agreement

iii. Jean Eells — A name change won’t really do anything. Itis a 28E agreement that
is very common in governments. Authority vs. coalition will not really change
the way the WMA is viewed by the public. It might alleviate tiresome explaining
to the general public, and only then will it maybe be worth it.

iv. Karen Wilke — A name change will promote trust and respect in the watershed
and, if it is a simple fix, then the name should be changed.

v. Nate Huntley — Indifferent to name change

Page 1 0of 10



C.

vi. Dean Kluss — Let us leave the name as it is for now.
No action taken

6. Hydrologic Model Proposal

a.
a.

- 0o o o0

h.

Discussion led by Karen Wilke
At the January WMA meeting — Larry Weber’s (lowa Flood Center) presentation
proposed a model for predicting the next 30 years of climate changes, extreme weather,
and flooding in the Des Moines River Watershed. The model had benefits including
accounting for tile drainage. It would help target implementation of conservation
practices
The model could formatted to target Boone River Watershed
i. $65,000 for a year-long study (flexible price depending on detail)
ii. Des Moines Waterworks (representative: Laura Sarcone) was not very
interested. They interested in water quality, not water quantity.
iii. We need funding — maybe find a grant opportunity?
Dean Kluss — Is there another organization that would have funds to help?
Karen Wilke — | do not know of other partners but let me know if anyone does.
Kyle Ament — He thought at one point the price was less than $10,000.
Karen Wilke — There might be flexibility in pricing depending on the detail of the model
we are wanting. This price is just for the Boone River Watershed, as the larger Des
Moines River Watershed model has already been completed, but not at a very usable
scale for the Boone River.
Dean Kluss — If any funding is available or an organization who can fund this presents
itself, then please reach out to Karen, Dean, or Kyle. If Larry Webber comes up with
extra funds, then maybe he could also help.
No action taken

7. Watershed Planning Process (JEO)

a.

Page 2 of 10

Adam Rupe gave updates on the planning process. All eight current condition reports
have been completed and submitted to the technical advisory team for review. JEO will
be incorporating that feedback and finalizing the reports, which can be posted online.
An updated vision statement, based on input at the last meeting was presented
i. Jena Eells - Direct references to the social side of the watershed project were
pulled out of the vision statement. We are stalled-out by that social side over
and over. | hope that we don’t loose an opportunity for educational outreach
because the social side terminology is being left out
ii. Adam Rupe — This is good to take note of. We could address the social side in
Goals or Action Items. My sense was that people were hesitant for the WMA to
be the lead organization managing the project.
iii. Terry Kaduce — Check grammar of the last sentence. Check the tense of the
writing, as it might need to be in future tense.
iv. Dean Kluss — Does this need to be finalized today?
v. Adam Rupe — No, we do not need to adopt it today. We just want to make sure
that we are on the right track.
vi. This vision statement will be edited with this feedback, with the intention of
adopting it a future meeting.



c. Adam presented on the process the planning team is following to develop goals and
objectives for the plan. Following the presentation, the meeting was split into four
smaller discussion groups. Each group considered a specific question related to plan
goals and implementation. After 15 minutes of small group discussion, the full meeting
group reassembled, and each group presented a summary of their discussion. Additional
notes are attached to these meeting minutes.

d. Adam presented on the next steps in the planning process

i. Breakout discussion ideas from today will be incorporated into the draft goal
document, which will be emailed out for review, and discussed at the next

meeting
8. Partner Updates
a. None
9. Questions/Comments
a. None

10. Other Items
a. Voting on moving to pay JEO the amount of $19,110 for Task #1 for the Current
Conditions Reports by requesting $20,000 through the DNR Grant (amount due July 31,
2020)
i. Motion by Terry Kaduce to request and then pay the money
ii. Motion seconded by TC Loving
iii. Unanimous vote, motion carried
11. Next Meeting
a. Thursday, November 19 at 2:00 p.m. via Zoom Meeting
12. Public Comments
a. Kyle presented an idea for a casual field day for talking about and catching fish species
in the Boone River. This could be for late September and a Biologist from the lowa DNR
would run this outing.
i. This will help target community members and pique their interest in the Boone
River

ii. TC Loving — This field day will bring positive attention to the Boone River.

iii. Mike Heller — The low water levels indicate dense fish areas in the river.

iv. Jean Eels —We could look at muscles since the water levels are so low as an
alternative to the fish, who are currently under a lot of strain with low water
levels.

b. Wright County has Funds available (about $400,000) for water quality projects
i. This money has to do with Prestage Farms coming to the area.

ii. Can only be used in a small part of the watershed

iii. Dean Kluss will be in touch with Karen Wilke to utilize those funds so they aren’t
wasted

c. W.H.O. The Big Show will be in the watershed promoting water quality practices
i. Wednesday, August 26" from 11am-1pm
ii. Karen will send an email reminder
13. Adjourn at 3:58 p.m.

Page 3 of 10



WMA Membership Roll Call

Member \ Present / Represented by
Counties
Hancock None Present
Humboldt David Lee
Kossuth Galen Casey
Wright Dean Kluss
Cities
Goldfield None Present
Soil and Water Conservation Districts (SWCD)
Hamilton Jean Eells
Hancock Terry Kaduce
Humboldt Jim Sayers
Kossuth None Present
Webster None Present
Wright Nate Huntly

Full Attendance List

Adam Rupe, JEO

Andrea Wagner, ISU Masters Student
Alyssa Tenorio, JEO

Bob Waters, lowa Dept. of Ag & Land
Stewardship

Brian Tumey, Kossuth NRCS

David Lee, Humboldt Supervisor
Dean Kluss, Wright Supervisor
Derrick Weissenfluh, USFWS Partners
for Fish and Wildlife

9. Doug Miller, Kossuth Engineer

10. Galen Casey, Kossuth County

11. Jamie Benning, ISU Extension

12. Jean Eells, Hamilton SWCD

13. Jeff Sheridan, Webster City Manager

el A s

© N U

Page 4 of 10

14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.

20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.

Jim Sayers, Humboldt SWCD

John Wenck, lowa DNR

Karen Wilke, The Nature Conservancy
Kyle Ament, lowa DNR

Luke Snyder, Kossuth County

Mike Brander, Hamilton Conservation
Board

Mike Heller, JEO

Nate Huntly, Wright SWCD

Roger Tjarks, Kossuth Supervisor

TC Loving, Humboldt SWCD

Terry Kaduce, Hancock SWCD

Todd Lee, Humboldt Conservation
Board



Watershed Planning Process (JEO)

Breakout Discussion

**Breakout Discussion Notes can be found in attached Google Slides **

o Group 1: What projects should be done? Who should lead those?
o Represented by Kyle Ament
o Bob Waters —added to discussion
= This question can be interpreted differently depending on what you view as
“projects”. You cannot fix anything without understanding and quantifying
problems.

o Adam Rupe — This discussion is being used to identify what the issue at hand really is.
We do this by getting people to come-up with ideas for solutions and then going back
and figuring out what the actual problems and issues are.

o Jean Eels — We can see what opportunities are in this watershed through this discussion.
Itis a “linear” approach. It is okay for now, but we need to gather data to identify
problems before going ahead with solutions.

o Bob Waters — | want to get back to the basics and identify resource concerns because it
is sometimes easier to get out of order to capitalize on opportunities.

o Group 2: Should certain BMPs be prioritized? If so, how?
o Represented by TC Loving
o Adam Rupe — Focusing by location is an approach to watershed projects, but there
might not be that many opportunities in that location. It might depend on the location
and what can get off the ground and be prioritized.
o Kyle Ament — Lyons Creek was based on water quality data and not on the social side.
o Dean Kluss — He emphasized the social aspect of projects.

o Group 3: What resources or actions are needed? Who should lead those?

o Represented by Andrea Wagner

o Doug Miller -Emphasized communication in the watershed between the different
stakeholders who are involved.

o John Wenck — Understanding the magnitude of your changes within a watershed and in
a body of water is important. Suggested using the “restoration toolbox” for stream
restoration projects. Saving money in the long run is worth it, even if up-front costs are
very expensive. An example of this would be paving a boat launch instead of using
gravel, which gets washed away.

o Group 4: What barriers need to be overcome?
= Represented by Karen Wilke
= Jean Eells — She shared information for a grant that might be able to assist in this
project. She applied for this grant and is now waiting to see if she received it.

Page 5 of 10



Breakout Group Questions

1.What projects should be done?
e Who should lead those?

2.Should certain BMPs be prioritized?

e |[f so, how?

3.What resources or actions are needed?
e \Who should lead those?

4 \What barriers need to be overcome?

BOONE RIVER

WATERSHED




Group 1: What projects should be done? Who should lead those?

- Education at the local level; lead by ISU Extension, co-ops
- Improving rec opportunities on the river; lead by DNR, Natural Heritage Foundation, schools, etc.
- Oxbow restoration
- Topeka shiner
Precision ag
Edge of field practices

Other discussions:

Monitoring, tying back to education piece
- Modeling
- Watershed assessment
- ID gaps in data and filling data, ID sources - pinpointing issues, back to basics
- Look at what pariners are doing to see what opportunities are available right now




Group 2: Should certain BMPs be prioritized? If so, how?

Other discussions:
- By location
- Considersocial aspect of project
Likelihood of implementation - Metrics, how is it going to be
measured?
- Sharing successes, failures with
other groups

*BMPs = best management practices

Effectiveness
If it addresses multiple goals/multiple benefits
Cost - possibly #1 question farmers will have

Outside funding available




Group 3: What resources or actions are needed? Who should lead those?

Sustained connectivity. Increased human connections
Personal connection within the watershed can be an advantage--knowledge of different
toolboxes.

e Classes that cover hydrology--how working with rivers is different

e Engineering has become more challenging as the rain patterns have
changed. How do we anticipate those changes?

e Initial costs of some projects are a barrier--fundingis, of course, needed.
More critical right now is having a person that can reach out to landowners.
Someone who can interpret projects and explain the context of the

watershed.
More critical than adding to the volume of information that is out there about BMPs

Restoration toolbox as resource
Better tools that might cost money upfront can save money in the long run




Group 4: What barriers need to be overcome?

- need/ power of in-person events

- Lack of knowledge of watershed group and value and importance, and the
impact every landowner can have (what difference can i make)

- Utilize monitoring data for outreach, need analysis and interpretation

- Assumption that this is an Ag issue only, need to educate communities too

- Amount of paperwork - need to streamline

- Not enough technical assistance

- Organizational confusion (who does what and how to find who)

- Farmer barriers to adoption (social norms, time, inputs, perceived risks)

- Showing the long term and financial benefits

- Instant gratification is not real with some conservation practices

- Change is hard

- Can't see water quality issues - can’t see nitrates. How can we see success.

Other discussions
- Absentee landowners




Boone River Watershed Management Authority (WMA)
Board Meeting & Stakeholder Meeting Minutes
November 19, 2020; 2:00 p.m. —4:00 p.m. (Held Virtually via Zoom)

Meeting Minutes

1. Call Meeting to Order
a. Meeting called to order at 2:00 by Dean Kluss, Chairperson

2. Board Member Introduction
a. Introduction by new attendees
b. Roll call was taken by Dean, 6 of 10 members were present
c. A quorum was present
d. See attached attendance list

3. Minutes from August 20, 2020
a. Motion to approve by Kossuth County
b. Motion seconded by Hancock County
c. Minutes from 08/20/2020 approved unanimously

4. Boone Water Quality Initiative Update
a. Discussion led by Sean McCoy (IDALS)
b. Updates on use of cover crops & no-till practices this year
i. About 9,000 acres of cover crop signed-up
1. 7,200 acres were implemented, 3x last year’s number
ii. Without USDA program: 1,000 acres of strip till & no till implemented
c. Within Kossuth, Humboldt, & Wright Counties
i. Held “Conservation Coffees” to discuss cover crops
ii. Cover Crop Workshop (30-45 people) back in March
iii. About 40 fields in process of being surveyed for projects to be implemented
iv. Sites being looked-at/monitored for saturated buffers & bioreactor
implementation
1. Eric Rector identified sites
2. Preliminary designs being created
3. Need to visit with Dean Kluss about Wright County bioreactors
d. COVID making it tough to meet in person with farmers and landowners
i. Currentfocus is “edge of field”
e. QUESTIONS:
i. Question from Adam Rupe: What area(s) do the numbers you just discussed
cover?
1. Sean McCoy: They cover Eagle and Prairie Watersheds —they are small,
simple watersheds in Humboldt, Kossuth, and Wright.
ii. Question from Dean Kluss: Is there any additional funding that has been freed-
up in the Cares Program to pay for these practices?
1. Sean McCoy: Currently, the bioreactors and the saturated buffers are
100% funded. For Buck Creek, WQI funding will be used to get to 100%
funded. These practices all affect downstream areas, so it’s important to
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make sure there is available funding, and nothing is left “hanging”.
Everything must be carried out for this project.

2. Karen Wilke, The Nature Conservancy: There is some potential other
funding from an RCPP grant that was awarded to IDALS. The grant is for
the entire Des Moines lobe & lowan Surface area, so some of it can be
requested. Everyone should keep promoting project to the public to
increase potential funding opportunities.

iii. Question from Eric Rector: Does it matter who the landowner is? Does it have to
be public entity?

1. Sean McCoy: WQI funding can be used on county property. “Duel
agreements” will still be entered with landowners to keep everything
clear and making sure all parties involved agree to the practices being
implemented. Funding can be used on adjacent property and then
through private property.

iv. Question from Dean Kluss: Is the White Fox included for these practices? It
dumps into the Boone.

1. Sean McCoy: Anything within Boone is within reach for these projects.
I’m not focusing on it — I am mainly focused on Eagle & Prairie. It will
have a steamrolling affect through the Boone area when these practices
are implemented, and more and more of them will start popping up all
over the Boone River Watershed.

v. Question from Joni Erwin, lowa Corn: Will you send info on how farmers can
apply for that funding? | want to include information in our newsletter and
water quality initiative.

1. Sean McCoy: Yes, | will email information to you and Ben. The
application for funding is straight-forward and is mainly filling-out
paperwork.

2. Karen Wilke: A tri-fold with information and contacts (like Sean McCoy)
can also be sent out for more information on applying for funding.

f. Sean McCoy (IDALS) will send out an email with project tri-fold and his contact
information to all attendees of this meeting so they can contact him with any questions.

5. Watershed Planning Process (Presented by Adam Rupe, JEO)
a. Project Status Recap
i. August 20, 2020 — Last Meeting
1. Discussed draft of vision statement
2. Overview of goal setting process
3. Small group discussions
b. Updates to Stakeholder Engagement
i. Original project end date: June 30, 2021
1. New end date: December 31, 2021
a. River Trail Meetings moved to virtual
b. Attend WMA Meetings through 2021 (in-person or virtual)
c. Attempt to hold in-person Open House Meeting
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ii. Updated Timeline
1. Stakeholder Meeting #4
a. Finalize goals
b. Input on action items and implementation
2. Water Trail Meetings (3)
a. Landowners, River Uses, Land Managers/Agencies
3. Stakeholder Meeting #5
a. Present Draft Plan
b. Review Water Trail Meetings
4. Stakeholder Meeting #6 (Final Meeting)
a. Final Draft Plan Presented
b. Discuss next steps for implementation (i.e. funding & using plan)
5. Public Open House
a. Presentthe Plan
iii. Upcoming Water Trail Meetings (Presented by Mike Heller, JEO)
1. Three (3) virtual meetings will be held to gather input on the Boone
River Water Trail.

a. Aseparate user group will be invited to each of the three
meetings: 1) landowners, 2) river users, and 3) land
managers/agencies

2. Objectives:

a. Gather ideas/opinions from each user group on the topic of
possibly expanding the Boone River Water Trail

b. Discuss idea and interests in next steps

3. Will contact registered canoe/kayak users in these areas
4. “Water Trail Expansion Study Area” map will be emailed out to today’s
meeting attendees (see attached to these minutes)
c. Finalize Vision Statement
i. Updated “Vision Statement” draft for Watershed Plan presented, and
suggested that it’s ready for adoption
1. Motion to adopt “Vision Statement” in its current form by Dean Kluss,
Wright County
2. Seconded by Luke Snyder, Kossuth County
3. “Vision Statement” adopted unanimously
d. Draft Goals, Objectives, and Strategies
i. Overview of the goal setting process includes:
1. Identify issues & solutions

a. WMA Stakeholder meetings (2 previous meetings)

b. Survey

c. Current condition reports

2. ldentify themes/topics
3. Draft/refine goals
a. Stakeholder input
b. Ensure goals are SMART
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4. Finalize goals
5. Define objectives, strategies, action items, projects, etc. to meet goals
ii. Draft Goal Writing:
1. Goals Include: Indicators, Objectives, and Strategies
2. Goals written to be long-term and aspirational
3. Objectives written to be shorter-term (1-5 years)
a. Used to identify more specific and measurable outcomes
b. Water Quality Goal (Goal #1) is written like an objective, which
has the metric directly in it (only exception)
i. “Improve water quality by reducing nitrogen loading by
35%”
4. Objectives and Strategies can fit under multiple goals
a. Consider them “mutually supporting”
5. There is a draft goal for each of the six (6) topic areas:
a. 1) Water Quality, 2) Partnerships, 3) Education, 4) Wildlife
Habitat, 5) Flood Resiliency, and 6) Recreation
iii. A document with Draft Goals was provided prior to today’s meeting, and Adam
requested that comments be sent to him by December 4*".
iv. Adam reiterated that all of these goals are draft in nature, and meant to spur
discussion.
v. Adam provided an overview of Goal #1, as an example of how the other goals
are structured. Discussion was also held.
1. Indicators
a. Long Term (Primary): IDNR nitrate monitoring near Stratford.
b. Short Term #1: Number of practices installed or adopted over
time.
c. Short Term #2: Subbasin-level nitrate monitoring provided by
ACWA/ISA.
2. Two (2) Objectives
a. #1.1 - Reduce nitrogen loading from cropland through the
implementation or adoption of BMPs on XXX acres of cropland
by 2025.
i. Strategy: Education of producers on BMPs (applicable to
accomplishing other objectives)
ii. Strategy: Providing cost-share
b. #1.2 —Reduce nitrogen loading from communities through the
implementation through the implementation of projects or
adoption of BMPs within 2 communities by 2025.
i. Strategy: Work with ISWEP to educate community on
stormwater management
ii. Strategy: Work with IDALS urban conservationists to
identify potential/best management practices &
connect them to funding
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vi. Questions

1. Question: Why 35% for TMDL reduction?

a. Adam Rupe: 35% covers entire Des Moines River, through the
existing Des Moines River TMDL. Other subwatersheds within
the Boone have adopted the number as well since they are all
“connected” and contributing to the overall TMDL.

2. Question from Rick Young: Are the lowa Corn Growers and Soybean
Associate are on board? What about the lowa Farm Bureau?

a. Joni Erwin, lowa Corn: | will ask the Sustainability Manager for
sure, but she thinks they are on board. | will get back to
everyone for sure.

b. Karen Wilke: The Farm Bureau usually aren’t involved,
historically. They have not had an interest in the project yet, but
someone can contact them if they have a good relationship and
can maybe engage them. It is assumed that Soybean Association
is on board. Also, IIHR Real Time Nitrate Sensors (2 of them) are
good indicators for watershed and they are real-time and
spread out for water quality data. | will send information about
those to Adam.

3. Question from Eric Rector: Can you put the 35% reduction into a total
load (pounds or tons per year)?

a. Adam Rupe: | don’t know what that number is for sure, but | will
review the TMDL report for that information — we may not be
able to determine that number since the TMDL Report is for
such a big area, and the model that was used is no longer active.

4. Question from Jean Eells: You already have funding for this project,
correct? We have funding available at the state level, so let me know if
you need more funding. District Committee has funding that | might be
able to pull from.

a. Dean Kluss: We are always looking for funding. We have funding
to develop this plan, so far.

b. Adam Rupe: JEO has funding to write the Watershed Plan. We
will then investigate funding for plan implementation after it
has been written.

c. Karen Wilke: WMA is helping bring this project forward and
giving it more attention by bringing in more partners to help
fund it.

5. Comment from Kyle Ament: 35% is a very conservative number for this
plan. Other plans are around 41%, which is the goal for the State
Nutrient Reduction Strategy. Boone is on the higher end for nitrate
levels within HUC 8s. Two more ideas: sediment and phosphorus levels
are worth mentioning, so they might want to be included within the
plan.
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6. Question from Terry Kaduce: Why is goal #1 super specific with a value
to achieve and the other goals are not specific?

a.

Adam Rupe: Putting a number to water quality is easy for goal
#1 (which is the most important goal for this plan). But for
example, it’s hard to quantify flood resiliency as a number. But
these can be modified since they are currently just drafts.
Karen Wilke: This data is from 2013. 40 Ibs/acre. 500,000 acres
is the Boone River, so you can do the math to calculate total
loading.

Eric Rector: It is more hard hitting to see numbers instead of
percentages. | would rather see a number for the context of
what 35% is from.

7. Question from Terry Kaduce: Goal #1 is the only water quality goal. Why
is only nitrate being selected?

a.

Adam Rupe: Nitrate was selected since we have data for nitrate
that is easy to obtain and for the TMDL in place, nitrate is the
main component of it. A question for the WMA is to determine
if they want focus on nitrate or on something else.

Terry Kaduce: We should look at sediment loading from field
runoff as well as phosphorus. We don’t just need to limit
ourselves to nitrate, there are other water quality factors to be
considered. Since the goals (other than #1) are less-specific,
maybe we can incorporate other water quality issues into them.
Goal #1 seems to be too specific since it’s only dealing with
nitrate levels.

Comment from Jean Eells: We could alter Goal #1 to aiming for
the water coming out of watershed to be healthy for fish and
wildlife and drinkable for cities without much treatment. We
might also want to add the outcome of downstream into the
goal.

8. Question from David Lee: Wouldn’t it be better/easier to monitor water
quality closer up-stream instead of downstream? Is the DNR monitoring
upstream from Stratford?

a.

Karen Wilke: We are monitoring at all the scales: all 30 sub-
watersheds, 2 middle points (thirds of the stream), and then at
the end of the stream. The DNR is not monitoring upstream
from Stratford, but Indicator #2 is accounting for making sure
the stream is well monitored.

Adam Rupe: Metrics are hard to decide upon when thinking
about how to monitor quality in a watershed. It’s important to
be accounting for the entire watershed and not just parts of it,
like downstream. Those metrics are important when talking to
the public and setting goals/taking action towards that goal.



c. Darrick Weissenfluh: Maybe we can have a metric for each goal
that breaks down water quality into different parts as was
mentioned earlier. From my perspective, since this is
aspirational, even if something is an arbitrary number, it still
helps to bring in constituents and goals can be updated.
Without targets, goals are flexible, but having metrics for each
goal is important. It helps bring in constituents for being able to
get behind ideas. Being too vague doesn’t bring in people.
Metrics helps to define success, so we know if we have fallen
“short” on accomplishing our goals.

d. Adam Rupe: Looking at the two (2) Objectives for Goal #1, we
can create more objectives that address nitrogen loading,
phosphorus loading, and sediment loading as we see fit.

9. Comment from Karen Wilke: So, should we start making these tangible
goals? Following up with what Darrick says. Let’s keep this in mind going
forward. We can use these goals as a guide, so they can be modified.

a. Adam Rupe: We can move forward with these goals and address
them as we see fit. We can always adjust and modify them if
needed. It might be good to set specific parameters for goals, so
we know when we are meeting those goals.

10. Question from Karen Wilke: Since we cannot go through all the goals
today because of a time constraint, how are we going to give feedback
on them?

a. Adam Rupe: You have been emailed copies of goals, etc. but let
me know any questions or comments via email or calls by
December 4th. | wanted to mainly focus on goal #1 today and
walk through the process with everyone in this meeting.

e. Next Steps & Questions
i. Feedback to Adam Rupe by December 4t

1. Email or call with any questions/concerns/feedback

2. The draft goals document will be sent out as a Microsoft Word
document

3. Draft goals and objectives will be finalized at the next Stakeholder
Meeting in February

ii. Potential to add another Goal to address data collection
1. Orincorporate a data collection outline into each individual Goal
iii. Develop action items to meet Goals
1. Projects, education, strategies, etc.
iv. Draft plan chapters will be provided for review
v. Water Trail Meetings
1. Will be scheduled soon
vi. Comment from Kyle Ament: Now is a great time to give feedback so it doesn’t
have to be dealt with later in the document development. Let JEO know your
feedback as soon as possible so everything can be addressed in advance.
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6. Partner Updates
a. N/A

7. Other Questions/Comments
a. Karen Wilke
i. Public information about this project will be uploaded onto Boone River
Watershed website
1. Karen will create one tab for WMA

2. Tab will include current conditions, reports, and all other info will be

there for public to access
3. Karen will share link with everyone in this meeting to the website

8. Other Items
a. Dean Kluss to Kyle Ament: More Potential Funding

i. Wright County has $400,000 SRF Funds that are designated (from the DNR).
ii. Dean would like Kyle’s assistance with requesting funding if this money can be

applicable to the Boone River Watershed.

iii. Dean will send information and relevant persons’ contacts to Kyle so he can

research the SRF funding.
b. Announcement from Kyle Ament about lowa River Coalition (similar to the WMA)
i. Focusing on incorporating new members

ii. LetKyle know if you, your county, city, or a resident is interested in being on the

board of about 18-20 members.
1. Hoping to get about 3-4 representatives from each county/city
2. Incorporating tribes in the area is also an important priority
iii. Counties currently interested: Wright & Hancock

9. Next Meeting
a. Thursday, February 18™ at 2:00 p.m. via Zoom Meeting
i. Potential for meeting to be in-person if COVID-19 is more under control

10. Public Comments
a. N/A

11. Adjourn at 3:33 p.m.
a. Motion to adjourn — Kossuth County
b. Second - TC Loving
c. Motion to adjourn carried — unanimous
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WMA Membership Roll Call

Member \ Present / Represented by
Counties
Hancock None Present
Humboldt David Lee
Kossuth Galen Casey
Wright Dean Kluss
Cities
Goldfield None Present
Soil and Water Conservation Districts (SWCD)
Hamilton Rick Young
Hancock Terry Kaduce
Humboldt Jim Sayers
Kossuth Luke Snyder
Webster None Present
Wright Eric Rector

Full Attendance List

Adam Rupe, JEO

Alyssa Tenorio, JEO

Andrea Harris, JEO

Andrea Wagner, ISU Masters Student
Bob Waters, lowa Dept. of Ag & Land
Stewardship

6. Darrick Weissenfluh, Fish & Wildlife
Service

vk wnN e

7. David Lee, Humboldt Supervisor

8. Dean Kluss, Wright Supervisor

9. Eric Rector, Wright Conservation Board
10. Galen Casey, Kossuth Supervisor

11. Jamie Benning, ISU Extension
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12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.

Jean Eells, Hamilton SWCD

Jim Sayers, Humboldt Commissioner
Joni Erwin, lowa Corn

Karen Wilke, The Nature Conservancy
Kyle Ament, lowa DNR

Luke Snyder, Kossuth Supervisor
Mike Heller, JEO

Rick Young, Hamilton Supervisor
Roger Tjarks, Kossuth Supervisor

TC Loving, Humboldt Commissioner
Terry Kaduce, Hancock Commissioner
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Boone River Watershed Management Authority (WMA)
Board Meeting & Stakeholder Meeting Minutes
February 18, 2020; 2:00 p.m. — 4:00 p.m. (Held Virtually via Zoom)

Meeting Minutes

1. Call Meeting to Order
a. Meeting called to order at 2:00 by Dean Kluss, Chairperson

2. Board Member Introduction
a. Introduction by new attendees
b. Roll call was taken by Dean, 8 of 11 members were present
i. See attached “WMA Membership Roll Call”
A quorum was present
See attached “Full Attendance List”

a o

3. Minutes from November 19, 2020
a. Motion to approve by Kossuth County
b. Motion seconded by Hancock County
c. Minutes from 11/19/2020 approved unanimously

4. Executive Officer Elections
a. Motion to cease nominations & cast unanimous ballot by the City of Goldfield (Gabe
Fiscus)
b. Motion seconded by Kossuth County (Roger Tjarks)
c. Current slate of officers kept unanimously

5. JEO Invoice #122391
Amount of $21,700

o

Motion to pay invoice and submit through DNR by Wright County SWCD (Nate Huntley)

b
c. Motion seconded by Humboldt County (TC Loving)
d. JEO Invoice #122391 approved for pay unanimously

6. Des Moines River TMDL & Nutrient Reduction Strategy (Presented by Kyle Ament, DNR)
a. Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)
i. Definition: the maximum amount of a pollutant a body of water can assimilate
while still meeting water quality standards
b. Des Moines River TDML — 2009
i. Des Moines River identified by Federal Clean Water Act on the State’s 303(d)
impaired waters list
1. Impairment caused by high nitrates. Sources of nitrate include soil
mineralization & nitrogen fertilizer, legume fixation, animal manure,
urban development, septic systems, and natural sources
ii. Soil and Water Assessment Tool (SWAT) model
1. Total of 173 subbasins included in model to evaluate streamflow and
pollutant loading patterns
2. Kyle reviewed model maps with the group.
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TMDL Target

1. Meet 10 mg/L @ City of Des Moines 2™ Avenue Intake at all flow
scenarios

2. Target Load reduction for Des Moines River Basin: 34.4%

3. Largest nitrate loading during April, May, and June

Comment from Dean Klaus (Chairperson): The 34.4% only is relative if you know
what it is of. That will be a question when we are looking at our plan.

1. Kyle Ament (DNR): Different data flows have been referenced from the
10 to 15-year time period and that data is averaged together. That is the
starting point, so the idea is to reduce the values from that timeframe
by 34.4%. | did not put that number on here because of different flows,
but we will do a better job of explaining this in the future.

Question from Terry Kaduce (Hancock County): As long as the goal of 10 mg/L is
met it is fine, right? If you have that set target of 10 mg/L, then the percentage
should not matter.

1. Kyle Ament (DNR): Correct. But to make sure we don’t exceed 10 mg/L
goal, we have to reduce the load by 34.4%, based on the model and
changes in flow. The percentage is tied back to that 10 mg/L value to
make sure it is not exceeded.

2. Dean Kluss (Chairperson): Have we measured the value recently to see
how we are doing?

3. Kyle Ament (DNR): We have data, but it is not from every year. It varies
based on the weather. The data needs to show that the 10 mg/L target
is not exceeded after many years and cannot be achieved after just one
year; need to be able to show trends.

c. Overview of “Nutrient Reduction Strategy” (prepared by ISU, presented by Kyle Ament)

Page 2 of 14

Depiction of how load targets for nitrogen and phosphorus are set
1. Factors considered: lowa’s productive soils and cropping systems,
society and EPA expectations, Gulf Hypoxia Task Force, and EPA
requesting state implementation of practices to address point and non-
point sources.
2. Kyle reviewed map of state shares of nutrient delivery to Gulf of Mexico
with the group.
3. Partners: IDALS, IDNR, ISU, USDA-ARS, NRCS, local engineers, and cities
What is the lowa Nutrient Reduction Strategy?
1. Voluntary, science-based program to reduce N & P impact on water
a. Includes cities, industry, and agriculture
b. A practice-based, measurable method
c. Framework for innovation and verification of new practices and
technologies
Nitrogen Reduction Practices Table — Kyle reviewed with group
Phosphorus Reduction Practices Table — Kyle reviewed with group
Goals




1. Point source removal goals: 4% N, 16% P
2. Nonpoint source removal goals: 41% N, 29% P (45% total for lowa)

vi. Kyle reviewed combination scenarios that achieve N and P goal from NPS.

vii. Comment from Karen Wilke (TNC): Reducing loading at any rate is very
important. We have great water quality data in lowa. Since 2003, water quality
has gotten 100% worse in lowa. Despite all our efforts, it is still getting worse.
We have to do more. Let’s not worry too much about these percentages. We
need to work on getting the nitrate values to go down.

7. Watershed Planning Process (Presented by Adam Rupe, JEO)
a. Project Status Update

i. November 19, 2020 — Last Meeting Recap
1. Project update
2. Previewed water trail meeting plan
3. Adopted vision statement
4. Reviewed first draft of goals/objectives

ii. Timeline Overview
1. February 2020 - Fall 2021 (approximate completion)

iii. Web Page for Boone River WMA (Created by Karen Wilke, TNC)
1. Includes Current Condition Reports

iv. Watershed Plan Overview
1. See attached “Watershed Plan Document”

b. Water Trail Meetings (Presented by Mike Heller, JEO)

i. Objectives
1. Gatherinput on current needs and interest in water trail expansion
2. Discuss ideas and interests in next steps

ii. 3 Separate User Group Virtual Meetings

(see attached “Water Trail Meeting Summaries”)

1. Land Managers/Agencies
2. Landowners
3. River Users/Public

iii. White Fox Creek
1. Discussions in all 3 meetings led to decision that White Fox would not

serve as a suitable water trail.

iv. Public Survey open through March 3™, 2021
1. https://bit.ly/36bclbX
2. Sent via email & posted on lowa Water Trails website
3. Total of 98 responses
4. Survey Results:

a. Most responses from non-landowners/”paddlers”
b. Top 3 most important factors when visiting a river
i. River or stream flow levels

ii. Beingin a natural setting
iii. Water quality
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V.

Vi.

c. Lots of river use/interest in river
d. Other feedback includes:
i. Maintaining/improving access points (addition of
ramps, cleanliness)
ii. Addressing safety (trespassing, signage, litter, Webster
City dam)
iii. Addressing benefits (economic development,
recreational opportunities, respect of nature)

5. Survey responses favor expanding the Boone River Water Trail
(from Webster City to Wright/Hancock County line)

Additional Commentary from John Wenck (DNR): | am impressed with the
turnout at water trail meetings and the survey responses. There were not many
surprises, as there are usually concerns voiced about water trails. Acommon
misconception is that a water trail is a land trail built along-side the river. Goal is
to encourage everyone to be neighborly and respectful when using the river to
landowners and river users. lowa has fairly liberal laws when it comes to public
use of waters, so relationships with landowners is crucial. At the DNR, we have
purchased some private property signs for landowners along the water trail.
Looking to solve problems with water trails and encourage respectable usage of
rivers.

1. Comment from Mike Heller (JEO): Designated water trails connect
agencies, residents, and river users through creating common goals.
There is an annual meeting for people to have the opportunity to check-
in and voice any concerns with the water trail sponsor. Resolving issues
through partnerships within the county creates economic development
within the county and communities.

Questions

1. Question from Eric Rector (Wright County): You had listed some dams
on the proposed water trail that | had never heard of. Are you looking
into those?

a. Mike Heller (JEO): Yes, and our general consensus is that those
dams are more of a river rapid type of situation that have been
resolved. Those were mentioned in our river users’ meeting.

b. John Wenck (DNR): Those two dams are rock/rubble dams. They
are not low-head dams (those create deadly hydraulics that can
trap people). These dams are not a danger to the public, they
are seen more as river rapids. They are listed in the data in the
DNR online interactive paddling map
(https://www.iowadnr.gov/paddlingmap), and they are shown
as rapids and not as dams. There is different symbology.

2. Comment from Dean Kluss (Chairperson): The BRWMA does not have
intensions of taking the water trail on as a sponsor. In order for it to be
designated as a trail, a sponsor must sign a contract with the DNR. That
opens up possibility for funding opportunities.




a. John Wenck (DNR): That is correct. There is still a requirement
to apply for planning services which leads to designations which
then triggers the agreements between sponsors and land
managers along the river.

c. Goal Updates
i. Process Overview —how we determined goals in previous Stakeholder Meetings
(today’s focus in BOLD)
1. Identify issues & solutions
2. ldentify themes/topics
3. Vision Statement — Adopted
4. Draft/refine goals
a. Documents were provided prior to today’s meeting for input
i. No feedback yet
b. Key Take-A-Ways
from Stakeholder Meeting on November 18, 2020
i. Focus on water quality
ii. Simplify goals
iii. Expand pollutants to more than just nitrate
iv. Make goals more specific
v. Questions on what metric goals should be based on
5. Finalize goals
6. Define objectives, strategies, action items, projects, etc. to meet goals
ii. Draft 3 of Goals (see attached “Goals — Draft 3”)
1. Goal 1 Theme: Water Quality
2. Goal 2 Theme: Wildlife Habitat & Flood Resiliency (combined)
3. Goal 3 Theme: Partnerships, Education, & Recreation (combined)
iii. Baseline Water Quality Data
1. Water Quality Monitoring & Stream Gages

a. IDNR (1999-PRESENT)

b. USGS (Webster City: 1940-PRESENT, Goldfield: 2009-PRESENT)

c. [IHR-IFC (Webster City: 2018-PRESENT, Goldfield: 2016-
PRESENT)

d. ACWA/ISA (2007-PRESENT, 30 sites)

2. Lyon’s Creek Plan
a. Used same baseline from TMDL (1999-2006)
3. Recommendation for BRW Plan
a. Set baseline for goals on 2007-2013 seasonal averages
b. Consistent with three recent plans:
i. Prairie Creek, Eagle Creek, & Eagle Grove Plans
iv. Goal #1 & Objectives (WATER QUALITY)
Ensure water quality is adequate for all uses, both within the watershed and
downstream, by meeting state water quality standards and goals.
1. Objective 1.1: Reduce seasonal average nitrate levels by 41% from 9.8
mg/L to 5.8 mg/L by 2035.
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d. Questions

a. Data support from IDNR, ISA, & IFC Analysis of Nitrate Data
Objective 2.1: Reduce average annual total phosphorus levels by 29%
from 0.21 mg/L to 0.15 mg/L by 2035.

a. Data support from IDNR
Objective 1.3: Reduce sediment loading to streams 24% by 2040.

a. Reducing average in-filed erosion rates 25% from 0.59

tons/acre/year to 0.44 tons/acre/year
i. Data support from ISU (real-time)
b. Reducing stream erosion 10% from 22,950 tons/year to 20,655
tons/year
i. Data support from ISA (Prairie Creek Plan)
Objective 1.4: Reduce E. coli bacteria levels by 98% to ensure no
samples exceed 235 organisms/100 mL and that the seasonal geometric
mean is maintained below 126 organisms/100 mL by 2035.
a. Data support from IDNR
b. Question from Dean Kluss (Chairperson): Do you attribute the E.
coli numbers to manure, or is there some other source for that?
i. Adam Rupe (JEO): Every other watershed plan | have

worked on, the E. coli comes from the long-term
average. So, we start looking into non-point sources
that are widespread in the watershed constantly
generating pollutant loads. For this particular
watershed, | would like to do a flow-weighted analysis
to see if pollutants are coming during high flow periods
(therefore from non-point sources) or from lower flow
periods when pollutants are most concentrated in the
water (therefore from point sources and sources very
close to the river).
c. |IDNR geometric mean data
i. High spikes of E. coli concentrations in 2006, 2007, 2018
ii. Worth looking into, but not in this WMA Plan
d. Question from Dean Kluss (Chairperson): The dates you
discussed in the goals are 2035 and 2040. Can you discuss why
those dates were selected?

i. Adam Rupe (JEO): | started with the 2035 date because
those are in line with the lowa Nutrient Reduction
Strategy, date also tied to Prairie Creek and Eagle Creek
local plans. The 2040 date was selected because when
starting this plan and applying for a grant, we aimed for
a 20-year Boone River Watershed Plan. So, that
established the maximum date of 2040.

i. Question in Chat from Nate Huntley (Wright County): | am curious for thoughts
on why levels are increasing so much with the amount of cover crops and
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conservation practices that have been implemented...? They are not where we
want them to be, but why are they so high? How bad would it be if we did not
do those practices?

1.

10.

Adam Rupe (JEO): | do not know the exact answer, but part of it is that
there are still legacy nitrates, phosphates, and pollutants that have not
been flushed out of the watershed yet. Another component is that
there still is not enough conservation efforts, and there is a need for
more.

Comment in Chat from Karen Wilke (TNC): Only about 3% of land is in
cover crops. | think we just need conservation practices as a much
greater scale to see an improvement in water.

Nate Huntley (Wright County): How could the water quality data be so
bad (as Karen mentioned earlier about water quality getting 100%
worse since 2003) even though we have been implementing stuff
(BMPs) within that time period. If we did not have that 3% of land being
in cover crops, where would we be with all the legacy pollutants?

Dean Kluss (Chairperson): One of our BMPs pinpoints that when you
start looking at saturated buffers and bioreactors, think of the amount
of tile that has been put into the ground in the last 20 years. | am not
sure those numbers are available, but they are astounding.

Karen Wilke (TNC): The 3% statistic | gave is statewide and not just for
the BRW. There is a lot of research in some other watersheds that have
a lot of confinements. This research shows farmers applying 3-4 times
the amount (of nutrients) that is recommended. There might be players
out there who are not doing what they are supposed to do.

Nate Huntley (Wright County): It would be interesting to learn about
how much tile has been applied over the years. | know that tile sucks
water from below up, correct?

Adam Rupe (JEO): Yes, it can, depending on where you put a tile and
how deep it is placed. It is generally supposed to capture the infiltration
from the surface and get it up to the surface faster.

Nate Huntley (Wright County): If you are applying the correct nutrients,
they are not supposed to get into your tile lines. So over application is
probably a large factor, and the miles of tile added within the last 20
years is probably shocking.

Adam Rupe (JEO): | think more tile is installed every year even though
there is still so much.

Dean Kluss (Chairperson): | think tile is a good thing because | am a
farmer. | see tile going in differently than it used to be installed. It used
to be separate strains that go to the center of a pond and it had a
surface intake in it. That is a point source to me. Whereas, if you see
pattern tiles you do not see any surface intake, and | do not see that as
a point source.
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11. Mike Heller (JEO): To add to what Dean said, it is important to find the
balance between not negatively impacting one group versus the other.
Along with tile, agriculture producers can install saturated buffers and
tile-zone wetlands. There are ways to mitigate and minimize the
negative impacts of tiles as well. That all ties into the nutrient loading
and BMPs as well.

Goal #2 & Objectives (FLOOD RESILIENCY & WILDLIFE HABITAT)
Reduce flood risks and improve wildlife habitat within the watershed.

1. Objective 2.1: Complete a study to better understand flood risks and
identify mitigation actions by 2023.

2. Objective 2.2: Integrate the Boone River Watershed Plan with each local
county hazard mitigation plan by 2025.

3. Objective 2.3: Double the amount of wildlife habitat (perennial

vegetation) from 46,628 acres to 93,256 acres by 2040.
a. 23% reduction (10,793 acres) from baseline to 2020
b. Mostly related to conversion of grass/pasture and forest to corn
c. lowa Wildlife Action Plan set a goal of doubling habitat across
the state
Comment from Karen Wilke (TNC): We did struggle with quantifying this
objective (2.3), but | think you did a nice job with this, Adam. The
habitat can mean a lot of different things, and things like wetlands and
oxbows will not capture the aquatic habitat. Perennial vegetation is a lot
easier to measure than other things.
Comment from Dean Kluss (Chairperson): | want to make sure that the
membership understands that this is not acreage along specific
watershed waters and tributaries. This is within the boundaries of the
watershed. It might be six miles away from the river or any one of those
tributary streams. If there is an area with perennials in it, then it is
included in those acres.

6. Adam Rupe (JEO): Yes, this is total acres the entire watershed. As you

look at targeting differing locations to put into wildlife habitats, areas
near streams and areas that are steep with lots of runoff- those are the
areas that would provide you the best water quality benefits. If we
really wanted to, we could compare and contrast the actual maps to see
where changes occurred spatially in the watershed, but for discussion
purposes, we have provided these raw numbers for the watershed.

Goal #3 & Objectives (PARTNERSHIPS & EDUCATION)
Build an aware and engaged community that works towards improving
watershed management.

1. Objective 3.1: Expand WMA membership to all communities, counties,

and SWCDs by the end of 2022.

2. Objective 3.2: Increase the number of individuals, businesses,

organizations, state, and federal entities that participate in WMA
meetings or watershed projects by 10% each year.
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Objective 3.3: Utilize an education plan to guide outreach to targeted
audiences about watershed conditions, the actions they can take, and
resources available to them.

Objectives 3.4: Develop a Boone River Water Trail Plan by the end of
2024.

e. Next Steps & Questions
i. Feedback Survey sent to attendants (http://bit.ly/3ucPPvt)

1.

2.

5-10 minutes given for responses during meeting (9 responses were
collected by end the of this meeting.)
Closes Friday, March 5, 2021

ii. Comment from Eric Rector (Wright County): On the average in-field erosion rate
of 0.59 tons/acre/year, if that is the actual number, then the rest of the state at
6 tons/acre/year is doing a poor job.

1.

Adam Rupe (JEO): Yes, that number is correct. The Boone River
Watershed is much lower than the state average for in-field erosion,
and | think that is pretty similar across the Des Moines Lobe. | am sure
some of that is related to the management practices and producers, but
this area has much flatter ground than the rest of the state.

Eric Rector (Wright County): | get that. | spent the better part of one day
weighing out and figuring out how many ounces per square foot people
are losing to what we are not losing, but it was confusing, so | just
decided to wait until this meeting to hear about it. | was looking at the
.59 tons/acres/year thinking that it must be 5.9 tons/acres/year.

Adam Rupe (JEO): That is a great observation. That daily erosion project
website is really great for looking at different numbers and data for
different years and days. Based on weather, you can see the differing
amounts of runoff and erosion from those times.

Eric Rector (Wright County): | like to see pounds more than milligrams
per Liter in these situations. It is easier to relate to when you are seeing
reduction values in pounds. | am bringing this up because when you are
displaying the percent reductions, certain organizations will see these
numbers as out of context because they are not shown in pounds.
Adam Rupe (JEO): A lot of times when we complete these plans, we put
numbers in pounds/year or tons/year in the goals. Generally, we have a
water quality model we are working through that can populate that for
us. For this situation, we do not have a model, but we are lucky to have
water quality data we can access that has already been collected. One
of the recommended studies/projects | will include in the plan is to do a
unified water quality water model in the area since there is such great
new data available. Maybe the SWAT model could be used for the
Boone River like it was used for the Des Moines river as Kyle Ament
suggested. New water quality data, new land use data, and new



conservations practices that have been installed could be put into that
SWAT model for the Boone River Watershed.

6. Eric Rector (Wright County): Are there any biological surveys that are
accessible online?

7. Adam Rupe (JEO): Yeah, the DNR keeps a good data base of all the
biological sampling they have done over the years (link shared by
Mike Heller, JEO & Kyle Ament, DNR for Biological Data:
https://programs.iowadnr.gov/bionet/). | have not looked at that data
base recently in detail, but | know the DNR has done sampling in sites
within the Boone River Watershed. Also, The Nature Conservancy (TNC)
has done a lot of work with mussels and has published some papers on
mussels.

8. Karen Wilke (TNC): We did a lot with mussels and macro-invertebrates,
but that was back in 2003. The DNR has done a lot of mussel surveys
along the whole Boone River. We have gotten like an “A+” on mussel
health. We can share those research publications. We also have done a

lot of fish surveys on the Boone River’s tributaries. We were looking for
the Topeka Shiner as well as tracking other fish there. A lot of this
information should be on the Boone River website under a ‘Research’
tab, but | will also send this information out for anyone who is
interested.

9. Adam Rupe (JEO): The water quality numbers are great measurable,
hard metrics, but what really matters is the drinking water quality and
how pollutants are affecting nature itself like fish populations and
invertebrate populations.

Next Steps

1. Finalize water quality data review

2. Updating goals/objectives based on feedback
a. Feedback from this meeting & survey open through Friday,

March 5

b. Adopt at next meeting

3. Draft Strategies Framework
a. Action Plan
b. BMP Targets
c. Education Plan

4. Integrate into draft watershed plan

5. Begin sending draft plan chapters for review

8. Partner Updates
a. lJennifer Terry (Des Moines Water Works)
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Des Moines Water Works would like to host a tour in August for the Des Moines
Water Works treatment plant for Boone WMA (groups up to 20)



1. Contact Jennifer for coordinating
iii. New CEO and General Manager — Ted Corrigan, Engineer
1. Ifinterested, he can present about the Des Moines river at a WMA
meeting

9. Other Questions/Comments
a. Andrea Wagner (lowa State Graduate Student) — Update on Research
i. | have been conducting qualitative research on watershed organizations around
lowa for about a year — including the Boone River Watershed
1. Research: comparative analysis of the social infrastructure of different
watershed groups and how it impacts the ability for the groups to
achieve/accomplish their goals
2. Thesis will be available mid-April
a. Individualized report from Boone River WMA (anonymous data)
3. Isitokay if | use the draft goals and objectives in my thesis research?
a. Membership has no objections. Dean Kluss (Chairperson) gives
permission as long as credit is provided, Andrea agreed.

10. Other Items
a. N/A

11. Next Meeting
a. Thursday, May 20*" at 2:00 p.m. via Zoom Meeting
i. This date works for JEO and DNR’s timelines
ii. Potential for meeting to be in-person if COVID-19 vaccinations have occurred
1. Fall meeting will tentatively be in-person

12. Public Comments
a. N/A

13. Adjourn at 3:55 p.m.
a. Motion to adjourn — Kossuth County
b. Second —Humboldt County (TC Loving)
c. Motion to adjourn carried — unanimous
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WMA Membership Roll Call

Member \ Present / Represented by
Counties
Hancock None Present
Humboldt David Lee
Kossuth Galen Casey
Wright Dean Kluss
Cities
Goldfield None Present
Soil and Water Conservation Districts (SWCD)
Hamilton Rick Young
Hancock Terry Kaduce
Humboldt Adam Asche
Kossuth Luke Snyder
Webster None Present
Wright Nate Huntley

Full Attendance List

Adam Asche, Humboldt NRCS

Adam Rupe, JEO

Alyssa Tenorio, JEO

Andrea Harris, JEO

Andrea Wagner, ISU Masters Student

Bob Waters, lowa Dept. of Ag & Land

Stewardship

7. Darrick Weissenfluh, US Fish & Wildlife
Service

8. David Lee, Humboldt Supervisor

9. Dean Kluss, Wright Supervisor

10. Eric Rector, Wright Conservation Board

11. Galen Casey, Kossuth Supervisor

12. Jean Eells, Hamilton SWCD

ok wN PR
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13.

14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.

Jennifer Terry, External Affairs Manager
at Des Moines Water Works

Jim Sayers, Humboldt Commissioner
John Wenck, lowa DNR

Karen Wilke, The Nature Conservancy
Kyle Ament, lowa DNR

Luke Snyder, Kossuth Supervisor
Mike Heller, JEO

Nate Huntley, Wright SWCD

Rick Young, Hamilton Supervisor
Roger Tjarks, Kossuth Supervisor

TC Loving, Humboldt Commissioner
Terry Kaduce, Hancock Commissioner



Watershed Plan Document

WATERSHED PLAN DOCUMENT
| Chapr | Staus

Executive Summary

Chapter 1 — Introduction

Chapter 2 — Watershed Inventory
Chapter 3 — Current Conditions
Chapter 4 — Goals

Chapter 5 — Implementation Strategy  Drafting
Chapter 6 — Education Plan Drafting
Chapter 7 — Action Plan Drafting
Chapter 8 — Funding Drafting
Appendices / Technical Memos
* Current Condition Reports (8)

Complete

» Existing BMP Estimates
* Hazard Mitigation Projects

L

Water Trail Meeting Summaries

WATER TRAIL MEETINGS

Last item to be completed

Ready for WMA Review

Internal Review

Internal Review

Awaiting goals approval from WMA

=

Land Manager Landowner Meeting

Meeting 2/9/21
2/9/21 11 attendees
9 attendees « Concerns with

* Success with trespassing,

current Boone
River Water Trail in
Hamilton Co.,
desire from
residents to extend
trail north
Concerns with
seasonal viability
of water trail
extension, access
locations

liability, seasonal
viability of water
trail extension

River User/Public

Meeting

2/10/21

15 attendees

+ Support in
extending water
trail north to
Goldfield area

» Concerns with
seasonal viability
of water trail
extension

_
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Goals — Draft 3

GOALS - DRAFT 3 j

Ensure water quality is adequate for all
Water Quality ‘ uses, both within the watershed and

downstream, by meeting state water
quality standards and goals.

FI.O.Od y k& Reduce flood risks and improve wildlife
RS ey o habitat within the watershed
Wildlife Habitat ’
Partnerships s Build an aware and engaged community
Education - ./- that works towards improving watershed

Recreation management.

L 12
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Boone River Watershed Management Authority (WMA)
Board Meeting & Stakeholder Meeting Minutes
May 20, 2021; 2:00 p.m. — 4:00 p.m. (Held Virtually via Zoom)

Meeting Minutes

1. Call Meeting to Order
a. Meeting called to order at 2:05 by Dean Kluss, Chairperson

2. Board Member Introduction
a. Roll call was taken by Kluss, 6 of 11 members were present
i. See attached “WMA Membership Roll Call”
b. A quorum was present
c. See attached “Full Attendance List”

3. Minutes from February 18, 2021
a. Motion to approve by Loving (Humboldt)
b. Motion seconded by Kaduce (Hancock)
c. Minutes from 2/18/2021 approved unanimously

4. Watershed Planning Process (Adam Rupe, JEO)
a. General Project Updates
i. Timeline:
1. Spring Summer 2021
a. Get goals adopted
b. Review action items and BMPs
c. Review implementation strategy
2. Fall 2021
a. Present draft plan
b. Public open house
c. Finalize/adopt plan
ii. Plan Status
1. Current condition reports and Chapter 1 have been submitted and
reviewed. Additional chapters are forthcoming.
2. See status chart attached to minutes.
b. Adopt Goals
i. Stakeholder Informed Goals:
1. Water Quality
2. Flood Resiliency / Wildlife Habitat
3. Partnerships / Education / Recreation
ii. Goals ready for adoption
1. Final draft reviewed at last meeting
2. Online survey feedback shared 100% agreement for goals
3. Motion to approve goals Snyder (Kossuth)
4. Motion seconded Loving (Humboldt)
5. Motion approved unanimously
c. Prioritization of Implementation Areas
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BMP Targets

1. Master List shared previously with group
Estimate on existing BMP levels compiled
ACPF data obtained and analyzed
Target levels for most BMPs drafted
Map of varying levels of ACPF by HUC 12

a. Recommend to complete or update ACPF on areas prioritized

for implementation

Questions/Comments:
Kluss: How do we administer ACPF and practice it?
Rupe: Mostly institutions are involved in this
Ament: lowa State University has been involved in the past.
Benning: Mostly when ISU has done this it has been a part of an academic
project.
Loving: Does this need to be done continuously and consistently?
Rupe: There is a lot that depends on when you conduct this but usually it is just
when major land use changes happen. However usually what the tool finds can
withstand for a while.
Loving: Does landowner involvement need to happen along with this tool?
Rupe: It is more of a tool to use to help have a conversation with landowners
about implementation projects. Not so much “here is what we are going to do
with your land”.
Rupe made suggestion for BMP targets with the working draft he sent
previously to the group.
Ament: Questions about implementing this at HUC 12 levels?
Kluss: What is the difference between HUC 12, 10, & 87
Rupe: Discussed the differences and what implementation looks like at each
level, and most watershed implementation projects are done at the HUC 10 or
12 level
Rector: Double counting of BMPs? And what does this mean?
Rupe: At the end of the day, the exact numbers at the watershed level do not
matter. But it does help us with tracking purposes for BMPs.

vk wNN

BMP Targets Discussion Points

Kluss: Not all of the above but look at best management practices that we’ve
already seen utilized in our watershed area. Need to see all values: monetary,
ethics, etc.

Kaduce: Wouldn't it be best to prioritize BMPs that give us best bang for our
buck instead of a broad perspective of it?

Rupe: It is hard to find the best deal at such a large scale but if there is existing
literature on cost effectiveness we could use. | don’t know how exactly we
compare everything to each other

Rector: Knows of this kind of literature we can use

Loving: Some infill practices that keep nutrition in the field, is this the best for
soil health, making money with farming? Should we mainly base BMP
prioritization on agricultural uses?



Page 30f 8

Kluss: Agrees with Loving’s suggestion. That is the starting point for what we
want to target. Most land use in the watershed, 85%, is rural crop. The standard
of farming is something that can be applied to most of the land within this
watershed.

Rupe: You don’t want to limit it too much because it could leave out potential
landowners or existing future development. Best to keep it wider open and then
if a client or project comes in that wants something more specific, you can apply
that perspective.

Ament: | agree and there isn’t much monetary value in limiting ourselves too
only afew BMPs.

Rupe: Because there are so many partners, one partner could take their own
specific focus for a practice or project. For now, | think an overarching plan that
anyone can use is the best option. It will make it a fairly broad plan that can
leave next steps vague. But next action items can help alleviate that.

Identification of Education & Outreach Needs

Purpose
1. Narrow down initial focus of implementation
2. ldentify where first project area would be
3. Allow results to be measured
Two general approaches
1. Geographicv. Resource based
2. Geographic Location Examples
a. HUC12
b. Stream corridors
c. High runoff areas
d. Communities
3. Resources Based Examples
a. Tile drained fields
b. Stormwater
c. Nitrogen
d. Field erosion
e. Etc.
Also consider immediate areas of opportunity
Initial recommendation by JEO
1. Blend these two approaches
a. HUC 12 focus
b. Address areas without existing plans
c. Prioritize areas with highest nitrogen levels
d. Still allow for additional targeting within the priority area
Nitrate Levels
1. Attached map with highest areas
2. Recommendation by JEO
a. 3 Areas: Otter Cree, Drainage Ditch #9, & Brewers Creek
i. See attached map



b. Allows for addressing multiple issues
i. High nitrates
ii. Geographic distribution
iii. Drainage ditches
iv. Small & Large HUC 12s
v. Communities/Stormwater
vi. Discussion
Kluss: Importance of Brewers Creek
Rupe: Close to mouth of river. Might show results quickest might help flow
down the river, etc.
Kaduce: Timeline?
Rupe: Overall plan is a 20-year plan. First action items will be done in 5 years.
Might pick one area to focus on first 5 years and then move on to the next
priorities.
Ament: Follow up input might be biased toward local area of interest. Is there
opportunity to pick a second tier of priority areas in case social interest is not
there.
Rupe: Agreed.
e. Review Draft Strategic Framework: Action Plan, BMP Targets, Education Plan
1. Four categories:
a. Monitoring & Evaluation
b. Projects & Studies
c. Education
d. Policy & Partnerships
2. Small Group Break Out discussions (15-20 minutes)
a. Ensure all potential items are identified
b. Prioritize top items for next 5 years
3. Top priorities discussed by small groups
a. Monitoring & Evaluation group
i. Water quality monitoring
ii. River trails and monitoring river usage
b. Education group
i. We need to improve signage and accessibility for the river and
that the DNR should lead that

ii. Increase signage of BMPs to raise awareness of work already
being done

iii. **Add: There may already be partners doing these things and
who are they and how can we work together?

iv. **Add: Constant turnover from WMA members can be
difficult. It can set back progress, so if education group could
create an on-boarding document or a quarterly progress
report?

v. Discussion
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Kluss: Should include explanation and education around the
various acronyms involved in this project and report.
c. Policy and Partnership group
i. Watershed coordinator
1. Maintain that position so they could knock off a lot of
the items in that list.
2. How do we pay that person and what grants can we
use?
3. And we want them to be local but to be able to keep
the whole watershed in mind
d. Projects & Studies group
i. Completing a hydrologic assessment of the watershed
ii. Develop a unified water quality model
1. SWAT model from Des Moines River could be updated
to do this
iii. Completing a detailed evaluation of drainage ditches
infrastructure
iv. **Add: Gauge BMP retention levels
v. **Add: Apply for funding through grants, partner
contributions, or other means to fund operations
5. Partner Updates
a. Hamilton County considering joining WMA
i. Amentin discussion with them
6. Questions/Comments
a. Will be sending more updates and action items on to entire WMA after this meeting.
i. Next meeting
1. Discussion topics:
a. Continue sending draft plan chapters for review
b. Update Action Plan based on feedback
i. Online survey open until Friday, June 11
ii. Adopt at next meeting
c. Begin planning open house
2. Next meeting August 19", 2021
a. Planto bein person
b. Location TBD, will choose by June, send suggestions to Kluss
c. Time2-4pm
7. Public comments
a. None
8. Adjourn
a. Motion to adjourn Loving (Humboldt)
b. Motion to adjourn second Eells (Hamilton)
c. Motion carries unanimously
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WMA Membership Roll Call

Member | Present / Represented by
Counties
Hancock None Present
Humboldt None Present
Kossuth Galen Casey
Wright Dean Kluss
Cities
Goldfield Gabe Fiscus
Soil and Water Conservation Districts (SWCD)
Hamilton None
Hancock Terry Kaduce
Humboldt TC Loving
Kossuth Luke Snyder
Webster None Present
Wright None Present

Full Attendance List

Adam Rupe, JEO
Alyssa Tenorio, JEO
Angie Rieck-Hinz, Field Agronomist lowa State Extension
Brian Tumey, Kossuth County NRCS
Darrick Weissenfluh, US Fish & Wildlife Service — lowa
Dean Kluss, Wright Supervisor
Eric Rector, Wright Conservation Board
Gabe Fiscus, City of Goldfield
Galen Casey, Kossuth Supervisor
. Heidi Keuler, Fish Habitat Biologist US Fish & Wildlife Service — La Crosse, WI
. Jean Eells, Hamilton SWCD
. Jessica Downey, District Conservationist Hamilton county NRCS
. Joanie Erwin, District Field Manager North Central lowa, lowa Corn Growers
. Kristen Ohnoutka, JEO
. Kyle Ament, lowa DNR
. Luke Snyder, Kossuth Supervisor
. TC Loving, Humboldt Commissioner
. Terry Kaduce, Hancock Commissioner
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Watershed Plan Document

WATERSHED PLAN DOCUMENT
| Chapter | Status ____

Executive Summary Last item to be completed

Chapter 1 — Introduction Sent to TAT on April 29th

Chapter 2 — Watershed Inventory Preparing to Send to TAT

Chapter 3 — Current Conditions Internal Review

Chapter 4 — Goals Awaiting goals approval from WMA
Chapter 5 — Implementation Strategy  Drafting

Chapter 6 — Education Plan Drafting

Chapter 7 — Action Plan Drafting

Chapter 8 — Funding Drafting

Appendices / Technical Memos
» Current Condition Reports (8)
+ Existing BMP Estimates

* Hazard Mitigation Projects

Complete

Goals — Approved 5/20/2021

GOALS READY FOR ADOPTION

Ensure water quality is adequate for all
uses, both within the watershed and
downstream, by meeting state water

quality standards and goals.

Water Quality

Flood &L A |Reduce flood risks and improve wildlife
Resiliency "—' habitat within the watershed
Wildlife Habitat '
. g . .
Partnerships g Build an aware and engaged community
Education - .lb that works towards improving watershed
Recreation management.
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Boone River Watershed Management Authority (WMA)
Board Meeting & Stakeholder Meeting Minutes
August 19, 2021; 2:00 p.m.—4:00 p.m.
Location: Wright County Extension Office in Clarion, IA (virtual option provided via Zoom)

Meeting Minutes

Note: Due to audio difficulties experiences during the meeting, online participants left the meeting early.
These difficulties also impacted the ability to complete meeting notes, which are typically prepared from
the meeting recording.

1. Call Meeting to Order
a. Meeting called to order at 2:05 by Dean Kluss, Chairperson
b. Roll call was taken by Kluss
i. Four (4) members were present
ii. A quorum was not present
c. Full attendance list and sign-in sheet attached

2. Minutes from May 20, 2021
a. No questions or additions were noted
b. Minutes were not approved as there was no quorum

3. Watershed Planning Process (Adam Rupe, JEO)
a. The following items were presented and discussed
i. Project status and recap of the May 20" meeting
ii. Input onimplementation areas
iii. Review of draft action plan
iv. Planning for the public open house meting
v. Process of adopting the watershed plan
vi. Next steps and questions
b. A copy of the presentation slides are attached to these meeting notes
At the May 20" meeting, there was a request to add additional priority areas
i. The map has been updated and additional feedback was gathered
ii. The map will be updated and sent out to the WMA for additional feedback after
this meeting
d. The draft Action Plan was reviewed with the group and feedback was obtained for each
category
i. A draft of this was sent to the WMA over the summer and responses were
received via email and though an online survey.
ii. The current draft will be updated and sent out to the WMA for additional
feedback after the meeting
e. Next steps in the planning process were discussed:
i. JEO to attend a final quarterly WMA meeting got review draft plan and
incorporate final feedback
ii. JEO will coordinate a public open house for public review of the draft plan
1. A date for this will be set at the November meeting. Possibly to be held
at the end of December.
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2. Will hold the event over the lunch hour, and will try to find a food
sponsor
iii. JEO will provided the final plan for DNR review and adoption by the WMA

4. Overview of Fish Passage Study
a. Kyle Ament provided an overview of a study that was previously completed. He will
send out a copy to the group.

5. Partner Updates
a. None

6. Questions/Comments
a. None

7. Next meeting
a. Proposed for November 18, 2021
b. Held in-person with a virtual option

8. Public comments
a. None

9. Adjourn
a. Motion to adjourn
b. Motion to adjourn second
c. Motion carries unanimously
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WMA Membership Roll Call

Member \ Present / Represented by
Counties
Hancock None Present
Humboldt None Present
Kossuth None Present
Wright Dean Kluss
Cities
Goldfield None Present
Soil and Water Conservation Districts (SWCD)
Hamilton None Present
Hancock None Present
Humboldt TC Loving
Kossuth Luke Snyder
Webster None Present
Wright Nate Huntley

Full Attendance List

1.
e James Sayer, Hu
[ )
[ )
2. Joined In-person (se
O
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