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Conclusions

Based on the results of the analysis the following conclusions can be made:

1. The surface total phosphorus concentration in Big Green Lake does not significantly
different at various points across the lake.

2. Based on the spring total phosphorus concentration Big Green Lake is eutrophic,

3. Big Green Lake's chlorophyll a response to total phiosphorus is less than what regional
regression equations wauld predict.

4, The lake's low chlorophyll_a response may be the result of food web effects (Daphnia
grazing on chiorophvil_a),

s. Based on monitored flow, sediment and total phosphorus loading, 1997 was close o an
average year for the lake, while 1998 was below average.

6. Silver Creek contributes the greatest annual total phosphorus loading to Big Green Lake
at approximately 4495 of the total and 30% of the mbutary Joading.

7. The Southwest inlet is the second greatest source of total phosphorus loading at 13% of
the total and 15% of the tributary input,

8. The watershed unit area total phosphorus export values for the Silver Creek watershed
fall into the lower portion of the range monitored for agricultural tand in Wisconsin.

9. Menitoring data indicate that no significant bypassing of Silver Creek's inflow loading is
ocecurring.




Recommendations

Based on the sbeve conclusions it is recommended that:

1. An in-take total phosphorus goal be established for Big Green Lake in the near future,

1J

Watershed modeling be conducted to identify total phosphorus loading source areas and
BMP strategies for load reduction.

3. The BMP implementation strategy be supported by watershed modeling and be sufficient
to meet-the in-lake water guality goal.

4, [n-lake and tributary moniioring be continued to document Big Green Lake's water
quality response to land management activities.



Big Green Lake s located in Big Green Lake County of east central Wisconsin. The lake has a
surface area of 7,346 acres. mean and maximum depths of 104 and 236 feet, respectively. The
lake has two principal inflows. Silver Creek from the east and the Southwest Inlet. The total
tributary drainage area to the lake is approximately 91.2 square miles in size of which 53.5 mi®
and 16.3 mi’ from Silver Creek and the Southwest Inlet area. respectively. The primary land use
in the Silver Creek subwatershed is agricuitural while the remaining areas are a mixture of
agriculture, residential, wetland and forest. Big Green Lake is a significant resource from both a
local and statewide perspective. Local interest in the management of the lake began in the early
1990's with planmng grant assistance from the Department of Natural Resources (DNR). After a
number of lake planning grants the Lake District received a lake protection grant from the DNR
in 1998 to complete a diagnostic feasibility study. One component of the diagnostic study
process is the development of a water and nwirient budger for the lake as well as a water quality
model. The model will be used in the goal setiing process to evaiuate the impact of watershed
poliurant load reduction on water quality improvement. The modeling effort is supported by in-
lake monitoring data collected by self help volunteers and DNR staff along with tributary
monitoring data collected by the US Geological Survey. This report will focus on the methods,
results and discussion pertaining to the modeling.  Any other aspects of the monitoring or

diagnostic work will be discussed only briefly and limited in context to modeling.




Analysis Methods

The analysis consisted of two parts monitoring and modeling. Monitoring was conducted both
in-lake and on the majority of the tributaries flowing into the lake. The monitoring data was then
used in the calibration of a model und the development of a lake loading response curve. The
lake loading response curve can then be used in the watershed load reduction. lake response

evaluation process.

[niually the lake was divided into three segments and monitoring was conducted at three in-lake
stations corresponding to those segments as shown 1n Figure 1. Lake data was collected during
the growing season {April-October) with an emphasis on those parameters most useful for model
calibration. Monitoring parameters included surface total phosphorus (TP). chlcrophyll a and
Secchi depth transparency. For the purposes of this study. all modeling was eutrophication
focused. Temperature. dissolved oxvgen and hmited phosphorus profile data were also collected
at each sitc as well as phyto and zooplankton data. The response curve for Big Green Lake was
developed using the Wisconsin Lake Model Spreadsheet (WILMS) model version 2.00 (Panuska
etal. 1996}, Copies of the Big Green Lake WILMS runs for 1997 and 1998 are included in
Appendix A. Within WILMS the Canfield-Bachmann. 1981 natural lake model {model No. 2)
was selected for use, All known loading and flow information was input into the model, The
model was then manually fit to observed conditions using an assumed load from unmonitored
sources. The unmonitored sources were assumed to include internal loading, shore and bank
erosion, loading from geese and any loading error. The lake's response curve was developed by
plotting stepwise reductions in external loading against model predicted in-lake total phosphorus
values. The loading information used for modeling was placed in pie charts. In developing the
loading pie charts, the unmonitored load was combined with the estimated bypassing and placed

in a category labeled "net other".

In the voal setting process 1t is also necessary to know what the corresponding lake water quality
will be at various levels of in-lake phosphorus. The regression relationships beiween in-lake TP
and chlorophyll_a were developed specifically for Big Green Lake. A lake specific regression

was developed because the regional regression equation from Lillie et al. (1993) for TP and

chlorophyvll a did not adeguately Jdescribe conditions in Big Green Lake, However, the regional
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regression for chlorophyll a and Secchi depth transparency was found to be adequate.
Additional discussion on the use of these equations to predict water clarity 1s included in the

Results section of this report.

Tributary load monitoring was conducted by the US Geological Survey. Continuous gagc sites
with automatic samplers were established for Silver Creek at its inlet to the lake and for White
Creek. Grab samples were collected after storm events from a number of the smaller tri butaries
and used in the load estimation calculations. Two years (1997-199%8) of flow monitoring was
conducted {cotresponding to the lake monitoring). An analysis of historic flow, sediment and TP
loading was also conducted using data from 1988-98 in order to provide a basis for comparison
to long-~term means. An analysts of the outflow and in-lake TP concentration data also included
an estimate of the input TP load being by-passed. All monitoring vears are water vears defined

as October through September.

Results

At the time of the initial study design. three in-lake waler quality stations were established with
the poal of identifying water quality responses in each segment. Review of the 1997 and 98 data
indicated no significant differences between the three segments as shown in Figure 2. This
implies that wind mixing e¢liminates any spatial water quality differences across the lake making
it appropriate to mode] the lake as a single basin. For this reason the three individual Jake station
values were volume weighted and reported as single whole-lake values. Table | summarizes the

monitored in-lake water quality data for 1997 and 1998. Additional detaited information can be

found in Appendix B.
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Table 1

Water Column Water Quality Data Summary

Spring TP Summer TP Chlorophyll a Secchi Depth
Year (ug/l) (ug/H* {ug/l} (m)
1997 27 18 5 3.9
1998 22 9 3 4.5
1997 TSI - 51 47 40
1998 TSI -—- 43 43 38

* Summer equals April through October

Table 2 summarizes the results of a comparison of 10 vears of monitored flows and loading with

the 1997 and 199§ results.

Table 2

Comparison of 1997 - 98 Data with the 11 Yr. Medians

(Annual value / 11 vear median)

Flow Sediment TP
Year (cis) (tons / day) (pounds / day)
1997 32.7/30.6 22/22 26/26
1998 28.7/30.6 2.7:/22 21726

The lake response curve for Big Green Lake is included as Figure 3. The trophic response

regression equations for total phosphorus /chlorophyll a and chlorophyll a/Secchi depth are as

follows and as illustrated in Figures 4 and 5. Additional evaluation of the TP/chlorophyvll a

predictive relationship indicated that Big Green Lake's chlorophyll a response to TP was about

1/2 of what a regional regression equation would predict and the regional regression was

therefore adjusted accordingly,
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Chl q = e-2,ﬁ3 + 142 Ln (TP}

The above equation is modified from Lillie et al. (1993), where Chla =

chtorapliyll ainug/l and TP = total phosphorus n ug/l.

- 140 - 088 LaChl 2
SD = ¢ LoChl a}

The above equation 1s from Lillie et al. {1993) for central region dramnage lakes,

where: SD = Secchi depth (m) and Chl a = chlorophyll_a in ug/l.

The unit area loading by tributary for 1997 and 1998 is shown in Figures 6 and Figure 7,
respectively. The unit area export and water vield tor 1997 and the table in Appendix C
summarizes the 1998 values. The total loading by tributary is shown in Figures 8 and 9 for 1997
and 98, respectively. As mentioned earlier, the "net other" category represents the sum of the
unmonitored loading sources and the estimated bvpassing. The estimated TP load by-passing for

1997 and 1998 were 6 and 8%, respectively when all load sources ate considered.

The WILMS model outputs for 1997 and 1998 are included in Appendix A. A summary of the
WILMS output is included in table 3 below,

Table 5
Summary of WILMS Model Output

Runoff Precipitation Water Flushing Areal TP
Volume - Retention Rate Loading
Evaporation Time
Year ( AF) (In) (Ve (VY ( Lb./Ac./Yr.)
1997 43.029 0.8 17.5 0.06 291

El

1998 | 42785 | 053 18.0 0.06 2.18
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Discussion

Review of table 1 indicates that Big Green Lake falls into the mesotrophic range based on
chiloraphyll a and Secchi depth transparency and the eutrophic range based on TP. Lakes in this
range are considered 1o have elevated productivity relative to natural levels. One goal in
managing a eutrophic lake with a predominantly agricultural watershed such as Big Green Lake
should be load reduction where feasible and a strong emphasis on protection. Though the
chlorophyll_a concentration is not excessively high. lakes 1n the eutrophic range are subject to
erowing season algal blooms the frequency of which is related to TP loading and water column
concentration. When applving the regional regression equations for TP and chlorophv!l a it soon
became apparent that Big Green Lake's algal response (as measured by chlorophyll a) was lower
than the regional regressions would predict. For example the 1997 mean TP of 27 ug/l, when
input into a state wide regression equation yields a predicted chiorophyll_a of 11ug/l or
approximately twice of the observed. This trend is consistent in the TSI values as well.
Conditions such as these have the advantage in that the lake exhibits good {actually better than
expected) water clarity. One disadvantage from a modeling perspective is that the ability to
predict chlorophyll _a and water clarity is difficult, The greatest implicaiion from a management
perspective is to implernent measures, which will maintain this condition in a stable state. One
possible reason for depressed chlorophyll_a concentrations in Big Green Lake is the abundance
of microscopic zooplankton (animals) called Daphnia. These small zooplankton can very
effectively graze on algal cells resulting in a reduction in algal biomass. A strategy therefore

becomes one of managing the fishery to providing conditions that favor Daphnia abundance.

As summarized in table 2, 1997 1s close to an average year for flow and TP loading and was used
for modeling and comparison. In reviewing the TP loading pie charts, Silver Creek contributes
the greatest annual tributary loading to the lake ranging between 50 and 53% followed by the
Southwest Inlet area ranging hetween 13 and 17%. The unit area TP loads for all tributaries
range from 0.28 10 0.68 Lb./Ac./Yr. The state wide range in TP export values for agricultural

land are from 0.17 ta 2.6 Lb./Ac./Yr. while forested areas range from 0.04 t0 0.15 Lb./Ac./ Y.

(Panuska and Lillie, 1995). In the case of Silver Creek , unit area export values range from 0.22

Lbh./Ac./Yr. in 1997 to 0.28 Lb./Ac./Yr. in 1998. Clearly these values fall on the lower end of the




range for agricultural TP export. the principal land use in the Silver Creek watershed. These
results should NOT be interpreted to mean that additional improvements can't or shouldn't be
made. A better interpretation is that unless otherwise praven, the loading source area is very
diffuse and the entire watershed should be considered in formulating BMP strategies, Of the
mdividual tributary areas, White Creek has the highest unit area export at 0.68 and 0.33
Lb./Ac./Yr. in 1997 and 1998, respectively making it an area of interest for watershed
management activines, These values compare to 0.64 Lb./Ac./Yr. monitored prior to watershed
BMP irmplementation conducted in the late 1980's. Based on these data it would appear that the
historically high unit area loading from White Creek has not been reduced. The resulis of the
watershed modeling will be of significant importance in determining watershed load reductions

and the targeting of BMPs.

As previously discussed, the lake montioring program was designed to allow an estimate to be
made of the fraction of Silver Creeks load that is bypassed directly to the outlet. The goal of this
effort was to determine to what extent inflows from Silver Creek are currently short-circuiting
directly to the outlet. The calculated values of 6 and 8% indicate that the bypassing of Silver
Creek’s inflows does not accur to a great extent at Big Green Lake. As previously discussed, the
bypassing estimate was determined using the difference between in-lake and outflow
concentrations. It 1s therefore not possible to accurately determine how much of the calculated
bypassing is Silver Creek inflow and how much is {rom near-shore {and areas adjacent to the
outlet. However, in the case of Big Green Lake, it 1s most likely that the load being bypassed 1s
from the area immediately adjacent to the outlet approach channel. Based orn this data it would

therefore appear that significant bypassing of Silver Creek's inflow is not occurring.

Any management plan for Big Green Lake should include a strong lake protection element. As
watershed development occurs, measures must be in place to reduce a future increase in loading

and prevent further degradation. Big Green Lake is a high quality resource and pollution

prevention will pay dividends in the long term.
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Wi, Frac. SW MID NE Mean cv
0.427 0.44 0.133 P = 18 0.16
Total Phosphorus {ug/) Chla = 4.8 0.4
Date SW MID NE SD = 2.3 0.39
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28—-Jul-98 9 8 10 1897 mean Chlorophyll a 4.8 ug/l
24-Aug—98 8 10 8 1998 mean Chlorophyll a 2.9 ugh
30-Sep—-98 11 10 11 —mm===== == =
1997 GS Mean 18.33 18.00 19.00 1997 mean Secchi 3.9m
1998 GS Mean 8.33 9.33 10.67 1998 mean Secchi 45m
1987 STD GSM 3.00 4.50 1.50 ======= === = =
1998 8TD GSM 0.47 0.94 4.11 Secchi {m)
1997 CV GSM 0.16 0.25 0.08 ————=srooinsssSsoossSosoonomsm———es
1898 CV GSM 0.06 0.10 0.39 Date SW MID NE
Ann. Mean 87 16.0 16.3 16.5 07—-May-97 4.3 33 30
Ann. Mean 58 1.0 11.3 12.2 29—May-97 4.30 330 3.96
P P L T e e e e e 04-Jun—97 1.62
Chlorgphyll a {ugh) 08-Jun-97 1.31
———==mso—ooCS oo TT=STIDSSSSSSoToSDImImsI 12-Jun—87 1.25
Date Sw MID NE 19—Jun-87 1.19
07-May-97 6.63 7.64 9.48 26—Jun-97 1.83
09 -Jul—-97 2.86 3.10 5.41 01~Jul-97 1.92
11-Aug-97 3.59 3.15 3.09 07-Jul-97 3499
01~-0ct-97 3.59 383 395 09-Jul-97 4.50 5.00 3.75
05—Mar—88 3.00 3.00 4.00 13—-Jul-97 457
19-Apr—98 1.61 189 1.97 24~ Jul-97
24—-Jun—98 2.39 4.66 373 07 -Aug-97 2.80
28— ul-98 3.23 3.40 293 11-Aug-97 2.50 2.50 2.50
24— Aug-98 2.3 2.18 2.43 26—Aug—-97 457
30-Sep—-98 3.1 3.58 3.63 11-8ep-97 578
01-0ct-97 8.00 4.90 4.90
1997 Mean 417 5.48 4.43 05-Mar—-98 579 5.79 579
1998 Mean 2.61 3.1 312 19-Apr-98 5.20 4.20 4.80
1997 31D 1.45 245 1.88 24-Jun-98 5.64 5.80 4.00
1998 STD 0.57 082 0.73 28— Jul—-88 274 3.35 2.89
1997 CV 0.35 0.45 042 24~AlUg-98 35 3.1 a
1998 CV 0.22 0.29 0.24
1997 Mean 4,32 380 3.07
1998 Mean 457 447 412
1997 STD 1.31 1.08 1.46
1988 STD 1.23 1.18 1.08
1997 CV 0.30 0.28 0.48
1998 CV 0.27 0.26 0.26



1997 Budget Data for Big Green Lake

Export
Subarea Name Area(Ac) Load (Lb)  LbfAc/Yr)
SW Shore 2995 1555 0.52
SW Inlet 10458 2886 0.28
MD Shore 2893 1502 0.52
Silver Creek 34240 9447 0.28
White Creek 1952 1334 0.68
Hill Creek 4282 1182 0.28
NE Shore 1562 811 0.52
Estimated by—passing -—= —1325 -
Total Net Loading 58380.8 17392 0.30
Lake Qutlet 65920.0 4140 -
Annual Water Loading

Water
Subarea Name Area (Ac) Flow (AF)  Yield {In)
Inflow
SW Shore 2995 2343 9.39
SW Inlet 10458 8181 9.39
MD Shore 2893 2263 9.39
Silver Greek - 34240 23668 8.29
White Creek 1952 2009 12.35
Hilt Creek 4282 3348 9.39
NE Shore 1562 1222 9.39
Totals 58380.8 43035 8.85
Lake Qutflow 58380.8 47047 9.67

Precip. — Evaporation 0.82




1998 Budget Data for Big Green Lake

Export
Subarea Name Area{Ac) Load{Lb) Lb/Ac/Yr)
SW Shore 2995 692 0.23
SW Inlet 10458 2320 0.22
MD Shore 2893 868 0.23
Silver Creek 34240 7591 0.22
White Creek 1652 684 0.35
Hill Creek 4282 850 D.22
NE Shore 1562 361 0.23
Estimated by—passing ———— -1238 -——
Total Net Loading 58380.8 13266 0.23
Lake Qutlet 65920.0 3870 -
Annual Water Loading

Water
Subarea Name Area (Ac) Flow {(AF}  Yield {In)
Inflow
SW Shore 2995 2636 10.56
SW Inlet 10458 9202 10.56
MD Share 2893 2545 10.56
Sitver Creek 34240 20770 7.28
White Creek 1962 2484 15.33
Hill Creek 4282 3767 10.56
NE Shore 1662 1374 10.56
Totals 58380.8 42788 8.79
Lake Outflow 58380.8 40503 8.33

Precip. — Evaporation —-0.47




