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The East Fork Chippewa River watershed
(UC21) has 310.53 stream miles, 2,431.41 lake
acres and 65,073.81 wetland acres. The
landscape in the area is primarily forest (53%),
wetland (33%) and a mix of grassland (7%) and
other uses. The watershed has a small
agricultural presence that is dominated by
grass fields and few row crop fields.

Muskellunge River Upstream of Forest Road




P u r p O S e Rocky Run Creek : ||_
and Muskellunge ‘
Creek TWA )
* Collect baseline physical, e &
biological, and chemical water Map |
. . ID Station ID [ —n
quality data in Rocky Run and /L
kellunge Creek to fill gaps B D— 5 s R
MUS € g g . p 2 10031014 \,4 s ﬁ\v
for assessments and.t'o verify R — @ L L o)
the health and condition of the | , ;041 s j‘ja_bg \ J ..
watersheds. 5 10044621 4/ “‘{ o~ _{_.r" =Y ;1
| Y=k =N
6 10043631 : oy ) Q g
e The data will be used for 7 10044550 ' Ty % | v e ‘2,\ i
management activities including | & 10044549 WJ ; SOl
. 5 ' | 9 : bt
updating waterbody assessment 9 10044711 Qo ) = )
status (i.e. future monitoring 10 10044537 . &, B
work for 303(d) or ERW/ORW 11 10044539 é L v
recommendations), making S > . |
management (restoration or e e— | @ ' B
protection) recommendations, Macroinvertebrate '
updating water and watershed Hater Chemistry
. @ rish/Habitat
narratives and for watershed Fish/Habitat; Water
. ChemistryMacroinvertebrate
plan nlng. Glidden Sanitary District
Discharge



Presenter
Presentation Notes
The purpose of the project was to collect baseline physical, biological, and chemical water quality data in two HUC 12 watersheds, Rocky Run Creek and Muskellunge Creek. There is limited data available to assess and verify the health and condition these isolated watersheds. This new information will be used in future watershed management activities; including updating waterbody assessment status (i.e. future monitoring for 303(d) or ERW/ORW status), making management recommendations, updating water body and watershed narratives in WATERS, and for watershed planning. 
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Overall Study Results

Number Communit Score Rating

10029310 East Fork of Chippewa River 55m US Cool-Warm Excellent Good

Bay Rd Main Stem
10031014 RIS CH R RS L Coo!-Warm 100 Excellent 95 Excellent
Rd Main Stem
Dorns Cr. US Hank Cool-Warm .

_ 10044521 Bucheger Road. Headwater >0 Fair >3 Good

10044621 Dorns Cree!< 575m US E.F. Chippewa Cool-Warm 30 Poor 7 Good
River Confluence Headwater
Muskellunge Creek DS Cool-Warm

- HOTR SR, Forest Road Headwater n/fa h/a s Eoo]
Unnamed Trib to East Fork Chippewa Cool-Warm

10044550 River 10m US Kenyon Road Headwater 13 /3 >8 e
Unnamed Trib East Fork of Chippewa Cool-Warm

- 10044549 River 110m DS Kenyon Rd Headwater 20 Poor 63 oo
Unnamed Trib to Rocky Run Creek Cool-Warm

- 10044711 130m DS Bear Lake Road Headwater 0 Poor 68 Good
Rocky Run 1280m DS of Cool-Warm

“ 10044537 Right of Way Road Headwater 20 oo 63 Seizle

Unnamed Trib Rocky Run Creek Cool-Warm .
- SO0 SE DS Right of Way Road Headwater >0 Fair >3 Eeed
Unnamed Trib to Bay Cool-Cold
- 10044542 Spring 20m us Confluence Headwater 80 Cees >8 Ceed
13 10044541 5 S EEa(DE Sl 60 Fair 38 Fair

Bay Spring Pond Headwater
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Natural Community Analysis
The majority of streams in these HUC 12’s are modelled to be cool-warm transitional headwaters or cool-warm mainstems (Lyons, 2008). The department has recently developed a draft method to determine whether or not the modeled natural community is accurate based on the fishery assemblage and climate conditions (Lyons, 2013).  The modeled natural communities were verified as correct for all of the sites in these HUC 12 watersheds (Table 6).  

Index of Biological Integrity Findings
The Cool-Warm and Headwater IBIs (Lyons, 2012), were applied to the fish sites based on the natural community indicated by the fishery assemblage.  The main stem sites on the east fork of the Chippewa River scored excellent IBI ratings (Table 6).  The headwater streams scored poor to good.  Two sites had too few fish captured to calculate a fish IBI (Table 6).

Habitat Scores 
Stream and riparian habitat quality were assessed at all fish survey stations based on DNR “Wadable Stream Qualitative Fish Habitat Rating” guidance (Simonson et.al, 1994). Habitat scores ranged on the two mainstem sites were good and excellent.  These sites had stable banks, excellent thalweg depths, and good cover for fish.  Nine of the ten headwater sites had a good habitat rating (Table 6).  Bay Spring Creek DS Bay Spring Pond had a fair habitat rating (Table 6).  Headwater streams tended to be lower gradient wetland fringed streams with limited pool areas and finer bed sediments.  The undeveloped nature of the watershed resulted in high quality riparian buffers.  The low gradient channels had limited bank erosion and good fish cover. 
 
Macroinvertebrate Data
Macroinvertebrate samples were collected at 9 sites for this project; 2 on the mainstem of the East Fork Chippewa River and 7 in headwater streams (Figure 7).  The mainstem sites had excellent MIBI ratings and very good to excellent HBI ratings (Table 7).  The headwater streams had good to excellent MIBI ratings and fair to good HBI ratings.  Overall these watersheds had diverse macroinvertebrate communities with a high percentage of sensitive species represented in the samples.    

  



Study Results — Fish Assemblage

Fish Assemblage in Tributaries

M Tolerant Fish Species
M Intermediate Fish Species

M Intolerant Fish Species

The most common fish species collected from
the headwater tributaries were creek chub,
brook stickleback, white sucker, central
mudminnow and fine scale dace.

Fish Assemblage in E.F. Chipewa River

M Tolerant Fish Species
B Intermediate Fish Species

M Intolerant Fish Species

The most common fish species collected from
the two mainstem sites were burbot,
blackside darter, common shiner, central

mudminnow, fantail darter and longnose
dace.
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The most common fish species collected from the headwater tributaries were creek chub, brook stickleback, white sucker, central mudminnow and fine scale dace.  These species accounted for 93% of the total fish collected in the headwater streams.  Eighty-five percent of the total fish captured in Headwater streams were tolerant species (Figure 5).  Two Northern Pike were the only gamefish captured in the headwater streams.  Both were captured in Dorn’s Creek US from the Confluence of the East Fork Chippewa River. 


The most common fish species collected from the two mainstem sites were burbot, blackside darter, common shiner, central mudminnow, fantail darter and longnose dace.  These species accounted for 75% of total fish collected at mainstem sites.  Fourteen percent of the total fish captured were tolerant species (Figure 6).  



Study Results — Phosphorus

Phosphorus Concentration on Muskellunge Creek
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Study Results — Phosphorus

Phosphorus Concentration at East Fork Chippewa River
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Recommendations

* Ensure that Wisconsin’s Forestry Best Management Practices
(BMPs) for Water Quality are implemented with partners.

* Maintain culverts and conduct periodic culvert audits to verify
adequate water flow, confirm the avoidance of excessive
sedimentation, and determine allowable fish passage.

* Manage Beaver populations in designated trout waters with
potential partners DNR, US Forest Service.
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Management Recommendations
Ensure that Wisconsin’s Forestry Best Management Practices (BMPs) for Water Quality are implemented with potential partners -- DNR, Ashland County, US Forest Service, industrial forest owners and private landowners.
Maintain culverts and conduct periodic culvert audits to verify adequate water flow, confirm the avoidance of excessive sedimentation, and determine allowable fish passage with potential partners, DNR, Ashland County, Townships, US Forest Service, industrial forest owners, Private Landowners.
Manage Beaver populations in designated trout waters with potential partners DNR, US Forest Service.  
Monitoring and Assessment Recommendations 
DNR Fisheries should re-assess waters managed for trout within these watersheds.  No trout were collected during this study.
DNR fisheries or Water Quality staff should consider a thermal study with continuous temperature probes to evaluate the cold water potential of managed trout waters in these watersheds.
Water Quality Staff should re-survey Muskellunge Creek for fish to re-evaluate the fish community.
Water Quality Staff should re-survey Dorn’s Creek for fish to re-evaluate the fish community.



DNR Monitoring Recommendations

* DNR should re-assess waters managed for trout within
these watersheds. No trout were collected during this
study.

* DNR should consider a thermal study with continuous
temperature probes to evaluate the cold water potential
of managed trout waters in these watersheds.

* DNR should re-survey Muskellunge Creek for fish to re-
evaluate the fish community.

* DNR should re-survey Dorn’s Creek for fish to re-evaluate
the fish community.



For more information

Contact:

 Tom Aartila, Jon Kleist, or Jeff Jackson,
Northern District

e Link to the TWA WQM Plans website
e Link to Draft Report

Bay Springs
Photo by Jeff Jackson, DNR



http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/surfacewater/wqmplan/index.htm
http://dnr.wi.gov/water/wsSWIMSDocument.ashx?documentSeqNo=146839591
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