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SUMMARY

The Rosendale Tributary to the West Branch of the Fond du
Lac River was originally designated as supporting Limited Forage
Fish Communities, LFF(e). After reviewing available information
relating to the stream habitat, water quality, and the aquatic
life the stream supports, it is recommended that the stream be
upgraded to a Warm Water Forage Fish Community, WWFF(d). This
new classification may result in permit modification for the
wastewater treatment plant in Rosendale.

INTRODUCTION

The Rosendale Tributary is a small continuous flowing stream
which originates approximately 5 miles west of the village of
Rosendale (T16N-R15E), flows northeasterly through the town, and
joins the West Branch of the Fond du Lac about 2.5 miles
northeast of the village (see map).

The majority of the streamt riparian land uses are
agricultural with some wetland areas. There is some urban runoff
as the stream flows through the Village of Rosendale.

The Village of Rosendale’s wastewater treatment plant is
located approximately 3500 feet from the confluence of the
tributary to the West Branch. The plant is permitted to
discharge treated wastewater to the tributary under WPDES Permit
#WI-0028428.

The Q7,10 of the tributary is considered to be below .01
cfs.
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STREAM BIOLOGY, WATER QUALITY, AND HABITAT

Available habitat for fish and aquatic life was considered
fair to good. Riparian cover and stream depth provide good
shelter for smaller fishes. Although many downstream segments
have a silt-clay substrate, fallen timber and brush provide good
forage fish habitat (photo 1). Upstream segments are
characterized by a sand-gravel substrate providing good cover for
aquatic life.

Overhead bank cover and instream vegetation also provide
suitable forage fish cover. The width of the stream varied from
1.5 m to 4 m with the reaches generally wider than 2 m. Depths
averaged over 0.5 m and ranged from <0.5 m to 1.2 m in some
deeper pools (App. 3). Channelization was obvious in certain
segments and this reduced available cover for aquatic life (photo
2).

The riparian area around the Rosendale Tributary includes
both residential and agricultural with frequent wetland areas
(photo 3). Willow species provide good overhead canopy
throughout these wetlands.

Watershed erosion and non-point pollution sources were not
obvious. Various sources of agricultural runoff, along with a
small amount of urban runoff account for most of the non-point
sources entering the stream. Erosion was not a major problem
instream as bank stability was >90%.

Rosendale Creek does support a diverse community of forage
fish. Backpack electroshocking on both October 17, 1990 and May
10, 1993 documented a relatively diverse forage fish population.
Fish species found in 1990 included white suckers, pearl dace,
northern redbelly dace, northern creek chubs, mudminnows, and
brook sticklebacks (App. 1). In 1993, all of these species were
found, but also found were central stonerollers, fathead minnows,
bluntnose minnows, and sunfish (App. 2). The presence of
intolerant forage fish such as the dace species is an important
criterion. These intolerants are susceptible to habitat and
water quality degradation caused by cultural factors.



Water quality in the stream is generally good. No abnormal
odors were noted and the stream is characterized with good water
clarity. Dissolved oxygen readings ranged from 11.0 at site 2 to
13.0 at the first site with pH readings ranging. from 7.8 to 8.0
respectfully. o

After reviewing all the available information regarding the
biology, habitat, and water quality of the Rosendale Tributary,
it is recommended that the designated biological use
classification be changed to WWFF(d), Warmwater Forage Fish
Community.



Photo 1 - Downstreanm from
Rosendale wWWTP. Overhead -
canopy along with available
instream cover is good in this

section. Many dace were found
in ‘this area.

photo 2 - Site 1 west of State]
Highway 26. Although this
segment was ditched, A good
yravel/sand substrate along

» h some instream vegetation
provide habitat. :

Photo 3 - Good aquatic life
habitat is found in the wetlands
frequenting the area.




Rosendale Tributary - Fish Shocking

10/17/90 - - Mark Sesing

site 2

classification

white sucker 8

brook stickleback 3
mudminnow 12
northern creek chub | 9
pearl dace 13
northern redbelly dace 3

tolerant forage

tolerant forage

tolerant forage

tolerant forage

intolerant forage

. intolerant forage

* Electroshocking in 1990 was conducted both above and below the
wastewater treatment plant similar to site 2 in 1993.

APPENDIX 1



Rosendale Tributary - Fish Shocking

5/10/93 - - - Mark Sesing / Rick Dreher

white sucker

northern creek chub

northern redbelly dace

pearl dace

brook stickleback

bluntnose minnow

fathead minnow

central stoneroller

sunfish

mudminnow

site

1 site 2

classification

14

14

* Electroshockingdwas done

tributary located on the

11

23

tolerant forage

tolerant forage

intolerant forage

intolerant forage

tolerant forage

tolerant forage

very tolerant for.

intolerant forage

sport fish

tolerant forage

in two 150 meter segments of the

map on page 2.

APPENDIX 2
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Evaluator
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Reach Score/Rating

Classification

1-85

/70

Rating Item

Category

Excellect

- Good

Fair

Poor

Watershed Erosion

No evidence of significant
erosion. Stable forest or

Some erosion evident. No

significant ‘‘raw’’ areas.

Moderate erosion evident.

Erosion frém heavy storm

Heavy erosion evident.
Probable erosion from any

grass land. Little potential Good land mgmt. practices events obvious. Some run off.
for future erosion. in area. Low potential for~ ‘‘raw” areas. Potential for
8 significant erosion. 10 ) significant erosion. 14 16

Watershed Nonpoint
Source '

No evidence of significant
source. Little potential for
future problem.

8

Some potential soﬁ-ﬁg

(roads, urban area, farm
fields).
10

Moderate sources (small
wetlands, tile fields, urban

area, intense agriculture).
Clz) 14

Obvious sources (major
wetland drainage, high use
urban or industrial area,
feed lots, impoundment). 16

Bank Erosion, Failure

No evidence of significant
erosion or bank failure. Lit-
tle potential for future pro-
blem. 4

Many eroded areas. ‘‘Raw”’
areas frequent along
straight sections and
bends. : 20

Bank Vegetative
Protection

90% plant density. Diverse
trees, shrubs, grass. Plants
healthy with apparently
good root system.

. 6

Infrequent, small areas, Moderate frequency and
mostly healed over. Some size. Some ‘“raw’ spots.
potential in extre Erosion potential during
floods. 8 ) high flow. 16
70-90% density. Fewer 50-70% density. Domi-
plant species. A few barren nated by grass, sparse
or thin areas. Vegetation trees and shrubs. Plant

appears generally healtl?y.’\
9
N

types and conditions sug-
gest poorer soil binding. 15

<50% density. Many raw
areas. Thin grass, few if
any trees and shrubs.

18

Lower Bank Channel
Capacity

Ample for present pesk
flow plus some increase.
Peak flow contained. W/D
ratio <7. 8

Adequate. Overbank flows
rare. W/D ratio 8-15.

. 10

Barely contains present
peaks. Occasional over-

bank flow. W/D ratio 15%«53
14

Inadequate, overbank flow
common. W/D ratio >25.
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Lower Bank Deposition -

Little or no enlargement of
channel or point bars.

6

Some new increase in bar
formation, mostly from
coarse gravel.,

9

Moderate deposition of
new gravel and coarse sand
on old and some
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()
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B m Scouring and
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and deposition. :
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Avg. Depth of Pools Cold >4’ 0 3'tod4’ 6 2to3’ 18 <2’ 24
Warm > 5 0 4'to5’ 6 3'tod’ (iz) 18 <3 24
Flow, at Rep. Low Flow Cold >2 cfs 0 " 1-2cfs 6 .b-lcfs 18 <.b5ecfs 24
Warm >b cfs 0 25cfs 6 12cfs 1% 18 <lecfs 24

Pool/Riffle, Run/Bend
Ratio (distance between
riffles + stream width)

5-7. Variety of habitat.
Deep riffles and pools.

4

7-15. Adequate depth in
pools and riffles. Bends
provide habitat.

8

15-25. Occasio;;I riffle or
bend. Bottom contours

provide some habitat. /)
- 16

>25. Essentially a straight
stream. Generally all flat
water or shallow riffle.
Poor habitat. 20

Aesthetics

Wilderness characteristics,
outstanding natural beau-

High natural beauty.
Trees, historic site. Some

Common setting, not of}em

sive. Developed but unclut-

Stream does not inhance
aesthetics. Condition of

ty. Usually wooded or un- development may be visi- tered area. stream is offensive.

pastured corridor. 8 ble. 10 ﬁ;.) 14 16
Column Totals: & 7 1 9 ____Z__
Column Scores 'E +G +F +P = / 7 © - Score

<0 = Excellent, 71-129

Good, 130-200 = Fair, >200 = Poor
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Rosendale - Fond du Lac County

Wastewater Receiving Stream Classification

Survey Date: 8-6-75
The Village of Rosendale discharges its treated wastewater to a tributary of
the West Branch of the Fond du Lac River. This tributary has a 7Q10 of 0.01
CF53. The stream showed evidence of minnows at State Highway "23", however,
flow was minimal. The stream bottom is mostly muck. Down stream of the
sewage treatment plant, the stream flows through heavy undergrowth and
eventually Jjoins the West Branch of the Fond du Lac River.

Recommendations

The tributary shall be classified as a noncontinuous, intermediate aquatic
life stream to the confluence with the West Branch of the Fond du Lac River.
The West Branch of the Fond du Lac River shall be classified as a continuous

ﬁp71 and aquatic life stream.
/

//;M’James L. Mazanet

District Engineer

L
Cnres 0.
Dennis C. Weisensel

District Biolgist

JLM:DCW:sh



Tributary of the West Branch of the
Fond du Lac River at State Highway "23",
locking west. Upstream of Rosendale STP.




Stream looking east at State Highway
"23", upstream of Rosendale STP.

Stream at County 000", below
Rosendale STP.
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