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Why Estimate Pollutant Loads?

« Pollutant load estimates are required for
Watershed Management Plans

e Most often missing element from plans

« Generally 2 ways to estimate pollutant loads
— NPS Modeling

— Monitoring Data




NPS Modeling vs. Monitoring Data
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Modeling Approach




Selecting a Model




Selecting a Model




Data Inputs




Calibration and Validation
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Implementation Plan




Implementation Plan

Agricultural/Rural Best Management Practices

Estimated Load Reductions

BMP/Measure Sed P N E. coli
Cover Crops 40% N/A

Exclusionary 70% 90%
Fencing

Grassed 80% N/A
Waterways

No-Till/Reduced | 75% N/A
Till (Conventional
Tillage)

Urban Best Management Practices

Bioretention 40% 80% 65%
Practices

Naturalized 80% 55% 35%
Detention Basin

Naturalized 75% 45% 40%
Stream Buffer




Case Study — Gelist Reservoir

Located in Central Indiana, northeast of Indianapolis
140,190 acre watershed of which Geist is 1,900 acres

Serves as a drinking water supply for the City of
Indianapolis

Toxic Blue-Green Algal blooms kick-started WMP
process
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Case Study — Gelist Reservoir




Case Study — Gelist Reservoir
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Case Study — Gelist Reservoir
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Case Study — Gelist Reservoir
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Case Study — Gelist Reservoir

Critical Area

Reason for Suggested BMP
being Critical

High Priority Subwatersheds

Honey Creek

Alternative Watering System

Buffer/Filter Strips

Education and Outreach

Exclusionary Fencing

Nutrient/Waste Management

Wetland Restoration

Alternative Watering System

Buffer/Filter Strips

Education and Outreach

Total

Phosphorus Exclusionary Fencing

Nutrient/Waste Management

Stream Restoration

Wetland Restoration




Case Study — Lower DuPage River
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Case Study — Lower DuPage River
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Case Study — Lower DuPage River




Case Study — Lower DuPage River
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