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The Floodplain Assessment performed by V3 found that subwatershed L was in the worst
condition and subwatershed E was in the best condition relative to flood impacts and stream
restrictions. The subwatersheds were prioritized based on the sum value of the hydrologic and
hydraulic assessment scores. The prioritization order from worst condition to best conditions
is as follows: L, J, N, M, K, B, G, D, and E. The Floodplain Assessment will be used to help
target future watershed best management practices to lessen the water quality and quantities
impacts in previously identified priority subwatersheds.
9.0

PUBLIC INPUT AND LOCAL CONCERNS

9.1
Stakeholders
An introductory public meeting was held on April 19th, 2007 at the Commissioner’s Court in
Greencastle, Indiana at 7 pm. Initial public concerns identified at this meeting included:
 Saving Soil
 Land use and practices in headwaters (Boone and Hendricks Counties)
 Economic Development (tax base for Bainbridge, Cloverdale, Greencastle)
 Flood Prevention – role of bridges, control structures, etc. Cost/benefit of
structures
 Sedimentation (brown water)
 Growth rate and sewers – need for commercial growth
 Trail Connections (along streams, public access)
 Patterns of Flooding (road impairments, small storms lend big effect)
 Mining Activities (quarries)
 Historic Bridges
 Isolated approach to solving local problems (Conservancy District Boundaries)
Upon reviewing the above list and water quality data collected as part of this project, the
Steering Committee identified the following additional or related concerns:
 E. coli bacteria levels higher than the State standards in many locations
 Elevated nutrient levels especially in the headwaters and around Greencastle
 High loads of organic matter (elevated BOD at some locations)
 Habitat is degraded in certain areas/habitat improvement may improve water quality
 Ground water withdrawal and recharge
 Lack of public education on environmental topics (timing of impacts, who is affected
and how, drinkability and recreation potential or limitations)
 Land use practices (impacts on velocity of water and erosion)
 Erosion from in-stream meandering, bridge building, and location of erodible soils
 Increased run-off from urban areas
 Location, connection, and protection of conservation areas/natural areas
 Failing septic systems (homeowner regulatory fears, cost or repairs, no cost share
programs, education on maintenance practices)
 Corridor and floodplain protection
 Strategic placement/planning for development (i.e. “controlled sprawl”)
 Low flow water quality (stagnant water, algae blooms)
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Figure BB — Priority Subwatershed Comparison
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Big Walnut Creek Watershed
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Following a review of the issues and focus of the original grant request for this project, the
following issues/concerns identified by the public were determined to be outside of this
project’s approach and therefore will not be addressed in this Watershed Management Plan.
 Patterns of Flooding (road impairments, small storms lend big effect)
 Flood Prevention – role of bridges, control structures, etc. cost/benefit of structures
 Historic Bridges
 Mining Regulation
 Economic Development (tax base for Bainbridge, Cloverdale, Greencastle)
9.2
Problems and Causes
After an evaluation of all the above information, watershed problems can be summarized with
the following problem statements:
1. Nutrient loads, associated BOD loads and subsequent oxygen sags threaten the health
of Big Walnut Creek and its tributaries.
2. E. coli loads create unsafe recreational conditions in certain locations of Big Walnut
Creek and its tributaries.
3. Too many livestock have access to watershed streams leading to nutrient, erosion, and
E. coli problems.
4. Many septic systems are located in poorly drained soils and are poorly maintained
contributing to E. coli concerns.
5. Several segments of stream, particularly the headwaters, are poorly buffered leading to
poor in-stream habitat and non-point source pollution impacts.
6. Poor buffers and lack of floodplain protection and corridor planning are leaving
important natural areas vulnerable.
7. Several segments of stream shows signs on in-stream/bank erosion and Total Suspended
Solids (TSS) measurements confirm sediment impacts in some locations.
8. Low flow conditions lead to poor water quality and general concern about water quality
and use in the watershed.
9. Increasing urban runoff is carrying more pollutants into Big Walnut Creek; yet, there are
limited educational materials and cost share programs for average citizens and urban
stakeholders.
9.3
Sources of Pollution
Nonpoint pollution sources are varied, yet common throughout almost any watershed. Several
earlier sections of this document including the above Section 9.2 and Subsections of Section 5.3
denote possible sources of the pollutants of concern in the Big Walnut Watershed. However
as a matter of summary, source of various pollutants are included below:
Nutrients –
 Conventional cropping practices
 Waste water treatment discharges
 Industrial discharges
 Landfill leachate
 Agricultural fertilizer
 Residential fertilizer
 Construction site runoff
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Animal/human waste (including septic systems)

BOD –
 Conventional cropping practices
 Waste water treatment discharges
 Industrial discharges
 Landfill leachate
 Algae (induced by fertilizers)
 Animal/human waste (including septic systems)
 Grass/lawn clipping or natural plant matter
E. coli –
 Human waste (including septic systems)
 Animal waste (including livestock in stream and poor manure management)
 Urban runoff (pet waste)
 Wildlife
Sediment –
 Conventional cropping practices
 Industrial discharges
 Mining operations
 In-stream erosion
 High velocities or increased urban run-off
 Construction activities
 Cattle trampling banks
As noted in Section 4.4, the Big Walnut Creek watershed has several NPDES point source
dischargers, many of which are regularly out of compliance. These industrial or municipal
dischargers should also be approached as part of the overall watershed planning and
implementation process. With these point sources regularly present in some of the priority
subwatersheds it becomes harder to narrow down suspected nonpoint sources of pollutants.
10.0

GOALS

10.1 Broad Project Goals Based on Public Concern
The Steering Committee reviewed the concerns raised by the public, as well as early-stage
water quality findings to arrive at broad concerns and project goals. Specific concerns outlined
in Section 9.1 were lumped together and can be found listed under the broad goals outlined
below.
Sediment Concern = Erosion Goal
 Land use and practices in headwaters (Boone and Hendricks Counties)
 Land use practices (impacts on velocity of water and erosion)
 Sedimentation (brown water)
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