Fishing Creek Watersheds

Watershed Education for Communities and Officials

The Fishing Creek Local Watershed Planning team met on October 16,
December 2007 2008 at the Granville County Extension Center. The meeting consisted of
the following main points:

+ timeline - what will be done? when?
+ potential Best Management Practices at Webb Road Schools
¢ public outreach - what information should be presented to whom?

+ how does the drought affect groundwater/surface water interactions?

All presentations from the meeting can be viewed on the project website:
www.ncsu.edu/WECO/fishing

Agenda - Fishing Creeks meeting - January 15, 2008

We will meet on January 15, 2008 from 6:30 - 8:30 pm at Granville Extension
Center.
+ David Goodrich, NC Division of Water Quality - Aquifer Protection Section -

will present information on the groundwater / surface water interaction,
specifically during times of drought.

¢ Technical Assessment Update - WK Dickson.
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Possible Stormwater Best Management
Practices at Webb Road Schools

Tom Murray of WK Dickson updated the
group on the field visits made to the Webb
Road Middle and High School. Maps of each
site can be found on the webpage.

The middle school site  is on a ridge in Catch-
ment (subwatershed) #6. Because itis on a
ridge, the only water that would be treated by

an onsite stormwater best management prac-
tice, is the runoff from the school site itself,
about 40 acres. There is currently a stormwa-
ter pond on the site, which could be improved.

The high school site is at the lower end of
Catchment (subwatershed) #5. It is at the lower
end of its watershed, and the stream running
through the high school property drains ap-
proximately 1600 acres. the high school itself
sits on about 50 acres. There is also the possi-
bility of buffer enhancement right at the

stream. A sewer easement exists on the prop-
erty. This may not be an issue if it is possible
to physically working around the easement or
get access rights.

Both sites are located in high priority subwater-
sheds. EEP is interested and will look into im-
plementing these demonstration projects. Nu-
trient offset monies are available within the Tar
Pam basin. Also, the Tar Pamlico Basin Asso-
ciation, a group of local governments and pri-
vate industries, may be able to fund projects
like this.

Both school sites offer the
incentive of increased

ecological education to
the school and sur-
rounding com-
munity if BMPs
are placed on

G

their property. END ___——
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Drought Discussion

Question: How does the drought affect this
study and this project?

Generally, most streams in the watershed are
very dry, except for Fishing Creek and the Tar
River. Above the wastewater treatment plant

outfall, Fishing Creek is relatively dry.

Questions arose about the relationship between
groundwater and surface water. For example:
Is groundwater flowing into streams as base-
flow? Are streams drying up because they are
contributing to groundwater? How does local
geology effect all of this? Are the effects of
groundwater and the drought taken into ac-
count in this local watershed planning (LWP)
study?

No, groundwater is not a part of the LWP study.
As for most of the other questions, they could
not be answered at the Oct 16 2007 meeting.
David Goodrich of the NC Division of Water
Quality - Aquifer Protection Section has agreed
to present at the January 15, 2008 meeting.
David may be able to shed some light on these
guestions. END

Various Discussions and Questions

The GCCEAC Granville County Citizens Envi-
ronmental Affairs Committee: In the past the
GCCEAC wrote and presented reports on the
status of various environmental issues. Harvey
Spurr is on this committee. He will be report-
ing to county commissioners as chair of the
Coon Creek subcommittee. He may be able to
share Fishing Creek watershed planning news
with them also.

Updating the Granville County Commission-

ers and the Oxford City Council on the Fish-

ing Creek Project: ~ Wait until there are results
or a substantial stepping point in the LWP proc-
ess to report on.

(Continued on pagg)
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Project Timeline

To inform everyone on the timing of the local watershed planning, we
worked together to construct a timeline. Below is a chronological list of
project expectations and milestones.

Sep 2007: Situation Assessment completed

Dec 2007: Division of Water Quality Study results available

Dec 2007: WK Dickson field assessments begin

Dec 2007: Preliminary watershed characterization (Phase 1) available
Jan 2008: BMP demonstration site possibilities

Feb 2008: Majority of field assessments complete

Jun 2008: Detailed Watershed Assessment (Phase 2) available

Jun 2008: Detailed Assessment report, including GIS layers

Dec 2009: Watershed Management Plan (Phase 3) available

Dec 2008 Identification and ranking of stream/buffer/
wetland projects complete

Dec 2008 BMP modeling complete

Dec 2008 Project atlas (maps of all projects)

Dec 2008 Recommendations for non BMP/restoration
measures

2009 Begin Implementation of the Local Watershed Plan

(Phase 4)

building a timeline on the wall

(Continued from pag@)

What kind of recommendations will go in

the Watershed Management Plan? (Phase 3)
This will depend on the detailed assessment.
Project recommendations may include buffer/
stream/wetland enhancement or restoration.
Stormwater management projects may also
be included. Non -structural recommenda-
tions will depend on what the study finds is
needed and also what the stakeholders feel is
important. For example, policy and educa-
tion recommendation may be included that
could help protect water quality in the water-
shed. END



