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Executive Summary
The Jefferson County Soil and Water Conservation District (SWCD) received a grant to assess
the Crow Creek watershed in order to understand the threats and opportunities regarding soil and
water quality and conservation. The Crow Creek Watershed assessment, and on-going projects, is lead
by the Jefferson County SWCD in partnership with the City of Fairfield, USDA-NRCS, Pathfinders
RC&D, French-Reneker, and local community groups. The City is participating in the Iowa Finance
Authority and Iowa Department of Natural Resources Sponsored Projects Program, which is tied to the
Clean Water State Revolving Fund. This provides a unique opportunity to treat both agricultural and
urban resource concerns that impact Crow Creek.
The Crow Creek Watershed Assessment included both urban and rural data collection and analysis. The
approximately 14 mile long creek runs through agricultural land, Maharishi University of Management’s
campus, the City of Fairfield (including the largest park), a state woodland preserve, and it also abuts the
Jefferson County Trail Council’s trail system. The entire watershed includes 11, 535 acres of land.
Assessment tools included visual observations by students, sheet/rill erosion and sediment delivery
estimations by the NRCS and DNR, a geomorphologic study by the NRCS state geologist, rainfall data
review, storm sewer intake evaluations, and a survey to residents.
Crow Creek has been registered by the Iowa DNR as an impaired waterway, category 4d1, because of a
pesticide spill from a fertilizer plant that resulted in a “fish kill.” Additionally, there are approximately 55
miles of sewage collection pipes in the City that transports storm and wastewater to a treatment facility.
After treatment, water is discharged into Crow Creek. When the sewage pipes or the wastewater treatment
facility is over-capacity, bypasses occur and excess un-treated water is discharged into the Creek. The
City is in the process of upgrading the water treatment facility and collection system pipes, which will
mitigate this concern. Urban outreach/education and conservation techniques will engage residents in the
soil and water conservation efforts lead by the City. Additional urban concerns, such as foot bridges at
risk of being undermined and the tendency for the creek to see flash floods may be mitigated by
information gathered from this assessment. The rates of erosion and sediment delivery combined with
observed bank erosion severity and the location of over 300 log/debris dams provide ideas of where to
focus mitigation efforts.
During this assessment, we found that the Crow Creek Watershed has upland sediment delivery rates of 2
to 15 tons per acre per year. Furthermore, an estimated 2,800 tons per year of bank erosion accounts for
approximately 40% of the sediment load in the creek. These resource concerns can be addressed by
practicing conservation techniques – including existing and emerging strategies to increase soil organic
matter and overall soil health.
The Jefferson County SWCD thanks all of its contributing partners for making this assessment possible
and will pursue opportunities to implement future soil and water quality initiatives in the Crow Creek
Watershed.
1

It is currently listed by the DNR on the Integrated Report as category 3b, because restitution for the fertilizer spill
was sought and there were no additional instances for 5 years, but further investigation is still deemed
appropriate, see Appendix I. DNR Water Quality Assessment Report.
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Watershed Information
Physical and Social Description of the Watershed
The Crow Creek Watershed includes rural and urban areas and a variety of land uses. Existing
Best Management Practices (BMPs) in the rural watershed include gradient terraces, tile outlet
terraces and ponds. In the urban portion of the watershed some rain gardens and water catchment
systems are in place. This section provides further detail about the physical and social
characteristics of the watershed.
Physical Characteristics

Crow Creek is approximately 14 miles long. The creek’s watershed begins north of its
headwaters in Jefferson County, near the Fairfield Municipal Airport. It runs southeasterly,
around the Eastern side of the City of Fairfield, before reaching Cedar Creek, which flows
directly into the Skunk River. The Skunk River is a tributary of the Mississippi River and 1 of 9
priority river basins in Iowa’s Nutrient Reduction Strategy.
The 11,535 acre Crow Creek watershed is characterized by rolling to a moderately sloped
landscape. The dominant soils are silty clay loam over relatively firm silty clay with some areas,
especially in the lower portion, of the watershed seeing higher levels of permeability in the
subsoil. The floodplain soils are dominated by alluvium which is extensively farmed.
Table 1, Land Use and Challenges, highlights the major land uses in the watershed and the
associated challenges they bring to the watershed. Land uses, and their location within the
watershed, can be seen in more detail in Image 1, Observed Land Use.
Table 1. Land Use and Challenges (see also Image 1. Observed Land Use)
Land Use
Row Crop

Percentage
38%

Conservation Reserve
Program (CRP)

8.5%

Grassland, Pasture

25%

Roads/Impervious
Surface/Structures
Timber
Water, Wetland

7.5%
18.5%
2.5%

Resource Challenges
Highly erodible land, sheet,
rill, gully erosion
High commodity prices and
reduced government support
are the major challenges
Unmanaged overgrazing can
cause sheet, rill, gully, erosion
Includes residential, retail, and
industrial run-off
Gully erosion
Flash flooding and water
quality issues from other land
uses
4

Image 1. Observed Land Use

Social Characteristics

While only 20% of the Crow Creek watershed is urban, that 20% includes more than 50% of the
City of Fairfield. The population of Fairfield is approximately 9,500 people; and there are
approximately 5,9502 people living in the Crow Creek Watershed. The City of Fairfield is in the
process of upgrading the wastewater treatment facility and collection system. As part of this
process, the City qualifies for Iowa’s Sponsored Projects program and has been approved for the
2

Based on population calculations considering population distribution within Jefferson County and the City of
Fairfield, using 2010 U.S. Census Data
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State Revolving Fund, which encourages cities to address water quality challenges and
implement projects. Data from this assessment will be used to help prioritize the City’s water
quality projects to ensure viability, feasibility, and effectiveness.
Survey

As part of the watershed assessment, a survey3 was conducted to better understand the opinions and
interests of watershed residents in regard to water quality and conservation. Surveys were mailed to rural
landowners, mailed with the City’s water bill, made available online and publicized via social media and
traditional press releases. A total of 2,313 surveys were mailed; and there was a 15% response rate
(including online responses). Respondents included land-owners, renters, farmers, business owners, and
residents. We heard from men and women of all ages. 40% of people responding to the survey were
women, 48% were men, and 7% either “preferred not to answer” or did not answer the question. The
majority of respondents were 65 years or older and 70% were 55 years old or older. 21% were under the
age of 55. Regardless of age and gender, a total of more than sixty percent of respondents indicated that
they get their news from on-line sources and/or local newspapers (See Graph 1. News and Agricultural
Information). Also, close to fifty percent rely on friends and family for news. The 19% categorized as
“other” (on Graph 1) indicates write in responses, such as, T.V., and specific local non-profits,
newspapers, and/or radio stations.
Graph 1. News and Agricultural Information4

Where do you get your news and agriculture
related information?

On-line news outlets
Local newspaper

19%
Friends and neighbors
28%

62%
Iowa State Extension

2%
1%
10%

NRCS

14%

Ag dealer
Person who rents your
property
49%

62%

Radio station
Other

3
4

See Appendix G. Landowner Survey – Online/Rural and Appendix H. Landowner Survey – Urban
Respondents selected multiple answers, the total in the graph does not equal 100%
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93% of survey respondents either “agree” or “strongly agree” with the statement: Water quality is
important to me. Not all respondents answered this question, so, the percentages do not add up to 100%.
See Graph 2. Water quality importance:
Graph 2. Water quality importance

Please, indicate the degree to which you agree or
disagree that "Water quality is important to me."
Strongly Agree
1%

0%

0%

Agree

12%
Neither Agree nor
Disagree
Disagree
81%

Strongly Disagree

The survey asked about people’s interest in attending educational events and field days.
Approximately, 69% of respondents were potentially interested in attending an event. Not all
respondents answered this question, so, the percentages do not add up to 100%. See Graph 3, Event and
Workshop Interest:
Graph 3. Event and Workshop Interest

Are you interested in attending events
regarding water quality?
50%
40%
30%
Educational events

20%

Field days

10%

Technical workshops

0%
Yes

Maybe, if I get
more
information

No
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84% of survey respondents are potentially interested in installing conservation practices with
either some technical or financial support. See Graph 4, Installing Conservation Practices:
Graph 4. Installing Conservation Practices
Would you be willing to install conservation
practices on your property if technical assistance or
cost-share were available?
Yes
No

36%
48%

Maybe, if I get
more information

9%

62% of the rural landowners/renters who responded are interested in adopting or learning more about
conservation practices that may help control erosion, reduce nutrient losses, and promote wildlife habitat
on their property. Already, approximately 55% of the rural landowners/renters who responded are
employing some type of conservation on their property, 28% are not (and some respondents did not
answer the question). See Graph 5, Interest in Conservation Practices for a breakdown of respondents’
interests. Additional interests, which were written in on the survey included forest management, water
tanks and solar pumps, prairie restoration, and holding ponds for specific run-off areas.
Graph 5. Interest in Conservation Practices

Interest in Conservation Practices
40%
35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
0%

Interested in
adopting
Interested in
learning more about
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Survey respondents were asked about their familiarity with urban conservation practices (see
Graph 6, Familiarity with Urban Conservation); responses indicate high levels of familiarity, but
also opportunities for watershed project partners to provide educational opportunities around
practices that people are less familiar with such as rain gardens and permeable pavement
systems.
Graph 6. Familiarity with Urban Conservation

Urban Conservation
45%
40%

Rain gardens

35%
Prairie Landscaping

30%
25%

Permeable Pavement
Systems

20%
15%

Rain Barrels

10%
5%
0%
% Very
%
Familiar Somewhat
familiar

% Not
sure

%
% Very
Somewhat unfamiliar
unfamiliar

Improving soil health in
yards (soil quality
restoration)
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In regards to people’s perceptions about what is influencing the existing conditions of Crow
Creek, survey respondents were asked to select activities from a list and indicate whether they
are responsible or not responsible. See Graph 7, Factors Influencing Existing Condition.
Additionally, written in responses included sewer overflows, un-confined livestock, flushing
medications, and pet-animal waste.
Graph 7. Factors Influencing Existing Condition
What's responsible for existing the existing condition in Crow Creek?
Other
Increased frequency of flooding
Industrial/factory operations
Illegal dumping/littering
Livestock operations
% Unsure

Road salts

% Not Responsible

Stream bank erosion

% Responsible

Erosion from agricultural fields
Runoff from lawns/streets/parking …
Runoff from agricultural lands
Sewage
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%
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Soil and Water Resource Concerns
According to this watershed assessment and complimentary RUSLE and RASCAL analysis,
erosion in the Crow Creek Watershed is occurring at a rate of 26,691 tons of sediment per year
(see Image 2. Estimated Sheet and Rill Erosion); and 4,058 tons of sediment is being delivered to
Crow Creek each year (see Image 3. Estimated Sediment Delivery). This erosion and sediment
delivery compounds stream bank erosion that occurs as part of the channel evolution model.5. In
addition, the stream bank erosion accounts for 2,800 tons/year of sediment delivery6.
Image 2. Estimated Sheet and Rill Erosion

Stream bank erosion as
observed during the
RASCAL, ground-truthing
of the RASCAL data, and
the fluvial geomorphologic
study ranges from stable to
severely eroded (see Image
4. Bank Stabilization).
Installation of best
management practices
(BMPs) in high priority
areas will significantly reduce
the amount of sediment
delivery to Crow Creek and

mitigate bank stabilization
concerns. The installed BMPs
will also reduce flooding
impacts affecting agricultural
cropland and rural and urban
infrastructure.

5
6

See Appendix E. Fluvial Geomorphology Crow Creek
See Appendix C. RASCAL Assessment Summary
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Image 3. Estimated Sediment Delivery

Image 4. Bank Stabilization (photo from MUM
students)
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Public Relevance of the Water Resource
A watershed assessment kickoff meeting was held January 16th, 2014. The meeting was attended by
landowners and concerned citizens, some of whom also served on the Advisory Council of concerned
stakeholders throughout the assessment process. A second kick-off meeting was held on July 7th, 2014 for
the State Revolving Fund and Sponsored Projects; this meeting included a technical advisory

meeting for the watershed assessment including representatives from the City of Fairfield,
French-Reneker and Associates, IDALS, SWCD, and NRCS. The simultaneous occurrence of a
watershed assessment and planning for projects for the State Revolving Fund provided an
opportunity for stakeholders to approach environmental conservation, restoration, and urban
environmental planning in an integrated manner.
The creek travels through and adjacent to several resources that are important to the residents of
the watershed including:
 Approximately 3 miles adjacent to the Jefferson County Trails Council’s Fairfield Loop
Trail,
 Approximately 1 mile through Maharishi University of Management’s campus
 Approximately ½ a mile adjacent to Chautauqua Park - the City’s largest park and
location of the public orchard
 Approximately ½ a mile through Lamson Woods, a state preserve
At the initial meetings, stakeholders brought up the desire to better understand the Crow Creek
Watershed in order to target projects that would have the longest lasting and most positive
impact on water quality and soil health. Additionally, concerns were raised about sediment
delivery to the stream as well as bank stabilization at specific sites along the Jefferson County
Trail.

Watershed-Based Assessment and Planning
Assessment Methodologies
Jefferson SWCD received an IDALS Watershed Development and Planning Assistance Grant in 2014 for
the Crow Creek Watershed. The SWCD took on this planning effort in response to ongoing concerns by
the public and governmental entities. In order to complete the assessment, the SWCD partnered with
Pathfinders RC&D and local community groups. The initial plans for an assessment included review of
land-cover/land management, RASCAL assessment, urban assessment, Social assessment, and a LiDAR
based gully assessment. At the recommendation of the NRCS State Geologists, the LiDAR assessment
was replaced with a fluvial geomorphologic study. A rainfall/hydrology assessment was added to gain
insight into the frequent flash floods that were observed by stakeholders. Analysis illustrated that it often
takes less than a 2yr/24hr storm to reach the 100 yr flood elevation in Crow Creek. The assessment used
the following methodologies:
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Table 2. Assessment Methodologies Summary
Activity7
Land cover/Land Management

RASCAL Assessment

Fluvial Geomorphology Study

Rainfall/hydrology Analysis

Urban Assessment

Social Assessment

Description
Vegetation and tillage data was gathered by
the NRCS and analyzed by the DNR.
Results illustrate observed land use,
sheet/rill erosion, and sediment delivery.
Students from Maharishi University of
Management, overseen by IDALS and the
DNR, assessed channel corridor conditions
including estimates of channel erosion
along with many stream and riparian
corridor parameters.
NRCS State Geologists determined current
stage of channel evolution (see Image 5,
Channel Evolution Stages).
IDALS and French-Reneker reviewed
FEMA flood maps, historical rainfall data,
and site survey data from the City’s
engineer.
The IDALS Urban Conservationist trained
MUM students on assessing urban
conservation efforts. Especially focusing
on storm intake areas. 674 storm intake
locations were evaluated and GPS’d.
A survey designed to gather perceptions
and opinions about water quality and the
Crow Creek watershed was made available
on-line and mailed to residents in the
watershed. 2,000 surveys were mailed with
the City’s water utility bill, 313 surveys
were mailed to rural land-owners, and the
on-line version of the survey was
announced in two press releases, and social
media blasts. 349 surveys were collected.

7

See the “Appendices” section of this report for additional details
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Priority Source Areas

Image 5. Channel Evolution Stages

The field and related data for Crow Creek
was analyzed by the SWCD commissioners,
USDA-NRCS staff, SRF project specialists,
Iowa DNR, IDALS, and the City of
Fairfield’s Engineer. The data, along with
field observations and responses from the
social assessment were used to determine
priority areas within the watershed.
Priority areas were identified in light of the
stage of channel evolution the creek is in, in
order to ensure effective mitigation practices
for specific resource concerns (see Table 3,
Creek Segments). Priority areas for Crow
Creek water quality projects are cropland
locations where there is a high density of
sediment delivery taking place across the
landscape, and where critical recreation
infrastructure is at risk.

Table 3. Creek Segments8
Location
North of MUM campus

Channel Stage
Stage 2

Resource Concern
Active down cutting of
the channel

Between MUM and
Pleasant Plain Road

Stage 2 and 3

Pleasant Plain Road to
Cedar Creek

Stage 3 and 4

Creek is starting to
widen, making it
difficult to treat bank
erosion
Widening and
stabilizing is occurring,
bank erosion is
occurring on the outside
of bends and meanders.

Mitigation Strategy
Control down cutting by
reducing runoff and
sediment load from
surrounding landscape,
install grad control
structures
Remove debris dams
(see Image 6, RASCAL
Assessment Points of
Interest)
Slope back steep banks,
curtail bank erosion,
remove debris dams

8

See Appendix E. Fluvial Geomorphology Crow Creek for definitions of channel stage, and a map of the stream
segments.
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Image 6. RASCAL Assessment Points of Interest: Log/Debris Jams
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Description of Soil and Water Resource Protection Plan
The project partners envision water quality initiatives being completed in both short term (years 1-3) and
long term (years 4-10) objectives; and in tandem with the City’s participation in the State of Iowa’s
Sponsored Projects Program.
Short term priorities (years 1-3) include the following:
1. Reduce sediment delivery to Crow Creek by 1,100 tons/year. This would be equal to
reduction of 27% of sediment delivery from Sheet and Rill and 10% of sediment delivery
from all sources (including the streambank). This will be accomplished by increasing
agricultural conservation practices in the Northern portion of the watershed.
2. Complete bank stabilization and water quality projects associated with the SRF Program
along identified portions of the Jefferson County trails system
3. Raise awareness of urban BMPs by offering educational classes and completing the
installation of demonstration practices in the City of Fairfield
4. Protect existing lakes through promotion of cover crops and buffer systems
Long term priorities (years 4-10+) include the following:
1. Implement a long-term IOWATER volunteer network to monitor progress.
2. Implement an urban education and cost-share program for water conservation
3. Support the Nutrient Reduction Strategy and Soil Health through education and
demonstrations of existing and emerging practices; offer funding through EQIP, WIRB,
and WQI to support implementation of cover crops and other BMPs.
4. Increase organic matter in row-crop fields, reducing erosion, through wider adoption of
cover crops, no-till, and terraces.
5. Reduce sediment delivery from sheet and rill erosion
6. Establish a Crow Creek Corridor Management Plan with land-owners and stakeholders
7. Eliminate sanitary sewer bypasses during a 10 year rain fall event

17

Project Implementation and Administration
Future water quality initiatives in the Crow Creek watershed will be administered by the Jefferson County
SWCD. The Jefferson County SWCD may hire a Watershed Coordinator to facilitate project activities
and reporting.
The Watershed Coordinator will coordinate with other service providers and partners to fully implement
water quality projects. Other partners include:





Field office staff in Jefferson County
USDA-NRCS
Pathfinders RC&D
Watershed Advisory Board
o Jefferson County SWCD
o City of Fairfield
o Iowa State University Extension & Outreach Community & Economic Development Unit
o Rural landowners
o Urban landowners
o Maharishi University of Management

Anticipated Local Partner Participation/Technical Support:
Partner Name
Jefferson County SWCD

Support Type
Provide state cost share funding
by providing priority ranking for
cropland projects located in high
priority areas in the watershed

Amount
Up to $250,000 in partnership
with the City’s Sponsored
Projects Program; as needed
thereafter

City of Fairfield

Provide funding through
participation in the Sponsored
Projects Program
Technical Assistance

Up to approximately $2,692,000
available through 2017. Eligible
for future applications.
In-kind

Technical Assistance

In-kind

Iowa State University Extension
& Outreach Community &
Economic Development Unit
IDALS DSC, Urban and Regional
Watershed Coordinators
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Appendices
The following pages contain information gathered during the Crow Creek Watershed
Assessment. Data was collected by USDA-NRCS staff, Iowa DNR staff, Pathfinders RC&D
staff, and students from Maharishi University of Management.
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Appendix A. Crow Creek Watershed Map
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Appendix B. RASCAL Map – Estimated Bank Erosion

21

Appendix C. RASCAL Assessment Summary
See PDF documents in file
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Appendix D. Urban Assessment - Storm Sewer Intake Ratings and Sanitary
Sewer Overflow Locations
Urban Assessment Summary (Excerpt from Crow Creek Watershed Urban Area Assessment
Final Report by MUM students Claudia Perez, Dryden Lefebvre, Daniel Gorman, and Jonathan
Buzan)
Our focus was to evaluate key areas around town where various BMPs could be
implemented with the least effort and be the most functionally effective through analysis of the
immediate environment around storm drains.
Around storm water drains are great places to intercept runoff and sheet-flow with a rain garden
or permeable pavement.
Spectra GPS Unit with Arc Pad program provided by the city allowed us to go around
town and accurately map out the storm drains where rain water is entering the sewer lines.
Each drain was rated from of A, B, or C based on how appropriate and effective implementing
certain structural BMPs could be.
Over a few days, we assessed almost 140 storm drains, as best we could with the weather
conditions, roughly 30 square blocks. Some storm drains may have been buried under the
mountains of snow that were on every street corner. We rated the most appropriate storm drains
as 'A's, and the more difficult and costly drains to work around as 'C's.
The best places were on relatively flat ground, at least ten feet or more away from any buildings
or structures, and were not in proximity to any large trees or utilities.
We observed most buildings and houses around town had their downspouts going directly into
the sewer or onto impermeable surfaces.
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Storm Sewer Overflow (SSO) Locations
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Appendix E. Fluvial Geomorphology Crow Creek
See PDF file in file

25

Appendix F. Rainfall/Hydrology Data
See PDF file in file

26

Appendix G. Landowner Survey – Online/Rural

Crow Creek Watershed Survey
March 2015
We are asking the following questions to gain a better understanding of your opinions and
interests regarding water quality and conservation. You are encouraged to respond to all the
questions, but feel free to answer only those questions you are comfortable answering. A partial
response is better than no response.
Once done, please return the completed survey in the self-addressed stamped envelope.

1. Do you currently own or rent property in the Crow Creek watershed? See map on the back of this
paper (select all that apply)

 Own
Please list the section number(s) of where your property(s) is located:
 Rent
Please list the section number(s) of where your property(s) is located:
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2. Do you own or rent more than one property?





Yes, I own more than one property
Yes, I rent more than one property
I own one property and I rent one property
No

3. Which of the following describes the property (properties) that you own in the watershed? (select
all that apply)







Is in Fairfield
Is a rural, non-farm residence
Is a farm
Is a business
I do not own property in the watershed

4. Which of the following describes the property (properties) that you rent in the watershed?






Is in Fairfield
Is a rural, non-farm residence
Is a farm
Is a business
I do not rent property in the watershed
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Crow Creek Watershed Boundary Map

1

2
3

4
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5. If any of the property that you own or rent is rural or farm, do you have any existing conservation
practices (terraces, basins, ponds) on any of the property?
 Yes
 No
 I do not have rural or farm property

6. If any of the property that you own or rent is rural or farm, are you interested in any conservation
practices that may help control erosion, reduce nutrient losses, and promote wildlife habitat on your
property?
 Yes
 No

If yes, please indicate which type of conservation practices are you interested in adopting or
learning more about?

Interested in adopting

Interested in learning more about

Cover crops





No till





Ponds/Grade stabilization structures





Terraces





Grass waterways





Buffer strips / Filter strips





Conservation Reserve Program
(CRP)





Stream bank stabilization









Other, please indicate:
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7. Please, indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following statement: Water
quality is important to me.






Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

8. Are you concerned about flooding affecting any of your property/properties in the watershed?
 Yes
 No
 Unsure

9. Do you think the following are responsible or not responsible for the existing condition of Crow
Creek?

Are Responsible

Not Responsible

Unsure

Sewage







Erosion from agricultural fields







Stream bank erosion







Livestock operations







Illegal dumping/littering







Industrial/factory operations







Runoff from streets/parking lots







Runoff from agricultural lands







Increased frequency of flooding













Other, please indicate:
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10. How knowledgeable are you about the following urban conservation practices?

Very
familiar

Somewhat
familiar

Not sure

Somewhat
unfamiliar

Very unfamiliar

Rain gardens











Prairie Landscaping











Permeable Pavement
Systems











Rain Barrels / Water
Harvesting











Improving Soil
Health in Yards











11. Would you be willing to install conservation practices on your property, if technical assistance
and/or cost-share/grant money were available to offset costs?
 Yes
 No
 Maybe, if I get more information

12. Are you interested in attending any of the following activities regarding water quality and soil
and water conservation?

Yes

Maybe, if I get more
information

No

Educational events







Field days







Technical workshops
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14. Would you like someone from the Soil and Water Conservation District (SWCD) or the Natural
Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) to contact you to discuss potential conservation needs on
your property?
Contact information:

 Yes
 No

If yes, please provide your name, phone number, address, and email:

16. I am:

17. My age range:

 Female
 Male
 Prefer not to answer









Under 18 years old
19 – 34 years old
35 – 44 years old
45 – 54 years old
55 – 64 years old
65 years or older
Prefer not to answer

18. Where do you get your
news? (check all that apply)







On-line news outlets
Local newspaper
Friends or neighbor
NRCS
Iowa State Extension
Other:
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15. Is there anything else you would like us to know about your property/properties or the Crow
Creek watershed?

Thank you for your time responding to this survey!
Please return the completed survey in the self-addressed stamped envelope.

If you have any questions, contact:
Anna Bruen, Project Director for the Crow Creek Watershed Assessment
Email: anna@pathfindersrcd.org
Phone: 641-472-6177
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An Equal Opportunity Provider and Employer

Appendix H. Landowner Survey – Urban

Crow Creek Watershed Survey
March 2015

The Jefferson County Soil and Water Conservation District and the City of Fairfield are asking
the following questions to gain a better understanding of your opinions and interests regarding
water quality and conservation. The survey should take less than 10 minutes to complete. Your
individual responses will remain anonymous; we will only use survey responses in aggregate.
Once done, please return the completed survey to City Hall: 118 S. Main Street Fairfield,
Iowa. If you prefer, you can take the survey online: www.pathfindersrcd.org/crowcreek
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An Equal Opportunity Provider and Employer

1. Please, identify the location of property/properties that you own/rent in the Crow Creek
Watershed. (select all that apply)

Own

Rent









Is a farm





Is a business





Is in Fairfield
Is a rural, non-farm residence

2. Please, indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following statement:
Water quality is important to me.






Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

3. How knowledgeable are you about the following urban conservation practices?
Very
familiar

Somewhat
familiar

Not sure

Somewhat
unfamiliar

Very
unfamiliar

Rain gardens











Prairie
Landscaping











Permeable
Pavement Systems











Rain Barrels /
Water Harvesting











Improving Soil
Health in Yards











36
An Equal Opportunity Provider and Employer

4. Do you think the following are responsible or not responsible for the existing condition
of Crow Creek?
Are
Responsible

Not Responsible

Unsure

Sewage







Erosion from agricultural fields







Stream bank erosion







Livestock operations







Illegal dumping/littering







Industrial/factory operations







Runoff from streets/parking lots







Runoff from agricultural lands







Increased frequency of flooding













Other, please indicate:

5. Would you be willing to install conservation practices on your property, if technical
assistance and/or cost-share/grant money were available to offset costs?
 Yes
 No
 Maybe, if I get more information
6. I am:

17. My age range:

 Female
 Male
 Prefer not to answer









Under 18 years old
19 – 34 years old
35 – 44 years old
45 – 54 years old
55 – 64 years old
65 years or older
Prefer not to answer

18. Where do you get
your news? (check all that
apply)








On-line news outlets
Local newspaper
Friends or neighbor
NRCS
Iowa State Extension
Radio station:
Other:

Thank you for your time responding to this survey!
Please return the completed survey with your water bill or drop it off at City Hall:
118 S. Main Street, Fairfield, Iowa
If you have any questions, please contact:
Anna Bruen, Project
Director for the Crow Creek Watershed Assessment:
An Equal Opportunity Provider and Employer
anna@pathfindersrcd.org or (641) 472-6177
An Equal Opportunity Provider and Employer
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Appendix I. DNR Water Quality Assessment Report
Crow Creek
2014 Water Quality Assessment: Assessment results from 2010 through 2012
Release Status: Draft
Segment Summary
Waterbody ID Code: IA 03-SKU-0116_0
Location: from tributary in NW1/4, SW1/4, T72N, R9W 31, Jefferson Co. to headwaters (T72N R10W
Sec11); Jefferson Co. near Fairfield
Waterbody Type: River
Segment Size: 5.7 Miles
Segment Classes: Class A1; Class B(WW-1)

Assessment Comments
Assessment remains based on results of a fish kill investigation in September 2007.

Assessment Summary and Beneficial Use Support
Overall Use Support – Partial
Aquatic Life Support – Partial
Primary Contact Recreation – Not assessed
Assessment Type: Evaluated
Integrated Report Category: 3b

Basis for Assessment and Comments
[NOTE: Prior to the 2008 Section 305(b) cycle, this stream segment was classified only for general
uses. Due to changes in Iowa’s surface water classification that were approved by U.S. EPA in
February 2008 (see http://www.iowadnr.com/water/standards/files/06mar_swc.pdf), this segment is now
presumptively designated for Class A1 (primary contact recreation) uses and for Class B(WW1) aquatic
life uses. According to the Iowa Water Quality Standards, all perennial rivers and streams and all
intermittent streams with perennial pools that are not specifically listed in the Iowa surface water
classification are designated as Class A1 and Class B(WW1) waters. Thus, for the current assessment,
perennial flow is presumed, and the available water quality monitoring data will be compared to the
applicable Class A1 and Class B(WW1) water quality criteria.]
SUMMARY: The presumptive Class A1 (primary contact recreation) uses remain "not assessed" (IR 3a)
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due to a lack of water quality information upon which to base an assessment. The presumptive Class
B(WW1) aquatic life uses remain assessed (monitored) as "partially supported" (IR 3b) based on results
of a fish kill investigation in 2007.
EXPLANATION: The fish kill occurred on or before September 15, 2007, and was attributed to
discharge of fertilizer and pesticides from a fertilizer plant. The kill affected 3.3 miles of stream and
killed 7,681 fish. The estimated value of the fish was $11,834.17. The party responsible for the kill was
identified, and restitution was sought. This assessment was placed in Category 5b of the 2008 Integrated
Report due to a lack of information on whether or not restitution was sought for this fish kill. Due to
updated information regarding legal action this assessment was placed in Category 4d of Iowa's 2010
Integrated Report and remained in IR Category 4d for the 2012 IR cycle.
According to DNR's assessment methodology for Section 305(b) reporting, occurrence of a single
pollution-caused fish kill during an assessment period indicates "partial support" of the aquatic life
uses. If, however, a consent order has been issued to the party responsible for the kill and monetary
restitution has been sought for the fish killed, the affected waterbody should be placed in IR Category 4d
(impaired but TMDL not required). Thus, this assessment segment was moved from Category 5b of
Iowa's 2008 Integrated Report to Category 4d of Iowa’s 2010 Integrated Report based on updated
information regarding restitution for this fish kill. IDNR considers IR 4d fish kill waters with no
subsequent kills in at least the five years subsequent to the kill as appropriate for movement to IR
categories 2b or 3b (i.e., Iowa’s list of waters in need of further investigation). Thus, because this fish
kill is now older than five years, this assessment segment is moved to IR Category 3b of 2014 Iowa’s
Integrated Report.

Monitoring and Methods
Assessment Key Dates

9/15/2007

Fishkill

Methods



Incidence of spills and/or fish kills

Causes and Sources of Impairment

Causes

Use Support

Cause Magnitude

Sources

Pesticides

Aquatic Life
Support

Moderate

Spills

Source
Magnitude
Moderate
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