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Meeting Roles:
Policy Working Group Chair: Trevor Sample, Illinois EPA

Facilitation: Joan Cox, lllinois Extension

Technology Support & Minutes: Amanda Christenson, Illinois Extension
Special thanks to the NLRS Steering Committee, IDOA Staff:

Heather Wilkins, Russel Krug, Angela and Nina at front desk
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cy Working Group Agenda

Welcome and PWG survey results

Joan Cox, lllinois Extension & Trevor Sample, Illinois EPA
Phosphorus Research

Dr. Andrew Margenot, University of Illinois

Pol

9:00 am

10:25 am 10-minute Break

Fall Covers for Spring Savings 500K

Kris Reynolds, American Farmland Trust

Precision Conservation Management

Megan Dwyer, Illinois Corn Growers Association

ISAP Resources for NLRS

Jean Brokish, Illinois Sustainable Agriculture Partnership

10:35 am

Partner Updates

Break for Lunch — On Your Own
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[llinois Environmental
Protection Agency

Ilinois

PWG survey results
EA"énmcﬁlmre

Joan Cox, lllinois Extension

Illinois Extension

IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII -CHAMPAIGN

ILLINOIS

NUTRIENT LOSS
REDUCTION STRATEGY

IDOA Network Name: guestnet | Password: sunflower23



Policy Working Group partner
perspectives on:

DASHBOARD/REPORT
STRATEGY UPDATE
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
WORKING GROUPS

B~ w N

Members were surveyed March 1-15.
24/29 responded. ILLINOIS

NUTRIENT LOSS
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Policy Working Group Survey Summary

. Initiate move to dashboard. Next steps are to seek PWG input on metrics,
accessibility of data.

. Do not change the interim goal or set a year for the long-term goal until
more data is available. More discussion will be needed through the
Performance Benchmark Committee and PWG.

. Report future strategy updates separate from the dashboard but much
abridged from traditional report (~50 pages).

. Executive summaries should be composed periodically in coordination with
dashboard update (possibly annually).

—
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Policy Working Group Survey Summary (cont.)

5. Keep PWG proportional representation not open to new membership.
There may be future conversations about a member inactivity
protocol and nomination protocol to fill vacancies.

6. Add a Point Source Working Group only if someone is willing to lead it
(chair), set goals and agendas, and moderate meetings (Steering can
host on Zoom).

7. Work to showcase flow-normalized WQ data and baseline POTW point
source data.
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Part 1. DASHBOARD/ REPORT




1.a - Indicate your preference for accessing lllinois
NLRS data. 18 responses

* | like the idea of accessing the NLRS data through an online dashboard using
the Great Lakes to Gulf platform. (9)

* | prefer to access NLRS data through the traditional biennial report (pdf). (9)

Steering Interpretation
Dashboard vs Report looks undecided indicating a need for more dialogue.
4 members that chose traditional report commented support for a dashboard.
2 members who did not make a choice commented support for a dashboard.
Could be interpreted as 15/5 in favor of dashboard.
Comments indicate certain conditions should be met, namely data
accessibility, and ability to download of pdfs of the dashboard sections.

ILLINOIS
At least 5 members indicate not wanting to switch. e e
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1a

Imdicate wour preference for accessing llinois MLES data. ¥ | INTERFPRETATIC *

| prefer to access MLRES data thraugh the traditional biennial report [pdf].

| prefer to access MLRES data through the traditional biennial repart [pdf.

| preter to accesz MLRES data thraugh the traditional biennial report (pdf].

|like the idea of accessing the NLRS data through an online dashboard uzing the Great Lakes
to Gulf platform.

|like the idea of accessing the NLRS data through an online dashboard uzing the Great Lakes
to Gulf platform.

|like the idea of accessing the MLRES data through an online dashboard using the Great Lakes
to Gulf platform.

|like the idea of accessing the NLRS data through an online dashboard uzsing the Great Lakes
to Gulf platform.

| prefer to acoess MLRES data through the traditional biennial repart [pdfl.

| prefer to acoesz MLRS data through the traditional biennial report (pdf].

|like the idea of accessing the MLES data through an online dashboard using the Great Lakes
to Gulf platform.

| prefer to access MLRES data through the traditional biennial repart [pdfl.

|like the idea of acocessing the MLES data through an online dashboard using the Great Lakes
to Gulf platform.

|like the idea of acocessing the MLES data through an online dashboard using the Great Lakes
to Gulf platform.

no

nolmavbe]

no [conditional on
accessibility of pdf
zection
downloadable)

no

no

no [conditional on
being acceszzible]

1

Iz there anuthing wou would like ta share regarding an online dashbd ™ 1 C C O I I . I I I e n tS

| prefer the printed document but can see the advantage

of switching to the digital format.

YWith the online idea would we be able to download it as a

POF or sections of it from the dashboard?

| would prefer a dazhboard with a condensed esecutive summary
printed copy resource.

I'd prefer whichever option iz less costly, zo dollars can be spent on
higher pricrity itemz-- practice implementation, monitoring.

Mope.

|tilizing a website ar dashboard seems to be a much mare effective
way ta share the data and updates on benchmarks and progress

Use either which will be more accessible to Working
Policy Group members
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no [conditional on
accessibility of pdf
section

| preter to acocess NLRS data through the traditional biennial report [pdfl. downloadable]

| prefer to acoess MLRS data through the traditional biennial repart (pdf). (3 {e]

[like the idea of accessing the MLES data through an online dashboard using the Great Lakes

to Gulf platfarm.

llike the idea of accessing the MLES data through an online dashboard using the Great Lakes

to Sulf platform.

| prefer to access MLRS data through the traditional biennial report [pdf). no

llike the idea of accessing the MLBS data through an online dashboard using the Great Lakes
to Gulf platform.

1c comments (cont.)

An online dashboard can be beneficial and educational if
it iz user friendly. However, the science committee would
be a good review of the origin of the data and how it
would be interpreted.

If you move to an online dashboard, please set it up so
that information can easily be printed out or downloaded.
It does not necessarily have to be as an entire report. It
could be available within a grouping or category.

bietare a dashboard 1z created, the Fwis should be informed
regarding which metrics and data sources will be used for different
sectors. The PWG should alzo be informed abaout which topics will be

Mo

| am OF with adding a dashboard, but we need zome form of a annual
of biennial BEPORT to point at to aszess progress and review
concepts that don't fitinta a dashboard - i.e. where iz research
leadingus? Anydashboard should be updated biennially az 2
minimum, preferably annually.

I theary, | am not opposed to an online dashboard. However, given
the lack of success in achieving the goals of the MLES, [ don't think
resources should be zpent on rewarking the reporting mechanism. We
would be better off zpending rezources and analyzing why the MLRES
iz not succeeding.

niot &t this tme
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1.c - Is there anything you would like to share regarding an
online dashboard idea or the traditional report?

1.c. Comments Summary
* Responses from 6 members could be counted as conditional “yes to dashboard”

PWG should inform metrics and topics in dashboard
* Dashboard is beneficial to show data if it is user-friendly

Dashboard should be accessible (able to download of pdfs of the sections)

* Concerns about cost of switching reporting mechanisms, want the least costly way to
report
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1.b

1.b - If we move to an online dashboard, how often would you like to

see the dashboard data updated?
20 Responses

13

10

5

1 1
0 [ ] [ ]
Annually Biennially Other (please describe): | do not support the idea g
of an online dashboard.
N
Other (1): semi-annually ILLINOIS

NUTRIENT LOSS
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Part 2. STRATEGY UPDATE




23

2.a — Background:

Updating the lllinois Nutrient Loss Reduction Strategy requires a
thorough review of the latest scientific assessments, comprehensive
water quality data, and recent implementation progress across the
Agriculture, Point Source, and Urban Stormwater sectors.

This process is crucial for summarizing sector progress and
developing adaptive management strategies. Up to 2023, lllinois has
released the Biennial Report, in odd years, as an update to the
Strategy.
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If the online dashboard idea is widely supported, should a Strategy
Update be in the format of a separate report or should it be through
an online dashboard?

19 Responses

10

0

The Strategy Update should be a The Strategy Update should be | do not support the idea of an
separate report. through the online dashboard. online dashboard.

0>
-
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2b

2.b - Do you think lllinois NLRS should set new interim goals beyond
20257

20 Responses

Yes (comment if desired) No (comment if desired) Not sure (comment if desired)
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Ves 2b comments

e Develop new scenarios (1)
e Make it realistic based on data from last 10 years (2)
e 2035 as new interim goal (1)

No

e Stay committed to first meet current interim goals
e Just work toward 2035

Not sure

e Wait for the data to back it up, including legacy nutrient data and
interpretation (2)

e Reset interim only if we confirm a date for the long-term (1)

e Wait until non-point sector meets the first interim goals before

. ILLINOI
setting new ones (1) NUTRIENT?OSSS
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2C

2.c - The lllinois strategy has not adopted a year for the 45% reduction
goal. Do you think [llinois NLRS should set a year on the 45% goal?

20 Responses

10

10

8

Yes (comment if desired) No (comment if desired)

ILLINOIS
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Yes 2C comments

* Pick a timeline and be accountable (2)

* Limit the 45% goal year to the point source sector (1)
* First understand all factors that affect the timeline (1)
e Use 2035 like the Hypoxia Task Force (4)

 Set a date then revise as needed (1)

No
 Not enough information currently (4)
* Follow metrics and timelines of HTF (1)

Not Sure
* None (0)

ILLINOIS
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Steering Follow-up Question

Policy Working Group (PWG)
e oversight on identifying adaptive management adjustments and strategy updates.

Performance Benchmark Committee (PBC)

* subset of PWG members

* input on adaptive management strategies and implementation reporting metrics
from all sectors

Can we continue using the PBC for working on strategy update issues?
Anyone is welcome to join the PBC.

ILLINOIS
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Part 3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY




3a

3.a - Background: In addition to periodic releases of an
Updated lllinois Strategy, there is an option to provide an
executive summary report. The executive summary would not
alter the strategy itself but would offer a concise overview of
the key dashboard updates, including:

e 5-year annual average water quality data, including flows and
nutrient loads

e Highlighted examples of sector-specific implementation efforts
(Agriculture, Point Source, Urban Stormwater)

¢ |dentified future needs and areas for focus

ILLINOIS
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3q If the move to dashboard reporting is adopted, do you support an

executive summary report?
20 Responses

18

15

10

5

2
0 0
0 7
Yes, | like the idea of an No, updates to the Other (please specify): | do not support the idea
executive summary. online dashboard alone of an online dashboard.
are sufficient.
Comments:

* Detail the WQ data, measurements correlated to dollars spent ﬂ\ﬂ
* At least one print document is needed, either this executive summary OR a printed %

strategy update described in 2a. ILLINOIS
NUTRIENT LOSS
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Part 4. Working Groups
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4.a - Background: The current structure of the Policy Working Group
includes 29 permanent seats representing the three NLRS sectors.

Requests have been received from additional organizations to join
the Policy Working Group. To date, all requests have been declined.
The current membership is shown below.
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Company Full Name Sector
University of lllinois Extension Dennis Bowman Ag/Ev
University of lllinois Agricultural and Biological Engineering Paul Davidson Ag
lllinois Com Growers Association Megan Dwyer Ag
U.5S. Department of Agriculture - Natural Resources Conservation

Service Eric Gerth Ag
MNutrient Research and Education Council Julie Hewitt Ag
GROWMARK Liz Hobart Ag
lllinois Association of Drainage Districts Richard Lyons Ag
lllinois Department of Agriculture Brian Rennecker Ag
American Farmland Trust Kris Reynolds Ag
lllinois Fertilizer & Chemical Association Dan Schaefer Ag
lllinois Farm Bureau Sanjay Sofat Ag
Association of lllinois Soil and Water Conservation Districts Steve Stierwalt Ag
lllinois Pork Producers Association Jennifer Tirey Ag
The Nature Conservancy Megan Baskerville : Ev
Prairie Rivers Network Robert Hirschfeld Ev
Sierra Club Mila Marshall Ev
Environmental Law & Policy Center David McEllis Ev
lllinois Department of Natural Resources Justin Ramey Ev
lllinois Environmental Regulatory Group Kelly Thompson Ev
Mississippi River Collaborative Albert Eftinger Ev
lllinois Environmental Protection Agency Trevor Sample N/A
American Bottoms Regional Wastewater Treatment Facility Aubree Basso P5
Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater Chicago Albert Cox PS
Bloomington Normal Water Reclamation District Tim Ervin P5
Village of Deerfield Public Works & Engineering Brandon Janes P5
City of Springfield City Water, Light, and Power Todd LaFountain P5
Urbana and Champaign Sanitary District Rick Manner P5
Downers Grove Sanitary District Amy Underwood PS
DuPage County Stormwater Management Mary Beth Falsey @ U5

Policy Working Group
member list

proportional
representation

agriculture 13/28 = 46.4%

point source 7/28 = 25%

urban stormwater 1/28 = 3.6%
environmental 8/28 = 28.6%

Note: total is over 100% since Extension is
ag and environmental
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Should the PWG be open to any organization which officially
requests to join?

19 Responses

10

Yes (comment if desired) No (comment if desired) /

ILLINOIS

NUTRIENT LOSS
REDUCTION STRATEGY



43 comments

Yes
* None (0)

No
* Support new members joining if vetted (3)

 Concern about changing proportional representation balance (4)
 Non-PWG Stakeholders attend meetings and provide input already (2)

Steering Interpretation
Comments indicate 8 “yes”, 11 “no”; majority say no.
Look at vetting suggestions (4b)
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4.b - At the last meeting, some PWG members suggested establishing 4b
criteria to allow PWG representation. Do you have any suggestions

for criteria by which a new organization could be admitted to PWG

membership?
18 RESDOHSES

-
6
4
2
0

Yes (please describe) | have no suggestions for criteria. | do not support admiting new
(comment if desired) organizations to the PWG under é
any criteria. (comment if desired) ﬂ\/

~

>
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4b summary

4 members indicated no support for new organizations on PWG. Their reasons include:

e Having to address criteria for membership
e Good representation of sectors already established, and subgroups allow anyone

7 members have ideas for membership criteria:

New members should:
e Be approved (voted in) by existing members
e Be considered significant by existing members
e Represent a geographic area that is not already represented
e Have existing NLRS programming
e Have legislative/policy staff in the organization
e Fill out an application

ILLINOIS
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4.c - Background: There are currently working groups focused on
monitoring and implementation of NLRS in agricultural and urban
stormwater non-point sectors. A recommendation has been made to
add a Point Source Committee. Do you support establishing a Point
Source Working Group?

20 Responses

12

10

1
0 ]

Yes (comment if desired) No (comment if desired) Not sure (comment if desired)

4c

s
N
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Ac comments

Yes
e |t could expand membership and public awareness beyond IAWA

involvement in NLRS (1)

Not Sure

e Point source is meeting goals and progressing via permits, additional
time/resources not important (2)

e Watershed groups could send reps, but may not impact point source
progress in the watershed groups (1)

e Concern about further comparing point to nonpoint source via having a
new group. Solutions are very different, don’t further accent the

differences by making a new separate group. (1) -§\"
un0|s
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4.e.1 - Please rate your overall satisfaction with Policy Working Group

meeting frequency.

18 Responses

12 12
10
8
6
4
4
2
0 0
0
Far too Alittle too Just right Alittle too
infrequently infrequently frequently

4 e.8 Performance Benchmark Committee

16 Responses

8
6
6
4
2
1 1
. . 0
0
Far too Slightly too Just right Slightly too
infrequently infrequently frequently

0

Far too |
frequently

0

Far too
frequently

2

have no
opinion.

| have no
opinion.

4.e.2 Nutrient Monitoring Council

16 Responses

5
4
2
2
0

Far too Slightly too Just right
infrequently infrequently
4.e.9 Communication Subgroup
16 Responses
12
10
8
6
4
3
2
0 0 0
Far too Slightly too Just right
infrequently infrequently

g — —

Slightly too
frequently

1
]

Slightly too
frequently

0

Far too
frequently

0

Far too
frequently

e

| have no
opinion.

12

I have no
opinion.

e
>




4e — Agriculture

4.e.3 Agriculture Water Quality Partnership Forum (AWQPF) 4.e.4AWQPF Technical Subgroup
17 Responses 16 Responses
7 L J
6 & i
5
6
4
4
3 4 -
3
2
2
1
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
~ Fartoo Slightly too Just right Slightly too Far too I have no Far too Slightly too Just right Slightly too Far too I have no
infrequently infrequently frequently frequently opinion. infrequently infrequently frequently frequently opinion.

Comments:
More AWQPF meetings needed LbTLR.'E';‘T?c!i
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de — Urban Stormwater

4.e.5 Urban Stormwater Working Group (USWG)

16 Responses
13

12

10

0 0 0 0

Far too Slightly too Just right Slightly too Far too | have no
infrequently infrequently frequently frequently opinion.

4.e.6 USWG Tracking Subgroup

15 Responses

12

10

3
0 0 0
Far too Slightly too Just right Slightly too
infrequently infrequently frequently

4.e.7 USWG Education Subgroup

16 Responses

12

10

3
0 0 0
Far too Slightly too Just right Slightly too
infrequently infrequently frequently

g _— _—

0

Far too
frequently

0

Far too

frequently

12

| have no
opinion.

13

| have no
opinion.

=
=




At

4.f. Please rate your overall satisfaction with working group
meeting formats. (17)

Virtual (11 opinions) — 10 satisfied or extremely satisfied, 1 unsatisfied
In person (12 opinions) — 11 satisfied or extremely satisfied, 1 unsatisfied

Hybrid (9 opinions) — 8 satisfied or extremely satisfied, 1 unsatisfied

Comments:

* Like hybrid (2)

* Like in person (3), at least once per year
 More time for discussion and tough questions

* Virtual option is appreciated

* Suggest adding live polling to spark more online

discussion from a larger hybrid group ILLINOIS
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Additional comments:

Continue adaptive management and use of surveys to aid it (1)

More research needed in several areas, more investment in successful
actions (1)

Nutrient loading measures should adopt flow-weighted measures (2)
Not so much show and tell among partners, more discussion on hard
questions (1)

Hear from other HTF states successes/challenges (1)

NLRS team is appreciated (1) ILLINOIS

NUTRIENT LOSS
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Policy Working Group Survey Summary

. Initiate move to dashboard. Next steps are to seek PWG input on metrics,
accessibility of data.

. Do not change the interim goal or set a year for the long-term goal until
more data is available. More discussion will be needed through the
Performance Benchmark Committee and PWG.

. Report future strategy updates separate from the dashboard but much
abridged from traditional report (~50 pages).

. Executive summaries should be composed periodically in coordination with
dashboard update (possibly annually).

—
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Policy Working Group Survey Summary (cont.)

5. Keep PWG proportional representation not open to new membership.
There may be future conversations about a member inactivity
protocol and nomination protocol to fill vacancies.

6. Add a Point Source Working Group only if someone is willing to lead it
(chair), set goals and agendas, and moderate meetings (Steering can
host on Zoom).

7. Work to showcase flow-normalized WQ data and baseline POTW point
source data.

ILLINOIS
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Questions?
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Updates on phosphorus research
to support lllinois NLRS goals

Andrew Margenot, Associate Professor

https://margenot.cropsciences.illinois.edu/

2 April 2024

lllinois Nutrient Loss Reduction Strategy
Springfield, IL

Department of



https://margenot.cropsciences.illinois.edu/

Overview

1. Introduction
 Phosphorus (P) losses in the Mississippi River Basin and lllinois
« Terminology

2. Non-point source apportionment: the case of streambank erosion
3. The challenge of legacy P (watershed)
4. Residual P (solls)
5. Ongoing work to improve management and monitoring of P and its losses
« lllinois Agronomy Handbook — updates to P recommendations
« Critical values
 Rates

« P sorption index (PSI) or degree of P saturation (DPS)
* Run-off losses: quality data to support modeling and BMPs

 Manure management

ACES 755 sciences



ILLINOIS
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UNITED SOYBEAN BOARD
Award #2021-4-360731-469 Award #2125626 Award #2311-212-0101
Award #2022-3-360731-550
Award #2023-4-360731-642
Award #2023-5-360731-527
Project team: Kaiyu Guan, Ph.D. Ca_rlos Murillo, B.S.
Shengnan Zhou, Ph.D. Eric Potash, Ph.D. Allison Altschu_ler, B.S.
Suwei Xu, Ph.D. Niranga Wickramarathne, Ph.D. ~ Lenarth Ferrari, M.S.
Bruce Rhoads, Ph.D. Jeff Strock, Ph.D. Adriana Reconco, B.S.
Amir Sadeghpour, PhD. |\/||Chae| D0ug|ass’ B.S. Gufadalupe Gonzalez, B.S.
Sheng Wang, Ph.D. Katharine Wiley, M.S. Maia Rothman, B.S.
’ Yuhei Nakayama, M.S. Yawen Deng, M.S.
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Both legacy P and residual P matter for the lllinois NLRS

NREC #2023-4-360/7/31-642 _’l NREC #2021-4-360/7/31-469

Input >

output

= +A
“Legacy P”: mechanism of P ‘Residual P’: magnitude of
transfer across watershed and fertilizer P remains in soll,
impact on water quality ie., +A =F input -P output

Zhou & Margenot 2023 Environmental Science & Technology 57:21535



On the cover: Streambank erosion contributes
phosphorus to streams and rivers across the
Journal Of Mississippi River basin, as shown here for a loess
Environmental Quahty bluff along a tributary of the Embarras River in lllinois.
OVEMBER DECEMEER may T T — However, the majority of basin states do not explicitly
guantify this non-point, non-agricultural source of
phosphorus loss. This review synthesizes the next
steps to do so. See A. Margenot et al., “Streambank
erosion and phosphorus loading to surface waters:
Knowns, unknowns, and implications for nutrient loss
reduction research and policy,”
https://doi.org/10.1002/jeg2.20514

Photo by Shengnan Zhou.
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B 2015 [ 2010 [ 2005 [ 19ss [ 1951
B 2012 || 2007 N 1998 [ 1960 I 1939 . il AP ks

Mackinaw River (Illinois) migration from 1939-2015
identified by rectifying aerial imagery

 Meandering streams in flat topography
especially prone to erosion

 Loads sediment as streambank soll

« Solls eroded into the stream contain P —
most of it Is native, from parent material
(.e., not fertilizer)

Zhou, Li & Margenot 2022 Geoderma 424: 115989



The form of P Is overlooked but entalils lag times

« Only a small % of the P eroded with  lllinois farmland has had a negative P
streambanks dissolves into stream balance since 1990
« Majority of eroded P may take years * Yet, +35% P loss as the last 5-year average
to decades (or more) to exit the 250000 |
stream channel a m
200000 I | ..o~ Sewage |
3% —v— Manure D ‘e
150000 L | Y Riverine Export .
> 2 luble P —
> 8 42% soluble
S 5 ~ organic P S
QU ~
B T | 50000 |
L e apatite P
o C
a8 & 0
© 2
al \\ ~ -50000 1\ —
1945 1950 1955 1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2010

time since erosion into stream
Year

Zhou & Margenot 2023 CATENA 231: 107305 Adapted from David & Gentry 2000 JEQ 29:494



Result? Legacy P in the water systems have lag times

« Measured N or P export (watershed
to state) may not reflect when the

nutrient load was...
e ...lost from fields, or
* ...entered waterways

« Confounds attribution of magnitudes ‘ '"‘(‘i'}ay“r')‘e'
with sources Soil/hill slope Riparian/floodplain
 “how much” by balance cannot (82530 Wl et Gl (<1-1000%)
necessarily tell us “from where” R

.h‘.. -

Groundwater «,
<1-50 yr)

Lag times for eroded sediment P to
manifest as dissolved reactive P (DRP)
can be substantial

Jarvie et al 2013 ES&T 47(16): 8997



Review of state nutrient loss reduction strategies (NLRS)

Developed by th
in co(

Wisconsin’s Nutrient
Reduction Strategy

November 2013

December 2014 A\,

\\‘

ILLINOIS
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Executive Summary
Minnesota Nutrient Reduction Strategy

The Minnesota Nutrient Reduction Strategy
(NRS) will guide the state in reducing excess

nutrients in waters so that in-state and
downstream water quality goals are

ultimately met.

Nutrient impacts are widespread. Excessive
nutrients pose a significant problem for

Minnesota’s lakes, rivers, and groundwater,
as well as downstream waters including the
Great Lakes, Lake Winnipeg, the Mississippi
River, and the Gulf of Mexico. Nutrients are

important for human and aquatic life;

however, when levels exceed normal Figure 1. Major drainage basins in Minneseta.
conditions, problems can include excessive

algae growth, low levels of oxygen, toxicity to aquatic life and unhealthy drinking water.

Substantial nutrient reductions are needed across much of Minnesota. For example, in 433 Minnesota
lakes with impairments related to nutrients, an average of 45 percent phosphorus reduction is needed
to meet water quality standards. Phosphorus levels in 48 river stretches exceeding the pending river
eutrophication standards need an average 41 percent reduction. Many of these rivers flow toward the
Mississippi River and into Lake Pepin, where similar levels of phosphorus reduction are needed to
achieve a healthy lake. Nitrate, a dominant form of nitrogen in polluted waters, commonly exceeds the
levels established to protect drinking water, especially in wells located below sandy soils and shallow
soils above fractured bedrock. Nitrate levels are high enough to harm the food chain for fish in some

rivers and streams fed by groundwater and drainage ditches.
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The Missouri Nutrient Loss Reduction Strategy (NLRS) is a collection of
approaches to reduce nutrient pollution from point and nonpoint sources. The overarching gq
is to improve local water quality and reduce statewide nutrient pollution that ends up in the
and Gulf of Mexico.
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Most states in the MRB do not account for streambank
erosion in nutrient loss reduction strategies (NLRS)

NPS P load from Minnesota to
Mississippi River basin likely
comes from streambank erosion.
Streambank erosion is the main
source of P under wet conditions,
but it is not significant during dry
periods.

consequently reducing
streambank erosion.

Streambank erosion Streambank erosion
recognized as a Measures taken to reduce P recognized as a
State nonpoint P source? Description from the strategy load from streambank erosion  Reference State nonpoint P source?
1llinois Yes » Addressed under “urban nonpoint * The T1n01s Sreambank (IEPA, 2013) Missouri Yes
sources”. Stabilization and Restoration
+ approximately 40% of NPS P Program funds low-cost
loads are estimated to be derived stabilization of eroding
from overland erosion, dissolved streambanks.
reactive P losses, and streambank = In 2004-2012, 93 km of . .
i i Wisconsin Yes
erosion. eroding streambanks was
* Severely eroding streambanks stabilized. reducing loads by an
estimated to contribute estimated 25.9 Mg P.
approximately up to 30%-50% of
total sediment entering surface
waters in IL.
(1) E— oS 10011 1 1pan (IDALS,Z0TI)
high proportion of P loading to streambank stabilization
Iowa streams. proposed.
* Accurately accounting for Arkansas No
streambank P sources is i P No
challenging due to limited '
methods for measuring beyond a Kentucky No
local scale. Louisiana No
Minnesota Yes * Streambank erosion is described  + Implementing watershed BMPs (MPCA, 2014) Mississippi No
as a major source of P to surface that promotes the retention or Ohio No
waters and target for reduction detention of surface runoff and .
effort. tile drainage will aid in Tennessee No
* approximately 20% of the total managing downstream flows,

Description from the strategy

Measures taken to reduce P
load from streambank erosion

+ Streambank erosion in Missouri is * Missouri Soil and Water

a significant part of P loading to
surface waters.

* Streambank erosion is a major
nutrient loading source to lakes,
streams, and groundwater.

Conservation Program funds
streambank stabilization and
grazing management to reduce
streambank erosion.

0.3 m tillage setback from the
top of a channel should be
maintained to maintain
streambank integrity.
Streambank and shoreline
protection are identified as
BMPs to manage sediment and
nutrient loading and
recommended to use.

Reference
(MDNR, 20114)

(WDNR & UWE, 2013)

(NRD, 2014)

(ISDA, 2008)

(KDW, 2014)

(CPRA etal., 2014)
(MDEQ, 2012)

(O