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Table 1. Soil Types in SCW
SoilType -
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For the purposes of this project, a 4-year warm-up period was used at the beginning of the
model simulation. This allows the model to equilibrate and estimate the initial value of certain
parameter, such as soil moisture, before it starts generating results. Thus the total simulation
period of the model is January 1986 to July 2008.

4.2 Flow Calibration
4.2.1 Calibration Parameters

The SCW model was calibrated using the simulated flows from the Clearwater River
Watershed SWAT project previously conducted by the EERC. Flow data were compared at the
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Table 6. Subbasin Locations and Areas for BMP Implementation Scenarios (continued)
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Table 7. The Effectiveness of the Various BMP Implementation Scenarios as Measured

at the SCW Outlet
Sediment Concentration  Sediment Loading Fecal Coliform

BMP Scenario Reduction, % Reduction, % Concentration Reduction, %
Rotational Grazing 0.04 0.04 =
Conservation Tillage 4.19 3.66 0.07
Wetland Restoration - 0.18 0.28 4.08
Streambank Stabilization 9.12 1.99 0.68
Cover Crop — Soybean Only 9.80 - 9.78 0.49
Cover Crop — Soybean and Spring 9.50 9.15 0.91
Wheat
Grassed Waterways 6.64 5.35 13.45
Biofuel - 25% Implementation 9.05 1.85 0.90
Biofuel - 50% Implementation 9.07 1.91 0.86
Biofuel — 75% Implementation 9.12 1.98 0.73
Buffer 50 ft — High Slope 0.00 0.00 0.00
Buffer 80 ft — High Slope 0.00 0.00 0.00
Buffer 120'ft — High Slope 0.00 0.00 0.00-
Buffer 50 ft — 25% Implementation 8.58 10.74 0.08
Buffer 50 ft — 50% Implementation 23.08 28.33 0.08
Buffer 50 ft — 75% Implementation 23.15 28.44 0.08
Buffer 80 ft — 25% Implementation 10.14 12.52 0.08
Buffer 80 ft — 50% Implementation 28.66 34.02 0.08
Buffer 80 ft — 75% Implementation® 28.78 34718 . 0.08
Buffer 120 ft — 25% Implementation 10.83 13.31 0.08
Buffer 120 ft - 50% Implementation 31.47 36.68 SOHORE- T
Buffer 120 ft — 75% Implementation 31.66 36.90 0.08
Cattle Exclusion (two sites) 0.00 -0:00 30.84-
Cattle Exclusion (eliminate all) 0.00 0.00 100.00
Residue Management 3.87 5.36 -.0.47

This model was based on possible known fecal coliform contributions; however, other
possible fecal coliform sources, such as failing septic systems, were not included in the model
but are important to reducing fecal coliform in Silver Creek. Unknown sources from the town of
Clearbrook could also be investigated.

6.0 DISCUSSION

BMP implementation costs are an important factor to consider during the planning process.
When analyzing the results of the SWAT model, it is clear that certain practices provide the most
benefit to water quality. Cattle exclusion, grassed waterways, and wetland restoration provided
the most benefit in terms of reduction of fecal coliform at the watershed outlet. Buffer strips,
streambank stabilization, cover crops, biofuels, and grassed waterways provided the most benefit
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