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• 500,000 souls (about 9% of Wisconsin population)
• Drains about 934 square miles in Wisconsin
• LULC: 13% wetland, 10% woodland, rest ag and 

urban
• 187,000 pounds of P and 1.4M tons of sediment 

discharged annually from NPS. Bank erosion, 
• Mainstem and larger tributaries 303(d) listed for 

degraded biological communities, turbidity, low 
DO

• No major municipalities or corporate stakeholders 
to provide financial match or leadership

Southeast Fox Illinois River Basin



Southeastern Wisconsin Fox River Commission
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Stakeholders

NGOs

SEWRPC/SE Fox River Partnership

Fox River CAUSE (Citizens Against 

Underwater Sediment and Erosion)

Friends of Mukwonago River

Pewaukee River Partnership

The Nature Conservancy

SENO K/RLT Land Trust Conservancy

Farmer-led watershed groups

Donnelly Foundation

Mott Foundation

Governmental

WisDOT

Racine County

Kenosha County

Waukesha County

City of Waukesha

Town of Mukwonago

Town of Waterford

Town of Wheatland

Village of Mukwonago

Village of Waterford

Racine County

City of Burlington

Town of Burlington

Town of Vernon

Town of Waukesha

Village of Big Bend

Village of Rochester

Village of Salem Lakes

Wisconsin DNR

Waukesha County Land 

Conservancy

State Rep. Chuck Wichgers

Academic

University of Wisconsin-Madison

University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee

Great Lakes Research Center

Carroll University-Greene Field 

Station
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How Can we work at Scale?
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Key Management Objectives (SEWFRC | SEWRPC Study)

1. Partner with municipalities, associations, and permitted entities throughout the 
watershed to collaborate on water quality goals, pursue state and federal funding, 
and coordinate water quality monitoring efforts.

2. Support farmer-led groups that promote conservation practices to enhance soil 
health and water quality by hosting informational meetings and workshops (e.g. Fox 
River Summit).

3. Collaborate with MS4 communities to prioritize BMP implementation sites and 
host workshops and site tours for green infrastructure and low impact 
development.

4. Prioritize streambank stabilization sites with more severe erosion and/or 
imminent threats to known infrastructure. Incorporate bioengineering into 
streambank protection.

5. Use forthcoming TMDL guidance for phosphorus and sediment reduction goals.
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Overview of Project Approach

Collect and 
Compile
Identified 
Sites

2 GIS 
Prioritization 
and Analysis 
of Existing 
Projects

3

Funding Matrix 
Discovery & 
Grant 
Categorization

4 Project & 
Landowner
Identification

5 Stakeholder
Outreach
& Engagement

6 Grant
Application
Process
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Vision
And Goals1
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Vision
Improve water quality and overall health of waterbodies 
throughout the watershed to promote public health, 
safety, and quality of life and to bolster local 
economies.

Source: Southeastern Wisconsin Fox River 
Commission.  Fox River Streambank Erosion and 
Watershed Non-Point Source Pollutant Study 
(unpublished).

Goals
Long-term water quality improvement strategy based 
upon abatement of sedimentation and nutrient export 
from nonpoint sources, monitoring, educational 
programming, and broadening/deepening public 
support.
Improve water quality through pollutant load reduction 
and streambank erosion repair and protection.

Identification of Vision and Goals (SEWFRC | SEWRPC Study)
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SEWRPC Fox River Study
• 51 Erosion sites identified along the Fox River

• Infrastructure related and non-infrastructure related

• 3,944 Agriculture Parcels identified as High or Medium Priority within Study

County Land Conservation Offices
• Racine County:

• 18 Erosion Sites Submitted, mainly smaller landowner-specific shoreline sites
• 9 Total Agriculture Sites Submitted

• Other Counties:
Directed us to the SEWRPC Fox River study or did not respond to requests
for identified projects within their jurisdiction

Fox River Summit (Q1 2022)
Cold Calls

Project Prioritization Process: Compile Existing Identified Projects 
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V. Project Prioritization Process: Identified Existing Projects

3,944 Potential 
Agriculture Sites and 
69 Potential Erosion 

Sites Identified Through 
Data Provided by 

SEWRPC and Counties

Erosion Sites Agriculture Sites
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Due to the large number of potential project sites 
provided, an additional scoring criteria must be 
applied to narrow down the number of potential 
sites provided. Secondarily, sites will be flagged
based on specific site properties so they can be 
categorized and later paired with project types and 
corresponding grants.

Universal Scoring (Total 4 Pts)
• +1, Public Land
• +1, Site within or adjacent to SEWRPC Unprotected 

Environmental Corridor (Primary/Secondary/INRA)
• +1, Site within or adjacent to Protected Natural Areas
• +1, Site contains or adjacent to Existing Wetlands

Project Prioritization Process: GIS Scoring

Agriculture 
Specific Scoring
Scoring applicable to 

Agriculture sites

Erosion 
Specific Scoring
Scoring applicable to 

Erosion sites

Agriculture Project 
Categorization Flags

Erosion Project 
Categorization Flags

Universal Scoring
Scoring applicable to both 

types of sites
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Agriculture Sites Scoring (Total 11pts)
• Project Source:

• +3 County-sourced project 
• +2 SEWFRC High Priority
• +1 SEWFRC Medium Priority

• Phosphorus Loading Zone (lbs/yr/ac):
• +3, 0.6 to 1.0
• +2, 0.4 to 0.6
• +1, 0.2 to 0.4

• Soil Erodibility: Severe Composition (by Acreage)
• +2, 50% of site or more
• +1, 25% to 50% of site

• Total Parcel Size (by Acreage)
• +2, greater than 1 std deviation of mean
• +1, within +1 std deviation of mean

• Adjacency:
• +1, Identified erosion site present

Erosion Sites Scoring (Total 8 Pts)
• Length of Identified Erosion Site (by Linear Feet):

• +2, greater than 1 std deviation of mean
• +1, within +1 std deviation of mean

• Project Source:
• +1 County-sourced

• SEWRPC Fox River Study Rating:
• +2, Imminent
• +1, Warning

• Degree of Erosion
• +2, Major
• +1, Medium

• Adjacency
• +1, Located on identified agriculture site

Project Prioritization Process: GIS Scoring
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Agriculture Site Flags
• Within an existing, 100-year or 500-year flood plain

• Potential for flood control or riparian buffer grants

• Has a headwater or tributary stream or creek 
running through or adjacent to site

• Potential for stream restoration/stabilization or riparian 
buffer grants

• Adjacent to or contains existing wetlands
• Potential for habitat-based grants or riparian buffer grants

• Total Acreage/Percent Hydric Soil Composition
• Potential for wetland restoration grants

• Total Acreage/Percent Soil Erodibility: Severe
• Potential for agriculture practice-based grants such as 

strip cropping or riparian drainage/runoff control

Erosion Site Flags
• Infrastructure based vs Environmental based

• Determinant for applicable grant types

• Adjacent to Agriculture
• Potential for riparian buffer or streambank 

stabilization/runoff control

• Adjacent to existing protected or unprotected 
natural areas

• Potential for habitat-based grants

• Existence of species of concern
• Potential for habitat or species-based grants

V. Project Prioritization: Project Type Flagging/Categorization

A “flag” is essentially a simple attribute added to a particular site location 
denoting it as containing one or more of the above attributes for easy filtering 
later during the grant/project/site pairing process.



Wetland Restoration
Restoration, enhancement, 

mitigation
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V. Project Prioritization: Project Types

Streams
Streambank, riparian, 

instream

Agriculture
Working lands, streams, 

wetlands

Infrastructure
Transportation

Habitat and 
Ecosystem

Threatened & endangered 
species

Flooding
Flood control



Highest Score: 11 pts
Score: 11/15: 4 Potential Sites
Score 10/15: 17 Potential Sites
Score 9/15: 97 Potential Sites

118 Sites Scoring 9 or higher
were identified

Initial Results: Agriculture Scoring

4 Racine County provided sites scored a
9 and higher and were also locations 
identified in the SEWRPC Fox River Study

Racine Co

Racine Co

Racine Co

Racine Co



Highest Score: 7 pts
Score: 7/12: 4 Potential Sites
Score 6/12: 7 Potential Sites
Score 5/12: 22 Potential Sites

33 Sites Scoring 5 or higher 
were identified

Initial Results: Erosion Site Scoring
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Preview of Site Investigation Tool (in progress)

The goal of the tool is to allow 
easy investigation into all of the 
scored and prioritized potential 
sites, with supporting 
information accessed within a 
popup – parcel ownership, 
prioritization score, site flags, 
applicable grants and potential 
project type feasible on the site.  

Other contextual data will be 
included for overlay such as 
Existing Wetlands, Hydric Soils, 
Soil Erodibility, Topography, 
Hydrology, etc

The tool will have the ability for 
users to take notes and flag 
certain sites for deeper 
investigation or landowner 
outreach.
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Preview of Site Investigation Tool (in progress)

Agriculture Site

Erosion Site

The tool, data and flagged sites will then 
be rolled into the larger Story Map.  The 
Story Map will be a living application 
which will seek to tell a story about 
specific site(s) and their impact as they are 
identified and secured.  

When completed, popup will 
display information on 
applicable project types and 
grants, landowner information, 
etc for easy exploration.
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Grant Matrix Detail
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Stakeholder Engagement

Verify List of Stakeholders

Ask:
• Projects?
• Known funding?
• Other match?

Outreach Strategy:
• Fox River Summit
• E-blast
• Mailer
• Phone calls
• Story Map to support outreach

Preview of the Mailer
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RCPP Grant

• Application due Q1 2023

• 50:50 minimum match up to $10M over five years
• Don’t need match lined up for application but do need enough match to meet the 

amount awarded
• Extend beyond SEWFRC boundary

• Includes: Conservation work on private agriculture and private forestry land

• Excludes: Fox River Bank, Public Land

• Municipalities can provide match, but not projects
• Demonstrating need from producers is key to success (SE Wisconsin farmers 

historically have NOT reached out to USDA)
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Other Funding Opportunities

• USACE Section 206

• Fox River TMDL

• WIFIA

• WDNR Municipal Food Control

• FEMA

• Other?
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Next Steps

• Stakeholders haven’t ID’d a lot of projects

• Difficult to get alignment around projects

• Shortage of matching funds

• WQT 

Stakeholder Outreach & Engagement



Conclusion & Questions

~ Thank You ~
moleary@res.us | 608.354.2617

Client Solutions Manager | Ecologist
Mark O’Leary

mailto:moleary@res.us
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