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Goose Creek Watershed Meeting Minutes 
February 26, 2019 

 Century 21 BHJ Realty Conference Room 
 
Susan Holmes, SCCD 
Orrin Connell, SCCD 
Cory Medill, City 
 
 

Lane Thompson, City 
Dan Coughlin, SAWS 
Carli Kierstead, TNC 
Sandy Baird, DSA 
 

Mike Watkins 
Carrie Rogaczewski, SCCD 
Jackie Carbert, SCCD

Open and Introductions   
Susan Holmes called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. and introductions were made.  
 
Brief Background Summary 
Carrie provided a brief background on the Goose Creek watershed effort for new members. In 2001-02, 
the Sheridan County Conservation District partnered with the City of Sheridan and Sheridan County to 
conduct the Goose Creek Watershed Assessment. After the assessment, a watershed plan was 
developed and approved by WDEQ. The plan included several recommended actions, including cost-
share assistance programs, information and education activities, and continued monitoring. In 2008, 
WDEQ moved forward with the development of the Goose Creek Watershed TMDL. Upon completion of 
the TMDL, the group incorporated some of the recommendations from the TMDL into an 
Implementation Strategy, which was updated in 2016. As with the initial plan, the implementation 
strategy includes assistance for projects, information and education activities, and monitoring. Most of 
the recommendations are being addressed by SCCD, City, and County programs.     
 
2018 Interim Monitoring Results 
Jackie presented the preliminary water quality monitoring data for the Goose Creek watershed in 2018. 
Monitoring was completed at 18 sites, including two on Goose Creek, four on Big Goose Creek, four on 
Little Goose Creek, and eight tributaries. Parameters monitored included instantaneous and continuous 
water temperature, pH, conductivity, dissolved oxygen, discharge, turbidity, and E. coli bacteria. 
Macroinvertebrate sampling and habitat assessments were also completed at the end of the season at 
eight sites. Overall, most parameters were within the standards, apart from temperature, dissolved 
oxygen and bacteria.  
 
Instantaneous temperatures exceeded the standard of 20°C on four out of ten sampling days at various 
sites; continuous temperatures exceeded the standard at all sites except at the Little Goose Canyon site. 
Jackie provided a chart comparing continuous temperatures over the years at GC01; overall, 2018 was 
like past years, with the highest temperatures and exceedances occurring in the mid-summer months.  
 
All sites met the minimum instantaneous dissolved oxygen concentration standard of 5.0 mg/L for early 
life stages and 4.0 mg/L for other life stages. However, a concentration of 8.0 mg/L is recommended 
within the water column to achieve the 5.0 mg/L intergravel concentrations for early life stages. Two 
mainstem sites and five tributaries reported at least one measurement below the recommendation. 
Park Creek reported nine out of ten measurements that were below the 8.0 mg/L.  
 
Jackie presented bacteria comparison charts to the group for 2018 and across years. Geometric means 
were calculated for each site for two separate 60-day periods. Concentrations exceeded the standard at 
all sites during all seasons except for at Park Creek, BG18, and LG22. Concentrations were typically lower 
in the early season than in the late season at Goose Creek and Big Goose Creek sites; apart from GC01, 
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Soldier Creek, and Beaver Creek. The opposite was true for concentrations at Little Goose Creek sites. 
Five out of eight sites were higher in the early season than in the late season. Mainstem sites typically 
had lower bacteria concentrations than tributary sites; however, tributaries may have contributed to 
increases in concentrations at some adjacent downstream sites (Kruse and McCormick to LG8; Rapid 
Creek to BG14; Soldier Creek to GC02). Following discussion on sites with comparably higher bacteria 
concentrations during 2012 and 2015, Carrie explained the uncertainty and variability that is inherent 
with using E. coli as an indicator for potential pathogens. Concentrations can fluctuate greatly in 
response to things like water temperature, water quantity, and suspended sediment. In the short term, 
it may be hard to see any trends or positive changes within the watershed, but the hope is that over the 
long term we will start to see improvements. 
 
An increase in bacteria concentrations from 2001 to 2018 was observed at every comparable mainstem 
site for both the early and late seasons. For samples collected during the early season, most mainstem 
stations show an increase from 2001 to 2009 or 2012 that is followed by a decrease in 2015, and then an 
increase again from 2015 to 2018. For the late season, fluctuations among years are more variable. Both 
canyon sites, LG22 and BG18, have been showing a slight increase across the years during the late 
season. For the most part, concentrations decreased from 2015 to 2018 during the late season (except 
for at BG14 and BG18); opposite of what was observed at mainstem sites during the early season.  
 
Tributary stations were more variable as can be seen on the backside of the chart page; however, most 
stations appear to have an increase in 2005 and/or 2012 that are followed by subsequent decreases. 
Concentrations at Soldier Creek, a Goose Creek tributary, increase during the early season from 2015 to 
2018 but decreased during the late season. Concentrations at Beaver Creek decreased during both 
seasons; Park Creek concentrations decreased during the early season but increased during the late 
season since 2015; and concentrations at Rapid Creek increased during both seasons from 2015 to 2018. 
Early season concentrations at all Little Goose tributaries have typically been increasing since 2009. 
Overall, late season concentrations at Little Goose tributaries have been more variable than the early 
season, but all increased from 2015 to 2018, apart from Sackett Creek. 
 
Load Reduction Priorities & Progress Review 
SCCD uses load duration curves and load estimates to relate bacteria to flow information and 
demonstrate how much bacteria levels need to be reduced in order to meet the standards. Load 
reduction requirements are calculated for each subwatershed for the most recent monitoring year.   
Maps depicting the load reduction category (Low, Medium, High) provide a visual representation of 
general changes in reduction requirements over time. The maps are not intended to be used to 
determine specific water quality trends within the watershed. There are too many variables and not 
enough data to accurately develop trends in the short-term. SCCD uses the maps when ranking projects; 
the load reduction category of the appropriate subwatershed is one of several ranking criteria used to 
determine whether a project is funded. As of 2018, there is overall improvement in most areas since 
2012 with only three tributary subwatersheds in the high or very high category. The two white 
subwatersheds in 2018 are areas where flow data was discarded because of problems with the staff 
gauge during the season; as a result, concentrations could not be calculated.  
 
The group reviewed the updated Goose Creek Watershed Progress Register. Progress registers 
document water quality improvement projects within the watershed to demonstrate progress that may 
not be reflected in water quality monitoring in the short term. The projects that are on the progress 
registers are primarily those done through the SCCD office and do not reflect other activities/projects 
completed by other organizations or individuals. Overall, across all watersheds, project requests are 
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down, though there are some under construction in the watershed. It is unclear whether that is because 
all “easy” projects are done, current economic conditions, or lack of awareness on issues/programs. To 
date, SCCD has assisted with approximately 65 projects within the watershed including corral 
relocation/modification projects, septic replacements, diversion replacements, and bank/channel 
stabilization through structural work or willow planting. Projects completed in 2018 include two septic 
replacement on Little Goose. There are a couple pending requests for stockwater/fencing projects in the 
Big Goose Creek drainage. The SCCD offers willow planting services on stream banks to landowners free 
of charge. 
 
After attending a watershed conference hosted by WACD and WDEQ last week, Carrie and Jackie are 
hoping to implement some new ideas that will help document projects and their successes/benefits and 
use those to encourage more participation in projects.  
 
City of Sheridan Updates (EWP, Section 1135, Ponds) 
Lane Thompson, City of Sheridan, provided updates on several water-related projects going on within 
Sheridan. The City received a $5 million grant through the USDA Emergency Watershed Protection 
Program to stabilize two hillslides located between Sheridan Junior High and Kendrick Park. The slides 
pose a safety risk and have been negatively impacting water quality in the adjacent reaches of Big Goose 
Creek. The project is at 95% design and the City is hoping that construction will begin in June.  
 
The City has signed a Section 1135 agreement with the Army Corp. of Engineers to improve fish passage 
and habitat, while maintaining the integrity of the flood control aspects of the original levees. While 
there were options discussed to address the concrete chutes on Little Goose Creek, several factors 
(including cost) limit the ability to address the chutes at this time. Lane anticipates that the design 
process will begin in the next few months.  
 
Lane discussed some algae issues and sedimentation in the Hume Draw ponds. The City is considering 
draining the ponds during spring runoff while flows are high to flush out excess sediment and other 
organic material that may be contributing to the algae growth.  
  
Big Goose Creek Watershed Control Plan 
Cory Medill, City of Sheridan, updated the group on the Upper Big Goose Creek Watershed Control Plan. 
The purpose of the plan is to analyze the prevalence of Cryptosporidium pollution in the Big Goose Creek 
watershed above Sheridan’s drinking water intake facility. The initial plan was written in 2014 with 
stakeholder input and was approved by the EPA in January 2018. Sampling began in 2004 and indicated 
low levels of the bacteria, which can make it difficult to monitor. There have been no hits for 
Cryptosporidium in the last four years. The plan includes monthly monitoring and an additional three 
monitoring sites that will be sampled at least three times a year. The samples are 50 liters and will be 
sent in for genotyping if results are positive for cryptosporidium. Cory discussed some action items that 
have been completed or are underway, including watershed signage, septic mailings to private 
residences within the watershed, an article in SCCD’s Goose Creek newsletter, and a USFS Visitor Use 
Monitoring Survey. The City also plans to add a webpage to the City’s website for the management plan, 
assess toilet facilities within the watershed, distribute educational material to lodges, hotels and 
campgrounds, and to complete an EPA Watershed Sanitary Survey.  
 
Sheridan Municipal Watershed Wildfire Hazard Mitigation Assessment  
Dan Coughlin, with SAWS, discussed the Sheridan Municipal Watershed Wildfire Hazard Mitigation 
Assessment. Similar assessments were first conducted in Cheyenne and Buffalo by the Wyoming Water 
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Development Commission (WWDC). The purpose of the assessment is to analyze each catchment within 
the area of concern based on a multitude of factors such as topography, geology, hydrography, 
accessibility, fire behavior, and the influence of each catchment on the reservoirs that supply Sheridan’s 
drinking water. The analysis generates a hazard index for each catchment that can be used to prioritize 
treatment areas. Given the many catchments that are either roadless or wilderness areas and not 
accessible for treatment, a major fire event in those areas will happen eventually and could very likely 
have a negative impact on the drinking water supply. Therefore, it is hoped that the results of the 
assessment will also encourage partners and citizens to consider what and how alternative water 
resources can be utilized if/when a fire event happens. The final assessment report is expected to be 
completed in April.  
 
Other Business 
There were no additional comments from the group. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 7:30 pm.  The next meeting is tentatively scheduled for February 2019.   
 
 
Submitted by Jackie A. Carbert 


