
ACPF Final Progress Report Form 
 
 
Grantee Organization: Barry Conservation District 
 
Project Manager: Danielle Zoellner 
 
Reporting Date: 12/30/2025 
 

Please provide a zipped file geodatabase or shapefile with your final ACPF layers and final maps from the 
ACPF data (as described below) as a separate attachment with this report. If you have questions about 

submission, please contact Connor Roessler at croessler@glc.org. 
 
Progress this Reporting Period 
Please provide a detailed description of the work that occurred throughout the project period in each of the 
following areas, as applicable (please write “NA” if not applicable):  
 
Development of core data and acquisition of background information needed to run ACPF: 

Using the ACPF Consulting Service Directory, Barry CD requested and received proposals from GeoSpatial 
Services - Saint Mary’s University, Civil & Environmental Consultants (CEC), and Tetra Tech for the ACPF 
outputs in Mud Creek and Headwaters Mud Creek (HUC codes 040500070208 and 040500070207). Barry CD 
selected CEC and entered into a contract to develop one base ACPF model for each HUC-12 and run the tool 
for outputs of BMPs and static maps and a geodatabase for each HUC-12. The final deliverables from this 
proposal will be the submission of two ACPF models for the aforementioned watersheds. Draft ACPF models  
were completed by February 28, 2025 to allow time for field verification and one round of revisions, which 
were finalized by September 30, 2025. 
Rachel, Barry CD,  provided CEC with the requested GIS layers and shapefiles which included road stream 
crossing and drains data from Ionia, Eaton, and Barry Counties, culvert data from the Barry County Road 
Commission, Common Land Unit (CLU) shapefiles from Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) and 
Farm Service Agency (FSA) 

 
Development of field verified ACPF result data: 

Rachel and Danielle, Barry CD, and Zach, NRCS, met with Ben Reinhart who has worked on ACPF in his 
previous position to discuss the best way to verify the data provided by CEC. Following this meeting Rachel 
and Zach performed windshield survey verification on three fields in Mud Creek during one of Zach's regular 
practice verifications. In addition to windshield surveys, Ben suggested checking previous project data files in 
Mud Creek, verifying tile drainage by noting visible risers when crop is off, and to use stream layers and 
elevation. 
Rachel loaded all consultant-provided ACPF shapefiles into ArcGIS pro on her office computer to further verify 
fields through satellite imagery. Most of the data was easily verified through this method and did not require 
further physical field verifications.  

 
Development of final maps of selected conservation practices from ACPF data. Please include examples as 
attachments if applicable: 

Final maps and summaries for Mud Creek and Headwaters Mud Creek (HUC codes 040500070208 and 
040500070207 respectively) are attached at the end of this report. Zipped shapefiles from the consultants are 
also provided with all shapefiles, geodatabases, and tables.  
Maps for proposed grassed waterways and WASCOB and Nutrient Removal Wetlands were chosen as priorities 
and maps are included at the end of this document. 



 
Selection of conservation practices, locations, and list of potential landowners to engage on practice 
installation: 

The data collected through this project will assist the Barry Conservation District with future projects to target 
agricultural fields for specific best management practices (BMPs). A series of sites were identified as potential 
locations for BMPs and will be pursued if appropriate funding is identified. The Conservation District will 
provide this information to their partners at the USDA and NRCS for existing cost share programs they may be 
able to offer the landowners.  

 
Describe any project components identified in the original workplan that were not completed. Explain what 
challenge(s) prevented the components from being completed. If applicable, describe what actions were 
completed in place of the original components. 

NA 
 
Describe any lessons learned that may be useful for future projects conducted by your district, as well as 
ideas that could help the GLC with future funding endeavors. Feedback on this microgrant process will help 
us improve for the future. 

Field verifications can be done in numerous ways, some of which are more time consuming than others. 
Windshield surveys are valuable but costly due to mileage and staff time. Most satellite imagery is relatively 
up to date and reliable to use to see various field conditions.  
Having access to our partners at FSA and NRCS to provide the CLU shapefiles was instrumental in the success 
of the project and in keeping project costs low. 

 
Other comments and issues you want to include. 

It may be beneficial to include years of cover crops and reduced or no-till practices on fields for calculating run 
off risks. 

 
Invoice Narrative 
Please provide a detailed explanation and total amount spent for each budget category on which project funds 
were spent during the whole project period. Please provide receipts where appropriate.  

 
Salaries and Fringes.  List staff members and associated hours.  

Danielle Zoellner, 2 hours 
Rachel Frantz, 46.5 hours 
Total cost: $1,083.37 

 
Travel.  Specify trips taken and breakdown of costs.   

NA  
 
Equipment and Hardware.  Specify by item. 

NA 
 
Software and GIS Licensing. Specify by item. 

NA (we are a co-located conservation district and utilize USDA-issued computers and software) 
 
Training and ACPF Consultation. List training costs or contractors’ associated hours. 

Civil  & Environmental Consultants, Inc.  
Bobak, Deanna: 2.25 hours at $175 per hour -$393.75 
Murphy, Timothy: 0.25 hours at $220 per hour -$55.00 



Towell, Amy: 32.75 hours at $130 per hour -$4,257.50 
Technology & Office Service Fee 3% of $4,706.25 -$141.19 
Total cost: $4,847.44 

 
Other Direct Costs. Specify by item.   

NA 
 
Indirect.  

$153.67 
 



Table 1:  Agricultural Conservation Planning Framework Results 
Headwaters Mud Creek HUC-12 (04050007 02 07) 

Critical Runoff Risk (acres)* 
Very High High Moderate Low 

577 2,512 4,816 9,977 
Best Management Practice Output 

Best Management Practice Number of 
Potential Locations Total Size Treated Acreage 

Grassed waterways 157 13.7 miles -- 
Contour buffer strips 81 16.2 acres -- 
Drainage water management 
structures 148 -- 4,462.2 

Bioreactors 72 -- 3,679.3 

Nutrient removal wetlands 12 
38.8 acres (pool) 

78.7 acres (vegetated 
buffer) 

3,861^ 

WASCOBs 20 -- 308.4 
Saturated buffers 124 19.2 miles 3,308 
Two-stage ditch 25 7.3 miles 50.2 

(Source: ACPF model run for the Barry Conservation District by CEC, Inc.) 
 
NOTES 
*  The ACPF model analyzes drainage area based upon high-resolution imagery. Watershed boundaries 

may be redrawn based upon drainage patterns and extend beyond current USGS HUC-12 
boundaries; therefore, acreage may not be equal to acreage calculated for the USGS HUC-12s. 

^ Treated wetland acres may overlap, based on placement of nutrient removal wetlands or may 
contain acreage outside of the HUC-12 watershed boundaries. 

 
 

Table 2:  Riparian Function Assessment Results 
Classification Locations Identified Miles Contributing Acres 

Critical zone 10 1.7 3,400.4 
Deep rooted vegetation 240 36.5 1,598.5 
Multi-species buffer 65 10.0 5,493.4 
Stiff stemmed grasses 17 2.5 2,042.9 
Stream bank stabilization 47 6.5 293.0 

(Source: ACPF model run for the Barry Conservation District by CEC, Inc.) 
 
 
  



Table 1:  Agricultural Conservation Planning Framework Results 
Mud Creek HUC-12 (04050007 02 08) 

Critical Runoff Risk (acres)* 
Very High High Moderate Low 

421 2,134 5,267 8,342 
Best Management Practice Output 

Best Management Practice Number of 
Potential Locations Total Size Treated Acreage 

Grassed waterways 208 17.7 miles -- 
Contour buffer strips 279 -- 58.9 
Drainage water management 
structures 37 -- 989.4 

Bioreactors 43 -- 2,149.4 

Nutrient removal wetlands 32 82.4 acres (pool) 
140.9 (vegetated buffer) 7,552^ 

WASCOBs 72 -- 878.9 
Saturated buffers 162 24.8 miles 4,736.5 
Two-stage ditch 79 18.3 miles 163.5 

(Source: ACPF model run for the Barry Conservation District by CEC, Inc.) 
 
NOTES 
*  The ACPF model analyzes drainage area based upon high-resolution imagery. Watershed boundaries 

may be redrawn based upon drainage patterns and extend beyond current USGS HUC-12 
boundaries; therefore, acreage may not be equal to acreage calculated for the USGS HUC-12s. 

^ Treated wetland acres may overlap, based on placement of nutrient removal wetlands or may 
contain acreage outside of the HUC-12 watershed boundaries. 

 
 

Table 2:  Riparian Function Assessment Results 
Classification Locations Identified  Miles Contributing Acres 
Critical zone 21 3.4 6,452.5 

Deep rooted vegetation 290 45.1 2,243.8 
Multi-species buffer 77 11.9 5,802.2 

Stiff stemmed grasses 13 2.1 838.5 
Stream bank stabilization 83 12.4 597.5 

(Source: ACPF model run for the Barry Conservation District by CEC, Inc.) 
 






