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Reed Canary Grass (Phalaris arundinacea) (RCG) is considered by many to be an invasive species in fluvial environments. We are interested in studying the g 8 £ 20 4000
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influence of RCG on water quality, aquatic life, nutrient uptake, and overall health of the lower Chippewa River (LCR) in western central Wisconsin (Figure ¢ .
1). Previous research shows RCG is found extensively along the LCR (Figure 2) and has narrowed channel width (Faulkner 2014). Extensive RCG monocul- 4 o4 2000 2 —
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baseflow, is the source of excess nutrients which fuels RCG expansion in the LCR; and in turn, RCG uptakes nutrients that would otherwise pollute the LCR.
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o of the study area. With only a few exceptions, the graphs display that the nutrient concentrations were, by and large, much higher in the groundwater samples than in the surface water, regard-
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12 - o less of discharge. We can only speculate why one samples from 7/31/15 and one sample from 8/5/15 show the opposite result of the other samples. We speculate that there was an error in the
10— g documentation of the sample somewhere along the process. The graphs provide preliminary evidence of excess nutrient infiltration into the soil, which is likely being transported through the
g 8 £ groundwater system to the river’s edge.
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- All sites were not sampled on the same day so LCR discharge varied throughout sample dates (Figures 8 and 9).
and P compared to samples from the river channel. Excess nutrients in bank samples could be from agricultural fields surrounding
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Figure 3. Our six sampling sites were located along a 33 km section of river containing abundant RCG. Farmland adjacent to this section of the river is irrigated 2 . I 0.2 e S e a r C"

by center pivot irrigation systems, depicted as triangles on the above map. 00
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- We originally proposed collecting water samples from three sites adjacent to stands of RCG and three sites without the immediate
presence of RCG. However, due to environmental conditions along the river bank, and access issues, RCG was present at all of our
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- More samples collected at more sample site locations (some where RCG is present and some where RCG is absent). More water
sampling data will allow us to more rigorously test our hypothesis using spatial statistical methods.
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