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Lewis Creek& Pond Brook

Watershed Description

This bacteriaTMDL summaryapplies toa 12.3mile reach of
Lewis Creek and a 1.5mile reach of Pond Brook, a majc
tributary to Lewis CreeklLewis Creek is a 38nile stream
draining the northern sectio of Addison County and the
southern section of Chittenden County (ACRWC, 2009

creekbés headwaters originat
(VTF&W). From Starksboro, the streameanders throug
agricultural land before reaching Ferrisburghvhere it flows

into Lake ChamplainThe headwaters for Pondddk originate
in Winona Lake in Bristol.The brook flows north through
wetlands and farmland before its confluence with Lewis Cr
to the east o8ilver Street in Hinesbur@.CWQR, 2009)

Lewis Creek sbacteriaimpaired segmentbegins at the

footbridge to the west of Rte. 116 center Starksbor@nd

continues12.3 miles downstream to the lower covered l#ic
on Monkton Road in Charlott@he impaired segment for Pon
Brook begins 1.5 miles upstreamorn the brooks confluence
with Lewis Creek,at the Silver Street crossingiear the
intersection of Silver Street and Murbyane in north easterr
Monkton. The Lewis Creek watershe@rigure ) covers 70
square milesprimarily in the towns ofCharlotte, Hinesburg,
Starksboro, Bristol, and MonktorOverall, land use in the
watershedis 67% forested, 26 agricultural, 1% developed
and 5% wetland, as shown iRigure 2(based on 2006 Lanc
Cover Analysis by NOAACSOQ. Pond Brookos
included in the geater Lewis Creek watershedhe Pond
Brook watershed is 18.3 square miles wdthminantland uses
of 28% agriculture, 57% forest and 11% wetland (LCW, 201
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Waterbody Facts
(VT03-08)
U Towns: Charlotte,
Hinesburg, Starksboro,
Monkton

U Lewis Creek Impaired
Segment Location: From
lower covered bridge
upstream to footbridge

U Lewis Creek Impaired
Segment Length: 12.3 miles

U Pond Brook Impaired
Segment Location: From
Lewis Creek confluence
upstream to Silver Street

U Pond Brook Impaired
Segment Length: 1.5 miles

U Classification: Class B

U Watershed Area: 70 square
miles

U Planning Basin: 3-Otter
Creek

Planning Basin 3 -
)Otter Creek

{

Lewis Creek anqu;;)rdrd Brook
Water?eds
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Figure 1: Map of Lewis Creekwatershed with impaired segment and sampling stations indicated.
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Figure 2: Map of Lewis Creekwatershed with imp aired segment and land cover indicated.
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Figure 3: Map of downstream reaches of Lewis Creekwith impaired segment and sampling locations
indicated. Inset areas correspond to Figures 4 and 5 below.



Appendix 5

Figure 4: Aerial view of Lewis Creek and confluence with Pond Brook (center -left) (Source: Google Maps)

Lewis Creek and Pond Brook are important natural features within Chittemaeddison County.

Figure 3 provides a more detailed aerial view of Lewis Creek in the downstream reaches with sampling
stations indicated. The impaired segment of Lewis Creek begins at sampling station LCR19.5 (Figure 3).
The sampling stations utilizever miles, distances upstream of the mouth of the river, in their title. For
example ALCR19.50 is situated 19.5 miles from t

Figure 4 shows the reach from approximatalgr mile 13to river mile 11.5 At approximately river rie

12, Pond Brook flows into Lewis Creeks seen in this aerial image, there are large tracts afudtgiral

land along thdanksof Lewis Creek and Pond BrooKgricultureis prominent andemains an important
cultural and economicesource in Chittereh and Addison County (ACRCP, 2Q08uch of the
agricultural land surrounding the impaired segmeihboth Lewis Creek and Pond Brook was once
natural wetlands which helped to attenuate floods and excessive. rimtifie past, these areas were
deforestedcand drained to be used for agricultuiteis believed thatptoonet hi rd of Addi so
farmland mayhave oncdeenwetland (ACRPC, 1994).

From the beginning ahe impaired segmewnf Lewis Creekjn central Starksbordo river mile 7.25 the
creek flows through large sections with little or no riparian buff@nd use has a profound effect on
wates movement, storage and ultimately quality (RRPC, 2@d@)ng high flow events, the turbidity of
Pond Brook can be very high. This can be ancaiton of agricultural runoff and stream bank erosion
(LCWQR, 2009). Figure 4 also shows how in several locations agricultural actiitextly abutthe
stream bank with minimal to no riparian buffé¥ithout a buffer to filter and remove sediment and
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pol I ut ant s, méasurechentd dlicbiolity drslE.coli in the brookare generally high (LCW,
2010). The long term health okewis Creekand Pond Brook arelosely linked to the use of best
management practices (BMRs) agricultural landaimed at rducing pollutant loads to the credkgure

5 provides an aeriatiew of a reach ot.ewis Creekfrom approximately river mile 11 to the sampling
station LCR9.9 on Roscoe Road in Charloftkis photo also documents the lackaafequateaiparian

buffer alorg the northern bank of Lewis Credk.also displays the large tracts of forest lamthin the
watershed, present here on the creekds southern

I
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Figure 5: Aerial view of Lewis Creek from approximately river mile 11 to river mile 10 (Source: Google Maps)

Why is a TMDL needed?

Lewis Creekis a Class B, cold water fishery with designated uses including reimign fishing and
boating Y TDEC, 2008. The Addison County River Water Collaboratif&CRWC) has been collecting
samples fronLewis Creekfor analysis of E.coli since 199ZACRWC, 2009).Each summer,anplesare
collected from the sampling statiossownin Figure 3.Bacteria data fronsampling locations LCR19.5
down to station LCR7.2Bave consistently exceed®de r m owatierdysality criteria foE.coli bacteria.
Table 1below provides bacteria data collectatdthese sampling locations from 2000 to 2Q0Fable 2
below provides bacteria data collected from sampling station LCT3D.5 on Pond brook from 2003 to 2007.
Both tables providéhe water quiity criteria for E.coli bacteria along with thmdividual sampling event
bacteriaresults and geometric meaoncentration statisticfor each sampling seasa the stations on
Lewis Creek and the station on Pond Brobkr Lewis Creek, e currentwater qualitycriterion was
exceeded in nearly threpiartersof the sampling everst For Pond Brook,V e r m o aqurteigt svater
quality criterionwasexceeded in nearly threpiarters of the sampling evenBuring the 2010 sampling
seasorACRWC only sampled at twiocations, LCR14 and LCR 3.Ruring 2010, mgle sampleE.coli
levels atthesestationse x c e e d e d WA quedity ¢ri@rseon all four sample dateGA\CRWC,
2011).
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Due to the elevated bacteria measurements presented in Talewig, Creekfrom the station at river

mile 7.25 up to the station at river mile 1% not meet Vermods water quality staradds, was
identified as impaired andas placed on the803(d) list Due to the elevated bacteria measurements
presented in Table Bond Brook, from its confluence with Lewis Creekl.5 miles upstreandid not

meet Ver mont 06s wat ddentfeedas Impdred arsl ivas mlsoglacgdson thevd®3{d) list
(VTDEC, 2008) The 303(d) listing states that usel@&fwis Creek and Pond Brodér contact recreation

(i.e., swimming) arémpaired. The CleanWater Act requires that all 30 listed waters ndergo a

TMDL assessment that describes the impairments and identifies the measures needed to restore wat
quality. The goal is for all waterbodiesto comply with state water quality standards

Potential Bacteria Sources

Failing onsite septicsystemsand agricultural runoff washing manure and othertesasito the creelre

likely sources of bacteria tcewis Creekand Pond BrookMost of the residnts within the Lewis Creek
watershedare not serviced byastewater treatment facilities and therefosty on onsite septic systems

to treat wasteOnly 22% of residents within Addison County have are serviced by waste water treatment
facilities (ACRPC, 2008)Most of the residents within Chittenden also relysepticwaste disposaOnly
Hinesburg has aess to a wastewater treatment facility within the watershisdrly all of the
connections to a wastewater treatment facility within Hinesbuegn the central portion of town that is

out of the Lewis Creek Watersh@dCRPC, 2006). Therefore, nearly af the residents within the Lewis
Creek watershed residing in Hinesburg, also rely on septic waste disposal.

Over twaothirds of the soils within Chittenden County are not propsuiyedfor septic disposahcluding
areas of the countyithin the LewisCreek watershe@CCRPC, 2006)The combination of relatively old
septic systems and a relativéligh water table with poorly suited soificreaseshe probability ofseptic
systems failing(ACRPC, 2008) When these systems malfunction or fail, they calease untreated
human waste into surface waters, sucheasis Creekand Pond Brook

Given the high proportion of agriculture uses within the watershed, the proxfmibyese activities to
Lewis Creek and Pond Bropland the general lack of ripaniébufers along the creekagricultural
activities are likely to contribute tobacterial contaminatiomn the streamsAgricultural activities on
Lewis Creek, particularly between Parsonage Road (LCR19.5) and Tyler Bridge Road (UiREIY4)
impact the sanitgrquality of water, as shown by highcoli concentrations in samples over the last two
decades (ACRWC, 2009).

Agricultural activities along the banks of Pond Brdwvealsoplayed a role irhigh E.coli and turbidity
readings.Turbidity increases when eg&ss sediments are washed into or stirred up by the brook. In Pond
Brook, high turbidity is most likely caused by agricultural activitiescroaching on the brookithout
adequate riparian buffe(ECWQR, 2009).Sediments are not the only pollutant carmdidof agricultural

fields. Manure is often applied to cropland, and grazing animals deposit their waste directly onto the fields
adjacent to the brookVhen heavy rains increase the sediment load to Pond Brook, increasing turbidity,
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bacteria and other pentially harmful pathogens ar@ashed into the brook as welzeomorphic
assessments have identified crop and pasture land uses as the likely sources of mrrefised_ewis
Creek and Pond Brook (LCW, 2010).

Long term m-site improvemenand restordon projects are being undertaken to help reduce agriculture
runoff to Lewis Creek(VTDEC, 2010).The NaturalResource Conservation Servic&/SEPA, and other
agencies provided technical assistance and partial funding to support these PAGENEC, 200).

These improvements include actions such as extending riparian bwffes can reduce erosion and
polluted runoff to streams while increagiwater filtration on the land’he Lewis Creek Association has
assisted in the past with native stream buffi@ntings in Hinesburg and Starksbaf@CRWC, 2005).
Following current trendst iappears likely that agricultural runoff tdcal bacteria will continuéo be a
problem in the watershed due to {resence oharrow riparian bufferand adjacent largecde farming
activities There is no evidence of measurable improvement in the sanitary quality of the waters in Lewis
Creek since ACRWC began sampling Eocoliin 1992 (LCWQR, 2009).

Recommended Next Steps

The Addison County River Watch Collaborative (AGR) is working with the VT DEC on developing

and implementingn education and outreach program for sevérafs includingLewis Creek ACRWC

and the Lewis Creek Association (LCA) aiso developing a comprehensive assessmdrgwis Creek

with funds fom a Clean and Clear Watershed Planning Assistance graaddition, The Lewis Creek

Stark Valley Corridor Planning Project is currently underway within the wate(SAEOEC, 2010). The

LCA, ACRWC, municipalities surrounding the impaired segmemd oher community and watershed
groupsare encouraged to continue implementing education and outreach programs, restoration programs
and theidentification of land use activities that might be influencikg coli levels (ACRWC, 2005)
Protection and restorath of Lewis Creek is important, but protecting the tributaries to Lewis Creek,
especially Pond Brook, are an essential component of the overall watershed goals of mitigating bacterial
contamination (LCW, 2010).

The data presented in Table 1 indicate thettdria cocentrations are highest stiations LCR14 and
LCR15.6 Stations LCR9.9 and LCR7.25, dostream fron station LCR14 as well as stations LCR17.2,
LCR18.6 and LCR19.5ypstream of LCR15,6have samples that excedte water quality criteria for
E.cdi on multiple occasionsHowever, the water quality criteria is exceeded at stations LCR14 and
LCR15.6 at the highest raf€his suggest that along the 3.2 mile reach of Lewis Creek between LCR17.2
and LCR14 bacteriareentering the creek in sufficiequantity to cause theater quality criterigdhe be
exceededt stations LCR14 and LCR15.6.

An aerial analysis of this 3.2 mile reach reveals a high concentration of active agricultural land with
narrowor nonexistentiparian buffers. While the land useoand three stations upstream of LCR15.6 is
mostly agricultural, the riparian zone around Lewis Creek in much of the reach is still intact. It is
recommended that LCA focus education and outreach efforts on landowners abutting the 3.2 mile react
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between LR17.2 and LCR14. Field reconnaissance surveys focused on stream buffers, stormwater
runoff, and other source identification would beneficialalong this reach. While there are apparent
probl ems throughout Lewis Cr ee kKhateffortstaquson theeallesa s e g n
exhibiting the most exceedancedandowners along this reach should be notified or reminded that
organizations such as NRCS, USGS, the VT Department of Agriculture, and the Otter Creek
Conservation District which provide sistance with the installation of BMPs helping to reduce bacteria,
nutrients, and suspended sediment loads to Lewis Creek and its tributaries.

There are also multiple smaller tributaries entering Lewis Creek along the 3.2 mile reach. It is
recommended thd CA expand bacteria sampling to stations near the outlet of these smaller tributaries.
Such data would indicate if there are sources releasing bacteria into the tributanmegely reaching

Lewis Creek.Additional bacteria data collectiamroughoutthe watershedavould also bebeneficial to
support identification ofpotential sourcesn other areas For example, sampling upstream and
downstream of potential esite spticand agr i cul tur al sourcessampad i mga
may be benefial for identifying and quantifing sources.Sampling activities focused on capturing
bacteria datainder different weather conditions (e.g., wet and drgy also be beneficial in support of
source identification

Previous investigationsACRPC, 1994 CCRPC, 2006; LCW, 2010/TDEC, 2010 have recommended
the following actions to support water quality gaaléewis Creek

U OnSite SepticSystemManagemeni Conduct a sanitary survey of domestic wastewater, work
with Vermont environmental enforcement oéfis and local health officials to identiind replace
failing systems.

U Agricultural - Work with the USDA NRCS andther agencies to assdhse extent of agricultural
waste application and potentially reduce applications through improved nutrient managem
planning.Restore the land to health where damage to natural resources has already occurred due tc
poor land useEvaluate riparian buffer and identify opportunities to remove areas near the river
from production.

U Land Use Protection Preserve undel@ped portims of the watershednd instituie controlson
development neakewis Creek Encourage communities to develop plans and regulations that
afford greater protection of wetlands that
l nventory. o

U Riparian Corridori Encourage communities to install regulations addressing setbacks, buffers,
and other tools that protect shoreline and/or riparian a@aginue riparian corridor projects and
seek to enhance buffethrough a combination of buffer plamgs, land corervation, and
improved agricultural practices.

Several of the steps outlined above are ongoing and should be continued an@éecmntdacus on the

goals ofbacteria TMDL implementatianf implemented these actions witovide a strong béstoward
9
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the goal ofmitigating bacteria sorces and meeting water quality standardd.ewis Creekand Pond
Brook

Bacteria Data
V e r mocarterdt sriterigfor bacteriaare more conservative than those recommended by E®tAClass
B waters, VTDEC currdty utilizes an E. coli single samptiterion of 77 organismsL00ml Although,
Vermont is in the process of revising their bacteria WQS to better align with the National Recommended
Water Quality Criteria (NRWQC) o geometric mean df26 organism&LOOnd, and a single sample of
235 organismALOOmL  Therefore, in Table 1 below, bacteria data were compared to both the current
VTWQS and the NRWQC for informational purposes.
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Lewis Creek from Lower Covered Bridge upstream to footbridge (12.3 miles)

WB ID: VT03-08
Characteristics:Class B
Impairment: E. coli(organisms/100mL)

Current Water Quality Criteria for E. coli:
Criteria for E. coli:

NRWQCfor E. coli: Proposed Water Quality

Single sample: 7@rganisms/100 mL Single sample235organisms/100 mL

Geometric mearl26organisms/100 mL
Percent Reduction to meet TMD(Current): Percent Reduction to me®&RWQC
Single Sample97% Single sample90%

Geometric mear87%

Data: 20007 2007, Addison County River Watch Collaborative

Table 1: E.coli (organismd100 mL) Data for Lewis Creek (20062007)and Geometric Mean
(organismg100mL) for each Station based on Calendar Year

Station Name Station Location Date Result Geometric
Mean **

LCR7.25 Lower Coveed Bridge (Quinlan) 8/7/2002 104

LCR7.25 Lower Covered Bridge (Quinlan) 7/27/2002 89 NA
LCR7.25 Lower Covered Bridge (Quinlan) 6/29/2002 107

LCR7.25 Lower Covered Bridge (Quinlan) | 8/11/2001 99

LCR7.25 Lower Covered Bridge (Quinlan) 7/25/2001 17 48
LCR7.25 Lower Covered Bridge (Quinlan) 7/14/2001 105

LCR7.25 Lower Covered Bridge (Quinlan) 6/27/2001 31

LCR7.25 Lower Covered Bridge (Quinlan) | 8/12/2000 201

LCR7.25 Lower Covered Bridge (Quinlan) | 7/26/2000 74 78
LCR7.25 Lower Covered Bridge (Quaini) 7/15/2000 45

LCR7.25 Lower Covered Bridge (Quinlan) 6/28/2000 56

LCR9.9 Upper Covered Bridge (Rule) 8/22/2007 56

LCR9.9 Upper Covered Bridge (Rule) 8/8/2007 96

LCR9.9 Upper Covered Bridge (Rule) 7/25/2007 96 184
LCR9.9 Upper Covered Bridge (R 7/11/2007 2420

LCR9.9 Upper Covered Bridge (Rule) 6/27/2007 167

LCR9.9 Upper Covered Bridge (Rule) 8/23/2006 365

LCR9.9 Upper Covered Bridge (Rule) 8/2/2006 687

LCR9.9 Upper Covered Bridge (Rule) 7/19/2006 133 319
LCR9.9 Upper Covered Bridg®(le) 7/5/2006 114

LCR9.9 Upper Covered Bridge (Rule) 6/21/2006 866
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*Shaded cells indicate single sample and geometric mean used to calculate percent reduction.

**Only geometric mean values calculated with 5 data points orerare used to determine percent reductior

Table 1: E.coli (organismg00 mL) Data for Leis Creek (20002007)and Geometric Mean

(organismd100mL) for each Station based on Calendar Yegcontinued).

Station Name Station Location Date Result G“/?g;?]efilc

LCR9.9 Upper Covered Bridge (Rule) 8/17/2005 73

LCR9.9 Upper Covered Bridge (Rule) 8/3/2005 1120

LCR9.9 UpperCovered Bridge (Rule) 7/20/2005 110 441
LCR9.9 Upper Covered Bridge (Rule) 7/6/2005 2420

LCR9.9 Upper Covered Bridge (Rule) 6/22/2005 770

LCR9.9 Upper Covered Bridge (Rule) 8/18/2004 365

LCR9.9 Upper Covered Bridge (Rule) 8/4/2004 2420

LCR9.9 Upper Covered Bridge (Rule) 7/21/2004 727 683
LCR9.9 Upper Covered Bridge (Rule) 7/7/2004 134

LCR9.9 Upper Covered Bridge (Rule) 6/23/2004 1733

LCR9.9 Upper Covered Bridge (Rule) 8/6/2003 361

LCR9.9 Upper Covered Bridge (Rule) 7/23/2003 1410 997
LCR9.9 Upper Covered Bridge (Rule) 7/9/2003 38

LCR9.9 Upper Covered Bridge (Rule) 6/25/2003 125

LCR9.9 Upper Covered Bridge (Rule) 8/7/2002 144

LCR9.9 Upper Covered Bridge (Rule) 712712002 109 NA
LCR9.9 Upper Covered Bridge (Rule) 6/29/2002 127

LCR9.9 Upper Covered Bridge (Rule) 8/11/2001 118

LCR9.9 Upper Covered Bridge (Rule) 7/25/2001 82 99
LCR9.9 Upper Covered Bridge (Rule) 7/14/2001 140

LCR9.9 Upper Covered Bridge (Rule) 6/27/2001 72

LCR9.9 Upper Covered Bridge (Rule) 8/12/2000 2420

LCR9.9 Upper Covered Bridge (Rule) 7/26/2000 102 256
LCR9.9 Upper Covered Bridge (Rule) 7/15/2000 86

LCR9.9 Upper Covered Bridge (Rule) 6/28/2000 201

LCR14 Tyler Bridge 8/22/2007 1120

LCR14 Tyler Bridge 8/8/2007 387

LCR14 Tyler Bridge 7/25/2007 276 798
LCR4 Tyler Bridge 7/11/2007 2420

LCR14 Tyler Bridge 6/27/2007 1120

LCR14 Tyler Bridge 8/23/2006 248

LCR14 Tyler Bridge 8/2/2006 308

LCR14 Tyler Bridge 7/19/2006 365 403
LCR14 Tyler Bridge 7/5/2006 192

LCR14 Tyler Bridge 6/21/2006 1990

LCR14 Tylea Bridge 8/17/2005 548

LCR14 Tyler Bridge 8/3/2005 816

LCR14 Tyler Bridge 7/20/2005 435 987
LCR14 Tyler Bridge 7/6/2005 2420

LCR14 Tyler Bridge 6/22/2005 1990
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*Shaded cells indicate single sample and geometeamused to calculate percent reduction.
_ **QOnly geometric mean values calculated with 5 data points or more are used to determine percent redu___

Station Name Station Location Date Result SCOMETNe
Mean **

LCR14 Tyler Bridge 8/18/2004 116

LCR14 Tyler Bridge 8/4/2004 2420

LCR14 Tyler Bridge 7/21/2004 488 770
LCR14 Tyler Bridge 7/7/2004 816

LCR14 Tyler Bridge 6/23/2004 2420

LCR14 Tyler Bridge 8/6/2003 2420

LCR14 Tyler Bridge 7/23/2003 548 640
LCR14 Tyler Bridge 7/9/2003 488

LCR14 Tyler Bridge 6/25/2003 260

LCR14 Tyler Bridge 8/7/2002 1300

LCR14 Tyler Bridge 7/27/2002 201 305
LCR14 Tyler Bridge 7/10/2002 387

LCR14 Tyler Bridge 6/29/2002 110

LCR14 Tyler Bridge 8/11/2001 328

LCR14 Tyler Bridge 7/25/2001 361 536
LCR14 Tyler Bridge 7/14/2001 2420

LCR14 Tyler Bridge 6/27/2001 411

LCR14 Tyler Bridge 8/12/2000 2420

LCR14 Tyler Bridge 7/26/2000 980 827
LCR14 Tyler Bridge 7/15/2000 980

LCR14 Tyler Bridge 6/28/2000 201

LCR15.6 Kelly Farm 8/17/2005 727

LAR15.6 Kelly Farm 8/3/2005 770

LCR15.6 Kelly Farm 7/20/2005 411 797
LCR15.6 Kelly Farm 7/6/2005 2420

LCR15.6 Kelly Farm 6/22/2005 579

LCR15.6 Kelly Farm 8/18/2004 201

LCR15.6 Kelly Farm 8/4/2004 2420

LCR15.6 Kelly Farm 7/21/2004 276 665
LCR15.6 Kely Farm 7/7/2004 687

LCR15.6 Kelly Farm 6/23/2004 1414

LCR15.6 Kelly Farm 8/6/2003 461

LCR15.6 Kelly Farm 7/23/2003 687 335
LCR15.6 Kelly Farm 7/9/2003 261

LCR15.6 Kelly Farm 6/25/2003 153

LCR17.2 Ballpark 8/22/2007 80

LCR17.2 Ballpark 8/8/2007 517

LCR17.2 Ballpark 7/25/2007 116 261
LCR17.2 Ballpark 7/11/2007 2420

LCR17.2 Ballpark 6/27/2007 105
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Table 1: E.coli (organismg100 mL) Data for Lewis Creek (20002007)and Geometric Mean
(organismd100mL) for each Station based on Calendar Yeafcontinued).

*Shaded cells indicate single sample and geometric mean used to calculate percent reduction.
**Only geometric mean values calculated with 5 data points or more are used to determine percent redu
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Table 1: E.coli (organismd100 mL) Data for Lewis Creek (20062007)and Geometric Mean
(organismd100mL) for each Station based on Calendar Yegcontinued).

Station Name Station Location Date Result Geometric
Mean **

LCR17.2 Ballpark 8/23/2006 153

LCR17.2 Ballpark 8/2/2006 185

LCR7.2 Ballpark 7/19/2006 148 178
LCR17.2 Ballpark 7/5/2006 62

LCR17.2 Ballpark 6/21/2006 687

LCR17.2 Ballpark 8/17/2005 172

LCR17.2 Ballpark 8/3/2005 548

LCR17.2 Ballpark 7/20/2005 261 621
LCR17.2 Ballpark 7/6/2005 2420

LCR17.2 Ballpark 6/22/2005 1550

LCR17.2 Ballpark 8/18/2004 110

LCR17.2 Ballpark 8/4/2004 1733

LCR17.2 Ballpark 7/21/2004 579 532
LCR17.2 Ballpark 7/7/2004 345

LCR17.2 Ballpark 6/23/2004 1120

LCR17.2 Ballpark 8/6/2003 2420

LCR17.2 Ballpark 7/23/2003 345 382
LCR17.2 Ballpark 7/9/2003 186

LCR17.2 Ballpark 6/25/2003 137

LCR17.2 Ballpark 8/7/2002 151

LCR17.2 Ballpark 7/27/2002 109 219
LCR17.2 Ballpark 7/10/2002 160

LCR17.2 Ballpark 6/29/2002 866

LCR17.2 Ballpark 8/11/2001 129

LCR17.2 Ballpark 7/25/2001 272 186
LCR17.2 Ballpark 7/14/2001 111

LCR17.2 Ballpark 6/27/2001 308

LCR17.2 Ballpark 8/12/2000 272

LCR17.2 Ballpark 7/26/2000 87 159
LCR17.2 Ballpark 7/15/2000 162

LCR17.2 Ballpark 6/28/2000 165

LCR18.6 Lewis Ck. Farm Footbridge 8/7/2002 2420

LCR&.6 Lewis Ck. Farm Footbridge 7127/2002 145 259
LCR18.6 Lewis Ck. Farm Footbridge 7/10/2002 172

LCR18.6 Lewis Ck. Farm Footbridge 6/29/2002 74

LCR18.6 Lewis Ck. Farm Footbridge 8/11/2001 291

LCR18.6 Lewis Ck. Farm Footbridge 7/25/2001 101 193
LCR18.6 Lewis Ck. Farm Footbridge 7/14/2001 435

LCR18.6 Lewis Ck. Farm Footbridge 6/27/2001 108

*Shaded cells indicate single sample and geometric mean used to calculate percent reduction.

*Only geometric mean values calculated with 5 data points or more are used to determine percent redu

Appendix 5
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Table 1: E.coli (organismg100 mL) Data for Lewis Creek (20002007)and Geometric Mean

(organismd100mL) for each Station based on Calendar Yegcontinued).

Appendix 5

Station Name Station Location Date Result G“/?g;?]efilc

LCR18.6 Lewis Ck. Farm Footbridge 8/12/2000 206

LCR18.6 Lewis Ck. Farm Footbridge 7/26/2000 201 155
LCR18.6 Lewis Ck. Farm Footbridge 7/15/2000 95

LCR18.6 Lewis Ck. Farm Footbridge 6/28/2000 145

LCR19.5 Parsonage Rd. Bridge 8/22/2007 29

LCR19.5 Parsonage Rd. Bridge 8/8/2007 108

LCR19.5 Parsonage Rd. Bridge 7/25/2007 47 127
LCR19.5 Parsonge Rd. Bridge 7/11/2007 2420

LCR19.5 Parsonage Rd. Bridge 6/27/2007 91

LCR19.5 Parsonage Rd. Bridge 8/23/2006 219

LCR19.5 Parsonage Rd. Bridge 8/2/2006 345

LCR19.5 Parsonage Rd. Bridge 7/19/2006 91 200
LCR19.5 Parsonage Rd. Bridge 7/5/2006 61

LAR19.5 Parsonage Rd. Bridge 6/21/2006 770

LCR19.5 Parsonage Rd. Bridge 8/17/2005 68

LCR19.5 Parsonage Rd. Bridge 8/3/2005 344

LCR19.5 Parsonage Rd. Bridge 7/20/2005 71 330
LCR19.5 Parsonage Rd. Bridge 7/6/2005 980

LCR19.5 Parsonage Rd. Bridge 6/22/2005 2420

LCR19.5 Parsonage Rd. Bridge 8/18/2004 66

LCR19.5 Parsonage Rd. Bridge 8/4/2004 1733

LCR19.5 Parsonage Rd. Bridge 7/21/2004 261 392
LCR19.5 Parsonage Rd. Bridge 7/7/2004 238

LCR19.5 Parsonage Rd. Bridge 6/23/2004 1300

LCR19.5 ParsonagdRd. Bridge 8/6/2003 649

LCR19.5 Parsonage Rd. Bridge 7/23/2003 310 198
LCR19.5 Parsonage Rd. Bridge 7/9/2003 104

LCR19.5 Parsonage Rd. Bridge 6/25/2003 74

LCR19.5 Parsonage Rd. Bridge 8/7/2002 2420

LCR19.5 Parsonage Rd. Bridge 7/27/2002 109 929
LCR19.5 Parsonage Rd. Bridge 7/10/2002 179

LCR19.5 Parsonage Rd. Bridge 6/29/2002 58

LCR19.5 Parsonage Rd. Bridge 8/11/2001 82

LCR19.5 Parsonage Rd. Bridge 7/25/2001 66 143
LCR19.5 Parsonage Rd. Bridge 7/14/2001 435

LCR19.5 Parsonage Rd. Bridge 6/27/2001 178

LCR19.5 Parsonage Rd. Bridge 8/12/2000 133

LCR19.5 Parsonage Rd. Bridge 7/26/2000 43 78
LCR19.5 Parsonage Rd. Bridge 7/15/2000 89

LCR19.5 Parsonage Rd. Bridge 6/28/2000 74

*Shaded cells indicate single sample and geometric mean used to calculate percent reduction.
**Only geometric mean values calculated with 5 data points or more are used to determine percent redu
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