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Department of Environmental Protection
Results of Fifth Year Inspections

Discharger: Chattahoochee WWTP
County: Gadsden
NPDES Number: FLO027669
Permit Expiration Date: 2/1/2004
Toxics Sampling Inspection (XSI)
Date Sampled: 13 October 1998
Results: No organic pollutants or metals were detected at levels that]

exceeded Class III water quality standards.

Compliance Biomonitoring Inspection (CBI)
Date Sampled: 13 October 1998

Results: The effluent was not toxic to the fish, Cyprinelia leedsi, or to]
the invertebrate, Ceriodaphnia dubia, during the 48-hour bioassay.

Impact Bioassessment Inspection (IBI)
Date Sampled: 13 October 1993

Results: The Hester-Dendy samplers at the control site were
completely buried by shifting sand by the end of the 28-day incubation period as a
result of bridge construction upstream of the discharge. Mosquito Creek
meanders immediately downstream of the control site resulting in sand deposition]
above this point. Thus, the Hester-Dendy samplers at the test site were not affected
and indicated a healthy macroinvertebrate community. The SCI scores based on
the qualitative sampling, placed both study sites in the "excellent" category. There
were no negative effects on the macroinvertebrate community due to the facility’;l

discharge. The algal data showed no significant changes that could be attribute
to the discharge.

Water Quality Inspection wQD
Date Sampled: 13 October 1998

Results: Effluent nutrient concentrations had little to no effect on the
concentrations at the test site. The results at the control and test sites were very
similar. The effluent AGP value was 70.5 mg dry wt/L.

This Biological Assessment was prepared by DEP staff to provide information
to be used in reviewing an NPDES permit renewal application for the subject
facility. This assessment will be used in conjunction with other information
concerning the facility and its receiving water body to determine appropriate final
permit conditions.
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Bivassessment: Chattahoochee WWTP

Introduction

The Chattahoochee Wastewa-
ter Treatment Plant is located in
Gadsden County, Florida (see maps
in the Appendix). This facility is a
municipal wastewater treatment
plant serving the city of Chatta-
hoochee, Treatment of domestic
waste includes contact/stabiliza-
tion, aeration, clarification, chlori-
nation, and dechlorination. The
design flow of the wastewater sys-
tem is 0.50 MGD. At the time of
this survey, mean flow was 0.515
MGD. The treated effluent is con-
tinuously discharged into the Class
IIT Mosquito Creek and ultimately
flows into the Apalachicola River.

State permit limits for the
Chattahcochee WWTP are listed in
Table 1. According to the facility’s
monthly operating reports, the
plant has had several violations for
fecal coliforms, total residual chlo-
rine {(after dechlorination), and
flow. Since July, 1997 the facility
has passed every bioassay, with one
exception, in January, 1998.

Methods

The focus of this investigation
was to determine the discharger’s
effects on the receiving waters. A
comparison of biclogical communi-
ty health was made between a con-
trol site (located in Mosquite Creek
approximately 10 meters upstream
of the discharge) and a test site (lo-
cated in Mosquito Creek approxi-
mately 10 meters downstream of
the discharge). A habitat assess-
ment was performed in situ to es-

tablish comparability between
sites. Supplemental physical/chem-
ical data were also collected on the
effluent and study sites. The efflu-
ent was analyzed for nutrients,
metals, and for organic constituents
(base neutral and acid extractables,
and pesticide extractables). Meth-
ods used for all chemical analyses
are on file at the DEP Central
Chemistry Laboratory in Tallahas-
see.

Acute screening toxicity bioas-
says, using the invertebrate, Ceri-
odaphnia dubia, and the fish, Cyp-
rinella leedsi, as test organisms,
were performed on an effluent sam-
ple.

Benthic macroinvertebrate
communities were evaluated at con-
trol and test sites. Invertebrates
were collected from multiple sub-
strates {e.g., snags, leaf packs, veg-
etation) using discrete dip-net
sweeps. Additional invertebrate
collections were accomplished using
Hester-Dendy multiplate samplers
that were incubated for 28 days.

Periphyton are typically sam-
pled by incubating glass microscope
slides in a standard periphytome-
ter for 28 days. Periphytometers
were deployed but due to extreme
flooding, were not recovered from
either the control or the test site.
Phytoplankton were sampled at
both control and test sites via sub-
surface grabs. Chlorophyll ¢ was
determined for the phytoplankton
communities. Selenastrum capri-
cornutum was used as the test or-
ganism for algal growth potential
tests. All field and laboratory bio-
logical methods were carried out
following Biology Section Standard
Operating Procedures (SCP’s). The
latest version of the SOP’s can be
viewed on our web site at
<www.dep.state.fl.us/labs/
sops.htm>.

Several different measure-
ments of macroinvertebrate and
algal community health have been
employed to determine the effects
of the discharge. These measure-
ments include: habitat assessment,
taxa richness, Shannon-Weaver J)i-
versity Index, the Florida Index,
Ephemeroptera/Plecoptera/Tri-
choptera (EPT) Index, community
composition, functional feeding
groups, algal biomass, and the
Stream Condition Index (SCI). For
a discussion of each of these mea-
sures, see Explanation of Measure-
ments of Community Health in the
Appendix.

For graphical purposes, the per-
cent differences between the control
and test sites involving the number
of taxa, the diversity index, the
Florida Index, the EPT Index, and
the % filter-feeders are measured
as the control site minus test site
divided by the control site. The
percent differences between sites
involving the % contribution, algal
density, chlorophyll ¢, and algatl
growth potential are measured as
the test site minus control site di-
vided by the control site,

The following personnel were
involved in this investigation: Julie
Baughman, Ken Espy, Marshall
Faircloth, Russel Frydenborg, Joy
Jackson, Scott Lashbrook, Eliza-
beth Miller, Urania Quintana,
Johnny Richardson, Lisa Tambu-
rello, Steve Wolfe, David Whiting,
and Vicki Whiting (DEFP Central
Biology Laboratory in Tallahassee).
The report was reviewed by the
Point Source Studies Review Com-
mittee, consisting of Wayne Mag-
ley, Chuck Ziegmont, and Michael
Tanski, as well as District represen-
tatives.
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Table 1. Efftuent limits and summary of chemistry data.

Chattahoochee

Effluent

Limits

Effluent

Control |1t Site

1,500 *

Arsenic 50 ** 20 U - -
Cadmium 1.31 **a 005 U ~ -
Chromium 241 **a 10 U - -
Copper 13.8 *a 1.0 1 - -
Iron 1,000 ** 96.7 A - -
Lead 4.02 **a 0.42 A - -
Mercury 0.012 ** 0.10 U - -
Nickel 184 **a 6.0 U - -
Selenium 5.0 30 U - -
Silver 0.07 ** 0.05 U - -
Zinc 124 a 14 1 - -
Ortho phmphate - 031 A 0.040 U 0.040 Uu
Total phosphorus - 044 A 0.11 0.094
Ammonia 10.0 b* 33 e 0.014 [ 0.091
Nitrate+Nitrite - 0.29 0.68 Q) 0.66
TKN 200 b* 43 e 0.26 0.38
Organic Nitrogen - 0.90 0.246 0.289
Total Nitrogen - 2.79 0.94 1.04

- General Phys-Chem Parameters.

Habitat Assessment - - 111 121
D.O. (mg/L) 5.0 * 6.4 8.7 8.4
pH (SU) 6.0-85* 6.95 6.9 6.8
Conductivity (tmhos/cm) > 385 60 60
Temperature (°C) o 25.4 21.0 20.4
CB.O.D, 5day (mg/L) 240 b+ 3.50 Ab - -
T5S (mg/L) 24.0 b* 40 b - -
Flow {(MGD) 0.50 * - - -
ardness {mg CaCO,) - 120 - -

Bicassay - Fish

Not Toxic

Bmasbay - lnvertebrate

Not Toxic

i

Fecal Col:forms

32 AQ

s

160 O

Total Coliforms

55 AQ

1000 Q

80D Q

* Permit limit

** Class Il water qual.it.y. standard
A - Value is the mean of two or more determinations
1- Value is < the practical quantitation limit, and 2 the minimum detection limit

Q - Sample held beyond normal helding time

a - hardness based
b - 8-hr composite sample
¢ - daily maximum

U - Analyzed for but not detected; value reported is the minimum detection limit

Results

The chemical and biclogical re-
sults for the Chattahoochee WWTP
effluent and receiving water sites
are presented in Tables 1, 2, and 3.

Discussion

At the time of the survey, the
mean flow was 0.515 MGD, which
exceeds the permit limit and design
flow of the wastewater system (0.50
MGD). Effluent metals complied
with Class III water quality stan-
dards. No organic pollutants were
detected in the effluent.

The effluent sample was not
toxic to the fish, Cyprinella leedsi,
or to the invertebrate, Ceriodaph-
nia dubia, during the 48-hour bio-
assay.

Most of the nutrients at the test
site were only slightly elevated
compared to the control site (Table
1). Efftuent levels of total phospho-
rus, ortho-phosphate, and nitrate+
nttrite concentrations did not ap-
pear to effect con¢entrations of
these nutrients at the test site. The
nitrate+nitrite sample from the
control site was held beyond the
normal holding time, but was com-
parable to the test site sample.

The AGP values at the control
and test gite did not exceed the 5
mg dry wt/L “problem threshold”
(Raschke and Schultz 1987) (Table
1). The effluent AGP was elevated
(70.5 mg dry wt/L) but did not ap-
pear to adversely affect the phy-
toplankton communities at the test
site (Figure 1). Although the test
site algal density was 76% higher
than the control site, it was low for
a freshwater system (Table 2).
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-Table 2. Algal commu.nity structure of study sites.

Chattahoochee Control .
. Test Site
WWTP Site

Phytoplankion Alg
Number of Taxa 11 11
Shannon-Weaver Diversity 2.99 2.81
Chlorophylla (pg/L) 1.00 U 100 U
Algal Density (#/mL) 91 158
% Blue-green 19 15
% Green 51 65
Yo Diatoms“ 19 18

gy e it i

GP, (mg dry whL); 2.2 2.4

U - Material not detected; value is the minimum detection limit

The Hester-Dendy samplers at
the control site experienced severe
sand smothering apparently as a
result of bridge construction ap-
proximately 500 meters upstream
of the discharge (see Habitat As-
sessments Data Sheets in the Ap-
pendix). On three separate visits
to this site, major shifts in the
stream bed sediments were ob-
served at the control site. The Hes-
ter-Dendy samplers at the control
site were completely buried in the
sand by the end of the 28-day incu-
bation period. Mosquito Creek me-
anders immediately downstream of
the control site resulting in sand
deposition above this point (see
map in the Appendix}. The Hester-
Dendy samplers at the teat site
were not affected to the same de-
gree by the sand smothering as the
control site and for this reason were
not comparable. For example, only
two taxa were recovered from the
control site compared to 32 taxa at
the test site (Table 3}. The diversi-
ty was 340% higher at the test site
(4.05) compared to the control site
(0.92). Pollution-sensitive organ-
isms were completely absent from
the control site. The test site, on
the other hand, received good scores
on the Florida (22 points) and EPT
indices (7 points) (Table 3). Shan-

non-Weaver diversity, and taxa
richness at the test site were high-
er than 90% of other Florida
streams (see Typical Values for Se-
lected Parameters in Florida Waters
in the Appendix).

It does not appear that the fa-
cility was impacting the macroin-
vertebrate community at the test
site. These results suggest that the
bridge construction upstream of the
discharge was having a detrimen-
tal effect on the benthic communi-
ties above the discharge point
where Mosquito Creek meanders.

The SCI scores calculated from
the qualitative macroinvertebrate
samples placed the control site
(with 29 points) and the test site
(with 31 points} in the “exceilent”
category (see SCI Worksheet in the
Appendix). The total number of
taxa, EPT and Florida Index scores
compared very favorably to other
streams in the Florida Panhandle.
These results suggest that there is
currently enough productive habi-
tat in Mosquito Creek to support
the macroinvertebrate communi-
ties. However, further loss of hab-
itat from sand smothering may
cause a decline in macroinverte-
brate community health at the
study sites over time.
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Table 3. Benthic community structure of study sites

Chattahoochee WWTP

Macroinvertebrate Qu

Site

Control

29

Test Site

39

% Dominant Taxon

Number of Taxa

Florida Index 21 29

SCI 29 31

EPT Index 10 g
17 12

mmunity Composition -

% Coleoptera

71.0

% Diptera 64.0

% Ephemeroptera 16.0 13.0
% Plecoptera 1.0 1.0
% Trichoptera 4.0 4.0

% Burrowing Deposit Feeders

% Surface Deposit Feeders

% Filter Feeders

% Scrapers

% Shredders

oinverichrate

Number of Taxa

Florida Index

Shannon-Weaver diversity

EPT Index
= - it

mumity Composition’:

% Coleoptera 67.0
% Diptera 33.0
% Ephemeroptera 0.0
% Trichoptera 0.0

% Predators

18.0
% Surface Deposit Feeders 33.0 36.0
% Suspension Feeders 0.0 17.0
% Scrapers 33.0 11.0
% Shredders 0.0 17.0
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Figure 1. Effect of discharge on the algal community,
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Figure 2. Effect of discharge on the benthic community.



Explanation of Measurements of Community Health

Several different measurements of macroinvertebrate and algal community health may have been
employed to determine the effects of a discharge. These are briefly discussed here.

Habitat Assessment: Seven attributes known to have potential effects on the stream biota were
evaluated and scored, with 20 possible points for each factor. Based on the sum of these individual
scores, overall habitat quality is assigned to one of four categories: Optimal (105-140 points);
Suboptimal (70-104 points); Marginal (35-69 points); and Poor (0-34 points).

Taxa richness: Stress tends to reduce the number of different types of organisms present in a system,
although moderate nutrient enrichment may sometimes be correlated with increased algal taxa richness.

Shannon-Weaver diversity: This index is specified in the Florida Administrative Code as a measure of
biological integrity. Low diversity scores are undesirable. They represent conditions where only a few
organisms are abundant, to the exclusion of other taxa.

The Florida Index: Some organisms become rare or absent as the intensity or duration of disturbance
increases. The Florida Index, assigns points to stream-dwelling macroinvertebrates based on their
sensitivity to pollution (see Ross 1990). A site with a high Florida Index score is considered healthy.

Ephemeroptera/Plecoptera/Trichoptera (EPT) Index: This index is the sum of the number of EPT
taxa present. Higher EPT values are associated with healthier systems.

Community structure: Substantial shifts in proportions of major groups of organisms, compared to
control conditions, may indicate degradation.

Algal biomass: High algal biomass (algal density or chlorophyll @) implies nutrient stress. A decreased
diatom to blue-green algae ratio (calculated by dividing the number of individuals in the Bacillariophyta
by the number of individuals in the Bacillariophyta + Cyanophyta) is often indicative of nutrient enriched
conditions in flowing streams.

Functional Feeding Groups: Disturbance can shift the feeding strategies of invertebrates. In Florida,
for example, pollution may be responsible for reducing the numbers of filter-feeders (FDEP 1994) and
shredders (EA Engineering 1994).

The Stream Condition Index (SCI): The SCI is a composite macroinvertebrate metric (Barbour ef al.
1996) developed for Florida. The SCI assigns points to a variety of parameters, depending on how
closely each parameter approaches an expected control condition (see SCI calculation table in

Appendix).



Typical Values for Selected Parameters in Florida Waters
Adapted from Joe Hand, FDER, personal communication, 1991
(data was collected between 1980 and 1989)

Percentile Distribution

| Parameter | 59 | 10% | 20% | 30% | 40% } 50% | 60% | 70% | 80% | 90% | 95% |
STREAMS
(1617 stations)
Phytoplankton
Chlorophyll ¢ (.22 0.52 0,94 1,60 3.02 4,63 6.72 9871 14.68] 27.35] 48.70
Periphyton
Chlorophyll ¢ (.31 0.43 0.77 1.04 2.16 2.94 6.45] 1051 17.00] 39.51| 60.85
H-D Diversity .84 2.12 2.48 2,74 2.88 3.09 3.25 3.40 3.52 3.76 3.90
Qualitative Taxa
Richness Q.00 12.00] 17.00] 20.00] 22.00| 24.50] 26.00] 28.00] 31.00] 37.00] 53.00
H-D Taxa
Richness 6.00 6.50 9,001 11.5¢] 13.004 15.00] 17.00] 21.50] 26.00} 29.00{ 32.00
TKN (.30 0.9 0.56 0.73 0.87 1.00 1.11 1.26 1.49 1.93 2.80
Ammonia 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.08 0.11 0.14 0.20 0.34 0.60
NO2-NO3 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.05 0.07 0.10 0.14 0.20 0.32 0.64 1.05
Total Phosphorus 0.02 (.03 0.05 (.06 0.10 (.13 0.18 .25 (.39 0,74 1.51
Ortho Phosphate 0.01 (.01 (.03 .04 0.05 (.08 0.11 0.17 0.27 0.59 1.37
Turbidity 0.60 0.9¢ 1.20 1.45 2.10 2.80 3.60 4,50 6.65| 10.45| 16.30
Units:

Phytoplankton Chlorophyll a (ug/L), Periphyton Chlorophyll ¢ (mg/m2), Nutrients (mg/L), Turbidity
{(NTU), Taxa richness and diversity values are for macroinvertebrates
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Facility Summary

Facility Name: Chatahocochee WWTF Date Summary Prepared:
9/23/98

Locatﬁ—map: County; Gadsden District: Northwest/10

NPDES Permit # FLCO0Z27669 State Permit # DT20-258936 Facility Type: Dom.
expiration date: 5/31/99 expiration date: 5/1/99

Function of facility: To operate a 0.50 MGD WWTF with final effluent discharge to Mosquito
Creek to the Apalachicola River,

Description of treatment process: The facility is a Municipal wastewater treatment plant
serving the residents of the City of Chattahoochee. Waste is treated by contact/stabilization
aeration activated sludge facility with a design capacity of 0.50 MGD. The treated effluent is
descharged from Qutfall 001 into Mosquito Creek. The facility's treatment plant is descnbed in
the following flow diagram.

Clarifier

Chlorine

1
1
]
]
I
I
WAS RAS
! Outfall
001 :
|
Sludge Acrobic ; Stabilization
Drying Beds Digcester ! Tank
]
'
Y
Landfill
Receiving waters: Mosquito Creek to Apilachicola River Ciassification: 1
Design Flow: 0. 50 MGD Mean Flow: MGD Flow during survey:

Discharge is: Continuous Best time to sample is: N/A



If facility has a mixing zone, give details (size, parameters, etc.) N/A

List effluent limits (attach relevant papérwork):

Federal Permit Effluent Limits

Parameter Frequency - Sample Type Limit {units)
_Oxygen, Dissolved Daily Grab 5.0 mg/L
(daily min.)

pH Daily Grab 6.0 {min) to 8.5 (max)
TSS \/ 1hweek 8 Hr. Composite 20.0 mg/l. {(mo. avg.)
24.0 mgiL
(wkly. avg.)
Total Ammonia (as N) n/ 1iweek 8 Hr. Composite 10.0 mg/L
{mo. avg.) ' :

{Nov. 1 - Mar. 31)

Total Ammonia (as N) 1iweek 8 Hr. Composite Report
mgft {mo. avg.}
(April 1 - Oct. 31)

Flow Continuous Flow Meter Report MGD (mo. avg)
: Report MGD {wkly
avg.)
Total Residual Chlorine 1iweek Grab ' 0.01 mg/L
(daily max.}
(for Dechlorination)
Coliform, Fecal 1/month Grab 200/100 m! (annl avg.)
8Q0/100 mil (daily
max.) —
BOD, Carbonaceous 1iweek ./ 8 Hr. Composite 20.0 mg/L {(mo. avg.)
5-day 24.0 mg/l. (wkly avg.)
Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen 1/month 8 Hr. Composite

{ as N) (TKN) \/

State Permit Effluent Limits

Parameter Frequency Sample Type Limit (units)

20.0 mg/



Flow, In Conduit or 7 dayshweek
Thru Treatment Plant
BOD, Carbonaceous

§ day, 20C 1iweek

Total Nitrogen - 1/week

Phosphorus, Total (as P} 1/week \./

TSS 1iweek
{max. annl.

QOxygen, Dissolved 7 days/week

pH 7 daysiweek

Coliform, Fecal 1iweek

max.)

Total Residual Chlorine
{for Dechlorination}

7 daysiweek

Total Residual Chiorine
(for Disinfection)

7 daysiweek

TKN 1iweek

*** Flow proportional sampling

flow meter

LE g

8 Hr. Composite

ok

8 Hr. Composite

Wk

8 Hr. Composite
8 Hr. Composité***
Grab
Grab (hourly)
Grab
Grab {hourly)
Grab

Ak

8 Hr. Composite

0.50 MGD (max. mo.
avg. daily flow)

10.0 mg/L {max. annl.
avg.)
NiA

N/A

15.0 mg/L
avg.)
5.0 mg/l. (dally min.}
6.0 min. to 8.5 max.

200/100 m! (daily

0.01 mg/L (daily max.)
0.5 mg/L (daily min,)

20 mgiL (daily max.)

List permit violations (from MOR data or other source) and plant upsets within past year:

Fecal (limit 200/100 ml daily max)

date #/100 m|
9124197 »>2400
10/15/97 920
11/12,26/87 >2400
5/20,27/98 »>2400
6/24/98 >2400
7129198 590

Tota! Chlorine Residual (for disinfection)
{limit 0.5 mg/L daily min)

date

8/24,31/97

$/24,26/97

10/16,26/97

11/10-14/97
1/1,15,18,26/98
2/5,6,8,9,12,18,24-28/98

412,17,19-24/98
6/3,21,26,30/98
712,6,13-21/98

# mg/L

0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4,0.3,0.3,0.4
0.4,0.3,04,0.4
0.4,0.4,0.3,0.4,0.4,0.4,
0.3,0.4,0.3,0.3,0.3
0.4 x 5,0.3,0.2
04x4
0.4,0.4.0.3,0.4,0.3,0.3,



02x5

Flow (limit- 0.5 MGD max. mo. avg. Total Residual Chlorine (after dechlorination)
daily flow) S (limit- 0.01 mg/l daily max.)

date # MGD date ' # mg/L

1197 0.52¢9 5/3/98 0.05

7/98 _ 0.561 6/2/98 0.04

*MOR unavailable for 3/98*  *Flow meter offline for 2/08-4/98*

Describe previous impact bioassessments, WQBEL's and previous or current enforcement
actions:
Since 7/97, the facility has passed all but one bioassay. The failure occured in the
sample run 1/20 thru 1/27, with an LC50 35.4% and an NOEC concentration of .5% for
Ceriodaphnia dubia, Subsequent additional testing passed. The most recent available
bicassay performed 6/16 thru 6/23 passed with an LC50>100% and an NOEC of 51% for
Ceriodaphnia dubia and an LC50>100% and NOEC of 100% for Pimephales promelas.

Discug_comparability of MOR results to past FDEP results and whether there are trends
{(improving, declining) in the data set: No definite trends can be identified within the data set.

Additional information:
Timely submission of DMR's and MOR'’s have been a continuous problem with this facility.

Staff contributing to this review (signature)
Glenn Butts

Biologist
Inspector
Engineer

Kenny Ferguson Other




STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

PHYSICAL/CHEMICAL CHARACTERIZATION FIELD DATA SHEET 1000

SUBMITTING MGENCY CODE; STORET STATION NUMBER: DATE (MY} RECEIVING BODY OF WATER:

i Spr0076 | 1230 | Mosgu s ikt Apehck...
- udsidon /}L;:g:;u RFPOOX . forn 9 Arsthatge FaW— Hithboonlico dée,

RIPARIAN ZONE/NNSTREAM FEATURES

Predominant Land-Use in Watershed (specily relative percent in each category):
Forest/Natural | Silviculture |Field/Pasture | Agricultural | Residential | Commercial industrial  {Other (Specify)

I | || | [[£ 1| | | Cego 1| [ze || | 1| [Briod:

Local Watershed Erosion (check box): ~ None (] Slight 'l Moderate [ ] Heavy B/
Local Watershed NPS Poliution (check box): No evidence [7] Slight[ ] Moderate potential [ ] Obvious sources [ ]

Width of riparian vegetation (m List & map dominant | Typical Width {myDepth (m) Velochy (nvsec} Transect
fored sklos 1o ; X
m/s

I{“\

on least buffered side: # rm __vegetation on back e .
Ariificially Channelized [Ane - [J

ITHE : N . . " I =
Artificially Impounded [ yes " oo Mmoo sinieen | .\ | S
High Water Mark: [ 2.8 | +.[ 0.7 1 = [l 772 ' Vi T dean)]
g (mabow_gmentwatprbvﬂm!:rmenlelhm!m -IImE,bmbod_Ll-- _ : ¥ 7md99p 2. mdeep

Canopy Cover%:  Open : [\ Lightly Shaded (11-45%): [[]  Moderately Shaded (46-80%): [] Heavily Shaded: [_]

SEDIMENT/SUBSTRATE - , S .
Sediment Odors: ~ Normal: [ ] Sewage: [ ] Petroleum: [] Chemical: [ ] Anagrobic: [ ] Other: [ ]
Sediment Oils: Absent: [}~ Slight: [ ] Moderate: [ ] Profuse: [ ] _'
Sediment Deposition: Studge: [ ] Sand smothering: 'Qﬁ’é‘ﬁ@sut smothering: 198 moderale oy,
Substrate Types. % coverage [# imes sampled { _method | Substrate Types -|% coverage i# times sampled| method
Woody Debris (Snags) [ &£ || | & | i ifand [~ 1 | =~ |
CoatPacksorMats | 1| [ 21 L |Moamuewsit |~ —J [ |1
Aquatic Vegetation - Other: - ::E _
Rock or Shell Rubble |{ ] Other: - ]
Undercut banks/Roots ([ 2] | E | [Yraw aerial view sketch of habltats found In 100 m section
WATER QUALITY| Depth (m): [Termp. (<C): | PH (SU): | D.O. (mgny: | So0g; (wmborem) Secehi (m:
Top. 0, ) 6 6
Mid-depth
Bottom 1]

. ™77 1st - 2nd ord - : . ) . }
System Type : Str eam'D( 3rd - 4th g;dg; ]?r}%rdsé?;rg?;ater ) Lake‘D Weﬂand'D Estuary: D Other: D____._—-

Water Odors (checkbox):  Normal:[]  Sewage:[ ]  Petroleum:[ ]  Chemicai:[ ]  Other:[]

Water Surface Oils (check box): None: [/ Sheen:[] Gtobs: [_] slick:[ ]
Clarity (check box): : Ciear:[ ] Slightlyturbidzlzr Turbid:[_] Opaque: [_]
Color (check box): Tannic:[ ]  Green (algae): [] crear: [z, Other:[]
Weather Conditions/Notes: - Abundance: Absent Rare Col Abundant
SEVERE SAND . I I fy W PEROSL 10 N Periphyton il rgjh o
T i oA A S i e & B B
; 4 oS IR 2414} Aquatic Macrophytes
peeipr 4107 Rack _ ¥ djj Iror/sulfur Bacteria ] [ ||

AMPLING TEAM: - SKGNATURE: :
\7;?,,\7«( bgis 'J'“"-' ¢ gﬂ«ﬁ L st /’%] ﬁ' Jﬁ(. Egl/ /4//'{,/9(5
i ; (.\ :



'STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

FRESHWATER BENTHIC HABITAT ASSESSMENT FIELD DATA SHEET (5-27-98)

e‘.&é :

e o e e e m— a— =y

Ssgguunn;rm :.gEENNg: Sfuose - {STORET STATION NUMBER:  [DATE : | regerving aoozx WATER:
Xoleo7d  |n]zke 29,22 heed 7 /92%@04 tals
AEMARKS: COUNTY: LOCATION: FIELD IDMNAME:
%f%«. ”{:’{{rf‘mu ﬂfpfdx /6 m: % A Jﬁa«gg &h‘/&d@ %@ﬂq’ L
Habitat Parameter Optimal Suboptimal Marginal Paor
Prlmary Habitat Fou_r or more productive 'I‘hrfae productive Two productive One or less productive
habitats present (snags, | habitats present. - : -
Components : ' , habitats present. Less | habitat. Lack of
tree roots, aquatic Adequate habitat. Some than desirable habitat, | habitat is obviow
Substrate vegetation, leaf packs substrates may be new & an e:.;mdi e beld ' subst:ra;:sou ta?;le or
Di i IEl (partially decayed), fall (fresh leaves or equen gd stur smothered ne
iversity undercut banks, rock). |sn : or Temoved. ethered.
(}20191£171B 15814 413 12 11 10. 9 8 7 6 H 4 3 2 1
reater than 30% 16% to 30% productive | 6% to 15 % Les
. : s than 5%
Su bStr?te EI productive hﬂblmt habitat, by aerial extent. | productive habitat productive habitat
Ava“ab”iw present at site. ’
201918 17 16 15 14 13 12 11 10 ofB)7 6 54323
Max. observed at M beorved at Mex. observed at
Water — [g5] | typical ramsect: 50.25 typical transect: e ot | typical transoct
Velogity m/Bec. but < 1 mfsec 0.1 to 0.25 m/sec 0.05 to 0.1 m/sec <0.05 m/sec, or spate
\ - occurring; > 1 m/sec
20 1918 17 18 @jﬁ,f‘i(‘l 12 11 10 6 87 86 5 4%
N Lese than 20% of T 20%-50% of Smothering of  50%- Smothering of
Habitat 1, ] habitats affected by habitats affected by 80% of habitats with | >80% of habitats
Smotheting _ sand or eilt gand or gilt sand or silt, pools with sand or silt, a
accumulation accumulation shallow, frequent gevere problem,

pools ebsent

Right Bank

Little potential for

areas of erogion,

erosion, high erosion

sediment movement
Primary Score IE] 20 1918 17 16 15 14 13 12 11 10 9 8 7@ 54321
Seconda Habita No ertificial May have been Channelized, Artificially
Y t chann_elimtion or channelized in the past somewhat channelized, box-cut
Components dredging. Stream (>20 yrs), but mostly recovered, but > banks, straight,
with normal, sinuous | recovered, fairly good 80% of aren affected | instream habitat
Artificial pattern sinuous pattern highly altered
Channelization 1918 17 16 15 14 13 12 11 10 9 8 7 6 54321
Bank Stability Stable. No evidence of | Moderately stable. Moderately unstable. |Unstable. Many (60%-
erosion or bank faiiure. | Infrequent or small Moderate areas of B0%) raw, eroded

‘areas. Obvious bank

future problems. mostl ed ove potential during floeds. |sloughing.
Riparian Buffer Width of native Width of nat:lve Width of native Less than 6 m of
Zone Width vegetation (least vegetation (least vegetation 6 to 12 m, | native buffer zone
Riaht buffered side) buffered side) 12 m to | human activities still | due to intensive
ight Bank gre than 18 m 18 m close ta system human sactivities
Left Bank { 10> 9 8 7 & ’(%j 4 3 2 1

Riparian Zone
Vegetation Quality

Right Bank I-LO]

Qver 80% of riparian
surfaces consist of native
plants, including trees,
understory shrubs, or
non-woody macrophytes.

50% to 80% of riparian
zone is vegetated, and/or
one class of plants
normally expected for
the sunlight & habitat

25% to 50% of riparian
zone is vegetated,
and/or one or two
expected classes of
plants are not

Less than 25% of
streambank surfaces
are vepetated and/or
poor plant gommunity
(e.g. grass monoculture

oy Jadcgon

L/

ey

Normal, expected plant | conditione is not represented. Patches |or exotics) present.
Left Bank LTQ] community for given represented, Some of bare soil or closely | Vegetation removed to
________ sunli_g?lt & habitat disruption in cropped vegetation, stubble height of 2
Secondary 5 conditions. oomm:xﬁty evident. disruption obvious.  |inches or less. 1
Score 0) 9 7 6 5 4 3 .2
| TOTAL SCORE
AMALYSIS DATE: 5T SIGHK]
’ A I ' R B I
-"0//-3/‘?2 N fulu Bﬁ“ﬁhﬂﬁ!ﬂ _“fi“ | ‘L Pﬂf;’ R



STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

PHYSICAL/CHEMICAL CHARACTERIZATION FIELD DATA SHEET 10

SUBMITTING AGENCY CODE; STORET STATION NUMBER: | DA | TWE RE NGBODYOFWATER.
SUBMITTING AGENCY NAME: 21010 128 ;pT,; sg 1 /778 Mﬁm té -+ /éﬂﬁuﬁmp{(-
. COCATON: FIELD IDMNAME:

t‘:’mﬂa’m 'pbvdﬁmm ZeproX Lom § a’sd/w% Tect - Clhatin bine el LIAT

RIPARIAN ZONE/ANSTREAM FEATURES
Predominant Land-Use in Watershed (specify relative percent In each category):
ForestVNatural | Silviculture | Field/Pasture | Agricultural | Residential | Commercial Industrial  [Other (Specify)

I | |1 |t 1]l | 1 | | | |1 1] |

Local Watershed Erosion (checkbox):  None [ ] slight [ ] Moderate [X] Heavy [ ]
Local Watershed NPS Pollution {check box): No evidence [:l Slight E Moderate potential D Obvious sources ’

Width of riparian vegetation (m) | List & map dominant | Typical Width (m)/Depth (m) /Velocity (m/sec] Transect.
on least buffered side: ~ [, iy vegetation on back _ e
oL T,

leg - 1 ettt e
Artificially Channelized [A nomtgm g ,.-mE] ] l T . s
Artificially Impounded [Jyes o ore sinvous, | i ) 3 M.,JL//
High Water Mark: | .2 | + = [ A e

g {m Bbove prasent waler faved) {pmsenldepthinrlnj {mabovabed}l 7 rndeep!

Canopy Cover % :  Open :[ ] Lighﬁy Shaded (1145%) |:] Moderately Shaded (46-80%) Heavily Shaded: [_]

SEDIMENT/SUBSTRATE :
Sediment Odors: Norma[i[ﬂ Sewage: [:] Petroleum: [: Chemical: D Anae_robic: [ Otner: ]

Sediment Oils: Absent: [Z] ~ Slight: [_] Moderate: [ | Profuse: [ ]
Sediment Deposition: Sludge: [ ] Sand smothering: 'Ql?é‘hﬁmﬁlt smothering=Jph4 "L%‘.‘,;r‘aem Other:
Substrate Types % coverage i times sampled _method | Substrate Types |% covaerage i timos sampled | method
Woody Debris (Snags) ¢ 1 P ETTPand { | [ 22 1 i[pere
Leaf Packs or Mats %} [ Z 1 [MudMuck/Sitt I .
RquaticVogetation [~ [T Jower |1
Rock or Shell Rubble [:[ Other: r i}
Undercut banks/Roots [ é_l ‘ Draw aerlal view sketch of habitats found in 100 m section
WaTER QuaLITY] Depth (m): {Temp. ¢C):} pH (SU): {D.O- (mga): ocr°ggi'm"t;"‘$g;‘“’ Secchi (m):
Top_ 0.1 0. X) X (D
Mid-depth

Bottom [ Al |
. Ny 7 s % rder 5t . . . .
System Type : Stream: (“mmgr Jth'},rdsép;fggam ) Lake:[ ] Wetiand:[_] Estuary: [ other:[]

Water Odors (checkbax):  Normal:[7]  Sewage:[ |  Petroleum:{_]  Chemical: [ ] oOther:[_]

Water Surface Oils (check box): None:[_| Sheen:m/ ) Globs:[_] slick:{_]

Clarity (check box): Clear:[ ]  Slightly turbid: [7] Tubia:[] ~ Opaque:[]

Color {check box): Tannic:[ ]  Green (algae): [_] Glear:g Other:[_]

Weather Conditions/Notes: | Abundance: Absent Rare Common Abundant
Suva T F waer — HMAp SPRM HAO CoME| Periphyton 0O K Ol L
Fene v s)ncE OV PERL pepioTMEST L SeRiiiish || O Kl d
Sanp SHIFTING - Peet RAck o§5T Aquatic Macrophytes 1 £1 O O

: Iron/sulfur Bacteria ] [ ] 1
SAMPLING TEAM: SIGNATURE: DATE:
ey e bson, AP AT /i&,,,ﬂu/ i 1sfx
l
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STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

FRESHWATER BENTHIC HABITAT ASSESSMENT FIELD DATA SHEET (5-27-98)

Vegetation Quality

Right Bank @

surfaces consist of native
plants, including trees,
understory shrubs, or
non-woody macrophytes.

zone is vegetated, and/or
one class of plants

normally expected for
the sunlight & habitat

zone is vegetated,
and/or one or two
expected classes of
plants are not

streambank surfaces
are vegetated and/or
poor plant community
(e.g. grass monoculture

Normael, expected plant | conditions is not represented. Patches |or exotics) present.
Left Bank [@ community for given represented. Some of bare soil or closely | Vegetation removed to
———————— sunlight & habitat disruption in cropped vegetation,  |stubble height of 2
Secondary @ conditions. community evident. disruption obvious. inches or less.
| Score @ 8 7 6 5 4 3 2

ssg::ﬂrr;x :&E::cc?v r?ﬁg STORET STATION NUMBER:  [DATE : aecswm BODY OF WATER: _
2r010/7.5~ 10/43)5& JIM« (f/\e:t/c-f“?’i Ap‘g’cﬁ#ﬁl A

REMARKS: COUNTY: LOCATION: FIELD IDAAME:
24/l Qw‘s‘ﬁuu efpra)( (0m A ﬁg%fff Tost - Lhatlr Adcfa’ Uuwi

H;t?itat Pf: ameter Optimal Suhoptimal Marginal Poor

nmary abitat Four or more productive } Three productive - )

C habitats present (snags, | habitats present. Two productive One or less productive

omponents A habitats present. Less | habitat. Lack of
free roots, aquatic Adequate habitat. Some| y,qop, gosirable habitat, | habitat is obvious
vegetation, leaf packs substrates may be new p ’ 3
Substrate EE] (partially decayed) £a1] (frosh leaves or frequently disturbed | substrates unstable or
Diversity sndercut banks, rock). ). or removed. smothered.
(}?0191&1716 _5'1_14131?11 i0 9 8 7 6 5 4 3.2 1
reater than 30% 16% to 30% productive | 6% to 15 % Les
. . g than 5%
Asvlﬂla?gté‘f}tte “.] gi}’::‘:f :;:éntat habitat, by aerial extent. | productive habitat productive habitat.
l I d .
y 20 1918 17 16 15 14 13 12 11 I&\QG?G 5.4 3 2 1
Max. observed at © Max. ohserved at Max. observed at Max. observed at
Water [E typical transect: >0.25 | ° typical transect: ty'pa:zag rangect: typical transect
Velocity m/sec. but < 1 mfsec © 0.1 to 0.25 m/sec 0.05 ta 0.1 m/sec ot misec, of spate
20 1918 17 16 15 1463)12'11' 10 9 8 7 6 5 452
Leas than 20% of 00%-50% of Smothering of 50%- Smothering of
Habitat EEI habitats affected by habitats Eocted by 80% of habitats with | >80% of habitats
Smothering : sand 0:;] silt gand or silt sﬁzﬁ or sg':,q pools with sand or silt, a
_______ accumulation accumulati shallow uent severe problem,

) = ation sedjmex;t movement pools absent
Primary Score B‘ZE[ 20 1918 17 16 15 14 13 12 11 10987 54321
Secondary Habitat | Noartfical May have boen Charnnelized, Actificially
Compon r)[:t gann'ehmtion ar channelized in the past | somewhat channelized, box-cut

omponents edging. Buresm (>20 yrs), but mostly recovered, but > banks, straight,

with normal, sinuous | recovered, fairly good 80% of area affected | instream habitat
Artificial 77y pattern | einvous pattern highly altered
Channelizaﬁqn 20 1918 17 16 15 14 13 12 1 10 98 7 6 5 4321
Bank Stability | Stable. Niﬁﬁﬁnﬁe of | Moderately stable, Moderately unstable. {Unstable. Many (60%-
) erosion or aflure. | Infrequent or emall Moderate areas of 80%) raw, eroded
Right Bank Little Ii'f-““m'l‘&‘lflJ for areas of erosion, erosion, high erosion - area:;. Obvious bank
future probl mogtly healed over. potential during floods. jsloughing.
Lett Bank [ | A
10 ot 7 6 5 4 a 2 1
Riparian Buffer Width of native Width of native Width of native Less than 6 m of
7 vegetation (least vegetation (least vegetation 6 to 12 m, | native buffer zone
one Widt .
Right B .‘m buffered side) buffered side) 12 m to | human activities still | due to intensive
ight Bank greatgr than 18 m 18m close to system human activities
Left Bank @ 9 8 7 & 5 4 3 2 1
Riparian Zone QOver 80% of riparian 50% to 80% of riparian | 25% to 50% of riparian | Less than 25% of

| [ TZ] | TOTAL SCORE
Aul o Baughmen

ANALYS1S

2 (3/?2/
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FDEP Biology Section — Acute Bioassay Bench Sheet

_ Sample Source: C/gf/!j'%l Aoochse : Sample Collection: Date p~/3 =78 Tim
County: Gudsdos Test Beginning: Date_/0- Time _
Contact { District: _309‘\/ Jackspps ya; émqj‘m o T:stBE{ggglg Date_JO % tBTlmi___.LgJ_g__
NPDES Permit #: FL0O0 8669 rgg?lgamnism Age: [;;q',o,::;nf ' "

LIMS Sample #: 75/ 589  LIMS Job #: TLH -/9%-10-14-29 : batch #:_ A/
sample o LeAAL/EE o _ Tesrorgan.‘sm:%@wrﬁg& ﬁﬁi«ﬂ@,\
Test Type: Screening ! Definitive Remarks: >

Stalic | Static Renewal | Flow-through

Test Number: __ . of 2

Minfwﬂ_?';v,p Raay- ag.g-260'C UNCORRECTED
&o"vﬁf’way s2s3% Number Live pH Temperature (°C) D.0O. (mgiL) %z';z(?;ﬁlﬂgﬁzm
Cone. Chamber#] Okr | 24h|d8h | ohe { 24 h 48h | Ohr|24h [48h Johe (24t {48Hh Chr |24n |48
Gl 8 | H9 T S T5 16 [4.0173 172|827 5] DAY |5y | 225|240 | 3 o
 GentnlBl HI0 1S [s 15 (X018 72005 longlo.a] 4 24189 1290 240
loitul & AU | 8 15 1S |s o3|z alwd L2/ =) |5a 7.5y | 290 |02 20
Clufd] Hir .S |5 |5 [4n %3 g DS 2225 /|65 | 7.5 |59 |oys | a5 s
fode i | H#B IS 15 T5 190 #0127 |25 Zoy ool | 7.4 10 390 40 Hip
pofe b | Hid T 1o 15 17, |70 FL 4254 1 2¢2ss3[\ 1 | 22462 [ =205 1) o
foth Cf RIS |8 [ 15 15, 120|570 [35a 159, (759 A | ZA%o S0 [400 |42
ofy e 1S 15 15 121 40| g/ |5 2220~ 224 |70 #05 kps
g
measured by: N o [fo [ 7o 177 TN o | TF BP9 [ A lfe | Fid 7 f'ﬁg
recorded by: nled et ClT Al wol e pd| 201 il guden | AT i 6
Investigators' Signatures ‘g ..-‘;—'
Y4/% Salt Water Water Quality Parameters 2. |
» 20% Min Water | Sample |Method 2 |
%, //Eﬁ/f ; Field Total Residual CI2 (mg/L): noT masueeld :
i Lab Totat Residual Cl2 (mgl): <2.0 3 _— Lo.0z D10 | AH I
Alkalinity (mg/L as CaC0Og), /3 2| — /36 |t | g |
Hardness (mgi as CaC0g). /<6 — /3] |fach | 0 H
. - . L O — 2660 |Okion -ﬁv./
= Total ammonia (mg/L as N)- _
”‘—“':)"7/% Salinity:  £) — O Ysr D]

reviewer form updaled 5/22/98
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FDEP Biology Section — Acute Bioassay Bench Sheet

Sample Source: &(M WNTF

County:

Contact/District; D& 7(;1(7/5‘3/‘/ /[-ﬂé@}cfé‘*“?’

NPDES Permit#: FLO0 27609

Test Ending:

Organism Batch #:

QOrganism Age:

Sample Collection: Date
. Test Beginning:

Diluent Batch #:_Zé

SAT foxicant

/AT 7930
Date}fﬁ% !xg 133}
Date igi-zé ﬁﬁ Time ZZ‘éZﬁ

Pl

LMS Sample #: _35/ 389 Liras Job #: TLH/-794-/0-4-29 batch #: A
sample jog M—-ﬂ Test rganism: Cﬁ)“/ﬂ&&#/{/z/)m aéufft{;
Test Tyl Definitive Remarks: 4
(Statig [ Static Renewal | Flow-through
Tﬁi‘ﬁsuggi—"é Of;g:.zsﬁ 5 -249% UNCORRECTED
RoomTory b’??‘-"w ST Number Live pH Temperature {°C) D.O. (o) | o (Em‘;ss‘;‘;“r;))
Conc. Chamber #| Ohr | 24h |48h | Ghr {24h | 48h ] O hr; 24h J48h fOhr |24h |48h | Ghr |24h |48 h
Coaff ] A 5 157 15 [ 7 Loy [ 22N €] g2 2l /ES s
Gitwl 8] A4 5 |5 s g1 PanIF R Gl 1]
Gl C | ¢ 5 s |s e PARIR RS 44 /90
(o) D] O |5 15 |5 .| 2363 QA Zed
(00% Al A {5 |7 15 (13 g 250 | ) | 75 48 {370 300
0% B & g | s |5 gy 4l 44 #o03
froih ¢ 1 C 5 | 515 8y SN 1N | 4N D6
o, DD 5 |55 7y o]t 44 43S
M} D.n‘ A 6:1“J;Mn l:ﬂ! L L
e L et I 1 il '{
;Fuéy- n_m -H’M. B4, ARua t0R l
5% RS\ Y
cH 1
I 7K
measured by: WE L Fil Fu | pw [ w 711; f\}) fw -
recorded by: = %i/ H el e T <H ot | o P
=
investigators' Signatures _ % a
m nldell! ‘vl il Salt Water ater Quality Parameters 2z |2
OpKic M ved welt Water(20% Min Walls | Sample Metod | £ | 9
sy e L Fiold Total Residual Cl2 (mg): | ol meaderrd
M (e ;{7‘ Lab Total Residuat CI2 (mglL): __ " “L. 03 V2o 3 gy | A Ew
Alkalinity (mg/L as CaCOg): 7 3O | Hach | CH £
Hardness (mg/l. as CaC0Og}. 576 /3 Hoch | OH | 7/
otal ammonia {mg/l as Ny: zo.or 7 0060 | spm| Fiv | Fin
2T . Salinity: — V) I, Yo I D/ |4
reviewer form updaled 5*22!98 Vi -
[ gy £ P R Sl



Chattahoochee WWTP - Control Site
L ubstrates)

Total Number of Taxa 29 >31 | 30-16 | <l6 3

EPT Index 10 =7 6-4 <4 5

# Chironomid Taxa 12 >9 8-5 <5 5

% Contribution of Dominant Taxon 17 <22 | 23-61 >61 5

% Diptera 64 <50 >50 1

Florida Index 21 >16 15-8 5

% Suspension feedersfFllterers 41 >12 11-6 5
' otal Score . Panhand) 29
Excellent 3733
Interpretation of Scores Good 21-26
Poor 14-20
Severely Degraded 7-13

Summer Index Period: Stream Condition Index (SCI) for Florida Panhandle

(April1996)

Chattahoochee WWTP - Test Site

Total Number of Taxa

30-16

EPT Index 9 >7 6-4

# Chironomid Taxa 21 >9 8-5

% Contribution of Dominant Taxon 12 <22 | 23-61
% Diptera 71 - <50

Florida Index 29 >16 15-8

% Suspensmn feedersfFllterers
= Total Score:

28

Interpretation of Scores

>12 11-6

‘anhand
Excellent 27-33
Good 21-26
Poor 14-20
Severely Degraded 7-13

Summer Index Period: Stream Condition Index (SCI) for Florida Panhandle

(April1996)



Phytoplankton taxa list and densities (#mlL) for Chattahoochee WWTP, collected
via subsurface grabs in Mosquito Creek, on 13 October, 1998,

Control Site Test Site

Bacillariophyceae
Cyclotella sp.
Diatomaceae
Navicula sp.
Nitzschia sp.
Pennales sp.
Chlorophyceae
Ankistrodesmus sp.
Chlamydomonas sp.
Crucigenia sp.
Kirchneriella sp.
Qocystis sp.
Scenedesmus sp.
Tetraedron sp.
Cyanophyceae
Anabaena sp. -
Dactylococcopsis sp. 17
Lyngbya sp. -
Dinophyceae

Peridinium sp. 4
Euglenophyceae
Phacus sp.
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Benthic macroinvertebrate taxa list for Chattahoochee WWTP, collected via 20
discrete dip net sweeps in Mosquito Creek, on 13 October, 1998.

Control Site Test Site

Acarina
Atractides sp. -
Hygrobates sp. —
Oribatei sp. —
Coleoptera

Ancyronyx variegatus

Elmidae

Macronychus glabratus
Microcylloepus pusillus

Stenelmis sp.

Decapoda

Cambaridae

Diptera

Ablabesmyia mallochi

Ablabesmyia rhamphe grp.
Chironomidae

Chironomus sp.

Corynoneura sp.

Cricotopus bicinctus grp.
Labrundinia pilosella

Labrundinia sp.

Nanocladius sp.

Nilotanypus fimbriatus

Paramerina sp.

Pentaneura inconspicua
Polypedilum aviceps

Polypedilum convictum grp.
Polypedilum illinoense grp.
Polypedilum scalaenum grp.
Rheocricotopus robacki
Rheotanytarsus distinctissimus grp.
Rheotanytarsus exiguus grp.
Rheotanytarsus sp.

Simulium sp.

Stempellinella sp.

Stenochironomus sp.

Tanytarsus sp. M Epler

Tanytarsus sp.

Thienemanniella sp. A Epler
Thienemanniella sp. B Epler
Thienemanniella sp.
Thienemanniella xena
Thienemannimyia grp.
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Xestochironomus sp.
Ephemeroptera

Baetis sp.

Caenis sp.

Eurylophella doris
Isonychia sp.
Labiobaetis sp.
Leptophlebiidae
Serratella deficiens
Stenonema exiguum
Stenonema sp.
Undetermined Ephemeroptera
Lepidoptera
Undetermined Lepidoptera
Odonata

Argia sp.

Oligochaeta

Nais behningi

Pristina aequiseta
Pristina sp.

Pristina synclites
Plecoptera

Agnetina sp.

Perlidae

Trichoptera
Cheumatopsyche sp.
Hydropsyche sp.
Leptoceridae

Oecetis morsel or sphyra
Oecetis sp.
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Benthic macroinvertebrate taxa list for Chattahoochee WWTP, collected via
Hester-Dendy artificial substrates in Mosquito Creek, on 13 QOctober, 1998.

Densities, in number/m2, represent the mean of three replicates.

Control Site Test Site

Acarina
Oribatei sp. - 3
Coleoptera

Macronychus glabratus —
Stenelmis sp.

Diptera

Chironomidae
Dicrotendipes neomodestus
Hemerodromia sp. -
Nilotanypus fimbriatus -
Nilotanypus sp. -
Orthocladiinae -
Paratanytarsus sp. C Epler -
Pentaneura inconspicua sp. -
Polypedilum convictum grp. -
Polypedilum illinoense grp. —
Polypedilum scalaenum grp. -
Polypedilum sp. -
Rheocricotopus robacki -
Rheotanytarsus distinctissimus grp. -
Rheotanytarsus exiguus grp. -
Rheotanytarsus sp. —
Simulium sp. -
Tanytarsus sp. A Epler -
Tanytarsus sp. L Epler -
Thienemanniella similis -
Thienemanniella sp. A Epler -
Thienemanniella sp. B Epler -
Thienemannriella sp. -
Thienemanniella xena -
Tuvetenia discoloripes grp. -
Ephemeroptera

Attenella attenuata -
Baetis sp. —
Caenis sp. ~
Eurylophella doris -
Isonychia sp. -
Stenonema exiguum —
Stenonema sp. -
Gastropoda

Ancylidae -
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Megaloptera
Corydalus cornutus
Odonata
Coenagrionidae
Trichoptera
Cheumatopsyche sp.
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Fill Qut ’I‘his Section For All Surface Water Discharger Inspections (CEL, CSI, CBI, PAIT, X8I - RI Optional)

Transaction Codg NPDES NUMBER YRMO/DA Insp Type Inspector Fac Type
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Fill Gut This Section For All Surface Water Discharger In.spections (CEI, CSI, CBI, PAIL XSI-RI Optional)

Transaction Code NFDES NUMBER YRMO/DA Insp Type Inspector  Fac Type
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