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Department of Environmental Protection
Results of Fifth Year Inspections

Discharger: Whiting Field N.A.S. WWTP
County: Santa Rosa
NPDES Number: FLO002569
State Permit Expiration Date: 7 June 1994
Toxics Sampling Inspection (XSI)
Date Sampled: 29 October 1993
Results: No organic priority pollutants or pesticides were found in the

effluent, but cadmium (2.5 ug/L) and copper (22 ug/L) were detected at levels above
permit limits and above the Class III water quality standards (Rule 17302.530 (16)
and (24) FAC). Silver was detected at a level above the Class III water quality
standard but below the practical quantitation limit. This level of silver is not
considered a violation, however it does warrant continued monitoring.

Compliance Biomonitoring Inspection (CBI)
Date Sampled: 2 November 1993

Results: The sample of effluent was not acutely toxic to the bannerfin
shiner, Cyprinella leedsi. While the invertebrate, Ceriodaphnia dubia,
experienced 15% mortality in the 48 hour test, this does not represent a violation.

Tmpact Bioassessment inspection (IBD)

Date Sampled: 29 October 1993

Results: Shannon-Weaver diversity decreased by 73% at the test site,
compared with the upstream reference site. This is a violation of biological
integrity (Rule 17-302.530(11) FAC). Dramatic decreases in taxa richness, the
Florida Index, and pollution sensitive taxa were also found between the reference
and test sites. The test site macroinvertebrate population was dominated by the
pollution tolerant dipteran, Polypedilum illinoense (85.5% of the total), interpreted
to be a violation of Rule 17-302.530(47) FAC, which prohibits the discharge of
substances which result in the dominance of nuisance species.

Water Quality Inspection (WQI)
Date Sampled: 29 October 1993

Results: Although, the nutrient sample for the test site appeared to
have been preserved with nitric acid (invalidating the nitrogen results), nutrient
enrichment at the test site was still evident from the AGP results. Algal growth
potential at the test site (203.4 mg dry wt/L) far exceeded the 5 mg dry wt/L
“problem threshold”. Total phosphorus at the test site was greater than 95% of
representative Florida streams. Fecal coliforms in the effluent were in violation of
permit limits. Total coliforms in the effluent were in violation of Class III
standards (17-302.530(7) FAC). Total residual chlorine of the effluent was 0.06
mg/L. when measured in the field, a violation of permit limits and Class III
surface water quality standards (17-302.530(19) FAC).
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Major characteristics of community structure of control and test sites.
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Methods

The focus of this investigation
was to determine the discharger’s
effects on the receiving waters. A
comparison of biological communi-
ty health was made between a ref-
erence site (located in Clear Creck
approximately 0.5 miles above the
discharge) and a test site (100 feet
below the plant outfall in the un-
named tributary to Clear Creek).
During reconnaissance, it was not-
cd that the upstream reference site
was being affected by severe erosion
at SR 87. Another site (designated
here as the recovery site) was cho-
sen in an area of natural habitat,
approximately 2.5 miles down-
stream from where the WWTP dis-
charge enters Clear Creek. The
purpose of this recovery site was to
assess the adverse effects of the
sedimentation on the upstream ref-
erence site. It was thought that the
“recovery site” was far enough from
the WWTP discharge that it could
serve as a “control” for the sediment
affected reference site. A habitat
assessment was performed in situ
to establish comparability between
sites. Supplemental physical/chem-
ical data were also collected on the
effluent and study sites. Acute
screening toxicity bioassays, using
Ceriodaphnia dubia and Cyprinel-
lo leedst as test organisms, were
performed on an effluent sample
(Weber 1991). The effluent was
analyzed for metals and for organ-
ic constituents {base neutral and
acid extractables, and pesticide ex-
tractables). Additionally, nutrient
analyses were performed on the ef-
fluent/test site, as well as the ref-
crence and recovery sites. Methods
used for all chemical analyses are
on file at the Tallahassee DEP
Chemistry Laboratory.
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Effect of discharge on receiving stream
{(measured as difference between control and test sites).

Benthic macroinvertebrate
communities were evaluated at the
three stream stations (refercnce,
test, and “recovery” sites). Inver-
{ebrates were collected from multi-
ple substrates (e.g., snags, ieaf
packs, vegetation) using 20 discrete
dip net sweeps. Additional inver-
tebrate collections were accom-
plished using Hester-Dendy multi-
plate samplers which were incubat-
ed for 28 days (Ross 1890). Unfor-
tunately, periphytometers were not
deployed, and phytoplankton was
not sampled at the test site, so im-
pacts from the WWTP on algal pop-
ulations conld not be determined.
Bacterial populations were ana-

lyzed for total and fecal coliforms
following the methods of APHA
(1989). Algal Growth Potential
tests, using Selenastrum capricor-
nutum as the test organism, fol-
lowed Miller et ol. (1978).

Explanation of Measure-
ments of Community Health

Several different measure-
ments of macroinveriebrate and
algal community health have been
employed in this report. Many of



these, such as the number of taxa
and Shannon-Weaver Diversity In-
dex are well known, Others are
briefly explained here. The Flori-
da Index assigns points to stream-
dwelling macroinvertebrates based
on their sensitivity to pollution (sce
Ross 1990). A site with a high Flor-
ida Index score is considered
healthy (i.e., many clean-water or-
ganisms are present). The
Ephemeroptera/Plecoptera/Tri-
choptera (EPT) Index is calculated
by summing the number of distinct
taxa of EPT’s represented in a sam-
ple. A higher EPT Index is associ-
ated with good water quality. Ex-
cessive numerical dominance of a
single type of organism (a high %
contribution of dominant taxon) is
usually associated with distur-
bance. The determination of the
Quantitative Stability Index (for
taxonomic % composition} is a two
step process. First, the relative pro-
portions of major taxonomic groups
are calculated for each site. Then,
the lesser of the two percentages for
each discrete taxonomic group is
totaled. A QSI (for % composition)

Quantilativa Stablity Indax

Vhiting Field NAS WWTP

of 100% means that the two sites
being comypared are identical. This
same type of procedure is used for
calculating the QSI (for functional
feeding groups). The Stream Inver-
tebrate Index for Florida (SIII7) is
a composite metric which is based
upon the macroinvertebrate com-
munities found at Florida Eco-re-
gional reference sites sampled with
dip net sweeps (EA Enginecring
1994), The SIIF assigns §, 3, or 1
point(s) to a varicty of invertehrate
parameters, depending on how
closely that parameter approaches
the expected Eco-regional reference
condition (5 being a very close
match). The following parameters
are used in calculating the SIIF for
the Panhandle: taxa richness, EPT
Index, % contribution of the domi-
nant taxa, % Diptera, Florida In-
dex, % suspension feeders/filterers,
and % shredders (EA Engineering
1994). In the Panhandle, 23-29
SIIF points indicates no impair-
ment, 15-22 points indicates mod-
erate impairment, and 7-14 points
is clear evidence of severe degrada-
tion. In the Florida Peninsula,
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(measured as similarity between control and test sites).

these same parameters, along with
the # of crustacean and mollusk
taxa and the % of crustacean and
mollusk taxa, are used to calculate
the SIIF. In the Peninsula, 27-33
SITF points indicates no impair-
ment, 17-26 points indicates mod-
erate impairment, and 9-16 points
is clear evidence of severe degrada-
tion.

For graphical purposes, the per-
cent differences between the refer-
ence and test sites involving the
number of taxa, the diversity index,
and the Florida Index are measured
as the reference site minus test site
divided by the refcrence site. The
percent differences between sites
involving the percent contribution
of dominant taxon and algal growth
potential are measured as the test
site minus reference site divided by
the reference site.

The fellowing personnel were
invelved in this investigation:
Glenn Butts, Ron Rampfel, and
Karen McDonald (DEP Northwest
District) and Chris Barge, Lyn Bur-
ton, Marshall Faircloth, Russel Fry-
denborg, Christy LeDuc, Kathleen
Lurding, Elizabeth Miller, Kim
Pearce, Urania Quintana, Greg
Wynn and David Young (Tallahas-
see Biology Lahoratory). The report
was reviewed by the Point Source
Studies Review Committee, consist-
ing of Wayne Magley, Jan Man-
drup-Poulsen, and Michael Tanski,
as well as District representatives.

Results and Discussion

The reference and test sites re-
celved similar habitat assessment
scores (63 and 65 points, respective-
ly). Habitat at the recovery site was



noticeably improved, with a score
of 84, Half of the surrounding land
at the reference site was used for
commercial purposes (associated
with the roadways), while the re-
mainder was forested (40%) or res-
idential (10%). The test site was
mostly forested (70%), with the rest
of the land consisting of the Whit-
ing Field N.A.S. Land at the recov-
ery site was also predominantly for-
ested (70%), with some agricultur-
al (10%j, residential (10%) and pas-
ture land (10%). Water velocity at
the reference site (0.4 m/s) was
higher than that of the test site (0.2
m/sec), although velocity at both
areas was sufficient for rheophilic
organisms. Water velocity at the
recovery site was 0.5 m/sec.

The pH was 6.5 at all three
gites. Conductivity was compara-
ble between sites (250 pmhos/em,
313 pmhos/cm, and 140 pmhos/cm
at the reference, test, and recovery
gites, respectively). Dissolved oxy-
gen was sufficient for aquatic life,
ranging from 8.7 mg/L at the test
site to 9.1 mg/L at the recovery site,

As mentioned earlier, the ref-
erence site was clearly subject to
the effects of sedimentation and
siltation. Water at this moderate-
ly shaded site was tannic and
slightly turbid from the upstream
erosion. Watcr at the heavily shad-
ed test site was tannic, slightly tur-
bid, with a slight green tint. How-
ever, chlorophyll ¢ was not sam-
pled, so the degree of this green tint
could not be quantified. Sedimen-
tation was not a problem at the test
site, so adverse effects on the biota
may be attributed to the Whiting
Field discharge. The heavily shad-
ed recovery site, located about 2.5
miles downstream from the dis-
charge, did not appear to suffer
from the sedimentation observed
upstream. It was noted that the

bulk of the sediment from the SR
87 area was deposited several hun-
dred meters below SR 87A, causing
the formation of sediment islands
and encouraging the growth of titi
thickets. Therefore, the “recovery”
site appearcd less affected by sedi-
mentation than was the upstream
reference site.

The sample of effluent was not
acutely toxic to the bannerfin shin-
er, Cyprinella leedsi. While the in-
vertebrate, Ceriodaphnia dubia,
experienced 15% mortality in the 48
hour test, this does not represent a
violation (Appendix). No organic
priority pellutants or pesticides
were found.

In the effluent, cadmium (2.5
wng/l) and copper (22 pg/L) were
detected at levels above permit lim-
its and above the Class III water
quality standards (Rules 17-
302.530 (16) and (24) FAC). Silver
(0.08 ng/L) was detected at a level
above the Class IIl water gquality
standard, but below the practical
quantitation limit. Therefore,
while this level of silver is not. con-
sidered a violation, it does warrant
continued monitoring. Iron (70 pug/
L) and zinc (20 ug/L) were also de-
tected in the effluent, neither of
which violate Class III standards.
A subsequent sample was collected
on 14 December 1993 by Greg
Smith of the DEP Northwest Dis-
trict office in Pensacola. Water
quality violations of silver (0.08 pg/
L), copper (27 pg/L), and cadmium
(1.1 pg/L) were noted in his report.

Nutrient concentrations at the
reference site were generally low,
except for nitrate-nitrite, which was
higher than approximately 85% of
typical Florida streams (see Chem-
1stry Summary Table and Table of
Typical Water Quality Values in
Appendix). Unfortunately, the ef-
fluent/test site nutrient sample ap-

peared to have been preserved with
nitrie acid, invalidating the results
(except for the total phosphorus
value). Total phosphorus at the ef-
fluent/test site was 2.0 mg/L,, while
ortho-phosphate was 2.2 mg/L.
Both values are higher than 95% of

other Florida streams. Algal
growth potential (AGP) results also
indicated that substantial bivavail-
able nitrogen was present at the
effluent/test site. AGP at the test
site was an extraordinarily high
203.4 mg dry wt/L, compared with
a fairly low AGP (1.5 mg dry wt/L)
found at the reference site. The
recovery site AGP was 1.8. An AGP
above 5 mg dry wit/L is considered
troublesome, since it has been cor-
related with algae blooms, low dis-
solved oxygen, and fish kills (Rasch-
ke and Schultz 1987).

Total and fecal coliforms were
within standards at the reference
and recovery sites. Fecal coliforms
(820 organisms/100 mL) in the ef-
fluent/test site sample were in vio-
lation of permit limits. Total
coliforms (3300 organisms/100 mL})
at the test site were in violation of
Class III standards (Rule 17-
302.530(7) FAC).

Total residual chlorine of the
effluent was 0.06 mg/l when mea-
sured in the field, a vioiation of per-
mit limits and Class III surface
water quality standards (17-
302.530(19) FAC).

Measures of macroinvertebrate
community health indicated ex-
treme degradation associated with
the discharge. The figure on p. 2
indicates the degree of difference
between the reference and test
sites. Larger differences (that is,
higher percentages) correspond
with greater degrees of degrada-
tion. Negative values mean that
the test site is better than the ref-
erence. The figure on p. 3 summa-



rizes similarities between the sites.
Smaller similarities (lower percent-
ages) generally correspond with
greater degradation. The recovery
site data are not graphically depict-
ed. Thase results are presented in
the Table on page 1 and discussed
here.

Compared with the sediment
affected reference site, taxa rich-
ness was severely reduced at the
test site, both in the dip net sam-
ples (by 77%) and in the Hester-
Dendy samples (by 67%). Dramat-
ic decreases in the Florida Index
also occurred between the reference
site and test site. The Florida In-
dex declined at the test site by 88%
in the Hester-Dendy samples and
by 94% in the dip net samples.
Another indication of extreme deg-
radation caused by the discharge
was the 73% decrease in Shannon-
Weaver diversity between the ref-
erence and the test sites. Thisis a
violation of the biological integrity
criterion (Rule 17-302.530(11)
FAC).

Quantitative stability indices
for community structure in the Hes-
ter-Dendy samples indicated a mod-
erate similarity between the refer-
ence and test sites. The QSI for
functional feeding groups (21%)
however, indicated gross changes
due to the discharge. The reference
site was well represented by clean-
water dipterans, (e.g., Rheotanytar-
sus spp. and Parametriocnemus
8p.), ephemeropterans (Stenonema
smithae, Baetis propinguus, and
Isonychia sp.), and trichopterans
(Hydropsyche sp.). In contrast,
these sensitive organisms were
eliminated at the test site, in both
dip net and Hester-Dendy samples,
being replaced by the pollution tol-
erant (Hudson et af. 1990) dipter-
an, Polypedilum illincense (85.5%
of the total population). This dra-

matic community shift between the
two study areas, and the dominance
of a pollution tolerant organism,
indicates a violation of Rule 17.
302.530(47) FAC, which prohibits
the discharge of substances which
result in the dominance of nuisance
species. Despite the problems with
the nutrient analyses (incorrect
preservative), the AGP results, cou-
pled with the biological data, sug-
gests that nutrient induced imbal-
ances of flora and fauna are also
occurring due to the discharge.

Another finding of this study
was that the Clear Creck reference
site biota were impaired due to non-
point source runoff (erosion and
subsequent sedimentation). This
was especially evident in the dip net
samples. Since the actual available
substrates are sampled, dip net
sweeps are considered very sensi-
tive to habitat perturbations, such
as sedimentation. In the dip net
samples, a total of 38 taxa was re-
covered from the recovery site,
while only 26 taxa were found at
the reference site. Similarly, the
Florida Index was 29 at the recov-
ery site and only 17 at the reference
site. The habitat perturbation was
even evident in Hester-Dendy sam-
ples, where Shannon-Weaver diver-
sity was 4.3 at the recovery station
and 3.3 at the sediment affected
reference site,

The Stream Invertebrate Index
for Florida was consistent with the
above findings. The sediment af-
fected reference site received a SITF
score of 17 (moderate impairment},
the WWTP test site received 9 SITF
points (severe degradation), while
the recovery site got 25 BIIF points
(no impairment). This is evidence
that: 1) erosion control measures
are needed in this watershed to
mitigate damage seen at the refer-
ence site, and 2) improvements in

effluent quality or alternate dispos-
al methods are needed for the Whit-
ing Field WWTP.

Conclusions

The sample of effluent was not
acutely toxic to the bannerfin shin-
er, Cyprinella leedsi. While the in-
vertebrate, Ceriodaphnia dubia,
experienced 15% mortality in the 48
hour test, this does not represent a
violation. No organic priority pol-
lutants or pesticides were found.

In the effluent, cadmium (2.5
ng/Ly and copper (22 pg/l) were
detected at levels above permit lim-
its and above the Class III water
quality standards (Rule 17-302.530
(18) and (24) FAC). Silver was de-
tected at a level above the Class ITI
water quality standard but below
the practical quantitation limit.
Although this level of silver is not
considered a violation, it does war-
rant continued monitoring. Iron {70
ug/L) and zine (20 ug/l) were also
detected in the effluent, neither of
which violate Class ITT standards.

Although, the nutrient sampie
for the effluent/test site appeared
to have been preserved with nitric
acid (invalidating the nitrogen re-
sults), nutrient enrichment was
still evident from the AGP results,
Algal growth potential at the efflu-
ent/test site (203.4 mg dry wt/L) far
exceeded the & mg dry wt/L “prob-
lem threshold”. Total phosphorus
at the effluent/test site was great-
er than 95% of representative Flor-
ida streams,

Total and fecal coliforms were
within standards at the reference



site. Fecal coliforms in the efflu-
ent were in violation of permit Hm-
its. Total coliforms in the effluent
were in violation of Class III stan-

dards (17-302.530(7) FAC).

Total residual chlorine of the
effluent was 0.06 mg/L: when mea-
surcd in the field, a violation of per-
mit limits and Class III surface
water quality standards (17-
302.530(19) FAC).

Shannon-Weaver diversity de-
creased by 73% at the test site, com-
pared with the upstream reference
site. This is a violation of biologi-
cal integrity (Rule 17-302.530(11)
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Chemistry summary table for
Whiting Field N.A.S. WWTP .
Effluent/Test  Reference Recovery

Site Site Site
" Organic Constituents (ug/l) o I S '

Nono detected ; i
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~ Arsenic | 20U i

Cadmium | 2.5 |
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 TKN See comment x| 0.11 A : 00901

o Other Parameters | 0o o T e

Habitat Assessment | 6 |~ 63 | 8
e DOy 8T 89 %
Conductwnty (umhosfcm) 3 13 250 140

Temperature C) 16.3 e 13.8 139
_— AGP (_ﬁl_g_dry L) . 203.4 e e e e

" Bioassay Fish T et
Bioassay Invertebrate , 15 % mortahty
~ Fecal coliform (orgJ’lOO ml)m" O 320 140 140
~ Total cohf&ﬁh_fo 3300 0 1500 1500
Turbidity (NTU’S) L 15 ‘ e IR

BOD5 (mg/L} 39 05U 050
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S S " e
A - Value reported is the mean of two or more determinations

I - Value reported is less than the minimum quantitation limit, and greater than or equal
to the minimum detection limit.

J - Estimated value,

H - Material analyzed for but not detected; value reported is the minimum detection

imit

*. Sample appeared to be preserved with nitric acid. TKN could not be recovered.
Nitrate-nitrite value is equivocal.



STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

FACILITY SUMMARY

Facility Name: o Date Summary Prepared :
Whiting Frakl [0)orl7%
Loca}ion (atta}ch/J detailed map): County District
Fle . }r" :.' -t ¥l Lo ) . . s
Yo nid1ng 7 ei ota Sosa MW DIFTRICT
LG 1493
Federal Permit# A4 0002669  |State GMS # and Facility Type: Industrial
and expiration date: State expiration date: Municipal Federal Agricultural
Other (list):

Function of facility:

705 MWD W/&kfa'nj Filter lastewctte Treatound Faawf/;

Description of treatment process:
A 105 78D Trickling Filtes WWTP o opeiats. & ma mam
o 2057 mab. " Dscha of efFluendt +o C&m @uu,kdnc/ ‘
7/6 Blackurate J<rved. J/ac/y %rﬁafm:f/ gé?; d;!éj{i ;{; (J/%Ze;if;j’; M et
S/wﬁ WY o ﬁ//ﬁbﬁ ;;/a Dy 60TP T clipdaa” stuiudel 14
Sudys shatl" bo 7rams Nded v,

Receiving waters: (*/oq, M/g/@,éwd@, #rrer | Classification: | 1 @
Design Flow: { 0S5 MGED MeanFlow: (), &4 MG D Flow during survey: (9, Y MGD

Discharge is: (Continuous) Intermitient Seasonal Rainfall dependent
Other (describe)

therefore, the best lime to sample is:

If facility has a mixing zone, give details (size, parameters affected, etc.):

No Mixive Zowe

List effluent limits (if necessary, attach relevant paperwork); Describe special permit conditions
and permit modifications: Jldy 2% 984

Parameter Limit (units) Delote 5p0cibrc /_‘wd;z?gm( 25 o
: smpHNne SULRATRORD
/f’véw’ da f?m&’) (max, mo,oug‘;,) %;21m A’Zi’ddg,}; T}’/Vf? é.ﬂél.r)c}no(
Pl foo0 oy [15 crmae aclel % / Frow
Chinlie Posidued 0. 54810 [iwdin” O0lemhlmad 25 Sapmples m&*"iau "‘-ﬁm
/30/)5 20 g /L ey . el Gu«:pl NEvY :Jud&;p d—"“‘lf"‘? vesdds subn 4
‘ 2 "l L oyg,) | andlyuwd and Tw Frvoros] Do stvied
Zﬁ'ﬁd? /Vg,g»}}/?é Easfafu 55) o e //_ SGY, Criu ov;a, rndodl, o The Njf{_n;wrépz/& Fern
Frepds Colffonm 200 J10ts pa i {mar.) Hriee gt The Mo 0 s el
D& I [ Cminl) %bq“*- Tha posomatedt & l
[l <) (AN 0 ‘{?-d'll.(]uus- 3 i \{em’
[ i) >M(.‘-\r N e e uQ,lld"j UJ
TKN 30 g [ Cnay ) 1oisle ‘&?:méwaidsp g Y canlly

) Onrequideds Covtominams Nearia A




STATE OF FLORIDA

Page 20f ‘ DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION
Lhtng Frald FACILITY SUMMARY
(Facilityy

Description of permitied outiall(s):

List permit violations (from MOR data or other source) and plant upsets that occurred within past
Manch 31,1992 nspectian Tevealod poor MO e [ TCeg el kup-‘m}_aﬁo‘: rred v denanca—
"y\dr‘ccu}{*d“}m ‘1’1\_;' (“tnmfd' dl\g HQ—}- W WGdCM LL_(‘/‘,Q,\.

year:
(A copy oF tho inapo Chury, Qormmients is O-‘;”’th},\éf('j[ )

oF Fhe {—bQ;\;4.%, S'Gmflﬂn‘.‘» Fe koo 0

shundoads o Severed Parimdiing, _ B s N

Ffz’r‘?ﬁ Fy /brffg’ﬁf‘awu o1 vadustie) cncl mjc}/bb/cqﬂfi&h,»ffifv%a;;}ﬁ;w ?@fiﬁmrﬁ” /iy
.-_: T et 7}( &,LE_,"O -eegicls Gn veEDOLTS Gl v, S L/ =i 3
Pown 31,1993 (05 PH¢ it S T %o//;;_axﬁ}i Famlplss Sk Masah S TIE

SGr G K : Sl sy i g of VT 7o . T
éf(:zg;g(); //Vz;;ﬁw/zﬁj?diffwf o 20/7””' ;0-5¢J¥' s B wgH St oF S92 U?/J{) el
Crchariup - nesuld = /e/ “y fi_ ) }m_:i}:) (O{:? /grdﬁ ) ‘Slg/f‘ ,ﬁ firnced ()’C 2907 u;;l /‘/“

be 0 Silren was adio g TS - . :f;P .
</V0f{c t-/)’; !ﬁj/ ;‘;‘/; s lyer | hoteser fzx’ffe/‘f Js ot veg wirec

O‘m(«p{]}/v d frn T YLk wit el fons.
Describe previous impact bicassessments, WQBEL'’s, and previous or current enforcement actions:
PAST BISAJSESSMENTS HAVE ~NoT SHown FROBLEMS /v CLEAR
(RBeve RELBTED 70 WHITING WWTF, /AJT BloASSESS pEMNT S

ﬂﬁvﬁ_ﬂ IMCLU DEP THE TRITWThHRY WHELE HE DUSIHARCE
[§ LoCluT&D . THE PREFERT JTHUdYy wicC JMLUPE THIS

7RIB .

Fao) é,e, 5'//N?/)£?(/mec;/

Discuss comparability of MOR results to past DER results and whether there are trends (improving,

declining) in the dataﬁe% .
DER v I;',-,r_.":{}_.,!‘l_."_';[%? s Fotr ke MR tesuds

Staff contributing to this review (signature):

Additi | inf tion:
itional information Glenn Butts (Biclogist)
6[/@.3 Sm p} )j (Inspector)
(Engineer)

Karen Mcbnald  Coop(£5 ]

( )
( )
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FRESHWATER BENTHIC HABITAT ASSESSMENT FIELD DATA SHEET

STATE OF FLLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

GmMs

SUDMITTING AGENCY CO0E:__ S0 /0 | sHeRETSTATION NUMBER:  {DATE (MDAY): necEving pouy oEwatee 7T RILR . 70
SUMTHGASENOT WENW DIRTRLS | 1057 Fo 7017 |(0-28-93 | CLEAR CREEN
REMARKS: TEST SITIE weoation: /00 Leet BELO W FIELD ID/MAML
WHITIVG e Tr guTRALL H# /
Habitat Parameter
Excellent Good Fair Poor

Bottom Substrate/
Available Cover

Greater than 40%
snags, logs, tree roots,
emcergent vegetation,
leaf packs, undercut
hanks, rubble, or
ather stable habitat,
23-30 points

20% to 40% snags,
logs, tree roots,
emergent vegetation,
leafl packs, ete,
Adequate habitat,
16-22 points

5% to 209% snags,
logs, tree roots,
emergent vegetation,
leaf packs, ete. Less
than desirable
habitat,

8-15 points

Less than 5% snags,
logs, trec roots,
emergent vegetation,
lcaf packs, ete. Lack
of habitat is obvious.
0-7 points

Water Velocity

Max. observed;
»0.3 m/scc.
23-30 points

Max. observed;
0.1to 0.3 m/scc
16-22 points

Max. observed;
0.05 to 0.1 m/sec

8-15 points

Max, observed,
<0.05 m/see
0-7 points

Artificial Channel/
Flow Alteration

No artificial
channelization. Little
activity (impervious
surface} in watershed
which would cause
scouring during
spates.

12-15 points

Artificially
channelized, or
scouring present
during spates because
of excess impervious
surface in watershed.
0-3 points

Bank St

Stable. No evidence
of erosion or bank
fuilure. Little
potential fer Muture
problems.

9-10 points

Maoderately stable.
Infrequent or small
arcas of erosion,
moslly henled over.
6-8 points

Moderately unstable.
Modernte areas of
erosion, high eresion
potential during
floods.

3-5 points

Unstable. Many raw,
eroded areas. Obvious
bank sloughing.

0-2 points

Riparian Zone
Vegetation
Quality

Over 80% ol
streambank surfaces
consist of native
plants, classified as:
bottomland
hardwoods,
understory shrubs, or
non-woody
macrophytes.

9-10 points

50% to 80% of
riparian zone s
vegetated, but one
class of plants is not
represented.

6-8 points

25% to 50% of
riparian zone is
vegetated, but one or
two classes of plants
are not represented.
3-5 points

Less than 25% of
streambank surfaces
are vegetated. Poor
plant community (e.g.
grass monoculture)
present.

0-2 points

Adjustments

Add 5 pointsif cross-sectional area of flow is estimated to be
greater than ene square meter during periods of normal {low,

TOTAL SCORE

COMMENTS: T M IS S/TE

HAS APEQUATE MHADITAT ANVD STEADY FLOW T6 SUrporT
A DIVBRIE CLEAV WwATEL FaurA.

ANALYSIS DATE:

/AR g%,

ANALYST:

A om o

[ -~

‘ smmrﬁﬁz

7% ’7%%—’




STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

PHYSICAL/IC -‘{/HMICAL CHARACTERIZATION FIELD DATA SHEET version 1)

SUGMITTING AGRNCY GOLE:___ 070 _ STORET STATION NUMBER: DATE [RAMY): | §IME AECEIVING BODY OF WATER: —rp g (2 TO
SUBMITTING AGENGY NAME N_E{ﬁlt?@:l__ /05—7F0 70}7 /0 923*?? Oqso CLE/C]/{ CfEfK’
ngr,msms:T-F 5T S }TE LOCATION: /OO (Q»Q'l‘ 5-6/0 Lo FIELD ID/NAME:

LURTING WW TP ouTFALL H#

RIPARIAN ZONEANSTREAM FEATURES
Predominant Surrounding Land-Use {spagify relalive percent in aach category):

[orest FteidfPa%ture i Agrlculturai Residential Commercial lndustrial. | Other (.Spe.ci.fy)
Local Watershed Erosion {check box): None @ Moderate D Heavy
Local Watershed NPS Pollution {check box):  No evidence @ Some potential scurces D Obvious sources
Point-Source Poliution {list tocalion and describe}; LJH ITING FIELD WWT P Dom ESTIC DKJCHH@GE

yes

Impounded
Velocity (rangs, mvs): Channelized [

Canopy Cover% :  Open :fz1]  Lightly Shaded (11»45%). ‘Moderately Shaded {46-80%) . Heavily Shaded: [X]
SEDIMENT/SUBSTRATE

Sediment Odors:  Normal: [B] Sewage: []] Petroleum: [F] Chemical:[] Anaerobic:[ ] Other:[5] Muyg 77y
Sediment Oils: Absent:[J&]  Slight: - Moderate: Profuse: [ ]

Sediment Deposits:  Sludge: . Paper Fiber:|: Sand: {X] . Shell: f] Other: TRGANMICS
Substrate Types e COVOIAgo ¢ times samplad Substrate Types % coverage [# times sampled,  method
Woody Debris (8nag5) T, — 1| Riffles e .
Leal Packs 5T Sand

Aguatic Vegetation Mud/Muck/Silt
Rock or Shell Bubble Benthic leaf mats
Undercut Banks/Roots Vi =L Other:

WATER QUALITY ,fo L&~ 53 J1-02-73

Estimated System Width (range, m):| Estimated System Depth (range, m)ii

High Water Mark {m above bed):

Top
Mid-depth
Botlom

Sand Botlomed Swamp & Bo fuvial
System Type : Stream: (Sand Bot w/ Spring Cailjcareogs Mlsc) Lake:[] Wetland: Estuary: Other:
Water Odors (check box): Normal:if] ~ Sewage:[[]]  Petroleum:[Zl]  Chemical: [

Waler Surface Qils (check bax): Naone: Sheen; Globs: Slick:
Clarity {check box): Clear: Slightly turbid: Turbid: Opague:
Color (check box): Tannic: Green (algae Clear | Other:| ] S Jreen
itons: Abundance:  Absent Rare Abundant
Weather Conditions: Periphyton
Ceol ; Ouercast Fish
Aquatic Macrophytes
lrorvsulfur Bacteria
SAMPLING TEAM: SIGNA : DATE:
Glem Dytits /a%m 7 19-2.893




STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

FRESHWATER BENTHIC HABITAT ASSESSMENT FIELD DATA SHEET

SUBKMITTING AGENGY CODE__ 50 ¢

SUBMITTING AGENCY HAME: AW DI TRICT ™

STOHET STATION MUMBER:

33.03.0023

DATE (MDY

0-29-93

RECEWING BODY OF WATER:

CLEAR

CREEK

REMAKS: TEESTT JTITE AR
SteTatTiod JEROStoN AT SR

&7

LOCATION: (A TREAM R OM
WHIT WG ww1?P AT SRI/H

FIELD EKWNAME:

(=

Habitat Parameter
scores

Excellent

Good

Fair

Poor

Bottom Substrate/
Available Cover

Greater than 40%
snaps, logs, tree roots,
emergent vegotation,
leaf packs, undercut
banks, rubble, or
other stable habitat,
23-30 peints

20% to 40% snags,
logs, tree roots,
emergent vegetation,
leaf packs, ete.
Adequate habitat,
16-22 points

5% to 20% snags,
logs, lree rocis,
emergent vegetation,
leaf packs, etc. Less
than desirable
habitat.

8-15 points

Less than 5% snags,
logs, tree roots,
emergent vegetation,
Jeaf packs, etc. Lack
of habitat is obvious.
0-7 points

Water Velocity

Max. observed: »0.3
m/sec. but < 1 m/isec

23-30 points

Max. observed;
0.1 to 0.3 m/sec

16-22 points

Max. observed;
0.05 to 0.1 m/sec

8-15 points

Max. observed;
<0.05 m/sec, or spate
oceurring; > 2 m/sec

0-7 points

Artificial Channel/
Flow Alteration

No artificial
channelization. Little
activity (impervious
surface) in watershed
which would cause
scouring during
spates,

12-15 points

Artificially
channelized, or
scouring present
during spates because
of excess impervious
surface in watershed.
0-3 points

Bank Stability

Stable. No evidence
of evosion ar bank
failure. Litile
potential for future
problems.

9-10 points

Moderately stable.
Infrequent or small
areas of erosion,

mostly haaled over.

8-8 points

Moderately unstable.
Moderate arcas of
erosion, high erosion
potential during
floods.

3-5 points

Unstable. Many raw,
eroded areas. Qbvious
bank sloughing.

0-2 points

Riparian Zone
Vegetation
Quality

Over 80% of
streambank surfaces
consist of native
plants, classified as:
bottomland
hardwoods,
understory shrubs, or
non-woody
macrophytes,

9-10 points

50% to 80% of
riparian zone is
vegetated, but one
class of plants is not
represented,

6-8 points

25% to 50% of
riparian zone is
vegetated, but one or
two classes of plants
are not represented.

3-5 points

Less than 25% of
streambank surfaces
are vegetated. Poor
plant community {e.g.
grass monoculture)}
present.

0-2 points

Adjustments

Add 5 pointsif cross-scctional ares of {low is estimated to be
greater than one square meter during periods of normal flow,

TOTAL SCORE

COMNLNTS: ROJIIN PROM WAIHVWT AT (R &7

ANALYSIS DATE:

(0-27-93

ANALYST;

G Butts

S%m




STATE QF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

PHYSICAL/CHEMICAL CHARACTERIZATION FIELD DATA SHEET (vewion 4

Lo

SUBMITTING AGENCY CODE: VTN STORET 5TATION NUMBE: DATE (MAY): | TIME AECEIVING B30V OF WATER:
SUBMITTING AGENGY NaE MW DIS TRICT 33.08% 00323 /0,&% ?3 j030 CLEAR CEEE
hemans: T EST SITE FuoRk wocation: (4 PSTREAM R oM FIELCHIOMHAMES -

A TN S EA R - :
fieraTion fEReS 00 v Mgl piriNg wwTp AT SR 87 A |

RIPARIAN ZONE/ANSTREAM FEATURES

Predominant Surrounding Land-Use (specify relalive percont in each calegory):
Field/Pasture

Commercial industriaf Other (Specily)

|

Farest

Agricultural \ Residential

lLocal Watershed Erosion {chock btlzsx): None Modgrate Heavy

E}cal Watershed NPS Polluticn (chock bex):  No evidence [ # Obvious sources
Point-Source Pollution (list location and describe): AN E AT THIT ‘Y'[TE/ Mo w gy BrR ,vf’_s‘ I MCUDES
HEAVY BRNSION /CiLTaTIoN PROM  WASHILT AT SE 87

Estimated System Depth {rangs, m)1;

Some potential sources |#

Estimated System Width (range, m); y.rle”s

Impounded
Channelized

Moderately Shaded (46-80%):(%4 Heavily Shadad

Velocily {range, mvs):
L|ghlly Shaded (11-45%)E

High Water Mark {m above bed):
Canopy Cover % :  Open:|[#

SEDIMENT/SUBSTRATE

Sediment Odors: Normal: | Sewage: |
Sediment Oils: Absent: Slight Moderate:
Sediment Deposits:  Studge:[] Paper Fiberf]  Mud: [} Sand:[§]  Shelt:fil] Othen P Heavy Sift
Substrale Types | coverage i timos sampled] mothod | Substrate Types  |% coverage j# limes sampled method
Woody Debris {Snags)|f+ f@-" ] B ] [g})}{;v;&!"] Riffles

Leafl Packs C T +] Sand

Aquatic Vegetalion N[ Mogmiuck/Sit
Rack or Shell Rubble “HBenthic leal mats
| Other:

| Cther:

Pelroleum: [ Anaerobic:

Y/,F,:’}Lm T Hé S

Undercut Banks/Roots| 74 g - S S | .
WATER QUALITY /0-8§- &3 /10193
Depih (m): [Temp. (0) \ pH (SU}: lDo (mg/):|Cond. (umhorcr) )] gj’OD TUR B [Secchi (m):
Mid-depln
“Botom |

. ) ," i Eﬂnd Betlomed Swamp & Bog mluwal
System Type : StreamP3(Sand 8ot w/ Spring Catcarcous  Mise.) Lakei] . Wetland:{ Estuary

Water Odors (check box): Normal: Sewage: Petroleum:);
Walter Surface Oils {check box): None: Sheen:| Globs

Qbuvioul upsfream

Clarity {check box): Clear: Slightly iurbid: Turbid: [: S datlon
Color (check box); Tannic: Green (algae); Clear: [
Weather Conditions: . Abundance:  Absent Abundant
Cool dvizzle Periphyton
Fish
Aqualic Macrophyles
frorvsuliur Bacleria

ZMP{LE;TT: Butts Ron f(qmFTa’%/ % fﬁq;(%;




STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

PHYSICAI/CHEMICAL CHARACTERIZATION FIELD DATA SHEET varsion )
BLOMITTING AGENCY GODE___ge/f U STORET STATION NUMBER: | DATE (M/Cvv): | TIME RECEIVING ROBY OF WATER;

SUBMITTING AGERGY NAME JV_H DJITRJC,T’ 33‘03000:20 /0'02?_13 //30 CLEAR CR & E

remanks: CON TR 0L SITE tocation: FELOW WHIT MG FrELD | Prio Dinave:
AT _Se 19} # 3

2IPARIAN ZONEANSTREAM FEATURES
Oredominant Surrounding Land-Use (specily relative percent in each categoryy: X
Forest Field/Pasture Agricultural Residential Commercial Industrial Other (Specily)

[ BT ] 1100 [ |
Local Watershed Erosion {check box): None Moderate ' Meavy

“Local Watershed NPS Pollution {check box):  No evidence Some potential sources Obvious sources [___]
' Point-Source Pollution (list location and describe): MO T EVIDENT FVEN THOUMGH WHITIVG WwT?

| AND (HEAVY  ERVIISW 1S APMMT QA MILES ypsTREAM . AT THII poinT ja THE

| CREER UPCTREAM [NMELUBNCE AMFA:U rMiir gL,
| Estimated System Width (range, m): i i1 | Estimated System Depth (range, m):{

yes

Impounded
: High Water Mark {m above bed): Velocity (range, mvs): Channelized [

Canopy Cover% : Open:| | Lightly Shaded (11-45%){"] Moderately Shaded (46-80%):[:1] Heavily Shaded: P4

SEDIMENT/SUBSTRATE

Sediment Odors: Normal: [ Sewage:["] Petroleum:[ ] Chemicai:[] Anaerobic:[ ] Other: []

Sediment Oils: Apsent:P&}  Slight: {] - Moderate: Profuse: [

Sediment Deposits: ~ Sludge:[*] Paper Fiber:f1] Mud: [ Sand: ]  Shell:[] Other i

Substrate Types  |% coveragej times sampled| method | Substrate Types  [% coverage # times sampled) method
Woody Debris (Snags) e [or Riffles [

Leaf Packs - . 1| Sand :
Aquatic Vegetation 4| Mud/Muck/Silt
Rock or Shelt Rubble {1 Benthic leaf mats
Undercut Banks/Roots| | Other:

WATER QUALITY 10-29-93 //-0/-43
Depth {m): {Temp. (°C): | pH (SU}): I D.Q, {(mg/):{Cond. (umhoremyi FOLD TURR \Secchi {m):

Top

Mid-depth

Bottom :
System Type : Stream{3X]( Sand oiomad Swarp & B0g A”,‘j,‘f’;’;f) Lake:[] Wetland:[i] Estuary:[7] Other:[F]

Sand Bot w/ Spring  Calcareous
Water Odors (check box): Normal: [¥] Petroleum:f ] Chemical: Othe
Globs:

Water Surface Qils (chack box}: None:

Clarity (check box): Clear: Slightly turbid
Color {chack bax): Tannic: Green (algae):fi
Weath itions: Abundance:  Absent Abundant
ol COij‘I."’;_j o Periphyton
Fish
Aguatic Macrophytes
Iron/sutfur Bacteria

Glenn putti  fon RumpPel | s ﬁwﬁt 0-25497




STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

FRESHWATER BENTHIC HABITAT ASSESSMENT FIELD DATA SHEET

SLIGMITTING AGENGY CODE;____&’__O .“0 o VETORET STALGN NUMIET:  DATE (MDY HECEMING BODY OF WATEH:
SULMITTING AGENGY MAME A W PEITRICT 33 4] 3 o020 /0 ) f,] . c] 3 c L Efqﬁ. cr E:’E}'\-'
AEMAKS: COM TR O~ SITE Locaton PELOW WHITING FI ELD | PG IOmARKE:
AT JR 191 # 3
Habitat Parameter _
Excellent Good Fair Poor

Bottom Substrate/

Available Cover

Greater than 40%
snags, logs, trec roots,
emergent vegetation,
leaf packs, undercut
banks, rubble, or
other stable habitat.
23-30 points

209 to 10% snags,
logs, tree rools,
emergent vegetation,
leaf packs, cte,
Adequate habitat,
16-22 points

5% to 20% snags,
logs, tree roots,
emergent vepgetation,
leaf packs, ete. Less
than desirable
habitat,

8-15 points

Less than 5% snags,
logzs, tree roots,
cmergent vegetation,
leaf packs, ete. Lack
of habitat is obvicus,
0-7 points

Water Vel OCity Max. cbhserved; Max. observed; Max. observed, Max. cbserved;
. _ =»0.3 m/sec, 0.1 to 0.3 mfsec 0.05 to 0.1 m/sce <0.05 m/sec
23-30 points 16-22 points 8-15 points 0-7 points
e
No artificial Artificially

Artificial Channel/

Flow Alteration

channelization. Little
activity (impervious
surface) in watershed
which would cause
seouring during
spates.

12-15 points

channelized, ar
scouring present
during spales because
of excess impervious
surface in watershed.
0-3 points

Bank Stability

Stable. No evidence
of erosion ar bank
failure. Little
potential for future
problems.

9-10 points

Moderately stable.
Infrequent or small
areas of aresion,
mostly healed over.

6-8 points

Moderately unstable,
Moderate areas of
erosion, high erosion
potential during
floods.

3-5 points

Unstable. Many raw,
croded areas. Obvious
bank sloughing.

0-2 points

Riparian Zone
Vegetation
Quality

Over B0% of
streambank surfaces
consist of native
plants, classified as:
bottomland
hardwoods,
understory shrubs, or
nen-woody
macrophytes.

9-10 points

50% to 80% of
riparian zonc is
vegetated, but one
class of plants is not
represented.

6-8 points

25% to 50% of
riparian zone is
vegetated, but one or
two classes of plants
arc not represented.
3-5 points

Less than 25% of
streambank surfaces
are vegetated. Poor
plant community {e.g.
grass menoculbure)
present,

0-2 points

Adjustments

Add 5 points il cross-sectional arca of flow is estimated to be
greater than one square meter during periods of normal flow,

TOTAL SCORE

COMNENTS: TH IS 15 COMNFIDERED THE CONTROL PECAUSE ACCES ciosEr TO THE
DIJCHRIRGE TRIT wal mT PUSIBLE, HEAVY EROSvw PROBLEM UAPSTREAM

ANALY SIS DATE:

iN-0a.97%.

ANALYST:

ﬂa/@m I

R!;Hf




FDEP Biology Section — Acute Bioassay Bench Sheet

. 3 g 4 < O .
Sample Source: Lo a8 + w\‘_ﬂ\ /—"( Sl X Sample Collectlon: Date_nlczldd  Time_ 1035
Location: {ohidd, Ete (M W wTP Efd{uemt Test Beginning: Date -m:s}*’rf’: Tima {557
. e Test Ending: Date Y4o3f43 _ Time 7y
C ty: < . el \ : e
ounty: SANTA [Gerd ~- Organism Batch # 113 Diiuont Batch #: 60 0L
Contact/District: (5 | Bule /N o) . Organlsm Age: & 24 heg
a = E . . e Test Ory Fsmr ;L0 aaend ] ¢ eakie
“‘I?yr\[ou*O.S-- P (’15'3695—_ est Organism (_Q phass A b vien
Test Type:($( ing | Definitive
fie] Static Renewal | Flow-through  Instrument N
- Calibratlons; pH  Temperature °C D.C.mg/L Conductivity pmbosfem
Test Number: l of ;5: meter # 7851 goHO18262 90H018262 G9005749
Remarks: ohr 20@7.0 227 @J32 5 8.5 @ARD LD @ 1,000
G090 %< 225@ 10,000 @93.9°C
2ahr 2N@70 2Bl @75 SH @233 Ga@ 1,000
1O04.n FH20 @ 10,000 @ ¢>°C
48h 7.0 @7.0 233 @234 8.4 @237 390 @ 1,000
900570 T6SC @ 10,000 @24.0 °C
UNCORRECTED
Cond. {(mmhosfcm}
Number Live pH Temperatutre (°C) D.O. (moil) Cond. {umhosicm}
Conc. Chamber #| 0hr _ 24h [48h | Ohr { 2dh |48h | Ohr| 24K (48h {Ohr |24k (48h {Ohr |24h |48h
Codl | A |5 |w | & 79 5.2 a0 2|5 ¢4 lisg S
CoreP | B 5 |5 | ¢ 8.2 2o |53 170
Coindd | 5 |5 15 §.2 239 5.3 10
Codredl | © |5 19 |5 %.2 235 A (70
e | A g s | Y 09 ¢ R 20 5.0 54 | 515 328
(O e | B g o4 1Y Ll 29,6 gy 155
(%o | ¢ |5 |4 | ¢ & f A0 8.9 344
(0% | 2 15 15 15 g1 23E 8.4 330
Measured/Loaded by: lmf= [T | TV | T T Fim |~ T4 |mi= Nz
Recorded by: | T wn | 17N TR, T TR | e 77(? T 7R [Tm 7k
Investigators’ Signatures Salt Watat/ Water Quality Parameters
“{(/“V‘ DN A 00 Well Water |20% Min Water | Sample | Method | Measured by
. ? ‘u] Y Field Total HesiduaIC|2i|f 0,00 - Crd
\:\.1\ '.. R 5 Lab Total Residual Cl2: £ 2. 0%, | <. C55 COOCR | - | T
\/554,“ C . A’chég,\ Alkalinity: | 725 70 O | blad | Tm
S Hardness: ‘207 5(::_ A [\ir»tu_ob\ T
%M Total Ammonia: _<-(J 017 | £i-¢1 77 D493 | b1 7 ~
B Ammonia Ammonia /Sg(b/ Ammonia- - Control ) 1 Sample
Meter #98136 Meter Sloper =00 gani: <O gatiny: _ & PP gqpqpy. O PRt

lorm updaled 78703



Sample Source:

FDEP Biology Section — Acute Bioassay Bench Sheet

L/\..:) .L\_:Cki’r‘-(/]

C R0 et

Sample Colleciion:

Loeation: Lobidive f&er)(c.l Y 6‘{{{@5-_“_—(— Test Beginning: Date m’r 3/%%_ . Time {u/‘
County: <A IOTA PO “Test Ending: Date erfes /e3  Time_ (R0
ContactDlstrict: (3 0,0 {< /l\( " Ot'ggr:gaﬂgifritihgﬁi _;:éi%ﬁ Dﬂllu\ent Batch #: (=& i,
. )-&r_.u(‘;}rﬂ' ,
NPDES Perm_lt#. I‘; }0(3\/::; :}; \5 - 7Out{a2‘f;:~ _g,é‘ = Test Organism: C gi i g 20 ’ﬁmﬁw
Test Ty&gﬁﬁ%{'gﬁEneenﬁg]l\r]:low-through Instrument .
Calibrations: pH  Temperature °C D.C. mg/L  Conductivity pmhosfem
Test Number:,ggofa meter # 7851 90HO18262 aOH}18262 Go005749
Remarks: on 20070 227 @AF T B @R T8O @ 1,000
1.0.@%9.0 AR @ 10,000 @234 °C
2ahe 70@70 o @ad ) FH @233 GBér@ 1,000%TOTM
A0G DO G4 20 10,000 @10 °C
ashr Z0@7.0 23.3 @23y SY @<X37 290 @ 1,000
Fo@ 70 7630 @ 10,000 @250 °C
UNCORRECTED
Number Live pH Temperature (°C) D.0. {mgil) %c;r:\i(r;::qi;}c:;fg;})

Cone. Chamber#| ohr | 2ah {48h | 0hr [ 24h |48h | @ hr| 24h |48h §0hr [24h |(48h JOhr 2ah |48 h
Codel A) 15 s 15 | Ve |5.018.20253257 (a3 |25 | 9.4 (59 1250 245 245
Condrl R1 4L 50 15 2418 g2 2331251 725 |94 5.3 |90 |ASD (250
locra Al ais |55 |15 e 76126 ] 223037 [5.019.0 18.3 |20 (235 340
(oo e 2 15 14 16912576 233 o 12.002.8 [7.8 170335 3o

Measured/Loaded by: | T¥4 T T M T | 7 | i Th | T Y E TP P8 | mE | T8 77"7

Recorded by: | 7™M | Ty | T[T VN TR T 77€ ki 729 Tk | 7m 773 7
Investigators' Signatures Salt Water/ Water Quality Parameters
~T et ™ K_,-AFQ,QQAI meo% Min Water | Sample | Method | Measured by
/,, J ﬁ'&,, M Field Total Residual Cl2: .0 | — &R
b\d/&jm,\ / (LA Lab Total Residual Cl2: <D0 | <0 O3 <O0L | Do | Ty
%g: (;/7 "%gﬂﬁ.\ Alkaiinity: {2 ) @O |blemdn ’}"(w“.l
o~ Hardness: (. A, SO Werchon, | TTEY™
%A Total Ammania: 4 < ¢/} 20017 I Qe ﬁ"%‘ i
/Em(ewe( Ammenia Ammenia Ammonia C‘}gﬂrcof? M‘uéfn'; o193 /,/é_' 7
: Matar #AA4AR Matar Sinna: =S5 lanr £2ET7 anime. O PRSI ; PRt



Benthic macroinvertebrate taxa list for Whiting Field N.A.S. WWTP,
collected via Hester-Dendy artificial substrates in Clear Creek, on 29
October, 1993. Densities, in number/m2, represent the mean of three
replicates.

Test Site Reference Recovery
Site Site

Acarina

Atractides sp. -
Hygrobates sp. -
Undetermined Oribatidae sp. 2 ~ —

=

Coleoptera
Ancyronyx variagata - 4 -
Macronychus glabratus -
Stenelmis sp. -

[

—
D =

Diptera

Conchapelopia sp. -
Corynoneura sp. -
Cricotopus/Orthocladius grp. sp. -
Goeldichironomus holoprasinus 2
Helopelopia sp. -
Hemerodromia sp. -
Microtendipes pedellus grp. -
Orthocladius annectens -
Orthocladinae genus I (Epler) -
Palpomyia grp. sp. -
Polypedilum convictum grp. -
Polypedilum illinocense 643 - -
Parametriocnemus sp. - 33 8
Rheocricotopus robacki - 92 21
Rheotanytarsus distinctissimus grp. - 213 22
Rheotanytarsus exiguus grp. 1 222 13
Simulium sp. ~ 58
Tanytarsus sp. C (Epler - -
Tanytarsus sp. D (Epler) - 6
Tanytarsus sp. - -
Tanytarsus sp. G (Epler) -
Tanytarsus sp. J (Epler) -
Tanytarsus sp. L (Epler) -
Tanytarsus sp. M (Epler) -
Tanytarsus sp. T (Epler) -
Thienemanniella sp. -
Tribelos jucundum —
Tvetenia discoloripes grp. sp. —~
Undetermined Chironomidae sp. - 6
Undetermined dipteran pupae 63

i
O

b | =] G o

e e -

]
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Undetermined Tanypodinae - 4 -

Ephemeroptera

Attenella attenuata -
Baetis intercalaris -
Isonychia arida -
Isonychia sp. -
Stenonema smithae -
Stenonema sp. -

= T D = = Do
!

Gastropoda
Hebetancylus excentricus - — 1
Micromenetus dilatatus 2 - -

Megaloptera
Corydalus cornutus

i
P
[

Oligochaeta
Aeolosoma headleyr
Eelipidrilus sp.

Nuis behningi
Pristina leidyi
Pristinella jenkinae
Pristinella longisoma

o
oo | =t
|
|

Platyhelminthes
Dugesia sp. 3 - -

Plecoptera
Helopicus subvarians - 1
Paragnetina fumosa - -

=

Trichoptera

Brachycentrus sp. - -
Hydropsyche decalda - 26
Hydropsyche sp. - 129
Hydroptila sp. — 65
Mayatrichia sp. - 1
Neotrichia sp. - 1
Undetermined plecopteran ~ -

[ B =T

=

Total 752 977 147



Benthic macroinvertebrate taxa list for Whiting Field N.A.S. WWTP,
collected via 20 discrete dip net sweeps in Clear Creek, on 29 October, 1993,

Test Site Reference Recovery
Site Site

Coleoptera

Dineutus ciliatus -
Macronychus glabratus -
Microcylloepus pusilius —
Promoresia elegans —
Stenelmis convexula -
Stenelmis hungerfordi -
Stenelmis sp. —

[N
H
o= ] o=y o

[ S

Decapoda
Procambarus sp. -

2
o

Diptera

Ablabesmyia mallochi -
Brillia flavifrons —
Conchapelopia sp. e
Cryptochironomius sp. -
Goeldichironomus holoprasinus 6
Hayesomyia sp. -
Limnophila sp. -
Palpomyia grp. sp. -
Pentaneura inconspicua -
Polypedilum convictum grp. -
Polypedilum fallax grp. -
Polypedilum illinoense 150
Polypedilum scalaenum grp. —
Procladius sp. -
Rheocricotopus robacki -
Rheotanytarsus exiguus grp. -
Simulium sp. -
Stenochironomus sp. -
Tanytarsus sp. C (Epler) -
Tanytarsus sp. J (Epler) -
Tanytarsus sp. L (Epler) -
Thienemanniella sp. —
Thienemannimyia grp. -
Tipula sp. - -
Tribelos jucundum - —
Unniella sp. - -
Undetermined dipteran pupae — —

| poon |
=
o= o |

[ I o I

[N}

DI DN W ] DO | e S | o | o= |

-1
b= ] = | oo~} |
Tk

Ephemeroptera
Baetis propinquus — 1

[
g



Hexagenia bilineata
Hexagenia limbata
Isonychia arida
Neoephemera youngi
Stenonema exiguum
Stenonema smithae

Hirudinea
Batracobdella paludosa
Mooreobdella tetragon

Megaloptera
Corydalus cornutus

Odonata

Epitheca cynosura
Gomphus geminatus
Libellula sp.

Neurocordulia virginiensis

Oligochaeta

Eclipidrilus sp.

Limnodrilus hoffmeisteri
Undetermined Enchytraeidae

Plecoptera
Isoperla sp.

Leuctra sp.
Paragnetina fumosa

Trichoptera
Brachycentrus sp.
Hydropsyche decalda
Hydropsyche sp.
Lype diversa
Nectopsyche sp.

Total

P

20
14

[ T S > S

P R

211

S~

o

24

o

237



Transaction Code NPDES NUMBER YRMODA Insp Type inspactor Fac Type

1I_N| 2|i] 3|[i-’ Z,l()lﬁ (,7|;1|:5' AVARR 12|ff 33‘[/ |(-‘- .._‘J.""/IW 18@ 19|§| 20|__|
) - Remarks '

L P ] ]

R PSR o

Transaction Code NPDES NUMBER YHRMO/DA Insp Type Inspecior  Fac Type

1]ﬁ| QI_SJ alf.'.f' Ll(f 0, c‘l;zlj" (‘_,|€)|11 12|/ 3|/|0._.‘2..|‘7|17 18]&[ 19U 2o|_|

Remarks

L T P T




