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SUMMARY SHEET
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)

1. 303(d) Listed Waterbody I nformation

State: North Carolina
County: Davidson
Basin: Y adkin-Pee Dee River Basin

Watershed: Rich Fork and Hamby Creeks Watershed — HUC 03040103

303(d) Listed Waters

Name of Stream Description Class Index # 8 Digit HU Miles

Rich Fork Creek From source to Abbotts Creek C  12-119-7 03040103 20.7

Hamby Creek From source to Rich Fork C 12-119-7-4 03040103 12.5
Creek

Constituent(s) of Concern: Fecal Coliform

Designated Use: Biologica Integrity, Propagation of aquatic life, and
Recreation.

Applicable Water Quality Standardsfor C Waters:
Fecal coliforms shall not exceed a geometric mean of 200/200ml (MF count)
based upon at least five consecutive samples examined during any 30 day period,
nor exceed 400/100 ml in more than 20 percent of the samples examined during
such period.

2. TMDL Development:
AnalysiM odeling:
Load duration curves based on cumulative frequency distribution of flow conditionsin
the watershed. Allowable |oad are average loads over the recurrence interval between 90"
and 10™ percentile of flow. Percent reductions expressed as the average value between
existing loads (calculated using an equation to fit a curve through actual water quality
violations) and the allowable load at each recurrence interval.

Critical Conditions:

Critical conditions are accounted for in the load duration curve analysis by using an
extended period of stream flow and water quality data.
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Seasonal Variation:

Seasonal variation in hydrology, climatic conditions, and watershed activities are
represented through the use of a continuous flow gage and the use of all readily available
water quality data collected in the watersheds.

3. Allocation Water shed/Stream Reaches:

Stream Monitoring WLA' Per cent
L ocations and Continuous | MS$4 LA MOS* | TMDL?® Reduction®
Watershed 1D (counts/day) (counts/day)
RF02 -Rich Fork
(DWQ Station - 9.39x 10 72.0% 321x10° | Implicit | 1.26x 10" | 72.0%
Q5780000 - SR#1800) reduction Explicit
HAOQ2 - Hamby
(DWQ Station 6.06 x 10™ 71.6% 570x10° | Implicit | 6.63x 10" | 71.6%
Q59060000- SR# 2790) reduction Explicit

Notes:

1  WLA component separated into load from continuous NPDES facilities (WWTP) and
load from MS4. WWTPs have loads in units of counts/day based on permit limits and
design flow. M$4 load is represented as percent reduction.

wW N

recurrence interval.
4 Overdll reduction is based on the instantaneous standard of 400 cfu/100ml and is
assumed to be more stringent than the geometric mean standard.

4 Public Notice Date: 02/25/04

5 Submittal Date:

6 Establishment date:

7 Endangered Species (yesor blank):

8 EPA Lead on TMDL (EPA or Blank):

Explicit (10%) and implicit Margins of Safety are considered
TMDL represents the average allowable load between the 90" and 10™ percent

9  TMDL ConsidersPoint Source, Nonpoint Sources, or both: both
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The North Carolina Division of Water Quality (DWQ) has identified a 20.7 mile segment (12-
119-7) of Rich Fork Creek and 12.5 mile segment (12-119-7-4) of Hamby Creek in the Yadkin
River Basin asimpaired by fecal coliform bacteria as reported in the 2002 Integrated Report.
Rich Fork Creek isimpaired from its source near the city of High Point to its confluence with
Abbotts Creek and Hamby Creek isimpaired from its source to its confluence with Rich Fork
Creek. These sections of the streams are located in subbasin 03-07-07 and are designated as

class C waters.!

Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act (CWA) requires states to develop alist of waters not
meeting water quality standards or which have impaired uses. Thislist, contained within
Categories 4 through 7 of the Integrated Report, is submitted biennially to the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for review. The 303(d) process requires that a Total
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) be developed for each of the waters appearing on Part 5 of the
Integrated Report. The objective of a TMDL isto estimate allowable pollutant loads and allocate
to known sources so that actions may be taken to restore the water to its intended uses (USEPA,
1991). Generally, the primary components of a TMDL, asidentified by EPA (1991, 2000a) and
the Federal Advisory Committee (FACA, 1998) are as follows:

Target identification or selection of pollutant(s) and end-point(s) for consideration. The
pollutant and end-point are generally associated with measurable water quality related
characteristics that indicate compliance with water quality standards. North Carolina
indicates known pollutants on the 303(d) list.

Source assessment. All sources that contribute to the impairment should be identified and loads
quantified, where sufficient data exist.

Reduction target. Estimation or level of pollutant reduction needed to achieve water quality
goas. Thelevel of pollution should be characterized for the waterbody, highlighting how
current conditions deviate from the target end-point. Generally, this component is

identified through water quality modeling.

! Class C waters are freshwaters that are protected for secondary recreation, fishing, aquatic life including
propagation and survival of wildlife.
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Allocation of pollutant loads. Allocating pollutant control responsibility to the sources of
impairment. The wasteload allocation portion of the TMDL accounts for the loads
associated with existing and future point sources. Similarly, the load allocation portion
of the TMDL accounts for the loads associated with existing and future non-point
sources, stormwater, and natural background.

Margin of Safety. The margin of safety addresses uncertainties associated with pollutant loads,
modeling techniques, and data collection. Per EPA (2000a), the margin of safety may be
expressed explicitly as unallocated assimilative capacity or implicitly due to conservative
assumptions.

Seasonal variation. The TMDL should consider seasonal variation in the pollutant loads and
end-point. Variability can arise due to stream flows, temperatures, and exceptional
events (e.g., droughts, hurricanes).

Critical Conditions. Critical conditions indicate the combination of environmental factors that
result in just meeting the water quality criterion and have an acceptably low frequency of

Ooccurrence.

Section 303(d) of the CWA and the Water Quality Planning and Management regulation
(USEPA, 2000a) require EPA to review all TMDLs for approval or disapproval. Once EPA
approvesa TMDL, then the waterbody may be moved to Part 4a of the Integrated Report.
Waterbodies remain on Part 4a of the list until compliance with water quality standardsis
achieved. Where conditions are not appropriate for the development of a TMDL, management

strategies may still result in the restoration of water quality.

The goal of the TMDL program is to restore designated uses to water bodies. Thus, the
implementation of bacteria controls will be necessary to restore usesin Rich Fork and Hamby
Creeks. Although an implementation plan is not included as part of this TMDL, reduction
strategies are needed. The involvement of local governments and agencies will be critical in
order to develop implementation plans and reduction strategies. DWQ will begin developing the

implementation plan during public review of the TMDL.
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1.1 Watershed Description

Rich Fork and Hamby Creeks are located in the Y adkin-Pee Dee River Basin. From itsoriginin
High Point to its mouth near Lexington, Rich Fork Creek flows about 20 miles and drains into
Abbots Creek. Hamby Creek originates in Davidson County. The headwaters of Hamby Creek
flow through Thomasville, NC. The creek flows south approximately 12.5 miles and drains into
Rich Fork Creek. Figure 1 depicts the location of Rich Fork and Hamby Creeksin North
Carolina. The Rich Fork Creek watershed (including the Hamby Creek watershed) inthe TMDLs
includes the drainage area above the confluence of Rich Fork Creek and Abbotts Creek. The
creeks' watersheds lie entirely within the Abbotts Creek Watersheds (Subbasin # 03-07-07) in
Davidson County. The USGS 14-digit hydraulic unit code (HUC) for Rich Fork and Hamby
Creeks is 03040103010030. The Rich Fork Creek (48.7 sg. miles (31167.9 acres)) and Hamby
Creek (29.6 sg. miles (18943.9 acres)) watersheds comprise atotal area of approximately 78.4
square miles. DWQ has an ambient water quality monitoring station (Storet number Q5780000)
on Rich Fork Creek at SR# 1800 near Thomasville. The Rich Fork Creek watershed at this point
is 27.4 square miles. The ambient monitoring site on Hamby Creek (Storet # Q5906000) is
located at SR 2790 near Holly Grove. The Hamby Creek watershed at this point is 20.9 square
miles. The ambient monitoring sites will be the evaluation points for both TMDLs since fecal

coliform data has been and will continue to be collected at these locations.

The land use/ land cover characteristics of the watershed were determined using 1996 land cover
data. The North Carolina Center for Geographic Information and Analysis (NCCGIA), in
cooperation with the NC Department of Transportation and USEPA Region IV Wetlands
Division, contracted Earth Satellite Corporation (EarthSat) of Rockville, Maryland to generate
comprehensive land cover datafor the entire state of North Carolina. The mgjority of the Rich
Fork Creek and Hamby Creek watersheds are in mixed upland hardwoods. Managed herbaceous
cover comprises the second largest land use group. High intensity development comprises the
third largest land use. Developed areas are split into high and low intensity groups. The
difference between these devel oped groups depends upon the concentration of impervious
surfaces in amapped area. Land cover/land use coverage for the Rich Fork Creek and Hamby
Creek watersheds are shown in Table 1 and Table 2, respectively.
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Tablel. Estimated Land Use/Land Cover in the Rich Fork Creek Watershed

Land Use/L and Cover Description % Of Watershed Acres
Forested Mostly Upland Hardwoods 63.50 19801.33
Managed Herbaceous Cover Pasture/Uncultivated Fields 21.52 6712.29
Cultivated Lands Crop lands 0.87 270.77
High Intensity Development Over 80% Impervious Material ~ 7.85 2448.39
Low Intensity Development 50-80% Impervious 5.61 1749.77
Unmanaged Herbaceous Cover Pasture/Uncultivated Fields 0.40 125.66
Water Bodies Water 0.25 76.471
Total: 100 31184.68

Table2. Estimated Land Use/Land Cover in the Hamby Creek Watershed

Land Use/L and Cover Description % Of Watershed Acres
Forested Mostly Upland Hardwoods 59.49 11276.60
Managed Herbaceous Cover Pasture/Uncultivated Fields 24.9 4720.63
Cultivated Lands Crop lands 1.29 243.73
High Intensity Development Over 80% Impervious Material ~ 6.72 1273.14
Low Intensity Development 50-80% Impervious 5.42 1027.62
Unmanaged Herbaceous Cover Pasture/Uncultivated Fields 1.87 355.27
Water Bodies Water 0.31 58.21
Total: 100 18955.2
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1.2  Water Quality Monitoring Program

Water quality data available from Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek monitoring stations show
high levels of fecal coliform bacteriain the creeks. Water quality data from fecal coliform
monitoring of Rich Fork Creek comes from five primary sources. Theseinclude, (1) DWQ's
ambient monitoring, (2) Y adkin River Basin Association monitoring, (3) High Point and
Thomasville WWTPs upstream/downstream monitoring, (4) DWQ's Special Study monitoring,
and (5) Piedmont Triad Council of Governments (PTCOG) monitoring. Figure 2 shows the
locations of the monitoring stations in the Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek watersheds.

Data from DWQ'’s ambient monitoring stations (Q5780000 - Rich Fork Creek at SR# 1800 and
(Q5906000 - Hamby Creek at SR 2790 Near Holly Grove) were used to determine the impaired
status of the creeks. The fecal coliform samples were collected on a monthly interval beginning
in April 1995 to the present. The fecal coliform concentrations of the samples collected at the
Rich Fork station (Q5780000), and the Hamby Creek Station (Q5906000) ranged from 10
colony-forming-units (cfu)/100ml to 10,000 cfu/100ml (Figure 3), and 10 colony-forming-units
(cfu)/100ml to 16,000 cfu/100ml (Figure 4), respectively.

The fecal coliform concentrations of the samples collected by the discharger coalition at stations
Q5750000, Q5785000, and Q5790000 ranged from 13 cfu/1200ml to 4,800 cfu/100ml, 61
cfu/100ml to 3300 cfu/100ml, and 34 cfu/100ml to 2500 cfu/100ml, respectively, between June
1998 and November 2002 (Appendix A). Samples are collected at the DWQ ambient monitoring
station and at the discharger coalition stations on a monthly basis. Asaresult, the 30-day
geometric mean of the samples could not be calcul ated using the minimum required 5 samplesin
30 days.

Y adkin-Pee Dee River Basin Association discharger coalition (YPDRBA) has been monitoring
fecal coliform levelsin Rich Fork Creek at SR #1755 (Q5750000), at SR #1787 (Q5785000),
and at SR #2123 (Q5790000) near High Point since 1998. Data collected at discharger coalition
stations are shown in Appendix A. Since these data are also collected on a monthly basis, the 30-

day geometric mean of the samples could not be calculated.
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The High Point Westside WWTP monitored instream fecal coliform concentrations at upstream
and downstream locations in years prior to the discharger coalition monitoring. The 30-day
rolling geometric mean calcul ated using the upstream/downstream fecal coliform concentration
data are shown in Figure 5 and the datais given in Appendix A. The city of Thomasville's
WWTP aso monitors instream fecal coliform concentration at upstream and downstream
locations. The 30-day rolling geometric mean calculated using upstream/downstream fecal
coliform concentration data collected by Thomasville are shown in Figure 6 and the dataiis

provided in Appendix A.

DWQ's Environmental Sciences Branch (ESB) conducted fecal coliform monitoring in Rich
Fork and Hamby Creeks in the spring of 2001 to support the TMDL development. In this study,
60 samples were collected from four sites in Rich Fork Creek over a six and one-half week
period. The samplesin Rich Fork Creek were collected at the ambient monitoring site (SR 1800)
and at the YPDRBA coalition sites (SR 1755, SR 1787, and SR 2123). In Hamby Creek, 45
samples were collected from three sites over asix and one-half week period. The Hamby Creek
samples were collected at the ambient monitoring site (SR 2790) and at SR 2025 and SR 2080.
The purposes of this study were to evaluate whether the creeks were complying with state fecal
coliform standard, and to provide information on potential bacteria sources in the watersheds.
The data summaries from this study for Rich Fork and Hamby Creeks are given in Table 3 and
Table 4, respectively.

Finally, the most recent fecal coliform monitoring data comes from a special study being
conducted by the Piedmont Triad Council of Governments (PTCOG). The PTCOG is monitoring
fecal coliform levels at several locationsin Rich Fork and Hamby Creeks. The objective of this
project isto identify and reduce fecal coliform bacteria sources in the watersheds by identifying
point and non-point sources contributing to elevated fecal coliform bacterialevels. The project is
funded by the Section 205(j) Grant. The data collected in June and July 2003 isincluded in
Appendix A.



Figure 2. Rich Fork and Hamby Creeks Water Quality Monitoring Locations

P

) : , ; - DAVIDSON @
) [ AN ( [ & 5 \ ) J 2
~__ |/ - DWQ Ambient | 5
\ - Monitoring Sité PN/
- - GUILFORD

2z
/)Th

‘*\[\/ylg‘yni"to ing J

T L
\ Downstream ‘w
\ ) Monitoring e
‘\ o { /7\/,/‘
,r: / 7
P
i ‘ - ) ,‘]' :“ |
| ~'DWQ Spegial ~ FEA R
{ . ~ Stud | A )
\ . L ~. \ ( “ i y R\ 2 J
N S AU P S W =4 . —2Monitoring N
NS e N/ g N L\ Y N R W
V)Y ‘ — \ { A > N s
N | s - - - o\ - ¢
. — A ( o M7 [
S S~ _ D — L SRESY AN [
~ ‘) p . i )
{ / ) p ) Sl
\ (o Ny - ~ N g / 7
\ 3¢ < \ 7 |

5 0 5 10 15 Miles

A NPDES facilities
Roads
@ Rich Fork Ck. Ambient Monit. Station N
Rich Fork Creek
Hamby Creek
Hamby Ck. Watershed
[ ] Rich Fork Creek Watershed
[ ] County Boundaries
/ Yadkin Streams S
7| Cities
14-digit Hydrologic unit 8




Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLSs Final Report

Figure 3. Rich Fork Creek Fecal Coliform Creek at SR# 1800 near
Thmoasville (DWQ's Ambient Monitoring Station)
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Figure 4. Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform Bacteria Levels at SR 2790,
near Holly Grove, DWQ’'s ambient Data
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Figure 5. High Point Westside WWTP Upstream/Dow nstream Monitoring 30-days Rolling
Geometric Mean of Fecal Coliform Bacteria (NC0024228)
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"Upstream - Approximately 100 ft upstream of outfall; Downstream-I - Southern Railroad Bridge
above Hamby Creek; Downstream-I1 - NCSR#2005 (Turner Road) below Hamby Ck.

Figure 6. Thomasville WWTP Upstream/Dow nstream Monitoring 30-day Rolling
Geometric Mean of Fecal Coliform Bacteria (NC0024112)
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* Upstream - Culvert on Baptist Children home road; Downstream-I Bridge on SR 2012;
Downstream-11 - Bridge on SR 2010.
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Table 3. Summary of Rich Fork Creek Fecal Coliform Datafrom DWQ Specia Study?

Fecal Coliform Levels
(Geometric Mean)

Dates Number of | Observations |Rich Fork in|Rich Fork in|Rich Fork in| Rich Fork in
days Davidson Davidson Davidson Davidson
Co.atSR | Co.atSR | Co.atSR Co. at SR
1755 1800 1787 2123
4/10/2001 to 5/8/2001 29 15 260 229 139 71
4/17/2001 to 5/15/2001 29 15 355 227 179 80
4/24/2001 to 5/22/2001 29 15 418 287 228 98
5/1/2001 to 5/29/2001 29 15 482 369 322 142

2 Complete data from the study Is given in Appendix A.

Table4. Summary of Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform Datafrom DWQ Specia Study®

Fecal Coliform Levels
(Geometric Mean)

Dates Number of | Observations |Hamby Creek in| Hamby Creek in |Hamby Creek in
days Davidson Co. at| Davidson Co. at |Davidson Co. at
SR 2790 SR 2025 SR 2080
4/10/2001 to 5/8/2001 29 15 142 59 134
4/17/2001 to 5/15/2001 29 15 155 65 109
4/24/2001 to 5/22/2001 29 15 161 88 189
5/1/2001 to 5/29/2001 29 15 175 118 255

3 Complete data from the study Is given in Append

13

Water Quality Target

The North Carolinafresh water quality standard for Class C waters for fecal coliform (T15A:

02B.0211) states:

Organisms of the coliform group: feca coliforms shall not exceed a
geometric mean of 200/100ml (MF count) based upon at least five
consecutive samples examined during any 30 day period, nor exceed
400/2100 ml in more than 20 percent of the samples examined during such
period; violations of the fecal coliform standard are expected during
rainfall events and, in some cases, this violation is expected to be caused
by uncontrollable non-point source pollution; all coliform concentrations
are to be analyzed using the membrane filter technique unless high
turbidity or other adverse conditions necessitate the tube dilution method;
in case of controversy over results, the MPN 5-tube dilution technique will
be used as the reference method.

11
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The instream numeric target, or endpoint, is the restoration objective expected to be reached by
implementing the specified load reductions in the TMDL. The target alows for the evaluation of
progress towards the goal of reaching water quality standards for the impaired stream by
comparing the instream data to the target. For Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek fecal coliform
TMDLs, the water quality target is the instantaneous concentration of 400cfu/100ml. Itis
assumed that compliance with the instantaneous part of the fecal coliform criterion will lead to

compliance with the geometric mean portion of the criterion.

In order to evaluate the fecal coliform model, monitor water quality conditions and assess
progress of the TMDL, evaluation locations were established for the Rich Fork Creek and
Hamby Creek watersheds. The evaluation location of Rich Fork Creek watershed islocated in
Rich Fork Creek at SR 1800 and that of Hamby Creek watershed is located in Hamby Creek at
SR 2790. The evaluation points in both TMDLSs are the ambient monitoring stations.

20 SOURCE ASSESSMENT

A source assessment is used to identify and characterize the known and suspected sources of
fecal coliform bacteriain the watershed. The source assessment of Rich Fork and Hamby Creeks
will be used in the water quality modeling tool and in the development of the TMDL.

2.1 Point Source Assessment

General sources of fecal coliform bacteria are divided between point and non-point sources.
Facilities that treat domestic waste which are permitted through the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) contribute to fecal coliform bacterialoading of streams.

2.1.1 Individually Permitted NPDES Dischargers

There are six NPDES permitted dischargers in the Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek
watersheds. Table 5 shows individually permitted NPDES wastewater treatment facilitiesin the
watershed. The city of High Point Westside WWTP (NC0024228) and the Thomasville WWTP
(NC0024112) are the two major discharges in these watersheds. The other four facilities are

minor discharges and their contribution to the fecal coliform loading is not significant.

12
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The city of High Point Westside WWTP discharges into Rich Fork Creek, and the city of
Thomasville WWTP discharges into Hamby Creek. The Westside WWTP primarily serves
approximately one third of High Point’s population. The Thomasville WWTP serves the city of
Thomasville and is located approximately 6.0 stream miles upstream of its confluence with Rich
Fork Creek. The High Point Westside WWTP operates at 6.2 MGD, and has a maximum
permitted effluent fecal coliform concentration of a 30-day geometric mean of 200 cfu/200ml,
and aweekly geometric mean of 400 cfu/100ml. The Thomasville WWTP has the same effluent
concentration limits and is permitted to discharge 4.0 MGD. Thomasville WWTP applies a
percentage of the residuals generated during the wastewater treatment process within Davidson
and Randolph counties (Morgan Huffman, December 2003). High Point Westside WWTP
incinerates the residuals (Tim Fitzgerald, December 2003).

Discharge monitoring reports (DMRs) submitted by NPDES facilities were reviewed to identify
facilities discharging fecal coliform bacteriain excess of permit limits. A review of DMRs from
1998 -2002 indicate High Point Westside WWTP was in noncompliance in some cases (12% of
samples exceeded the 200cfu/100ml value and 8% of the samples exceeded 400cfu/100ml).
Thomasville WWTP was in compliance with its fecal coliform permit limits and fecal coliform
bacteria levels were below permit limits. (Only 3% of samples exceeded 200 cfu/100ml and 2%
of the samples exceeded 400 cfu/100ml from 1998 to 2002). The discharge monitoring data for
High Point -Westside WWTP and Thomasville Hamby Creek WWTP areincluded in

Appendix C.

The NPDES Phase | rule requires large and medium municipal separate storm sewer systems
(M$4s) greater than 100,000 people to obtain an NPDES storm water permit. The NPDES Phase
Il addressed small municipal separate storm sewer systems (M $4s) serving a population of less
than 100,000 people in urbanized areas. This rule applies to a unit of government such as a city
or county, which owns or operates an M$4. Each permitted entity is required to develop a Storm
Management Program (SWMP). Per 2000 Census data, the estimated population of the City of
Thomasvilleis approximately 19,800, and that of High Point is 85,839. Therefore, both cities are
automatically designated into the Phase |1 program. Both cities applied for permit coveragein
March 2003. For Thomasville, the jurisdiction areain Davidson County is approximately 16.4
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square miles and for High Point the area in Guilford, Randolph, Forsyth, and Davidson counties

IS 51.45 sgquare miles. These four counties also fall under the Phase 11 rule and therefore maintain

a storm management program.

A recent EPA mandate (Wayland, 2002) requires NPDES permitted stormwater to be placed in
the wastload allocation (WLA), which had previously been reserved for continuous point source
wastewater loads. Since Hamby Creek and Rich Fork Creek watersheds are subject to M$4
permits, the WLA in Rich Fork and Hamby TMDLs will include loads from both continuous

discharge facilities and wet weather discharges.

Table 5. Permitted NPDES wastewater treatment facilitiesin Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek

Watersheds.
Permitted Receiving
Facility Name Flow Address Site Stream Permit # | Ownership
(MGD)
110 Optimist Park
Thomasville City - 14.000 Rd. Thomasville, [Thomasville [Hamby Creek|NC0024112|Municipal
Hamy Creek WWTP NC 27360
1044 West Burton
High Point City - Road, Thomasville[Thomasville [Rich Fork Ck.[NC0024228Municipal
Westside WWTP  6.200 NC 27360
Davidson Co - P.O.Box 2057 100%
Extended day School Lexington, Davidson Co.Hamby Creek|NC0041629|Domestic
WWTP 0.007 NC 27293 Minor
Davidson Co - Pilot (0.010 P.O.Box 2057 100%
Elementary School Lexington, Davidson Co.[Jimmys Ck. |NC0042129Domestic
WWTP NC 27293 Minor
3830 North Main 100%
High Point Care 0.010 Street, High Point,|High Point  |Rich Fork Ck.]NC0046035[Domestic
Center NC 27265 Minor
3910 North Main
Auman’s Mobile 0.016 Street, High Point,[High Point  [Rich Fork Ck.NC0055212(100%
Home Park NC 27265 Domestic
Minor
2.2 Non-point Sour ce Assessment

Non-point sources of fecal coliform bacteria include those sources that can not be identified as

entering the waterbody at a specific location (e.g., apipe). Non-point source pollution can

include both urban and agricultural sources. Fecal coliform bacteria may originate from human
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and non-human sources. Table 6 lists the potential human and animal non-point sources of fecal
coliform bacteria (Center for Watershed Protection, 1999). The non-point sources of fecal
coliform bacteriain Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek watersheds include wildlife, livestock
(land application of agricultural manure and grazing), concentrated animal feed-lots, urban
development (stormwater), failing septic systems, and sewer line systems (illicit connections,
leaky sewer lines and sewer system overflows).

Table 6. Potential sources of fecal coliform bacteriain urban and rural watersheds (Center for
Watershed Protection, 1999).

Source Type Source

Human Sour ces Sewered watershed Combined sewer overflows

Sanitary sewer overflows

[llegal sanitary connections to
storm drains

Illegal disposal to storm drains

Non-sewered watershed Failing septic systems

Poorly operated package plant

Landfills

Marinas

Non-human Sources | Domestic animals and urban wildlife | Dogs, cats

Rats, raccoons

Pigeons, gulls, ducks, geese

Livestock and rural wildlife Cattle, horse, poultry

Beaver, muskrats, deer, waterfowl

Hobby farms

2.2.1 Livestock

Davidson County, with atotal area of 353,278 acresis alimited producer of cattle, beef and milk
cows, chickens, and hogs and pigs. According to the North Carolina Department of Agriculture
and Consumer Services, there were 19,000 cattle and calves, 1200 hogs and pigs, 4,600,000
broilers, and 1600 equines in Davidson County (NCDACS, 2003). There is one poultry operation
that houses approximately 45,000 broilersin the Rich Fork Creek watershed. There are no
confined animal operationsin the Hamby Creek watershed. There are no permitted concentrated
animal feedlot operations (CAFOs) in the watershed. There are several small livestock farms
scattered throughout the watersheds. These are small operations with herd sizes varying from 1

15




Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLSs Final Report

cow to as many as 30-40 cows. The number of horsesin these watersheds is estimated to be less
than 100. (Miller communications, 2003).

2.2.1.1 Livestock Grazing/Horse and Pony Grazing

Cattle, including both dairy and beef cows, and horses graze on pasture land and deposit feces
onto theland. During arainfall runoff event, a portion of the fecal material that contains
coliform bacteriais transported to the streams. In addition, when cattle have direct access to
streams, feces may be deposited directly into astream. There are small, scattered animal
operations which may have access to streams for their animalsin the Rich fork creek and Hamby
Creek watersheds. (Miller communication, 2003).

2.2.1.2 Agricultural Manure and Residual Application/Concentrated Animal Feedlot
Operations
Thereis apoultry operation housing approximately 45,000 broilersin the Rich Fork Creek
watershed. The litter from this operation is land applied following a waste management plan that
was developed by Davidson SWCD personnel. Poultry litter produced by chickensis routinely
collected and applied as an aternative to fertilizer and applied predominately to pasture/hayland
(Davidson County communications, 2003). There are scattered beef cattle operationsin Rich
Fork Creek and Hamby Creek watersheds. These are small operations with herd sizes varying
from 1 cow to as many as 30-40 cows. The total number of beef cattle is estimated to be 300-400
cows. These operations are pasture operations. Cattle are on pastures year round and generally
have access to the streams. There are afew operations that prohibit livestock accessing the creek
(Miller communications, 2003). The city of Thomasville is permitted to land apply residuals
from its wastewater treatment process. The applications fields are located in Davidson and

Randol ph Counties (Morgan Huffman, December 2003).

2.2.2 Failed Septic Systems

Failing septic systems have been cited as a potential source of fecal coliform bacteriato water

bodies (USEPA, 2000). Thereis a considerable amount of residential development scattered

throughout Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek watersheds. The Department of Environmental

Health has estimated that Davidson County has approximately 35,612 housing units on septic

systems (DEH, 1999). Septic system failure rate datain North Carolina are very limited. A study
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conducted in 1981 by the North Carolina Office of State Budget and M anagement suggested that
approximately 11% of systems that were surveyed experienced malfunctions or failures over a
year (DEH, 2000).

2.2.3 Urban Development/Sanitary Sewer Overflows

Fecal coliform bacteria can originate from various urban sources. These sourcesinclude pet
waste, runoff through stormwater sewers, illicit discharges/connections of sanitary waste, leaky
sewer systems and sewer systems overflows. Leaky sewer pipes upstream of the Westside
WWTP were reported by local resident to be one of the major causes of fecal coliform loading to
Rich Fork Creek. The majority of Highpoint’s sanitary collection system include pipelines that
generaly follow the terrain and are often located in close proximity to streams and tributaries.
These pipelines transport wastewater to the Westside WWTP. This situation presents an
opportunity for raw sewage to reach the streams through broken pipelines and cracked joints.
Rich Fork, Little/ Payne, and Ensley Creeks come together just upstream of the Westside WWTP
and High Point’s sewer collection system follows the drainage systems of these creeks. Sewer
System Overflows (SSOs) are often caused by excessive volumes of rainwater entering the
collection system which exceeds the systems capacity to transport all the flow to the WWTP.
Sewer System Overflows can also be caused when sewer pipes are clogged by debris, grease,
tree roots, and other obstructions. High Point owns and operates the Westside WWTP and the
sewage collection system. From February 2002 to September 2003, High Point reported at least
16 sanitary sewer overflows (SSOs) ranging from 140 gallons to 36,000 gallons within the Rich
Fork Creek watershed (High Point, 2003). The City of Thomasville operates the Hamby Creek
WWTP and the sewage collection system. In the last three years (March 2001 - August 2003),
Thomasville reported at least 23 sanitary sewer overflows (SSOs) ranging from 150 gallons to
2,100,000 gallons within the Hamby Creek watershed (Thomasville, 2003).

224 Wildlife

Wildlife can be a source of feca coliform bacteriain forested, wetland, pasture and cropland
areas. Wildlife deposit fecal material in these areas which can be transported to astream in a
rain event. Wildlife in the Davidson county areainclude deer, raccoons, squirrels, and birds
(including waterfowl). The deer population is estimated to be 10-30 per square mile (WRC,

2001).
17
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3.0 ANALYTICAL APPROACH

Establishing the relationship between instream water quality and sources of fecal coliform
bacteria is an important component of the TMDL. Load duration curves were developed as a
method to relate TMDLs to all hydrologic conditions.

Load duration curves provide a method that is entirely based on observed data to estimate the
reductions required to meet water quality standards. Load duration curves are based on a
cumulative frequency distribution of stream flow. The method used to develop both the flow
and load duration curves are described in this section and is based on work by Stiles in Kansas
(2002), Cleland (2002), and Sheely (2002).

3.1 Flow Duration Curves

In order to develop aload duration curve, the first step is to create flow duration curves. A flow
duration curve displays the cumulative frequency distribution of daily flow data over the period
of record. The duration curve relates flow values measured at a monitoring station to the percent
of time the flow values were equaled or exceeded. Flows are ranked from low, which are
exceeded nearly 100 percent of the time, to high, which are exceeded less than 1 percent of the

time.

Flow duration curves are limited to the period of record available at a monitoring station. The
confidence in the duration curve approach in predicting realistic percent load reductions
increases when longer periods of record are used to generate the graphs. One of the shortcomings
of using this method to develop TMDLSs is that most ambient monitoring stations do not monitor
flow at the time of water quality sampling. However, a nearby gage in the same watershed or in
awatershed of similar topography and landuse in the same eco-region as the ungaged watershed
can be used to estimate flow. Flows on an ungaged stream can be extrapolated using a drainage

areardatio.

DWQ developed a flow duration curve using daily streamflow data collected at USGS

continuous gage on Abbots Creek near Lexington (USGS 02121500) between October 1988 and

September, 2002. This USGS gage is located in the Abbots Creek watershed (HUC 03040103 -

(Subbasin # 03-07-07)). Both Rich Fork and Hamby Creeks drain into Abbots Creek and are
18
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located in Abbots Creek Watershed. The flow duration curves developed for Rich Fork Creek
and Hamby Creek using the flow data collected at this gage (USGS 02121500) on Abbotts Creek
are shown in Figures 7, and 8, respectively.

Fgure 7. HowDuration Curve for Rich Fork Creek Based on Abbotts
Creek a USGS02121500
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3.2 Load Duration Curves

Flow duration curves are transformed into load duration curves by multiplying the flow values
along the flow duration curves by the pollutant concentrations and the appropriate conversion
factors. On the load duration curve, allowable and existing loads are plotted against the flow
recurrence interval. The allowable load is based on the water quality numerical criteriafor fecal
coliform, less the margin of safety, and on flow values from the flow duration curves. The line fit
through the allowable load is called the target line.

The instantaneous standard of 400 cfu/100 ml is considered as an end point (or allowable [oad)
for the determination of the fecal coliform TMDL for Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek
TMDLs. In addition to the instantaneous standard of 400 cfu/100 ml, the geometric mean
standard of 200 cfu/100ml was considered at the WWTPs downstream monitoring locations as
these stations collected enough samples to cal culate the geometric mean. Load duration curves
were developed using the 200 cfu/100 ml geometric mean (at least 5 samples within 30 days) and
the average flow during this period to ascertain the geometric mean standard has not been

exceeded and to determine the most stringent limit.

The positioning of monitoring data on the load duration curve provides an indication of the
potential sources and delivery mechanisms of the pollutant. In general, violations occurring on
the right side of the curve typically occur during low flow events and are indicative of
continuous pollutant sources, such as NPDES permitted discharges, leaking collection lines, or
leaking septic systems, and livestock having access to streams. Violations that occur on the left
side of the curve occur during high flow events and mainly indicate sources responding to
rainfall events. As shown in Figure 9, from 1995 to 2002, water quality violationsin Rich Fork
Creek occur during high, transitional, typical, and low flow events. In Hamby Creek (Figure 10),
violations occur during typical (i.e., flows exceeded between 25 and 75 percent of the time) and

low flow (i.e., flows exceeded between 75 and 90 percent of the time) events.
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Figure 9. Load Duration Curve - Rich Fork Creek DWQ Ambient Monitoring
Location (Q5780000 - SR#1800)
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Figure 10. Load Duration Curve - Hamby Creek DWQ Ambient Monitoring
Location (Q59060000- SR# 2790)
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The existing load is based on measured fecal coliform concentration and an estimate of the flow
during sampling days. The positioning of the existing load on the plot is based on the recurrence
interval of the estimated flow. Existing loads that plot above the target line indicate a violation of

water quality criterion, while loads plotting below the line represent compliance.

The Rich Fork Creek watershed was delineated into 6 subwatersheds and the Hamby Creek
watershed was delineated into 4 subwatersheds. Figure 7 illustrates the subwatershed
delineations for the Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek watersheds. The subwatershed
delineations were based, on the location of the ambient and discharger coalition monitoring sites,
and the location of WWT Ps upstream/downstream monitoring locations. Load duration curves
were developed for each subwatershed from the extrapolated flow and the water quality data
collected at the monitoring locations. The fecal coliform load calculated at each monitoring
station takes into account the load coming from the watershed area upstream of the monitoring
station. A list of the monitoring stations used to develop the load duration curves for the
impaired streams are provided in Table 7.

Table7. Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Subwater sheds

Subwatershed | Stream Monitoring Station Area
(sq. mile)

RFO1 Rich Fork | DWQ ambient Monitoring (Q5780000 - SR#1800) 274
RFO2 Rich Fork YPDRBA Station (Q5750000 - SR#1755) 9.83
RFO3 Rich Fork YPDRBA Station (Q5785000 - SR#1787) 31.6
RFO4 Rich Fork YPDRBA Station Q5790000 - SR#2123) 48.7
HAO1 Hamby DWQ ambient Monitoring (Q59060000- SR# 2790) | 20.9
HAQ2 Hamby WWTP Upstream Station (Baptist Children’ Home Road) | 3.9

HAOQ3 Hamby Thomasville' s WWTP downstream Station (SR#2017) | 19.2
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Figure 11. Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Subwatersheds
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4.0 Uncertainty

The lack of agreement between modeled and observed fecal coliform concentrationsis duein
part to the high degree of uncertainty associated with predicting any water quality variable,
especialy fecal coliform. Theinability to accurately predict specific observed fecal coliform
concentrations can be attributed to approximations in the analytical method, lack of sufficient
information in source assessment, gaps in our scientific knowledge, natural variability in
instream fecal coliform concentrations, field and laboratory measurement error, and lack of
current site specific model input parameters (where model is used) including decay rate, flow,
rainfall data and landuse information. The available models used to predict fecal coliform
concentrations are not adept at characterizing prediction uncertainty. Because uncertainty
associated with generalized approach is expected to be large, the results should be interpreted in
light of the limitations of the methodology used and prediction uncertainty. Simple methods like
Load Duration Curve can be used to guideinitial decision making but continued observation of
the watershed and stream, as fecal coliform controls are implemented (e.g., exclusion fencing,
leaky sanitary sewer repairs), is expected to be our best approach for determining the appropriate

level of management.

50 Total Maximum Daily L ocad

A total maximum daily load is the total amount of pollutant that can be assimilated by the
receiving water body while achieving water quality standards. A TMDL is comprised of the sum
of wasteload allocations (WLA) for point sources, load allocations (LA) for non-point sources
and amargin of safety (MOS). This definition is expressed by the equation:

TMDL =2 WLAs+2 LAs+MOS

The objective of the TMDL isto estimate allowable pollutant loads and to allocate to the known
pollutant sources in the watershed so the appropriate control measures can be implemented and
the water quality standard can be achieved. The Code of Federal Regulations (40 CFR
8130.2(1)) states that TMDLSs can be expressed in terms of mass per time, toxicity, or other
appropriate measures. In the Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek fecal coliform TMDLS, loads
are expressed in terms of counts per day, and represent the maximum one-day |oad the streams
can assimilate and maintain the water quality criterion.
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5.1 Reduction target
To determine the amount of fecal coliform load reduction necessary to comply with the water

quality criteria, the period of critical conditions and the existing loading must be established.

511 Critical Conditions

The critical condition for non-point source fecal coliform bacterialoading is an extended dry
period followed by arainfall event. During the dry weather period, fecal coliform bacteria builds
up on the land surface, and is washed off by rainfall. The critical condition for point source
loading occurs during periods of low stream flow when dilution is minimized. Water quality data
has been collected during both time periods. Water quality violations in Rich Fork Creek occur
during al flow condition. In Hamby Creek, violations occur during typical and low flow events.
The load duration curve approach addresses the load reductions required during all flow regimes.
Critical conditions are accounted for in the load duration analysis by using an extended

period of stream flow records and water quality data available for the streams. Water quality
data used in the Rich Fork Creek include data collected from January 1993 to September 2002,
and the water quality data uses for Hamby Creek TMDLs include data collected from May 1995
to September 2002, and the streamflow data bigan in 1988.

5.1.2 Existing Conditions

The load duration curves for Rich Fork Creek, and Hamby Creek at their respective DWQ
ambient monitoring stations are shown in Figures 9 and 10, respectively. Load duration curves
for the streams at the other monitoring stations are provided in Appendix B. Existing conditions
are based on the instream water quality violations. The violations in Rich Fork occur at al flow
condition, and Hamby Creek violations occur during typical and low flow conditions. The
violations indicate that impairment occurs during wet and dry weather conditions in both
streams. Superimposed on the graphs is a trend line through the data points violating the water
quality criterion. In the load curve approach, the trend line equation is used to calculate the
existing load at each duration interval. Asshown in Figures 12 and 13. A power curve provided
the best fit for the Rich Fork data, and an exponential curve provided the best fit for Hamby
Creek data, as determined by the correlation coefficient.
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To represent the TMDL as a single value, the existing load was calculated from the trend as the
average of the load violations between the 10" and 90™ duration interval. Flows occurring less
than 10 percent of the time were considered extreme flood conditions while flows occurring
greater than 90 percent of the time were considered extreme drought conditions. Extreme flow

conditions were not considered in the TMDL analysis.

Using the trend line equation for fecal coliform in Rich Fork Creek, the calculated existing load
between the 10 and 90™ percentile ranges between 2.71 x10% and 1.78 x 10" counts/day. The
average of these values, or 4.49 x 10" counts/day, represents the total existing load in Rich Fork
Creek. For Hamby Creek, the calculated existing load between the 25™ and 90™ percentile ranges
between 3.14 x 10™ and 1.04 x 10 counts/day. The average of these values, or 2.33 x 10
counts/day, represents the total existing load in Hamby Creek. For Hamby Creek TMDL most

violations occur between the 25™ and 90™ percentile ranges. Therefore, the average load was
calculated from the existing load between the 25™ and 90" percentile ranges. Calculations of the

existing loads for other monitoring stations within these watersheds are provided in Appendix B.

Figure 12. Load Duration Curve - Rich Fork Creek DWQ Ambient
Monitoring Location (Q5780000 - SR#1800)
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Figure 13. Load Duration Curve - Hamby Creek DWQ Ambient Monitoring
Location (Q59060000- SR# 2790)
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5.1.3 Reduction Target Calculations

The TMDL values represent the maximum daily load the stream can assimilate and maintain
water quality standards. The load duration curve methodology can be used to show that water
quality standards can be achieved under arange of flow conditions. The target load is based on
the instantaneous fecal coliform standard of 400 cfu/100ml lessthe MOS. The existing load is
calculated from the trend curve through all violations. Once the existing load and the target load
are calculated, the percent reductions required to achieve the numerical water quality criterion

are determined.

The percent reduction is calculated as the difference between the average trend curve load
estimates and the average of the allowable load estimates. At each recurrence interval between
10 and 95 (at each 5" percentile) the existing loads were calculated from the trend equation, and
the allowable loads were calculated from the TMDL target value, which includes the MOS. The
allowable load was exceeded in Rich Fork Creek during all flow conditions. Therefore, loads
between the 10™ and 90™ percentile ranges were used to calcul ate average load and the percent

reduction. For Hamby Creek TMDL most violations occur between the 25" and 90" percentile

ranges. Therefore, |0ads between the 25" and 90™ percentile ranges were used to calculate the
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average load and the percent reduction. The average of the existing and target loads for Rich
Fork Creek were 4.49 x 10™ counts/day and 1.26 x 10" counts/day, respectively. This equates to
a 72% load reduction. The average of the existing and target loads for Hamby Creek were 2.33 x
10™ counts/day and 6.63 x 10™ counts/day, respectively. This equates to a 71.6% load reduction.
Calculations of the existing loads, target load, and percent reduction for Rich Fork and Hamby
Creek at the DWQ monitoring stations are given in Table 8 and 9, respectively. Calculations of
the existing loads, target load, and percent reduction for other monitoring stations within these

watersheds are provided in Appendix B.

Table 8. Calculations of Percent Reduction using Load Duration Curve Approach in

Rich Fork Creek
Interval Existing L oad Target load Reduction
(cntgday) (counts/day) (percent)

90 2.7095E+10 1.44E+10 46.9
85 3.5194E+10 1.91E+10 45.8
80 4.5712E+10 2.54E+10 44.4
75 5.9375E+10 3.32E+10 44.1
70 7.7120E+10 4.24E+10 45.0
65 1.0017E+11 5.19E+10 48.2
60 1.3011E+11 6.31E+10 515
55 1.6899E+11 7.54E+10 554
50 2.1950E+11 8.84E+10 59.7
45 2.8511E+11 1.05E+11 63.2
40 3.7032E+11 1.21E+11 67.4
35 4.8100E+11 1.39E+11 71.1
30 6.2476E+11 1.62E+11 74.1
25 8.1149E+11 1.94E+11 76.1
20 1.0540E+12 2.46E+11 76.6
15 1.3690E+12 3.12E+11 77.2
10 1.7782E+12 4.48E+11 74.8

Average Values between the 90" and 10" per centile

Existing load: 4.4925E+11

Allowable L oad: 1.26E+11

Per cent reduction: 71.97%

28




Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLs

Final Report

Table 9. Calculations of Percent Reduction using Load Duration Curve Approach in

Hamby Creek
Interval Existing Target Load Reduction
Load (cnts/day) (countg/day) (percent)

90 3.1371E+10 1.4768E+10 52.9
85 3.6684E+10 1.8987E+10 48.2
80 4.3304E+10 2.3206E+10 46.4
75 5.1671E+10 2.9535E+10 42.8
70 6.2409E+10 3.6919E+10 40.8
65 7.6443E+10 4.4303E+10 42.0
60 9.5165E+10 5.2742E+10 44.6
55 1.2075E+11 6.2235E+10 48.5
50 1.5674E+11 7.2784E+10 53.6
45 2.0913E+11 8.4387E+10 59.6
40 2.8868E+11 9.5990E+10 66.7
35 4.1604E+11 1.1076E+11 73.4
30 6.3440E+11 1.2869E+11 79.7
25 1.0449E+12 1.5295E+11 854
20 1.9245E+12 1.9240E+11 90.0
15 4.2292E+12 2.4261E+11 94.3
10 1.2829E+13 3.4725E+11 97.3

Average Values between the 90" and 25" per centile

Existing load: 2.3341E+11

Allowable L oad: 6.6304E+10

Per cent reduction: 71.59%

The percent reductions based on the geometric mean standard of 200 cfu/100ml less the MOS
were calculated at the WWTPs downstream monitoring stations (Old Hwy 29 for Rich Fork
Creek (Figure RF5a) and SR 2017 for Hamby Creek (Figure H3a)). Percent reductions were also
calculated at the same locations based on the instantaneous standard of 400 cfu/100ml less the
MOS to determine the most stringent limit (Figure RF5 and Figure H3). The results indicate that

reductions based on the instantaneous standard are higher than the reductions based on the
geometric mean standard at both sites. For Rich Fork Creek, the reductions were 69% and 61%
for the instantaneous and the geometric mean standards, respectively. For Hamby Creek, the
reductions were 82% and 64% for the instantaneous and the geometric mean standards,

respectively. Based on these results, the instantaneous standard was more stringent than the

geometric mean standard and was used to calculate the TMDLs for both streams.
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5.2 Margin of Safety

There are two methods for incorporating a MOS in the analysis. a) implicitly incorporate the
MOS using conservative model assumptions to develop allocations; or b) explicitly specify a
portion of the TMDL as the MOS and use the remainder for allocations. In the Rich Fork Creek
and Hamby Creek TMDL s both implicit and explicit MOS were used.

For TMDLs developed using load curves, the assumption that reductions are needed at all flows
between the 10" and 90" duration interval results in percent reductions higher than what is
required based on observed data violations. To provide an explicit margin of safety, the
allowable load curve used 360 cfu/100ml instead of the instantaneous standard of 400 cfu/100ml.
This provides a 10% margin of safety.

53 TMDL Allocations

The TMDLs determined above must be allocated to awasteload alocation (WLA) and aload
alocation (LA). The TMDL valueisreduced by the WLA, if any, to obtain the LA component.
TMDL components for Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek watersheds and the percent
reductions needed to comply with the water quality criteria are provided in Table 10.

53.1 WasteLoad Allocations (WLA)

There are two major NPDES permitted facilities in the Rich Fork Creek watershed. The City of
High Point’s Westside WWTP discharges into Rich Fork Creek, and the city of Thomasvill€e's
WWTP discharges into Hamby Creek. The WLAS are expressed separately to continuous
facilitiesand M4 areas. Waste Water Treatment Plants discharge fecal coliform bacteriaat all
weather conditions while M$4 areas discharge in response to storm events. Both WWTPs
discharging in the streams have permit limits that meet instream water quality standards. Both
facilities are required to meet their permit limits and no load reductions are needed. The WLAsS
assigned to the WWTPs are based on the weekly average permit criterion of 400 cfu/100ml.
These facilities cannot exceed a monthly geometric mean concentration of 200 cfu/100ml. Any
future facility permitted to discharge fecal coliform bacteriain the watersheds will be required to
meet permit limits. The city of High Point and the city of Thomasville are automatically
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designated into the Phase |1 program. Both cities have applied for permit coverage in March
2003. Guilford, Randolph, Forsyth, and Davidson Counties are also designated into the Phase I

program. The WLA assigned to the M$4 areas is expressed in terms of percent reduction of

coliform concentration required to attain standards. Any future M$4 located within the

watershed boundaries of the impaired streams will be prescribed a WLA based on the percent
reduction required in the TMDL.

Table 10. Fecal Coliform TMDL Components for Rich Fork and and Hamby Creeks

(Evaluation L ocations shown in bold)

Stream Monitoring WLA! Per cent
L ocations and Continuous | M$4 LA MOS* | TMDL? Reduction®
Watershed_ID (counts/day) (counts/day)
RFO1 - Rich Fork
(YPDRBA Station 0 747% | 8.83x 10" Implicit | 8.83x 10" | 74.7%
(Q5750000 - SR#1755) reduction Explicit
RFO02 -Rich Fork
(DWQ Station - 9.39x 10" 72.0% 321x10° | Implicit | 1.26x 10" | 72.0%
Q5780000 - SR#1800) reduction Explicit
RFO03
Rich Fork (YPDRBA 9.39x 10" 76.1% 3.09x 10% | Implicit | 3.18x 10 | 76.1%
Stati osrj R(Sl%sgooo - reduction Explicit
RFO04 - Rich Fork
(YPDRBA Station 9.39 x 10% 55.6% 4.74x 10" | Implicit | 4.84x 10" | 55.6%
Q5790000 - SR#2123) reduction Explicit
RFO05 -- Rich Fork
(WWTP Upstream) 0 88.2% 8.83x 10" | Implicit | 8.83x 10" | 88.2%
reduction Explicit
RF06 -- Rich Fork
(WWTP Downstream - Old | 9.39 x 10%° 69.0% 1.64x 10" | Implicit | 257 x 10" | 69.0%
Hwy 29) reduction Explicit
HAO1 -Hamby
(WWTP Upstream - Baptist 0 86.4% 3.23x 10" | Implicit | 3.23x 10" | 86.4%
Children Home Rd.) reduction Explicit
HAOQ2 - Hamby
(DWQ Station Q59060000- | 6.06 x 10%° 71.6% 570x10° | Implicit | 6.63x 10" | 71.6%
SR# 2790) reduction Explicit
HAO03 Hamby
(WWTP downstream 6.06 x 10% 82.6% 1.51x 10% | Implicit | 1.57x 102 | 82.6%
Station -SR#2017) reduction Explicit
Notes:

1 WLA component separated into load from continuous NPDES facilities (WWTP) and load from
MS4. WWTPs have loads in units of counts/day based on permit limits and design flow. M$4 load
is represented as percent reduction.

2 Explicit (10%) and implicit Margins of Safety are considered

3 TMDL represents the average allowable |oad between the 90" and 10™ percent recurrence interval.
4 Overall reduction is based on the instantaneous standard of 400 cfu/100ml and is assumed to be
more stringent than the geometric mean standard.
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532 Load Allocation

There are two modes of transport for non-point source feca coliform bacteria loading into the
stream. Loading from failing septic systems and animals in the stream are considered direct
sources to the stream and are independent of precipitation. The second mode involves loading

resulting from fecal coliform accumulation on land surfaces and is transported to the stream
during storm events. Runoff from agricultural areas, urban stormwater washoff, and SSO events
contribute to the loading during storm events. The positioning of monitoring data on the load
duration curve provides an indication of the potential sources and delivery mechanisms of the
pollutant. Violations in Rich Fork Creek occur during al weather conditions. In Hamby Creek,
violations occur during typical and low flow events. The LA allocation components provided in
Table 10 are calculated as the difference between the TMDLs and the WLA components.
Calculations of the TMDL, existing, and percent reduction for other monitoring stations within

these watersheds are provided in Appendix B.

5.4 Seasonal Variation

Seasonal variation was incorporated in the load duration curves by using the entire period of
record flow recorded at the gages. Seasonality was also addresses by using all water quality data
between 1995 and 2002 associated with the impaired streams, which was collected during

multiple seasons.

6.0 TMDL Implementation

The TMDL analysis was performed using the best data available to specify the percent
reductions necessary to achieve water quality criteria to support the designated use classifications
in the watersheds.

6.1 Urban Sources of pollutant L oading

The city of High Point and the city Thomasville applied for MS4 permit coverage in March
2003. Each permittee is required to develop a Storm Water Management Program (SWMP). The

SWMP covers the duration of the permit (5-year renewable) and comprises a comprehensive
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planning process which involves public participation and intergovernmental coordination to
reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable using management
practices, control techniques, public education, and other appropriate methods and provisions.
With respect to fecal coliform reduction, additional activities and programs conducted by the
city, county, and state agencies are recommended to support the SWMP:

» Field screening and monitoring program to identify the types and extent of fecal
coliform water quality problems, relative degradation or improvement over time,
areas of concern, and source identification.

* Requirementsthat all new and replacement sanitary sewage systems are designed to
minimize discharges from the system into the storm sewer system.

» Mechanismsfor reporting and correcting illicit connections, breaks, surcharges, and
genera sanitary sewer system problems with potential to release to the municipal
Separate storm sewer system.

6.2 Stream Monitoring

The continued monitoring of fecal coliform concentrations at multiple water quality sampling
points in the watersheds will allow for the evaluation of progress towards the goal of reaching
water quality standards by comparing the instream data to the TMDL target. It isalso critical in
characterizing sources of fecal coliform contamination and documenting future reduction of
loading. Fecal coliform monitoring will continue on amonthly interval at the ambient monitoring
sites (Q5780000 - at SR#1800 for Rich Fork, and Q59060000- at SR# 2790 for Hamby Creek)
and at the three discharger coalition monitoring sitesin Rich Fork Creek watershed (Q5785000 -
at SR#1787, Q5750000 - at SR#1755, and Q5790000 - at SR#2123). In addition to this data
collection, further fecal coliform monitoring may be considered. Additional monitoring beyond
the ambient and discharger stations' monitoring could aid in afecal coliform source assessment
in the watershed and further aid in the evaluation of the progress towards meeting the water
quality target and the water quality standard. Future monitoring efforts should be refined and
enhanced in order to characterize dry and wet season base flow conditions and storm responses.
The Storm Water Management Program (SWMP) required in the M$4 permit is a good means of
achieving the continued and enhanced monitoring. The Piedmont Triad Council of Governments
(PTCOQG) is aso conducting fecal coliform bacteria monitoring at several locations within the
Rich Fork Creek watershed to assess fecal coliform impairment and to identify potential sources.
The PTCOG working in conjunction with the City of High Point, City of Thomasville, and
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Davidson County have received a 205(j) grant to help identify and cleanup fecal coliform
bacteria sources in the Rich Fork and Hamby Creek watersheds. The overall goa of the project is
to improve water quality in the Rich Fork and Hamby Creek watersheds of the Y adkin-Pee Dee
River Basin. Thiswill be accomplished through sampling efforts throughout the watershed to
identify and clean up fecal coliform bacteria sources. Upstream and downstream samples will be
taken at potential problem areas until the source or source areas are identified. Also, this project
will help increase public awareness about fecal coliform bacteria water quality issues as the
results of the study will be shared with area media, environmental groups and educational
institutions (PTCOG, 2003). This project would provide the first step in an implementation plan
of identifying contributing sources in the watershed. The study will also provide significant

insight into specific areas within the watersheds for further investigations.

7.0 FutureEfforts

This TMDL represents an early phase of along-term restoration project to reduce fecal coliform
loading to acceptable levelsin Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek watersheds. DWQ in
cooperation with the City of High Point, City of Thomasville, and the counties involved
(Davidson, Forsyth, Guilford, and Randolph Counties) should evaluate the progress of
implementation strategies and refine the TMDL as necessary, in the next phase (five-year cycle).
Thiswill include recommending specific implementation plans for identified problem areas.
Potential mechanisms of reduction of fecal coliform loading should be explored. These include,
BMP implementation, local regulations or ordinances related to zoning, landuse, or storm water
runoff controls. 319 nonpoint source grants may be a good source of funding for BMP
implementation. The involvement of local governments and agencies will be needed in order to

develop implementation plans.

8.0 Public participation

The counties, extension service and soil and water conservation districts have supplied septic
data and agricultural information to aid in the source assessment portion of the TMDL. The City
of High Point and the City of Thomasville have supplied information on WWTPs. A draft of the
TMDL was publicly noticed through various means, including notification in the local
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newspapers, High Point Enterprise and Thomasville Times on February 26, 2004. DWQ
electronically distributed the draft TMDL and public comment information to known interested
parties. The TMDL was a so available from the Division of Water Quality’ s website at
http://h20.enr.state.nc.us/tmdl/ during the comment period. A public meeting was held on March
18, 2004 as a part of the public comment period. The public comment period ended on March
25, 2004. Two written comments were received from the public and responses are provided in

this document.

9.0 Further Information

Further information concerning North Carolinas TMDL program can be found on the Internet at
the Division of Water Quality website:

http://h20.enr.state.nc.us'tmdl/
Technical questions regarding this TMDL should be directed to the following members of the
DWQ Modeing/TMDL Development Unit:

Adugna K ebede, Modeler

e-mail: Adugna.K ebede@ncmail.net

Michelle Woolfolk, Supervisor
e-mail: Michelle Woolfolk@ncmail.net
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Table A-1. Rich Fork Creek Ambient Monitoring Station at SR 1800 (Q5780000)

Fecal Coliform Concentration Monitoring Data

Date Instream Fecal Coliform  |Date Instream Fecal Coliform
Concentration (cfu/200ml) Concentration (cfu/100ml)

01/04/95 40 12/30/98 73
02/07/95 170 01/14/99 180
03/15/95 60 02/11/99 10
05/02/95 7000 03/11/99 36
06/05/95 1000 05/06/99 250
07/11/95 710 06/01/99 160
10/11/95 710 07/06/99 780
11/02/95 270 08/03/99 100
01/16/96 1000 09/01/99 380
02/14/96 27 10/13/99 560
03/07/96 870 11/02/99 1800
04/03/96 150 12/13/99 710
05/01/96 2100 01/04/00 260
06/04/96 720 02/02/00 560
07/01/96 290 03/06/00 110
08/08/96 1600 04/10/00 280
09/03/96 1500 05/15/00 680
10/01/96 10000 06/19/00 280
11/06/96 10 07/15/00 230
12/03/96 180 08/21/00 270
01/06/97 250 09/05/00 420
02/04/97 27 10/19/00 120
03/03/97 590 11/27/00 500
05/01/97 1400 12/13/00 920
06/02/97 390 01/04/01 140
07/01/97 190 04/24/01 160
08/13/97 600 06/11/01 420
09/03/97 07/23/01 240
10/02/97 360 08/13/01 2000
11/04/97 220 09/12/01 540
12/02/97 150 10/16/01 330
01/13/98 18 11/14/01 62
02/04/98 240 01/08/02 650
03/11/98 570 02/12/02 130
04/01/98 100 03/21/02 250
05/05/98 470 04/30/02 120
06/03/98 170 05/30/02 87
08/06/98 160 06/25/02 240
09/03/98 350 07/18/02 270
10/01/98 300 08/14/02 230
11/03/98 390 09/23/02 930

*L= Actual valueis known to be greater than value given.

J= Estimated value.
A= Value reported is the mean of two or more determination
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Table A- 2. Hamby Creek Ambient Monitoring Station at SR 2790 (Q5906000) Fecal
Coliform Concentration Monitoring Data

Date Instream Fecal Coliform  |Date Instream Fecal Coliform
Concentration (cfu/200ml) Concentration (cfu/100ml)
05/02/95 6000 03/11/99 54
06/05/95 140 05/06/99 140
07/11/95 260 06/01/99 64
08/01/95 170 06/07/99 910
09/07/95 100 08/03/99 70
10/11/95 200 09/01/99 570
11/02/95 1200 10/13/99 920
01/16/96 310 11/02/99 490
07/01/96 1100 12/13/99 210
08/08/96 3000 01/04/00 200
09/03/96 1200 02/02/00 110
10/01/96 16000 03/06/00 64
11/07/96 100 04/15/00 310
12/03/96 130 05/13/00 320
01/06/97 220 06/19/00 150
02/04/97 73 07/18/00 160
03/03/97 54 08/21/00 590
05/01/97 82 09/05/00 310
06/02/97 100 10/19/00 110
07/01/97 320 11/27/00 240
08/13/97 440 12/13/00 82
09/03/97 01/04/01 54
10/02/97 140 04/24/01 190
11/04/97 27 06/11/01 260
12/02/97 10 07/23/01 160
01/13/98 10 08/13/01 210
02/04/98 110 09/12/01 220
03/11/98 36 10/16/01 68
04/01/98 600 11/14/01 340
05/05/98 360 01/08/02 320
06/03/98 150 02/12/02 100
08/06/98 140 03/21/02 99
09/03/98 110 04/30/02 110
10/01/98 290 05/30/02 220
11/03/98 140 06/25/02 150
12/30/98 82 07/18/02 220
01/14/99 10 08/14/02 290
02/11/99 36 09/23/02 480

*L= Actual valueis known to be greater than value given.
J= Estimated value.
A= Value reported is the mean of two or more determination.
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Table A- 3. Rich Fork Creek DWQ Special Study Monitoring Data

Rich Fork in Davidson Co. at SR 1755

Dates Number of Observations |Geometric Mean
days
4/10/2001 to 5/8/2001 29 15 260
4/17/2001 to 5/15/2001 29 15 355
4/24/2001 to 5/22/2001 29 15 418
5/1/2001 to 5/29/2001 29 15 482
Rich Fork in Davidson Co. at SR 1800
Dates Number of Observations  Geometric Mean
days
4/10/2001 to 5/8/2001 29 15 229
4/17/2001 to 5/15/2001 29 15 227
4/24/2001 to 5/22/2001 29 15 287
5/1/2001 to 5/29/2001 29 15 369
Rich Fork in Davidson Co. at SR 1787
Dates Number of Observations  Geometric Mean
days
4/10/2001 to 5/8/2001 29 15 139
4/17/2001 to 5/15/2001 29 15 179
4/24/2001 to 5/22/2001 29 15 228
5/1/2001 to 5/29/2001 29 15 322
Rich Fork in Davidson Co. at SR 2123
Dates Number of Observations  Geometric Mean
days
4/10/2001 to 5/8/2001 29 15 71
4/17/2001 to 5/15/2001 29 15 80
4/24/2001 to 5/22/2001 29 15 98
5/1/2001 to 5/29/2001 29 15 142
All Stations
Dates Number of Observations  Geometric Mean
days
4/10/2001 to 5/8/2001 29 60 156
4/17/2001 to 5/15/2001 29 60 184
4/24/2001 to 5/22/2001 29 60 228
5/1/2001 to 5/29/2001 29 60 300
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Table A -4. Hamby Creek DWQ Special Study Monitoring Data

Hamby Creek in Davidson Co. at SR 2790

Dates Number of Observations |Geometric Mean
days
4/10/2001 to 5/8/2001 29 15 142
4/17/2001 to 5/15/2001 29 15 155
4/24/2001 to 5/22/2001 29 15 161
5/1/2001 to 5/29/2001 29 15 175

Hamby Creek in Davidson Co. at SR 2025

Dates Number of Observations  Geometric Mean
days
4/10/2001 to 5/8/2001 29 15 59
4/17/2001 to 5/15/2001 29 15 65
4/24/2001 to 5/22/2001 29 15 88
5/1/2001 to 5/29/2001 29 15 118

Hamby Creek in Davidson Co. at SR 2080

Dates Number of Observations  Geometric Mean
days
4/10/2001 to 5/8/2001 29 15 134
4/17/2001 to 5/15/2001 29 15 109
4/24/2001 to 5/22/2001 29 15 189
5/1/2001 to 5/29/2001 29 15 255
All Stations
Dates Number of Observations  Geometric Mean
days
4/10/2001 to 5/8/2001 29 45 104
4/17/2001 to 5/15/2001 29 45 103
4/24/2001 to 5/22/2001 29 45 139
5/1/2001 to 5/29/2001 29 45 174
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Table A- 5. Yadkin Pee-Dee River Basin Association Discharger Coalition
Fecal Coliform Concentration Monitoring Data

Rich Fork Creek at SR 1755 near High Point (Q5750000)
Date Instream Fecal Coliform Date Instream Fecal Coliform
Concentration Concentration
(cfu/200ml) (cfu/100ml)

6/18/1998 290 3/6/2001 57
7/28/1998 170 4/4/2001 230
8/19/1998 100 5/1/2001 36
10/8/1998 640 5/7/2001 140
12/1/1998 300 5/24/2001 260
1/5/1999 125 6/21/2001 360
2/2/1999 120 7/30/2001 490
3/12/1999 760 8/21/2001 640
4/9/1999 2100 9/25/2001 620
5/5/1999 13 12/4/2001 130
5/14/1999 100 1/15/2002 140
5/18/1999 280 2/12/2002 80
6/21/1999 1300 3/5/2002 73
7/26/1999 4800 4/9/2002 130
8/16/1999 630 5/7/2002 110
9/29/1999 750 5/7/2002 110
12/3/1999 740 5/14/2002 280
1/14/2000 160 5/21/2002 730
2/16/2000 1000 6/27/2002 370
3/21/2000 2400 07/09/02 430
4/18/2000 26 8/6/2002 270
5/5/2000 2200 9/24/2002 230
5/12/2000 310 10/8/2002 1100
5/18/2000 110 11/5/2002 280
6/22/2000 3600
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Table A- 6. Yadkin Pee-Dee River Basin Association Discharger Coalition
Fecal Coliform Concentration Monitoring Data

Rich Fork Creek at SR 1787 near High Point (Q57850000)
Date Instream Fecal Coliform Date Instream Fecal Coliform
Concentration Concentration
(cfu/2100ml) (cfu/200ml)
6/3/1998 66 6/9/2000 350
7/14/1998 210 1/4/2001 140
8/6/1998 200 2/13/2001 290
9/8/1998 1300 3/6/2001 120
10/16/1998 200 4/4/2001 190
11/18/1998 215 5/7/2001 200
12/1/1998 275 6/4/2001 150
1/5/1999 800 7/17/2001 120
2/2/1999 3300 8/7/2001 170
3/12/1999 61 9/11/2001 220
4/9/1999 120 10/9/2001 310
5/5/1999 90 11/13/2001 68
6/10/1999 180 12/4/2001 63
7/13/1999 1100 1/15/2002 63
8/5/1999 180 2/12/2002 190
9/14/1999 200 3/5/2002 63
10/15/1999 410 4/9/2002 73
11/5/1999 290 5/7/2002 250
12/3/1999 1100 6/11/2002 140
1/14/2000 250 07/09/02 140
2/16/2000 100 8/6/2002 182
3/21/2000 2700 9/24/2002 125
4/18/2000 160 10/8/2002 67
5/5/2000 240 11/5/2002 64
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Table A- 7. Yadkin Pee-Dee River Basin Association Discharger Coalition
Fecal Coliform Concentration Monitoring Data

Rich Fork Creek at SR 2123 near High Point (Q5790000)
Date Instream Fecal Coliform Date Instream Fecal Coliform
Concentration Concentration
(cfu/200ml) (cfu/100ml)
6/3/1998 66 6/9/2000 100
7/14/1998 40 1/4/2001 44
8/6/1998 300 2/13/2001 600
9/8/1998 300 3/6/2001 91
10/16/1998 125 4/4/2001 240
11/18/1998 130 5/7/2001 130
12/1/1998 71 6/4/2001 200
1/5/1999 560 7/17/2001 520
2/2/1999 2000 8/7/2001 53
3/12/1999 68 9/11/2001 42
4/9/1999 65 10/9/2001 63
5/5/1999 130 11/13/2001 52
6/10/1999 68 12/4/2001 90
7/13/1999 450 1/15/2002 110
8/5/1999 71 2/12/2002 120
9/14/1999 220 3/5/2002 230
10/15/1999 280 4/9/2002 80
11/5/1999 430 5/7/2002 130
12/3/1999 370 6/11/2002 46
1/14/2000 220 07/09/02 53
2/16/2000 160 8/6/2002 145
3/21/2000 2500 9/24/2002 210
4/18/2000 240 10/8/2002 164
5/5/2000 100 11/5/2002 34




Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLs

Final Report

Table A- 8. High Point Westside WW TP Upstream/ Downstream Fecal Coliform

Bacteria Monitoring Data (NC0024228)

1995

Date UC-11' | DC-9C' | DC-9D' |pate UC-11 | DC-9C | DC-9D
1/4/1995 400 200 260 7/21/1995 380 140 150
1/10/1995 7126/1995 60000 60000 60000
1/11/1995 600 680 1100 7127/1995 4500 3600 4500
1/18/1995 400 500 1400 7/28/1995 550 1400 7400
1/25/1995 800 100 100 8/2/1995 440 250 400
2/1/1995 450 760 900 8/3/1995 240 150 240
2/8/1995 20 100 8/4/1995 300 650
2/15/1995 200 300 400 8/9/1995 310 170 330
2/22/1995 220 540 480 8/10/1995 300 1800 350
3/1/1995 6000 6000 6000 8/11/1995 270 130 310
3/8/1995 100 200 200 8/16/1995 340 160 360
3/15/1995 150 350 100 8/17/1995 430 330 500
3/22/1995 1200 1200 1000 8/18/1995 390 130 430
3/29/1995 400 800 1600 8/23/1995 2300 2000 2300
4/5/1995 150 200 8/24/1995 580 57 580
4/12/1995 280 340 8/25/1995 57 50 280
4/19/1995 620 240 8/30/1995 1400 730 450
4/26/1995 440 160 8/31/1995 770 600 3400
5/3/1995 4000 4900 6900 9/1/1995 440 330
5/10/1995 1400 600 1300 9/6/1995 400 460
5/17/1995 460 40 180 9/7/1995 240 270
5/24/1995 400 250 530 9/8/1995 310 230
5/31/1995 1300 1400 2600 9/13/1995 440 480
6/7/1995 9000 17000 16000 9/14/1995 170 620
6/8/1995 1800 1200 1300 9/15/1995 210 150
6/9/1995 6400 900 600 9/20/1995 420 260
6/14/1995 780 1600 800 9/21/1995 130 230
6/15/1995 440 300 240 9/22/1995 220 1400
6/16/1995 180 480 120 9/27/1995 420 2300
6/21/1995 2000 1600 360 9/28/1995 130 1100
6/22/1995 550 1200 840 10/4/1995 480 1200 570
6/23/1995 16000 2300 35000 10/11/1995 220 440 520
6/28/1995 2000 550 5200 10/18/1995 75 200 230
6/29/1995 2400 2000 5500 10/25/1995 590 300 200
6/30/1995 2100 14000 3000 11/1/1995 1300 550
7/5/1995 1400 600 1300 11/8/1995 6000 6000
7/6/1995 500 250 550 11/15/1995 270 480
7/7/1995 60000 13000 4800 11/30/1995 2200 2300
7/12/1995 1100 540 580 12/6/1995 300 83 250
7/13/1995 460 300 370 12/13/1995 400 380 340
7/14/1995 320 280 310 12/20/1995 2000 920 1000
7/19/1995 3000 2600 3000 12/27/1995 170 230 150
7/20/1995 1200 400 560 12/27/1995 170 230 150

'Upstream - Approximately 100 ft upstream of outfall; Downstream-| - Southern Railroad Bridge above Hamby
Creek; Downstream-I1 - NCSR#2005 (Turner Road) below Hamby Ck.
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Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLSs Final Report
Table A- 8 (continued) - 1996
Date UC-11 | DC-9C | DC-9D |pate UC-11 | DC-9C | DC-9D
1/3/1996 3400 1100 680 7/25/1996 1180 300 510
1/10/1996 2000 7/26/1996 600 600 600
1/17/1996 3000 7/31/1996 414 360 1040
1/24/1996 580 180 100 8/1/1996 2860 1200 1200
1/31/1996 6000 1500 330 8/2/1996 1850 7600 9500
2/8/1996 2200 330 330 8/7/1996 6500 1360 3500
2/14/1996 33 33 33 8/8/1996 2800 6420 9550
2/21/1996 500 900 480 8/9/1996 940 867 1550
2/28/1996 120 67 120| 8/14/1996 2500 1400 2400
3/6/1996 220 180 520| 8/15/1996 1100 1800 4150
3/13/1996 200 36 64| 8/16/1996 350 317 933
3/27/1996 130 100 57| 8/21/1996 208 133 450
4/3/1996 183 167 100| 8/22/1996 340 560 1500
4/10/1996 420 475 350 8/23/1996 220 220 5100
4/17/1996 390 840 200| 8/28/1996 1200 1200 12800
4/24/1996 370 147 240 8/29/1996 2000 1200 1000
5/1/1996 700 100 1950 8/30/1996 300 600 390
5/15/1996 500 210 240| 9/11/1996 8600 1800 467
6/5/1996 560 288 580 9/12/1996 5000 18400 17000
6/6/1996 300 200 420 9/13/1996 600 667 833
6/7/1996 383 70 310 9/18/1996 415 400 450
6/12/1996 860 280 670| 9/19/1996 410 215 250
6/13/1996 2360 203 570| 9/20/1996 185 240 132
6/14/1996 1180 243 230 9/25/1996 208 263 220
6/19/1996 660 205 410 9/26/1996 223 510 500
6/20/1996 7820 600 1980| 9/27/1996 193 360 210
6/21/1996 1580 580 300| 10/2/1996 1200 3000 1200
6/26/1996 230 310 210| 10/9/1996 1900 6000 2600
6/27/1996 520 80 554| 10/16/1996 186 294 971
7/1/1996 430 200 435| 10/23/1996 54 120 250
7/2/1996 270 130 100| 10/30/1996 109 49 310
713/1996 1200 600 460 11/6/1996 86 120 120
7/10/1996 560 187 765| 11/13/1996 295 275 200
7/11/1996 1000 77 200| 11/20/1996 216 390 590
7/12/1996 530 200 310| 11/27/1996 350 168 286
7/17/1996 220 258 1540| 12/4/1996 210 97 460
7/18/1996 470 140 487| 12/11/1996 136 91 164
7/19/1996 530 590 1420| 12/18/1996 88 224 218
7/24/1996 1200 175 880| 12/27/1996 27 321 136

YUpstream - Approximately 100 ft upstream of outfall; Downstream-I - Southern Railroad Bridge above Hamby
Creek; Downstream-11 - NCSR#2005 (Turner Road) below Hamby Ck.
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Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLSs Final Report

Table A- 8 (continued) -1997

Date ucC-11 DC-9C DC-9D Date uC-11 DC-9C DC-9D
1/2/1997 82 140 132 7/23/1997 21800 12600 16800
1/8/1997 88 128 188 7/28/1997 550 200 1000

1/15/1997 180 410 180 7/29/1997 430 580 440

1/22/1997 185 84 78 7/30/1997 490 600 500

1/29/1997 237 780 640 8/4/1997 400 280 390
2/5/1997 182 290 220 8/5/1997 7250 6000 2450

2/12/1997 340 63 490 8/6/1997 3350 1000 2200

2/19/1997 112 206 112 8/11/1997 200 238 371

2/26/1997 204 58 73 8/12/1997 1000 288 114
3/5/1997 600 330 360 8/13/1997 380 370 560

3/12/1997 97 150 180 8/18/1997 1000 200 188

3/19/1997 600 340 226 8/19/1997 420 159 250

3/26/1997 2840 455 3300 8/20/1997 600 820 480
4/2/1997 136 108 194 8/25/1997 505 270 300
4/9/1997 470 370 280 8/26/1997 280 395 1040

4/16/1997 194 136 164 8/27/1997 475 270 250

4/23/1997 25600 1200 1200 9/2/1997 5500 188 980

4/30/1997 1550 6000 3700 9/3/1997 1150 360 440
5/7/1997 760 450 680 9/4/1997 1540 200 340

5/14/1997 560 163 144 9/8/1997 540 84 246

5/21/1997 1200 480 620 9/9/1997 620 80 530

5/28/1997 960 280 580 9/10/1997 9400 555 3300
6/3/1997 9550 4200 8600 9/15/1997 350 250 686
6/4/1997 2400 5400 4550 9/16/1997 410 400 780
6/5/1997 900 1040 520 9/17/1997 605 340 740
6/9/1997 375 180 1100 9/22/1997 450 280 360

6/10/1997 620 440 640 9/23/1997 279 560 640

6/11/1997 557 80 320 9/24/1997 1350 430 1110

6/16/1997 950 370 880 9/29/1997 1150 338 3800

6/17/1997 280 520 855 9/30/1997 400 300 629

6/18/1997 405 760 880 10/1/1997 560 164 1100

6/23/1997 430 330 735 10/8/1997 330 460 760

6/24/1997 380 210 343 10/15/1997 280 12500 1133

6/25/1997 300 600 605 10/22/1997 555 143 229

6/30/1997 176 180 320 10/29/1997 450 380 410
7/1/1997 100 80 980 11/5/1997 220 225 271
7/2/1997 3310 2520 1210 11/12/1997 62 144 78
7/7/1997 167 38 63 11/19/1997 148 120 172
7/8/1997 176 99 255 11/26/1997 290 148 88
7/9/1997 164 152 435 12/3/1997 390 120 224

7/14/1997 184 148 340 12/10/1997 170 168 287

7/15/1997 565 260 230 12/17/1997 155 120 168

7/16/1997 285 157 430 12/23/1997 1290 1400 500

7/21/1997 2670 1200 1200 12/31/1997 673 310 270

7/22/1997 5000 10900 6000

YUpstream - Approximately 100 ft upstream of outfall; Downstream-I - Southern Railroad Bridge above Hamby
Creek; Downstream-11 - NCSR#2005 (Turner Road) below Hamby Ck.
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Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLSs Final Report

Table A- 8 (continued) - 1998

Date ucC-11 DC-9C DC-9D Date ucC-11 DC-9C DC-9D
1/7/1998 2850 3400 4650 3/25/1998 800 65 88
1/14/1998 153 135 100 4/1/1998 400 50 192
1/21/1998 330 153 153 4/8/1998 189 88 250
1/28/1998 2600 3650 2900 4/15/1998 152 132 420
2/4/1998 2267 950 2350 4/22/1998 260 460 530
2/11/1998 189 65 88 4/29/1998 153 141 176
2/18/1998 2550 2425 2100 5/6/1998 475 365 300
2/25/1998 840 113 100 5/13/1998 465 206 222
3/4/1998 360 141 171 5/20/1998 121 136 152
3/11/1998 470 260 135 5/27/1998 22000 1370 940
3/18/1998 2083 238 238
7/21/1997 2670 1200 1200
7/22/1997 5000 10900 6000

*Upstream - Approximately 100 ft upstream of outfall; Downstream-I - Southern Railroad Bridge above Hamby
Creek; Downstream-11 - NCSR#2005 (Turner Road) below Hamby Ck.
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Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLs

Final Report

Table A- 9. Thomasville Hamby Creek WWTP Upstream/ Downstream Fecal
Coliform Bacteria Monitoring Data (NC0024112)

Date  Upstream DS-I' DS-II' Date upstream DS-l DS-l Date upstream DS-I DSl
01/03/96 4100 290 227 07/31/96 383 117 100 05/20/97 340 10
01/18/96 1066 100 333 09/04/96 6300 6000 5800 05/28/97 320 250
01/24/96 416 20 383 09/05/96 7200 4300 3600 06/02/97 500 800
01/29/96 682 20 200 09/09/96 500 267 217 06/03/97 6000 450
02/08/96 1800 164 170 09/10/96 583 883 233 06/04/97 2100 200
02/12/96 160 10 60 09/12/96 6300 1266 1333 06/09/97 880 110
02/19/96 254 10 60 09/16/96 683 233 233 06/10/97 587 167
02/26/96 636 20 27 09/17/96 6500 4300 517 06/11/97 1220 240
03/05/96 430 30 50 09/18/96 1017 283 500 06/16/97 350 210
03/12/96 300 191 91 09/23/96 750 400 283 06/17/97 440 120
03/20/96 4500 2500 3300 09/24/96 567 400 250 06/18/97 900 175
03/25/96 291 40 90 09/26/96 533 216 417 06/23/97 600 180
04/03/96 654 110 409 10/03/96 8000 783 617 06/24/97 380 170
04/11/96 534 80 173 10/09/96 7200 6500 6300 06/25/97 400 260
04/15/96 245 109 110 10/16/96 250 60 50 06/30/97 620 160
04/23/96 210 10 4 10/22/96 80 40 40 07/01/97 100 6000
04/28/96 55 20 20 10/28/96 300 36 80 07/02/97 6500 6200
05/08/96 1600 138 162 11/06/96 76 40 07/07/97 210 240
05/13/96 645 209 272 11/12/96 104 4 07/08/97 600 180
05/20/96 464 155 118 11/19/96 5800 44 07/09/97 2700 150
05/28/96 6500 6000 336 11/25/96 184 208 07/14/97 370 160
06/03/96 4700 155 127 12/02/96 5000 1900 07/15/97 450 340
06/04/96 616 55 163 12/10/96 328 300 07/16/97 400 150
06/05/96 2500 91 191 12/18/96 4 4 07/21/97 5900 6000
06/10/96 3600 327 645 12/23/96 140 16 07/22/97 6000 3400
06/11/96 5000 491 634 12/30/96 44 44 07/23/97 6000 6000
06/12/96 733 110 236 01/06/97 4500 77 07/28/97 680 200 370
06/17/96 4000 518 327 01/14/97 6000 4 07/29/97 3400 120 200
06/18/96 683 236 245 01/22/97 208 4 07/30/97 6000 160 160
06/24/96 4400 218 100 01/28/97 120 4 08/04/97 340 340 170
06/25/96 4500 273 127 02/04/97 80 68 08/05/97 2700 400 550
06/26/96 1083 190 200 02/12/97 132 240 08/06/97 10 10 10
07/01/96 933 255 155 02/18/97 800 350 08/11/97 160 160 1500
07/02/96 700 200 218 02/24/97 600 675 08/12/97 250 180 140
07/03/96 617 327 100 03/03/97 288 60 08/13/97 260 150 150
07/08/96 517 182 100 03/12/97 108 28 08/18/97 130 120 170
07/09/96 800 191 100 03/18/97 160 24 52 08/19/97 2000 80 270
07/10/96 5000 2100 70 03/24/97 92 36 1700 08/20/97 430 160 60
07/15/96 200 382 145 03/31/97 2000 28 48 08/25/97 490 200 140
07/16/96 2000 2200 3000 04/07/97 2500 20 84 08/26/97 600 170 260
07/17/96 4700 445 118 04/14/97 450 130 6000 08/27/97 600 220 270
07/22/96 516 218 73 04/21/97 50 140 50 09/02/97 2500 3800 200
07/23/96 6000 682 591 04/28/97 6000 4800 168 09/03/97 200 210 240
07/24/96 1267 1433 433 05/01/97 600 09/04/97 230 270 200
07/29/96 2000 2000 216 05/06/97 320 90 09/08/97 320 130 230
07/30/96 583 583 500 05/12/97 260 110 09/09/97 430 300 220

1Upstream = Baptist Children’s Home Road; DS-| = SR 2017 bridge; DS-I1 = SR 2010 bridge
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Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLSs Final Report
Table A- 9 (continued)

Date Upstream DS-I' DS-II'  Date upstream DS-I DS-l Date upstream DS-l DS-Il
09/11/97 200 210 120 06/09/98 220 210 200 09/23/98 160 220 200
09/15/97 480 370 180 06/10/98 300 250 210 09/28/98 300 140 50
09/16/97 170 250 100 06/15/98 6000 5000 650 09/29/98 600 320 40
09/18/97 300 160 30 06/16/98 6000 4900 3700 09/30/98 340 400 240
09/22/97 230 530 200 06/17/98 760 560 300 10/05/98 590 270 140
09/23/97 60 260 120 06/22/98 360 200 170 10/12/98 200 130 70
09/24/97 180 150 90 06/23/98 250 180 200 10/19/98 80 150 200
10/01/97 90 270 150 06/24/98 480 190 250 10/26/98 190 100 80
10/06/97 500 240 60 06/29/98 280 180 260 11/02/98 1 1 1
10/14/97 200 320 120 06/30/98 230 150 180 11/09/98 1 1 1
10/21/97 460 490 440 07/01/98 900 600 3800 11/16/98 200 176 104
10/27/97 4700 4000 220 07/07/98 170 70 80 11/23/98 20 130 80
11/01/97 6000 160 70 07/08/98 400 120 120 11/30/98 60 420 60
11/10/97 240 80 70 07/09/98 320 136 232 12/01/98 250 350
11/19/97 140 240 140 07/13/98 220 130 150 12/07/98 223 205 80
11/24/97 510 110 120 07/14/98 320 230 90 12/15/98 600 108 2000
12/01/97 3400 600 800 07/15/98 220 150 290 12/22/98 375 190 220
12/08/97 40 30 60 07/20/98 590 360 430 12/28/98 390 380 260
12/15/97 150 5 90 07/21/98 600 320 2100 02/01/99 115 125 100
12/22/97 150 110 140 07/22/98 250 200 210 02/08/99 173 187 90
12/29/97 210 110 200 07/27/98 320 190 400 02/15/99 280 320 55
01/05/98 140 160 70 07/28/98 210 260 410 02/22/99 118 105 75
01/12/98 2700 60 70 07/29/98 450 220 210 03/01/99 105 323 110
01/20/98 6000 2300 500 08/03/98 300 150 160 03/09/99 25 95 60
01/26/98 260 80 110 08/04/98 510 130 150 03/16/99 3800 220 166
02/01/98 100 250 70 08/05/98 200 190 180 03/23/99 550 120 210
02/09/98 60 130 60 08/10/98 7100 5400 6200 03/30/99 70 55 154
02/16/98 450 210 60 08/11/98 2000 490 5500 04/05/99 300 15 20
02/24/98 6000 590 73 08/12/98 620 260 500 04/12/99 120 130 50
03/02/98 400 40 10 08/17/98 6300 610 260 04/20/99 45 210 60
03/10/98 4500 2000 600 08/18/98 390 330 220 04/26/99 115 273 100
03/16/98 140 40 200 08/19/98 500 240 210 05/04/99 210 200 110
03/24/98 410 50 60 08/24/98 150 300 170 05/11/99 100 140 250
03/30/98 90 90 154 08/25/98 2600 230 200 05/18/99 316 193 135
04/06/98 490 150 210 08/26/98 100 110 30 05/24/99 185 193 100
04/13/98 160 60 100 08/31/98 200 190 180 06/01/99 260 140 150
04/21/98 3100 600 200 09/01/98 70 60 80 06/02/99 247 183 100
04/27/98 230 40 50 09/02/98 40 170 100 06/03/99 300 180 100
05/05/98 610 200 400 09/08/98 100 150 120 06/07/99 217 110 40
05/12/98 3100 500 400 09/09/98 4800 410 2000 06/08/99 323 145 100
05/19/98 610 110 170 09/10/98 170 420 130 06/09/99 237 105 71
05/26/98 1300 130 140 09/14/98 100 150 100 06/14/99 333 280 125
06/01/98 2900 200 230 09/15/98 30 170 180 06/15/99 400 193 100
06/02/98 1800 80 150 09/16/98 105 125 50 06/16/99 1217 100 87
06/03/98 2200 190 90 09/21/98 400 240 110 06/21/99 6000 6000 1700
06/08/98 600 200 300 09/22/98 550 160 150 06/22/99 3200 500 2233

1 Upstream = Baptist Children’s Home Road; DS- = SR 2017 bridge; DS-11 = SR 2010 bridge
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Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLSs Final Report
Table A- 9 (continued)

Date Upstream DS-I' DS-II° Date upstream DS-I DS-l  Date upstream DS-I DS-II
06/23/99 950 453 160 10/25/99 100 510 100 07/06/00 830 400 210
06/28/99 4600 900 200 11/01/99 110 150 100 07/10/00 360 400 125
06/29/99 450 190 110 11/08/99 40 206 100 07/11/00 300 340 290
06/30/99 280 305 55 11/15/99 47 125 140 07/12/00 600 240 100
07/06/99 297 175 105 11/23/99 223 100 203 07/17/00 500 320 165
07/07/99 307 213 300 12/01/99 200 250 350 07/18/00 420 200 110
07/08/99 310 230 6000 12/06/99 115 306 135 07/19/00 320 400 100
07/12/99 340 350 100 12/13/99 340 150 203 07/24/00 3700 250 320
07/13/99 5000 433 203 12/20/99 300 100 210 07/25/00 5200 2100 3200
07/14/99 3400 390 320 12/29/99 203 206 160 07/26/00 2400 223 203
07/19/99 320 200 100 01/04/00 180 200 205 07/31/00 125 320 100
07/20/99 300 35 75 01/11/00 6000 4800 3500 08/01/00 >6000 500 110
07/21/99 200 52 42 01/21/00 727 500 600 08/02/00 4000 2000 2700
07/26/99 380 300 207 01/28/00 50 140 08/07/00 360 500 150
07/27/99 600 600 203 02/03/00 3800 100 220 08/08/00 290 400 145
07/28/99 300 720 400 02/07/00 450 100 210 08/09/00 200 190 320
08/02/99 120 283 100 02/15/00 303 116 226 08/14/00 200 350 223
08/03/99 653 330 35 02/21/00 183 150 105 08/15/00 2400 590 226
08/04/99 300 400 62 03/01/00 100 450 3000 08/16/00 300 500 180
08/09/99 480 210 300 03/07/00 206 110 100 08/21/00 360 220 200
08/10/99 180 280 70 03/15/00 6000 100 50 08/22/00 300 330 100
08/11/99 200 280 100 03/20/00 400 210 2000 08/23/00 450 400 100
08/16/99 6000 1100 2600 03/28/00 2000 340 110 08/28/00 200 200 100
08/17/99 2000 780 400 04/03/00 590 145 100 08/29/00 590 500 300
08/18/99 300 600 210 04/12/00 200 105 110 08/30/00 250 370 100
08/23/99 440 430 192 04/17/00 450 150 125 09/05/00 520 400 350
08/24/99 590 343 204 04/26/00 600 225 220 09/06/00 500 450 170
08/25/99 390 420 263 05/01/00 440 260 250 09/07/00 590 330 550
08/30/99 600 300 149 05/09/00 200 193 100 09/11/00 130 213 266
08/31/99 350 290 163 05/15/00 175 320 200 09/12/00 210 410 140
09/02/99 300 125 217 05/23/00 2700 609 636 09/13/00 200 350 100
09/07/99 350 400 250 05/31/00 720 420 330 09/18/00 233 203 100
09/08/99 360 330 300 06/05/00 2300 490 450 09/20/00 4000 300 3300
09/09/99 340 750 610 06/06/00 4200 226 250 09/21/00 560 400 110
09/13/99 207 247 150 06/07/00 563 290 260 09/25/00 360 350 100
09/14/99 250 380 210 06/12/00 400 100 100 09/26/00 5900 6000 5800
09/15/99 610 320 115 06/13/00 580 300 100 09/27/00 3300 200 400
09/20/99 227 257 227 06/14/00 400 360 240 10/02/00 217 257 183
09/21/99 60000 310 1250 06/19/00 500 100 110 10/12/00 60 170 65
09/22/99 430 400 135 06/20/00 500 250 100 10/16/00 100 105 95
09/27/99 135 470 203 06/21/00 230 110 100 10/23/00 125 100 105
09/28/99 60000 5900 600 06/26/00 400 300 100 10/30/00 105 140 100
09/29/99 4100 4900 3300 06/27/00 150 135 145 11/08/00 140 100 105
10/04/99 253 650 105 06/29/00 >60000 >60000 280 11/13/00 110 100 203
10/11/99 4700 700 400 07/03/00 490 480 180 11/21/00 420 400 105
10/18/99 590 125 150 07/05/00 370 330 55 11/27/00 2800 420 2800

1 Upstream = Baptist Children’s Home Road; DS-| = SR 2017 bridge; DS-I1 = SR 2010 bridge
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Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLs

Final Report

Table A- 9 (continued)

Date Upstream DS-I' DS-II'  Date upstream DS-I DS-l Date upstream DS-l DS-Il
12/05/00 100 125 110 07/18/01 140 150 72 01/15/02 60 24 59
12/11/00 125 100 173 07/23/01 150 100 105 01/24/02 58 24 84
12/18/00 420 100 190 07/24/01 300 115 215 02/07/02 12 9 11
12/27/00 110 100 145 07/25/01 200 100 125 02/15/02 10 19 59
01/04/01 430 400 50 07/30/01 6000 160 170 02/20/02 100 22 20
01/08/01 125 100 105 07/31/01 330 210 200 03/01/02 200 145 70
01/16/01 100 100 100 08/01/01 440 273 240 03/06/02 7 26 103
01/24/01 200 60 110 08/06/01 100 100 105 03/14/02 666 1750 1550
01/29/01 88 80 96 08/07/01 2500 200 216 03/19/02 108 80 132
02/05/01 25 45 160 08/08/01 135 270 100 03/27/02 6000 3250 900
02/13/01 6300 36 340 08/13/01 1433 680 400 04/03/02 1000 750 500
02/20/01 2500 50 140 08/14/01 12000 6000 880 04/10/02 840 60 150
02/26/01 3000 105 450 08/15/01 440 480 3000 04/17/02 120 90 46
03/07/01 400 100 95 08/20/01 447 380 100 04/25/02 20 296 40
03/13/01 300 25 100 08/21/01 260 500 100 05/01/02 16 130 30
03/19/01 400 21 56 08/22/01 800 240 110 05/08/02 50 120 40
03/27/01 46 7 25 08/27/01 6000 173 175 05/15/02 650 570 420
04/02/01 3100 300 410 08/28/01 2800 500 100 05/22/02 175 50 130
04/09/01 200 27 60 08/29/01 440 572 185 05/28/02 138 115 245
04/16/01 203 73 150 09/05/01 340 300 290 06/03/02 900 370 130
04/24/01 100 300 28 09/06/01 160 540 480 06/05/02 480 205 30
04/30/01 230 40 22 09/07/01 110 410 100 06/07/02 800 600 175
05/08/01 22 250 80 09/10/01 30 210 50 06/10/02 220 100 60
05/14/01 20 80 31 09/11/01 140 175 110 06/12/02 110 150 80
05/22/01 727 250 23 09/12/01 110 160 85 06/14/02 155 135 100
05/30/01 250 110 120 09/17/01 100 200 75 06/17/02 105 90 170
06/04/01 213 100 67 09/18/01 135 180 195 06/19/02 25 120 150
06/05/01 500 95 100 09/19/01 130 165 100 06/21/02 50 135 75
06/06/01 135 100 110 09/24/01 280 240 220 06/24/02 185 250 140
06/11/01 390 304 60 09/25/01 6000 5500 2700 06/26/02 185 90 155
06/12/01 320 185 92 09/26/01 2300 260 200 07/01/02 295 230 225
06/13/01 370 110 60 10/01/01 350 110 80 07/05/02 320 200 100
06/18/01 350 158 50 10/09/01 50 100 55 07/08/02 70 75 60
06/19/01 213 125 125 10/16/01 330 180 30 07/10/02 95 90 60
06/20/01 170 110 64 10/23/01 75 220 100 07/12/02 2440 680 760
06/25/01 5900 6000 4900 10/29/01 50 240 100 07/15/02 2060 140 40
06/26/01 6200 4200 2500 11/06/01 42 60 44 07/17/02 960 180 40
06/27/01 220 200 210 11/12/01 50 60 58 07/19/02 980 200 160
07/02/01 4500 600 3000 11/19/01 2790 80 32 07/22/02 540 380 340
07/03/01 1100 300 500 11/27/01 155 75 60 07/24/02 4000 600 4120
07/05/01 5800 6100 4500 12/04/01 57 48 42 07/26/02 tntc tntc tntc
07/09/01 280 167 100 12/12/01 3800 2000 3400 07/29/02 280 220 240
07/10/01 100 95 90 12/19/01 2200 240 200 08/02/02 296 100 240
07/11/01 20 24 6 12/27/01 112 24 276 08/05/02 25 200 106
07/16/01 1 1 1 01/02/02 25 33 38 08/07/02 200 160 60
07/17/01 1 1 1 01/09/02 60 15 58 08/08/02 60 300 160

1 Upstream = Baptist Children’s Home Road; DS-| = SR 2017 bridge; DS-I1 = SR 2010 bridge
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Table A- 9 (continued)

Date Upstream DS-I' DS-II' Date upstream DS-I DS-ll Date upstream DSl DS-II
08/12/02 180 240 40 09/09/02 1850 1100 700 10/16/02 14600 9850 10550
08/14/02 760 280 80 09/11/02 450 700 200 10/23/02 2200 300 250
08/15/02 800 340 140 09/13/02 100 200 150 10/30/02 10450 8700 5350
08/19/02 420 160 120 09/16/02 11500 10150 13900 11/06/02 9300 430 5700
08/21/02 540 140 60 09/18/02 4250 750 1600 11/15/02 600 33 433
08/22/02 440 220 180 09/20/02 4700 12600 11100 11/21/02 233 1 367
08/26/02 160 440 640 09/23/02 3800 5600 2950 11/27/02 85 50 77
08/27/02 22000 3560 2580 09/25/02 2200 500 150 12/04/02 62 85 100
08/28/02 3250 1900 1450 09/27/02 11900 1450 800 12/13/02 2000 300 270
09/03/02 100 350 450 10/02/02 1200 1000 300 12/18/02 69 54 110
09/04/02 10150 10000 3750 10/09/02 550 250 150 12/23/02 62 23 50
09/06/02 3950 1750 1400

1 Upstream = Baptist Children’s Home Road; DS-| = SR 2017 bridge; DSl = SR 2010 bridge
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Table A- 10. Piedmont Triad Council of Governments (PTCOG) 303(d) Rich Fork Creek
Fecal Coliform TMDL Project Monitoring Data Summary

Date Previous| Lexington Ave | Midway School |DS Westside|Kanoy Rd RF3| OIld Hwy 29
Rainfall (RF1) (RF2) (RF2a) (RF4)

6/5/2003 <48 2670 5900 5400 6200
6/23/2003 48 940 5700 665 386
6/24/2003 72 1060 860 520 410

7/1/2003 72+ 520 540 860 162

7/9/2003 48 476 670 530 370
7/16/2003 48+ 1014 |negative | 5900 [positive 1300|negative | 420 |negative
7/17/2003 72+ 300 |negative 900 |positive 540 |positive | 345 |positive
7/25/2003 48 493 |negative | 1160 |negative |820] 1090 | 650 |positive | 680 |negative
Geometric Means:

1st 5/30 518 1174 730 358
2nd 5/30

Total 749 1683 820 1090 888 525

Note: All data reported in cfu/100ml.
State Limit 200cfu/100mL
Shading designates 5/30 sampling

Appendix VIII-a. Piedmont Triad Council of Gover nments (PTCOG) 303(d) Hamby Creek
Fecal Coliform TMDL Project Monitoring Data Summary

Previous |Lake Rd Squire Bowers Rd |
Date Rainfall Lake Rd H1 Baptist Squire Bowers Rd [Hilltop Rd H2a] DNA
Child. Home H2 Human
Rd Hla

6/5/2003 <48 19200 4300 5800

6/23/2003 48 1538 585 7

6/24/2003 72 2200 420 600

7/1/2003 72+ 553 300 500

7/9/2003 48 903 220 390

7/16/2003 48+ 1242 |positive 570 |positive 330 |negative

7/17/2003 72+ 980 |negative 230 |positive 335 negative

7/25/2003 48 455 |positive | 430 | 440 360 |negative 31 320 |negative
Geometric Means:

1st 5/30 773 315 370
2nd 5/30

Total 1435 430 440 489 31 337

Note: All data reported in cfu/100ml.
State Limit 200cfu/100mL
Shading designates 5/30 sampling
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Figure A- 1. Flow at USGS gage on Abbots Creek near Lexington
(USGS2121500)
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APPENDIX B LOAD DURATION CALCULATIONSFOR RICH FORK AND
HAMBY CREEKS
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Table RF1. Calculations of Percent Reduction using Load Duration Curve Approach in
Rich Fork Creek, upstream of Westside WWTP

Interval Existing L oad Target load Reduction
(counts/day) (counts/day) (percent)

95 7.99E+09 3.67E+09 54.1
90 1.09E+10 6.39E+09 415
85 1.49E+10 9.40E+09 37.0
80 2.04E+10 1.24E+10 39.3
75 2.78E+10 1.57E+10 434
70 3.80E+10 1.92E+10 494
65 5.20E+10 2.34E+10 54.9
60 7.10E+10 2.79E+10 60.6
55 9.70E+10 3.22E+10 66.7
50 1.32E+11 3.80E+10 71.3
45 1.81E+11 4.33E+10 76.1
40 2.47E+11 4.94E+10 80.0
35 3.38E+11 5.67E+10 83.2
30 4.61E+11 6.69E+10 85.5
25 6.30E+11 7.93E+10 87.4
20 8.61E+11 9.78E+10 88.6
15 1.18E+12 1.25E+11 89.4
10 1.61E+12 1.81E+11 88.8
5 2.20E+12 3.38E+11 84.6

Average Values between the 90" and 10" per centile

Existing load: 3.18E+12

Allowable load: 578E+11

Per cent reduction: 81.84%

Figure RF1. Load Duration Curve - Rich Fork Creek upstream of Westside

WWTP
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Table RF2. Calculations of Percent Reduction using Load Duration Curve Approach
in Rich Fork Creek, YPDRBA data at SR 1755 near High Point Y PDRBA Monitoring

Interval Existing L oad Target load Reduction (%)
(cntg/day) (cnts/day) (percent)
95 2.07E+10 3.67E+09 82.3
90 2.54E+10 6.39E+09 74.9
85 3.12E+10 9.40E+09 69.9
80 3.82E+10 1.24E+10 67.6
75 4.69E+10 1.57E+10 66.4
70 5.75E+10 1.92E+10 66.5
65 7.05E+10 2.34E+10 66.8
60 8.65E+10 2.79E+10 67.7
55 1.06E+11 3.22E+10 69.6
50 1.30E+11 3.80E+10 70.8
45 1.59E+11 4.33E+10 72.9
40 1.96E+11 4.94E+10 74.7
35 2.40E+11 5.67E+10 76.4
30 2.94E+11 6.69E+10 77.3
25 3.61E+11 7.93E+10 78.0
20 4.42E+11 9.78E+10 77.9
15 5.42E+11 1.25E+11 77.0
10 6.65E+11 1.81E+11 72.8
5 8.15E+11 3.38E+11 58.5
Average Values between the 90" and 10" per centile
Existing load: 3.49E+12
Allowable load: 8.83E+11
Per cent reduction: 74.70%
FHgure RF2. Load Duration Curve - Rich Fork Ck YRBA data at SR 1755 near
High Point YRBA Monitoring
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Table RF2a. Calculations of Percent Reduction using Load Duration Curve Approach
in Rich Fork Creek, DWQ Ambient Monitoring Location (Q5780000 - SR#1800)

Interval Existing L oad Target load Reduction
(cntg/day) (counts/day) (Per cent)

95 2.0861E+10 8.07E+09 61.3
90 2.7095E+10 1.44E+10 46.9
85 3.5194E+10 1.91E+10 45.8
80 45712E+10 2.54E+10 444
75 5.9375E+10 3.32E+10 441
70 7.7120E+10 4.24E+10 45.0
65 1.0017E+11 5.19E+10 48.2
60 1.3011E+11 6.31E+10 51.5
55 1.6899E+11 7.54E+10 55.4
50 2.1950E+11 8.84E+10 59.7
45 2.8511E+11 1.05E+11 63.2
40 3.7032E+11 1.21E+11 67.4
35 4.8100E+11 1.39E+11 71.1
30 6.2476E+11 1.62E+11 74.1
25 8.1149E+11 1.94E+11 76.1
20 1.0540E+12 2.46E+11 76.6
15 1.3690E+12 3.12E+11 77.2
10 1.7782E+12 4.48E+11 74.8
5 2.3097E+12 8.50E+11 63.2

Aver age Values between the 90th and 10" per centile

Existing load: 4.4925E+11

Allowable load: 1.26E+11

Per cent reduction: 71.97%

Figure RF2a. Load Duration Curve - Rich Fork Creek DWQ Ambient Monitoring
Location (Q5780000 - SR#1800)
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Table RF3. Calculations of Percent Reduction using Load Duration Curve Approach

in Rich Fork Creek, YPDRBA data at SR 1787 near High Point

Interval Existing L oad Target load Reduction
(counts/day) (counts/day) (per ecent)

95 1.1186E+11 1.6232E+10 85.5
90 1.2226E+11 2.7705E+10 77.3
85 1.3431E+11 3.7222E+10 72.3
80 1.4839E+11 49713E+10 66.5
75 1.6500E+11 6.0783E+10 63.2
70 1.8483E+11 7.5258E+10 59.3
65 2.0878E+11 9.0661E+10 56.6
60 2.3816E+11 1.0457E+11 56.1
55 2.7479E+11 1.2253E+11 55.4
50 3.2142E+11 1.3749E+11 57.2
45 3.8223E+11 1.5589E+11 59.2
40 4.6392E+11 1.7576E+11 62.1
35 5.7784E+11 2.0304E+11 64.9
30 7.4457E+11 2.3648E+11 68.2
25 1.0049E+12 2.8915E+11 71.2
20 1.4504E+12 3.4125E+11 76.5
15 2.3278E+12 4.4106E+11 811
10 4 5345E+12 6.3250E+11 86.1
5 1.4177E+13 1.1980E+12 91.5

Average Values between the 90" and 10" per centile

Existing load: 1.3284E+13

Allowable load: 3.1811E+12

Per cent reduction: 76.05%

Figure RF3. Load Duration Curve - Rich Fork Ck YRBA data at SR 1787 near
High Point
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Table RF4. Calculations of Percent Reduction using Load Duration Curve Approach
in Rich Fork Creek, YPDRBA data at SR 2123 near High Point

Interval Existing L oad Target load Reduction
(counts/day) (counts/day) (per cent)

95 6.5816E+10 2.47E+10 62.5
90 7.2740E+10 4.21E+10 421
85 8.0853E+10 5.66E+10 30.0
80 9.0449E+10 7.56E+10 16.4
75 1.0192E+11 9.24E+10 9.3
70 1.1580E+11 1.14E+11 12
65 1.3281E+11 1.38E+11
60 1.5401E+11 1.59E+11
55 1.8090E+11 1.86E+11
50 2.1579E+11 2.09E+11 31
45 2.6223E+11 2.37E+11 9.6
40 3.2607E+11 2.67E+11 18.0
35 4.1744E+11 3.09E+11 26.0
30 5.5520E+11 3.60E+11 35.2
25 7.7792E+11 4 40E+11 435
20 1.1755E+12 5.19E+11 55.9
15 2.0015E+12 6.71E+11 66.5
10 4.2376E+12 0.62E+11 77.3
5 1.5277E+13 1.82E+12 88.1

Average Values between the 90" and 10" per centile

Existing load: 6.4110E+11

Allowable load: 2.85E+11

Per cent reduction: 55.62%

Fgure RF4. Load Duration Curve - Rich Fork Ck YRBA data at SR 2123 near

High Point
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Table RF5. Calculations of Percent Reduction using Load Duration Curve Approach
in Rich Fork Creek, Westside WWTP monitoring data at Old Hwy 29

Load (counts/day)

Interval Existing L oad Target load Reduction
(counts/day) (counts/day) (per cent)
95 1.74E+11 1.82E+10 89.5
90 1.87E+11 3.17E+10 83.1
85 2.03E+11 4.66E+10 77.0
80 2.21E+11 6.13E+10 72.2
75 2.42E+11 7.80E+10 67.7
70 2.66E+11 9.53E+10 64.2
65 2.95E+11 1.16E+11 60.7
60 3.30E+11 1.38E+11 58.0
55 3.73E+11 1.60E+11 57.1
50 4.26E+11 1.88E+11 55.8
45 4.93E+11 2.15E+11 56.5
40 5.81E+11 2.45E+11 57.9
35 7.00E+11 2.81E+11 59.9
30 8.68E+11 3.32E+11 61.8
25 1.12E+12 3.93E+11 64.9
20 1.53E+12 4.85E+11 68.3
15 2.28E+12 6.17E+11 73.0
10 4.02E+12 8.96E+11 77.7
5 1.06E+13 1.68E+12 84.2
Average Values between the 90" and 10" per centile
Existing load: 8.32E+11
Allowable load: 2.57E+11
Per cent reduction: 69.04%
Figure RF5. Load Duration Curve - Rich Fork Creek WWTP monitoring data at
Old Hwy 29
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Table RF5a. Calculations of Percent Reduction using Load Duration Curve Approach
in Rich Fork Creek, Westside WWTP Geometric mean data at Old Hwy 29

Interval Existing L oad Target load Reduction
(counts/day) (counts/day) (per cent)

95 4.60E+10 1.56E+10 66.2
90 5.61E+10 2.24E+10 60.0
85 6.85E+10 2.81E+10 59.0
80 8.35E+10 3.77E+10 54.9
75 1.02E+11 4.77E+10 53.1
70 1.24E+11 6.10E+10 50.9
65 151E+11 7.12E+10 53.0
60 1.85E+11 8.43E+10 54.4
55 2.25E+11 9.93E+10 55.9
50 2.75E+11 1.13E+11 58.8
45 3.35E+11 1.30E+11 61.1
40 4.09E+11 1.60E+11 60.9
35 4.98E+11 1.97E+11 60.5
30 6.08E+11 2.31E+11 62.0
25 7.41E+11 2.79E+11 62.4
20 9.04E+11 3.42E+11 62.2
15 1.10E+12 4.15E+11 62.4
10 1.34E+12 5.05E+11 62.5
5 1.64E+12 6.60E+11 59.8

Average Values between the 90" and 10" per centile

Existing load: 7.21E+12

Allowable load: 2.82E+12

Per cent reduction: 60.86%

Figure RF5a. Load Duration Curve - Rich Fork Creek WWTP monitoring data
at Old Hwy 29, Geometric Mean
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Table H1. Calculations of Percent Reduction using Load Duration Curve Approach
in Hamby Creek, @ Baptist Children Home Rd. WWTP Upstream Monitoring Site

Interval Existing L oad Target Load Reduction
(countg/day) (countg/day) (percent)
95 5.2791E+09 1.9497E+09 63.1
90 6.9570E+09 2.7853E+09 60.0
85 9.1683E+09 3.5811E+09 60.9
80 1.2082E+10 4.3769E+09 63.8
75 1.5923E+10 5.5706E+09 65.0
70 2.0984E+10 6.9632E+09 66.8
65 2.7654E+10 8.3559E+09 69.8
60 3.6443E+10 9.9475E+09 727
55 4.8027E+10 1.1738E+10 75.6
50 6.3292E+10 1.3728E+10 78.3
45 8.3409E+10 1.5916E+10 80.9
40 1.0992E+11 1.8104E+10 835
35 1.4486E+11 2.0890E+10 85.6
30 1.9090E+11 2.4272E+10 87.3
25 2.5158E+11 2.8848E+10 88.5
20 3.3154E+11 3.6288E+10 89.1
15 4.3692E+11 4.5758E+10 89.5
10 5.7580E+11 6.5494E+10 88.6
5 7.5881E+11 1.2313E+11 83.8
Average Values between the 90" and 25" per centile
Existing load: 2.3655E+12
Allowable load: 3.2262E+11
Per cent reduction: 86.4%
Fgure H1. Load Duration Curve - Hamby Creek Load Duration Curve @ Baptist
Chidren Home Rd. WWTP Upstream Monitoring Site
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Table H2. Calculations of Percent Reduction using Load Duration Curve Approach
in Hamby Creek, DWQ Ambient Monitoring Location (Q59060000- SR# 2790)

Interval Existing Target Load Reduction
L oad (counts/day) (counts/day) (percent)
95 2.7056E+10 1.0337E+10 61.8
90 3.1371E+10 1.4768E+10 52.9
85 3.6684E+10 1.8987E+10 48.2
80 4.3304E+10 2.3206E+10 46.4
75 5.1671E+10 2.9535E+10 42.8
70 6.2409E+10 3.6919E+10 40.8
65 7.6443E+10 4.4303E+10 42.0
60 9.5165E+10 5.2742E+10 44.6
55 1.2075E+11 6.2235E+10 48.5
50 1.5674E+11 7.2784E+10 53.6
45 2.0913E+11 8.4387E+10 59.6
40 2.8868E+11 9.5990E+10 66.7
35 4.1604E+11 1.1076E+11 73.4
30 6.3440E+11 1.2869E+11 79.7
25 1.0449E+12 1.5295E+11 85.4
20 1.9245E+12 1.9240E+11 90.0
15 4.2292E+12 2.4261E+11 94.3
10 1.2829E+13 3.4725E+11 97.3
5 8.5524E+13 6.5284E+11 99.2
Average Values between the 90" and 25" per centile
Existing load: 2.3341E+11
Allowable load: 6.6304E+10
Per cent reduction: 71.59%
Figure H-2. Load Duration Curve - Hamby Creek DWQ Ambient Monitoring
Location (Q59060000- SR# 2790)
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Table H3. Calculations of Percent Reduction using Load Duration Curve Approach
in Hamby Creek, WWTP Monitoring @ SR2017 Bridge

Interval Existing L oad Target Load Reduction
(counts/day) (counts/day) (per cent)

95 1.7797E+10 9.5011E+09 46.6
90 2.3666E+10 1.3573E+10 42.6
85 3.1470E+10 1.7451E+10 445
80 4.1848E+10 2.1329E+10 49.0
75 5.5648E+10 2.7146E+10 51.2
70 7.3999E+10 3.3933E+10 54.1
65 9.8401E+10 4.0719E+10 58.6
60 1.3085E+11 4.8475E+10 63.0
55 1.7400E+11 5.7201E+10 67.1
50 2.3138E+11 6.6896E+10 71.1
45 3.0768E+11 7.7560E+10 74.8
40 4.0914E+11 8.8225E+10 78.4
35 5.4405E+11 1.0180E+11 813
30 7.2346E+11 1.1828E+11 83.7
25 9.6203E+11 1.4058E+11 85.4
20 1.2793E+12 1.7684E+11 86.2
15 1.7011E+12 2.2299E+11 86.9
10 2.2621E+12 3.1916E+11 85.9
5 3.0081E+12 6.0003E+11 80.1

Aver age values between the 90" and 25" per centile

Existing load: 9.0501E+12

Allowable load: 1.5721E+12

Per cent reduction: 82.63%

FHgure H3. Load Duration Curve - Hamby Creek @ SR2017 Bridge
WWTP Monitoring Site
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Table H3a. Calculations of Percent Reduction using Load Duration Curve Approach

in Hamby Creek, @ SR2017 Bridge WWTP Monitoring site (Geometric Mean)

Interval Existing L oad Target Load

(counts/day) (counts/day)

95 1.9383E+10 8.0141E+09

90 2.3722E+10 1.0809E+10

85 2.9032E+10 1.3007E+10

80 3.5531E+10 1.6937E+10

75 4.3484E+10 2.0731E+10

70 5.3218E+10 2.5979E+10

65 6.5131E+10 2.9974E+10

60 7.9710E+10 3.5416E+10

55 9.7553E+10 4.1222E+10

50 1.1939E+11 4.6682E+10

45 1.4612E+11 5.3465E+10

40 1.7882E+11 6.5079E+10

35 2.1885E+11 7.9845E+10

30 2.6784E+11 9.3509E+10

25 3.2780E+11 1.1222E+11

20 4.0117E+11 1.3702E+11

15 4.9098E+11 1.6598E+11

10 6.0088E+11 2.0162E+11

5 7.3539E+11 2.6218E+11

Average Values between the 90th and 10th percentile

Existing load: 1.8701E+11
Allowable load: 6.7618E+10
Per cent reduction: 63.84%

Reduction (%)
(percent)

58.7
54.4
55.2
52.3
52.3
51.2
54.0
55.6
57.7
60.9
63.4
63.6
63.5
65.1
65.8
65.8
66.2
66.4
64.3

Load (counts/day)

Figure H3a. Load Duration Curve - Hamby Creek @ SR2017 Bridge WWTP
Monitoring site (Geometric Mean)
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APPENDIX C WWTP EFFLUENT FLOW AND FECAL COLIFORM BACTERIA
CONCENTRATION
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TableC- 1.

TableC- 2.

Tables

High Point Westside (Rich Fork Creek) WWTP Effluent Flow and Fecal

Coliform Bacteria Concentration ............ooeeeosvin i e e e e
Thomasville Hamby Creek WWTP Effluent Flow and Fecal Coliform

Bacteria CoNCENIALION ... .ottt e e e e e e e e e e e
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Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLs

Final Report

Table C- 1. High Point Westside (Rich Fork Creek) WWTP Effluent Flow and Fecal
Coliform Bacteria Concentration

Date Flow (cfs) FC Conc.

1/1/1996
1/2/1996
1/3/1996
1/4/1996
1/5/1996
1/6/1996
1/7/1996
1/8/1996
1/9/1996
1/10/1996
1/11/1996
1/12/1996
1/13/1996
1/14/1996
1/15/1996
1/16/1996
1/17/1996
1/18/1996
1/19/1996
1/20/1996
1/21/1996
1/22/1996
1/23/1996
1/24/1996
1/25/1996
1/26/1996
1/27/1996
1/28/1996
1/29/1996
1/30/1996
1/31/1996
2/1/1996
2/2/1996
2/3/1996
2/4/1996
2/5/1996
2/6/1996
2/7/1996
2/8/1996
2/9/1996
2/10/1996
2/11/1996
2/12/1996
2/13/1996
2/14/1996
2/15/1996
2/16/1996
2/17/1996
2/18/1996
2/19/1996
2/20/1996

5.15
5.96
5.45
4.95
4.85
4.55
4.6
4.7
5.15
5.36
5.2
5.2
5.6
6.2
7.
7.33
7.72
9.31
9.21
7.23
6.5
6.2
5.96
7.37
6.5
6.7
10.7
74
7.2
7.32
7.52
6.34
9.5
7.52
6.83
5.98
6.27
7.35
8.04
7.06
6.17
5.68
551
5.53
5.61
5.61
5.6
5.13
4.85
5.78
7.35

160.
2.

2.
36.

10.

2200.
1600.

10.
60.
18.

4000.
140.
49000.

15.

10.
11.

94,

18.
170.
120.

26.

19.

5700.
710.

2000.
2100.

Date Flow (cfs) FC Conc.
7000.
54.
230.

2/21/1996
2/22/1996
2/23/1996
2/24/1996
2/25/1996
2/26/1996
2/27/1996
2/28/1996
2/29/1996
3/1/1996
3/2/1996
3/3/1996
3/4/1996
3/5/1996
3/6/1996
3/7/1996
3/8/1996
3/9/1996
3/10/1996
3/11/1996
3/12/1996
3/13/1996
3/14/1996
3/15/1996
3/16/1996
3/17/1996
3/18/1996
3/19/1996
3/20/1996
3/21/1996
3/22/1996
3/23/1996
3/24/1996
3/25/1996
3/26/1996
3/27/1996
3/28/1996
3/29/1996
3/30/1996
3/31/1996
4/1/1996
4/2/1996
4/3/1996
4/4/1996
4/5/1996
4/6/1996
4/7/1996
4/8/1996
4/9/1996
4/10/1996
4/11/1996

C-3

6.66
5.78
5.49
5.19
5.
5.49
5.33
5.78
5.04
5.24
5.
4.61
4.9
4.95
6.6
9.5
7.7
6.1
5.6
6.
6.04
5.74
5.74
5.74
5.45
5.3
5.79
9.58
6.89
6.59
6.39
5.99
5.59
5.38
5.19
5.67
7.07
581
5.24
5.53
7.43
6.29
6.
5.75
5.19
4.78
4.78
5.66
6.04
5.27
5.2

20.
16.
11.

1900.

25.
1000.
1200.

820.
100.

N

25.
18.

13.

16.
470.
600.

27.

20.
15.
19.

© © o1 ®

Date Flow (cfs) FC Conc.

4/12/1996
4/13/1996
4/14/1996
4/15/1996
4/16/1996
4/17/1996
4/18/1996
4/19/1996
4/20/1996
4/21/1996
4/22/1996
4/23/1996
4/24/1996
4/25/1996
4/26/1996
4/27/1996
4/28/1996
4/29/1996
4/30/1996

5/1/1996

5/2/1996

5/3/1996

5/4/1996

5/5/1996

5/6/1996

5/7/1996

5/8/1996

5/9/1996
5/10/1996
5/11/1996
5/12/1996
5/13/1996
5/14/1996
5/15/1996
5/16/1996
5/17/1996
5/18/1996
5/19/1996
5/20/1996
5/21/1996
5/22/1996
5/23/1996
5/24/1996
5/25/1996
5/26/1996
5/27/1996
5/28/1996
5/29/1996
5/30/1996
5/31/1996

6/1/1996

52
4.78
4.79
6.38
6.23
5.79
574

57
5.54
5.16

55
531
4.93
4.93
5.56
4.38
4.16
6.14
7.87
5.26

51
4.89
4.57
4.37
531
5.28
4.94
4.77
4.81

4.9
421
4.98
4.92
531
5.18
4.92
441
4.25
4.19
411
4.04
4.19
4.19

3.8
3.77
5.43
4.34
4.17
3.89

4.1
3.66

3.

18.
15.
2140.
600.
1500.

120.
1280.
940.
68.
60.

23.
6000.

2040.
2060.

e

10.
13.
25.
23.

20.

®©

13.
47.
39.



Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLSs Final Report
Table C- 1 (Continued...)
6/2/1996 3.66 7/23/1996 4.7 210. 9/12/1996 571
6/3/1996 4.4 6. 7/24/1996 4.29 48, 9/13/1996 519
6/4/1996 4.3 7/25/1996 5.97 42. 9/14/1996 3.23
6/5/1996 4.2 7/26/1996 4.25 220. 9/15/1996 2.94
6/6/1996 4.58 7/27/1996 3.47 9/16/1996 3.49
6/7/1996 4.25 33. 7/28/1996 5.66 9/17/1996 3.49
6/8/1996 4.4 7/29/1996 4.54 21 9/18/1996 4.02
6/9/1996 4.43 7/30/1996 4.61 24, 9/19/1996 4.07
6/10/1996 4.52 3. 7/31/1996 5.09 51. 9/20/1996 4,
6/11/1996 4.25 3. 8/1/1996 5.42 16. 9/21/1996 3.66
6/12/1996 4.56 10. 8/2/1996 4.5 2. 9/22/1996 3.47
6/13/1996 4.32 3. 8/3/1996 4.05 9/23/1996 3.84
6/14/1996 4.26 8/4/1996 39 9/24/1996 35
6/15/1996 3.86 8/5/1996 4.63 10. 9/25/1996 3.33
6/16/1996 3.72 8/6/1996 4.66 23. 9/26/1996 343
6/17/1996 4.57 15. 8/7/1996 5.57 90. 9/27/1996 32
6/18/1996 4.37 170. 8/8/1996 4.78 27. 9/28/1996 3.06
6/19/1996 5.62 480. 8/9/1996 4.71 7. 9/29/1996 2.93
6/20/1996 4.42 60. 8/10/1996 3.95 9/30/1996 311
6/21/1996 4.38 130. 8/11/1996 4.01 10/1/1996 5.58
6/22/1996 391 8/12/1996 6.34 23. 10/2/1996 4,
6/23/1996 3.77 8/13/1996 5. 20. 10/3/1996 3.86
6/24/1996 4.35 2. 8/14/1996 4.22 5. 10/4/1996 4.55
6/25/1996 4.18 5. 8/15/1996 3.76 9. 10/5/1996 3.92
6/26/1996 4.16 9. 8/16/1996 3.72 8. 10/6/1996 2.93
6/27/1996 4.16 24, 8/17/1996 3.15 10/7/1996 3.79
6/28/1996 4.14 23. 8/18/1996 3.18 10/8/1996 52
6/29/1996 3.75 8/19/1996 3.36 10/9/1996 4.87
6/30/1996 341 8/20/1996 3.35 1. 10/10/1996 4.08
7/1/1996 3.64 1 8/21/1996 3.55 5. 10/11/1996 3.78
7/2/1996 3.82 8/22/1996 3.47 40.  10/12/1996 3.57
7/3/1996 3.59 4, 8/23/1996 3.55 260.  10/13/1996 3.58
7/14/1996 3.2 8/24/1996 7.44 10/14/1996 3.75
7/5/1996 3.17 3. 8/25/1996 4.02 10/15/1996 3.95
7/6/1996 3.03 8/26/1996 4.09 5. 10/16/1996 3.63
7/7/1996 3.06 8/27/1996 4.64 6. 10/17/1996 3.66
7/8/1996 3.68 8/28/1996 4.41 56.  10/18/1996 3.79
7/9/1996 4.18 25, 8/29/1996 4.52 5910.  10/19/1996 311
7/10/1996 3.89 1440. 8/30/1996 4.45 1020.  10/20/1996 3.08
7/11/1996 3.94 7. 8/31/1996 4.53 10/21/1996 343
7/12/1996 4.41 6. 9/1/1996 3.23 10/22/1996 3.44
7/13/1996 3.22 9/2/1996 2.64 10/23/1996 3.44
7/14/1996 341 9/3/1996 11.8 20.  10/24/1996 3.42
7/15/1996 5.04 9/4/1996 10/25/1996 3.23
7/16/1996 4.7 2. 9/5/1996 10/26/1996 291
7/17/1996 3.89 55. 9/6/1996 8.55 10/27/1996 2.86
7/18/1996 3.93 35. 9/7/1996 9.07 10/28/1996 3.26
7/19/1996 4.31 1 9/8/1996 7.61 10/29/1996 3.28
7/20/1996 3.99 9/9/1996 541 25.  10/30/1996 3.19
7/21/1996 3.67 9/10/1996 7.62 140.  10/31/1996 31
7/22/1996 4.44 55. 9/11/1996 6.79 210. 11/1/1996 35

135.
80.

55.
1080.
230.
39.
69.

N oo N

16.

900.
48.
92.
26.

21.

21.

IS .

82.
36.

250.
102.

21.
600.
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Table C- 1 (Continued...)
11/2/1996 3.22 12/23/1996 3.7 1 2/12/1997 3.93
11/3/1996 2.66 12/24/1996 4.16 2/13/1997 5.06
11/4/1996 3.23 7. 12/25/1996 3.49 2/14/1997 7.27
11/5/1996 3.18 4, 12/26/1996 3.8 2/15/1997 7.25
11/6/1996 3.35 33. 12/27/1996 3.82 2/16/1997 5.83
11/7/1996 3.52 8. 12/28/1996 3.6 2/17/1997 5.57
11/8/1996 4.77 4, 12/29/1996 3.53 2/18/1997 5.06
11/9/1996 3.32 12/30/1996 4.85 2/19/1997 4.89
11/10/1996 3. 12/31/1996 4.06 2/20/1997 4.49
11/11/1996 3.37 3. 1/1/1997 3.34 1. 2/21/1997 4.84
11/12/1996 3.55 11. 1/2/1997 3.74 9. 2/22/1997 4.18
11/13/1996 3.36 12. 1/3/1997 3.62 2/23/1997 3.85
11/14/1996 3.49 13. 1/4/1997 3.52 2/24/1997 5.01
11/15/1996 331 5. 1/5/1997 3.96 2/25/1997 3.01
11/16/1996 2.99 1/6/1997 3.99 1. 2/26/1997 4.39
11/17/1996 3. 1/7/1997 4.06 1 2/27/1997 53
11/18/1996 3.46 14. 1/8/1997 4.06 1. 2/28/1997 6.97
11/19/1996 3.72 22 1/9/1997 711 5. 3/1/1997 6.12
11/20/1996 3.12 430. 1/10/1997 5.76 47. 3/2/1997 5.36
11/21/1996 3.66 1060. 1/11/1997 4.91 3/3/1997 5.93
11/22/1996 2.98 4450, 1/12/1997 4.38 3/4/1997 5.06
11/23/1996 2.76 1/13/1997 4.01 1480. 3/5/1997 5.63
11/24/1996 2.7 1/14/1997 4.04 2060. 3/6/1997 5.64
11/25/1996 3.54 85. 1/15/1997 4.37 1890. 3/7/1997 4.95
11/26/1996 3.49 54, 1/16/1997 6.06 2860. 3/8/1997 4.34
11/27/1996 2.8 7. 1/17/1997 4.52 31 3/9/1997 431
11/28/1996 3.84 1/18/1997 3.89 3/10/1997 45
11/29/1996 3. 1/19/1997 3.75 3/11/1997 43
11/30/1996 3.96 1/20/1997 4.06 3/12/1997 421
12/1/1996 6.38 1/21/1997 4.06 30. 3/13/1997 4.43
12/2/1996 4.98 16. 1/22/1997 4.19 440. 3/14/1997 571
12/3/1996 4.23 42. 1/23/1997 3.98 1090. 3/15/1997 431
12/4/1996 3.88 2. 1/24/1997 4.48 170. 3/16/1997 3.85
12/5/1996 5.52 9. 1/25/1997 4.6 3/17/1997 4.06
12/6/1996 4.63 220. 1/26/1997 3.8 3/18/1997 4.26
12/7/1996 5.58 1/27/1997 4.12 54, 3/19/1997 6.27
12/8/1996 4.69 1/28/1997 5.07 94, 3/20/1997 5.43
12/9/1996 4.1 1/29/1997 4.46 310. 3/21/1997 4.69
12/10/1996 3.93 5. 1/30/1997 4.2 54, 3/22/1997 3.74
12/11/1996 3.92 2. 1/31/1997 5.13 96. 3/23/1997 3.27
12/12/1996 5.44 1 2/1/1997 3.99 3/24/1997 3.62
12/13/1996 6.41 42 2/2/1997 3.6 3/25/1997 4.47
12/14/1996 4.64 2/3/1997 3.79 48. 3/26/1997 5.05
12/15/1996 4.42 2/4/1997 3.96 1 3/27/1997 3.99
12/16/1996 4.27 2. 2/5/1997 4.1 13. 3/28/1997 3.86
12/17/1996 511 1 2/6/1997 3.99 22 3/29/1997 34
12/18/1996 4.58 78. 2/7/1997 4.02 5. 3/30/1997 3.72
12/19/1996 4.51 3. 2/8/1997 4.46 3/31/1997 3.65
12/20/1996 3.94 2. 2/9/1997 3.74 4/1/1997 3.45
12/21/1996 3.94 2/10/1997 4.93 14. 4/2/1997 3.36
12/22/1996 3.49 2/11/1997 3.98 9. 4/3/1997 331

C-5

46.
53.
450.

48.
42.
30.
30.

E

20.
22.
1190.

600.
14.
10.

280.
750.
760.
18.
55.

20.
1030.
56.
11.

17.
33.
100.
10.

55.
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Table C- 1 (Continued...)

4/4/1997 3.23 3. 5/25/1997 293 7/15/1997 241

4/5/1997 3.05 5/26/1997 3.2 7. 7/16/1997 2.62

4/6/1997 4.79 5/27/1997 3.2 30. 7/17/1997 2.37

4/7/1997 5. 7. 5/28/1997 2.24 13. 7/18/1997 244

4/8/1997 3.67 24, 5/29/1997 2.28 1. 7/19/1997 215

4/9/1997 3.57 20. 5/30/1997 3.04 16. 7/20/1997 2.39
4/10/1997 3.39 13. 5/31/1997 294 7/21/1997 245
4/11/1997 3.46 6. 6/1/1997 2.92 7/22/1997 4.13
4/12/1997 4.9 6/2/1997 351 72. 7/23/1997 3.94
4/13/1997 3.57 6/3/1997 3.19 9. 7/24/1997 4.35
4/14/1997 3.61 5. 6/4/1997 3.05 10. 7/25/1997 3.36
4/15/1997 3.47 4, 6/5/1997 294 6. 7/26/1997 2.86
4/16/1997 3.39 8. 6/6/1997 345 1 7/27/1997 2.73
4/17/1997 331 4, 6/7/1997 3.8 7/28/1997 3.18
4/18/1997 3.06 11. 6/8/1997 3.29 7/29/1997 3.15
4/19/1997 2.85 6/9/1997 281 1. 7/30/1997 3.62
4/20/1997 2.78 6/10/1997 2.86 1 7/31/1997 3.53
4/21/1997 3.89 3. 6/11/1997 294 2. 8/1/1997 3.45
4/22/1997 4.98 210. 6/12/1997 3.82 3. 8/2/1997 2.75
4/23/1997 6.3 4060. 6/13/1997 3.32 600. 8/3/1997 2.89
4/24/1997 4.93 21. 6/14/1997 2.75 8/4/1997 3.54
4/25/1997 4.42 15. 6/15/1997 2.65 8/5/1997 4.6
4/26/1997 4.8 6/16/1997 2.95 3. 8/6/1997 3.94
4/27/1997 5.14 6/17/1997 3.12 4, 8/7/1997 421
4/28/1997 4.63 13. 6/18/1997 2.99 8/8/1997 4.6
4/29/1997 5.88 1282. 6/19/1997 2.96 8/9/1997 341
4/30/1997 5.67 320. 6/20/1997 3.05 150. 8/10/1997 32

5/1/1997 4.73 2250. 6/21/1997 2.69 8/11/1997 3.87

5/2/1997 4.32 120. 6/22/1997 2.66 8/12/1997 3.88

5/3/1997 5.33 6/23/1997 311 12. 8/13/1997 3.94

5/4/1997 4.36 6/24/1997 3.09 8/14/1997 3.78

5/5/1997 4.8 92. 6/25/1997 3.13 2. 8/15/1997 2.73

5/6/1997 4.56 11. 6/26/1997 3.18 8/16/1997 247

5/7/1997 3.79 44, 6/27/1997 3.03 1. 8/17/1997 3.

5/8/1997 3.87 12. 6/28/1997 2.74 8/18/1997 34

5/9/1997 3.72 22. 6/29/1997 25 8/19/1997 4.22
5/10/1997 2.93 6/30/1997 2.86 4, 8/20/1997 3.03
5/11/1997 29 7/1/1997 3.32 8. 8/21/1997 252
5/12/1997 34 15. 7/2/1997 2.98 11. 8/22/1997 2.36
5/13/1997 3.35 35. 7/3/1997 281 12. 8/23/1997 1.96
5/14/1997 3.32 58. 7/14/1997 2.75 8/24/1997 2.05
5/15/1997 3.16 27. 7/5/1997 25 8/25/1997 2.29
5/16/1997 3.05 52. 7/6/1997 2.53 8/26/1997 2.36
5/17/1997 2.89 7/7/1997 2.98 8/27/1997 2.32
5/18/1997 2.82 7/8/1997 294 56. 8/28/1997 2.38
5/19/1997 3.03 600. 7/9/1997 3.23 2. 8/29/1997 25
5/20/1997 321 21. 7/10/1997 2.89 3. 8/30/1997 211
5/21/1997 2.92 55. 7/11/1997 2.72 8/31/1997 2.09
5/22/1997 31 21. 7/12/1997 2.34 9/1/1997 2.63
5/23/1997 281 20. 7/13/1997 2.27 9/2/1997 2.8
5/24/1997 2.54 7/14/1997 2.53 1. 9/3/1997 257
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Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLSs Final Report
Table C- 1 (Continued...)

9/4/1997 2.58 2490. 10/25/1997 2.34 12/15/1997 2.68
9/5/1997 24 770. 10/26/1997 3.84 12/16/1997 2.77
9/6/1997 211 10/27/1997 231 48.  12/17/1997 2.62
9/7/1997 2.07 10/28/1997 242 11. 12/18/1997 2.7
9/8/1997 2.33 380. 10/29/1997 261 100.  12/19/1997 2.56
9/9/1997 3.13 1080. 10/30/1997 2.67 33.  12/20/1997 2.35
9/10/1997 3.02 650. 10/31/1997 2.53 6. 12/21/1997 245
9/11/1997 2.64 60. 11/1/1997 231 12/22/1997 3.92
9/12/1997 2.64 40. 11/2/1997 311 12/23/1997 3.05
9/13/1997 1.86 11/3/1997 311 11, 12/24/1997 4.29
9/14/1997 221 11/4/1997 3.14 23.  12/25/1997 2.85
9/15/1997 248 440. 11/5/1997 2.56 38.  12/26/1997 2.92
9/16/1997 2.59 110. 11/6/1997 2.68 102.  12/27/1997 4.41
9/17/1997 257 51. 11/7/1997 252 102.  12/28/1997 3.12
9/18/1997 2.38 66. 11/8/1997 2.24 12/29/1997 3.29
9/19/1997 2.34 42 11/9/1997 214 12/30/1997 3.65
9/20/1997 2.05 11/10/1997 2.7 82.  12/31/1997 311
9/21/1997 1.98 11/11/1997 2.78 34. 1/1/1998 2.74
9/22/1997 25 53. 11/12/1997 3. 240. 1/2/1998 3.03
9/23/1997 2.56 900. 11/13/1997 4.12 250. 1/3/1998 2.92
9/24/1997 3.93 340. 11/14/1997 31 500. 1/4/1998 2.78
9/25/1997 2.78 84. 11/15/1997 2.28 1/5/1998 2.99
9/26/1997 257 42. 11/16/1997 221 1/6/1998 5.12
9/27/1997 2.23 11/17/1997 248 114. 1/7/1998 7.59
9/28/1997 25 11/18/1997 2.62 1050. 1/8/1998 7.85
9/29/1997 2.68 76. 11/19/1997 2.63 900. 1/9/1998 5.23
9/30/1997 261 42 11/20/1997 2.65 1430. 1/10/1998 3.82
10/1/1997 2.6 21. 11/21/1997 4.15 3750. 1/11/1998 3.47
10/2/1997 2.56 34. 11/22/1997 2.85 1/12/1998 3.62
10/3/1997 2.58 15. 11/23/1997 248 1/13/1998 5.28
10/4/1997 2.23 11/24/1997 2.78 125. 1/14/1998 3.6
10/5/1997 2.62 11/25/1997 2.77 200. 1/15/1998 7.59
10/6/1997 2.53 18. 11/26/1997 2.86 42 1/16/1998 7.54
10/7/1997 2.67 10. 11/27/1997 2.27 1/17/1998 511
10/8/1997 2.68 1700. 11/28/1997 257 1/18/1998 4.17
10/9/1997 2.56 68. 11/29/1997 252 1/19/1998 57
10/10/1997 2.62 180. 11/30/1997 3.89 1/20/1998 4.44
10/11/1997 2.27 12/1/1997 3.16 20. 1/21/1998 4,
10/12/1997 221 12/2/1997 2.85 33. 1/22/1998 4.97
10/13/1997 2.56 24, 12/3/1997 3.05 25, 1/23/1998 6.42
10/14/1997 2.75 44, 12/4/1997 2.96 29. 1/24/1998 5.61
10/15/1997 2.78 60. 12/5/1997 2.64 13. 1/25/1998 4.29
10/16/1997 2.82 63. 12/6/1997 231 1/26/1998 43
10/17/1997 2.77 17. 12/7/1997 2.29 1/27/1998 7.22
10/18/1997 248 12/8/1997 2.8 1. 1/28/1998 6.43
10/19/1997 3.16 12/9/1997 2.89 9. 1/29/1998 5.86
10/20/1997 3.6 11. 12/10/1997 2.98 11. 1/30/1998 4.96
10/21/1997 2.72 4, 12/11/1997 2.68 4, 1/31/1998 4.12
10/22/1997 2.82 20. 12/12/1997 257 7. 2/1/1998 3.86
10/23/1997 2.75 88. 12/13/1997 2.34 2/2/1998 4.16
10/24/1997 2.76 55. 12/14/1997 2.32 2/3/1998 6.43
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Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLSs Final Report
Table C- 1 (Continued...)

2/4/1998 8.1 1220. 3/27/1998 3.86 24, 5/17/1998 2.93

2/5/1998 7.45 340. 3/28/1998 3.46 5/18/1998 3.03

2/6/1998 5.54 1 3/29/1998 3.42 5/19/1998 2.87

2/7/1998 4.53 3/30/1998 3.73 18. 5/20/1998 3.17

2/8/1998 4.07 3/31/1998 3.59 14. 5/21/1998 2.83

2/9/1998 4.04 4/1/1998 3.94 78. 5/22/1998 2.79
2/10/1998 4.02 1 4/2/1998 341 110. 5/23/1998 321
2/11/1998 4.82 1. 4/3/1998 4.51 30. 5/24/1998 251
2/12/1998 4.26 4/4/1998 3.36 5/25/1998 2.84
2/13/1998 3.93 1. 4/5/1998 2.38 5/26/1998 4.03
2/14/1998 34 4/6/1998 341 13. 5/27/1998 3.13
2/15/1998 3.33 4/7/1998 3.28 66. 5/28/1998 3.08
2/16/1998 6.84 3. 4/8/1998 3.36 33. 5/29/1998 2.84
2/17/1998 6.6 1 4/9/1998 5.52 40. 5/30/1998 3.19
2/18/1998 6.64 1470. 4/10/1998 3.71 5/31/1998 253
2/19/1998 5.59 1 4/11/1998 31 6/1/1998 2.93
2/20/1998 4.89 3. 4/12/1998 2.86 6/2/1998 2,98
2/21/1998 4.01 4/13/1998 3.48 6. 6/3/1998 3.48
2/22/1998 4.19 4/14/1998 3.74 1. 6/4/1998 3.12
2/23/1998 6.79 31 4/15/1998 3.78 2. 6/5/1998 2.95
2/24/1998 4.64 2. 4/16/1998 5.3 6. 6/6/1998 3.98
2/25/1998 4.37 3. 4/17/1998 8.11 1080. 6/7/1998 2.79
2/26/1998 4.19 4. 4/18/1998 811 6/8/1998 2.29
2/27/1998 4.48 4. 4/19/1998 8.16 6/9/1998 2.93
2/28/1998 3.7 4/20/1998 7.49 6. 6/10/1998 3.79

3/1/1998 3.46 4/21/1998 5.95 3. 6/11/1998 3.06

3/2/1998 3.86 1 4/22/1998 5.02 1 6/12/1998 3.87

3/3/1998 3.66 1. 4/23/1998 4.7 6/13/1998 248

3/4/1998 3.55 2. 4/24/1998 4.21 4, 6/14/1998 3.88

3/5/1998 3.47 1. 4/25/1998 3.69 6/15/1998 541

3/6/1998 3.38 12. 4/26/1998 3.47 6/16/1998 35

3/7/1998 3.46 4/27/1998 3.73 4, 6/17/1998 3.08

3/8/1998 7.18 4/28/1998 341 6. 6/18/1998 2.38

3/9/1998 7.43 1220. 4/29/1998 3.36 11. 6/19/1998 2.94
3/10/1998 5.82 56. 4/30/1998 3.47 42 6/20/1998 2.58
3/11/1998 4.83 5700. 5/1/1998 3.95 66. 6/21/1998 2.52
3/12/1998 4.47 700. 5/2/1998 2.96 6/22/1998 2.89
3/13/1998 4.34 5/3/1998 3.3 6/23/1998 2.88
3/14/1998 3.94 5/4/1998 3.63 47. 6/24/1998 2.88
3/15/1998 3.92 5/5/1998 3.26 46. 6/25/1998 2.74
3/16/1998 3.97 3040. 5/6/1998 3.03 60. 6/26/1998 2.63
3/17/1998 3.95 1880. 5/7/1998 5.23 7. 6/27/1998 2.38
3/18/1998 5.37 190. 5/8/1998 6.9 29. 6/28/1998 23
3/19/1998 6.77 165. 5/9/1998 4.5 6/29/1998 3.2
3/20/1998 6.42 96. 5/10/1998 5.72 6/30/1998 3.64
3/21/1998 5.68 5/11/1998 5.32 4, 7/1/1998 2.87
3/22/1998 4.72 5/12/1998 4.19 4, 7/2/1998 2.68
3/23/1998 4.53 4, 5/13/1998 381 1480. 7/3/1998 241
3/24/1998 4.2 6. 5/14/1998 3.52 31 7/4/1998 2.26
3/25/1998 4.15 19. 5/15/1998 3.25 33. 7/5/1998 2.26
3/26/1998 4.08 13. 5/16/1998 3.09 7/6/1998 2.64
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Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLSs Final Report
Table C- 1 (Continued...)

7/7/1998 2.7 1 8/27/1998 247 5. 10/17/1998 1.53

7/8/1998 2.79 1 8/28/1998 2.38 2. 10/18/1998 2.29

7/9/1998 2.7 1 8/29/1998 248 10/19/1998 2.87
7/10/1998 2.63 3. 8/30/1998 2.39 10/20/1998 2.46
7/11/1998 2.33 8/31/1998 2.62 31.  10/21/1998 231
7/12/1998 2.29 9/1/1998 251 58.  10/22/1998 2.49
7/13/1998 2.72 34. 9/2/1998 251 1600.  10/23/1998 2.28
7/14/1998 2.58 25, 9/3/1998 4.31 4.  10/24/1998 2.36
7/15/1998 2.64 40. 9/4/1998 2.96 16.  10/25/1998 243
7/16/1998 3.02 15. 9/5/1998 21 10/26/1998 2.74
7/17/1998 2.64 52. 9/6/1998 2.02 10/27/1998 213
7/18/1998 218 9/7/1998 2.38 10/28/1998 242
7/19/1998 2.24 9/8/1998 331 2850.  10/29/1998 2.62
7/20/1998 251 9/9/1998 2.67 6.  10/30/1998 214
7/21/1998 247 9/10/1998 2.46 45,  10/31/1998 1.89
7/22/1998 2.63 42 9/11/1998 213 7. 11/1/1998 1.92
7/23/1998 2.58 477. 9/12/1998 2. 11/2/1998 19
7/24/1998 248 480. 9/13/1998 2.03 11/3/1998 2.75
7/25/1998 2.07 9/14/1998 248 1 11/4/1998 241
7/26/1998 201 9/15/1998 247 6. 11/5/1998 2.36
7/27/1998 2.95 27. 9/16/1998 252 9. 11/6/1998 2.16
7/28/1998 2.64 1 9/17/1998 252 3. 11/7/1998 191
7/29/1998 251 16. 9/18/1998 2.53 5. 11/8/1998 201
7/30/1998 2.46 9/19/1998 2.22 11/9/1998 2.65
7/31/1998 2.7 2. 9/20/1998 2.24 11/10/1998 261

8/1/1998 2.06 9/21/1998 2.99 11/12/1998 2.85

8/2/1998 1.96 9/22/1998 294 4.  11/12/1998 2.38

8/3/1998 249 9/23/1998 2.53 11/13/1998 2.3

8/4/1998 2.37 9/24/1998 243 1. 11/14/1998 254

8/5/1998 2.34 1065. 9/25/1998 247 6. 11/15/1998 213

8/6/1998 247 5. 9/26/1998 2.08 11/16/1998 3.05

8/7/1998 3.26 9/27/1998 212 11/17/1998 2.46

8/8/1998 3.16 9/28/1998 248 4.  11/18/1998 2.32

8/9/1998 4.36 9/29/1998 248 46.  11/19/1998 2.46
8/10/1998 4.84 9/30/1998 2.18 5. 11/20/1998 2.32
8/11/1998 3.7 17. 10/1/1998 25 7. 11/21/1998 1.94
8/12/1998 3.56 10/2/1998 2.28 11, 11/22/1998 1.93
8/13/1998 344 3. 10/3/1998 1.98 11/23/1998 25
8/14/1998 2.53 1 10/4/1998 2.07 11/24/1998 2.38
8/15/1998 2.29 10/5/1998 248 1. 11/25/1998 2.63
8/16/1998 2.62 10/6/1998 251 3. 11/26/1998 1.96
8/17/1998 291 10. 10/7/1998 2.69 13,  11/27/1998 1.98
8/18/1998 2.66 8. 10/8/1998 3.04 43.  11/28/1998 1.86
8/19/1998 2.53 1. 10/9/1998 249 7. 11/29/1998 1.92
8/20/1998 241 1 10/10/1998 2.28 11/30/1998 245
8/21/1998 2.39 5. 10/11/1998 2.3 12/1/1998 2.46
8/22/1998 2.07 10/12/1998 252 6. 12/2/1998 251
8/23/1998 211 10/13/1998 251 2. 12/3/1998 2.49
8/24/1998 245 10. 10/14/1998 252 3. 12/4/1998 2.28
8/25/1998 2.37 3. 10/15/1998 244 4, 12/5/1998 2.06
8/26/1998 251 1. 10/16/1998 2.37 41. 12/6/1998 213
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Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLSs Final Report
Table C- 1 (Continued...)

12/7/1998 247 115. 1/27/1999 3.62 1 3/19/1999 2.88
12/8/1998 3.35 13. 1/28/1999 3.37 2. 3/20/1999 2.56
12/9/1998 2.69 8. 1/29/1999 31 11. 3/21/1999 4.01
12/10/1998 2.36 9. 1/30/1999 2.83 3/22/1999 31
12/11/1998 2.25 700. 1/31/1999 2.64 3/23/1999 31
12/12/1998 2.79 2/1/1999 4.46 2. 3/24/1999 331
12/13/1998 3.69 2/2/1999 3.97 13. 3/25/1999 3.05
12/14/1998 2.64 5. 2/3/1999 343 90. 3/26/1999 281
12/15/1998 4.18 4. 2/4/1999 3.22 3/27/1999 2.49
12/16/1998 331 39. 2/5/1999 2.99 7. 3/28/1999 25
12/17/1998 2.56 2. 2/6/1999 2.77 3/29/1999 2.87
12/18/1998 24 9. 2/7/1999 2.7 3/30/1999 2.93
12/19/1998 2.16 2/8/1999 294 3/31/1999 2.97
12/20/1998 215 2/9/1999 3.01 3. 4/1/1999 5.01
12/21/1998 2.63 1 2/10/1999 2.98 82. 4/2/1999 3.25
12/22/1998 249 3. 2/11/1999 3.02 8. 4/3/1999 3.25
12/23/1998 31 8. 2/12/1999 2.74 4/4/1999 2.94
12/24/1998 4.96 2/13/1999 25 4/5/1999 2.66
12/25/1998 2.66 2/14/1999 2.26 4/6/1999 3.03
12/26/1998 245 2/15/1999 2.72 1. 4/7/1999 2.99
12/27/1998 2.34 2/16/1999 2.65 4/8/1999 3.
12/28/1998 271 3. 2/17/1999 3.2 34. 4/9/1999 2.94
12/29/1998 2.73 4, 2/18/1999 3.32 62. 4/10/1999 2.55
12/30/1998 248 11. 2/19/1999 3.71 2100. 4/11/1999 2.85
12/31/1998 248 12. 2/20/1999 3.25 4/12/1999 2,98
1/1/1999 2.27 2/21/1999 2.89 4/13/1999 2.83
1/2/1999 4.45 2/22/1999 3.52 1 4/14/1999 2.69
1/3/1999 5.72 2/23/1999 2.97 6. 4/15/1999 3.14
1/4/1999 3.45 18. 2/24/1999 2.95 4, 4/16/1999 2.6
1/5/1999 4.57 2. 2/25/1999 2.96 39. 4/17/1999 2.24
1/6/1999 3.05 3. 2/26/1999 2.84 6. 4/18/1999 2.32
1/7/1999 2.86 118. 2/27/1999 2.63 4/19/1999 291
1/8/1999 2.86 2. 2/28/1999 2.6 4/20/1999 5.03
1/9/1999 248 3/1/1999 2.77 4/21/1999 3.82
1/10/1999 2.33 3/2/1999 2.88 2. 4/22/1999 4.08
1/11/1999 2.77 3/3/1999 3.22 2150. 4/23/1999 3.88
1/12/1999 281 3/4/1999 2.84 18. 4/24/1999 35
1/13/1999 281 10. 3/5/1999 2.72 4, 4/25/1999 3.42
1/14/1999 321 12. 3/6/1999 2.53 4/26/1999 4.16
1/15/1999 3.01 13. 3/7/1999 231 4/27/1999 4.9
1/16/1999 241 3/8/1999 2.95 53. 4/28/1999 523
1/17/1999 3.43 3/9/1999 3.09 3. 4/29/1999 7.66
1/18/1999 5.26 3/10/1999 2.87 6. 4/30/1999 8.46
1/19/1999 3.59 1. 3/11/1999 29 5/1/1999 5.57
1/20/1999 3.09 7. 3/12/1999 2.74 2. 5/2/1999 454
1/21/1999 3.05 3/13/1999 2.65 5/3/1999 4.93
1/22/1999 2.86 10. 3/14/1999 3.78 5/4/1999 451
1/23/1999 6.15 3/15/1999 3.55 127. 5/5/1999 4.49
1/24/1999 1111 3/16/1999 3.12 5/6/1999 4.36
1/25/1999 5.54 5. 3/17/1999 311 17. 5/7/1999 3.96
1/26/1999 4.02 2. 3/18/1999 3.12 1. 5/8/1999 3.67
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Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLs Final Report
Table C- 1 (Continued...)

5/9/1999 3.52 6/29/1999 2.86 62. 8/19/1999 3.65
5/10/1999 412 6/30/1999 45 8/20/1999 4.7
5/11/1999 3.9 7/1/1999 5.57 95. 8/21/1999 3.45
5/12/1999 3.89 7/2/1999 3.88 300. 8/22/1999 3.34
5/13/1999 4.22 1. 7/3/1999 2.85 8/23/1999 4.47
5/14/1999 10.19 4, 7/4/1999 2.62 8/24/1999 478
5/15/1999 5.39 7/5/1999 2.86 8/25/1999 571
5/16/1999 4.48 7/6/1999 3.05 1. 8/26/1999 6.3
5/17/1999 4.69 7/7/1999 3.34 1. 8/27/1999 5.48
5/18/1999 4.85 7/8/1999 3.12 A, 8/28/1999 3.97
5/19/1999 45 16. 7/9/1999 3.96 9. 8/29/1999 3.84
5/20/1999 4.29 8. 7/10/1999 3.75 8/30/1999 3.89
5/21/1999 4.67 7/11/1999 3.68 8/31/1999 3.86
5/22/1999 4.47 7/12/1999 431 12. 9/1/1999 39
5/23/1999 411 7/13/1999 3.61 30. 9/2/1999 3.84
5/24/1999 4.46 2. 7/14/1999 3.44 42, 9/3/1999 371
5/25/1999 441 7/15/1999 3.27 102. 9/4/1999 371
5/26/1999 4.05 40. 7/16/1999 3.36 38. 9/5/1999 6.71
5/27/1999 4.23 1. 7/17/1999 2.71 9/6/1999 4.36
5/28/1999 4.23 145. 7/18/1999 2.79 9/7/1999 4.15
5/29/1999 3.66 7/19/1999 3.19 5. 9/8/1999 3.66
5/30/1999 3.46 7/20/1999 3.34 9/9/1999 39
5/31/1999 3.93 1. 7/21/1999 3.79 14. 9/10/1999 34

6/1/1999 4.1 40. 7122/1999 3.56 25. 9/11/1999 321

6/2/1999 4.18 1. 7/23/1999 3.3 2. 9/12/1999 3.04

6/3/1999 421 43. 7/24/1999 2.89 9/13/1999 3.43

6/4/1999 3.71 39. 7/25/1999 2.79 9/14/1999 3.43

6/5/1999 3.83 7/26/1999 3.29 5. 9/15/1999 6.06

6/6/1999 3.67 7127/1999 3.22 10. 9/16/1999 4.32

6/7/1999 3.6 26. 7/28/1999 3.17 1480. 9/17/1999 3.44

6/8/1999 3.45 7/29/1999 35 180. 9/18/1999 3.18

6/9/1999 3.11 3. 7/30/1999 3.15 52. 9/19/1999 3.13
6/10/1999 25 225. 7/31/1999 271 9/20/1999 3.49
6/11/1999 3.09 8/1/1999 2.71 9/21/1999 3.39
6/12/1999 2.62 8/2/1999 3.07 5. 9/22/1999 321
6/13/1999 2.74 8/3/1999 3.03 9/23/1999 3.2
6/14/1999 3.08 1. 8/4/1999 2.92 16. 9/24/1999 3.02
6/15/1999 3.33 8/5/1999 291 6. 9/25/1999 2.84
6/16/1999 4.43 22. 8/6/1999 2.74 38. 9/26/1999 291
6/17/1999 3.31 23. 8/7/1999 2.56 9/27/1999 5.28
6/18/1999 2.95 3. 8/8/1999 2.54 9/28/1999 4.61
6/19/1999 2.87 8/9/1999 3.14 12. 9/29/1999 6.98
6/20/1999 3.85 8/10/1999 3.05 20. 9/30/1999 4.6
6/21/1999 3.36 2. 8/11/1999 3.08 97. 10/1/1999 3.6
6/22/1999 3.3 8/12/1999 3.06 4, 10/2/1999 3.28
6/23/1999 341 18. 8/13/1999 3.12 55. 10/3/1999 3.25
6/24/1999 3.67 4, 8/14/1999 5.23 10/4/1999 3.89
6/25/1999 3.06 1. 8/15/1999 3.95 10/5/1999 3.58
6/26/1999 2.65 8/16/1999 3.81 39. 10/6/1999 3.58
6/27/1999 2.89 8/17/1999 3.05 12. 10/7/1999 3.74
6/28/1999 3.01 8/18/1999 3.53 100. 10/8/1999 3.68
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Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLs Final Report
Table C- 1 (Continued...)

10/9/1999 3.14 11/29/1999 3.37 133. 1/19/2000 3.82
10/10/1999 4.2 11/30/1999 3.23 480. 1/20/2000 4.78
10/11/1999 5.1 220. 12/1/1999 3.06 1120. 1/21/2000 3.76
10/12/1999 3.82 100. 12/2/1999 3.33 440. 1/22/2000 3.49
10/13/1999 4.96 114. 12/3/1999 3.34 108. 1/23/2000 4.05
10/14/1999 3.74 275. 12/4/1999 3.12 1/24/2000 4.19
10/15/1999 3.53 16. 12/5/1999 3.33 1/25/2000 4.
10/16/1999 3.21 12/6/1999 3.65 200. 1/26/2000 4.1
10/17/1999 3.97 12/7/1999 3.28 78. 1/27/2000 3.96
10/18/1999 2.97 11. 12/8/1999 3.28 34. 1/28/2000 391
10/19/1999 3.54 13. 12/9/1999 3.38 40. 1/29/2000 3.96
10/20/1999 4.63 143. 12/10/1999 3.57 230. 1/30/2000 6.71
10/21/1999 3.55 175. 12/11/1999 2.96 1/31/2000 6.28
10/22/1999 3.42 617. 12/12/1999 3.01 2/1/2000 557
10/23/1999 2.83 12/13/1999 4.39 238. 2/2/2000 5.05
10/24/1999 2.79 12/14/1999 5.17 4800. 2/3/2000 5.34
10/25/1999 3.15 14. 12/15/1999 3.84 455, 2/4/2000 5.13
10/26/1999 3.08 16. 12/16/1999 3.72 115. 2/5/2000 4.49
10/27/1999 3.19 198. 12/17/1999 3.49 56. 2/6/2000 4.34
10/28/1999 3.16 104. 12/18/1999 3.23 2/7/2000 4.78
10/29/1999 2.7 3. 12/19/1999 3.19 2/8/2000 4.61
10/30/1999 2.76 12/20/1999 3.64 52. 2/9/2000 4.61
10/31/1999 2.97 12/21/1999 471 44, 2/10/2000 44

11/1/1999 341 5. 12/22/1999 3.86 265. 2/11/2000 4.43

11/2/1999 3.79 480. 12/23/1999 3.57 600. 2/12/2000 7.44

11/3/1999 2.99 500. 12/24/1999 3.23 2/13/2000 6.12

11/4/1999 3.03 175. 12/25/1999 2.99 2/14/2000 7.21

11/5/1999 3.02 105. 12/26/1999 3.19 2/15/2000 5.55

11/6/1999 2.74 12/27/1999 3.52 210. 2/16/2000 5.03

11/7/1999 2.68 12/28/1999 3.4 1170. 2/17/2000 481

11/8/1999 3.11 14. 12/29/1999 3.39 620. 2/18/2000 5.44

11/9/1999 3.07 57. 12/30/1999 341 367. 2/19/2000 454
11/10/1999 3.06 44. 12/31/1999 3.2 2/20/2000 4.17
11/11/1999 3.08 62. 1/1/2000 291 2/21/2000 5.43
11/12/1999 2.78 105. 1/2/2000 3.13 2/22/2000 4.46
11/13/1999 2.53 1/3/2000 3.63 5. 2/23/2000 4.39
11/14/1999 2.67 1/4/2000 3.63 3. 2/24/2000 4.38
11/15/1999 291 4, 1/5/2000 3.47 2/25/2000 4.25
11/16/1999 2.86 45, 1/6/2000 3.44 2. 2/26/2000 4,
11/17/1999 3.04 198. 1/7/2000 3.2 12. 2/27/2000 3.92
11/18/1999 3.24 258. 1/8/2000 3.02 2/28/2000 4.09
11/19/1999 3.21 20. 1/9/2000 3.92 2/29/2000 3.95
11/20/1999 2.98 1/10/2000 6.36 8. 3/1/2000 4.02
11/21/1999 3.22 1/11/2000 431 21. 3/2/2000 3.99
11/22/1999 3.57 23. 1/12/2000 3.95 1. 3/3/2000 3.85
11/23/1999 3.49 19. 1/13/2000 3.8 3/4/2000 3.49
11/24/1999 3.44 13. 1/14/2000 3.45 4, 3/5/2000 3.49
11/25/1999 3.05 1/15/2000 3.23 3/6/2000 3.84
11/26/1999 4.99 1/16/2000 3.23 3/7/2000 3.84
11/27/1999 3.24 1/17/2000 3.54 3/8/2000 3.83
11/28/1999 3.12 1/18/2000 3.87 1. 3/9/2000 3.85
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Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLSs Final Report
Table C- 1 (Continued...)

3/10/2000 3.73 3962. 4/30/2000 4.08 6/20/2000 381
3/11/2000 3.73 5/1/2000 4.4 5. 6/21/2000 3.76
3/12/2000 3.26 5/2/2000 4.17 7. 6/22/2000 3.78
3/13/2000 3.64 74. 5/3/2000 4.12 4, 6/23/2000 3.52
3/14/2000 3.64 232. 5/4/2000 4.05 820. 6/24/2000 3.48
3/15/2000 3.64 60. 5/5/2000 3.95 83. 6/25/2000 3.48
3/16/2000 6.93 118. 5/6/2000 3.6 6/26/2000 3.6
3/17/2000 4.97 33. 5/7/2000 3.62 6/27/2000 3.58
3/18/2000 3.69 5/8/2000 4, 24, 6/28/2000 4.29
3/19/2000 3.49 5/9/2000 3.93 14. 6/29/2000 4.12
3/20/2000 6.58 2. 5/10/2000 3.96 142. 6/30/2000 3.42
3/21/2000 6.92 32. 5/11/2000 3.96 700. 7/1/2000 3.07
3/22/2000 5.61 2. 5/12/2000 3.87 370. 7/2/2000 3.05
3/23/2000 4.81 4. 5/13/2000 3.36 7/3/2000 331
3/24/2000 4.37 1 5/14/2000 3.27 7/4/2000 3.44
3/25/2000 4.07 5/15/2000 3.79 7/5/2000 3.65
3/26/2000 3.69 5/16/2000 3.82 115. 7/6/2000 3.53
3/27/2000 3.69 1. 5/17/2000 3.86 1. 7/7/2000 4.03
3/28/2000 4.62 5/18/2000 3.92 9. 7/8/2000 3.13
3/29/2000 4.25 4. 5/19/2000 3.65 46. 7/9/2000 3.15
3/30/2000 4.12 1 5/20/2000 3.84 7/10/2000 3.61
3/31/2000 4.12 5. 5/21/2000 3.92 7/11/2000 3.62

4/1/2000 3.89 5/22/2000 3.77 640. 7/12/2000 3.77

4/2/2000 3.71 5/23/2000 3.68 224, 7/13/2000 4.09

4/3/2000 6.32 21. 5/24/2000 3.71 86. 7/14/2000 343

4/4/2000 4.84 4, 5/25/2000 3.93 300. 7/15/2000 31

4/5/2000 4.49 5/26/2000 341 79. 7/16/2000 3.12

4/6/2000 4.47 2. 5/27/2000 341 7/17/2000 351

4/7/2000 4.32 4. 5/28/2000 3.46 7/18/2000 3.59

4/8/2000 5.47 5/29/2000 3.54 7/19/2000 3.62

4/9/2000 4.3 5/30/2000 3.57 7. 7/20/2000 3.54
4/10/2000 4.46 57. 5/31/2000 3.67 2. 7/21/2000 3.35
4/11/2000 4.37 4, 6/1/2000 3.74 36. 7/22/2000 3.55
4/12/2000 4.32 17. 6/2/2000 3.56 59. 7/23/2000 6.86
4/13/2000 4.78 19. 6/3/2000 4.57 7/24/2000 43
4/14/2000 4.53 6/4/2000 3.58 7/25/2000 411
4/15/2000 4.79 6/5/2000 4.29 100. 7/26/2000 3.85
4/16/2000 4.32 6/6/2000 3.83 24, 7/27/2000 3.75
4/17/2000 4.74 3. 6/7/2000 3.65 46. 7/28/2000 3.54
4/18/2000 4.49 2. 6/8/2000 3.62 23. 7/29/2000 3.24
4/19/2000 4.25 6/9/2000 3.58 2. 7/30/2000 3.28
4/20/2000 4.19 21. 6/10/2000 3.26 7/31/2000 4.6
4/21/2000 3.78 6/11/2000 3.35 8/1/2000 4.38
4/22/2000 3.42 80. 6/12/2000 3.62 250. 8/2/2000 3.96
4/23/2000 351 21. 6/13/2000 3.69 450. 8/3/2000 3.84
4/24/2000 4.28 35. 6/14/2000 3.65 98. 8/4/2000 4.56
4/25/2000 4.2 13. 6/15/2000 3.82 1070. 8/5/2000 3.47
4/26/2000 4.23 6/16/2000 3.69 122, 8/6/2000 3.42
4/27/2000 4.15 6/17/2000 3.32 8/7/2000 381
4/28/2000 6.64 6/18/2000 3.34 8/8/2000 3.79
4/29/2000 4.53 6/19/2000 3.86 8/9/2000 4.61
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Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLs Final Report
Table C- 1 (Continued...)

8/10/2000 452 26000. 9/30/2000 3.16 11/20/2000 3.55
8/11/2000 3.59 100. 10/1/2000 3.14 11/21/2000 3.33
8/12/2000 3.33 10/2/2000 3.55 3. 11/22/2000 33
8/13/2000 3.32 10/3/2000 3.68 8. 11/23/2000 2.78
8/14/2000 3.72 1404. 10/4/2000 3.64 9. 11/24/2000 2.86
8/15/2000 3.7 2884. 10/5/2000 3.57 32. 11/25/2000 3.89
8/16/2000 3.82 535. 10/6/2000 3.35 8. 11/26/2000 3.13
8/17/2000 3.82 79. 10/7/2000 3. 11/27/2000 351
8/18/2000 4.93 12. 10/8/2000 2.85 11/28/2000 3.43
8/19/2000 3.24 10/9/2000 3.31 11/29/2000 3.36
8/20/2000 3.28 10/10/2000 3.37 1. 11/30/2000 3.25
8/21/2000 3.81 5. 10/11/2000 3.4 25. 12/1/2000 312
8/22/2000 3.77 12. 10/12/2000 3.13 3. 12/2/2000 2.93
8/23/2000 3.66 190. 10/13/2000 3.13 12/3/2000 2.92
8/24/2000 3.59 152. 10/14/2000 2.97 12/4/2000 3.32
8/25/2000 3.44 9. 10/15/2000 3.03 12/5/2000 3.35
8/26/2000 3.22 10/16/2000 3.53 12/6/2000 3.28
8/27/2000 3.32 10/17/2000 3.67 12/7/2000 3.34
8/28/2000 3.7 1. 10/18/2000 3.64 31. 12/8/2000 3.19
8/29/2000 3.6 11. 10/19/2000 3.54 12/9/2000 3.
8/30/2000 3.96 12. 10/20/2000 35 12/10/2000 2.94
8/31/2000 4.02 17. 10/21/2000 3.26 12/11/2000 3.34

9/1/2000 3.45 4500. 10/22/2000 3.31 12/12/2000 33

9/2/2000 4.24 10/23/2000 3.68 1. 12/13/2000 3.37

9/3/2000 471 10/24/2000 3.73 9. 12/14/2000 3.43

9/4/2000 3.95 10/25/2000 3.7 6. 12/15/2000 3.38

9/5/2000 3.73 32. 10/26/2000 3.47 3. 12/16/2000 4.19

9/6/2000 3.65 1. 10/27/2000 341 12/17/2000 3.44

9/7/2000 3.57 7. 10/28/2000 3.06 12/18/2000 341

9/8/2000 3.57 4, 10/29/2000 2.96 12/19/2000 3.69

9/9/2000 3.23 10/30/2000 3.48 12/20/2000 3.49
9/10/2000 3.28 10/31/2000 3.36 6. 12/21/2000 3.53
9/11/2000 3.69 11/1/2000 3.38 1. 12/22/2000 3.29
9/12/2000 3.6 3. 11/2/2000 3.33 12/23/2000 3.09
9/13/2000 3.73 1. 11/3/2000 3.23 12/24/2000 2.99
9/14/2000 3.69 1. 11/4/2000 3.03 12/25/2000 2.88
9/15/2000 3.48 8. 11/5/2000 2.95 12/26/2000 3.26
9/16/2000 3.12 11/6/2000 3.6 12/27/2000 3.37
9/17/2000 3.21 11/7/2000 3.66 12/28/2000 331
9/18/2000 492 2. 11/8/2000 3.71 12/29/2000 331
9/19/2000 4.29 200. 11/9/2000 3.91 31. 12/30/2000 3.04
9/20/2000 3.75 9. 11/10/2000 3.24 12/31/2000 2.87
9/21/2000 3.94 8. 11/11/2000 2.96 1/1/2001 2.93
9/22/2000 4.09 3. 11/12/2000 2.95 1/2/2001 33
9/23/2000 4.16 11/13/2000 3.56 1/3/2001 3.2
9/24/2000 3.43 11/14/2000 4.02 33. 1/4/2001 3.26
9/25/2000 491 11/15/2000 3.33 9. 1/5/2001 3.23
9/26/2000 4.03 17. 11/16/2000 3.35 2. 1/6/2001 3.05
9/27/2000 3.68 59. 11/17/2000 3.39 1/7/2001 31
9/28/2000 3.65 11/18/2000 2.82 1/8/2001 3.86
9/29/2000 3.43 7. 11/19/2000 3.22 1/9/2001 3.35
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Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLs Final Report
Table C- 1 (Continued...)

1/10/2001 3.38 8. 3/2/2001 3.71 29. 4/22/2001 3.64
1/11/2001 3.38 36. 3/3/2001 4.6 4/23/2001 412
1/12/2001 3.38 11. 3/4/2001 5.04 4/24/2001 4.62
1/13/2001 3.07 3/5/2001 4.7 360. 4/25/2001 5.05
1/14/2001 2.94 3/6/2001 412 31 4/26/2001 381
1/15/2001 3.45 3/7/2001 3.89 840. 4/27/2001 3.66
1/16/2001 3.37 1. 3/8/2001 3.72 94, 4/28/2001 3.37
1/17/2001 3.47 9. 3/9/2001 3.56 72. 4/29/2001 3.32
1/18/2001 431 3. 3/10/2001 3.31 4/30/2001 3.73
1/19/2001 531 15. 3/11/2001 3.21 5/1/2001 3.7
1/20/2001 4.84 3/12/2001 4.05 740. 5/2/2001 3.7
1/21/2001 3.49 3/13/2001 3.87 358. 5/3/2001 3.76
1/22/2001 3.59 3/14/2001 3.82 1. 5/4/2001 3.44
1/23/2001 3.62 2. 3/15/2001 5.81 19. 5/5/2001 331
1/24/2001 3.54 5. 3/16/2001 4.36 4, 5/6/2001 3.24
1/25/2001 3.45 3/17/2001 3.62 5/7/2001 3.55
1/26/2001 3.45 3. 3/18/2001 3.71 5/8/2001 3.64
1/27/2001 3.23 3/19/2001 4.06 2. 5/9/2001 3.6
1/28/2001 3.17 3/20/2001 5.84 59. 5/10/2001 3.67
1/29/2001 3.59 3/21/2001 7.01 16. 5/11/2001 3.43
1/30/2001 3.88 3/22/2001 511 8. 5/12/2001 3.13
1/31/2001 3.54 72. 3/23/2001 4.32 17. 5/13/2001 2.95

2/1/2001 3.4 3/24/2001 3.93 5/14/2001 3.44

2/2/2001 3.27 3/25/2001 3.64 5/15/2001 35

2/3/2001 3.14 3/26/2001 4.27 5/16/2001 45

2/4/2001 3.16 3/27/2001 3.87 3. 5/17/2001 3.88

2/5/2001 3.45 3/28/2001 4.24 5/18/2001 3.54

2/6/2001 341 3/29/2001 7.77 45, 5/19/2001 3.14

2/7/2001 3.44 345. 3/30/2001 7.47 205. 5/20/2001 3.23

2/8/2001 3.36 80. 3/31/2001 7.47 5/21/2001 3.92

2/9/2001 3.45 100. 4/1/2001 7.15 5/22/2001 3.74
2/10/2001 3.27 4/2/2001 5.7 10. 5/23/2001 3.43
2/11/2001 3.17 4/3/2001 5.69 5. 5/24/2001 351
2/12/2001 421 240. 4/4/2001 492 16. 5/25/2001 4.87
2/13/2001 3.1 820. 4/5/2001 4.77 2. 5/26/2001 4.44
2/14/2001 3.98 7. 4/6/2001 453 13. 5/27/2001 3.04
2/15/2001 4.23 18. 4/7/2001 4.08 5/28/2001 3.64
2/16/2001 5.42 24. 4/8/2001 4.04 5/29/2001 3.58
2/17/2001 5.82 4/9/2001 4.36 5/30/2001 3.42
2/18/2001 4.07 4/10/2001 4.3 70. 5/31/2001 3.42
2/19/2001 4.22 13. 4/11/2001 4.25 6/1/2001 4.3
2/20/2001 4.07 32. 4/12/2001 4.09 1. 6/2/2001 3.23
2/21/2001 3.89 50. 4/13/2001 4.01 6/3/2001 3.08
2/22/2001 4.09 615. 4/14/2001 3.63 6/4/2001 3.55
2/23/2001 4.01 185. 4/15/2001 3.53 6/5/2001 3.54
2/24/2001 3.7 4/16/2001 4.03 2. 6/6/2001 3.59
2/25/2001 4.8 4/17/2001 3.9 3. 6/7/2001 3.52
2/26/2001 4.25 77. 4/18/2001 3.97 2. 6/8/2001 3.6
2/27/2001 4.01 117. 4/19/2001 411 2. 6/9/2001 3.05
2/28/2001 3.86 88. 4/20/2001 3.98 3. 6/10/2001 3.01

3/1/2001 3.77 60. 4/21/2001 3.69 6/11/2001 35
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Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLs Final Report
Table C- 1 (Continued...)

6/12/2001 35 250. 8/2/2001 3.33 2. 9/22/2001 2.88
6/13/2001 4.28 8. 8/3/2001 3.32 9/23/2001 2.86
6/14/2001 3.57 4. 8/4/2001 3.02 9/24/2001 4,54
6/15/2001 3.55 1. 8/5/2001 3. 9/25/2001 3.54
6/16/2001 3.09 8/6/2001 3.43 2. 9/26/2001 2.74
6/17/2001 2.89 8/7/2001 3.39 32. 9/27/2001 3.22
6/18/2001 3.39 8/8/2001 3.74 78. 9/28/2001 2.93
6/19/2001 2.7 8/9/2001 3.39 8300. 9/29/2001 2.77
6/20/2001 3.18 1. 8/10/2001 3.58 14. 9/30/2001 2.77
6/21/2001 3.21 8/11/2001 3.68 10/1/2001 3.26
6/22/2001 3.87 16. 8/12/2001 3.23 10/2/2001 3.17
6/23/2001 2.89 8/13/2001 4.18 3. 10/3/2001 3.26
6/24/2001 29 8/14/2001 3.52 245. 10/4/2001 3.19
6/25/2001 4.22 8/15/2001 3.4 148. 10/5/2001 3.18
6/26/2001 3.76 8/16/2001 3.4 10/6/2001 2.84
6/27/2001 35 1. 8/17/2001 35 1. 10/7/2001 2.72
6/28/2001 341 1. 8/18/2001 3.42 10/8/2001 3.08
6/29/2001 3.26 8/19/2001 3.18 10/9/2001 3.04
6/30/2001 2.96 8/20/2001 3.43 23. 10/10/2001 3.21

7/1/2001 3.91 8/21/2001 35 225. 10/11/2001 3.13

7/2/2001 3.33 4, 8/22/2001 3.33 1. 10/12/2001 3.04

7/3/2001 3.3 2. 8/23/2001 3.62 2. 10/13/2001 2.97

7/4/2001 3.95 8/24/2001 3.43 62. 10/14/2001 3.67

7/5/2001 3.31 3. 8/25/2001 2.98 10/15/2001 3.45

7/6/2001 3.09 8/26/2001 2.99 10/16/2001 33

7/7/2001 29 8/27/2001 3.35 10/17/2001 3.28

7/8/2001 341 8/28/2001 3.42 2. 10/18/2001 3.39

7/9/2001 3.4 40. 8/29/2001 3.32 23. 10/19/2001 33
7/10/2001 3.24 1. 8/30/2001 3.44 1. 10/20/2001 2.97
7/11/2001 3.39 5. 8/31/2001 3.32 40. 10/21/2001 3.01
7/12/2001 3.2 24, 9/1/2001 3. 10/22/2001 341
7/13/2001 3.11 60. 9/2/2001 2.87 10/23/2001 34
7/14/2001 2.76 9/3/2001 3.15 10/24/2001 3.49
7/15/2001 2.78 9/4/2001 3.73 10/25/2001 3.24
7/16/2001 3.14 21. 9/5/2001 3.38 165. 10/26/2001 3.06
7/17/2001 3.26 58. 9/6/2001 3.34 2. 10/27/2001 2.67
7/18/2001 3.45 4, 9/7/2001 3.24 8. 10/28/2001 271
7/19/2001 3.36 12. 9/8/2001 3.02 10/29/2001 3.24
7/20/2001 3.16 3. 9/9/2001 3.17 10/30/2001 3.14
7/21/2001 29 9/10/2001 3.56 10/31/2001 3.09
7/22/2001 2.87 9/11/2001 3.33 1. 11/1/2001 3.23
7/23/2001 3.36 7. 9/12/2001 3.29 3. 11/2/2001 3.16
7/24/2001 3.35 35. 9/13/2001 3.22 49, 11/3/2001 2.81
7/25/2001 4.23 35. 9/14/2001 3.12 11/4/2001 2.7
7/26/2001 3.87 268. 9/15/2001 2.76 11/5/2001 3.13
7/27/2001 3.78 15. 9/16/2001 2.83 11/6/2001 3.09
7/28/2001 2.94 9/17/2001 3.3 2. 11/7/2001 311
7/29/2001 3.12 9/18/2001 3.2 2. 11/8/2001 3.15
7/30/2001 3.67 52. 9/19/2001 3.29 11/9/2001 3.01
7/31/2001 3.45 460. 9/20/2001 3.85 8. 11/10/2001 2.79

8/1/2001 3.53 7. 9/21/2001 321 11/11/2001 2.8
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Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLSs Final Report
Table C- 1 (Continued...)

11/12/2001 3.07 21. 1/2/2002 311 2/22/2002 3.66
11/13/2001 3.14 1/3/2002 311 2/23/2002 3.38
11/14/2001 3.16 1/4/2002 3.36 5. 2/24/2002 3.32
11/15/2001 3.17 1/5/2002 3.24 2/25/2002 3.74
11/16/2001 3.2 5. 1/6/2002 4.46 2/26/2002 3.68
11/17/2001 291 1/7/2002 3.68 2/27/2002 3.6
11/18/2001 291 1/8/2002 3.38 1. 2/28/2002 3.66
11/19/2001 3.28 2. 1/9/2002 3.37 11. 3/1/2002 3.66
11/20/2001 3.16 6. 1/10/2002 331 84. 3/2/2002 5.26
11/21/2001 3.14 1/11/2002 321 190. 3/3/2002 4.99
11/22/2001 2.73 1/12/2002 3.04 3/4/2002 4.28
11/23/2001 31 1/13/2002 2.95 3/5/2002 4.04
11/24/2001 3.38 1/14/2002 3.3 3/6/2002 4.08
11/25/2001 3.19 1/15/2002 331 3/7/2002 3.97
11/26/2001 3.36 1/16/2002 3.27 3/8/2002 3.9
11/27/2001 3.35 22. 1/17/2002 341 3/9/2002 3.77
11/28/2001 3.35 2. 1/18/2002 3.25 3/10/2002 3.55
11/29/2001 34 1/19/2002 6.6 3/11/2002 3.97
11/30/2001 3.35 13. 1/20/2002 3.66 3/12/2002 4.83
12/1/2001 291 1/21/2002 3.97 3/13/2002 6.36
12/2/2001 2.87 1/22/2002 3.69 3. 3/14/2002 5.04
12/3/2001 3.16 2. 1/23/2002 8.27 7. 3/15/2002 442
12/4/2001 311 5. 1/24/2002 6.39 320. 3/16/2002 411
12/5/2001 3.18 1/25/2002 5.38 143. 3/17/2002 471
12/6/2001 3.05 2. 1/26/2002 4.15 3/18/2002 4.63
12/7/2001 2.99 1/27/2002 3.88 3/19/2002 4.42
12/8/2001 2.85 1/28/2002 4.02 150. 3/20/2002 4.7
12/9/2001 2.68 1/29/2002 4.14 2. 3/21/2002 534
12/10/2001 4.82 40. 1/30/2002 3.96 1. 3/22/2002 4.36
12/11/2001 3.3 1219. 1/31/2002 3.96 1 3/23/2002 4.02
12/12/2001 3.06 1. 2/1/2002 3.83 3/24/2002 3.82
12/13/2001 3.06 44, 2/2/2002 341 3/25/2002 4.15
12/14/2001 2.98 20. 2/3/2002 341 3/26/2002 4.93
12/15/2001 2.7 2/4/2002 3.64 3/27/2002 4.55
12/16/2001 2.65 2/5/2002 3.61 3. 3/28/2002 4.04
12/17/2001 3.85 1. 2/6/2002 4.9 14. 3/29/2002 3.84
12/18/2001 33 3. 2/7/2002 5.32 420. 3/30/2002 3.77
12/19/2001 3.12 3. 2/8/2002 4.45 76. 3/31/2002 4.12
12/20/2001 3.08 5. 2/9/2002 4.08 4/1/2002 4.12
12/21/2001 3.03 1. 2/10/2002 4.19 4/2/2002 4.04
12/22/2001 2.85 2/11/2002 4.07 8. 4/3/2002 3.83
12/23/2001 3.12 2/12/2002 4.03 1. 4/4/2002 3.7
12/24/2001 2.89 2/13/2002 3.97 4/5/2002 3.65
12/25/2001 245 2/14/2002 3.79 21 4/6/2002 343
12/26/2001 2.8 1 2/15/2002 3.65 4, 4/7/2002 3.52
12/27/2001 293 7. 2/16/2002 3.49 4/8/2002 3.93
12/28/2001 29 2/17/2002 3.54 4/9/2002 4.17
12/29/2001 2.72 2/18/2002 3.83 1. 4/10/2002 4,
12/30/2001 252 2/19/2002 3.92 8. 4/11/2002 3.93
12/31/2001 291 4, 2/20/2002 3.88 530. 4/12/2002 391
1/1/2002 2.73 2/21/2002 3.82 145. 4/13/2002 3.67
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Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLs Final Report
Table C- 1 (Continued...)

4/14/2002 3.87 6/4/2002 3.23 302. 7/25/2002 7.22
4/15/2002 4.1 370. 6/5/2002 3.23 121. 7/26/2002 4.74
4/16/2002 5.24 19. 6/6/2002 3.49 10. 7/27/2002 3.29
4/17/2002 3.39 510. 6/7/2002 3.18 110. 7/28/2002 3.15
4/18/2002 3.33 27. 6/8/2002 2.7 7/29/2002 3.36
4/19/2002 3.29 42. 6/9/2002 2.7 7/30/2002 3.32
4/20/2002 3.06 6/10/2002 3.06 8. 7/31/2002 3.28
4/21/2002 3.06 6/11/2002 3.08 116. 8/1/2002 3.2
4/22/2002 3.42 1. 6/12/2002 3.11 12. 8/2/2002 3.17
4/23/2002 3.27 12. 6/13/2002 3.39 31. 8/3/2002 2.84
4/24/2002 3.24 5. 6/14/2002 3.14 110. 8/4/2002 2.74
4/25/2002 3.15 3. 6/15/2002 2.68 8/5/2002 3.13
4/26/2002 2.97 1. 6/16/2002 2.59 8/6/2002 3.
4/27/2002 29 6/17/2002 2.4 2. 8/7/2002 3.03
4/28/2002 2.96 6/18/2002 3.04 17. 8/8/2002 291
4/29/2002 3.17 6/19/2002 3.05 5. 8/9/2002 2.93
4/30/2002 3.27 39. 6/20/2002 2.94 148. 8/10/2002 2.6

5/1/2002 3.36 1. 6/21/2002 2.81 52. 8/11/2002 2.68

5/2/2002 35 6/22/2002 2.59 8/12/2002 3.03

5/3/2002 3.25 6/23/2002 2.62 8/13/2002 3.02

5/4/2002 3.59 6/24/2002 2.93 37. 8/14/2002 371

5/5/2002 2.97 6/25/2002 2.97 262. 8/15/2002 3.92

5/6/2002 3.44 1. 6/26/2002 6.18 38. 8/16/2002 3.17

5/7/2002 3.44 A, 6/27/2002 52 102. 8/17/2002 2.93

5/8/2002 3.53 2. 6/28/2002 3.59 8500. 8/18/2002 2.97

5/9/2002 3.51 6/29/2002 3.13 8/19/2002 3.17
5/10/2002 3.28 1. 6/30/2002 2.93 8/20/2002 3.17
5/11/2002 3.09 7/1/2002 3.61 39. 8/21/2002 3.27
5/12/2002 3.12 7/2/2002 341 82. 8/22/2002 3.07
5/13/2002 4.23 7/3/2002 3.36 56. 8/23/2002 3.02
5/14/2002 3.39 11. 71412002 291 8/24/2002 2.71
5/15/2002 3.28 2. 7/5/2002 291 9. 8/25/2002 2.82
5/16/2002 3.3 5. 7/6/2002 2.69 8/26/2002 4.04
5/17/2002 3.32 49, 7/7/2002 2.7 8/27/2002 3.75
5/18/2002 3.33 7/8/2002 3.11 12. 8/28/2002 3.76
5/19/2002 271 7/9/2002 3.35 280. 8/29/2002 351
5/20/2002 3.28 7/10/2002 4.82 54, 8/30/2002 4.39
5/21/2002 3.13 7/11/2002 4.67 185. 8/31/2002 6.57
5/22/2002 3.16 76. 7/12/2002 3.38 5. 9/1/2002 5.6
5/23/2002 3.17 162. 7/13/2002 3.07 9/2/2002 3.82
5/24/2002 3.1 3. 7/14/2002 3.46 9/3/2002 3.94
5/25/2002 2.76 7/15/2002 3.34 8. 9/4/2002 3.63
5/26/2002 2.79 7/16/2002 3.31 8. 9/5/2002 3.39
5/27/2002 3.08 7/17/2002 2.6 2. 9/6/2002 3.29
5/28/2002 3.25 1. 7/18/2002 3.19 6. 9/7/2002 3.06
5/29/2002 3.19 7/19/2002 2.94 3. 9/8/2002 3.01
5/30/2002 4.01 1. 7/20/2002 2.75 9/9/2002 3.45
5/31/2002 3.23 3. 7/21/2002 2.7 9/10/2002 3.39

6/1/2002 4.04 7/22/2002 3.35 8. 9/11/2002 33

6/2/2002 3.43 7123/2002 4.03 243. 9/12/2002 3.22

6/3/2002 3.35 280. 712412002 6.06 440. 9/13/2002 3.14
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Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLs Final Report
Table C- 1 (Continued...)
9/14/2002 4.47 10/21/2002 4.67 11/27/2002 3.82
9/15/2002 4.95 10/22/2002 4.6 11/28/2002 3.38
9/16/2002 4.05 10/23/2002 4.22 11/29/2002 351
9/17/2002 3.57 10/24/2002 3.87 11/30/2002 35
9/18/2002 7.36 10/25/2002 3.88 12/1/2002 3.36
9/19/2002 5.79 10/26/2002 3.55 12/2/2002 3.85
9/20/2002 4.48 10/27/2002 35 12/3/2002 381
9/21/2002 3.91 10/28/2002 6.16 12/4/2002 381
9/22/2002 3.82 10/29/2002 7.34 12/5/2002 381
9/23/2002 3.88 10/30/2002 579 12/6/2002 7.27
9/24/2002 3.82 10/31/2002 4.55 12/7/2002 5.97
9/25/2002 3.88 11/1/2002 4.06 12/8/2002 57
9/26/2002 4.82 11/2/2002 3.71 12/9/2002 5.57
9/27/2002 4.22 11/3/2002 3.52 12/10/2002 5.85
9/28/2002 3.52 11/4/2002 3.93 12/11/2002 7.67
9/29/2002 3.36 11/5/2002 6.19 12/12/2002 6.6
9/30/2002 3.63 11/6/2002 5.66 12/13/2002 8.13
10/1/2002 3.65 11/7/2002 441 12/14/2002 6.11
10/2/2002 3.67 11/8/2002 4.08 12/15/2002 5.32
10/3/2002 3.64 11/9/2002 3.8 12/16/2002 521
10/4/2002 3.46 11/10/2002 3.82 12/17/2002 4.95
10/5/2002 3.14 11/11/2002 5.02 12/18/2002 4.85
10/6/2002 3.07 11/12/2002 8.32 12/19/2002 5.19
10/7/2002 3.47 11/13/2002 6.17 12/20/2002 6.03
10/8/2002 3.44 11/14/2002 5.1 12/21/2002 4.6
10/9/2002 3.39 11/15/2002 4.64 12/22/2002 4.38
10/10/2002 4.27 11/16/2002 7.68 12/23/2002 4.48
10/11/2002 7.98 11/17/2002 7.3 12/24/2002 7.25
10/12/2002 5.28 11/18/2002 6.61 12/25/2002 7.28
10/13/2002 6.14 11/19/2002 5.56 12/26/2002 6.23
10/14/2002 5.45 11/20/2002 5.06 12/27/2002 5.34
10/15/2002 6.39 11/21/2002 478 12/28/2002 4.78
10/16/2002 7.78 11/22/2002 4.44 12/29/2002 452
10/17/2002 6.2 11/23/2002 4.02 12/30/2002 4.78
10/18/2002 5.07 11/24/2002 4.03 12/31/2002 55
10/19/2002 4.48 11/25/2002 4.15
10/20/2002 4.46 11/26/2002 4.04
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Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLs

Final Report

Table C- 2. Thomasville Hamby Creek WWT P Effluent Flow and Fecal Coliform Bacteria

Concentration

Date
1/1/1996
1/2/1996
1/3/1996
1/4/1996
1/5/1996
1/6/1996
1/7/1996
1/8/1996
1/9/1996
1/10/1996
1/11/1996
1/12/1996
1/13/1996
1/14/1996
1/15/1996
1/16/1996
1/17/1996
1/18/1996
1/19/1996
1/20/1996
1/21/1996
1/22/1996
1/23/1996
1/24/1996
1/25/1996
1/26/1996
1/27/1996
1/28/1996
1/29/1996
1/30/1996
1/31/1996

2/1/1996

2/2/1996

2/3/1996

2/4/1996

2/5/1996

2/6/1996

2/7/1996

2/8/1996

2/9/1996
2/10/1996
2/11/1996
2/12/1996
2/13/1996
2/14/1996
2/15/1996

Flow(cfs)
2.28
3.37
321
2.85
2.65
214
2.35
2.26
2.84

3.
2.65
2.77
2.63
3.05
4.26

44
452
4.67
5.56
3.68
3.06
3.48
3.44
4,07

35
3.02
5.16
341
3.76
3.86
4.06
3.43
4.88
4.27
3.36
3.59

4.2

39
4.47
3.88
311
2.77
3.32
3.19
3.12
3.04

FC conc.

16.

6000.

Date Flow(cfs)

2/16/1996
2/17/1996
2/18/1996
2/19/1996
2/20/1996
2/21/1996
2/22/1996
2/23/1996
2/24/1996
2/25/1996
2/26/1996
2/27/1996
2/28/1996
2/29/1996

3/1/1996

3/2/1996

3/3/1996

3/4/1996

3/5/1996

3/6/1996

3/7/1996

3/8/1996

3/9/1996
3/10/1996
3/11/1996
3/12/1996
3/13/1996
3/14/1996
3/15/1996
3/16/1996
3/17/1996
3/18/1996
3/19/1996
3/20/1996
3/21/1996
3/22/1996
3/23/1996
3/24/1996
3/25/1996
3/26/1996
3/27/1996
3/28/1996
3/29/1996
3/30/1996
3/31/1996

4/1/1996

C-20

2.97
242
2.35
3.27
3.56
3.63
3.18

29
244
2.22
291
2.94
2.86
271
2.58
2.29
212
2.78

2.8
3.63
4.82
4.56
2.97
2.63
3.36
3.23
3.26
3.14
3.09
2.55
2.46
3.02

4.6
4.01
345
3.06
251
2.34
311
3.18
3.13
4.42
3.28
2.53
2.62
4.14

FC conc.
6000.

32.
23.
2000.

3550.
1600.

N

Date
4/2/1996
4/3/1996
4/4/1996
4/5/1996
4/6/1996
4/7/1996
4/8/1996
4/9/1996
4/10/1996
4/11/1996
4/12/1996
4/13/1996
4/14/1996
4/15/1996
4/16/1996
4/17/1996
4/18/1996
4/19/1996
4/20/1996
4/21/1996
4/22/1996
4/23/1996
4/24/1996
4/25/1996
4/26/1996
4/27/1996
4/28/1996
4/29/1996
4/30/1996

5/1/1996

5/2/1996

5/3/1996

5/4/1996

5/5/1996

5/6/1996

5/7/1996

5/8/1996

5/9/1996
5/10/1996
5/11/1996
5/12/1996
5/13/1996
5/14/1996
5/15/1996
5/16/1996
5/17/1996

Flow(cfs)

3.7
3.38
311
2.48
2.34
2.15
3.04
3.91
314
3.12
2.84
248
2.38
321
351
3.06
2.89
2.84
25
2.32
2.92
294
3.
2.82
3.07
2.3
2.14
271
2.64
311
2.76
2.6
1.99
1.83
2.62
2.69
2.84
297
2.76
2.35
2.13
2.92
3.19
3.22
3.09
294

FC conc.
4,

1850.
175.



Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLs Final Report
Table C- 2 (Continued)

Date Flow(cfs) FC conc. Date Flow(cfs) FC conc. Date Flow(cfs) FC conc.
5/18/1996 2.3 7/4/1996 1.74 8/20/1996 3.03 22.
5/19/1996 2.09 7/5/1996 17 8/21/1996 3.04 4764,
5/20/1996 2.87 7/6/1996 1.78 8/22/1996 2.94 2300.
5/21/1996 3.03 7/7/1996 1.76 8/23/1996 2.93 133.
5/22/1996 2.99 7/8/1996 2.68 8/24/1996 311
5/23/1996 2.87 7/9/1996 2.77 7. 8/25/1996 293
5/24/1996 2.84 7/10/1996 2.74 13. 8/26/1996 3.32
5/25/1996 21 7/11/1996 2.98 8/27/1996 3.46
5/26/1996 1.92 7/12/1996 3.09 8/28/1996 3.39
5/27/1996 2.65 7/13/1996 1.97 8/29/1996 3.17
5/28/1996 3.62 7/14/1996 1.82 8/30/1996 2.88 3.
5/29/1996 3.02 7/15/1996 2.49 8/31/1996 2.39
5/30/1996 3.05 7/16/1996 2.92 9/1/1996 2.07
5/31/1996 2.74 7/17/1996 2.75 9/2/1996 2.27

6/1/1996 2.02 7/18/1996 3.03 9/3/1996 4,67

6/2/1996 1.98 7/19/1996 2.75 9/4/1996 575 2.

6/3/1996 273 7/20/1996 2.06 9/5/1996 5.07

6/4/1996 3.21 7/21/1996 1.74 9/6/1996 6.51

6/5/1996 2.62 1. 7/22/1996 3.08 9/7/1996 4.38

6/6/1996 2.83 7/23/1996 2.83 9/8/1996 3.34

6/7/1996 2.59 7/24/1996 2.81 200. 9/9/1996 3.78

6/8/1996 2.3 7/25/1996 3.37 9/10/1996 3.88

6/9/1996 2.84 7/26/1996 3.3 9/11/1996 4.83
6/10/1996 3.27 7/27/1996 211 9/12/1996 5.2 2.
6/11/1996 2.9 7/28/1996 243 9/13/1996 4,

6/12/1996 2.88 7/29/1996 2.98 1. 9/14/1996 291
6/13/1996 2.9 7/30/1996 2.94 9/15/1996 2.59
6/14/1996 2.79 7/31/1996 291 9/16/1996 3.75
6/15/1996 2.58 8/1/1996 3.78 9/17/1996 3.8
6/16/1996 2.36 8/2/1996 3.65 9/18/1996 3.35
6/17/1996 2.98 8/3/1996 2.77 9/19/1996 3.36 10.
6/18/1996 3.08 8/4/1996 2.38 9/20/1996 2.89
6/19/1996 3.19 8/5/1996 2.06 9/21/1996 2.39
6/20/1996 294 8/6/1996 2.65 9/22/1996 2.32
6/21/1996 281 5. 8/7/1996 3.52 28. 9/23/1996 3.06
6/22/1996 2.24 8/8/1996 2.92 1. 9/24/1996 3.09
6/23/1996 1.88 8/9/1996 2.66 9/25/1996 3.03
6/24/1996 2.84 1. 8/10/1996 212 9/26/1996 2.95 12.
6/25/1996 3.03 8/11/1996 1.93 9/27/1996 2.88
6/26/1996 2.83 8/12/1996 412 1. 9/28/1996 2.38
6/27/1996 281 8/13/1996 4.05 9/29/1996 2.35
6/28/1996 2.56 8/14/1996 3.24 9/30/1996 3.05
6/29/1996 19 8/15/1996 3.04 10/1/1996 452
6/30/1996 1.78 8/16/1996 2.76 10/2/1996 5. 1.

7/1/1996 2.24 8/17/1996 2.25 10/3/1996 4,19 2.

7/2/1996 2.23 2. 8/18/1996 2.04 10/4/1996 3.46

7/3/1996 2.07 10. 8/19/1996 2.95 42. 10/5/1996 2.79
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Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLSs Final Report
Table C- 2 (Continued)
10/6/1996 2.69 11/23/1996 249 1/10/1997 4.99
10/7/1996 3.49 11/24/1996 2.35 1/11/1997 3.78
10/8/1996 5.39 11/25/1996 321 1/12/1997 3.26
10/9/1996 4.37 11/26/1996 3.66 33. 1/13/1997 3.88
10/10/1996 3.95 11/27/1996 3.14 1/14/1997 3.82 2.
10/11/1996 3.38 11/28/1996 2.37 1/15/1997 37
10/12/1996 2.87 11/29/1996 2.26 1/16/1997 5.07
10/13/1996 2.68 11/30/1996 292 1/17/1997 4.05
10/14/1996 32 12/1/1996 4.72 1/18/1997 3.23
10/15/1996 3.2 12/2/1996 4.52 1. 1/19/1997 2.94
10/16/1996 3.16 12/3/1996 3.6 1/20/1997 391
10/17/1996 3.06 12/4/1996 3.56 1/21/1997 3.88
10/18/1996 3.29 12/5/1996 4.03 1/22/1997 3.75
10/19/1996 253 12/6/1996 4.42 1/23/1997 3.69
10/20/1996 231 12/7/1996 3.94 1/24/1997 3.84
10/21/1996 3.16 12/8/1996 3.63 1/25/1997 3.73
10/22/1996 3.24 12/9/1996 3.89 1/26/1997 3.01
10/23/1996 3.13 12/10/1996 3.73 1/27/1997 3.72
10/24/1996 3.01 12/11/1996 3.54 1/28/1997 4.27
10/25/1996 2.79 12/12/1996 3.52 1/29/1997 3.98
10/26/1996 2.32 12/13/1996 4.97 1. 1/30/1997 3.74
10/27/1996 221 12/14/1996 3.53 1/31/1997 35
10/28/1996 2.97 12/15/1996 3.06 2/1/1997 3.
10/29/1996 3.18 12/16/1996 3.5 2/2/1997 2.56
10/30/1996 3.06 12/17/1996 3.74 2/3/1997 3.44
10/31/1996 2.98 12/18/1996 3.94 2/4/1997 3.57
11/1/1996 2.83 12/19/1996 4.52 2/5/1997 3.73
11/2/1996 3.59 12/20/1996 3.59 2/6/1997 3.39 1
11/3/1996 2.24 12/21/1996 281 2/7/1997 3.34
11/4/1996 2,98 12/22/1996 2.65 2/8/1997 3.49
11/5/1996 2.97 12/23/1996 2.8 1. 2/9/1997 2.87
11/6/1996 3.12 12/24/1996 31 2/10/1997 3.57
11/7/1996 3.01 12/25/1996 2.73 2/11/1997 3.3 4000.
11/8/1996 3.65 12/26/1996 2.75 2/12/1997 3.13 3600.
11/9/1996 291 12/27/1996 3.04 2/13/1997 35
11/10/1996 2.38 12/28/1996 2.72 2/14/1997 535 3000.
11/11/1996 3.09 12/29/1996 2.69 2/15/1997 5.44
11/12/1996 3.08 12/30/1996 3.49 2/16/1997 3.87
11/13/1996 2.99 12/31/1996 3.58 2/17/1997 4, 1
11/14/1996 2.87 1/1/1997 2.55 2/18/1997 3.7 7.
11/15/1996 2.87 1/2/1997 3.42 2/19/1997 3.44
11/16/1996 2.32 1/3/1997 3.17 2/20/1997 3.29
11/17/1996 2.16 1/4/1997 2.72 2/21/1997 3.62
11/18/1996 3.39 1/5/1997 3.26 2/22/1997 31
11/19/1996 3.42 1/6/1997 3.76 2/23/1997 2.74
11/20/1996 3.14 1/7/1997 35 2/24/1997 3.37
11/21/1996 341 1/8/1997 3.47 2/25/1997 343 1
11/22/1996 3.29 1/9/1997 531 2/26/1997 3.65
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Table C- 2 (Continued)
2/27/1997 3.65 4/16/1997 3.37 1. 6/3/1997 3.12
2/28/1997 5.22 4/17/1997 351 6/4/1997 2.78
3/1/1997 4.76 4/18/1997 3.27 6/5/1997 2.89 1.
3/2/1997 4.01 4/19/1997 254 6/6/1997 3.34
3/3/1997 4.46 4/20/1997 245 6/7/1997 2.35
3/4/1997 3.98 4/21/1997 3.24 1. 6/8/1997 214
3/5/1997 4.04 4/22/1997 3.88 3. 6/9/1997 2.78
3/6/1997 4.35 4/23/1997 5.53 6/10/1997 2.93
3/7/1997 3.62 4/24/1997 4.57 6/11/1997 2.6
3/8/1997 2.93 4/25/1997 3.74 6/12/1997 2.87
3/9/1997 2.69 4/26/1997 292 6/13/1997 4.123
3/10/1997 34 4/27/1997 3.55 6/14/1997 2.73
3/11/1997 343 4/28/1997 5.73 1. 6/15/1997 2.28
3/12/1997 3.37 4/29/1997 6.04 6/16/1997 2.94
3/13/1997 3.2 4/30/1997 4.75 6/17/1997 3.74
3/14/1997 4.13 5/1/1997 451 6/18/1997 2.98
3/15/1997 4.36 5/2/1997 3.94 6/19/1997 3.03
3/16/1997 2.99 5/3/1997 4.26 6/20/1997 281
3/17/1997 3.35 5/4/1997 3.6 6/21/1997 215
3/18/1997 3.59 5/5/1997 4. 2. 6/22/1997 201
3/19/1997 517 5/6/1997 3.86 25. 6/23/1997 2.89
3/20/1997 471 5/7/1997 3.68 6/24/1997 2.85
3/21/1997 3.97 5/8/1997 3.58 6/25/1997 2.8
3/22/1997 3.06 5/9/1997 3.6 6/26/1997 281
3/23/1997 27 5/10/1997 2.76 6/27/1997 25
3/24/1997 3.52 5/11/1997 254 6/28/1997 2.03
3/25/1997 3.39 5/12/1997 3.05 6/29/1997 1.95
3/26/1997 4.08 5/13/1997 3.29 1. 6/30/1997 2.08
3/27/1997 3.6 5/14/1997 3.03 7/1/1997 243 1
3/28/1997 3.22 5/15/1997 31 7/2/1997 2.24
3/29/1997 32 5/16/1997 29 7/3/1997 2.08
3/30/1997 2.8 5/17/1997 24 7/14/1997 191
3/31/1997 3.62 5/18/1997 2.28 7/5/1997 215
4/1/1997 3.25 5/19/1997 3.03 7/6/1997 1.89
4/2/1997 3.28 5/20/1997 2.98 7/7/1997 2.76
4/3/1997 3.24 5/21/1997 3.02 7/8/1997 2.84 1
4/4/1997 3.15 5/22/1997 2.95 7/9/1997 2.73
4/5/1997 254 5/23/1997 2.87 7/10/1997 2.85
4/6/1997 3.08 5/24/1997 2.3 7/11/1997 2.65
4/7/1997 381 5/25/1997 2.54 7/12/1997 21
4/8/1997 3.49 5/26/1997 2.97 7/13/1997 1.98
4/9/1997 3.69 5/27/1997 3.13 7/14/1997 24
4/10/1997 3.55 5/28/1997 291 1. 7/15/1997 2.8 22.
4/11/1997 3.14 5/29/1997 2.99 7/16/1997 244 3.
4/12/1997 3.77 5/30/1997 2.83 7/17/1997 2.63 45,
4/13/1997 3.17 5/31/1997 2.32 7/18/1997 22 10.
4/14/1997 3.61 6/1/1997 2.28 7/19/1997 19
4/15/1997 3.46 6/2/1997 3.27 7/20/1997 254
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Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLSs Final Report
Table C- 2 (Continued)
7/21/1997 3.04 2. 9/10/1997 31 10/31/1997 2.27
7/22/1997 3.45 9/11/1997 2.78 11/1/1997 254
7/23/1997 4.54 9/12/1997 2.3 11/2/1997 2.34
7/24/1997 4.36 9/13/1997 2.03 11/3/1997 2.77
7/25/1997 33 9/14/1997 1.93 11/4/1997 2.66
7/26/1997 2.29 9/15/1997 271 11/5/1997 271
7/27/1997 212 9/16/1997 2.78 11/6/1997 2.67
7/28/1997 3.08 1 9/17/1997 261 11/7/1997 254
7/29/1997 3.13 9/18/1997 2.58 11/8/1997 2.05
7/30/1997 3.25 9/19/1997 2.66 11/9/1997 1.9
7/31/1997 2.86 9/20/1997 213 11/10/1997 2.66
8/1/1997 2.58 9/21/1997 1.95 11/11/1997 2.64
8/2/1997 221 9/22/1997 2.65 11/12/1997 271
8/3/1997 2.05 9/23/1997 2.69 11/13/1997 3.64
8/4/1997 2.79 9/24/1997 39 11/14/1997 3.95
8/5/1997 2.79 1. 9/25/1997 3.04 1. 11/15/1997 22
8/6/1997 2.64 9/26/1997 271 11/16/1997 2.05
8/7/1997 255 9/27/1997 211 11/17/1997 2.62
8/8/1997 243 9/28/1997 2.16 11/18/1997 2.68
8/9/1997 2.08 9/29/1997 2.7 11/19/1997 2.65
8/10/1997 1.97 9/30/1997 271 11/20/1997 2.58
8/11/1997 2.87 10/1/1997 2.88 11/21/1997 3.42
8/12/1997 2.79 2. 10/2/1997 244 11/22/1997 34
8/13/1997 2.73 3. 10/3/1997 249 11/23/1997 231
8/14/1997 254 4, 10/4/1997 2.02 11/24/1997 2.7
8/15/1997 2.32 10/5/1997 197 11/25/1997 2.75
8/16/1997 218 10/6/1997 2.68 11/26/1997 2.6
8/17/1997 1.96 10/7/1997 2.65 11/27/1997 2.09
8/18/1997 2.25 10/8/1997 2.74 11/28/1997 201
8/19/1997 25 5. 10/9/1997 2.65 11/29/1997 2.34
8/20/1997 2.79 1200. 10/10/1997 271 11/30/1997 3.27
8/21/1997 25 100. 10/11/1997 2.08 12/1/1997 3.36
8/22/1997 251 10/12/1997 1.94 12/2/1997 3.09
8/23/1997 2.04 10/13/1997 2.77 12/3/1997 2.99
8/24/1997 1.93 10/14/1997 2.77 12/4/1997 3.
8/25/1997 259 10/15/1997 2.86 12/5/1997 2.78
8/26/1997 2.73 10/16/1997 2.72 12/6/1997 2.58
8/27/1997 281 10/17/1997 2.65 12/7/1997 21
8/28/1997 2,61 1 10/18/1997 2.16 12/8/1997 2.89
8/29/1997 2.46 10/19/1997 311 12/9/1997 2.85
8/30/1997 1.93 10/20/1997 2.88 1. 12/10/1997 3.05
8/31/1997 1.88 10/21/1997 2.68 12/11/1997 2.8
9/1/1997 1.96 10/22/1997 2.73 12/12/1997 2.67
9/2/1997 2.63 3050. 10/23/1997 2.83 12/13/1997 217
9/3/1997 221 10/24/1997 257 12/14/1997 2.05
9/4/1997 255 10/25/1997 2.02 12/15/1997 2.77
9/5/1997 2.49 10/26/1997 3.02 12/16/1997 291
9/6/1997 2.06 10/27/1997 3.26 1. 12/17/1997 2.05
9/7/1997 1.89 10/28/1997 2.74 1. 12/18/1997 4.3
9/8/1997 2,61 10/29/1997 2.78 5. 12/19/1997 2.68
9/9/1997 2.77 10/30/1997 2.64 12/20/1997 2.26
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Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLs Final Report
Table C- 2 (Continued)
12/21/1997 2.18 2/10/1998 3.39 600. 4/2/1998 3.69 1.
12/22/1997 3.47 2/11/1998 3.47 15.  4/3/1998 3.57
12/23/1997 2.62 2/12/1998 3.56 10.  4/4/1998 3.97
12/24/1997 4.2 2/13/1998 3.14 5. 4/5/1998 2.98
12/25/1997 3.2 2/14/1998 2.6 4/6/1998 3.35 1.
12/26/1997 2.74 2/15/1998 2.35 4/7/1998 3.59 1.
12/27/1997 371 2/16/1998 3.91 2. 4/8/1998 35
12/28/1997 3.27 2/17/1998 5.97 4/9/1998 4.63
12/29/1997 2.97 2/18/1998 4.8 4. 4/10/1998 3.37
12/30/1997 3.44 2/19/1998 4.06 20. 4/11/1998 3.
12/31/1997 3.02 2/20/1998 3.61 4/12/1998 2.82
1/1/1998 2.55 2/21/1998 291 4/13/1998 3.25
1/2/1998 2.72 2/22/1998 2.69 4/14/1998 3.57 1.
1/3/1998 2.75 2/23/1998 431 1. 4/15/1998 3.48
1/4/1998 2.64 2/24/1998 3.61 2. 4/16/1998 3.82 1.
1/5/1998 33 2/25/1998 3.48 4/17/1998 6.19 7.
1/6/1998 3.93 2/26/1998 2.89 4/18/1998 4.84
1/7/1998 5.49 2/27/1998 2.7 4. 4/19/1998 4.76
1/8/1998 5.98 2/28/1998 2.6 4/20/1998 5.58 6.
1/9/1998 4.38 3/1/1998 2.4 4/21/1998 4.55 1.
1/10/1998 3.06 3/2/1998 2.86 1. 4/22/1998 4,37 2.
1/11/1998 2.67 3/3/1998 2.8 14. 4/23/1998 4.18 2.
1/12/1998 3.08 3/4/1998 3.07 4/24/1998 3.8
1/13/1998 3.1 3/5/1998 3. 3. 4/25/1998 3.8
1/14/1998 2.95 3/6/1998 2.57 4/26/1998 2.92
1/15/1998 4.62 3/7/1998 2.19 4/27/1998 3.63 1.
1/16/1998 4.98 3/8/1998 4.06 4/28/1998 3.45 5.
1/17/1998 3.83 3/9/1998 5.62 23. 4/29/1998 3.16
1/18/1998 3.04 3/10/1998 4.36 270. 4/30/1998 331
1/19/1998 431 3/11/1998 4.07 5/1/1998 3.49
1/20/1998 3.65 3/12/1998 3.97 37. 5/2/1998 2.87
1/21/1998 3.37 3/13/1998 3.62 5/3/1998 2.98
1/22/1998 3.6 3/14/1998 3.2 5/4/1998 341
1/23/1998 5.59 3/15/1998 29 5/5/1998 351
1/24/1998 421 3/16/1998 3.55 5/6/1998 3.28
1/25/1998 3.44 3/17/1998 3.6 5/7/1998 4.23 1.
1/26/1998 3.68 3/18/1998 3.87 5/8/1998 4.98 2.
1/27/1998 521 3/19/1998 5.55 5/9/1998 3.69
1/28/1998 5.58 3/20/1998 481 5/10/1998 3.46
1/29/1998 4.35 3/21/1998 4.2 5/11/1998 5.29
1/30/1998 3.62 3/22/1998 3.86 5/12/1998 4.36 1.
1/31/1998 3.04 3/23/1998 3.9 5/13/1998 3.78
2/1/1998 2.76 3/24/1998 3.8 5/14/1998 3.67 1.
2/2/1998 3.32 3/25/1998 3.6 5/15/1998 34 3.
2/3/1998 3.92 3/26/1998 3.55 5/16/1998 2.87
2/4/1998 5.26 3/27/1998 3.2 5/17/1998 2.7
2/5/1998 5.46 3/28/1998 2.8 5/18/1998 3.28 1.
2/6/1998 4.28 3/29/1998 55 5/19/1998 3.23 3.
2/7/1998 33 3/30/1998 3.34 5/20/1998 3.25
2/8/1998 2.97 3/31/1998 3.24 5/21/1998 3.33 3200.
2/9/1998 3.52 4/1/1998 3.74 5/22/1998 3.04
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Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLSs Final Report
Table C- 2 (Continued)
5/23/1998 3.08 7/13/1998 2.62 9/2/1998 25
5/24/1998 247 7/14/1998 2.68 9/3/1998 3.16
5/25/1998 2.92 7/15/1998 2.65 9/4/1998 381
5/26/1998 3.27 7/16/1998 344 9/5/1998 2.27
5/27/1998 3.34 1 7/17/1998 3.02 9/6/1998 201
5/28/1998 3.09 7/18/1998 2.23 9/7/1998 2.24
5/29/1998 3.05 6. 7/19/1998 217 9/8/1998 3.39
5/30/1998 2.56 7/20/1998 2.84 1 9/9/1998 2.75
5/31/1998 2.39 7/21/1998 249 9/10/1998 2.75
6/1/1998 3.12 7/22/1998 2.75 9/11/1998 2.53
6/2/1998 3.04 1 7/23/1998 2.75 9/12/1998 2.24
6/3/1998 3.23 7/24/1998 2.67 9/13/1998 218
6/4/1998 3.27 7/25/1998 2.3 9/14/1998 251
6/5/1998 2.96 7/26/1998 201 9/15/1998 2.7
6/6/1998 3.37 7/27/1998 2.95 9/16/1998 2.68
6/7/1998 2.56 7/28/1998 2.79 9/17/1998 2.6
6/8/1998 3.16 7/29/1998 3. 9/18/1998 242
6/9/1998 2.98 7/30/1998 2.75 9/19/1998 214
6/10/1998 343 7/31/1998 2.65 9/20/1998 212
6/11/1998 297 8/1/1998 218 9/21/1998 2.78
6/12/1998 291 8/2/1998 194 9/22/1998 2.8
6/13/1998 243 8/3/1998 24 10. 9/23/1998 251
6/14/1998 231 8/4/1998 242 9/24/1998 2.5
6/15/1998 4.28 2. 8/5/1998 2.46 9/25/1998 2.3
6/16/1998 3.18 20. 8/6/1998 241 9/26/1998 21
6/17/1998 3.14 8/7/1998 245 9/27/1998 2.02
6/18/1998 2.98 8/8/1998 2.88 9/28/1998 244
6/19/1998 2.8 8/9/1998 2.83 9/29/1998 2.37
6/20/1998 2.34 8/10/1998 3.86 9/30/1998 2.55
6/21/1998 212 8/11/1998 3.09 10/1/1998 231
6/22/1998 3.01 8/12/1998 3.56 3. 10/2/1998 2.39
6/23/1998 2.98 8/13/1998 3.55 1 10/3/1998 197
6/24/1998 2.8 4. 8/14/1998 2.65 10/4/1998 2.
6/25/1998 2.78 8/15/1998 2.27 10/5/1998 2.69
6/26/1998 2.49 8/16/1998 214 10/6/1998 2.62
6/27/1998 2.25 8/17/1998 3.3 10/7/1998 2.62
6/28/1998 2.07 8/18/1998 2.89 1 10/8/1998 3.26
6/29/1998 2.39 8/19/1998 2.89 10/9/1998 2.76
6/30/1998 2.32 8/20/1998 2.62 10/10/1998 219
7/1/1998 2.08 3900. 8/21/1998 2.55 10/11/1998 1.93
7/2/1998 213 8/22/1998 2.28 10/12/1998 2.6
7/3/1998 222 8/23/1998 2.09 10/13/1998 2.67
7/4/1998 201 8/24/1998 2.86 10/14/1998 2.73
7/5/1998 2. 8/25/1998 2.69 10/15/1998 245
7/6/1998 2.87 8/26/1998 2.59 10/16/1998 2.58
7/7/1998 25 1 8/27/1998 2.56 10/17/1998 1.93
7/8/1998 2.77 8/28/1998 251 10/18/1998 1.96
7/9/1998 2.67 8/29/1998 2.24 10/19/1998 2.67
7/10/1998 242 10. 8/30/1998 2.27 10/20/1998 2.56
7/11/1998 211 8/31/1998 2.65 10/21/1998 2.38
7/12/1998 1.98 9/1/1998 2.63 10/22/1998 2.36
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Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLs Final Report
Table C- 2 (Continued)
10/23/1998 2.27 12/13/1998 371 2/2/1999 4.55 1.
10/24/1998 1.9 12/14/1998 2.86 2/3/1999 3.64 1.
10/25/1998 2. 12/15/1998 2.95 2/4/1999 3.29
10/26/1998 2.36 12/16/1998 44 5. 2/5/1999 3.07 2.
10/27/1998 2.36 12/17/1998 2.7 4.  2/6/1999 2.83
10/28/1998 2.4 1. 12/18/1998 2.4 2/7/1999 2.55
10/29/1998 2.4 12/19/1998 2.21 2/8/1999 3.03
10/30/1998 2.98 8. 12/20/1998 2.07 2/9/1999 2.83
10/31/1998 2.03 12/21/1998 2.27 2/10/1999 2.97
11/1/1998 1.8 12/22/1998 2.19 2/11/1999 29 4,
11/2/1998 2.49 12/23/1998 2.06 2/12/1999 2.87
11/3/1998 2.8 12/24/1998 4.6 2/13/1999 2.46
11/4/1998 2.4 12/25/1998 2.82 2/14/1999 2.33
11/5/1998 45 12/26/1998 2.24 2/15/1999 2.78 4,
11/6/1998 2.26 12/27/1998 1.78 2/16/1999 2.81
11/7/1998 1.98 12/28/1998 2.46 2/17/1999 2.84
11/8/1998 1.89 12/29/1998 2.55 4. 2/18/1999 3.73
11/9/1998 2.57 12/30/1998 2.48 1. 2/19/1999 3.05
11/10/1998 2.57 12/31/1998 2.34 2/20/1999 3.36
11/11/1998 3.02 1/1/1999 2.14 2/21/1999 2.53
11/12/1998 2.55 300. 1/2/1999 2.63 2/22/1999 2.98
11/13/1998 2.46 1. 1/3/1999 5.29 2/23/1999 2.92 10.
11/14/1998 2.48 1/4/1999 3.43 2. 2/24/1999 29 56.
11/15/1998 2.42 1/5/1999 3.03 2/25/1999 2.87
11/16/1998 2.84 600. 1/6/1999 29 1. 2/26/1999 2.64 8.
11/17/1998 2.77 4600. 1/7/1999 2.75 1. 2/27/1999 2.44
11/18/1998 2.64 4900. 1/8/1999 2.13 2. 2/28/1999 2.47
11/19/1998 2.47 7. 1/9/1999 1.87 3/1/1999 2.95 3.
11/20/1998 25 1/10/1999 1.6 3/2/1999 2.72 10.
11/21/1998 2.05 1/11/1999 1.78 2. 3/3/1999 311 10.
11/22/1998 1.9 1/12/1999 2.37 3/4/1999 2.98 30.
11/23/1998 2.58 1/13/1999 2.47 1. 3/5/1999 2.66
11/24/1998 2.45 1/14/1999 2.69 3/6/1999 2.37
11/25/1998 2.38 1/15/1999 3.61 3/7/1999 2.24
11/26/1998 2.29 1/16/1999 2.52 3/8/1999 2.75 1.
11/27/1998 2.02 1/17/1999 2.66 3/9/1999 2.83 2.
11/28/1998 2.04 1/18/1999 4.84 3/10/1999 2.82 1.
11/29/1998 1.93 1/19/1999 357 3/11/1999 2.74
11/30/1998 2.43 1/20/1999 3.19 3/12/1999 2.64
12/1/1998 2.43 22. 1/21/1999 3.07 1. 3/13/1999 1.82
12/2/1998 241 1/22/1999 2.89 3/14/1999 2.85
12/3/1998 25 1. 1/23/1999 2.89 3/15/1999 35
12/4/1998 2.49 1/24/1999 3.65 3/16/1999 3.1 10.
12/5/1998 2.07 1/25/1999 4.64 1. 3/17/1999 2.89 5.
12/6/1998 1.94 1/26/1999 3.44 1. 3/18/1999 2.72
12/7/1998 2.6 8. 1/27/1999 3.33 3/19/1999 2.4
12/8/1998 2.67 1/28/1999 3.32 3/20/1999 2.17
12/9/1998 3.32 1/29/1999 321 3/21/1999 3.01
12/10/1998 2.58 1. 1/30/1999 2.8 3/22/1999 3.16
12/11/1998 2.54 1/31/1999 2.57 3/23/1999 2.97
12/12/1998 2.21 2/1/1999 3.84 7. 3/24/1999 3.05
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Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLSs Final Report
Table C- 2 (Continued)
3/25/1999 2.95 5/15/1999 2.29 7/5/1999 211
3/26/1999 2.59 5/16/1999 2.25 7/6/1999 2.32
3/27/1999 241 5/17/1999 2.73 7/7/1999 2.35
3/28/1999 2.29 5/18/1999 2.7 7/8/1999 2.36
3/29/1999 2.76 1 5/19/1999 2.89 7/9/1999 2.3
3/30/1999 2.8 5/20/1999 2.77 7/10/1999 212
3/31/1999 2.78 1 5/21/1999 252 7/11/1999 197
4/1/1999 29 5/22/1999 215 7/12/1999 3.13
4/2/1999 2.29 5/23/1999 2.07 7/13/1999 3.25
4/3/1999 214 5/24/1999 2.87 7/14/1999 2.82
4/4/1999 2.04 5/25/1999 2.68 20. 7/15/1999 2.7
4/5/1999 2.8 2. 5/26/1999 2.72 12. 7/16/1999 2.72
4/6/1999 2.79 5/27/1999 2.62 7/17/1999 248
4/7/1999 2.8 8. 5/28/1999 2.64 7/18/1999 2.2
4/8/1999 2.72 2. 5/29/1999 2.16 7/19/1999 2.63
4/9/1999 251 5/30/1999 1.98 7/20/1999 2.74
4/10/1999 245 5/31/1999 248 7/21/1999 2.85
4/11/1999 21 6/1/1999 2.56 6. 7/22/1999 3.
4/12/1999 2.67 1 6/2/1999 2.65 2. 7/23/1999 2.58
4/13/1999 2.78 6/3/1999 2.54 67. 7/24/1999 218
4/14/1999 2.6 1 6/4/1999 2.39 7/25/1999 201
4/15/1999 2.86 7. 6/5/1999 2.06 7/26/1999 2.58
4/16/1999 241 15. 6/6/1999 1.98 7/27/1999 2.66
4/17/1999 2.25 6/7/1999 2.65 7/28/1999 2.59
4/18/1999 211 6/8/1999 2.64 30. 7/29/1999 2.62
4/19/1999 2.63 6/9/1999 2.63 1 7/30/1999 2.34
4/20/1999 2.6 6/10/1999 2.65 7/31/1999 219
4/21/1999 251 6/11/1999 2.59 8/1/1999 1.99
4/22/1999 244 6/12/1999 2.09 8/2/1999 252
4/23/1999 2.2 6/13/1999 201 8/3/1999 2.38
4/24/1999 19 6/14/1999 2.68 14. 8/4/1999 212
4/25/1999 19 6/15/1999 2.64 3. 8/5/1999 241
4/26/1999 2.64 6/16/1999 321 8/6/1999 1.95
4/27/1999 2.95 2. 6/17/1999 2.8 1 8/7/1999 2.
4/28/1999 34 1 6/18/1999 257 8/8/1999 22
4/29/1999 3.6 164. 6/19/1999 213 8/9/1999 244
4/30/1999 4.92 260. 6/20/1999 2.79 8/10/1999 242
5/1/1999 3.01 6/21/1999 271 8/11/1999 25
5/2/1999 2.52 6/22/1999 2.68 8/12/1999 25
5/3/1999 291 6/23/1999 2.68 8/13/1999 2.16
5/4/1999 2.83 1 6/24/1999 2.63 8/14/1999 2.24
5/5/1999 2.95 10. 6/25/1999 257 8/15/1999 3.22
5/6/1999 221 12. 6/26/1999 221 8/16/1999 257
5/7/1999 2.58 6/27/1999 221 8/17/1999 2.54
5/8/1999 219 6/28/1999 2.53 2. 8/18/1999 249
5/9/1999 211 6/29/1999 257 1 8/19/1999 251
5/10/1999 2.89 6/30/1999 2.69 8/20/1999 252
5/11/1999 2.84 7/1/1999 34 8/21/1999 2.59
5/12/1999 271 7/2/1999 3.2 8/22/1999 2.06
5/13/1999 2.6 7/3/1999 2.35 8/23/1999 2.82
5/14/1999 3. 7/14/1999 1.98 8/24/1999 2.68
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Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLs Final Report
Table C- 2 (Continued)

8/25/1999 3.99 250. 10/15/1999 3.02 12/5/1999 2.15

8/26/1999 3.02 10/16/1999 2.62 12/6/1999 3.03 3.

8/27/1999 4.15 10/17/1999 2.76 12/7/1999 271 9.

8/28/1999 2.53 10/18/1999 2.94 12/8/1999 2.34 15.

8/29/1999 2.34 10/19/1999 2.99 16. 12/9/1999 2.57 12.

8/30/1999 2.68 10/20/1999 3.87 12/10/1999 3.06 7.

8/31/1999 2.63 10/21/1999 3.54 5000. 12/11/1999 2.28

9/1/1999 2.67 10/22/1999 3.04 9600. 12/12/1999 2.13
9/2/1999 2.6 3. 10/23/1999 2.48 12/13/1999 2.74 1.
9/3/1999 2.51 10/24/1999 2.31 12/14/1999 4.27
9/4/1999 2.08 10/25/1999 2.85 5450. 12/15/1999 321 7.
9/5/1999 3.82 10/26/1999 2.76 39. 12/16/1999 2.87 20.
9/6/1999 3.01 10/27/1999 2.69 162. 12/17/1999 2.67 3.
9/7/1999 2.97 10/28/1999 2.6 5. 12/18/1999 2.45
9/8/1999 2.77 4. 10/29/1999 2.56 1.  12/19/1999 2.21
9/9/1999 3.02 10/30/1999 2.24 12/20/1999 2.87

9/10/1999 2.77 10/31/1999 2.17 12/21/1999 3.33

9/11/1999 2.23 11/1/1999 2.64 4. 12/22/1999 3.14

9/12/1999 2.1 11/2/1999 3.35 67. 12/23/1999 2.81 14.

9/13/1999 2.62 9. 11/3/1999 2.7 7. 12/24/1999 2.48

9/14/1999 2.67 9. 11/4/1999 2.62 2. 12/25/1999 2.19

9/15/1999 3.36 53. 11/5/1999 2.36 6. 12/26/1999 2.26

9/16/1999 4.4 11/6/1999 2.18 12/27/1999 3.99

9/17/1999 2.65 1. 11/7/1999 2.08 12/28/1999 2.34

9/18/1999 2.35 11/8/1999 2.63 2. 12/29/1999 2.45

9/19/1999 1.43 11/9/1999 2.61 12/30/1999 2.31 1.

9/20/1999 2.69 3. 11/10/1999 2.58 1. 12/31/1999 241

9/21/1999 2.66 11/11/1999 2.6 4. 1/1/2000 2.05

9/22/1999 2.69 1. 11/12/1999 2.54 38. 1/2/2000 2.1

9/23/1999 2.49 11/13/1999 2.23 1/3/2000 2.68

9/24/1999 2.55 11/14/1999 2.15 1/4/2000 2.99

9/25/1999 2.03 11/15/1999 2.67 3. 1/5/2000 2.96 2.

9/26/1999 2.04 11/16/1999 2.63 1/6/2000 2.39 22.

9/27/1999 3.42 11/17/1999 2.66 1/7/2000 2.62 4,

9/28/1999 4.45 8. 11/18/1999 2.32 4, 1/8/2000 2.24

9/29/1999 411 10.  11/19/1999 241 2. 1/9/2000 2.78

9/30/1999 3.87 10. 11/20/1999 2.18 1/10/2000 4.38 3.

10/1/1999 3. 11/21/1999 2.18 1/11/2000 3.12 7.

10/2/1999 2.49 11/22/1999 2.61 3. 1/12/2000 3.13

10/3/1999 2.27 11/23/1999 2.43 1/13/2000 3.02 5.

10/4/1999 2.88 3. 11/24/1999 2.48 1. 1/14/2000 2.98 1.

10/5/1999 2.09 11/25/1999 2.08 1/15/2000 2.47

10/6/1999 2.85 1. 11/26/1999 2.99 1/16/2000 2.27

10/7/1999 2.68 11/27/1999 2.36 1/17/2000 2.88

10/8/1999 2.52 11/28/1999 2.13 1/18/2000 3.

10/9/1999 2.22 11/29/1999 2.75 1/19/2000 3.04 2.
10/10/1999 2.62 11/30/1999 2.64 1. 1/20/2000 3.72 10.
10/11/1999 4.4 12/1/1999 2.52 3. 1/21/2000 3.01
10/12/1999 3.26 2. 12/2/1999 2.66 7. 1/22/2000 2.46
10/13/1999 3.98 12/3/1999 2.58 108. 1/23/2000 2.81
10/14/1999 3.6 30. 12/4/1999 2.24 1/24/2000 3.17
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Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLs Final Report
Table C- 2 (Continued)
1/25/2000 3.14 3/16/2000 3.7 6. 5/6/2000 25
1/26/2000 3.14 3/17/2000 4.26 12. 5/7/2000 2.4
1/27/2000 3.24 2. 3/18/2000 2.78 5/8/2000 211
1/28/2000 3.1 1. 3/19/2000 2.74 5/9/2000 2.99
1/29/2000 2.7 3/20/2000 4. 5/10/2000 2.99
1/30/2000 3.98 3/21/2000 3.25 4, 5/11/2000 2.92
1/31/2000 4.66 3/22/2000 2.25 5/12/2000 2.3
2/1/2000 4.32 3/23/2000 3.21 5/13/2000 2.43
2/2/2000 4.04 2. 3/24/2000 3.2 5/14/2000 2.43
2/3/2000 4.05 2. 3/25/2000 2.76 5/15/2000 2.89
2/4/2000 3.97 1. 3/26/2000 2.76 5/16/2000 2.85
2/5/2000 3.36 3/27/2000 3.49 5/17/2000 2.94
2/6/2000 2.98 3/28/2000 3.33 5/18/2000 3.18
2/7/2000 3.47 3/29/2000 3.11 5/19/2000 2.88
2/8/2000 3.38 1. 3/30/2000 3.03 1. 5/20/2000 2.44
2/9/2000 342 20. 3/31/2000 2.88 1. 5/21/2000 2.46
2/10/2000 3.22 3. 4/1/2000 2.53 5/22/2000 4.16
2/11/2000 3.04 30. 4/2/2000 2.32 5/23/2000 3.11
2/12/2000 3.98 4/3/2000 3.52 5/24/2000 2.86
2/13/2000 3.58 4/4/2000 3.45 5/25/2000 3.3
2/14/2000 4.87 4/5/2000 3.3 5/26/2000 2.81
2/15/2000 4.02 4/6/2000 3.24 2. 5/27/2000 2.82
2/16/2000 3.61 4/7/2000 2.98 1. 5/28/2000 2.43
2/17/2000 3.32 4/8/2000 3.34 5/29/2000 2.69
2/18/2000 3.99 4/9/2000 3.12 5/30/2000 2.62
2/19/2000 2.87 4/10/2000 3.37 5/31/2000 2.54
2/20/2000 2.59 4/11/2000 3.2 1. 6/1/2000 25
2/21/2000 2.95 4/12/2000 3.15 6/2/2000 1.91
2/22/2000 31 33. 4/13/2000 35 6/3/2000 2.24
2/23/2000 3.16 2. 4/14/2000 3.06 2. 6/4/2000 2.2
2/24/2000 291 4/15/2000 3.69 6/5/2000 2.71
2/25/2000 3.06 7. 4/16/2000 3.17 6/6/2000 2.75
2/26/2000 2.69 4/17/2000 3.44 6/7/2000 2.54
2/27/2000 2.54 4/18/2000 3.54 6/8/2000 2.51
2/28/2000 3. 2. 4/19/2000 3.31 6/9/2000 221
2/29/2000 3.09 4/20/2000 3.14 2. 6/10/2000 1.91
3/1/2000 2.97 5. 4/21/2000 2.62 6/11/2000 1.95
3/2/2000 2.97 4/22/2000 2.39 6/12/2000 2.42
3/3/2000 2.94 3. 4/23/2000 2.34 6/13/2000 2.57
3/4/2000 2.44 4/24/2000 29 6/14/2000 25
3/5/2000 2.42 4/25/2000 3.25 6/15/2000 2.8
3/6/2000 2.96 1. 4/26/2000 29 6/16/2000 2.47
3/7/2000 2.94 2. 4/27/2000 3.06 6/17/2000 2.03
3/8/2000 2.97 3. 4/28/2000 4.08 6/18/2000 1.97
3/9/2000 2.94 1. 4/29/2000 3.58 6/19/2000 2.62
3/10/2000 2.73 22. 4/30/2000 2.82 6/20/2000 25
3/11/2000 2.55 5/1/2000 3.13 6/21/2000 2.57
3/12/2000 2.29 5/2/2000 3.35 6/22/2000 2.45
3/13/2000 2.76 39. 5/3/2000 3.14 6/23/2000 241
3/14/2000 2.8 8. 5/4/2000 3.07 6/24/2000 2.03
3/15/2000 2.84 10. 5/5/2000 291 3. 6/25/2000 1.93
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Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLs Final Report
Table C- 2 (Continued)
6/26/2000 2.54 8/16/2000 2.72 21. 10/6/2000 2.58
6/27/2000 2.46 8/17/2000 2.82 54. 10/7/2000 2.21
6/28/2000 2.89 8/18/2000 29 7. 10/8/2000 2.18
6/29/2000 2.74 8/19/2000 2.44 10/9/2000 2.71
6/30/2000 2.28 8/20/2000 2.29 10/10/2000 2.71
7/1/2000 1.9 8/21/2000 2.77 2. 10/11/2000 2.68
7/2/2000 1.79 8/22/2000 2.88 10/12/2000 2.72
7/3/2000 1.97 8/23/2000 2.84 10/13/2000 2.46
7/4/2000 1.92 8/24/2000 2.8 10/14/2000 2.24
7/5/2000 2.18 8/25/2000 2.55 3. 10/15/2000 2.12
7/6/2000 2.23 8/26/2000 2.28 10/16/2000 2.69
7/7/2000 29 8/27/2000 2.24 10/17/2000 2.76
7/8/2000 2.12 8/28/2000 311 10/18/2000 2.49
7/9/2000 2.04 8/29/2000 2.81 10/19/2000 2.68 9.
7/10/2000 2.49 8/30/2000 2.73 10/20/2000 2.59 3.
7/11/2000 251 8/31/2000 3.01 1. 10/21/2000 2.25
7/12/2000 2.83 9/1/2000 2.56 9.5 10/22/2000 2.18
7/13/2000 33 9/2/2000 2.99 10/23/2000 2.77
7/14/2000 2.76 9/3/2000 2.95 10/24/2000 2.61 1.
7/15/2000 2.43 9/4/2000 2.84 10/25/2000 2.69 21.
7/16/2000 2.17 9/5/2000 2.75 10/26/2000 2.62
7/17/2000 2.79 9/6/2000 2.76 10/27/2000 2.45
7/18/2000 2.82 9/7/2000 2.72 10/28/2000 4.22
7/19/2000 2.67 9/8/2000 271 3. 10/29/2000 2.24
7/20/2000 2.66 9/9/2000 2.37 10/30/2000 2.61
7/21/2000 2.78 9/10/2000 2.22 10/31/2000 2.53
7/22/2000 2.45 9/11/2000 2.8 11/1/2000 2.92
7/23/2000 2.55 9/12/2000 2.66 11/2/2000 2.59
7/24/2000 3.59 9/13/2000 2.34 11/3/2000 251 15
7/25/2000 3.1 9/14/2000 2.56 11/4/2000 2.25
7/26/2000 3.09 9/15/2000 2.97 11/5/2000 2.1
7/27/2000 2.79 9/16/2000 291 11/6/2000 2.68
7/28/2000 2.8 9/17/2000 2.16 11/7/2000 2.7
7/29/2000 2.36 9/18/2000 2.73 11/8/2000 2.76 3.
7/30/2000 2.21 9/19/2000 4.05 11/9/2000 291 29.
7/31/2000 3.04 9/20/2000 2.89 3. 11/10/2000 2.62
8/1/2000 3.8 9/21/2000 2.77 11/11/2000 2.21
8/2/2000 3.02 9/22/2000 2.7 11/12/2000 2.16
8/3/2000 2.92 9/23/2000 33 11/13/2000 2.6
8/4/2000 3.14 9/24/2000 2.47 11/14/2000 3.29
8/5/2000 2.5 9/25/2000 3.57 11/15/2000 2.72 6.5
8/6/2000 2.38 9/26/2000 3.63 4. 11/16/2000 2.77 5.
8/7/2000 2.82 9/27/2000 2.97 11/17/2000 2.61 2.
8/8/2000 2.82 9/28/2000 2.8 11/18/2000 2.26
8/9/2000 2.83 9/29/2000 2.81 11/19/2000 2.46
8/10/2000 3.82 9/30/2000 2.34 11/20/2000 2.92
8/11/2000 2.8 10/1/2000 2.39 11/21/2000 2.76 1.
8/12/2000 2.38 10/2/2000 2.68 11/22/2000 2.58
8/13/2000 2.2 10/3/2000 2.8 11/23/2000 2.18
8/14/2000 2.81 10/4/2000 2.65 11/24/2000 2.2
8/15/2000 2.81 10/5/2000 2.82 11/25/2000 291
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Table C- 2 (Continued)

11/26/2000 2.58 1/16/2001 2.54 3/8/2001 2.98
11/27/2000 2.74 1/17/2001 251 3/9/2001 2.78
11/28/2000 2.74 1/18/2001 3.3 3/10/2001 2.55
11/29/2000 2.74 1/19/2001 3.72 3/11/2001 2.31
11/30/2000 2.65 1/20/2001 4.16 3/12/2001 2.87
12/1/2000 2.46 1/21/2001 2.88 3/13/2001 3.08
12/2/2000 2.29 1/22/2001 291 3/14/2001 2.81
12/3/2000 2.15 1/23/2001 2.88 3/15/2001 3.81
12/4/2000 2.4 1/24/2001 2.87 3/16/2001 3.33
12/5/2000 2.3 1/25/2001 2.7 3/17/2001 2.86
12/6/2000 271 1/26/2001 2.28 3/18/2001 2.66
12/7/2000 2.55 1/27/2001 2.25 3/19/2001 2.99
12/8/2000 2.54 1/28/2001 2.63 3/20/2001 3.34
12/9/2000 2.14 1/29/2001 241 3/21/2001 45
12/10/2000 2.09 1/30/2001 2.99 3/22/2001 3.91
12/11/2000 251 1/31/2001 2.72 3/23/2001 3.14
12/12/2000 2.67 2/1/2001 2.32 3/24/2001 2.76
12/13/2000 2.82 2/2/2001 2.4 3/25/2001 2.55
12/14/2000 2.79 2/3/2001 2.15 3/26/2001 2.97
12/15/2000 2.45 2/4/2001 2.08 3/27/2001 2.84
12/16/2000 2.62 2/5/2001 2.42 3/28/2001 2.83
12/17/2000 3.12 2/6/2001 2.58 3/29/2001 4.08
12/18/2000 2.77 2/7/2001 2.6 3/30/2001 4.65
12/19/2000 2.95 2/8/2001 251 3/31/2001 3.83
12/20/2000 2.65 2/9/2001 2.32 4/1/2001 417
12/21/2000 2.65 2/10/2001 2.33 4/2/2001 3.99
12/22/2000 2.45 2/11/2001 2.06 4/3/2001 3.65
12/23/2000 2.2 2/12/2001 3. 4/4/2001 3.7
12/24/2000 221 2/13/2001 2.8 4/5/2001 3.29
12/25/2000 2.03 2/14/2001 2.96 4/6/2001 3.27
12/26/2000 2.26 2/15/2001 2.95 4/7/2001 251
12/27/2000 2.55 2/16/2001 3. 4/8/2001 2.67
12/28/2000 2.52 2/17/2001 4.6 4/9/2001 3.01
12/29/2000 2.37 2/18/2001 3. 4/10/2001 2.89
12/30/2000 2.32 2/19/2001 3.08 4/11/2001 2.85
12/31/2000 2.27 2/20/2001 2.85 4/12/2001 2.65
1/1/2001 2.34 2/21/2001 2.8 4/13/2001 2.53
1/2/2001 2.68 2/22/2001 29 4/14/2001 2.33
1/3/2001 2.57 2/23/2001 2.55 4/15/2001 2.33
1/4/2001 2.68 2/24/2001 2.63 4/16/2001 2.78
1/5/2001 2.6 2/25/2001 3.13 4/17/2001 2.83
1/6/2001 2.32 2/26/2001 3.29 4/18/2001 2.95
1/7/2001 2.25 2/27/2001 2.98 4/19/2001 2.88
1/8/2001 2.81 2/28/2001 2.79 4/20/2001 2.79
1/9/2001 2.59 3/1/2001 2.69 4/21/2001 2.26
1/10/2001 2.63 3/2/2001 2.75 4/22/2001 2.12
1/11/2001 2.58 3/3/2001 2.6 4/23/2001 2.74
1/12/2001 2.56 3/4/2001 3.88 4/24/2001 2.92
1/13/2001 2.37 3/5/2001 3.85 4/25/2001 3.65
1/14/2001 2.08 3/6/2001 3.28 4/26/2001 2.92
1/15/2001 2.63 3/7/2001 3.06 4/27/2001 2.6
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Table C- 2 (Continued)
4/28/2001 222 6/18/2001 2.64 8/8/2001 19
4/29/2001 2.16 6/19/2001 253 8/9/2001 1.83
4/30/2001 2.56 6/20/2001 248 8/10/2001 2.29 10.
5/1/2001 2.6 6/21/2001 2.56 8/11/2001 1.97
5/2/2001 255 6/22/2001 2.68 8/12/2001 212
5/3/2001 2.61 6/23/2001 2.33 8/13/2001 254
5/4/2001 23 6/24/2001 19 8/14/2001 254 5.
5/5/2001 212 6/25/2001 4.25 8/15/2001 2.34
5/6/2001 1.96 6/26/2001 2.63 8/16/2001 218 2.
5/7/2001 2.55 1 6/27/2001 2.61 8/17/2001 217
5/8/2001 255 6/28/2001 259 1 8/18/2001 259
5/9/2001 2.36 6/29/2001 2.89 8/19/2001 1.93
5/10/2001 1.62 6/30/2001 201 8/20/2001 2.29
5/11/2001 254 7/1/2001 1.95 8/21/2001 2.39
5/12/2001 213 7/2/2001 244 8/22/2001 4.49
5/13/2001 1.97 7/3/2001 1.97 8/23/2001 2.32
5/14/2001 2.6 7/4/2001 2.8 8/24/2001 25
5/15/2001 25 7/5/2001 2.99 8/25/2001 22
5/16/2001 3.03 7/6/2001 29 8/26/2001 2.
5/17/2001 2.99 7/7/2001 21 8/27/2001 24
5/18/2001 25 7/8/2001 243 8/28/2001 2.24
5/19/2001 222 7/9/2001 2.66 8/29/2001 2.24
5/20/2001 2.25 7/10/2001 251 8/30/2001 2.49
5/21/2001 2.82 1 7/11/2001 2.7 8/31/2001 3.17
5/22/2001 2.75 7/12/2001 25 9/1/2001 1.95
5/23/2001 2.6 7/13/2001 251 9/2/2001 1.78
5/24/2001 259 7/14/2001 213 9/3/2001 1.95
5/25/2001 2.49 7/15/2001 214 9/4/2001 2.6
5/26/2001 341 7/16/2001 248 9/5/2001 259
5/27/2001 2.04 7/17/2001 242 9/6/2001 2.29
5/28/2001 2.67 7/18/2001 252 9/7/2001 231
5/29/2001 2.69 7/19/2001 254 9/8/2001 1.97
5/30/2001 2.56 8. 7/20/2001 243 9/9/2001 1.99
5/31/2001 2.52 7/21/2001 2.07 9/10/2001 2.39
6/1/2001 3.03 1. 7/22/2001 1.95 9/11/2001 233 1
6/2/2001 2.34 7/23/2001 2.29 9/12/2001 2.33
6/3/2001 2.03 7/24/2001 254 2. 9/13/2001 2.86 1
6/4/2001 257 7/25/2001 2.69 2. 9/14/2001 2.03
6/5/2001 25 4, 7/26/2001 321 1 9/15/2001 1.99
6/6/2001 2.62 2. 7/27/2001 2.77 2. 9/16/2001 1.93
6/7/2001 2.63 7/28/2001 213 9/17/2001 241
6/8/2001 254 7/29/2001 2.23 9/18/2001 2.37
6/9/2001 2.08 7/30/2001 2,61 9/19/2001 24
6/10/2001 1.93 7/31/2001 25 9/20/2001 2.78 5.
6/11/2001 2.6 8/1/2001 2,53 9/21/2001 2.34 4,
6/12/2001 2.59 8/2/2001 254 9/22/2001 1.98
6/13/2001 3. 1 8/3/2001 247 9/23/2001 19
6/14/2001 2.92 1. 8/4/2001 2.03 9/24/2001 3.03
6/15/2001 2.82 8/5/2001 191 9/25/2001 2.93
6/16/2001 2.26 8/6/2001 2,53 9/26/2001 2.46
6/17/2001 2. 8/7/2001 2.24 9/27/2001 247
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Table C- 2 (Continued)
9/28/2001 2.36 11/18/2001 1.9 1/8/2002 2.69
9/29/2001 2.07 11/19/2001 2.25 1/9/2002 2.53
9/30/2001 2.03 11/20/2001 2.24 3. 1/10/2002 2.6
10/1/2001 2.28 11/21/2001 2.14 1/11/2002 2.31
10/2/2001 2.46 11/22/2001 2.05 1/12/2002 2.3
10/3/2001 2.32 11/23/2001 1.82 1/13/2002 2.08
10/4/2001 2.32 11/24/2001 2.36 1/14/2002 2.47
10/5/2001 2.29 1. 11/25/2001 1.89 1/15/2002 2.43
10/6/2001 2.04 11/26/2001 221 1/16/2002 2.34
10/7/2001 1.96 11/27/2001 2.27 1/17/2002 2.3
10/8/2001 2.46 11/28/2001 2.3 1. 1/18/2002 2.39
10/9/2001 2.34 11/29/2001 2.25 1/19/2002 2.59
10/10/2001 2.29 11/30/2001 2.32 1/20/2002 3.81
10/11/2001 2.35 12/1/2001 2.02 1/21/2002 3.45
10/12/2001 2.29 12/2/2001 1.87 1/22/2002 3.1
10/13/2001 1.99 12/3/2001 2.33 1/23/2002 5.03
10/14/2001 2.28 12/4/2001 2.3 1/24/2002 4.26
10/15/2001 2.46 12/5/2001 2.26 1/25/2002 4.38
10/16/2001 2.45 12/6/2001 2.28 1/26/2002 3.26
10/17/2001 2.7 12/7/2001 2.09 1/27/2002 2.05
10/18/2001 2.43 12/8/2001 1.86 1/28/2002 3.01
10/19/2001 2.36 12/9/2001 1.77 1/29/2002 2.83
10/20/2001 2.2 12/10/2001 3.12 1/30/2002 2.66
10/21/2001 2.01 12/11/2001 3. 1/31/2002 2.69
10/22/2001 2.26 13.  12/12/2001 2.42 2/1/2002 2.62
10/23/2001 1.84 12/13/2001 2.44 3. 2/2/2002 2.36
10/24/2001 2.27 12/14/2001 25 3. 2/3/2002 2.23
10/25/2001 2.31 12/15/2001 2.07 2/4/2002 25
10/26/2001 2.29 12/16/2001 1.94 2/5/2002 2.64
10/27/2001 1.99 12/17/2001 2.99 2/6/2002 2.72
10/28/2001 2.14 12/18/2001 2.55 29. 2/7/2002 3.74
10/29/2001 2.42 12/19/2001 2.44 2/8/2002 3.06
10/30/2001 2.4 5. 12/20/2001 2.24 2/9/2002 2.53
10/31/2001 2.36 12/21/2001 2.13 8. 2/10/2002 2.66
11/1/2001 2.37 12/22/2001 1.99 2/11/2002 3.
11/2/2001 2.3 12/23/2001 1.94 2/12/2002 2.72
11/3/2001 2.06 12/24/2001 2.48 2/13/2002 2.71
11/4/2001 1.97 12/25/2001 1.86 2/14/2002 2.52
11/5/2001 2.45 1. 12/26/2001 2.08 2/15/2002 2.49
11/6/2001 2.25 12/27/2001 2.13 2/16/2002 241
11/7/2001 2.37 12/28/2001 2.03 2/17/2002 2.34
11/8/2001 2.39 12/29/2001 1.95 2/18/2002 2.53
11/9/2001 2.25 12/30/2001 1.9 2/19/2002 2.99
11/10/2001 2.04 12/31/2001 2.1 2/20/2002 2.12
11/11/2001 1.99 1/1/2002 18 2/21/2002 2.49
11/12/2001 2.37 1/2/2002 2.2 2/22/2002 2.46
11/13/2001 2.27 1/3/2002 2.2 2/23/2002 2.43
11/14/2001 2.36 1/4/2002 2.6 2/24/2002 2.26
11/15/2001 2.34 7. 1/5/2002 2.3 2/25/2002 221
11/16/2001 2.12 4. 1/6/2002 3.07 2/26/2002 2.54
11/17/2001 1.96 1/7/2002 3.12 3. 2/27/2002 2.52

WP PkAA



Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLs Final Report
Table C- 2 (Continued)
2/28/2002 2.52 4/21/2002 2.14 6/12/2002 2.06 5.
3/1/2002 2.4 4/22/2002 2.5 6/13/2002 2.11
3/2/2002 3.03 4/23/2002 2.76 3. 6/14/2002 2.12 12.
3/3/2002 3.43 4/24/2002 2.64 10. 6/15/2002 1.87
3/4/2002 2.96 4/25/2002 2.55 3. 6/16/2002 1.7
3/5/2002 2.9 4/26/2002 2.75 18. 6/17/2002 2.08 1.
3/6/2002 2.75 3. 4/27/2002 211 6/18/2002 2.15
3/7/2002 2.73 8. 4/28/2002 2.01 6/19/2002 2.05 1.
3/8/2002 29 4/29/2002 2.46 6/20/2002 2.07 52.
3/9/2002 2.22 4/30/2002 2.47 6/21/2002 2.05 14.
3/10/2002 2.32 5/1/2002 2.52 6/22/2002 1.79
3/11/2002 2.8 1. 5/2/2002 2.33 6/23/2002 1.79
3/12/2002 3.17 1. 5/3/2002 2.42 6/24/2002 2.19
3/13/2002 4.26 1. 5/4/2002 2.27 6/25/2002 2.17 2.
3/14/2002 3.61 2. 5/5/2002 2.52 6/26/2002 2.9 11.
3/15/2002 3.17 3. 5/6/2002 2.45 6/27/2002 2.86
3/16/2002 2.7 5/7/2002 2.39 6/28/2002 2.37
3/17/2002 2.86 5/8/2002 2.24 6/29/2002 2.19
3/18/2002 331 5/9/2002 2.5 6/30/2002 1.66
3/19/2002 3. 5/10/2002 2.32 7/1/2002 1.84 1.
3/20/2002 3.07 5/11/2002 2.03 71212002 1.54
3/21/2002 3.95 3. 5/12/2002 1.88 713/2002 2.
3/22/2002 3.32 5/13/2002 2.63 7/4/2002 2.
3/23/2002 2.92 5/14/2002 2.69 3. 7/5/2002 2.1
3/24/2002 2.72 5/15/2002 2.26 7/6/2002 2.06
3/25/2002 3.09 5/16/2002 2.48 7/7/2002 1.98
3/26/2002 3.06 5/17/2002 211 7/8/2002 2.94 1.
3/27/2002 3.39 5/18/2002 2.32 7/9/2002 2.46
3/28/2002 2.96 5/19/2002 2.02 7/10/2002 1.96 1.
3/29/2002 2.75 5/20/2002 2.37 2. 7/11/2002 2.5
3/30/2002 2.47 5/21/2002 2.45 7/12/2002 2.62
3/31/2002 2.63 5/22/2002 241 7/13/2002 2.05
4/1/2002 3.68 5. 5/23/2002 2.36 2. 7/14/2002 217
4/2/2002 2.48 3. 5/24/2002 2.4 7/15/2002 1.96
4/3/2002 29 5/25/2002 1.96 7/16/2002 2.83
4/4/2002 2.75 5/26/2002 1.8 7/17/2002 1.8 2.
4/5/2002 2.63 5/27/2002 2.29 7/18/2002 2.71
4/6/2002 2.61 5/28/2002 2.28 3. 7/19/2002 1.83 1.
4/7/2002 2.27 5/29/2002 2.37 2. 7/20/2002 2.15
4/8/2002 2.74 10. 5/30/2002 2.29 7/21/2002 1.9
4/9/2002 2.75 4. 5/31/2002 2.23 7122/2002 2.48 2.
4/10/2002 2.98 2. 6/1/2002 2.27 7/23/2002 2.62
4/11/2002 2.62 5. 6/2/2002 1.9 712412002 2.84
4/12/2002 2.65 4, 6/3/2002 2.19 7/25/2002 3.01
4/13/2002 2.46 6/4/2002 2.27 7/26/2002 3.38
4/14/2002 2.45 6/5/2002 2.21 7/27/2002 2.23
4/15/2002 2.8 6/6/2002 241 2. 7/28/2002 2.05
4/16/2002 2.63 6/7/2002 2.67 3. 7/29/2002 2.39
4/17/2002 1.95 2. 6/8/2002 2. 7/30/2002 2.39 7.
4/18/2002 2.63 2. 6/9/2002 1.81 7/31/2002 2.35 1.
4/19/2002 2.57 3. 6/10/2002 2.18 8/1/2002 1.95
4/20/2002 2.28 6/11/2002 2.16 8/2/2002 2.28
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Table C- 2 (Continued)
8/3/2002 19 9/23/2002 2.63 11/13/2002 4.57
8/4/2002 2. 9/24/2002 2.73 11/14/2002 3.85
8/5/2002 2.24 9/25/2002 261 11/15/2002 33
8/6/2002 248 9/26/2002 3.64 11/16/2002 4.26
8/7/2002 2.37 9/27/2002 342 11/17/2002 5.6
8/8/2002 221 9/28/2002 29 11/18/2002 4.91
8/9/2002 217 9/29/2002 2.55 11/19/2002 3.97
8/10/2002 201 9/30/2002 2.85 11/20/2002 4.65
8/11/2002 1.95 10/1/2002 281 11/21/2002 2.6
8/12/2002 2.49 10/2/2002 2.77 11/22/2002 3.36
8/13/2002 25 10/3/2002 2.7 11/23/2002 2.86
8/14/2002 259 10/4/2002 25 11/24/2002 2.76
8/15/2002 2.7 10/5/2002 2.24 11/25/2002 2.98
8/16/2002 259 10/6/2002 217 11/26/2002 2.99
8/17/2002 221 10/7/2002 2.58 11/27/2002 2.87
8/18/2002 21 10/8/2002 2.67 11/28/2002 2.62
8/19/2002 2.36 10/9/2002 241 11/29/2002 249
8/20/2002 254 10/10/2002 2.54 11/30/2002 2.54
8/21/2002 2.36 10/11/2002 3.86 12/1/2002 2.59
8/22/2002 23 10/12/2002 3.68 12/2/2002 2.82
8/23/2002 2.27 10/13/2002 3.8 12/3/2002 2.76
8/24/2002 2.05 10/14/2002 3.18 12/4/2002 3.02
8/25/2002 1.97 10/15/2002 345 12/5/2002 1.9
8/26/2002 3.35 10/16/2002 5.34 12/6/2002 147
8/27/2002 2.87 10/17/2002 4.06 12/7/2002 2.84
8/28/2002 2.99 10/18/2002 3.29 12/8/2002 2.64
8/29/2002 2.69 10/19/2002 2.87 12/9/2002 3.24
8/30/2002 3.63 10/20/2002 242 12/10/2002 2.86
8/31/2002 3.86 10/21/2002 31 12/11/2002 4.64
9/1/2002 4.69 10/22/2002 3.33 12/12/2002 3.97
9/2/2002 297 10/23/2002 2.87 12/13/2002 4.78
9/3/2002 29 10/24/2002 2.97 12/14/2002 4.42
9/4/2002 3. 10/25/2002 2.88 12/15/2002 3.78
9/5/2002 2.74 10/26/2002 2.64 12/16/2002 3.64
9/6/2002 259 10/27/2002 2.6 12/17/2002 3.48
9/7/2002 23 10/28/2002 3.82 12/18/2002 33
9/8/2002 2.2 10/29/2002 4.61 12/19/2002 3.25
9/9/2002 2.62 10/30/2002 4.36 12/20/2002 4.05
9/10/2002 2,61 10/31/2002 351 12/21/2002 3.34
9/11/2002 2.6 11/1/2002 3.13 12/22/2002 297
9/12/2002 242 11/2/2002 2.76 12/23/2002 29
9/13/2002 2.36 11/3/2002 261 12/24/2002 4.06
9/14/2002 254 11/4/2002 2.92 12/25/2002 45
9/15/2002 3.88 11/5/2002 3.38 12/26/2002 3.47
9/16/2002 3.87 11/6/2002 4.58 12/27/2002 3.06
9/17/2002 3.07 11/7/2002 3.62 12/28/2002 281
9/18/2002 3.37 11/8/2002 3.16 12/29/2002 2.67
9/19/2002 3.57 11/9/2002 3.06 12/30/2002 2.73
9/20/2002 2.46 11/10/2002 2.88 12/31/2002 2.7
9/21/2002 219 11/11/2002 3.26
9/22/2002 291 11/12/2002 5.01
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APPENDIX D: TMDL QUESTIONAIRE - DAVIDSON COUNTY (RICH FORK
CREEK AND HAMBY CREEK WATERSHEDS)
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TMDL QUESTIONAIRE - Davidson County (Hamby Creek Water shed)

Manure Application

1. Ismanure from beef cattle, dairy cattle, swine, poultry, sheep, or horses collected and applied to agricultural
lands? Only extremely limited amounts around feeders— mostly beef cattle on pasture.

Can you approximate the percentage of livestock that is collected and applied to agricultural land?

Example: 30 percent swine, 100 percent dairy cattle, and 100 percent poultry are collected and applied.

Animal Type Percent Collected and Applied

Beef Cattle L essthan 5%

Dairy Cattle No commer cial operationsin water shed

Swine No commer cial operationsin water shed
Poultry No commer cial operationsin water shed
Sheep No commer cial operationsin water shed
Horses No commer cial operationsin water shed

2. Ismanureimported (poultry litter) into the county? Yes or No (circle correct answer)

2a. Are there any confined poultry operations? How do they manage their poultry litter?
Where (and how, and when) do they land apply? Nonein thiswatershed

3. If so, isdataavailableto calculate the loading rates? Yes or No (circle correct answer)
What are the rates if known?

4. Dairy cattle are assumed to be confined 40 percent of the time and grazing 60 percent. Dairy cattle are assumed
not to have access to streams. No commer cial dairy operationsin thiswater shed
How isthe liquid residual from cleaning barns after milking disposed of ?
It could be assumed that the mgjority of the operation’s parlor waste is collected with the waste system. If this
isasignificant amount available for runoff, please indicate.

Stream Access

5. Do beef cattle have access to streams?@;or No (circle correct answer)
Could you approximate the percentage beef cattle having stream access within the watershed? 95% ___

6. Arehogs confined or do they have limited stream access? Confined _  Limited access

No commercia swine operations in this watershed
7. Percent of beef cows with accessto forested areas 100 %

8. Do you think the estimated number of 22-38 deer per square mileis accurate? Yes or No (circle correct answer)
No estimate. Contact NC Wildlife Resour ces Commission

9. Do you have any other estimate on deer population? per square mile

Septic System Contribution

10. What do you estimate the septic system failure rate in your county to be? %
EPA assumes 20 percent. No estimate. Contact Davidson County Health Department
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TMDL QUESTIONAIRE — Davidson County (Rich Fork Creek Water shed)

Manure Application

1. Ismanure from beef cattle, dairy cattle, swine, poultry, sheep, or horses collected and applied to agricultural
lands? Only in very limited amounts from beef cattle operations from around feeders. One poultry
operation applieswaste in this water shed.

Can you approximate the percentage of livestock that is collected and applied to agricultural land?

Example: 30 percent swine, 100 percent dairy cattle, and 100 percent poultry are collected and applied.

Animal Type Percent Collected and Applied

Beef Cattle L essthan 5%

Dairy Cattle No commercial operationsin
water shed

Swine No commercial operationsin
water shed

Poultry 100% only 1 operation

Sheep No commercial operationsin
water shed

Horses No commercial operationsin
water shed

2. Ismanureimported (poultry litter) into the county? Yes or No (circle correct answer)

3. If so, isdataavailableto calculate the loading rates? Yes or No (circle correct answer)
What are the rates if known?

4. Dairy cattle are assumed to be confined 40 percent of the time and grazing 60 percent. Dairy cattle are assumed
not to have access to streams. No commer cial dairiesin thiswater shed
How isthe liquid residual from cleaning barns after milking disposed of?
It could be assumed that the magjority of the operation’s parlor waste is collected with the waste system. If this
is asignificant amount available for runoff, please indicate.

Stream Access

5. Do beef cattle have access to streams? or No (circle correct answer)
Could you approximate the percentage cattle having stream access within the watershed? 95 %

6. Arehogs confined or do they have limited stream access? Confined % Limited access
No commer cial swine operationsin thiswater shed

7. Percent of beef cows with accessto forested areas 100 %

8. Do you think the estimated number of 15-30 deer per square mileis accurate? Yes or No (circle correct answer)
No estimate. Contact NC Wildlife Resour ces Commission

9. Do you have any other estimate on deer population? per square mile

Septic System Contribution

10. What do you estimate the septic system failure rate in your county to be? _ ;
EPA assumes 20 percent. No estimate. Contact Davidson County Health Department.
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APPENDIX E PUBLIC NOTIFICATION OF PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT OF RICH
FORK CREEK AND HAMBY CREEK FECAL COLIFORM
TMDLS
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Appendix E-1. Public Notice

Michael F. Easley, Governor
William G. Ross Jr., Secretary
North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources

Alan W. Klimek, P.E. Director
Division of Water Quality

Now Available Upon Request

Fecal Coliform
Total Maximum Daily L oads
Rich Fork and Hamby Creeks
Public Review Draft — February 2004

Is now available upon request from the North Carolina Division of Water Quality. This
TMDL study was prepared as a requirement of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act,
Section 303(d). The study identifies the sources of the pollutants, determines allowable
loads to surface waters, and suggests pollutant allocations.

TO OBTAIN A FREE COPY OF THE TMDL REPORT:

Please contact Ms. Robin Markham (919) 733-5083, extension 558 or write to:
Adugna K ebede
Water Quality Planning Branch
NC Division of Water Quality
1617 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC 27699-1617

The draft TMDL is also located on the following website: http://h20.enr.state.nc.us/tmdl.
Interested parties are invited to comment on the draft TMDL study by Mar ch 25, 2004.
Comments concerning the report should be directed to the Division of Water Quality at the
above address.

Public Meeting Notice
A public meeting to discuss the TMDL will be held on
March 18 at 10:00 AM at the following address:
Thomasville Public Library (Conference Room)
14 Randolph Street
Thomasville, NC 27360
Phone: (336)- 474-2690

N. C. Division of Water Quality 1617 Mail Service Center Raleigh, NC 27699-1617 (919) 733-7015 Customer
Service 1800 623-7748
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Appendix E-2. Affidavit of Publication from High Point Enterprise Public Notification

NOHTH CAROLINA
GUILFORD COUNTY

AFFIDAVIT OF PUBLICATION

Bofore (et undersigned, a Motany Public of =said County and
State, duly commisionad, qualified, and authorized by law to
edminister asths, personally appeared Carol F. Ellioti, who being
first duby sworn, deposes and says: that she ts Advertising billing
Manager of THE HIGH POINT ENTERPRISE, INC. engaged in
the publication of a newspaper known as THE HIGH POINT
ENTERPRISE, published, issued, ane entered ss secand class
mall in the City of High Paint in ssid County and State; that
{shal is authorized to make thas aflidevit and sorern slabesmenl:
thiat the notlee or othar kegal advertBement, & froe copy of which
is- attached heseto, was published i The High Paint Enterpriss
o e R B . e e

Faobruary 26, 2004

and that the =akd THAMSRAMT i which such nodice, paper,
document, or legal advertisement was published was, sl the fime
al each and ewery such publication, & neuspaper meeting all the
repirements and qualifications of Section 1-597 al the Genaeral
Statutes of Morth Carsling and was & qualified nevspaper within
the meaning of Secticn 1-597 of the General Statutes of Marth
Caroling.

20.M4.......

This....... ISchday al........... HMarch,,

f .r.:/' DB
My Cormmission expires.. f.....'.;.',--“_l.. R i R

i
e 1

& i ' —
Wiy Commission Exal P S
Exmifeh 116200
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Appendix E-3. Affidavit of Publication from Thomasville Times Public Notification

NORTH CAROLINA
DAVIDSON COUNTY

AFFIDAVIT OF PUBLICATION

Belore the undersigned, a Motarny Public of said Coanty anc
State, duly commissioned, qualified, and authorized by low to
administer vaths, personally appeared. Carol. F.. Elliott .,

........................... who baing [l duby sworm, deposes
sl says: that he is 2dv: BI11i0g METof THE HIGH POINT

ENTERPRISE, INC. engaged in the publication of a newspaper
knvown as THE THOMASVILLE TIMES published, isswed and
entered a5 second class mail i the City of Thomasville
Dawidson County, NC that he (she) is suthorized to make this
affidavit and sworn statement; that the notice or other legal
advertisement, a true copy of which & attached hereto, was
pubdished in the Thomasville Times an the following dates:
Fehruary 26, 2005

ard that the sabd newspaper B owhich such I'I-Elht'-‘ (ML,
docunent, or legal adverfisement was published was, at the fime
of asch and every such publication. a nevwspaper meeting all the
requisements and qualifications of Section 1-597 ol the General
Statutes af North Casolina and was a qualified newspaper within
the meaning of Section 1-597 of the General Stalules of MNorth
Carofina

lﬁth

Pt . Fvlie 'un--.i-
DAVEDE0N COUNTY
L BETTA D BT AR
H_Lﬂtq"ﬂmm Expiras

—s

v Camintnainn Foinres 1162000
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APPENDIX F. PUBLIC COMMENTSON THE PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT
OF THE RICH FORK CREEK AND HAMBY CREEK
FECAL COLIFORM TMDLSAND DWQ RESPONSE
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Appendix F-1. Public Comments on the Public Review Draft of the Rich Fork
Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLs

BLUE RIDGE ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE LEAGUE

332 Shady Grove Church Road Winston-Salem, NC 27107
Tel (336)769-0955 - Fax (336)769-9198 - E-mail: Heelsrnuml@aol.com
www.bredl.org

March 24, 2004

Adugna Kebede

Water Quality Planning Branch
NC Division of Water Quality
1617 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC 27699-1617

Re: TMDL Loads for Fecal Coliform for Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek
Dear Mr. Kebede: .

Thank you for the informative public meeting in Thomasville and the oppeortunity to provide comments on
the Rich Fork Creek TMDL study.

As noted in the draft study, the objective of the TMDL study is to estimate the pollution level and allocate
this level to the known sources in the watershed so that effective measures can be implemented and water
quality returned to an acceptable level for designated water uses. In the case of Rich Fork and Hamby
Creeks which are Class C waters, the designated uses are, "Biological Integrity, Propagation of aquatic life,
and Recreation.” (page iii).

After limited water monitoring and recognizing the absence of more frequent sampling, DWQ has selected a
water quality target of an instantaneous concentration of 400cfu/100ml measured at the two existing ambient
menitoring stations. To the extent that measuring water quality at these locations downstream of the two
major waste water treatment plants will reflect water quality upstream of these two facilities, reaching this
target satisfies the goal of the study. However, while violations at the WWTPS will result in higher
concentrations at the downstream sites, these monitors will not help identify pollution sources above these
plants. :

The study breaks down the larger watersheds into subwatersheds. Rich Fark Creek above the Westside
WWTP has three smaller creeks that come together just upstream of the plant: Rich Fork, Payne, and
Ensley creeks. High Point's sewer collection system follows these smaller drainage systems. Understanding
how land use changes are impacting pollution levels without reliable monitoring in each subwatershed is
difficult and this inadequate monitoring will handicap the implementation of control measures.

It should also be noted that all three subwatersheds are undergoing rapid land use changes. The study uses
1996 land cover data to describe current conditions. Significant changes have taken place since 1996 and
are reflected in more current maps of urbanized areas from the year 2000 Census. As you know, the
conversion of forest cover to roofs and asphalt signicantly impacts stormwater runoff. Assumptions about
land use and land cover should reflect the current conditions. Please also note that the Rich Fork Creek
watershed originates in the City of High Point and not "near” High Point as described in Section 1.1.

Finally, the TMDL divides the Waste Load Allocations between continuous point sources (WWTP) and

intermittant MS4 sources. In this watershed the two are directly related with new developments tied into the
existing sewer system.
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Permits for the High Point and Thomasville Phase IT programs remain unissued a year after being submitted
to the state in March 2003. Phase II rules are still in limbo for North Carolina and will probably require
action in the next session of the General Assembly. Development in the watershed continues with no rules in
place and no strategy to reduce pollution. Replacing natural land cover with asphalt and expanding an
inadequate sewer collection system leaves both the Rich Fork and Hamby Creeks at risk.

The TMDL study provides a good basis for further investigation and an opportunity to begin a search for
solutions. I encourage the Division to incorporate monitoring requirements that will identify causes and
facilitate effective controls on both point and non-point sources.

Thank you for the opportunity to commment.

Sincerely, .

Dol

David Mickey

Blue Ridge Environmiental Defense League

332 Shady Grove Church Road .
Winston-Salem, NC 27107 .



Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLSs Final Report

MARY C. CRIDLEBAUVGH

BlBa W, AEAMGron Ave. Exr.
Hisre Poror, NC 22205.92%2
Phone 3Io-FLI-2567

MaReH 2%, Rov o

MR ADuowy edeps

M DEfarrmET oF ERVIROK MEAST A 12D

DiVisson o deri=pp @MAH’V
LRATER. Bocsra 1 ry

Narrn ¢ EEJa L REES

SECTr0m
ety iy SeErvicr Conrpspe

RRLEI 4, JSC 290697 1ty

RE! Comments or, TAE Pancie AEVIEW DRRFI STuUDY

TOTRL MAY i mum Dripy 4LoAbs ForR FEene Cort Form
Fo

Z
Rick FoRw CRELEN A Hama v é"?EE‘KI /Léﬂrff— F#ﬂaL/tu#

Y Famivy s Eagom
L—”T"E/Pﬂ'ymf CRELK . ths
Twe CREFwks._

M-8+ Posurs,

LiEs pArone Kieu Forl Criwr ArD

INC LteDES THE JU T sron

aOF THE
los 4pg s

{ P LE L PSTR Lst sen A satq

Y= =
STSIhe& LRSTE cerdT o TRERTMET FLRIT arid
My  pousg
-3 AT onE oF s WO I ToR /6~ TiTES SK /PS54
CHi= o PAUE Ao ) -

iR LcT K rowe = Do or AR g
CREEK, T am VEA Y ’

F#MI‘L‘/M WITH  TME IMPRIRMET of
WPPER ARG+ Forx Aup L/???_g—/ﬂﬁy,uf CRELk S

er

FrwvArte ja- 1 losSseEs DusE To

THE ook CoOwDITronmss ap
THE STREAM

A D loa o 7o 3EE THEM CLERUED) KA



Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLSs Final Report

THE TorTar MAY, moum Pricy Losps Fem Fecme
Cot FOAmM For

Rich Fomk CREEK Awxd HAmABy Creer, Forra

¢ oLy
Q_Mﬁ N . f#—bM/ﬂA}BLE

SiTUATIZ 0

THE REDLC 140 CoRLs goe ALse HEHLYy

DESIRABLE. WHERE The Srepy

MITSE s THE 2 A R,

15 o oug THE CALuscs OF THE foliiiTrsanu ReE _

WHAT  pEED 4 To BE ADIPED To Tme Ireehy

/s A
DETRI =pn = Xlslm/,u,q.f/ S0

OF THE BRoresm /‘HUD/GA LERKIASE
OUTFau ¢

PIPES  ABrrwesrsio e CITY oF Mot Poir (s Y=

LHIRK  LEgrws guop BREAKS ARE ALs, Oeca.»e»e/u@-) Qop THE

WESTSIDE WASTE twaTER TR EHT 45T PLsg T

CUTFALL  Prpes o #1084 fo nir 5

SEWER 5 ysTEm
Frve mesi Buler RArong

@D KErvvER Y ML b R Evscey )
TR IRL [Frs-Lysit Raabd AR

OF Mo-h BT gup ALITTLE oF Rardecps Cocnry,)
@ Arrre s on Prvwe Crec SERV/I LG THE mos
RES t pEn

CREEK (5ERVINNG ThE AN DLs

LY
7oAl Emeny weoop AUD Hraw Bayr REcron 4.4

HospPrrme SECTrons op A fope fb//u");’ ,1-,0D@ THE Btasn)
STREAM OF Ricy f:OﬂK’C_QE-Ek_

/?&M/“A-Aﬂ‘ DEUE—'LOP/P(&/U?*
(S BCCU AR/ VG op THE HEADL A

TERS or wraspg Reicu
Forr gup L/TTL.E/PA—'//UE CRESk s

THE A/rrzf/.“#ywc? CRELK OLTFMLL comns Burer
0 27-3e SR 7TERex Corta Aros— S TImBER FlEEPsp

w —
HER & THE Prpg JoruTs save Puiep aliper THERS
ARE Cous n

STAVT LfrAts orF Ra e JEw,q_g_f‘) A Disg e sring.
OFTER Chaw g SEEA s SAlce s
AT J0r6 WEST fEXworon Avs sw

Estare-(wEes orr tw, LES 16-TO ) -

S!1 7w Arionms/ THrs

THE LoBcpr JFLoH-spq

F-5



Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLSs Final Report

THE MEN@EDV Mi e L/img 13 PArso CLD

THE OUTFALL L/NE Atows WPPER Ricwm Foru CrREEK

S BULUILT /0 THE LATE [%60's

8 a7
SFTEL

/5 COMCRETE o)
700 clLosp Ta THE Brox

oF THE STRERM ] BREqx
BFrL  FEWER CUER Frows ARE pﬁodf_g,u_s er THix

LI E_
TH

e = =

Wa-s A owes - e BREAK +0 THE M, 26"
R ‘;’p
ICH Fa‘&/(i N E WHER e 7 ChRassED

eLER THE ITeEpu,
THIs o =0

- EXrstepr g LERST S ¥Eoags LT
WE Ewaccy 064 16 n
FrX s

-—

-]

2 TimE 5 CRELE I cHTE R
IR T s Pros
WIT a0

S, PEPEVD/AJ 6= orv PRESSUR &
THE  FPrPE. YHss ElLulTauwm T IiNGe Bur
CoONT/Nwous RELEASE op CORTAM I/ VA Tro 0 HAS To Hrve

MEAYIL Yy

INEL W Epeen  THE STabyY s DaTa A & 224
SR 17545 pup AL

MON(TIR /G- STATyomns DL STRE 42

I PRI 2 7
OF Higu Rrvr =

‘'Y THA At U 47 =
Aave Ary BRI/ mRC & o

o ABacr
m
© WRTE o AL ATEm T S0 THE Yape o P

/

= Ve

WRTERSHED AREM s OF H /¢ o v 7
I3 /7A0

Muerr e T rs

F-6



Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLSs Final Report

SToRM waresn Qrrs - are  TrHe IR TARY IEwWE R

=
PieEs . Toe PREsSSL 4 = BECOMmES

#T =
THE  Dotod STR Fap, AR T3

Tz G-R 5-,7.7; SsPECr Ay

oF THE SYsTE&Ew AuD
ftow.oeT 3 ’

OF Rr
“w SEw AL & A p whAsre LM T M ALy
LStepy PRV ‘ e

Ve mM
o0 AL Mol o5 CR OTHE WEAK FPorurs
THES & FL ae D ]

Eve =
PIR e TS RAo SEtome & Flows

‘TS gy T s CREL4
’3 y—L/TTL — ;

LITH 4
ATER L 16 mr ARy, Al

o o ‘s 3T
| EAT THE NCRERS rpug. pass
C-ALropn g -

DAL v D
WRinve- 4 Floop ja Mitticr GAnt o

F-7



Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLSs Final Report

Prossep Tavowsm. Do You Tmk (T ewns APE@UATALY

TAE z =
AERTED THEY AMEVER NMNENT? 00> THART MALVY GALLon s

L 1ot Eore
R THE wAsre LR ITRGA s THE&E S5&t
=
SNS7Em NEVER G a7 7o )

AY-PAss V6 17

R A morATOR KM

THoid .
b L= INETITUTED SN ADDinig
A

Yy = o = =
Ther e misr pa IMPRONED BG4 Sep
) I
SEWwWER Az A
T LLs 7O Elimengqre P77 gy
PRoBLENCS e TP MEY
A ot ES

OR Cllemps =
/T STREAp . ]

F-8



Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLSs Final Report

THESE “WHaAT SHowtD Happeps’ ARe AE Yos

THE 5QO6PE OF VYeousn Srich y_ HERE #RE SomeE Ty

WHICH en
Y OBE DorvE g4 IMPROLIE= YVawm ST Dy o

E P burep
Ehcy
L OC 45 *

Tron o LEstics _ THE fitiipes

R = (= e )i s —_ Ao lo fa/‘ﬁé‘,qs T#S\/
- THt s T Amq

F-9



Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLSs Final Report

‘UIT/f—/I‘-) Vs JﬂEQIF/c_ LEUG’T}“’" SF 5-7-45 B ma,u;raﬂ
-

zﬁs—i“s__ﬂ__‘? LB THE JAme= DAY

To Frugs Fee
A-L. QCop
lFoRm oR/ic us For Ricit For
<

—

THE
COU FﬁlVA—?‘E 'UD . \TL"-A/C_T_/QU W ITH- RiCH ﬁa@/{—pﬂyﬂé
T -

V=
@ HAYA =g e o CrvETHE o, )

- FEomn o Cos =

~ .
DEC&E'ﬁ-sE_ M A

F-10



Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLSs Final Report

Arse BE SCRAUVED AT THar T/imE.
¢o-=)
Tr THG Tmpir Buoesr. AT
= ArRE L EH = SET T L PPOE o
Rien Tohk wipr

/o
FOR pma-1-r oo MiIcHMHr A& Discavepaep >
Haauv & Yoreoe ’

; [ G‘H‘ 7K ﬁ')g

AN FE
CRMRTr a1 For Yae & L F T “eirLp
CONTR 1Rw 7 = 7o

e
. fkon COD-RELArE=p Beota oor
& R = ‘ )
~ B en Eloc Pr P oA re CEAcp
' o ~ = AT o
o K Crpppe Se Lo s
LE R ar Lop PRron 7o TRE
2
L& g

A D Evip E e =

ox /1114-7“5/?/}7-@ s

F-11



Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLSs Final Report

Appendix F-2. DWQ Response to Public Comment on the Public Review Draft of the Rich
Fork Creek and Hamby Creek Fecal Coliform TMDLs

Comments were received from the Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League, and Ms.
Mary C. Cridlebaugh, aresident of the City of High Point, North Carolina. Asdiscussed in the
TMDL, the Load Duration Curve (LDC) methodology is a simple method based on observed
data to estimate the reductions required to meet water quality standards. Load duration curves
are based on a cumulative frequency distribution of stream flow and water quality data from
monitoring stations within the watersheds. As with al modeling approaches there is uncertainty

associated with the methodology.

The Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League commented that the watersheds are
undergoing rapid land use changes and the assumptions about land use and land cover should
reflect the current conditions. DWQ recognizes that the age of land cover/land use data (1996)
adds to uncertainty in the document. However, DWQ has used the best available information to
develop this TMDL. The methodology employed to determine the TMDLs (the Load Duration
Curve Methodology) is not dependent on direct land use inputs. The land use/land cover
information isincluded in the document to illustrate the various sources that contribute to
impairment and to aid in future implementation. As up-to-date land use/ land cover data becomes
available the land use/ land cover information included in the TMDL can be updated.

The Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League and Ms. Mary C. Cridlebaugh pointed
out that there islack of adequate water quality monitoring in the watersheds especially upstream
of the Westside WWTP. A number of water quality monitoring stations, sampled by various
organizations, are located within the TMDL area. Monitoring data indicate that fecal coliform
concentrations in streams reaches throughout the watershed are high by most measures. Both
Rich Fork Creek and Hamby Creek are listed on the 303(d) list based on the fecal coliform data
collected at DWQ’' s monitoring stations |ocated at SR# 1800 and SR#2790. Data collected at the
other stations are used in the TMDL document to assess observed bacteriological conditionsin
watersheds. It is our recommendation that monitoring at the existing stations within the
watersheds continue to help evaluate progress in achieving water quality goals. We support
future monitoring efforts to characterize dry and wet season base flow conditions and storm

responses. The Piedmont Triad Council of Governments s currently conducting an extensive
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monitoring study within the watersheds with a goal of identifying and reducing fecal coliform
loads from various sources within the watersheds. Data for this study are being collected from a
number of sites both upstream and downstream of the Westside WWTP. DWQ will forward the
recommendation concerning monitoring upstream of the WWTP to the PTCOG so that further

monitoring may be included in their study.

Ms. Mary C. Cridlebaugh gave a detailed source assessment of fecal coliform loading to
Rich Fork Creek and reported that broken and/or leaky sewer lines between the City of High
Point and the Westside WWTP appear to be the major source of fecal coliform loading to the
creek. An assessment of potentia sources of fecal coliform loads within the watershed was
performed as part of the TMDL development process. A more detailed source assessment is
more costly in terms of time and effort, but in the long run a detailed assessment will better
support future implementation decisions. We agree that a more detailed examination of leaky/
broken sewer lines between the City of Highpoint and the Westside WWTP and within the whole
watershed will aid future implementation of the TMDL and will help achieve the recommended
reduction target. DWQ will refer the issues raised concerning leaking sewer lines and related
spillsto DWQ’ s Winston-Salem Regional Office for further follow up and assessment.

The Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League commented on the Phase |1 stormwater
program and the delay in permit issuance for High Point and Thomasville. The City of High
Point and the City of Thomasville applied for MS4 permit coverage in March 2003. Each
permitteeis required to develop a Storm Water Management Program (SWMP), a means of
achieving continued and enhanced monitoring. A field screening and monitoring program will be
included in the SWMP to identify the types and extent of fecal coliform water quality problems,
relative degradation or improvement over time, areas of concern, and source identification. More
information on the Phase 11 Stormwater Program implementation can be obtained from the
Stormwater and General Permits Unit of the DWQ (http://h20.enr.state.nc.us/su/stormwater.html).

Due to the level of uncertainty in the modeling assumptions and the input data, the DWQ
supports an adaptive management approach to reducing the fecal coliform levels within Rich

Fork Creek and Hamby Creek.
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