
























































 

Appendix E: 
 

Qualatative Habitat Evaluation Index (QHEI) Form 
 







 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Section 5.6 

Water Resource Documentation 

  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Section 5.6.1 

Stream Assessments – 

See Section 5.5 Delineation Report 

 

 

 

  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Section 5.6.2 

Wetland Assessments – 

See Section 5.5 Delineation Report 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Section 5.6.3 

Water Resource Photographs – 

See Section 5.5 Delineation Report 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Section 5.6.4 

Water Resource Photo Location Map – 

See Section 5.5 Delineation Report 

 

 

 

  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Section 5.7 

Existing Conditions Map(s) – 

See Section 5.5 Delineation Report 
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Figure 5.7.  FEMA Floodplain Map.

Base Gas Project,

Group 5, Line 3301 (From Line 2925).
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Section 5.8 

Alternatives Analysis 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Section 5.8.1 

Preferred Alternative 
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Figure 5.8.1a.  Preferred Degradation Alternative.
Base Gas Project, Group 5, Line 3301 (From Line 2925).
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Figure 5.8.1b.  Preferred Degradation Alternative.
Base Gas Project, Group 5, Line 3301 (From Line 2925).
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Section 5.8.2 

Minimal Degradation Alternative 
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Figure 5.8.2a.  Minimal Degradation Alternative.
Base Gas Project, Group 5, Line 3301 (From Line 2925).
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Figure 5.8.2b.  Minimal Degradation Alternative.
Base Gas Project, Group 5, Line 3301 (From Line 2925).
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Section 5.8.3 

Non-Degradation Alternative 
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Figure 5.8.3a.  Non-Degradation Alternative.
Base Gas Project, Group 5, Line 3301 (From Line 2925).
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Figure 5.8.3b.  Non-Degradation Alternative.
Base Gas Project, Group 5, Line 3301 (From Line 2925).
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Section 5.10 

Documentation requesting comments from ODNR and USFWS 

See Section 5.3 (USACE Nationwide Permit) for USFWS Coordination 
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Laura Sayre

From: Tara E Miletti <Tara.E.Miletti@dom.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2012 2:13 PM
To: Judith Box; Laura Sayre
Subject: FW: 12-567 comments The East Ohio Gas Company Base Gas Projects, Group 5, Line 

3301 from Line 2925
Attachments: image001.jpg

FYI 
 
From: Kessler, John [mailto:John.Kessler@dnr.state.oh.us]  
Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2012 1:58 PM 
To: Tara E Miletti (Services - 6) 
Subject: FW: 12-567 comments The East Ohio Gas Company Base Gas Projects, Group 5, Line 3301 from Line 2925 
 

 
  
  
ODNR COMMENTS TO: Dominion;Tara Miletti, tara.e.miletti@dom.com 
  
Project: The East Ohio Gas Company Base Gas Projects, Group 5, Line 3301 from Line 2925 
  
Location: City of Green, Summit Co. Ohio 
  
  
The Ohio Department of Natural Resources (ODNR) has completed a review of the above referenced project.  These comments were 
generated by an inter-disciplinary review within the Department.  These comments have been prepared under the authority of the Fish 
and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.), the National Environmental Policy Act, the Coastal 
Zone Management Act, Ohio Revised Code and other applicable laws and regulations.  These comments are also based on ODNR’s 
experience as the state natural resource management agency and do not supersede or replace the regulatory authority of any local, state 
or federal agency nor relieve the applicant of the obligation to comply with any local, state or federal laws or regulations.   
  
Fish and Wildlife: The Division of Wildlife (DOW) has the following comments. 
  
The project is within the range of the Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis), a state and federally endangered species. The following species of 
trees have relatively high value as potential Indiana bat roost trees:  Shagbark hickory (Carya ovata), Shellbark hickory (Carya 
laciniosa), Bitternut hickory (Carya cordiformis), Black ash (Fraxinus nigra), Green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica), White ash 
(Fraxinus americana), Shingle oak (Quercus imbricaria), Northern red oak (Quercus rubra), Slippery elm (Ulmus rubra), American 
elm (Ulmus americana), Eastern cottonwood (Populus deltoides), Silver maple (Acer saccharinum), Sassafras (Sassafras albidum), 
Post oak (Quercus stellata), and White oak (Quercus alba).  Indiana bat habitat consists of suitable trees that include dead and dying 
trees of the species listed above with exfoliating bark, crevices, or cavities in upland areas or riparian corridors and living trees of the 
species listed above with exfoliating bark, cavities, or hollow areas formed from broken branches or tops.  If suitable trees occur 
within the project area, these trees must be conserved.  If suitable habitat occurs on the project area and trees must be cut, cutting must 
occur between September 30 and April 1.  If suitable trees must be cut during the summer months, a net survey must be conducted in 
May or June prior to cutting.  Net surveys shall incorporate either two net sites per square kilometer of project area with each net site 
containing a minimum of two nets used for two consecutive nights, or one net site per kilometer of stream within the project limits 
with each net site containing a minimum of two nets used for two consecutive nights.  If no tree removal is proposed, the project is not 
likely to impact this species. 
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The project is within the range of the elfin skimmer (Nannothemis bella), a state endangered dragonfly, the racket-tailed emerald 
(Dorocordulia libera), a state endangered dragonfly, and the chalk-fronted corporal (Ladona julia), a state endangered dragonfly.  The 
project is not likely to impact these species. 
  
The project is within the range of the black bear (Ursus americanus), a state endangered species.  Due to the mobility of this species, 
the project is not likely to impact this species. 
  
The project is within the range of the Iowa darter (Etheostoma exile), a state endangered species. The DOW recommends no in-water 
work from April 15 to June 30 to reduce impacts to indigenous aquatic species and their habitat. 
  
The ODNR, Ohio Biodiversity Database has no records for rare or endangered species at this project site.  We are unaware of any 
unique ecological sites, geologic features, animal assemblages, scenic rivers, state wildlife areas, nature preserves, parks or forests, 
national wildlife refuges or other protected natural areas within the project area.  Our inventory program has not completely surveyed 
Ohio and relies on information supplied by many individuals and organizations.  Therefore, a lack of records for any particular area is 
not a statement that rare species or unique features are absent from that area. 
  
Please note that wetlands known to contain an individual of or documented occurrences of federal or state-listed threatened or 
endangered plant or animal species are most likely considered high quality, Category 3 wetlands by the Ohio Environmental 
Protection Agency.  Please contact the OEPA at 614 -644 -2872 if you have questions on this aspect. 
  
ODNR appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments.  Please contact John Kessler at (614) 265-6621 if you have questions 
about these comments or need additional information. 
  
  
John Kessler 
ODNR Office of Real Estate 
  
 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message contains information which may be legally 
confidential and/or privileged and does not in any case represent a firm ENERGY COMMODITY bid or offer 
relating thereto which binds the sender without an additional express written confirmation to that effect. The 
information is intended solely for the individual or entity named above and access by anyone else is 
unauthorized. If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution, or use of the contents 
of this information is prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this electronic transmission in error, 
please reply immediately to the sender that you have received the message in error, and delete it. Thank you. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Section 5.11 

Appropriate Sections of TMDL 
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significant challenge to long term water quality improvement in this part of the Tuscarawas River 
watershed. 
 
2.3.3 Tuscarawas River: below Wolf Creek to below Sippo Creek, excluding 

Chippewa Creek (05040001 030) 
 
The mainstem of the Tuscarawas River marks a dividing line between two distinct landscapes in 
AU 030 (Figure 2.5).  To the east of the river the landscape lies within the Summit Interlobate 
Area of the EOLP (previously described for AU 010), giving rise to the deranged drainage 
pattern typified by interspersed wetland, bogs, and kettles making up the southern area of the 
Portage Lakes and the upper Nimisila Creek watershed.  To the west, the landscape lies within 
the Low Lime Drift Plains Area of the EOLP (as described for AU 020).  Land use patterns are 
also significantly different, with areas to the east being heavily impacted by suburban 
development, especially in the Village of Green (Summit County) and Jackson Township (Stark 
County), while areas to the west remain highly agricultural. 

 
Figure 2.5 Map of the assessment unit for the Tuscarawas River below Wolf Creek to below Sippo 
Creek (030). 
 
2.3.4 Tuscarawas River: below Sippo Creek to above Sugar Creek (05040001 090) 
 
Within this AU there are three different types of landscape regions.  The Summit Interlobate 
Area of the EOLP and the Low Lime Drift areas as described above are found in the northern 
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3.2.3 Tuscarawas R. (below Wolf Ck to below Sippo Ck) [w/o Chip Ck] - 030  
 
Table 3.9  Aquatic life use causes of impairment and TMDLs developed for 030.  

14-
digit 
HUC 

Description 
River 
mile 

Causes 

Method of TMDL (see Chapter 4) 
QUAL2K 
nutrient/
DO 

GWLF 
nutrient 

QHEI 
habitat 

QHEI 
sediment 

Other 
(explained) 

030-
010 

Tusc. R. mainstem 
below Wolf Ck to 
above Chippewa Ck 

110.7-
103.2 

Flow alteration, 
organic enrichment, 
nutrients, total 
dissolved solids 

X     

030-
020 

Tusc R. mainstem 
below Chippewa Ck 
to above Fox Run 

103.2- 
97.5  

Organic enrichment, 
suspended solids, 
nutrients, total 
dissolved solids 

X     

030-
030 

Nimisila Ck 
headwaters to 
Nimisila Reservoir 

Upst- 
5.5 

Habitat alt., flow 
alteration, siltation, 
organic enrichment 

  X X † 

030-
050 

Fox Run All 

Habitat alteration, 
flow alteration, 
siltation, organic 
enrichment 

 X X X  

030-
060 

Tusc R. mainstem 
below Fox Run to 
above Sippo Creek 

97.5- 
90.83 

Flow alteration, 
organic enrichment, 
nutrients 

X     

030-
080 

Newman Creek 
above Orrville Ditch 

Upst- 
9.76 

Habitat alteration, 
flow alteration, 
siltation, organic 
enrichment 

 X X X  

030-
090 

Orrville Ditch All 

Habitat alteration, 
flow alteration, 
siltation, organic 
enrichment 

 X X X  

030-
110 

West Sippo Creek All 

Habitat alteration, 
flow alteration, 
siltation, organic 
enrichment 

 X X X  

030-
120 

Sippo Creek All 

Habitat alteration, 
flow alteration, 
siltation, organic 
enrichment 

  X X 
Pathogens 
to address 
enrichment

† The GWLF nutrient modeling method is not appropriate to address the 030-030 14-digit HUC.  See 
Section 5.3.1. 
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Table 3.10 Recreational use impairment and TMDL approach for 030. 

Site RM 
Observed Condition1 

(fecal coliform cfu/100 ml) 
Impaired 

Area analyzed2 
(see Chapter 4) 

05040001-030-010: Tuscarawas River below Wolf Cr. to above Chippewa Cr. (HUC 14) 

Tuscarawas R. @ Van Buren 
Rd. 

108.0 
Geometric mean 990 

YES 
These mainstem 

sites are addressed 
with two LDC 

curves (Section 
5.3.1) 

90th percentile 3060 

Tuscarawas R. @ Main St., 
Clinton 

104.3 
Geometric mean 741 

YES 
90th percentile 4040 

05040001-030-020: Tuscarawas River below Chippewa Cr. to above Fox Run [except Nimisila Cr.] (HUC 14) 

Tuscarawas R. @ Market St., 
Canal Fulton 

100.3 
Geometric mean 1271 

YES LDC for site  
90th percentile 3140 

5040001-030-060: Tuscarawas R below Fox Run to above Sippo Cr. [excluding named tributaries.] (HUC 14) 

Tuscarawas R. High Mill Rd. 94.87 
Geometric mean 1185 

YES LDC for site 
90th percentile 10000 

05040001-030-070: Mudbrook Creek (HUC 14) 

Mudbrook Creek @ Crystal Lake 
Ave 

0.47 
Geometric mean 1018 

YES 14-HUC 
90th percentile 1340 

05040001-030-080: Newman Creek above Orrville Ditch (HUC 14) 

Newman Creek @ Burkhart Rd. 11.9 
Geometric mean 881 

YES 
Site ('05 data 

impair, 11.4 mi2) 90th percentile 3450 

05040001-030-090: Orrville Ditch (HUC 14) 

Orrville Ditch @ Tannerville Rd. 2.29 
Geometric mean 684 

YES 

14-HUC 
90th percentile 5095 

1.03 UT to 0.52 UT to Orrville 
Ditch @ Coal Bank Rd. 

 
Geometric mean 929 

YES 
90th percentile 3750 

05040001-030-100: Newman Creek below Orrville Ditch to Tuscarawas R. (HUC 14) 

Newman Creek @ Earl Rd. 0.75 
Geometric mean 638 

YES 14-HUC 
90th percentile 4950 

05040001-030-110: West Sippo Creek (HUC 14) 

W. Sippo Creek @ Skyland Ave. 3.8 
Geometric mean 1099 

YES 

14-HUC 
90th percentile 2220 

W. Sippo Creek @ 17th Ave. 
NW 

1.2 
Geometric mean 1719 

YES 
90th percentile 4120 

05040001-030-120: Sippo Creek (HUC 14) 

Sippo Creek @ Belmont/ 
Meadowood St. 

4.6 
Geometric mean 1745 

YES 

14-HUC 
90th percentile 2710 

UT to Sippo Creek (L. Cable 
Outlet) @ Meadowview Dr. 

2.77 
Geometric mean 1859 

YES 
90th percentile 5060 

1 Geometric mean criterion for fecal coliform bacteria is 1000 cfu/100 ml and 90th percentile criterion for fecal coliform is 
2000 cfu/100 ml. 
2  “Site” indicates that the watershed analysis included the drainage area ending at that sample location; “LDC” indicates 
that a load duration curve was generated at that point; and “14-HUC” indicates that the entire 14 digit HUC was modeled. 
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5.3 Tuscarawas River (below Wolf Creek to below Sippo Creek) 
[Excluding Chippewa Creek] – 030 

 
This 11-digit HUC contains 19.9 river miles of the Tuscarawas River mainstem and small and 
medium sized tributaries. The severe dissolved oxygen (D.O.) problems that were observed 
upstream of Wolf Creek show substantial improvement in this hydrologic unit. The dissolved 
oxygen levels improve because the stream has a more pronounced slope and faster velocities 
that increase stream re-aeration. However, the stream receives large nutrient loads from the 
Barberton WWTP, Chippewa Creek and other tributaries, which stimulate excessive algal 
growth and contribute to pronounced D.O. swings and nutrient enrichment. The Tuscarawas 
River tributaries included in this watershed have a variety of impairments. The tributaries to the 
west of the Tuscarawas River have impairments similar to, but not as severe as, the Chippewa 
Creek tributaries. In general, the tributaries to the east of the Tuscarawas River are much more 
urbanized. 
 
5.3.1 Watershed Nutrients and Pathogens 
 
Nutrient Modeling 
The upper Nimisila Creek 14-digit HUC is listed as having organic enrichment as a cause of 
impairment, but the GWLF total P loading model is not appropriate due to the lakes in this 
subwatershed. Since no other method is available this cause of impairment will not be 
addressed in this report. 
 
Fox Run, Newman Creek upstream of Orrville Ditch (upper Newman Creek), Orrville Ditch itself 
(which is the Newman Creek tributary at river mile 9.76) and West Sippo Creek are all streams 
in this 11-digit HUC considered impaired due to nutrient enrichment. Fox Run and West Sippo 
Creek are direct Tuscarawas River tributaries. The one sampling site within the lower Newman 
Creek subwatershed shows the stream is in full attainment. Except for Orrville Ditch the other 
subwatersheds impaired by nutrient enrichment are headwater (less than 20 square miles) 
WWH designated sites.  
 
Land use in the Orrville Ditch and upper Newman Creek sub-watersheds is more than 80% row 
crops and pastureland. The majority of the total P draining to these streams is from nonpoint 
source runoff from agricultural land use. After the point source wasteloads are allocated (i.e., 
based on their design flow and effluent limits) meeting the remaining available load for the 
TMDL requires that nonpoint source runoff be reduced by 90%.  



 
Tuscarawas River Watershed TMDL 

112 
 

   

 

Figure 5.9 Silage leachate contaminated storm water runoff from Stoll Farms, Inc. 
 
Confined Animal Feeding Operations (CAFOs) 
The permitted confined animal feeding operations (CAFOs) in the Tuscarawas River watershed 
included in this report lie in the Orrville Ditch sub-watershed. As described in the nutrient 
modeling methods (Section 4.1.2), the runoff derived from fields with CAFOs have been 
considered to have a slightly higher than average total P concentration.  
 
In May 2003, Ohio EPA documented several issues at Stoll Farms, Inc. including a manure 
storage pond overflow, lack of adequate freeboard in the manure storage pond and discharge of 
silage leachate from the feed storage bunkers. Stoll Farms, Inc. applied for coverage under the 
CAFO NPDES permit program in September 2003. From August 2001 to May 2005, Ohio EPA 
received 11 separate complaints regarding improper manure application with five complaints 
relating to discharge of manure into surface waters. Stoll Farms, Inc. has installed a manure 
sand separator which improves the farm’s manure management efforts. As of October 2006 a 
CAFO NPDES permit has been finalized and the discharge of silage leachate discharge has 
been eliminated. Figure 5.9 shows silage runoff from Stoll Farms, Inc facility's documented by 
Wayne County Health Department on 23 May 2006.  
 
While nutrients delivered to streams from accidents on and around both CAFOs are not 
explicitly calculated, they are taken into consideration in the increased total P soil runoff 
concentration.  
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Upper Newman Creek 
It is recommended that one point source in the upper Newman Creek sub-watershed, Dalton 
WWTP, receive an effluent concentration limit of 1 mg/l for total P. 
 
West Sippo Creek 
West Sippo Creek drains an area that is much more developed with residential land uses than 
the other nutrient impaired streams in this 11-digit HUC. Failing HSTS have been observed 
draining to West Sippo Creek from some of this development, and is a much greater aspect of 
the total existing load; 15.3% compared to only 2.1% in Orrville Ditch. Even after the total P load 
from HSTS is given a zero load allocation, staying within the remainder of the available TMDL 
requires that runoff sources be reduced by 82.1%. 
 
Sippo Creek 
Despite having organic enrichment as a cause of impairment, the total P loading method is not 
applied to the Sippo Creek subwatershed. This is because the several lakes and heavy 
urbanization in the subwatershed make the method not practical. Resources are not available to 
develop an alternative method of nutrient loading for this subwatershed. Reducing the fecal 
coliform load from the pathogen TMDL efforts; however, will likely reduce some of the nutrient 
loads in this watershed. 
 
Fox Run 
The majority of Fox Run’s total P load reduction is needed from nonpoint source runoff. The 
three small point source dischargers are all operating well below their design flow. These 
facilities are small enough not to be required to reduce effluent phosphorus concentrations. 
Because of this, the total wasteload allocation is greater than what the existing load is from 
these facilities (Table 5.18). 
 
Pathogens: Watershed-Based Modeling 
All of the six subwatersheds modeled for fecal coliform loading in this 11-digit HUC require large 
bacteria reductions (greater than 95%). In two of these sub-watersheds livestock (mostly cattle) 
with access to streams are included in the existing load calculation. Since the BIT model always 
predicts this as a large bacterial source it makes up greater than 73% of the existing load in 
each of these watersheds. Failing HSTSs are the major sources of fecal coliform in the other 
four sub-watersheds and are a particular problem in the West Sippo Creek sub-watershed.  
 
The Sippo Creek sub-watershed presents challenges for conducting a TMDL assessment using 
the methodologies employed elsewhere throughout this report. The sub-watershed contains two 
large lakes, Lake Cable and Sippo Lake, as well as a great deal of urbanized area (greater than 
50% of its land cover). After the fecal coliform from HSTS is removed from Sippo Creek no 
additional reductions are required. Therefore the nonpoint source load allocation requires no 
reduction from the calculated existing load.  
 
Pathogens: Load Duration Curves 
The Tuscarawas River mainstem sampling sites at river mile 108.0, 104.3, 100.3 and 94.87 are 
all impaired of primary contact recreational use. As explained in the pathogen modeling 
methods section 4.1.5, the Tuscarawas River drains an area too large for the basic watershed 
loading assessment at these sites. Additionally, most of these sites’ pathogen sources are dealt 
with by addressing the tributaries pathogen loads.  
 
Two load duration curves (LDC) are developed in order to add some understanding of the 
occurrence of elevated fecal coliform concentrations. A record of stream flow for each site, river 
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mile 100.3 and 94.87, is determined using a yield calculation based a USGS gage downstream 
on the Tuscarawas River in Massillon. A stream flow measurement or water surface elevation 
measurement which was later related to stream flow was made each time fecal coliform was 
sampled at these sites in 2003 and 2004. In knowing the stream flow for each fecal coliform 
concentration a load for each sample is calculated. Using the daily average stream flow from the 
gage record of this site, stream discharge is calculated to understand the frequency of flow 
exceedance; 1 through 100.   
 
Figures 5.10 and 5.11 show the LDC curves for the four Tuscarawas River sites at river mile 
100.25 and 94.87 respectively. The x-axis contains the percentile of flow exceedances and the 
y-axis is fecal coliform loads with a logarithmic scale. Plotted on this figure with squares is the 
observed fecal coliform load at the frequency of flow exceedance that matches the stream’s 
discharge at the time of the fecal coliform sample. The curve of diamond shaped symbols 
shows the allowable fecal coliform load throughout the frequency of flow exceedance.   
 
Note that of the samples collected, none are at flow levels less than the median flow (or greater 
than the 50th percentile exceedance). This limits the amount we can learn from these plots, 
however both show a trend indicating bacteria loads are more likely to exceed the geometric 
mean standard at higher flows. Since these data do not cover as great an amount of the flow 
regime as the Chippewa Creek LDC it is possible that low flow concerns could still be present. 
The high flow exceedance trend does confirm a great deal of bacteria from runoff, likely much 
from grazing animals and field applied manure. Given that the Tuscarawas River’s drainage 
area is so large (greater than 430 square miles at the river mile 94.87 site) the flow is great 
enough in the middle of the flow regime to dilute the steady sources of fecal coliform such as 
failing HSTS and livestock in streams. In addition to the LDCs, the summary of the fecal coliform 
data in Table 3.9 shows a geometric mean at or only slightly above 1000 cfu per 100 ml for all 
four of the impaired mainstem sites. However the 90th percentile value is well above the 2000 
cfu per 100 ml standard for that sampling frequency. 
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Table 5.19 Total existing load, TMDL and allocations for 11-digit HUC 030 (annual/seasonal). 

14-Digit 
HUC 

Sub-Watershed 

Sub- 
Watershed 

Extent 
(Upper RM-
Lower RM) 

P
aram

eter 

Existing Loads %
 R

ed
u

ctio
n

 

T
M

D
L

 

Allocations 

PS NPS 

U
pstream

 

Total WLA LA 

U
pstream

 

MOS 

030-020 
Tusc R below 

Chippewa Creek to 
above Fox Run 

103.2-97.5 FC LDC 

030-050 Fox Run Entirety TP2 846.4 15025.8 - 15872.1 84.9 2398.2 904.7 1373.6 - 119.9 

030-060 

Tusc R below Fox 
Run to above 

Sippo Ck- 
mainstem 

97.5-90.83 FC LDC 

030-070 Mudbrook Creek Entirety FC1 173.9 18.3 
- 
 

192.2 98.5 2.88 0.02 2.86 
- 
 

- 

030-080 
Newman Creek 
above Orrville 

Ditch (RM 9.76) 
Head-9.76 

FC1 174.7 793.6 - 968.3 99.6 3.87 0.2 3.7 - - 

TP2 2906.1 14319.5 - 17225.5 88.3 2135.6 1261.1 767.8 - 106.8 

030-090 Orrville Ditch Entirety 
FC1 71.9 800.3 - 872.3 99.6 3.56 0.00 3.6 - - 
TP2 344.5 15766.1 - 16110.6 46.0 8707.2 0.0 8271.7 - 435.3 

030-100 
Lower Newman 
Creek (dwst of 

Orrville D) 
9.76-mouth FC1 206.3 60.1 7.6 273.9 95.7 11.68 0.001 4.1 7.6 - 

030-110 West Sippo Creek Entirety 
FC1 359.5 18.8 - 378.3 99.1 3.56 0.006 3.6 - - 
TP2 2244.2 8978.6 - 11222.8 82.6 1954.2 93.4 1763.1 - 97.7 

030-120 Sippo Creek Entirety FC1 391.7 8.14 - 399.9 97.9 8.58 0.2 8.1 - - 
1 cfu * 1013 * season-1    
2 lbs * year-1 
 




