AGENDA
Left Hand Watershed Center
BOARD MEETING
2:00-4:00 pm, March 17th 2020
Left Hand Water District Office
6800 Nimbus Road, Longmont, CO 80503
Welcome and Introductions

Christopher Smith

2:00 PM

Public comments on items not on the agenda

Christopher Smith

2:05 PM

Left Hand Watershed News

All

2:10 PM

Captain Jack Update

EPA & CDPHE

2:20 PM

Approval of Minutes

Christopher Smith

3:30 PM

Watershed Days Report

Jessie Olson

3:40 PM

Adjourn

Christopher Smith

4:00 PM

NOTE: The Watershed Center will make reasonable accommodation for individuals with known disabilities at
meeting and events per our non-discrimination notice. Visitors needing accommodation are encouraged to contact
any staff member to request such accommodation 48 hours in advance of such event.

Left Hand Watershed Center – www.watershed.center

03/12/2020
To: Left Hand Watershed Center Board of Directors
From: Jessie Olson, Executive Director
RE: March board meeting agenda items

Meeting Minutes
Draft meeting minutes from February are attached (attachment 1) for review and approval.

Financial Report
Quarterly financial reports will be prepared for the April board meeting. Auditors were here in February
and will present the financial audit at our April board meeting.

Project updates
1. Adaptive Management, Stewardship & Monitoring




Tasks continue to focus on data entry and analysis. Yana and Deb have completed a first draft of our
annual state of the watershed report and we are now in the review phase. We plan to send the
report to a consultant for external review as well. We plan to provide a presentation to board on
the data and draft report at the April board meeting.
We are actively planning for the upcoming field season, finalizing project budgets, contracts for
contractors, and planning for time and resources needed.

2. Adaptive Management at Scale





We have not heard about when contracting will start for the CWCB grant award for this project. We
will send out invoices to funding partners soon so that we are ready to receive the grant once
contracting starts.
We are still awaiting notice regarding the Bureau of Reclamation grant that we submitted for this
project.
We continue to identify additional options for funding this project in case we do not receive the
BOR funding.

3. Community Science





We continue to work with CitSci to update the My Watershed App. Updates are expected to be
complete by May 2020, in time for Catch the Hatch.
We continue to support watershed science education in Lyons schools, identifying protocols and
watershed science curriculum for each grade level. We are currently planning several classes this
spring: a weeklong hazard mapping/geomorphology class with 8th graders, a two-day flow & fish
class with 7th graders, and a habitat survey class with sixth grade.
We are planning an Earth Day volunteer event on April 19th. Thus far CU Boulder Rotary club is
planning to participate as well as Niwot HS environmental club. We are also supporting an earth



day tree-planting event in Lyons on April 19th.
Catch the Hatch volunteer recruitment is underway for 2020! Deb attended the Boulder Flycasters
meeting last week and will attend the St. Vrain Anglers meeting later this month to help recruit
volunteers.

4. DOLA CDBG-DR Legacy Projects
We are beginning the close out process for this grant, which expires at the end of May. Tasks have focused
on compliance, data analysis, and adaptive management.

5. Mines, Water Quality Monitoring & Analysis
Joy Jenkins from the EPA and Mary Boardman from CDPHE will attend our meeting to address questions on
Captain Jack Mine water quality data collection and remediation plans. After discussing with the board last
month, we sent them a memo outlining our concerns (Attachment 2).

6. Fish Passage Feasibility Study and Education Initiative
This year we plan to complete a passage assessment and begin work to start planning the education
component. We will provide a presentation update to the board at a board meeting this summer.

7. SVCC & St. Vrain Partnerships




We continue to assist the St. Vrain Creek Coalition in organizational, maintenance, and monitoring
activities.
Contracting is underway for the CWCB grant that we submitted on behalf of the SVCC to continue
adaptive management and K-12 community science in St. Vrain Creek.
We started coordinating the Boulder County permitting process for the Apple Valley repair project.

8. Forestry Health
We continue to lead a subcommittee of the Northern Colorado Fireshed that focuses on the St. Vrain
Basin. We had a productive meeting in February to discuss the state of the science regarding the trajectory
of our forests, and had a visioning session with agency groups and community members. We have
followed up with the core group of agency representatives to define the vision into a short vision
statement for the group. This week we plan to submit a pre-proposal letter of interest to the Network for
Landscape Conservation Landscape Conservation Catalyst Fund, to help fund the development of this
partnership and staff time associated with taking on the lead coordinating role. I was also invited to meet
with USFS leadership from their Washington DC offices in a field tour to St. Vrain Watershed. This tour will
take place this Friday.

9. Watershed Days
We are beginning planning our 2020 watershed days event (planned for September 12th) and looking for
additional planning committee members and/or volunteers to help the day of the event. I’ve meet with
two potential event planners and hope to make our selection soon. We are also developing a report to the
community that highlights the results from the bioblitz, which we plan to share via our monthly newsletter
this month (Attachment 3). We will discuss at the board meeting and welcome any feedback on this draft
report.

Update on Fundraising, Outreach and Other Organizational Items


I attended a Community Resource Center’s one day training “More than a manager: Inclusive
Leadership” training this week and next month I’ll attend “Relationships are Messy: HR & Leading
Small Teams.” The first training was super helpful and I look forward to applying what I’ve learned.








We continue to work with CEMEX to secure $15,000 this year, which would be used as match
funding for St. Vrain CWCB grant. We are also coordinating a $5,000 donation from landowner Matt
Rooney, which will also be used as match funding.
We started the contracting process with the city of Longmont to receive a $20,000 contribution this
year.
We received $20,000 from Left Hand Water District this month.
We will post the watershed technician contractor position announcements in the next month or so.

Attachments:
1. BOD Meeting Minutes
2. Captain Jack Zinc memo
3. DRAFT Watershed Days Bio blitz report

Attachment 1
BOD meeting minutes

Board Minutes – Feb 28, 2020
Attendees
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Chris Smith
Sean Cronin
Mark Schueneman
Kathy Peterson
Monica Bortolini
Ken Lenarcic (with proxy for Colleen
Williams)
7. Jessie Olson
8. Yana Sorokin

9. Deb Hummel
10. Chuck Oppermann
11. Lauren Duncan
12. Gabe Tuerk
13. Sue Schauffler
14. Audrey Butler (arrived at 2:15)
15. Julie Trumpler (arrived 2:20)
16. Joe Ryan (arrived at 2:30)

Welcome and Introductions


Chris S called the meeting to order at 2:05 and went through introductions.

USFS MOU


Jessie provided update that USFS and Boulder County are creating a MOU to formalize
their partnership. MOU describes vision of potential outcomes and other entities have
also joined that collaboration. At the last meeting, there was discussion about whether
Watershed Center wanted to be a signatory on the MOU. As part of this, we would
reach out to Town of Jamestown and Town of Ward as participants and/or signatories.
o Sue asked for clarification of what had been discussed. Jessie explained that
discussions have been generally high level but there is momentum among
partners due to influx of joint chief’s funding. Chris S added by reading through
draft vision and outcomes statements.
o Board members agreed that this is a good start and more focus will be needed to
get projects implemented on the ground.

Update from SVLHWCD
 Sean provided an update about what SVLHWCD is up to, what SVLHWCD is planning to
do in the future, and asked for feedback.
 Reviewed SVLHWCD history.
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Described that based on community feedback, SVLHWCD strives to use creative,
collaborative, holistic, sensible, a-political, and big picture approaches to address their
specific “just-water” mission.
Described that SVLHWCD is now transitioning from a facilitation role in water issues and
challenges to a leader role in water issues in challenges
o Focus areas include: improve conservation; stream restoration; municipal
education; fish passage; forest health; in-stream flows; strengthening
agriculture; funding of ditch repairs; water sharing opportunities; creek
improvement facilitates; multi-use projects; education at school and adult levels;
and water protection.
Described a new funding plan that requires a property tax increase in November 2020.
Reviewed tax amounts for residential and commercial properties, which will bring 4-5
million dollars to SVLHWCD. Described some of the community concerns about property
taxes. Asked for feedback and outreach suggestions.
Sue asked for detail about mill levy and SVLHWCD boundaries. Sean responded that
current levy is 0.156 and proposed is 1.5, and described boundaries.
Audrey asked about maintenance of projects. Sean explained that would be a projectspecific decision. Audrey also asked for clarification about the types of projects. Sean
emphasized the focus will be on multi-use and multi-benefit.
Kathy asked if the acreage of productive farming in the basin has changes. Sean said in
Boulder County it hasn’t changed but is declining in Weld County.
Gabe asked is any modeling has been done related to creek improvement facilities. Sean
responded that the Stream Management Plan has just scraped the surface at this point.
Board members asked for additional clarifications about focus areas and Sean explained
that most options are still on the table and decisions will be made as the plan develops.
Chris S added that the mill levy increase will help support developing plans, investigating
opportunities, and matching other funding sources. Chris S added that there has been
community support for this increase but outreach is important to grow more support.
Monica asked about storm water and if it is considered “shared-use.” Sean responded
that it has not been a focus beyond education but wanted to follow up.
Audrey asked if this money could be used to support the Watershed Center. Sean
explained that SVLHWCD could be a funding source if work aligns with the focus areas.
Sean asked for ideas about places where he could go to get community feedback.

Water Quality Data Review
 Deb reviewed water quality data at one site for zinc (see presentation).
 Showed zinc concentrations from 2011-2020, highlighting specific periods that
represent notable activities and events. These included pre-remediation, limestone
addition, post-limestone addition, release, active treatment, and current.
 Noted that recent samples exceed the concentration that the EPA is using as a reference
(the Limestone Addition period).
 Gabe suggested that current samples may be increasing and asked when active
treatment should be re-introduced.
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Chris S noted that this data shows the treatment does not suffice and others agreed.
Jessie noted that this supports our need for an EPA Technical Assistant Grant.
Lauren added that there may be other effective treatment options to consider that have
lower maintenance requirements and have been successful elsewhere.
Board members agreed that the Watershed Center should send this information to
Mary Boardman and invite her to our next Board Meeting to help answer questions.

Approval of Minutes
 Ken moved, Kathy seconded, to approve the minutes from the January 21 meeting; the
motion carried unanimously.
2020 Work Plan
 Jessie reviewed the work plan and noted that percentages have been added to reflect
proportion of staff work hours sent on each task. Also added next text related to OHV work,
water quality, and hosting events to raise funds.
 Chuck asked for an update on the fish passage feasibility study. Jessie gave a brief update,
noting that this project is high priority in 2020 but still in early stages.
 Board members noted approval of the work plan.
Summer Contractor Hiring Update
 Jessie explained that there is a need to hire additional contract employees or part-time
temporary employees. She reviewed the different roles (see handout). Clarified that these
are all worked into the budget already. Discussion ensued about hiring options.
Office Space Update
 Jessie reviewed various office space options (see handout). Sue provided clarification about
the Left Hand Fire District office spaces in response to Jessie’s questions. Timing would be
sometime next year. Also noted that SVLHWCD is increasing office space and may be willing
to share space. Timing would also be sometime next year. Reviewed other options and
Board provided feedback.

Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned at 4:20 pm.
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Attachment 2
Captain Jack Memo

02/19/2020
To: Mary Boardman (CDPHE) and Joy Jenkins (EPA)
From: Left Hand Watershed Center
RE: Captain Jack Mine
____________________________________________________________________________
The purpose of this memo is provide an overview of Left Hand Watershed Center’s concerns about
elevated concentrations of zinc in Left Hand Creek after the Captain Jack Mine active treatment facility
shutdown on December 23, 2019. Review of recent data collected by EPA and Watershed Center
indicates an increase in zinc concentrations compared to reference standards, which is highly concerning
to the Left Hand Watershed Center. We would like to discuss what the remediation plans are to address
this issue and how we can help the EPA & CDPHE re-install necessary treatment facilities. It appears to
us that immediate corrective action is warranted.
In particular, we are concerned about water quality in the reaches 0 to 3 miles downstream of the mine.
We have reviewed both EPA/CDPHE and internal data at two sites within this section of creek along
California Gulch and have identified elevated zinc concentrations that exceed reference standards.
These two sites are CJM-SW-11 and the Watershed Center’s River Watch site #565 (in proximity to CJMSW-08 and CJM-SW-09 locations) (Attachment 1). At the CJM-SW-11 location, EPA and CDPHE’s
attainment reference standard was determined by historical (2014 to 2016) concentration ranges for
each analyte. The reference standard for dissolved zinc at this location is 22.5 ug/L to 168 ug/L (Mary
Boardman, pers. communication, 11/27/19). At this location, EPA and CDPHE post- shutdown
monitoring preliminary data (12/26/19 to present) show dissolved zinc concentrations that consistently
exceed the historic range beginning one week post- shutdown (Table 1).

Table 1. Preliminary dissolved zinc concentrations that exceed EPA/CDPHE’s reference standard from CJM-SW-11
monitoring site on Left Hand Creek. These samples were collected and processed by EPA/CDPHE contractors in
part of the Captain Jack Mine project’s post-shutdown monitoring plan.

Date
12/30/2019
1/7/2020
1/16/2020
1/22/2020

Analyte
Zinc, Dissolved
Zinc, Dissolved
Zinc, Dissolved
Zinc, Dissolved

Value (ug/L)
185.0
203.0
245.0
183.0

Left Hand Watershed Center - P.O. Box 1074 - Niwot, CO 80544-1074
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The Watershed Center has also identified similar trends of zinc exceedance at our internal monitoring
site, River Watch site #565 (in proximity to CJM-SW-08 and CJM-SW-09 locations). The period of record
at this location is December 2011- present. From 2014 to 2016 data, we determined a reference
standard of 14.4 ug/L to 328.8 ug/L with an average of 132.0 ug/L. At this location, post-shutdown
monitoring data (1/7/20 to present) show zinc concentrations that have exceeded the historic range
(Figure 1).

Figure 1. December 2011 to present dissolved zinc concentrations at River Watch site #565, including the average
concentrations during various pre and post remediation efforts and the Acute Aquatic Life Standard, based on
sampled hardness.

The Watershed Center recognizes that the EPA and CDPHE does not expect water quality in this stretch
of creek (0 to 3 miles) to attain acute aquatic life standards. However, we are concerned that the
elevated zinc concentrations at these locations may persist or increase. Not only will elevated
concentrations inhibit ecological function at these locations, but they may impact reaches greater than 4
miles downstream, where EPA and CDPHE expect to attain aquatic life standards. In addition, we expect
that run off will result in seasonal increases in dissolved analytes, including zinc.

Attachments:
1. Site Map

Left Hand Watershed Center - P.O. Box 1074 - Niwot, CO 80544-1074

Site Map of EPA and Left Hand Watershed Center monitoring sites on Left Hand Creek. Yellow stars mark River Watch site #565 and CJM-SW-11.

Attachment 3
Watershed Days Bioblitz Report

Report Title:

DRAFT Watershed Days BioBlitz 2019

LEFT HAND WATERSHED CENTER
6800 Nimbus Road, Longmont CO 80503 (office)
P.O. Box 1074, Niwot, CO 80544-0210 (mailing)
303.530.4200 | www.watershed.center
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Why Care For Your Watershed?
When you are asked, “where are you from?” what if your answer was your watershed? Front Range Colorado is
a mosaic of urban, mountain, agricultural, ranching, and rural communities. Despite their differences, it’s a
watershed that unites them all. In the northern Front Range, we are all part of the South Platte Basin. As you
navigate upstream, you become more localized to smaller sub-basins and watersheds. Yet, we are still all
connected downstream.
Not only do watersheds connect us, but we all rely on their services as natural filters to provide clean water.
Annual precipitation, especially snowfall, is our main source of water. From headwaters to plains, our water
filters through mixed forests and grasslands or agricultural fields. Our water flows down rooftops and over
parking lots. Eventually it drains into our creeks, bringing with it bits and pieces of the land it came from. Our
watershed’s ability to filter out harmful substances depends on resilience, or its ability to accommodate
changing conditions or recover from dramatic events.
Given that these challenges are becoming more common with climate change, how can we ensure our
watershed’s resilience? All of us play an important role in caring for our watershed, and one way to improve
resilience is by using science to monitor the health status of our watershed. By leveraging our entire community,
we can collect scientific data at a large scale that would not be otherwise achievable. These communitypowered large-scale data collection efforts help us know our watersheds better, and in turn, help us do more to
restore and protect them.

What We Did
In 2019 our community came together to assess the health of our watersheds by collecting scientific data across
four Front Range watersheds on one day – otherwise known as a bio-blitz. This was the inaugural Front Range
Watershed Days event for Left Hand Watershed Center and our partners. Participants, including both
community members and scientists, collected data about three important watershed health indicators: pool
habitat, percent sands, and aquatic bugs. Data were collected across four different watersheds: Fourmile, Left
Hand, St. Vrain, and Big Thompson. Below is a figure of all the surveyed watersheds and sample sites (Figure 1).
[Insert Map]

The Three Watershed Health Indicators
Within each watershed, we surveyed representative creek sections, or reaches, throughout the transition zone.
The transition zone is present in all Front Range watersheds and is characterized as a dynamic area where rivers
transition from mountainous, steep, canyon streams to wider, flatter, unconfined streams. Resilience of this
dynamic area is particularly important as many Front Range communities have built homes, roads, and other
infastructure in the transition zone.
At each reach, community groups collected data about three important indicators of watershed health: Pool
Habitat, Percent Sands, and Aquatic Bugs. Below are the three indicators and associated monitoring questions:


Pool Habitat: Does our watershed provide pools large and deep enough to provide reliable fish habitat?



Percent Sands: Does our watershed provide riffles without excess sands for reliable aquatic habitat?



Aquatic Bugs: Does our watershed provide good enough water quality for sensitive aquatic insects?
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Results and Discussion
Pool Habitat
Why do we measure it? Resilient watersheds should filter out fine sediment across the landscape and have
annual flushing flows that manage sediment inputs in streams. If there are excess sediment sources or flushing
flows are too low, in-stream sediment deposits, fills in pools, and reduces pool habitat. Fish require pool habitat
as refuge throughout the year. And so, we monitor pool habitat to understand if our watershed has excess
sediment inputs, has appropriate flushing flows, and provides adequate pool habitat for fish from year to year.
How is it measured? Pool habitat is determined based on pool area and pool depth. Pool area is the area of a
sample reach that is occupied by pools. Pool depth is how much water is in the pool, excluding water flowing
over top of it. We measure pool habitat by walking along a pre-defined creek length (eg. 500 feet), measuring
each pool depth, and calculating the area of pools that meet specific depth requirements. For example, we do
not count some pools because they are not deep enough for fish.
What do we expect to find? Naturally, the higher your stream is in elevation, the smaller, shallower, and more
frequent the pools. This is because higher elevation streams are steep with steps and plunge pools. As you
move farther downstream, streams are less steep with less frequent larger and deeper pools. In the transition
zone of mountain streams, we expect to find larger and deeper pools occurring at a lower frequency than higher
elevation streams. In Figure 2, the orange bar shows expected percent (%) pool area at 30%, and the orange
marker shows expected average depth at 1.5 ft.

Fourmile

Left Hand

North St. Vrain

Avg. Depth (ft)

Rossum-Wilson

Jasper Lake

Lavern

Musser

Buckingham

3.0
2.5
2.0
1.5
1.0
0.5
0.0

US Buckingham

60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Wall Street

% Pool Area

Pool Habitat: Surveyed vs. Expected

% Pool Area
Avg. Depth

Big Thompson Expected

Figure 2.
What did we find? Overall, our results showed a lot of variability in pool habitat, including sites with very little
pool area (Figure 2). Sites that had less than 30% pool area (as expected) either had an unrepresentative survey
reach (the reach was not representative or long enough to capture pool habitat), or pools were too shallow for
fish and were therefore not measured. Of the pools measured, sites with less than 1.5 ft average pool depth (as
expected) had overall shallower pools, but pools were still deep enough for fish. While pool habitat will fluctuate
from year to year, pool area less than 20% is concerning. We suspect that these sites were misrepresented in
the 500 ft sample reach. Next year, we will continue monitoring pool habitat at these sites and improve our
methods by increasing our reach lengths to capture an appropriate number of pools and refining our protocols.
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Percent Sands
Why do we measure it? Similar to pools, resilient watersheds should filter fine sediment across the landscape
and have annual flushing flows that manage sediment inputs in streams. If there are excess sediment sources or
flows are too low, in-stream fine sediment will deposit and fill in riffles, specifically the crevices between larger
rocks, and reduce habitat for fish and aquatic bugs. Fish and aquatic bugs rely on clean riffle substrate as habitat
refuge throughout the year. And so, we monitor percent sand in riffles to understand if our watershed has
excess sediment inputs, has appropriate flushing flows, and provides adequate riffle habitat for fish and aquatic
bugs.
How is it measured? Percent (%) sands is the proportion of a riffle substrate (pebbles) that is sand, or a particle
less than 2.0 mm in diameter. At each sample reach, we conducted pebble counts across the stream width
atone to three riffles. At each riffle, we recorded the size of at least 100 random pebbles (samples). To calculate
% sands, we divided the frequency of pebbles less than 2.0 mm by the total sample size. If we sampled more
than one riffle, then % sands were averaged for a site.
What do we expect to find? Naturally, the higher your stream is in elevation, the lower % sands. This is because
higher elevation streams are faster flowing transport reaches. As you move farther downstream, you may find
greater % sands as the water slows and there is more deposition of sands. Additionally, on an annual basis,
flushing flows push sediment downstream and through the watershed. In the transition zone of mountain
streams, we would expect to find transport reaches with annual flushing flows that maintain less than 20%
sands in riffles, as indicated by the orange line labeled “upper threshold” in Figure 3.

25%

upper threshold

20%
15%
10%

9.6%
6.7%

6.6%

5.7%

4.0%

5%
0.0%

0.5%

Fourmile

Left Hand

North St. Vrain

Rossum-Wilson

Jasper Lake

Lavern

Musser

Buckingham

US Buckingham

0%

Wall Street

% Sands (+/- Standard Error)

Average % Sands in Riffles

Big Thompson

Figure 3.
What did we find? We were pleased to find that % sands at all our sites were less than 20% (Figure 3). However,
we were surprised to find a trend that showed sites higher in elevation (Wall Street, US Buckingham,
Buckingham, and Musser) had greater % sands. While none of these sites have a sedimentation issue, we may
look into why we saw this trend. It may be due to sampling error, as we would not expect to find 0% sands in
these riffles, as we did at the Lavern site. Next year, we will continue monitoring % sands at these sites to assess
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trends over time. We also plan to improve our methods by increasing pebble counts (sample size) and refining
our protocols.
Aquatic Bugs
Why do we measure it? Resilient watersheds should filter out harmful substances (eg. abandoned mine
drainage, excess nutrients). If there are harmful pollutants in a stream, the aquatic bug (or Benthic
Macroinvertebrate) community will be impacted. This is because aquatic bugs are confined to rocky substrate in
fast moving streams and cannot move to escape water quality impairments. Therefore, the ability of aquatic
bugs to survive depends on their ability to tolerate impairments. Among the aquatic bug community, there are
species that are very sensitive to poor water quality. These species are referred to as EPT, an acronym for three
sensitive insect orders: Ephemeroptera (mayflies), Plecoptera (stoneflies), and Trichoptera (caddisflies). And so,
we monitor percent (%) EPT insects as an indicator water quality impairments in our streams.
How is it measured?
Percent (%) EPT is the proportion of aquatic bugs from a sample that are sensitive to water quality impairments.
At each sample reach, we collected one aquatic bug sample from a riffle. We collected samples by kicking up
riffle substrate and collecting dislodged material in a D-frame mesh net for one minute. From this sample, we
randomly selected 50 to 100 insects for our sub sample. From the sub sample, we identified and recorded the
frequency of all EPT individuals. To calculate % EPT, we divided the frequency of all EPT bugs by the total
number of bugs in our sub sample.
What do we expect to find? Naturally, the higher your stream is in elevation, the greater % EPT. This is because
higher elevation streams drain a smaller watershed area. As you move farther downstream, you may find lower
% EPT as the potential for negative impacts (e.g. agricultural runoff) from a larger watershed area increases. In
the transition zone of mountain streams, we would expect to have greater than 50% EPT, as indicated by the
orange bar labeled “lower threshold” in Figure 4.

100%
80%
60%
40%
20%
0%

Fourmile

Left Hand

North St. Vrain

Rossum-Wilson

Jasper Lake

Lavern

Musser

Buckingham

US Buckingham

lower threshold
Wall Street

% EPT

Surveyed % EPT

Big Thompson

Figure 4.
What did we find? We were pleased to find that % EPT at all our sites exceeded 50% (Figure 4). If we consider
elevation, Wall Street and US Buckingham were the two sites highest in elevation and both had the highest %
EPT. Interestingly, the Rossum- Wilson site was the third highest % EPT despite having the most surrounding
development and being lowest in elevation. While there are many factors that impact % EPT in our watersheds,
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overall, these results indicate good water quality across all sites in these watersheds. In the Future, we will
continue monitoring % EPT at these sites to assess trends over time.

Conclusions
1. Pool Habitat: our results were highly variable and we need to standardize the measured reach length to
1000 ft.
2. Percent Sands: we do not have sedimentation issues, but we need to increase our sample size next year
to ensure we are recording representative data.
3. Aquatic Bugs: we have good water quality and sensitive insect communities at all sites.
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