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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background: In 1996, the Alabama Department of Environmental Management (ADEM) adopted a basin
wide approach to non-point source (NPS) monitoring and management using a repeating 5-year management
cycle. Because of the 5-year rotation, basins are placed into groups so that all basins receive equal focus.
Concentrating planning and implementation efforts within one basin group allows a focused review of
available data and provides coordinated water quality monitoring and assessment efforts, efficient
implementation of control activities on a geographic basis, and consistent and integrated decision-making for
awarding CWA §319 funds.

During 2000, the Aquatic Assessment Unit (AAU) of the Field Operations Division completed a NPS
screening assessment of the Tallapoosa River Basin. This document provides landuse and NPS impairment
information for all the sub-watersheds (Tables 2-5) and an assessment summary for each sub-watershed
selected for sampling. Information from other studies conducted in 2000 is also summarized at the end of each
section. Data associated with the additional studies conducted in the Tallapoosa River Basin is provided in the
appendices.

Land use: Land use percentages (Table E-1) and estimates of animal populations and sedimentation rates were
obtained from information provided to ADEM by the Alabama Soil and Water Conservation Committee
(ASWCC) and local Soil and Water Conservation Districts (SWCD). This information was provided on
Conservation Assessment Worksheets completed in 1998 (FY97 CWA §319 Workplan Project #4) and entered
into an ACCESS database by ADEM.

Table E-1. Estimates of percent land cover within the Upper Tallapoosa, Middle Tallapoosa, and Lower
Tallapoosa River Cataloging Units (CU) (ASWCC and SWCD 1998).

Cataloging Unit Forest | Row crop Pasture | Mining | Urban | Open Other
Water

Upper Tallapoosa 7% 3% 16% 0% 1% 1% 2%

Middle Tallapoosa 78% 1% 10% 0% 4% 7% 1%

Lower Tallapoosa 67% 5% 18% 1% 6% 1% 3%

Nonpoint Source (NPS) impairment potential: The potential for NPS impairment was estimated for each sub-
watershed in the Tallapoosa River basin using data compiled by the local SWCD (Tables E-2a and E-2b).
Thirty-two of the 59 sub-watersheds were estimated to have a moderate or high potential for impairment from
nonpoint sources. The primary NPS concerns were different in each cataloging unit. Runoff from animal
production operations was the main NPS concern in the Upper Tallapoosa River CU. Forestry and
sedimentation were concerns in the Middle and Lower Tallapoosa River CU. Runoff from pasturelands was
also a concern in the Lower Tallapoosa River CU.
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Table E-2a. Number of sub-watersheds with moderate or high ratings for each NPS category

Cataloging Unit Total # sub- Overall Animal Row | Pasture] Mining | Forestry Sediment

watersheds Potential | Husbandry | crop

Upper Tallapoosa 19 11 14 4 6 2 5
Middle Tallapoosa 22 12 3 0 4 0 15
Lower Tallapoosa 18 9 2 6 0 5 9

Table E-2b. Number of sub-watersheds with moderate or high ratings for each
point source or urban category

Category % Urban Development Septic tank failure
Upper Tallapoosa 3 3 0
Middle Tallapoosa 5 5 0
Lower Tallapoosa 9 9 1

Assessments conducted during the Alabama Coosa Tallapoosa (ACT) NPS Screening
Assessment. Sub-watersheds were selected for assessment during the ACT screening assessment if
recent monitoring data were not available, potential impacts from point sources or urban areas were
minimal, and the potential from nonpoint sources was moderate or high. Nonpoint source
assessments were conducted in 9 sub-watersheds in the Tallapoosa River basin (Figure 1).
Assessment of habitat, biological and chemical conditions are based on long-term data from
ADEM’s Ecoregional Reference Site Program (ADEM 2000a). Tables referenced in the
summaries are located at the end of each summary section. Appendices are located at the end of
the report. The summaries are organized into 3 sections by CU. Each summary discusses land use,
NPS impairment potential, assessments conducted within the sub-watershed, and the NPS priority
rating based on available data.

Sub-watershed assessments: Habitat, chemical/physical, and biological indicators of water quality
were monitored at 33 stations within 9 sub-watersheds. These data are summarized in Table 16.
Aquatic macroinvertebrate assessments were conducted at each of the 33 stations. Fish
Community Index of Biotic Integrity (IBI) assessments were conducted at 7 of these stations.
Overall condition for each station was rated as the lowest biological assessment result obtained.
Eight of the 33 stations were assessed as fair. The remaining stations indicated 19 good and 6
excellent assessments.

Current/Historical Data: To provide a summary of water quality work conducted in the
Tallapoosa River Basin available current and historical monitoring data is included with this
document and is presented in the tables and appendices. A summary of information available is
located at the end of each section.
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Figure 1. NPS Screening Assessment Stations
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Priority sub-watersheds: Six priority sub-watersheds were identified within the Tallapoosa River
Basin (Table E-4).

Table E-4. Sub-watersheds recommended for NPS priority status.

Sub- Sub-watershed Name | Lowest Station | Suspected Cause(s) | Suspected nonpoint source(s)

watershed Assessment

Number

0108-110 Tallapoosa River Fair Sedimentation Animal production operations, row

crop

0108-220 Lost Creek Fair Nutrient/Biological Pasture, animal production
enrichment operations

0108-240 | Upper Little Tallapoosa Fair Biological enrichment Pasture

0108-250 Cohobadiah Creek Fair unknown Animal production operations

0109-040 Cornhouse Creek Fair Sedimentation Forestry practices

0110-100 Calebee Creek Fair Nutrients/Biological Pasture, Forestry practices
Enrichment

Tallapoosa River (0315-0108-110): Three stream segments were assessed in 2000. All three stream
segments had good macroinvertebrate communities; however the fish community of Cedar Creek
(CDRC-15) was assessed as fair. Habitat assessment results indicated sedimentation and loss of
habitat to be a possible cause(s) of impairment to the fish community. Animal production
operations and row crop land use were identified as primary concerns. The overall potential for
NPS pollution was estimated as moderate.

Lost Creek (0315-0108-220): An assessment conducted of Little Lost Creek indicated moderate
impairment to both the macroinvertebrate and fish communities. Water chemistry samples
collected in July of 2000 indicated elevated biochemical oxygen demand (BODs) and nitrate/nitrite
concentrations. Habitat assessments conducted at the Little Lost Creek reach indicated run-off from
pasture land use and a lack of riparian buffer to be potential sources of the biological impairment.
The overall potential for NPS impairment was estimated as moderate. Animal production
operations and pasture land use were identified as primary NPS concerns.

Upper Little Tallapoosa (0315-0108-240): Five stations were sampled within this sub-watershed.
Although habitat quality was assessed as good or excellent at all five stations, 2 stations (BEAR-2
and CUTR-4) indicated fair aquatic macroinvertebrate communities and fair to fair-good fish
communities. Observations made during the assessments indicated row crop, poultry production
operations and pasture to be potential sources of impairment. Both stream segments indicating
impairment had narrow riparian zones.

Cohobadiah Creek (0315-0108-250): The Cohobadiah Creek sub-watershed was estimated to have
the 3™ highest potential for NPS impairment. The primary NPS concerns include runoff from
animal production operations, pasture, and mining. Biological impairment was detected at
Cohobadiah Creek (macroinvertebrate and fish communities) and Pineywoods Creek (fish
community). Water chemistry samples collected during the NPS study did not indicate a cause of
the moderate impairment. Additional assessment is recommended within this sub-watershed.

v
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Cornhouse Creek (0315-0109-040): Three segments of Cornhouse Creek and one segment of
Wildcat Creek were assessed in 2000. All four stream reaches indicated good aquatic
macroinvertebrate communities. One segment of Cornhouse Creek (CHRS-20) was also assessed
by conducting a fish community survey, which indicated a fair-good fish population. This segment
of Cornhouse Creek was characterized by a high percentage of sand substrate. Large areas of
clearcut with little riparian zone were observed while conducting the assessments.

Calebee Creek (0315-0110-100): Four stream reaches were assessed within the Calebee Creek sub-
watershed. Biological impairment was detected at Tallassarr Creek. Habitat quality was assessed as
poor due to poor bank stability and stream riparian zone. While sampling the segment of Tallassarr
Creek cattle were observed in the stream. Runoff from pasture and forestry areas were identified as
the primary NPS concerns within the sub-watershed.
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Figure 2c. Animal Units Per Acre
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Figure 2e. Percent Pasture
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Figure 2f. Percent Row Crop
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INTRODUCTION

The Alabama Department of the Environmental Management (ADEM) is charged with
monitoring the status of the state’s water quality pursuant to the Clean Water Act and the Alabama
Water Pollution Control Act. Under the Clean Water Act of 1977, the EPA emphasized programs
addressing the chemical contamination of the nation’s waters (National Research Council 1992).
State and federal programs initiated to meet these water quality guidelines have been largely
successful in controlling and reducing certain kinds of chemical pollution from point source
discharges (National Research Council 1992, ADEM 1996¢). However, the Clean Water Act of
1977 does not directly address impairment from nonpoint sources. Furthermore, programs
designed to monitor and control pollutants from point source discharges cannot effectively monitor
or control pollution from nonpoint sources (National Research Council 1992).

The detection, assessment, and control of impairment from point sources is fairly well
understood because the pollutants, their concentrations, and probable points of impact are known
(National Research Council 1992, EPA 1997a). By contrast, nonpoint source pollution is defined
as any unconfined or diffuse source of contamination, such as storm water runoff from urban or
agricultural areas (EPA 1997a). The pollutants, their concentrations, and/or their source(s) may not
be known or well defined. Because pollutants are mobilized primarily during rainstorm events,
nonpoint source pollution is generated irregularly and, therefore, may not be detected by periodic
chemical water quality measurements (National Research Council 1992). Nonpoint source
impairment is associated with land use within a watershed, such as agriculture, silviculture, and
mining. Potential sources can therefore be widespread and severe. Water quality at any point
along the stream is influenced by water quality from all upstream tributaries.

The 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act added Section 319, which established a
national program to assess and control nonpoint source pollution. Under this program, states are
required to assess their nonpoint source pollution problems and submit these assessments to
USEPA. In 1996, ADEM adopted a basinwide approach to water quality monitoring using a 5-
year rotating basin group cycle. Concentrating monitoring efforts within one basin provides the
Department with a framework for more centralized management and implementation of control
efforts and provides consistent and integrated decision-making for awarding CWA §319 NPS
funds.

In 1997, the Aquatic Assessment Unit (AAU) of ADEM’s Field Operations Division (FOD)
developed methods that could be used to complete basin-wide screening assessment projects.
These methods have been refined as new information and techniques have become available. The
projects are completed in 5 phases. During Phase I, land use information, Departmental regulatory
databases, available historical data, and other assessment information are used to identify data gaps
and to prioritize sub-watersheds with the greatest potential for NPS impairment. Phase II includes
reconnaissance and selection of assessment sites. During Phase III, sites are assessed using
macroinvertebrate and fish community assessments, habitat assessments, and collection of
physical/chemical water quality data. During Phase IV, data collected during Phase III, as well as
existing data and assessment information, are analyzed to evaluate the level of impairment within
each sub-watershed and determine the cause(s) and source(s) of impairment. A comprehensive
report is completed during the final phase.

In 2000, the Aquatic Assessment Unit (AAU) of the Field Operations Division of ADEM
initiated a screening assessment of the Alabama, Coosa, and Tallapoosa River Basins. The goal of
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the project was to collect data that will allow ADEM to estimate the current status in ecological
conditions within selected potential priority sub-watersheds using indicators of biological, habitat,
and chemical/physical conditions. This information can then be used by the Department to
prioritize sub-watersheds most impacted by nonpoint source pollution and to use resources most
effectively by directing BMP implementation and demonstration within priority watersheds. This
document summarizes the assessment information and results obtained within the Tallapoosa River
Basin.



METHODOLOGY

Study Area

The Tallapoosa River basin drains 4,025 mi* of Alabama’s land area. It flows through
parts of 16 counties in Alabama, but only 13 counties (Clay, Cleburne, Calhoun, Randolph,
Chambers, Coosa, Lee, Elmore, Tallapoosa, Macon, Bullock, Montgomery and Russell) contain a
significant portion of the Basin (Figure 1).

The Alabama portion of the Tallapoosa River Basin (0315) is comprised of 3 major
divisions or ‘cataloging units’ (Upper, Middle and Lower Tallapoosa) and 59 sub-watersheds.

Ecoregions

Ecoregions are relatively homogeneous ecological areas defined by similarity of climate,
landform, soil, potential natural vegetation, hydrology, or other ecologically relevant variables.
This basin lies primarily above the Fall Line within the Piedmont (45) ecoregion. The southern
portion of the basin is located in the Southeastern Plains (65) ecoregions.

Piedmont (45)

Considered the nonmountainous portion of the old Appalachians Highland by
physiographers, the northeast-southwest trending Piedmont ecoregion comprises a transitional area
between the mostly mountainous ecoregions of the Appalachians to the northwest and the relatively
flat coastal plain to the southeast. It is a complex mosaic of Precambrian and Paleozoic
metamorphic and igneous rocks with moderately dissected irregular plains and some hills. Once
largely cultivated, much of this region has reverted to pine and hardwood woodlands. The soils
tend to be finer-textured than in coastal plain regions (Griffith et al. 2001).

The Southern Inner Piedmont (45a) is mostly higher in elevation with more relief than
45b, but is generally lower and has less relief and contains different rocks and soils than 45d.
Covering most of the Ashland Plateau, the rolling to hilly, well-dissected upland contains mostly
schist, gneiss, and granite bedrock. Madison soils are typical over the more micaceous saprolite and
rocks, and these soils are more common in 45a than in 45b. This ecoregion is drained mostly by the
Tallapoosa River, and in the west, by tributaries to the lower Coosa River. The region is mostly
forested, with major forest types of oak-pine and oak-hickory. Native pines include loblolly,
shortleaf, and some longleaf. Open areas are mostly in pasture, although there are some small areas
of cropland. Hay, cattle, and poultry are the main agricultural products (Griffith et al. 2001).

The Southern Outer Piedmont (45b) ecoregion in Alabama is a triangular shaped area
sometimes referred to as the Opelika Plateau. It has lower elevations, less relief, and slightly less
precipitation than 45a. Oak-hickory and oak-pine are the major forest types, with slightly more
loblolly-shortleaf pine forest than in 45a. Schist and gneiss are the dominant rock types, covered
with saprolite and mostly red, clayey subsoils. Kanhapludults are the typical soils, such as the
Cecil, Appling, Gwinnett, and Pacolet series. The southern boundary of the ecoregion occurs at the
Fall Line, where unconsolidated coastal plain sediments are deposited over the Piedmont
metamorphic and igneous rocks. The dissected irregular plains are drained by tributaries of the
Tallapoosa and Chattahoochee rivers (Griffith et al. 2001).
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The Talladega Upland (45d) contains the higher elevations of the Alabama Piedmont, and
tends to be more mountainous, dissected, and heavily forested than 45a and 45b. The geology is
also distinctive, consisting of mostly Silurian to Devonian age phyllite, quartzite, slate,
metasiltstone, and metaconglomerate, in contrast to the high-grade metamorphic and intrusive
igneous rocks of 45a and 45b. The more mountainous parts of the region, with ridges formed from
quartzite, sandstone, and metaconglomerate, contain Alabama’s highest point, 2407-foot Cheaha
Mountain. The climate of 45d is slightly cooler and wetter than the other ecoregions (45a, b) of the
Alabama Piedmont. Oak-hickory-pine is the natural vegetation type, and the region once contained
some unique montane longleaf pine communities. Public land (Talladega National Forest)
comprises a large portion of the region (Griffith et al. 2001).

Southeastern Plains (65)

These irregular plains consist of cropland, pasture, woodland, and forest. Natural
vegetation is mostly oak-hickory-pine and southern mixed forest. The Cretaceous or Tertiary-age
sands, silt and clays of the region contrast geologically with the Paleozoic limestone, shale and
sandstone of ecoregions to the north. Elevations and relief are greater than the Southern Coastal
Plain (75), but generally less than in much of the Piedmont streams. Streams in this area are low-
gradient and sandy bottomed (Griffith and Omernik 1991). The East Gulf Coastal Plain Section is
characterized by gentle rolling hills, sharp ridges, prairies and broad alluvial floodplains. The
greater part of this section is underlain by permeable sands and gravel, which have excellent water
bearing properties. Streams in this section are generally slow and have muddy of sand bottoms
(Griffith et al. 2001).

The flat to undulating Blackland Prairie (65a) region has distinctive Cretaceous-age
chalk, marl, and calcareous clay. Soils are generally clayey and tend to shrink and crack when dry
and swell when wet. Streams have a high variability in flow and affect some fish species
distributions. The natural vegetation had dominant trees of sweetgum, post oak, and red cedar,
along with patches of bluestem prairie. Today, the area is mostly cropland and pasture, with small
patches of mixed hardwoods. Pond-raised catfish aquaculture has increased in recent years (Griffith
etal. 2001).

The Flatwoods/Blackland Prairie Margins (65b) combines two slightly different areas.
The flatwoods are comprised of a mostly forested lowland area of little relief, formed primarily on
dark, massive marine clay of the Porters Creek Formation. Soils, such as Wilcox and Mayhew, are
deep, clayey, somewhat poorly to poorly drained, and acidic. The Blackland Prairie Margins are
undulating, irregular plains, with slightly more relief than the Flatwoods, but also tend to have
heavy clay soils that are sticky when wet, hard and cracked when dry, with generally poor drainage
(Griffith et al. 2001).

The dissected irregular plains and gently rolling low hills of the Southern Hilly Gulf
Coastal Plain (65d) ecoregion developed over diverse east-west trending bands of sand, clay, and
marl formations. Broad cuestas with gentle south slopes and steeper north-facing slopes are
common, and the heterogeneous region has a mix of clayey, loamy, and sandy soils. It has more
rolling topography, higher elevations, and more relief than 65a, 65b, 65f, 65g, and streams have
increased gradient. The natural vegetation of oak-hickory-pine forest grades into southern mixed
forest to the south. Land cover is mostly forest and woodland, with some cropland and pasture
(Griffith et al. 2001).

The Fall Line Hills (65i) are composed primarily of Cretaceous-age loamy and sandy
sediments. It is mostly forested terrain of oak-hickory-pine on hills with 200-400 feet of relief.
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Elevations range from 200-1000 feet. Longleaf pine is being reintroduced in many parts of the
region, and the area around the Talladega National Forest in west Alabama provides a major
stronghold for the endangered red-cockaded woodpecker (Griffith et al. 2001).

Southeastern Floodplains and Low Terraces (65p) comprise a riverine ecoregion of
large sluggish rivers and backwaters with ponds, swamps, and oxbow lakes. It includes the larger
river systems, the Coosa, Tallapoosa, Black Warrior, Tombigbee, Alabama, Chattahoochee, and
Conecuh. River swamp forests of bald cypress and water tupelo and oak-dominated bottomland
hardwood forests provide important wildlife corridors and habitat. While hardwood forests cover
much of the floodplains, cropland is typical on the higher, better-drained terraces (Griffith et al.
2001).

Topography/Soils

Most of the soils in the Piedmont Plateau are derived from granite, hornblende, and mica
schists. Madison, Pacolet, and Cecil soils, which have red clayey subsoils and sandy loam or clay
loam surface layers, are very extensive. Topography is rolling to steep with elevations in most
areas range from 700 to 1000 feet. Most rolling areas were once cultivated but are now in pasture
or forest.

Most of the soils in the Upper Coastal Plain are derived from marine and fluvial sediments
eroded from the Appalachian and Piedmont plateaus. Smithdale, Luverne and Savannah soils are
extensive with either loamy or clayey subsoils and sandy loam or loam surface layers. Savannah
soils have a fragipan. Topography is level to very steep with narrow ridgetops and broad terraces
that are cultivated. Most of the area is in forest with elevations ranging from 200 to 1000 feet.
(ACES 1997)

The soils of the Major Flood Plains and Terraces are not extensive but important where
they are found along streams and rivers as in the Lower Tallapoosa CU. They are derived from
alluvium deposited by the streams. The Cahaba, Annemaine, and Urbo series represent major soils
of this area. A typical area consists of cultivated crops on the nearly level terraces and bottomland
hardwood forests on the floodplain of streams. (ACES 1997)

Review of Available Data

The use of available data was an important component of the ACT basin-wide screening
assessment because it allowed ADEM to concentrate efforts in those areas where recent data were
not available. Chemical, habitat, and biological data from other projects were used to supplement
data collected during the ACT Basin NPS Screening Assessment. However, water quality data and
information can range from casual observations to intensive water chemistry, biological, and
physical characterization. To use existing data to accurately assess conditions within a sub-
watershed, it is important to understand the objectives of these projects.

During 2000, ADEM identified two levels of waterbody assessments: monitored and
evaluated (ADEM 2000h). When information such as observed conditions, limited water quality
data, water quality data older than 5 years, or estimated impacts from observed or suspected
activities are used as the basis for the assessment, the assessment is generally referred to as
“evaluated”. Evaluated assessments usually require the use of some degree of professional
judgement by the person making the assessment. Monitored assessments are based on chemical,
physical, and/or biological data collected using commonly accepted and well-documented methods.
There is a higher level of certainty associated with monitored assessments than with evaluated
assessments.
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Monitored assessments have been conducted in conjunction with ADEM’s Ecoregional
Reference Site Program (Appendix F-1), State Parks Monitoring Project (Appendix F-2), §303(d)
Waterbody Monitoring Program (Appendix F-3), the Catoma Creek Watershed Monitoring Project
(Appendix F-4), ADEM’s Reservoir Monitoring Program (Appendix F-6), and the University
Reservoir Tributary Nutrient Project (Appendix F-7). Evaluated assessments have been conducted
in conjunction with ADEM’s ALAMAP Program (Appendix F-8), Ambient Trend Monitoring
Program (Appendix F-9), and Clean Water Strategy Project (Appendix F-10). A summary of each
project, including lead agency, project objectives, type of assessments conducted and data
collected, and applicable quality assurance manuals is provided in the appendices.

Other data/information: ADEM’s Departmental municipal, industrial, mining, and CAFO
databases were reviewed to rule out sub-watersheds primarily impacted by point sources or
monitored in conjunction with NPDES permits (ADEM 1999¢, 2001d). Biological and chemical
data were also reviewed to concentrate efforts of the ACT Basin Screening Assessment in areas
that have not been recently assessed.

Landuse: Estimates of landuse percentages, animal populations, and sedimentation rates were
obtained from information provided to ADEM by the Alabama Soil and Water Conservation
Committee (ASWCC) and local Soil and Water Conservation Districts (SWCD). This information
was provided on Conservation Assessment Worksheets completed in 1998 (FY97 CWA § 319
Workplan Project #4). Additional landuse information was obtained from estimates of percent land
cover for the entire southeastern U.S. published by EPA (EPA 1997a). These estimates were
based on leaves-off Landsat TM data acquired in 1988, 1990, 1991, 1992, and 1993. Recent
ground-truthing of these estimates have indicated 58% accuracy due to a decrease in agricultural
use and an increase in plantation pine in some areas of Alabama within the last 10 years (Pitt
2000). Use of these estimates to locate least-impaired ecoregional reference sites in Georgia has
indicated an accuracy of 40-60% (Olson and Gore 2000). Therefore, only the conservation
assessment worksheets were used to evaluate potential for impairment from nonpoint sources. A
comparison of landuse estimates from the conservation assessment worksheets and the EPA
Landsat data is provided in Tables 5a through 5c. The finer landuse categories defined by the EPA
landuse dataset are provided in Appendices A-la through A-1c. Descriptions of the Landsat TM
data are provided in Appendix A-2.

Animal population estimates: The potential NPS impairment from activities associated with animal
husbandry was assessed. The impairment potential among the different animal types was
standardized by converting animal populations into animal units (AU). Animal unit estimates were
calculated for each of the animal types based on the current conversion factors found in ADEM
Administrative Code Chapter 335-6-7 (Table M-1). These values considered characteristics such
as live weight equivalent waste quantity and constituent composition (limiting nutrients, moisture,
additive compounds, etc.) (ADEM 1999b). AU estimates for each animal type were further
standardized by converting to animal unit densities (AU/acre of sub-watershed).
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Table M-1. Animal Unit Equivalent based on CAFO Program Rule ADEM
Administrative Code Chapter 335-6-7

Animal Type Numbers  of | Animal  Unit
(CAF O Definition) Animals (AU)
Equivalent
Cattle (slaughter, feeder, dairy 1 1.0
heifers)
Dairy (mature) 1 1.4
Swine (>55 lbs) 1 0.4
Poultry (Broiler & Layer) 125 1.0

Forestry practices: Where the information was available, 3 categories were added to assess the
potential for impairment from forestry practices: percent acres clear-cut, percent of acres harvested
annually, and percent of forest needing improvement. This information was provided by the local
SWCD and the Alabama Forestry Association.

Urban nonpoint sources: Percent urban land, number of current construction/stormwater
authorizations, and number of failing septic systems were used to identify sub-watersheds
potentially impaired by urban landuses.

Nonpoint Source Impairment Potential and Sub-watershed Ranking

An estimate of the potential for nonpoint source impairment was determined for each sub-
watershed and cataloging unit. Information (parameters) was selected to represent potential
categories of impairment sources for the Alabama, Coosa and Tallapoosa Basins. Each sub-
watershed was assigned an impairment potential for each category. The sub-watershed values for
each category were H=5, M =3, and L=1. For each category, the range of values used for a sub-
watershed's impairment potential were determined by calculating the mean and standard deviation
for each parameter including data from all three basins (Alabama, Coosa and Tallapoosa). A value
less-than-or-equal-to the calculated mean was assigned a "Low" potential. Values greater than the
mean, but equal-to-or-less-than two standard deviations above the mean were assigned a
"Moderate" potential and values greater than two standard deviations above the mean were
assigned a "High" potential for NPS impairment. If more than one parameter was considered in a
category, then the highest parameter potential was considered the category potential.

The potentials for each rural nonpoint source category were summed for each sub-
watershed, averaged and ranked highest to lowest to determine the final NPS impairment potential.
High ranked sub-watersheds also having a high non-rural NPS potential were further evaluated to
determine the probable source location in relation to potential assessment sites. Any sub-watershed
containing a CWA§303(d) segment or assigned a "High" potential in any rural NPS category were
ranked highest on the impairment potential list irregardless of its overall impairment potential
status. The "non-rural" and "other" NPS categories were used as indicators of potential problems
in the watersheds, but are of a nature that are not addressed in the scope of this project. The
information used to compile the rural NPS categories is from the 1998 SWCD Conservation
Assessments.
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Category Impairment Potential
Rural NPS Categories Low Moderate High
% Cropland <7 7t023 >23
% of Acres where Pesticides <@ 8 to 33 >33
used
% Pastureland <14 14 to 38 >38
% Mining <0.3 0.3t02.1 >2.1
% Forestry Activities (highest
rating)
% of Acres Clear Cut <2.0 2.0t05.5 >5.5
% of Acres Harvested <4 4t011 >11
Annually
% of Forest Needing <13 13 to 41 >41
Improvement
Animal Units per Acre <0.12 0.56t0 0.12 >0.56
% Aquaculture (Acres/Acre) <0.2 0.2t02.6 >2.6
Sedimentation rate <4.5 4,510 18.2 >18.2
(tons/acre/yr)

Category Impairment Potential
Urban NPS Categories Low Moderate High
% Urban <4 4to 23 >23
Development (highest rating)
# constr./strmwater author. <5 S5to 21 >21
(CSA)
# CSA/acre of sub-watershed <0.11 0.11to 0.47 >0.47
# Septic Tanks failing per <0.003 0.003 to 0.011 >0.011
acres

It is important to note that the ranges used for the Alabama, Coosa and Tallapoosa Basins

may not be applicable to water quality conditions and activities in other basins of the State. These
categories and ranges are intended to be descriptive, but are open to differing interpretations
considering alternative data analysis techniques and are subject to refinement as data availability
and analysis warrants.

The Local SWCDs also evaluated the streams for each of the sub-watersheds located in

their respective counties. These evaluations were discussed during public meetings and were used
to rank the sub-watersheds as to their perceived priority for conducting water quality improvement
projects. The 1% priority was given to the sub-watershed with the greatest need. A single sub-
watershed may have more than one priority if two or more of the counties containing the sub-
watershed gave it a top-five priority ranking. This information was used to supplement the sub-
watershed estimates of NPS impairment potential (Tables 5 and 15).
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Site Selection

The results of the sub-watershed NPS impairment potential estimates were used to rank the
sub-watersheds for all three basins from the highest to the lowest potential. Additional review of
municipal, industrial and mining permit tracking databases were used to identify those sub-
watersheds most impaired by point sources. Approximately ten sub-watersheds were selected from
each of the three basins (~30 total) to select candidate assessment sites and conduct field
reconnaissance. Where possible, assessment sites were located in relatively small drainages in
order to relate water quality to specific NPS sources and to compare results to ADEM’s network of
least-impacted reference sites.

Habitat Assessment

Biological condition of the fish and aquatic macroinvertebrate communities is generally
correlated with the quality of available habitat (without considering influences of water quality).
The presence of stable and diverse habitat usually will support a diverse and healthy aquatic fauna
(Barbour and Stribling 1991). Habitat quality was therefore assessed at each assessment site in
order to evaluate stream condition and to assist in the interpretation of the biological data (Tables
6a, 6b and 6¢). Primary, secondary, and tertiary habitat parameters were evaluated to assess overall
habitat quality at each site. Primary habitat parameters evaluate the availability and quality of
substrate and instream cover. They include those characteristics that directly support aquatic
communities, such as substrate type and stability, and availability. Secondary habitat parameters
evaluate channel morphology, which was determined by flow regime, local geology, land surface
form, soil, and human activities. =~ Channel morphology indirectly affects the biological
communities by affecting sediment movement through a stream (Barbour and Stribling 1991).
Secondary habitat parameters include an evaluation of flow regime, sinuosity/ instream
geomorphology, and sediment deposition and scouring. Tertiary habitat characteristics evaluate
bank structure and riparian vegetation. Bank and riparian vegetation prevent bank erosion and
protect the stream from stormwater runoff from impervious surfaces. The presence of overhanging
riparian vegetation also determines the primary energy source for aquatic macroinvertebrate
communities—the base of the fish food chain (Vannote et al. 1980). Tertiary parameters include
bank condition, bank vegetative protection, and riparian zone width.

The EPA published revised habitat assessment forms which evaluate riffle/run (Appendix
B-1) and glide/pool (Appendix B-2) streams separately (EPA 1997b). The primary habitat
parameters of the glide/pool habitat assessment place more emphasis on habitat characteristics
important to this stream-type, primarily pool structure and variability. Because the revised habitat
assessment forms more accurately assess habitat quality and degradation to glide/pool streams, the
ADEM began using the revised forms in 1996 (ADEM 1999¢). In addition, because they measure
impairment to habitat quality, the scores (converted into percent maximum) were comparable
between stream types and can be used to evaluate streams throughout the basin.

One physical characterization sheet was filled out at each station (Appendix C).
Depending upon stream geomorphology, each team member completed a riffle/run or glide/pool
habitat assessment.

Agquatic Macroinvertebrate Assessment: Multi-habitat EPT Method

Aquatic macroinvertebrate and habitat assessments were conducted at one-hundred-seven
(107) sites within the Alabama, Coosa and Tallapoosa Basins (including 28 reference sites or
potential reference sites).
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Field Methods: A three-member team conducted the ADEM’s Multihabitat EPT screening
method at one-hundred-seven sites within the three basins. At each station, basic field parameters
were measured and a stream flow was estimated utilizing an abbreviated cross-section flow
measurement technique utilizing 6-10 measurements (ADEM 1996e). A satellite correctable GPS
Unit was used to determine the latitude and longitude of each station (if possible).

The Multihabitat EPT method is a screening technique used in watershed screening
assessment studies. Because basin wide screening surveys entail assessments at multiple sites over
a large area, the collection effort and analysis time were decreased by processing the samples in the
field and focusing on the collection of the pollution-sensitive Ephemeroptera, Plecoptera, and
Trichoptera (EPT) taxa. This method was used to prioritize sub-watersheds most impaired by
nonpoint source pollution. Once priority sub-watersheds have been identified, more extensive
monitoring efforts will be needed in the watershed to document and assess trends in water quality
after BMP implementation.

Collecting samples from multiple habitats: The productive habitats at a site will differ
naturally between upland streams above the Fall Line and Coastal Plain streams. Streams above
the Fall Line were generally “Riffle-Run” streams. The streams below the Fall Line were generally
“Glide-Pool” streams and were characterized by low gradient, sandy substrates, a lack of riffle
habitat, and meandering flows. All available habitats were sampled at each site including: 1)
riffles, 2) leaf packs, 3) rootbanks, 4) snags/logs and rocks, and 5) sand.

Process samples in the field: After each habitat was collected, the organic material was
elutriated from the inorganic material. The inorganic material was visually inspected for organisms
(esp. Trichoptera in stone cases, and relative abundance and voucher specimens of snails, bivalves,
and mussels). The organic matter was washed down, and large debris was visually inspected and
removed.

Collection of pollution-sensitive taxa: representative “EPT” organisms were removed
from the sample and preserved in a pre-labeled vial by habitat. The vials for each station were
returned to the lab in a Nalgene container labeled with the Station number, date and time collected,
the names of the habitats collected at the station along with the initials of the team member who
processed the sample. The organisms were identified to family level in the Laboratory.

Field QA/QC: the debris remaining from all habitats at ten percent of the field picked
stations was preserved in a wide-mouth container and returned to the laboratory for verification of
the removal of all EPT taxa.

Lab QA/QC: Ten percent (10%) of all laboratory samples identified are verified by a
second qualified biologist. All data entered in the aquatic macroinvertebrate mainframe PACE
database are verified for accuracy. Ten percent (10%) of all metric calculations completed by
MACINY are also hand calculated to verify the accuracy of the database programming.
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Data analysis: The total number of pollution-sensitive EPT families collected from each
station was compared to EPT Index data collected from least-impaired ecoregional reference sites
to indicate the health of each stream reach. Each site was assessed as excellent, good, fair, or poor
(ADEM 19971).

Fish IBI Assessment

Site Selection: Fish IBI assessments were completed July 6- July 20, 2000. Personnel
from the Environmental Indicators Section completed fish IBI assessments at 8 stations in the
Tallapoosa Basin (Tables 7a-7c¢, Appendix 3d). Fish IBI assessments were conducted in sub-
watersheds meeting one or more of the following criteria:

1. aquatic macroinvertebrate assessment borders between two impairment categories, or;

2. station was impaired by sedimentation or habitat degradation;

Sample Collection: The Fish IBI Assessment developed by the GSA was used to evaluate
water quality at eight (8) stations throughout the Tallapoosa Basin. The methods summarized here
are described in more detail in O’Neil and Shepard (1998). They are currently being incorporated
into the ADEM’s Fish Community Assessment standard operating procedures manual. Additional
information pertaining to metrics testing and criteria development is included in these sources.

At each station, one three-person team conducted a timed, multi-habitat assessment of the
fish community, sampling all available habitats including riffles, pools, runs, snags, and undercut
banks. Streams were sampled for 30 to 40 minutes using Nylon minnow seines (1/8 to 3/16-inch
mesh) and a portable backpack shocking unit to collect from all habitat areas. A field sheet was
completed at each site.

In the field, collected specimens were fixed in 10% formalin and transported to the
laboratory. Samples were preserved in 70% ethanol after sorting, identification to species,
enumeration and weighing to the nearest gram.

Fish IBI Assessment Metrics: The fish IBI method initially developed by Karr et al.
(1986) was modified by the GSA to increase sensitivity to sources of impairment found within
Alabama. The twelve metrics used to evaluate water quality of streams and rivers include
measures of species richness and composition, trophic composition, and fish abundance and
condition (O’Neil and Shepard 1998). The total number of fish captured was standardized to catch
per hour for purposes of calculating one metric. Each metric was given a score according to the
associated criteria and totaled to determined the Index of Biotic Integrity (IBI) score. The integrity
of the fish community was determined to be excellent, good, fair, poor, or very poor based on the
total IBI score.

Chemical Assessment

Water chemistry samples were analyzed for selected parameters used as indicators of
impairment from land uses present within the Alabama, Coosa and Tallapoosa River basins. These
include sedimentation (total suspended solids, total dissolved solids), nutrient enrichment (total
phosphate, nitrate/nitrite, biochemical oxygen demand (BOD;s), and mining impacts (iron,
manganese).

11
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Stream flow estimates, routine field parameters, and water quality samples were collected
at each of station in September 2000. Chemical analyses of water samples were conducted by the
ADEM’s Central Laboratory in Montgomery. Water quality samples for laboratory analysis were
collected, preserved, and transported to the ADEM Laboratory as described in ADEM Field
Operations Standard Operating Procedures and Quality Control Assurance Manual, Volume [ -
Physical/Chemical (2000a). Duplicate field parameters and samples were collected during ten
percent (10%) of the sampling events.

Water quality samples and routine field parameters were collected in conjunction with
several other studies conducted by ADEM, GSA, and several Alabama universities, from 1995-00
(Table 8, Appendix F).

Chain of Custody

Sample handling and chain-of custody procedures were utilized for all biological and
chemical samples as outlined in ADEM Field Operations Standard Operating Procedures and
Quality Control Assurance Manual, Volumes [ and II to ensure the integrity of all samples
collected (1999¢, 2000a).

Final Assessment and Ranking of Sub-watersheds

Although the components or phases of this project resulted in a fully integrated assessment
of the Alabama, Coosa and Tallapoosa basins, biological, habitat, and chemical assessments were
weighted differently in ranking and prioritizing sub-watersheds. Biological communities respond
to changes in water quality more slowly than water quality changes, they respond to stresses of
various degrees over time. Consequently, monitoring changes in biological communities can detect
impairment from nonpoint sources, which can be infrequent or low-level. The results of fish and
aquatic macroinvertebrate assessments were therefore used to identify priority sub-watersheds.
Land use patterns, habitat condition, chemical water quality measurements and Conservation
Assessment Worksheet data were used to evaluate the cause(s) of impairment. Evaluations of
chemical measurements were made by comparing data from streams in the same area.

Biological community assessments of poor or very-poor were used to identify priority sub-
watersheds. Sub-watersheds meeting these criteria, but suspected to be impaired by point sources
or urban runoff were not recommended as priority sub-watersheds for implementation of nonpoint
source controls.
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Upper Tallapoosa (0315-0108)

RESULTS

The results of the Tallapoosa River Basin Nonpoint Source Screening Assessment are
organized into three sections by cataloging unit. FEach section summarizes the monitoring
information compiled for each NRCS sub-watershed selected for assessment. Tables specific to
each cataloging unit are included at the end of each section. These tables include information for
all sub-watersheds within the Tallapoosa River Basin. A summary of sampling within each
Cataloging Unit from other projects conducted during 2000 is presented at the end of each section.
Available data collected while conducting other projects within the CU is presented in the tables
and appendices.

Section I: Upper Tallapoosa River Cataloging Unit (0315-0108)

Landuse: The primary landuses throughout the Upper Tallapoosa River Cataloging Unit were
forest and pasture (Table 12b). It contains 19 sub-watersheds located primarily within Cleburne,
Clay, and Randolph counties. The cataloging unit is located in the Talladega Upland and Southern
Inner Piedmont Ecoregion (Subregions 45a-45d) (Fig. 3a).

Percent land cover estimated by local SWCD (ASWCC 1998)

Forest Row Crop Pasture Mining Open Urban Other
Water
7% 3% 16% 0% 1% 1% 2%

NPS impairment potential: One sub-watershed was estimated to have a high potential and ten sub-
watersheds were estimated to have a moderate potential for impairment from nonpoint sources. The
main concerns were runoff from animal production operations, pasture, and sedimentation. Animal
production included cattle and poultry (Table 13). The highest contributions to the sediment
loading in the CU were estimated to be from dirt roads and gullies (3.44 and 2.72 tons/acre/year,
respectively) (Table 14). The overall potential for nonpoint source impairment in the CU was
moderate based upon estimates of sedimentation rates, animal unit densities and pasture land use
(Table 15). Observations made during the assessments indicated that some streams had poor
riparian zones (land adjacent to the waterbody), which can retain some nutrients and sediments
thereby reducing NPS impairment.

Number of Sub-watersheds with (M)oderate or (H)igh ratings for each NPS category

Category Overall Animal Row | Pasture | Mining | Forestry | Sediment
Potential | Husbandry | Crops
Moderate 10 8 4 5 2 0 2
High 1 6 0 1 0 0 4
Number of Sub-watersheds with (M)oderate or (H)igh ratings for each point source category
Category % Urban Development Septic tank
Failure
Moderate 3 2 0
High 0 1 0
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Data Summaries: A summary of each NRCS sub-watershed selected for assessment is provided.
Each summary discusses the land use, assessments conducted, and if applicable, the NPS priority
status. Data associated with the land use, NPS impairment potential, and biological assessment(s)
are located in the tables at the end of the section. Additionally provided and located at the end of
the screening assessment sub-watershed summaries are project summaries of other water quality
assessments conducted during 2000. Data associated with other water quality assessments are
located in the appendices.

Study Area: Four sub-watersheds (110, 220, 240, and 250) in the Upper Tallapoosa River
Cataloging Unit were selected and sampled during the NPS screening assessment (Table 10). These
four sub-watersheds were selected because of the estimated potential for NPS impairment and
absence of recent monitoring data.

Sub-watershed Assessments: Habitat quality and biological community assessments were
conducted at 15 stations during the NPS project (Table 10). Habitat quality at two (2) stations
(HENR-1 and WLFR-7) was assessed as excellent, nine (9) stations were assessed as good, and
four (4) stations were assessed as fair (Table 6a). The biological community assessments indicated
some moderate impairment within the selected sub-watersheds. Two stations (HENR-1 and
WLFR-7) had excellent aquatic macroinvertebrate communities. Nine of the stream reaches
assessed had good or slightly impaired communities and four reaches had fair or moderately
impaired aquatic macroinvertebrate communities. A fish community assessment conducted at
CDRC-15 indicated a fair-good fish population.

NPS Priority Sub-watersheds: A sub-watershed was recommended for NPS priority status if the
macroinvertebrate or fish community was assessed as fair or poor. All four sub-watersheds had
stream segments assessed as fair indicating moderate impairment. Streams indicating impairment
within their drainage include Cedar Creek (110), Little Lost Creek (220), Bear Creek and Cutnose
Creek (240) and Cohobadiah Creek and Pineywoods Creek (250) (Table 16 and 17). Possible
sources observed during the assessment process include: clearcuts, logging roads and row crops
without a riparian buffer in the Pineywoods Creek drainage, pasture with very little riparian buffer
in the Cutnose Creek drainage, and row crops and pasture with very little riparian in the Bear Creek
drainage.
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Figure 3a. Upper Tallapoosa NPS Assessment
Stations
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Upper Tallapoosa (0315-0108)

Sub-Watershed: Tallapoosa River
NRCS Sub-Watershed Number 110

Station Assessment Type Date Location Area (mi%) Classification
CDRC-15 Habitat, 2000 Cedar Creek at 4 F/'W
Macroinvertebrate, Cleburne Co. Rd. 19
Fish, Chemistry
UTTC-14 Habitat, 2000 | Unnamed Tributary of 3 F/'w
Macroinvertebrate Tallapoosa River at

unnamed Cleburne Co.
Rd. off Co. Rd. 18

VDNC-13 Habitat, 2000 Verdin Creek at Hwy 5 F/W
Macroinvertebrate 46

Landuse: The Tallapoosa River sub-watershed drains approximately 26 mi® in Cleburne County.
The main landuse concerns were animal production operations and row crops (Table 5a). The
SWCD estimates of animal concentrations in the sub-watershed were high (0.79 AU/Acre), with
broiler poultry being the dominant animal (0.73 AU/Acre) (Table 3a). The overall potential for
impairment from nonpoint sources was estimated as moderate. One construction/stormwater
authorization has been issued in the sub-watershed (Table 9).

Assessments: Habitat and macroinvertebrate assessments were conducted at three NPS screening
assessment stations within the sub-watershed in June 2000 (Table 6a and 7a). Habitat quality at
Cedar Creek (CDRC-15) and an unnamed tributary of the Tallapoosa River (UTTC-14) was
assessed as fair. Verdin Creek (VDNC-13) was assessed as having good habitat quality (Table 6a).
The reaches at CDRC-15 and UTTC-14 had uncharacteristic high percentages of sand substrate and
low instream habitat quality compared to regional reference sites and other streams in the
cataloging unit. Aquatic macroinvertebrate assessments conducted indicated good communities at
all three stations ( Table 7a). The CDRC-15 station was further assessed with a fish community
survey. The fish IBI at CDRC-15 indicated a fair-good fish community ( Table 7a).

NPS' Priority Status: The Tallapoosa River (110) is a recommended priority sub-watershed.
Moderate impairment was indicated in the fish community of Cedar Creek. The sub-watershed was
also ranked as the second highest in the basin for NPS potential based on information provided by
the local SWCD (Table 5a).
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Sub-Watershed: Lost Creek
NRCS Sub-Watershed Number 220

Station Assessment Type Date | Location Area Classification
(mi’)
LSTC-12 Habitat, 2000 | Lost Creek at unnamed 12 F&W
Macroinvertebrate Cleburne Co. Rd. off of
Co. Rd. 49
LTLC-11 Habitat, 2000 | Little Lost Creek at 4 F&W
Macroinvertebrate, unnamed Cleburne Co.
Chemical, Fish Rd. off of Co. Rd. 49
UTLC-10 Habitat, 2000 | UT of Lost Creek at 3 F&W
Macroinvertebrate unnamed Cleburne Co.
Rd. off of Co. Rd. 45

Landuse: The Lost Creek sub-watershed drains approximately 22 mi” in Cleburne County. The
main landuse concerns were runoff from animal production operations and pasture (Table 5a). The
SWCD estimates of animal concentrations in the sub-watershed (Table 3a) were high (1.14
AU/Acre), with broiler poultry being the dominant animal (1.04 AU/Acre). The overall potential
for impairment from nonpoint sources (Table 5a) was estimated as moderate. One
construction/stormwater authorization, one mining NPDES permit, and one CAFO registration
have been issued in the sub-watershed (Table 9).

Assessments: Habitat and macroinvertebrate assessments were conducted at three NPS project
stations within the sub-watershed in June 2000 (Table 6a and 7a). Habitat quality at the stream
reaches of Lost Creek (LSTC-12) and an unnamed tributary of Lost Creek (UTLC-10) were
assessed as good. Little Lost Creek (LTLC-11) had fair habitat quality (Table 6a). The majority of
the streams substrate was similarly proportioned between cobble, gravel, sand and silt (Table 6a)
Aquatic macroinvertebrate assessments conducted indicated the same as the habitat assessments
(LSTC-12 and UTLC-10) were assessed as having good communities and (LTLC-11) having fair
aquatic macroinvertebrate communities. The LTLC-11 station was further assessed with a fish
community survey. The fish IBI indicated a fair-good fish community ( Table 7a).

NPS Priority Status: The Lost Creek sub-watershed was ranked ninth within the basin for NPS
potential. The overall assessment is moderate impairment, with the Little Lost Creek drainage as
the area of focus. The Little Lost Creek stream reach was assessed indicating moderate impairment
in both biological communities. Water chemistry samples collected in July 2000 had elevated
biochemical oxygen demand (BODs ) and nitrate/nitrite compared to other streams in the region
(Appendix D-1). Potential sources of the impairment associated with Little Lost Creek are pasture
with very little riparian zone.
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Upper Tallapoosa (0315-0108)

Sub-Watershed: Upper Little Tallapoosa River
NRCS Sub-Watershed Number 240

Station Assessment Type Date | Location Area (mi®) | Classification

BEAR-2 Habitat, 2000 | Bear Creek at Randolph 19 F&W
Macroinvertebrate, Co. Rd. 97
Chemical, Fish

CNER-3 Habitat, 2000 | Cane Creek at Randolph 8 F&W
Macroinvertebrate Co. Rd. 59

CUTR-4 Habitat, 2000 | Cutnose Creek at AL 14 F&W
Macroinvertebrate, Hwy. 48
Chemical, Fish

HENR-1 Habitat, 2000 | Henson  Branch at 4 F&W
Macroinvertebrate Randolph Co. Rd. 58

SHLR-5 Habitat, 2000 | Shoal Creek at AL Hwy. 18 F&W
Macroinvertebrate 48

Landuse: The Upper Little Tallapoosa River sub-watershed drains approximately 81 mi® in
Cleburne and Randolph Counties. Percent land cover of the Upper Little Tallapoosa River sub-
watershed is primarily forest and pasture (Table 2a). Two CAFO registrations have been issued in
the sub-watershed (Table 9). The main NPS impairment concern was identified as sedimentation.
The local SWCD estimates (Table 4a) indicated a high potential for NPS impairment (28.2
tons/acre/year) mostly from dirt roads, roadbanks, gullies, and sand and gravel pits. The overall
potential for impairment from nonpoint sources (Table 5a) was estimated as moderate.

Assessments: Five stations were sampled in 2000 to assess the sub-watershed. Habitat and aquatic
macroinvertebrate assessments were conducted at all five stations in June 2000 (Table 6a and Table
7a). Habitat quality was good at four stations (BEAR-2, CUTR-4, CNER-3 and SHLR-5) and
excellent at one station (HENR-1). Characteristic for the region, the reaches were assessed as riftle
run streams. The reach assessed on Shoal Creek (SHLR-5) indicated a comparatively low instream
habitat quality and four of the five streams had low riparian measurements. (Table 6a). The aquatic
macroinvertebrate assessments indicate two fair (BEAR-2 and CUTR-4) two good (CNER-3 and
SHLR-5) and one excellent (HENR-1) communities within the stream segments sampled (Table
7a). The two fair stream reaches were further assessed with fish community surveys. The fish IBI
results were similar to the macroinvertebrates with BEAR-2 having a fair and CUTR-4 having a
fair-good fish community (Table 7a).

NPS' Priority Status: The Upper Little Tallapoosa River (240) is a recommended priority sub-
watershed based on biological community assessments and SWCD estimates for potential NPS
impairment. The biological assessments at Bear Creek and Cutnose Creek indicated moderate
impairment. Potential sources observed during the assessments were row crop, poultry houses and
pasture/cattle. Both streams had very little riparian zone.
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Upper Tallapoosa (0315-0108)

Sub-Watershed: Cohobadiah Creek
NRCS Sub-Watershed Number 250

Station Assessment Type Date | Location Area (mi®) | Classification

COHR-8 Habitat, 2000 | Cohobadiah Creek at | 22 F&W
Macroinvertebrate, Randolph Co. Rd. 431
Chemical, Fish

KNSR-9 Habitat, 2000 | Knokes Creek at | 16 F&W
Macroinvertebrate Randolph Co. Rd. 37

PNYR-6 Habitat, 2000 | Pineywoods Creek at | 24 F&W
Macroinvertebrate, Randolph Co. Rd. 431
Chemical, Fish

WLFR-7 Habitat, 2000 | Wolf Creek at Randolph | 5 F&W
Macroinvertebrate Co. Rd. 532

Landuse: The Cohobadiah Creek sub-watershed drains approximately 96 mi® in Cleburne and
Randolph Counties. Main NPS concerns were runoff from animal production operations and
pasture. The SWCD estimates of animal concentrations in the sub-watershed (Table 3a) were
moderate (0.50 AU/Acre), with broiler poultry being the dominant animal (0.41 AU/Acre). One
construction/stormwater authorization and four CAFO registrations have been issued in the sub-
watershed (Table 9). The overall potential for impairment from nonpoint sources (Table 5a) was
estimated as moderate.

Assessments: Four stations were sampled during the NPS project to assess the sub-watershed.
Habitat and aquatic macroinvertebrate assessments were conducted at all four stations. Habitat
quality was fair at one station (PNYR-6), good at two stations (COHR-6 and KNSR-9) and
excellent at one station (WLFR-7) (Table 6a). The aquatic macroinvertebrate assessments indicate
two good (KNSR-9 and PNYR-6) one fair (COHR-8) and one excellent (WLFR-7) communities
within the stream segments sampled (Table 7a). Two segments were further assessed using fish
IBI. The reach at COHR-8 was sampled because the aquatic macroinvertebrate assessment
indicated moderate impairment and the reach at PNYR-6 was further assessed because of the large
percentage of sand (87%) substrate which was uncharacteristic compared to other streams in the
Cataloging Unit. The fish IBI results were both COHR-8 and PNYR-6 having a fair fish
community (Table 7a).

NPS Priority Status: The Cohobadiah Creek sub-watershed was ranked third in the basin for NPS
potential impairment based on information provided by the local SWCD (Table 5a). Primary
sources include animal husbandry, pasture runoff and mining (Table 5a). The Cohobadiah Creek
drainage appears to be an area of concern. Having excellent habitat for biological communities and
assessed with fair biological communities indicates a potential water quality problem. However,
water chemistry samples collected from Cohobadiah Creek did not indicate a cause of the
moderate impairment of the biological communities. Collection of additional water chemistry
samples are needed to help identify impairment sources.
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Upper Tallapoosa (0315-0108)

Other Projects Conducted in 2000

Seven sub-watersheds (100, 110, 130, 160, 170, 260 and 270) within the Upper Tallapoosa
Cataloging Unit were sampled in 2000 in association with other studies conducted by the
Environmental Indicators Section of ADEM.

Section 303(d): In accordance with Section 303(d) of the Federal Clean Water Act, each state must
identify its polluted water bodies that do not meet surface water quality standards and submit this
list to the USEPA. In an effort to address water quality problems ADEM conducts monitored
assessments of priority water bodies to support §303(d) listing and de-listing decisions.  This
project includes intensive chemical, habitat, and biological data collected using ADEM’s SOPs and
QA/QC manuals. Three sub-watershed within the Upper Tallapoosa CU were monitored in 2000.
The Tallapoosa River (100), Tallapoosa River (110) and Dynne Creek (130) sub-watersheds were
assessed during the 2000 303(d) sampling efforts (Appendix E-1). The 2000 303(d) project study
period extended from April 2000 through March 2001. Water chemistry was collected at each
station during eight sampling events within the sampling period (Appendix F-1). Habitat and
aquatic macroinvertebrate assessments were conducted on two (TALC-1 and TALC-5) of the
stations located in the Upper Tallapoosa Cataloging Unit (Table 6a and 7a)(ADEM 2000c).

Alabama Monitoring and Assessment Plan (ALAMAP): Green Creek in the Wedowee Creek sub-
watershed (260) (Figure 4a) was sampled in 2000 while conducting the ALAMAP sampling (Table
6a and Appendices E-1, F-3 and F-4). The purpose of ALAMAP is to provide data that can be used
to estimate the current status of all streams within Alabama. The program consists of a randomly
generated list of two-hundred fifty stations throughout the state. Fifty stations are sampled annually
in August. A five year cycle will complete the sampling of all 250 stations (ADEM 2000b).

Reservoir Water Quality Monitoring Program (RWQMP): The same watershed strategy (5 year
basin rotation) mentioned in the introduction applies to the RWQMP. Therefore, sampling stations
were located on the Tallapoosa River and it’s tributaries at various locations on the respective
reservoirs (Thurlow, Yates, Martin and Harris). Four sub-watersheds (160, 170, 260 and 270)
within the Upper Tallapoosa Cataloging Unit were sampled during the 2000 reservoir sampling
(Appendix E-1). The RWQMP sampling period was from April 2000 through October 2000.
During monthly sampling visits water chemistry samples were collected from the photic zone and
temperature, dissolved oxygen, specific conductivity and pH from the water column at multiple
depths (ADEM 2000j).

Historical Data/Studies: A review of existing data indicated that assessments have been conducted
recently within four sub-watersheds (Appendix E-2). Sub-watersheds 050 and 260 were assessed
during the 1999 303(d) stream monitoring. The Tallapoosa River sub-watershed (140) was sampled
in 1996 as part of ADEM’s Clean Watershed Strategy (CWS) sampling (Appendix F-5). Sub-
watershed 090 was sampled in 1997 as part of the ALAMAP program (Appendices F-3 and F-4).
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Upper Tallapoosa (0315-0108)

Figure 4a. Upper Tallapoosa Additional and Historical Assessment
Stations
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Table 2a. Land use percentages for the Upper Tallapoosa cataloging unit (0315-0108) from EPA landuse categories (EPA 1997) and local SWCD
Conservation Assessment Worksheet landuse estimates (ASWCC 1998).

Percent Total Landuse

C

Subwatershed Open Water Urban Mines Forest Pasture Row Crops Other
SWCD | EPA SWCD | EPA SWCD | EPA SWCD | EPA SWCD | EPA SWCD | EPA SWCD | EPA
Upper Tallapoosa (0315-0108)
050 1 <1 1 84 90 8 5 5 4 2 1
060 1 <1 1 88 97 6 2 4 1 1 <1
070 1 <1 1 1 86 94 8 3 3 3 1 1
080 0 <1 1 76 82 19 14 1 4 2
090 1 <1 5 1 <1 82 96 10 2 1 1 1 <1
100 <1 3 <1 76 9 8 3
110 1 <1 1 <1 85 87 11 9 9 3 1 1
120 1 <1 4 3 <1 83 90 3 3 8 2 1 <1
130 1 <1 <1 85 92 5 6 8 2 1
140 1 <1 1 65 88 25 7 8 4 1 1
150 1 <1 1 0 90 92 5 6 0 1 3 <1
160 0 5 1 1 70 89 27 5 1 2 1 <1
170 1 2 1 0 84 85 9 9 0 2 5 1
200 <1 1 48 43 8 <1
220 1 <1 1 1 36 59 57 35 4 6 2 <1
240 0 1 0 1 0 76 73 20 19 2 6 1 1
250 10 1 0 1 0 66 82 21 13 1 4 2 1
260 4 <1 10 1 75 77 8 15 2 6 1 1
270 16 1 77 5 2 <1
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Table 3a. Estimations of animal concentrations, animal units (A.U.), and percent of acres where pesticides/herbicides applied in the
Upper Tallapoosa Cataloging Unit (0315-0108). Numbers of animals and pesticides/herbicides listed by acreage and subwatershed
were provided by the local SWCDs on Conservation Assessment Worksheets completed in 1998.

Subwatershed
50 60 70 80 90 100 110 120 130 140*
Clay*
Calhoun*
County (s) Cleburne Cleburne Cleburne Cleburne Cleburne Cleburne* Cleburne cl Cleburne Cleburne
eburne
Randolph*
Acres Reported (% of Total) 100 100 100 100 100 0 100 100 100 86
Pesticides Est. % Total % " N N
Applied Reported Acres 0 0 0 0 0
Cattle #/ Acre 0.00 0.04 0.05 0.08 0.02 0.05 0.06 0.04 0.03
A.U./Acre 0.00 0.04 0.05 0.08 0.02 0.05 0.06 0.04 0.03
Dai #/ Acre --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
v A.U./Acre -—- --- -—- --- -—- -—- -—- -- ---
Swine #/ Acre --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
A.U./Acre -—- --- -—- --- -—- -—- -—- -- ---
Poultry - #/ Acre 12.16 75.84 82.63 156.59 38.84 91.85 50.81 94.76 3791
Broilers A.U./Acre 0.10 0.61 0.66 1.25 0.31 0.73 0.41 0.76 0.30
Poultry - #/ Acre --- --- --- 6.20 --- --- --- --- ---
Layers A.U./Acre -—- --- -—- 0.05 -—- -- --- -—- ---
Catfish # Acres/ Acre --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
Total A.U./Acre 0.10 0.65 0.71 1.38 0.33 0.79 0.46 0.79 0.34
Potential for NPS Impairment Low High High High Mod High Mod High Mod

* No data reported for this portion of the subwatershed; nd =no data
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Table 3a, cont. Estimations of animal concentrations, animal units (A.U.), and percent of acres where pesticides/herbicides applied in

the Upper Tallapoosa Cataloging Unit (0315-0108). Numbers of animals and pesticides/herbicides listed by acreage and subwatershed
were provided by the local SWCDs on Conservation Assessment Worksheets completed in 1998.

Subwatershed
150 160 170 200* 220 240 250 260 270* Total
Clay
Cleburne Clay Cleburne* Cleburne*
County (s) E;l;gr;;i Randolph Randolph Cleburne* Cleburne Randolph Randolph Randolph  Randolph*
Acres Reported (% of Total) 87 164 100 0 100 100 65 100 0 98
Pesticides Est. % Total *
Applied Reported Acres 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cattle #/ Acre 0.01 0.05 0.19 0.06 0.05 0.08 0.07 0.06
A.U./Acre 0.01 0.05 0.19 0.06 0.05 0.08 0.07 0.06
. #/ Acre - - - --- - -—- -
Dairy A.U./Acre - -—- - - --- -—- ---
Swine #/ Acre - - - --- - -—- -
A.U./Acre - --- - - --- - ---
Poultry - #/ Acre 0.03 57.84 7.33 129.61 61.53 51.35 14.63 49.92
Broilers A.U./Acre 0.00 0.46 0.06 1.04 0.49 0.41 0.12 0.40
Poultry - #/ Acre - 0.22 1.54 5.13 2.51 0.64 0.91 0.88
Layers A.U./Acre - 0.00 0.01 0.04 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01
Catfish # Acres/ Acre --- 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 --- - 0.00
Total A.U./Acre 0.01 0.51 0.26 1.14 0.56 0.50 0.20 0.47
Potential for NPS Impairment Low Mod Mod High Mod Mod Mod

* No data reported for this portion of the subwatershed; nd = no data

These two subs appear to have the acreages switched for Randolph Co. Reported to
Vic Payne SWCC Water Quality Coordinator
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Table 4a. Sedimentation estimates by source, forest condition, septic tank information and resource concerns by subwatershed in the Upper Tallapoosa cataloging unit (315-0108) as provided by
the local Soil and Water Conservation Districts (SWCD) on Conservation Assessment Worksheets (ASWCC 1998). (* Indicates not reported)

Subwatershed | 50 | 60 | 70 | 30 | 90 100 | 110 | 120 130 | 140
Forest Condition

% of Subwatershed Needing Forest Improvement | * ‘ * ‘ * ‘ * ‘ * ‘ * ‘ * ‘ * ‘ * ‘ *
Sediment Contributions (Tons/Acre)

Cropland 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sand & Gravel Pits

Mined Land

Developing Urban Land 0.6

Critical Areas

Gullies

Stream Banks 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.1
Dirt Roads and Roadbanks 0.8 0.7 1.3 1.3 0.2 0.8 0.3 0.6 0.1
Woodlands

Total Sediment 1.1 0.9 2.2 1.7 0.4 1.1 0.4 0.9 0.2
Potential for Sediment NPS Low Low Low Low Low Low Low Low Low
Septic Tanks

# Septic Tanks per acre* 0.00

# Septic Tanks Failing per acre*

# of Alternative Septic Systems
Resource Concerns in the Subwatershed
Excessive Erosion on Cropland

Gully Erosion on Agricultural Land
Road and Roadbank Erosion
Poor Soil Condition (cropland)

Excessive Animal Waste Applied to Land

Excessive Pesticides Applied to Land

Excessive Sediment from Cropland

Excessive Sediment From Roads/Roadbanks

Excessive Sediment from Urban Development

Inadequate Management of Animal Wastes
Nutrients in Surface Waters X X X X X X X X X

Pesticides in Surface Waters

Bacteria and other organisms in surface waters X X X X X X X X

Low dissolved oxygen in surface waters

Livestock are overgrazing pastures

Livestock Commonly have Access to Streams
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Table 4a, Cont. Sedimentation estimates by source, forest condition, septic tank information and resource concerns by subwatershed in the Upper Tallapoosa cataloging unit (315-0108) as provided by the
local Soil and Water Conservation Districts (SWCD) on Conservation Assessment Worksheets (ASWCC 1998). (*Indicates not reported)

Subwatershed 150 160 170 200 220 240 250 260 270
Forest Condition

% of Subwatershed Needing Forest Improvement 1 0 1 * * 0 0 0 *
Sediment Contributions (Tons/Acre)

Cropland 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sand & Gravel Pits 10.3 6.5 2.2 0.5
Mined Land 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.9

Developing Urban Land 0.1

Critical Areas 0.4 1.9 0.8 1.5 0.9 1.7
Gullies 0.4 6.3 2.7 8.0 4.4 5.7
Stream Banks 7.5 32 2.4 0.1 52 3.6 4.1
Dirt Roads and Roadbanks 15.0 2.3 4.5 0.7 6.6 3.1 6.6
Woodlands 0.8 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.1 0.2
Total Sediment 24.2 24.6 11.0 0.8 28.2 15.4 18.8
Potential for Sediment NPS High High Mod Low High Mod High
Septic Tanks

# Septic Tanks per acre* 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01
# Septic Tanks Failing per acre* 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0
# of Alternative Septic Systems

Resource Concerns in the Subwatershed

Excessive Erosion on Cropland X X X
Gully Erosion on Agricultural Land X X X X X
Road and Roadbank Erosion X X X X X
Poor Soil Condition (cropland) X X X X X
Excessive Animal Waste Applied to Land X X X X X
Excessive Pesticides Applied to Land X

Excessive Sediment from Cropland X X X X X
Excessive Sediment From Roads/Roadbanks X X X X X X
Excessive Sediment from Urban Development X X X

Inadequate Management of Animal Wastes X X X X X
Nutrients in Surface Waters X X X X X X X
Pesticides in Surface Waters X X

Bacteria and other organisms in surface waters X X X X X X X
Low dissolved oxygen in surface waters X X X
Livestock are overgrazing pastures X X X X X X
Livestock Commonly have Access to Streams X X X X
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Table Sa. Estimation of potential sources of NPS impairment for subwatersheds in the Upper Tallapoosa cataloging unit (0315-0108). Source categories are based upon information provided by the local
Soil and Water Conservation Districts (SWCD) on Conservation Assessment Worksheets completed in 1998, and from Construction Stormwater Authorization information provided by the Mining and
NPS Unit of ADEM. *Rural landuse sources were used to develop the NPS potential. The presence of a CWA 303(d) stream segment within a subwatershed raised the subwatershed to the top of the
prioritization ranking.

Screening Rank in

Potential Sources of Impairment

Subwatershed Tallapoosa Basin* Potcnt?al NPS Rural Landuses Urban / Suburban / Residential Landuses
1 = Highest Potential Impairment ] . . ] ] Septic Tank
Animal Husbandry ~ Row Crops Pasture Runoff Mining Forestry Practices ~ Sedimentation Urban Development Failure
050 46 L L L L L L L L M
060 23 M H L L L L L L L
070 22 L H L L L L L L L
080 13 M H L M L L L L L
090 43 L M L L L L L M L
100 50 H
110 2 M H M L L L L L L
120 36 L M M L L L L M L L
130 16 M H M L L L L L L
140 30 M M M M L L L L L
150 19 M L L L L L H L L L
160 6 H M L M M L H L L L
170 33 L M L L L L M L L L
200 50 M
220 9 M H L H L L L L L
240 9 M M L M L L H L L
250 3 M M L M M L M L L
260 14 M M L L L L H M L
270 50 L




Table 6a. Physical characteristics and habitat quality of sites assessed in the Upper Tallapoosa River Basin.

Upper Tallapoosa (03150108)

8¢C

CDRC-15 TALC-1** UTTC-14 VDNC-13 TALC-5** LSTC-12 LTLC-11 UTLC-10 BEAR-2
Subwatershed # 110 110 110 110 130 220 220 220 240
Date (YYMMDD) 000607 000608 000613 000607 000613 000607 000607 000607 000521
Ecoregion/ Subregion 45a 45a 45a 45a 45a 45a 45a 45a 45a
Drainage area (mi’) 4 3 5 12 4 3 19
Width (ft) 10 70 8 13 50 12 9 10 30
Canopy Cover* 50/50 (0] 50/50 MS MO MO MO S MS
Depth (ft) Riffle 0.5 0.2 0.3 1 0.3 0.5 05
Run 1.0 2 0.5 1.0 2.0 0.5 1.0 1.0 1.0
Pool 1.5 2.8 1.0 2.5 4.5 2.0 2.0 2.5 1.5
Substrate (%) Bedrock 2 1 10.0 45
Boulder 2 3 2 2 3 10
Cobble 3 3 40 1 25 20 40 25
Gravel 2 40 40 15 32 15 20 20 10
Sand 50 36 45 17 24 24 33 10 3
Silt 35 10 7 20 10 20 20 20 4
Detritus 3 9 3 3 16 4 2 5 3
Clay 2 1 5 2 3 2
Geomorphology RR RR RR RR RR RR RR RR RR
Habitat Survey (% maximum)
Instream Habitat Quality 13 80 25 74 80 75 66 73 82
Sediment Deposition 16 70 33 50 50 51 58 54 78
Sinuosity 3 10 3 78 10 88 73 93 93
Bank and Vegetative Stability 83 60 43 51 60 60 55 46 61
Riparian Measurements 78 55 15 78 40 45 35 95 36
Habitat Assessment Score 116 156 136 160 155 157 137 169 172
% Maximum 48 65 57 67 65 65 57 70 72
Assessment F G F G G G F G G

** 303(d) Station
~ ALAMAP Station



Table 6a, Cont. Physical characteristics and habitat quality of sites assessed in the Upper Tallapoosa River basin.

Upper Tallapoosa (03150108)

CUTR-4 CNER-3 HENR-1 SHLR-5 COHR-8 KNSR-9 PNYR-6 WLFR-7 TA7U4-33»

6C

Subwatershed # 240 240 240 240 250 250 250 250 260
Date (YYMMDD) 000531 000531 000531 000531 000601 000531 000601 000601 000802
Ecoregion/ Subregion 45a 45a 45a 45a 45a 45a 45a 45a 45a
Drainage area (miz) 14 8 4 18 22 16 24 5
Width (ft) 15 12 12 20 25 15 10 20
Canopy Cover* MS 50/50 MS 50/50 MS S MS MS 50/50
Depth (ft) Riffle 0.5 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.5 0.5 0.3 0.3 0.25
Run 1.0 0.4 0.5 0.4 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Pool 2.5 1.0 1.0 1.5 4.0 2.0 3.0 1.5 1.5
Substrate (%) Bedrock 65 35 11 28 1 30 45
Boulder 3 2 5 2 5 12 2 15
Cobble 10 35 40 20 20 25 2 20 12
Gravel 10 48 13 50 30 15 7 30 5
Sand 2 6 1 15 10 3 87 10 10
Silt 8 6 5 6 20 15 3 5 10
Detritus 2 3 1 6 2 2 5 3 3
Clay 1 2
Org. Silt e s
Geomorphology RR RR RR RR RR RR RR RR RR
Habitat Survey (% maximum)
Instream Habitat Quality 74 67 70 38 81 75 52 84 83
Sediment Deposition 69 64 76 30 41 54 35 75 58
Sinuosity 93 83 93 45 83 80 60 93 83
Bank and Vegetative Stability 63 80 80 35 83 76 40 81 62
Riparian Measurements 31 45 85 31 95 50 65 95 90
Habitat Assessment Score 162 159 193 171 181 165 134 203 174
% Maximum 67 66 80 71 75 69 56 85 73
Assessment G G E G G G F E G

**303(d) Station
~ ALAMAP Station
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Table 7a. Bioassessment results conducted in the Upper Tallapoosa River Basin

Sub-watershed

Station

Upper Tallapoosa River Basin

110 110 110 110 130 220 220 220 240 240 240 240
CDRC-15 TALC-1** UTTC-14 VNDC-13 TALC-5** LSTC-12 LTLC-11 UTLC-10 BEAR-2 CUTR-4 CNER-3 HENR-1

Macroinvertebrate community

Date 000607 000608 000613 000607 000613 000607 000607 000607 000521 000531 000531 000531
#EPT families 12 17 11 12 9 11 6 13 9 9 11 15
Assessment G E G G F G F G F F G E

Fish community

Date 000705 000705 000705 000705

Time (min) 30 30 30 30
Richness measures

# species 13 17 23 18

# darter species 1 2 4 3

# minnow species 5 6 9 7

# sunfish species 4 3 3 2

# sucker species 1 2 3 2

# intolerant species 0 1 1 1
Composition measures

% sunfish 23.6 25.7 25 4.4

% omnivores and herbivores 10.8 37.5 17.1 1.1

% insectivourous cyprinids 50.3 27.1 28 85

% top carnivores 0.6 3 0.8 1.8
Population measures

Individuals 157 339 368 568

# collected per hour 314 678 736 1132

% disease and anomalies 0 1.5 17.7 11.2
IBI Score 46 46 44 46
Assessment F-G F-G F F-G

** 303(d) Station

~ ALAMAP Station
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Table 7a, Cont. Bioassessment results conducted in the Upper Tallapoosa River Basin

Sub-watershed 240 250 250 250 250
Station SHLR-5 COHR-8 KNSR-9 PNYR-6 WLFR-7

Macroinvertebrate community

Date 000531 000601 000531 000601 000601
# EPT families 10 8 12 11 14
Assessment G F G G E

Fish community

Date 000705 000706
Time (min) 30 30
Richness measures

# species 16 17

# darter species 3 3

# minnow species 6 7

# sunfish species 1 3

# sucker species 2 2

# intolerant species 1 1

Composition measures

% sunfish 1.2 13.4
% omnivores and herbivores 11.8 9.5
% insectivourous cyprinids 58.6 63
% top carnivores 23 0.4

Population measures

Individuals 343 284
# collected per hour 686 568
% disease and anomalies 8.7 2.5
IBI Score 44 44

Assessment F F




Middle Tallapoosa (03150109)

Section II: Middle Tallapoosa River Cataloging Unit (0315-0109)

Landuse: Based on the conservation assessment worksheets completed (1998) by the local
SWCDs, the primary land uses throughout the Middle Tallapoosa River cataloging unit were forest
(78%) and pasture (10%) (Table 12b). The Middle Tallapoosa River cataloging unit of the
Tallapoosa River Basin contains 22 sub-watersheds located primarily within Chambers, Clay,
Coosa, Elmore, Lee, Randolph, and Tallapoosa counties. The cataloging unit is located in the
Southern Upper and Lower Piedmont Ecoregions (Subregions 45a-45b) (Figure 3b).

Percent land cover estimated by local SWCD (ASWCC 1998)

Forest Row Crop Pasture Mining Open Urban Other
Water
78% 1% 10% 0% 7% 4% 1%

NPS impairment potential: The overall potential for nonpoint source impairment in the Middle
Tallapoosa CU was low based upon estimates of sedimentation rates, animal unit densities, and
pasture land (Table 15). No sub-watersheds were estimated to have a high potential for impairment
from nonpoint sources. Twelve of the twenty-two sub-watersheds were estimated to have a
moderate potential of NPS impairment. The primary concerns were runoff from forestry practices
and sedimentation. Observations made during the assessment process support the concerns
indicated by the local SWCD. Clearcuts and various successions of forests were observed within or
near some stream segments assessed.

Number of Sub-watersheds with (M)oderate or (H)igh ratings for each NPS category

Category Overall Animal Row | Pasture | Mining | Forestry Sediment
Potential | Husbandry | Crops
Moderate 12 3 0 4 0 11 5
High 0 0 0 0 0 4 4
Number of Sub-watersheds with (M)oderate or (H)igh ratings for each point source category
Category % Urban Development Septic tank
Failure
Moderate 5 4 0
High 0 0 0

Data Summaries: A summary of each NRCS sub-watershed selected for assessment is provided.
Each summary discusses the land use, assessments conducted and, if applicable, the NPS priority
status. Data associated with the land use, NPS impairment potential, and biological assessment(s)
are located in the tables at the end of the section. Located at the end of the screening assessment
sub-watershed summaries are project summaries of additional water quality assessments conducted
during 2000. Data associated with other water quality assessments are located in the appendices.

Study Area: Four (010, 040, 050, 090) of the twenty two sub-watersheds in the Middle Tallapoosa
River Cataloging Unit were sampled during in the NPS screening assessment (Figure 3b). These
four sub-watersheds were selected because of the estimated potential for NPS impairment and
absence of recent monitoring data.
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Sub-wtaershed Assessments: Habitat and biological assessments were conducted at twelve (12)
stations during the Tallapoosa Basin NPS screening project (Table 10). Habitat quality at four (4)
stations were assessed as excellent, six (6) stations were assessed as good, and three (2) stations
were assessed as fair (Table 6b). The biological community assessments indicated three (FOXC-
17, NBSR-22 and LYNC-25) streams with excellent aquatic macroinvertebrate diversity. Nine
streams indicated good communities. A fish community assessment conducted at CHSR-20
indicated a fair-good fish population (Table 7b).

Priority Sub-watersheds: Eleven of the stream segments had an overall assessment of good and
excellent indicating slight or no impairment. One stream reach on Cornhouse Creek (CHSR-20)
had a fair-good fish community indicating moderate to slight impairment. Based on this it is
recommended the Cornhouse Creek sub-watershed have a low priority, with focus on the drainage
near the CHSR-20 reach. Potential sources of impairment observed during the assessments were
large clearcuts and pasture/cattle.
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Figure 3b. Middle Tallapoosa NPS Screening Assessment Stations
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Middle Tallapoosa (03150109)

Sub-Watershed: Fox Creek
NRCS Sub-Watershed Number 010

Station Assessment Type Date Location Area Classification
(mi’)
FOXC-16 Habitat, 2000 Fox Creek at AL Hwy. 15 F&W
Macroinvertebrate 9
FOXC-17 Habitat, 2000 Fox Creek at Pettis Rd. 37 F&W
Macroinvertebrate off of AL Hwy. 48

Landuse: The Fox Creek sub-watershed drains approximately 45 mi® in Clay and Randolph
Counties. Primary NPS concerns were runoff from animal production operations and pasture. One
current construction/stormwater authorization has been issued in the sub-watershed (Table 9). The
SWCD estimates of animal concentrations in the sub-watershed (Table 3b) were moderate (0.18
AU/Acre), with cattle being the dominant animal (0.14 AU/Acre). The overall potential for
impairment from non-point sources (Table 5b) was estimated as moderate.

Assessments: Two stream segments were sampled in June 2000. The two stream reaches located on
the same stream (Fox Creek) were assessed as having good habitat quality and a good and excellent
aquatic macroinvertebrate assessment for FOXC-16 and FOXC-17 respectively (Table 6b and 7b).

Sub-Watershed: Cornhouse Creek
NRCS Sub-Watershed Number 040

Station Assessment Type Date Location Area Classification
(mi’)
CHSR-19 Habitat, 2000 Cornhouse Creek at 29 F&W
Macroinvertebrate, Randolph Co. Rd. 33
Chemical
CHSR-20 Habitat, 2000 Cornhouse Creek at 56 F&W
Macroinvertebrate, Randolph Co. Rd. 821
Chemical
CHSR-21 Habitat, 2000 Cornhouse Creek at unnamed 12 F&W
Macroinvertebrate Randolph Co. Rd. near Rock
Springs Church
WDTR-18 Habitat, 2000 Wildcat Creek at Randolph 14 F&W
Macroinvertebrate Co.Rd. 15

Landuse: The Cornhouse Creek sub-watershed drains approximately 56 mi’ in Randolph County.
The primary landuse within the sub-watershed is forest, with a small percentage of pasture and row
crop. No authorizations or permits have been issued in the sub-watershed (Table 9). The overall
potential for impairment from non-point sources (Table 5b) was estimated as moderate.

Assessments: Four stations were sampled during the NPS project to assess the sub-watershed.
Habitat and aquatic macroinvertebrate assessments were conducted at all four stations. Habitat
quality was fair at one station (CHSR-20), good at one station (CHSR-21) and excellent at two
stations (CHSR-19 and WDTR-18) (Table 6b). The aquatic macroinvertebrate assessments indicate
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all four stations had good communities within the stream segments sampled (Table 7b). One
segment was further assessed using fish IBI. The reach at CHSR-20 was sampled because the
habitat assessment indicated moderate impairment. This stream segment had an uncharacteristic
larger percentage of sand for bottom substrate. The fish IBI results indicated a fair-good fish
community (Table 7b).

NPS Priority Status: The Cornhouse Creek sub-watershed is recommended a /ow priority based on
moderate impairment indicated from biological assessments. The sampling reach on Cornhouse
Creek (CHSR-20) had a fair habitat assessment and fair-good fish community assessment. The
moderate impairment identified in the fish community is possibly resulting from the
uncharacteristic high percentage of sand substrate. Potential sources are large areas of clearcut with
little riparian zone that were observed while conducting the assessments. Water chemistry samples
collected from the CHSR-20 station also indicated a high biochemical oxygen demand (BODs)
compared to other streams in the region.

Sub-Watershed: Beaverdam Creek
NRCS Sub-Watershed Number 050

Station Assessment Type Date Location Area Classification
(mi?)
BVDR-23 Habitat, Beaverdam Creek at 13
Macroinvertebrate, 2000 Randolph Co. Rd. 33 F&w
NBSR-22 Habitat, No Business Creek at 6
Macroinvertebrate, 2000 unnamed Randolph Co. F&W
Rd. North of Corinth

Landuse: The Beaverdam Creek sub-watershed drains approximately 26 mi® in Randolph and
Chambers Counties. Sedimentation was the primary NPS concern. The main sources of
sedimentation were identified as gullies and dirt roads. Forestry, which comprises 81% of the sub-
watershed, was identified as a moderate concern. No construction/stormwater authorizations or
NPDES permits have been issued in the sub-watershed (Table 9). The overall potential for
impairment from non-point sources (Table 5b) was estimated as moderate.

Assessment: Habitat and aquatic macroinvertebrate assessments were conducted on two stream
reaches in May 2000. The stream reach on No Business Creek (NBSR-22) had excellent habitat
quality and an excellent aquatic macroinvertebrate community (Table 6b and 7b). The Beaverdam
Creek station (BVDR-23) had both a good habitat and macroinvertebrate community (Table 6b and
7b).
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Sub-Watershed: Hodnett Mill Creek
NRCS Sub-Watershed Number 090

Station Assessment Type Date Location Area Classification
(mi’)
GLYT-27 Habitat, 2000 Galloway Creek at 5 F&W
Macroinvertebrate unnamed Tallapoosa Co.
Rd. near Coger Hill
Church
HTMT-26 Habitat, 2000 Hodnett Mill Creek at 9 F&W
Macroinvertebrate unnamed Tallapoosa Co.
Rd. at Frogeye
LNYC-25 Habitat, 2000 | Laney Creek at Chambers 3 F&W
Macroinvertebrate Co. Rd. 62
UTTC-24 Habitat, 2000 Unnamed Tributary to 4 F&W
Macroinvertebrate Tallapoosa River at
Chambers Co. Rd. 62

Landuse: The Hodnett Mill Creek sub-watershed drains approximately 32 mi” in Chambers and
Tallapoosa Counties. No current authorizations or permits have been issued in the sub-watershed
(Table 9). The overall potential for impairment from non-point sources (Table 5b) was estimated as
moderate, mainly from pasture runoff and forestry practices.

Assessments: Four stations were sampled during the NPS project to assess the sub-watershed.
Habitat and aquatic macroinvertebrate assessments were conducted at all four stations. Habitat
quality was good at two stations (GLTY-27 and UTTC-24), and excellent at two stations (HTMT-
26 and LNYC-25) (Table 6b). The aquatic macroinvertebrate assessments indicate one station
(LNYC-25) had excellent and three stations (GLYT-27, HTMT-26 and UTTC-24) had good
communities (Table 7b).

Other Projects Conducted in 2000

Nine sub-watersheds (010, 030, 150, 170, 180, 190, 200, 210 and 220) were sampled in
2000 in association with other studies conducted by the Environmental Indicators Section of
ADEM.

Section 303(d): In accordance with Section 303(d) of the Federal Clean Water Act, each state must
identify its polluted water bodies that do not meet surface water quality standards and submit this
list to the USEPA. In an effort to address water quality problems within Alabama, ADEM conducts
monitored assessments of priority water bodies to support §303(d) listing and de-listing decisions.
This project includes intensive chemical, habitat, and biological data collected using ADEM’s
SOPs and QA/QC manuals. The Crooked Creek (030) (Figure 4b) sub-watershed was assessed
during the 2000 303(d) sampling efforts (Appendices E-1). The 2000 303(d) project study period
extended from April 2000 through March 2001. Water chemistry was collected at each station
during eight sampling events within the sampling period (Appendix F-1) (ADEM 2000c).

Alabama Monitoring and Assessment Plan (ALAMAP): The purpose of ALAMAP is to provide
data that can be used to estimate the current status of all streams within Alabama. The program
consists of a randomly generated list of two-hundred fifty stations throughout the state. Fifty
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stations are sampled annually in August. A five year cycle will complete the sampling of all 250
stations (ADEM 2000b). Three sub-watersheds (150, 170 and 220) (Figure 4b) had stations that
were sampled as part of the 2000 ALAMAP sampling efforts (Table 6b and Appendices E-1 and F-
6).

Reservoir Water Quality Monitoring Program (RWQMP): The same watershed strategy (5 year
basin rotation) mentioned in the introduction applies to the RWQMP. Therefore, sampling stations
were located on the Tallapoosa River and it’s tributaries at various locations on the respective
reservoirs (Thurlow, Yates, Martin and Harris). Six sub-watersheds (170, 180, 190, 200, 210 and
220) (Figure 4b) within the Middle Tallapoosa Cataloging Unit were sampled during the 2000
reservoir sampling (Appendix E-1). The RWQMP sampling period was from April 2000 through
October 2000. During monthly sampling visits water chemistry samples were collected from the
photic zone and temperature, dissolved oxygen, specific conductivity and pH from the water
column at multiple depths (ADEM 2000j).

Reference Site: One of ADEM’s ecoregional reference sites is located in the Middle Tallapoosa
Cataloging Unit. A stream reach of Hurricane Creek located in the Hurricane Creek sub-watershed
(060) was sampled during the 2000 NPS study. The reach at HCR-1 is dominated by gravel, cobble
and boulder substrates, which is characteristic for the region. The habitat assessment conducted in
May 2000 indicated the site has good habitat quality for biological communities (Table 6b).
Aquatic macroinvertebrate and fish community surveys were also conducted in 2000. The results
of the biological community surveys indicate the reach at HCR-1 had an excellent aquatic
macroinvertebrate community and good fish community (Table 7b). The station on Hurricane
Creek (HCR-1) was established in 1992 and has been sampled in 1992-1995 and 1997-2000.
ADEM has a total of thirty-two established reference sites located in various subecoregions
throughout the state (ADEM 2000a).

Historical Data/Studies: A review of historical data indicates six of the twenty-two sub-watersheds
within the Cataloging Unit have been assessed during other projects (Figure 5). In 1996, in
association with ADEM Clean Water Strategy (CWS), sampling stations were located in three sub-
watersheds (020, 030 and 040) (Appendices E-2 and F-5)(ADEM 1999a). Stations were also
sampled while conducting ALAMAP sampling. One station was sampled in 020 in 1997. Two sub-
watersheds (100 and 220) were sampled in 1999 (Appendix E-2) (ADEM 2000b).
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Figure 4b. Middle Tallapoosa Additional and Historical Assessment Stations
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Table 2b. Land use percentages for the Middle Tallapoosa cataloging unit (0315-0109) from EPA landuse categories (EPA 1997) and local SWCD
Conservation Assessment Worksheet landuse estimates (ASWCC 1998).

Percent Total Landuse

Subwatershed

oy

Open Water Urban Mines Forest Pasture Row Crops Other
SWCD | EPA SWCD | EPA SWCD | EPA SWCD | EPA SWCD | EPA SWCD | EPA SWCD | EPA
Middle Tallapoosa (0315-0109)

010 15 9 1 1 0 <1 64 71 16 15 1 4 4 1
020 11 11 1 75 38 2 <1 1 <1 11 <1
030 1 <1 1 1 0 87 84 8 11 0 3 3 <1
040 12 <1 1 67 93 13 5 5 2 3

050 5 1 1 81 95 9 3 2 1 3 1
060 3 <1 4 1 81 93 7 3 2 2 4 1
070 1 <1 10 1 77 84 8 8 2 4 2 1
080 0 <1 1 1 0 90 89 8 6 0 4 0 1
090 1 1 0 1 80 86 18 8 1 4 0 1
100 1 <1 1 1 <1 81 78 16 13 1 5 0 4
110 0 <1 0 1 94 89 5 4 3 0 5
120 0 4 0 1 98 88 1 3 2 2
130 0 <1 1 1 0 93 96 5 2 0 2 0 <1
140 1 2 2 1 89 88 8 5 3 1
150 2 <1 0 1 <1 67 87 28 10 1 3 1 <1
160 0 <1 1 1 0 92 94 6 5 0 2 1 <1
170 1 <1 11 1 81 93 8 3 2 1
180 20 12 3 1 75 81 2 2 1 0 2
190 13 10 18 3 63 80 6 3 2 0 1
200 4 3 2 1 83 84 10 5 0 3 0 5
210 16 15 2 1 81 80 2 2 1 0 3
220 26 19 9 1 0 <1 58 76 7 2 2 0 1
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Table 3b. Estimations of animal concentrations, animal units (A.U.), and percent of acres where pesticides/herbicides applied in the
Middle Tallapoosa Cataloging Unit (0315-0109). Numbers of animals and pesticides/herbicides listed by acreage and subwatershed were
provided by the local SWCDs on Conservation Assessment Worksheets completed in 1998.

Subwatershed
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Chambers* Chambers
Clay Clay Chambers* Clay Chambers Chambers Chambers
County (s) Randolph Randolph Randolph* Randolph Randolph Randolph Randolph Randolph* Tallapoosa Tallapoosa*
Tallapoosa*
Tallapoosa*
Acres Reported (% of Total) 100 99 93 75 97 89 100 93 100 96
Pesticides Est. % Total
Applied Reported Acres 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 !
Cattle #/ Acre 0.14 0.00 0.07 0.14 0.03 0.11 0.07 0.04 0.06 0.07
A.U./Acre 0.14 0.00 0.07 0.14 0.03 0.11 0.07 0.04 0.06 0.07
] #/ Acre --- --- 0.00 -- -- - --- --- - ---
Dairy
A.U./Acre -- --- 0.00 --- --- --- --- -—- --- ---
. #/ Acre 0.01 - - -- - 0.02 - - - -
Swine
A.U./Acre 0.00 -- -- - - 0.01 - - - -
Poultry - #/ Acre 1.53 --- 0.52 2.84 0.08 24.65 1.39 --- --- ---
Broilers A.U./Acre 0.01 --- 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.20 0.01 - - -
Poultry - #/ Acre 2.67 - 0.83 2.64 2.73 4.18 0.70 -- 0.73 -
Layers A.U./Acre 0.02 -- 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.01 --- 0.01 ---
# A A 0.00 --- 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 --- --- 0.00 -
Catfish cres/ Acre
Total A.U./Acre 0.18 0.00 0.08 0.19 0.05 0.35 0.09 0.04 0.07 0.07
Potential for NPS Impairment Mod Low Low Mod Low Mod Low Low Low Low

* No data reported for this portion of the subwatershed; nd =no data
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Table 3b, cont. Estimations of animal concentrations, animal units (A.U.), and percent of acres where pesticides/herbicides
applied in the Middle Tallapoosa Cataloging Unit (0315-0109). Numbers of animals and pesticides/herbicides listed by
acreage and subwatershed were provided by the local SWCDs on Conservation Assessment Worksheets completed in 1998.

Subwatershed
110 120 130 140 150 160 170 180 190
Chambers Clay Clay Clay Clay* Coosa
County (s) Tallapoosa Tallapoosa Tallapoosa Tallapoosa Tallapoosa  Tallapoosa Coosa* Tallapoosa Tallapoosa
Tallapoosa
Acres Reported (% of Total) 100 100 100 100 100 100 92 100 100
Pesticides Est. % Total 0 « 0 " 0 0 * " "
Applied Reported Acres
Cattle #/ Acre 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.03 0.06 0.04 0.03 0.01 0.01
A.U./Acre 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.03 0.06 0.04 0.03 0.01 0.01
] #/ Acre - - - - 0.00 - - - -
Dairy
A.U./Acre - - - - 0.00 - -
. #/ Acre 0.01
Swine
A.U./Acre 0.00
Poultry - #/ Acre --- - --- 2.83 1.17 0.31 --- --- ---
Broilers A.U./Acre - - - 0.02 0.01 0.00 - -
Poultry - #/ Acre - 2.50 - - 1.18 - - - -
Layers A.U./Acre - 0.02 - - 0.01 - - - -
# Acres/ Acre 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00
Catfish
Total A.U./Acre 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.05 0.08 0.04 0.03 0.01 0.01
Potential for NPS Impairment Low Low Low Low Low Low Low Low Low

* No data reported for this portion of the subwatershed; nd = no data



Table 3b, cont. Estimations of animal concentrations, animal units (A.U.), and percent of acres where pesticides/herbicides applied in the Middle
Tallapoosa Cataloging Unit (0315-0109). Numbers of animals and pesticides/herbicides listed by acreage and subwatershed were provided by the
local SWCDs on Conservation Assessment Worksheets completed in 1998.

134

Subwatershed
200 210 220 Total
Chambers Coosa
Lee*
County (s) Lee* Tallanoosa Elmore
Tallapoosa P Tallapoosa
Acres Reported (% of Total) 88 96 100 95
Pesticides Est. % Total 0 " " 0
Applied Reported Acres
#/ Acre 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.04
Cattle
A.U./Acre 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.04
] #/ Acre - - - 0.00
Dairy
A.U./Acre - - - 0.00
) #/ Acre - -—- - 0.00
Swine
A.U./Acre - - - 0.00
Poultry - #/ Acre --- --- --- 1.07
Broilers A.U./Acre --- --- - 0.01
Poultry - #/ Acre - - - 0.53
Layers A.U./Acre 0.00
A A 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Catfish # Acres/ Acre
Total A.U./Acre 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.05
Potential for NPS Impairment Low Low Low Low

* No data reported for this portion of the subwatershed; nd =no data




Table 4b. Sedimentation estimates by source, forest condition, septic tank information and resource concerns by subwatershed in the Middle Tallapoosa cataloging unit (0315-0109) as
provided by the local Soil and Water Conservation Districts (SWCD) on Conservation Assessment Worksheets (ASWCC 1998). (* Indicates not reported)

4%

Subwatershed | 10 | 20 | 30 | 40 | 50 | 60 | 70 | 80 | 9 | 100
Forest Condition

% of Subwatershed Needing Forest Improvement | 2 ‘ 0 ‘ 2 ‘ 0 ‘ 0 ‘ 1 ‘ 4 ‘ 22 ‘ 46 ‘ 20

Sediment Contributions (Tons/Acre)

Cropland 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Sand & Gravel Pits 1.8 8.0 1.8 2.0 2.5 0.0

Mined Land 0.0 0.0

Developing Urban Land 0.3 0.0 5.0 0.2 0.2 0.3

Critical Areas 0.5 3.8 0.4 2.5 3.7 0.7 1.1 0.2 0.2 0.2

Gullies 3.5 20.9 8.1 12.2 8.6 8.5 0.2 0.2 0.4

Stream Banks 2.2 4.5 1.5 5.8 3.1 1.9 33 0.3 0.6 0.1

Dirt Roads and Roadbanks 4.1 9.0 4.5 6.9 5.6 7.6 35 0.3 0.2 0.3

Woodlands 0.4 0.2 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.4 1.3 0.4 1.2

Total Sediment 12.7 46.4 6.9 23.6 26.8 21.1 24.5 2.5 1.7 2.5

Potential for Sediment NPS Mod High Mod High High High High Low Low Low
Septic Tanks

# Septic Tanks per acre 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
# Septic Tanks Failing per acre 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

# of Alternative Septic Systems
Resource Concerns in the Subwatershed

Excessive Erosion on Cropland X X X X
Gully Erosion on Agricultural Land X X X X X X X X X X
Road and Roadbank Erosion X X X X X X X X X X
Poor Soil Condition (cropland) X X X X X X X X
Excessive Animal Waste Applied to Land X X X

Excessive Pesticides Applied to Land

Excessive Sediment from Cropland X X X X X
Excessive Sediment From Roads/Roadbanks X X X X X X X X X X
Excessive Sediment from Urban Development X X X
Inadequate Management of Animal Wastes X X X

Nutrients in Surface Waters X X X X X X X X

Pesticides in Surface Waters X

Bacteria and other organisms in surface waters X X X X X

Low dissolved oxygen in surface waters X

Livestock are overgrazing pastures X X X X X X X X

Livestock Commonly have Access to Streams X X X X X X X X X
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Table 4b, cont. Sedimentation estimates by source, forest condition, septic tank information and resource concerns by subwatershed in the Middle Tallapoosa cataloging unit (0315-0109) as
provided by the local Soil and Water Conservation Districts (SWCD) on Conservation Assessment Worksheets (ASWCC 1998).  (* Indicates not reported)

Subwatershed [ 110 | 120 | 130 | 140 | 150 | 160 | 170 | 180 | 190 200
Forest Condition

% of Subwatershed Needing Forest Improvement | 24 ‘ 20 ‘ 4 ‘ 24 ‘ 3 ‘ 6 ‘ 45 ‘ 25 ‘ 9 ‘ 22

Sediment Contributions (Tons/Acre)

Cropland 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Sand & Gravel Pits 0.2 0.3 0.0

Mined Land 0.0 0.0

Developing Urban Land 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1

Critical Areas 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1

Gullies 0.1 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1

Stream Banks 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0
Dirt Roads and Roadbanks 0.2 0.2 5.5 0.1 4.0 9.9 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.3

Woodlands 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.5 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.6
Total Sediment 1.0 0.8 5.9 0.3 7.3 10.8 0.3 0.3 0.3 1.2
Potential for Sediment NPS Low Low Mod Low Mod Mod Low Low Low Low

Septic Tanks
# Septic Tanks per acre 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02
# Septic Tanks Failing per acre 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
# of Alternative Septic Systems

Resource Concerns in the Subwatershed

Excessive Erosion on Cropland X X X X X X X
Gully Erosion on Agricultural Land X X X X X X X
Road and Roadbank Erosion X X X X X X X X X X
Poor Soil Condition (cropland) X X X X X X X X
Excessive Animal Waste Applied to Land X X

Excessive Pesticides Applied to Land

Excessive Sediment from Cropland X X X X X X
Excessive Sediment From Roads/Roadbanks X X X X X X X X X
Excessive Sediment from Urban Development X X

Inadequate Management of Animal Wastes X X

Nutrients in Surface Waters X X X

Pesticides in Surface Waters

Bacteria and other organisms in surface waters X X X X X X X

Low dissolved oxygen in surface waters

Livestock are overgrazing pastures X X X X X X X X

Livestock Commonly have Access to Streams X X X X X X X
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Table 4b, cont. Sedimentation estimates by source, forest condition, septic tank information and resource concerns by subwatershed in the Middle Tallapoosa cataloging unit (0315-0109) as
provided by the local Soil and Water Conservation Districts (SWCD) on Conservation Assessment Worksheets (ASWCC 1998).  (*Indicates not reported)

Subwatershed [ 200 | 220 |
Forest Condition

% of Subwatershed Needing Forest Improvement | 27 ‘ 9 ‘
Sediment Contributions (Tons/Acre)

Cropland

Sand & Gravel Pits 0.0 0.0
Mined Land 0.0
Developing Urban Land 0.0 0.8
Critical Areas 0.1 0.0
Gullies 0.0 0.0
Stream Banks 0.0 0.1

Dirt Roads and Roadbanks 0.1 0.1
Woodlands 0.2 0.2
Total Sediment 0.5 1.2
Potential for Sediment NPS Low Low

Septic Tanks
# Septic Tanks per acre 0.00 0.04
# Septic Tanks Failing per acre 0.00

# of Alternative Septic Systems
Resource Concerns in the Subwatershed
Excessive Erosion on Cropland

Gully Erosion on Agricultural Land
Road and Roadbank Erosion
Poor Soil Condition (cropland)

KR R R

Excessive Animal Waste Applied to Land

Excessive Pesticides Applied to Land

i

Excessive Sediment from Cropland

i
X

Excessive Sediment From Roads/Roadbanks

Excessive Sediment from Urban Development X

Inadequate Management of Animal Wastes

Nutrients in Surface Waters

Pesticides in Surface Waters

Bacteria and other organisms in surface waters

Low dissolved oxygen in surface waters

Livestock are overgrazing pastures X
Livestock Commonly have Access to Streams X X




Table 5b. Estimation of Potential Sources of NPS Impairment for subwatersheds in the Middle Tallapoosa cataloging unit (0315-0109). Source categories are based upon information provided by the
local Soil and Water Conservation Districts (SWCD) on Conservation Assessment Worksheets completed in 1998, and from Construction Stormwater Authorization information provided by the Mining
and NPS Unit of ADEM. *Rural landuse sources were used to develop the NPS potential. The presence of a CWA 303(d) stream segment within a subwatershed raised the subwatershed to the top of the
prioritization ranking.

Ly

Potential Sources of Impairment
Rank in Tallapoosa .
. Potential NPS . .
Subwatershed Basin* Impai Rural Landuses Urban / Suburban / Residential Landuses
I . mpairment
1 = Highest Potential Septic Tank
Animal Husbandry ~ Row Crops Pasture Runoff Mining Forestry Practices ~ Sedimentation Urban Development lgailure

010 29 M M L M L L M L L L

020 21 M L L L L L H L L L

030 38 L L L L L L M L L L

040 17 M M L L L L H L L L

050 18 M L L L L M H L L L

060 16 M M L L L L H M M L

070 15 M L L L L M H M L L

080 20 M L L L L H L L L L

090 10 M L L M L H L L L L

100 12 M L L M L H L L L L

110 42 L L L L L M L L L L

120 44 L L L L L M L L M

130 33 L L L L L M M L L L

140 34 L L L L L M L L L

150 28 M L L M L M M L L L

160 27 M L L L L M M L L L

170 14 M L L L L H L M L

180 35 L L L L L M L L L

190 48 L L L L L L L M M

200 32 L L L L L M L L M L

210 39 L L L L L M L L L

220 46 L L L L L L L M L L
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Table 6b. Physical characteristics and habitat quality of sites assessed in the Middle Tallapoosa River basin.

Middle Tallapoosa (03150109)

FOXC-16 FOXC-17 HRSC-2** HRSC-4** CHSR-19 CHSR-20 CHSR-21
Subwatershed # 010 010 030 030 040 040 040
Date (YYMMDD) 000606 000606 000606 000606 000530 000530 000530
Ecoregion/ Subregion 45a 45a 45a 45a 45a 45a 45a
Drainage area (mi%) 15 37 29 56 12
Width (ft) 20 30 20 20 17 12 15
Canopy Cover* MS 50/50 50/50 50/50 50/50 MO S
Depth (ft) Riffle 0.3 1.0 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.3
Run 1.2 1.5 0.5 1.0 0.6 1.0 1.0
Pool 2.5 3.0 1.5 2.7 4.0 2.5 3.0
Substrate (%) Bedrock 25 7 2 1
Boulder 5 2 1 1
Cobble 5 5 4 30 5 15
Gravel 25 14 20 20 10 3 40
Sand 42 35 50 43 40 77 38
Silt 20 10 25 20 12 8 5
Detritus 6 5 3 2 4 4 2
Clay 2 1 2 2 1 1
Org. Silt
Geomorphology RR RR GP RR RR RR RR
Habitat Survey (% maximum)
Instream Habitat Quality 64 75 45 65 71 46 70
Sediment Deposition 46 58 60 57 50 50 60
Sinuosity 48 78 42 52 93 8 5
Bank and Vegetative Stability 70 51 85 85 76 31 68
Riparian Measurements 54 18 15 37 95 95 95
Habitat Assessment Score 148 145 129 163 184 128 161
% Maximum 62 60 58 68 76 53 67
Assessment G G F G E F G

** 303(d) Station
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Table 6b Con't. Physical characteristics and habitat quality of sites assessed in the Middle Tallapoosa River basin.

WDTR-18 BVDR-23  NBSR-22 HCR-1* GLYT-27 HTMT-26 LNYC-25 UTTC-24

Subwatershed # 040 050 050 060 090 090 090 090
Date (YYMMDD) 000517 000517 000517 000517 000516 000516 000516 000516
Ecoregion/ Subregion 45a 45a 45a 45a 45a 45a 45a 45a
Drainage area (miz) 14 19 6 12 5 9 3 4
Width (ft) 30 5 25 10 20 10 10
Canopy Cover* 50/50 S MO 50/50 S S S o
Depth (ft) Riffle 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.3 1.0 0.3 0.3
Run 1.5 0.8 1.0 0.4 1.0 0.8 0.3
Pool 3.0 3.0 1.0 4.0 2.5 3.5 2.0 0.5
Substrate (%) Bedrock 3 3 25 2
Boulder 10 10 15 1
Cobble 25 2 40 10 10 10 40 35
Gravel 10 30 25 40 20 5 30 25
Sand 40 50 23 25 50 30 20 33
Silt 8 10 8 10 5 8 4 5
Detritus 4 5 4 5 15 7 3 2
Clay
Org. Silt
Geomorphology RR GP RR RR RR RR RR RR
Habitat Survey (% maximum)
Instream Habitat Quality 64 77 88 85 71 73 85 73
Sediment Deposition 66 76 68 62 64 69 69 51
Sinuosity 50 50 68 67 80 78 60 80
Bank and Vegetative Stability 89 55 85 60 56 89 53 36
Riparian Measurements 100 91 96 82 90 64 100 19
Habitat Assessment Score 182 161 195 178 170 182 181 125
% Maximum 76 73 81 74 71 76 75 52
Assessment E G E G G E G F

* Reference Site
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Table 6b Con't. Physical characteristics and habitat quality of sites assessed in the Middle Tallapoosa River basin.

TA6U4-27" TA4U4-18" TA3U4-9*
Subwatershed # 150 170 220
Date (YYMMDD) 000801 000801 000801
Ecoregion/ Subregion 45a 45a 45a
Drainage area (mi%)
Width (ft) 50 5 8
Canopy Cover* (0] S S
Depth (ft) Riffle 0.7 0.2 0.3
Run 1.0 0.4 0.5
Pool 1.5 0.9 0.8
Substrate (%) Bedrock 10
Boulder 25 10
Cobble 15 - 40
Gravel 20 10 10
Sand 24 51 31
Silt 1 30 5
Detritus 5 9 4
Clay
Org. Silt
Geomorphology RR GP RR
Habitat Survey (% maximum)
Instream Habitat Quality 90 32 83
Sediment Deposition 55 45 80
Sinuosity 88 42 98
Bank and Vegetative Stability 90 55 90
Riparian Measurements 90 85 95
Habitat Assessment Score 191 121 206
% Maximum 79 55 85
Assessment E F E

~ ALAMAP Station
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Table 7b. Bioassessment results conducted in the Middle Tallapoosa River basin (03150109).

Sub-watershed

Station

Middle Tallapoosa
010 010 030 030 040 040 040 040 050 050 060
FOXC-16 FOXC-17 HRSC-2** HRSC-4** CHSR-19 CHSR-20 CHSR-21 WDTR-18 BVDR-23 NBSR-22 HCR-1*

Macroinvertebrate community

Date 000606 006006 000606 006060 000530 000530 000530 000517 000517 000517 000517
# EPT Families 11 16 8 13 10 10 11 11 11 16 18
Assessment G E F G G G G G G E E

Fish community

Date 000706 000706

Time (min) 30 30
Richness measures

# species 19 18

# darter species 4 4

# minnow species 9

# sunfish species 1 2

# sucker species 1 1

# intolerant species 2 1
Composition measures

% sunfish 34 0.8

% omnivores and herbivores 3.6 7.9

% insectivourous cyprinids 80 77.5

% top carnivores 3 0.0
Population measures

Individuals 638 608

# collected per hour 1276 1216

% disease and anomalies 20.7 0.0
IBI Score 46 50
Assessment F-G G

* Reference Site
** 303(d) Station
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Table 7b. Bioassessment results conducted in the Middle

Tallapoosa River basin (03150109).

Sub-watershed

090 090 090 090
Station GLYT-27 HTMT-26 LNYC-25 UTTC-24
Macroinvertebrate community
Date 000516 000516 000516 000516
# EPT families 11 11 15 12
Assessment G G E G
Fish community
Date
Time (min)

Richness measures

# species

# darter species

# minnow species

# sunfish species

# sucker species

# intolerant species

Composition measures
% sunfish

% omnivores and herbivores

% insectivourous cyprinids

% top carnivores

Population measures

Individuals

# collected per hour

% disease and anomalies

IBI Score

Assessment |




Section III: Lower Tallapoosa River Cataloging Unit (0315-0110)

Landuse: Based on the conservation assessment worksheets completed (1998) by the local
SWCDs, the primary land uses with NPS pollution potential throughout the Lower Tallapoosa
River cataloging unit were forest, pasture and cropland (Table 12b).

Percent land cover estimated by local SWCD (ASWCC 1998)

Forest Row Crop | Pasture Mining Open Urban Other
Water
67% 5% 18% 1% 1% 6% 3%

NPS impairment potential: The sub-watersheds were estimated as having a high potential for NPS
impairment (080,140,170). The primary NPS concern within these sub-watersheds was runoff
associated with the following landuses: pasture, mining operations and forestry practices. The
overall potential for nonpoint source impairment in the cataloging unit was moderate. (Table 15).

Number of Sub-watersheds with (M)oderate or (H)igh ratings for each NPS category (Table 5a)

Category Overall Animal Row | Pasture | Mining | Forestry | Sediment
Potential | Husbandry | Crops
Moderate 6 2 0 9 3 8 10
High 3 0 0 1 2 1 0

Number of Sub-watersheds with (M)oderate or (H)igh ratings for each point source category (Table 5a)

Category % Urban Development Septic tank
Failure
Moderate 7 5 1
High 2 4 0

Study Area: Two sub-watersheds in the Lower Tallapoosa River Cataloging Unit were selected for
assessment during this project. The Lower Tallapoosa River CU contains 18 sub-watersheds
located primarily within Lee, Tallapoosa, Elmore, Chambers, Macon, Russell, Bullock, and
Montgomery counties. The cataloging unit is located in the Southern Upper and Lower Piedmont,
Blackland prairie, Flatwoods/Alluvial Prairie Margins, Sand Hills, and the Southern Pine Plains
and Hills Ecoregions (Subregions 45a,b; 65a,b,c,f) (Figure 3¢)(ACES 1997).

Sub-watershed Assessments: One station was sampled during the 2000 NPS project within the
Lower Tallapoosa Cataloging Unit. Habitat and aquatic macroinvertebrate assessments were
conducted on Tallassarr Creek (TALM-32) in the Calebee Creek (100) sub-watershed (Table 6¢
and 7c). Habitat quality at the reach sampled on Tallassarr Creek was poor and the aquatic
macroinvertebrate assessment indicated a fair (moderately impaired) community. Three other
stations in the Calebee Creek sub-watershed and four stations in the Line Creek sub-watershed
(140) were selected for sampling during the NPS project. When visited in May 2000 they were not
sampled due to no-flow conditions observed at the stream reaches.
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Lower Tallapoosa (03150110)

NPS Priority Sub-watersheds: The Calebee Creek is recommended as a priority sub-watershed.
The sub-watershed was ranked fifth in the Tallapoosa River Basin for potential for NPS
impairment. When sampling the stream reach at TALM-32 cattle were observed in the stream. The

stream had a poor streambank stability and stream riparian zones scores. The aquatic
macroinvertebrate assessment indicated moderate impairment.
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Lower Tallapoosa (03150110)

Figure 3c. Lower Tallapoosa NPS Screening Assessment Stations
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Lower Tallapoosa (03150110)

Sub-Watershed: Calebee Creek
NRCS Sub-Watershed Number 100

Station Assessment Type | Date | Location Area Classification
(mi®)
TALM-32 Habitat, 2000 | Tallassarr Creek at 8 F&W
Macroinvertebrate Macon Co. Rd. 47

Landuse: The Calebee Creek sub-watershed drains approximately 161 mi’ in Bullock and Macon
Counties. Primary landuses include forest and row crop. One Construction/Stormwater
authorization, two Mining NPDES permits, one Municipal NPDES permit, and four Semi-
Public/Private NPDES permits have been issued in the sub-watershed (Table 9). The overall
potential for impairment from non-point sources (Table 5c) was estimated as low.

Assessments: Habitat and aquatic macroinvertebrate assessments were conducted on Tallassarr
Creek (TALM-32) in the Calebee Creek (100) sub-watershed (Table 6¢ and 7c). Habitat Quality at
the reach sampled on Tallassarr Creek was poor and the aquatic macroinvertebrate assessment
indicated a fair community.

NPS Priority Status: The Calebee Creek sub-watershed was selected as a priority. The
sub-watershed was ranked fifth in the Tallapoosa River Basin for potential for NPS
impairment. When sampling the stream reach at TALM-32 cattle were observed in the
stream. The stream also had a low bank stability and riparian measurement score. The
aquatic macroinvertebrate assessment indicated moderate impairment.

Other Projects Conducted in 2000

Eight sub-watersheds (020, 030, 040, 050, 070, 100, 120 and 140) were sampled in 2000 in
association with other studies conducted by the Environmental Indicators Section of ADEM.

Section 303(d): ): In accordance with Section 303(d) of the Federal Clean Water Act, each state
must identify its polluted water bodies that do not meet surface water quality standards and submit
this list to the USEPA. In an effort to address water quality problems within Alabama ADEM
conducts monitored assessments of priority water bodies to support §303(d) listing and de-listing
decisions. This project includes intensive chemical, habitat, and biological data collected using
ADEM’s SOPs and QA/QC manuals (ADEM2000c). Five sub-watersheds (030, 050, 100, 120 and
140) were assessed during the 2000 303(d) sampling efforts (Appendix E-1)(Figure 4c). The 2000
303(d) project study period extended from April 2000 through March 2001. Several stations within
the Lower Tallapoosa Cataloging Unit had habitat and aquatic macroinvertebrate assessments
conducted to assist with the assessment of impairment within the waterbodies (Table 6¢ and 7c).
The biological communities sampled at three locations on Pepperell Branch, located in the
Sougahatchee Creek sub-watershed (030), and three locations on Chewacla Creek, located in the
Chewacla Creek sub-watershed (050), indicated some impairment (Table 7c). A segment of
Pepperell Branch is on ADEM’s 1998 303(d) list of impaired waterbodies. Water chemistry were
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Lower Tallapoosa (03150110)

collected at each station during eight sampling events within the sampling period (Appendix F-1).
This data has been provided to ADEM’s Water Division for evaluation.

Alabama Monitoring and Assessment Plan (ALAMAP): The purpose of ALAMAP is to provide
data that can be used to estimate the current status of all streams within Alabama. The program
consists of a randomly generated list of two-hundred fifty stations throughout the state. Fifty
stations are sampled annually in August. A five year cycle will complete the sampling of all 250
stations (ADEM 2000b). Two sub-watersheds (030 and 070) had stations that were sampled as part
of the 2000 ALAMAP sampling efforts (Table 6¢ and Appendices E-1 and F-6) (Figure 4c).

Reservoir Water Quality Monitoring Program (RWQMP): The same watershed strategy (5 year
basin rotation) mentioned in the introduction applies to the RWQMP. Therefore, sampling stations
were located on the Tallapoosa River and it’s tributaries at various locations on the respective
reservoirs (Thurlow, Yates, Martin and Harris). Three sub-watersheds (020, 030 and 040) within
the Lower Tallapoosa Cataloging Unit were sampled during the 2000 reservoir sampling (Figure
4c)(Appendix E-1). The RWQMP sampling period was from April 2000 through October 2000.
During monthly sampling visits water chemistry samples were collected from the photic zone and
temperature, dissolved oxygen, specific conductivity and pH from the water column at multiple
depths.

Historical Data/Studies: A review of existing data indicated that assessments have been conducted
recently within six of the Cataloging Units eighteen sub-watersheds (Appendix E-2) (Figure 5). All
six sub-watersheds (030, 050, 070, 100,120 and 140) were assessed during ADEM’s 1996 CWS
sampling efforts (Appendix E-2) (ADEM 1999a). The Chewacla Creek sub-watershed (050) was
sampled in 1998 as part of the State Parks Water Quality study conducted by ADEM (Appendices
E-2 and F-5) (ADEM 1999d). Historical aquatic macroinvertebrate stations are located in 030, 050
and 140 (Appendix E-2).
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Lower Tallapoosa (03150110)

Figure 4c. Lower Tallapoosa Additional and Historical Assessment Stations
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Table 2c. Land use percentages for the Lower Tallapoosa cataloging unit (0315-0110) from EPA landuse categories (EPA 1997) and local SWCD
Conservation Assessment Worksheet landuse estimates (ASWCC 1998).

Percent Total Landuse

Subwatershed

6S

Open Water Urban Mines Forest Pasture Row Crops Other
SWCD | EPA SWCD | EPA SWCD | EPA SWCD | EPA SWCD | EPA SWCD | EPA SWCD | EPA
Lower Tallapoosa (0315-0110)

010 2 3 0 1 89 88 9 3 2 0 4
020 1 6 1 70 86 24 7 0 4 3
030 1 <1 7 2 <1 83 86 8 6 1 3 0 2
040 2 3 2 1 61 58 31 18 4 17 0 4
050 1 <1 8 3 0 <1 76 73 14 6 1 10 1 7
060 1 <1 0 <1 0 86 74 10 3 4 7 2 15
070 0 <1 3 1 0 <1 69 68 15 11 9 11 3 7
080 1 <1 1 0 81 67 8 12 7 12 2 7
090 5 2 16 1 0 54 57 10 18 15 15 7
100 0 <1 2 1 0 <1 74 70 15 5 5 11 6 13
110 1 2 4 <1 1 71 66 8 11 15 13 8
120 0 <1 0 1 1 <1 80 72 11 5 4 9 3 14
130 1 1 1 1 0 63 58 30 11 3 19 1 12
140 0 <1 0 1 2 <1 40 52 42 18 3 18 13 13
150 2 3 10 1 10 <1 33 41 35 22 6 22 3 12
160 0 <1 7 1 <1 73 80 17 6 3 9 5
170 1 3 50 6 3 <1 15 35 16 18 10 20 6 17
180 0 2 29 1 <1 44 64 13 12 14 12 11




Table 3c. Estimations of animal concentrations, animal units (A.U.), and percent of acres where pesticides/herbicides applied in the
Lower Tallapoosa Cataloging Unit (0315-0110). Numbers of animals and pesticides/herbicides listed by acreage and subwatershed were
provided by the local SWCDs on Conservation Assessment Worksheets completed in 1998.

09

Subwatershed
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Chambers* Lee Lee
County (s) Lec* Elmore Lee Macon* Lee Macon Macon Macon Elmore Bullock*®
Tallapoosa Macon* Tallapoosa Macon Russell Tallapoosa™ Macon
Tallapoosa usse P
Acres Reported (% of Total) 94 100 96 92 100 100 96 100 100 98
Pesticides Est. % Total " "
Applied Reported Acres 0 0 ! ! 3 4 15 2
Cattle #/ Acre 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.09 0.05 0.02 0.04 0.01 0.12 0.05
A.U./Acre 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.09 0.05 0.02 0.04 0.01 0.12 0.05
. #/ Acre --- --- - - - - - --- 0.01 0.00
Dairy
A.U./Acre --- --- --- --- --- - - - 0.02 0.00
. #/ Acre -—- -—- 0.00 -—- -—- 0.00 - - - -
Swine
A.U./Acre - --- 0.00 -—- --- 0.00 --- -—- - -
Poultry - #/ Acre - - - - - - - - - -
Broilers A.U./Acre - - - - - —— —— —— —— —
Poultry - #/ Acre - - - - - - - - - -
Layers A.U./Acre
Catfish # Acres/ Acre 0.00 -—- 0.00 0.01 - — 0.00 o . .
Total A.U./Acre 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.09 0.05 0.02 0.04 0.01 0.14 0.05
Potential for NPS Impairment Low Low Low Low Low Low Low Low Mod Low

* No data reported for this portion of the subwatershed; nd =no data



Table 3¢, cont. Estimations of animal concentrations, animal units (A.U.), and percent of acres where pesticides/herbicides applied in the
Lower Tallapoosa Cataloging Unit (0315-0110). Numbers of animals and pesticides/herbicides listed by acreage and subwatershed were
provided by the local SWCDs on Conservation Assessment Worksheets completed in 1998.

19

Subwatershed
110 120 130 140 150 160 170 180 Total
Bullock Bullock Bullock El
County (s) Elmore Macon uioe Macon Montgomery Elmore Montgomery more
" Macon Montgomery*
Montgomery Montgomery
Acres Reported (% of Total) 100 99 97 100 99 100 100 100 98
Pesticides Est. % Total . .
Applied Reported Acres 15 3 ! 2 > 14 3
Cattle #/ Acre 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.12 0.10 0.00 0.04 0.01 0.05
A.U./Acre 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.12 0.10 0.00 0.04 0.01 0.05
. #/ Acre - - - - - - - - 0.00
Dairy
A.U./Acre --- - --- --- --- - --- --- 0.00
. #/ Acre - - - - - - - - 0.00
Swine
A.U./Acre --- - --- --- --- - --- --- 0.00
Poultry - #/ Acre - --- 0.88 - - -—- - 8.48 0.30
Broilers A.U./Acre --- - 0.01 --- --- - --- 0.07 0.00
Poultry - #/ Acre -—- - -—- -—- -—- - -—- -—- -—-
Layers A.U./Acre
Catfish # Acres/ Acre - -—- 0.00 0.00 - --- - - 0.00
Total A.U/Acre 0.02 0.04 0.07 0.12 0.10 0.00 0.04 0.07 0.05
Potential for NPS Impairment Low Low Low Mod Low Low Low Low Low

* No data reported for this portion of the subwatershed; nd =no data
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Table 4c. Sedimentation estimates by source, forest condition, septic tank information and resource concerns by subwatershed in the Lower Tallapoosa cataloging unit (0315-0110) as
provided by the local Soil and Water Conservation Districts (SWCD) on Conservation Assessment Worksheets (ASWCC 1998).  (* Indicates not reported)

Subwatershed | 10 | 20 | 30 | 40 | 50 | 60 | 70 | 80 | 9 | 100
Forest Condition

% of Subwatershed Needing Forest Improvement | 29 * 7 34 13 16 29 39 * 38

Sediment Contributions (Tons/Acre)

Cropland 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.2

Sand & Gravel Pits 0.1 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.7 0.8 0.7

Mined Land 0.1 0.1

Developing Urban Land 0.1 1.0 3.0 0.0 32 0.2 0.2 1.0 0.1

Critical Areas 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.5 0.1

Gullies 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.7 1.6 0.2
Stream Banks 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.7 0.0 0.4
Dirt Roads and Roadbanks 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 2.0 0.0 0.4
Woodlands 0.4 0.2 0.6 0.0 0.5 0.7 3.5 0.5 0.5 0.4
Total Sediment 0.7 1.2 4.1 0.8 4.3 1.6 6.2 6.3 1.8 2.5
Potential for Sediment NPS Low Low Mod Low Mod Low Mod Mod Low Low
Septic Tanks

# Septic Tanks per acre* 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.05 0.01
# Septic Tanks Failing per acre* 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
# of Alternative Septic Systems 10

Resource Concerns in the Subwatershed

Excessive Erosion on Cropland X X X X X

Gully Erosion on Agricultural Land X X X X X X

Road and Roadbank Erosion X X X X X X X

Poor Soil Condition (cropland) X X X

Excessive Animal Waste Applied to Land X

Excessive Pesticides Applied to Land X X X X

Excessive Sediment from Cropland X X X

Excessive Sediment From Roads/Roadbanks X X X X X X X

Excessive Sediment from Urban Development X X X X X

Inadequate Management of Animal Wastes X

Nutrients in Surface Waters X X X X X

Pesticides in Surface Waters X X X X X

Bacteria and other organisms in surface waters X X

Low dissolved oxygen in surface waters X

Livestock are overgrazing pastures X X X X X X

Livestock Commonly have Access to Streams X X X X X X X X X X
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Table 4c¢, cont. Sedimentation estimates by source, forest condition, septic tank information and resource concerns by subwatershed in the Lower Tallapoosa cataloging unit (0315-0110) as
provided by the local Soil and Water Conservation Districts (SWCD) on Conservation Assessment Worksheets (ASWCC 1998). (*Indicates not reported)

Subwatershed [ 110 | 120 | 130 | 140 | 150 | 160 170 180
Forest Condition

% of Subwatershed Needing Forest Improvement | * ‘ 15 ‘ 1 ‘ 3 ‘ 2 ‘ * ‘ 0 ‘ *
Sediment Contributions (Tons/Acre)

Cropland 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.4
Sand & Gravel Pits 2.2 2.1 0.4 3.8 14.5 4.2 1.2
Mined Land

Developing Urban Land 7.5 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.8 0.7 1.2 4.2
Critical Areas 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.3
Gullies 1.5 0.3 0.3 0.2 34
Stream Banks 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0
Dirt Roads and Roadbanks 0.0 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0
Woodlands 0.4 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.0 4.4 0.0 0.3
Total Sediment 12.6 3.6 1.5 4.7 15.6 5.2 5.8 9.8
Potential for Sediment NPS Mod Low Low Mod Mod Mod Mod Mod

Septic Tanks

# Septic Tanks per acre 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.1
# Septic Tanks Failing per acre 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
# of Alternative Septic Systems 50 500 300

Resource Concerns in the Subwatershed

Excessive Erosion on Cropland X X X

Gully Erosion on Agricultural Land X

Road and Roadbank Erosion X X X

Poor Soil Condition (cropland) X X

Excessive Animal Waste Applied to Land

Excessive Pesticides Applied to Land

Excessive Sediment from Cropland X X

Excessive Sediment From Roads/Roadbanks X X X

Excessive Sediment from Urban Development X X X X
Inadequate Management of Animal Wastes

Nutrients in Surface Waters X

Pesticides in Surface Waters X

Bacteria and other organisms in surface waters X

Low dissolved oxygen in surface waters

Livestock are overgrazing pastures X X

Livestock Commonly have Access to Streams X X X -3 X X X X




Table Sc. Estimation of Potential Sources of NPS Impairment for subwatersheds in the Lower Tallapoosa cataloging unit (0315-0110). Source categories are based upon information provided by the local
Soil and Water Conservation Districts (SWCD) on Conservation Assessment Worksheets completed in 1998, and from Construction Stormwater Authorization information provided by the Mining and
NPS Unit of ADEM. *Rural landuse sources were used to develop the NPS potential. The presence of a CWA 303(d) stream segment within a subwatershed raised the subwatershed to the top of the
prioritization ranking.

9

Potential Sources of Impairment
Rank in Tallapoosa .
. Potential NPS . .
Subwatershed Basin* Impai Rural Landuses Urban / Suburban / Residential Landuses
I . mpairment
1 = Highest Potential Septic Tank
Animal Husbandry ~ Row Crops Pasture Runoff Mining Forestry Practices ~ Sedimentation Urban Development lgailure

010 41 L L L L L M L L L

020 49 L L L M L L L M M L

030 32 L L L L L M M M H L

040 26 M L L M L M L L L

050 25 M L L M L M M M H L

060 41 L L L L L M L L L L

070 24 M L M M L M M L M L

080 7 H L M L L H M L L M

090 45 L M M L L L L M L L

100 5 L L L M L M L L L L

110 31 M L M L M L M M M L

120 4 M L L L M M L L L L

130 40 L L L M L L L L L L

140 1 H M L H M L M L L L

150 11 M L L M H L M M M L

160 45 L L L M L L M M M

170 8 H L M M H L M H H L

180 37 L L M L L L M H H
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Table 6¢c. Physical characteristics and habitat quality of sites assessed in the Lower Tallapoosa River basin.

LOBL-1** PPLL-1** PPLL-3** PPLL-5%** SOGL-1** SOGL-4**  SOGL-6** CHWL-1** CHWL-3** CHWL-4**
Subwatershed # 030 030 030 030 030 030 030 050 050 050
Date (YYMMDD) 000530 000518 000518 000518 000530 000518 000518 000518 000517 000517
Ecoregion/ Subregion 45b 45b 45b 45b 45b 45b 45b 651 651 651
Drainage area (mi?)
Width (ft) 15 7 20 15 15 50 50 15 60 60
Canopy Cover* S MO S MO MO MO MO 50/50 o o
Depth (ft) Riffle 0.3 0.8 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Run 1.5 0.5 1.5 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.5 1.0 1.5
Pool 3.0 1.0 2.5 1.5 3.5 2.5 3.5 3.0 2.5 2.5
Substrate (%) Bedrock 2 5 3 28 20 5 38 15
Boulder 2 52 5 5 1 10 35
Cobble 2 10 1 3 5 15 15
Gravel 10 10 3 10 2 5 15 15
Sand 72 78 15 87 55 55 75 75 1 2
Silt 8 2 5 4 10 3 5 4 15 15
Detritus 14 2 3 2 4 6 5 5 5 3
Clay 2 2 1 5 1
Org. Silt 6
Geomorphology GP RR RR GP GP RR RR GP RR RR
Habitat Survey (% maximum)
Instream Habitat Quality 30 42 92 25 50 60 45 42 92 87
Sediment Deposition 55 45 62 47 60 40 25 55 80 70
Sinuosity 32 90 77 57 80 32 37 45 92 90
Bank and Vegetative Stability 67 85 72 70 82 65 75 47 90 90
Riparian Measurements 82 32 57 25 95 100 90 100 90 70
Habitat Assessment Score 146 142 177 120 170 158 154 144 211 194
% Maximum 66 64 73 54 77 65 64 65 87 80
Assessment G G G F E G G E E E

** 303(d) Station



Table 6¢c. Physical characteristics and habitat quality of sites assessed in the Lower Tallapoosa River basin.

CLBM-1** CLBM-4** TALM-32 TAS5U4-25" CUBM-2** CUBM-3** CUBM-4** OAKM-2%* DAKM-3**

Subwatershed # 100 100 100 100 120 120 120 130 130
Date (YYMMDD) 000517 000511 000511 000802 000511 000511 000511 005010 000510
Ecoregion/ Subregion 65b 65b 65b 65b 65b 65b 65b 65b 65b
Drainage area (mi%) 8
Width (ft) 15 25 3 4 15 23 25 25 50
Canopy Cover* MS MO S o 50/50 S o o o
Depth (ft) Riffle 0.5 0.4 0.5
Run 1.0 1.5 0.1 0.5 2.0 1.0 1.5 1.0 1.0
Pool 2.5 5.0 0.5 2.5 3.0 3.0 3.0
Substrate (%) Bedrock 45 35 15
Boulder
Cobble 2 2 5
Gravel 5 8 20 15 30 10
Sand 67 40 90 58 80 75 43 45 37
Silt 2 3 3 20 5 10 3 6 5
Detritus 25 2 7 2 10 10 2 4 2
EN Clay 1 5 5 40
Org. Silt 1
Geomorphology GP RR GP GP GP GP RR RR GP
Habitat Survey (% maximum)
Instream Habitat Quality 45 65 23 35 30 37 85 60 40
Sediment Deposition 50 57 64 7 57 50 60 55 45
Sinuosity 57 52 43 20 62 40 80 45 30
Bank and Vegetative Stability 55 80 21 0 60 22 80 20 80
Riparian Measurements 60 90 38 10 100 75 80 75 55
Habitat Assessment Score 123 170 82 44 148 117 185 156 126
% Maximum 55 70 38 20 67 53 77 65 57
Assessment E E P P E G E E G

*x 303(d) Station
~ ALAMAP Station
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Table 7¢. Bioassessment results conducted in the Lower Tallapoosa River Basin (0315-0110).

Sub-watershed 030 030 030 030 030 030 030

Station LOBL-1** PPLL-1** PPLL-3** PPLL-5** SOGL-1** SOGL-4** SOGL-6** CHWL-1** CHWL-3**

Macroinvertebrate community

Date 000530 000518 000518 000518 000530 000518 000518
# EPT families ] 2 2 2 7 10 10
Assessment F P P P F G G
Fish community
Date
Time (min)

Richness measures

# species

# darter species

# minnow species

# sunfish species

# sucker species

# intolerant species

Composition measures

% sunfish

% omnivores and herbivores

% insectivourous cyprinids

% top carnivores

Population measures

Individuals

# collected per hour

% disease and anomalies

IBI Score

Assessment

*%303(d) Station
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Table 7¢, Cont. Bioassessment results conducted in the Lower Tallapoosa (0315-0110) River.

Sub-watershed 100 100 100 120 120

Station CLBM-1** CLBM-4** TALM-32 CUBM-2** CUBM-3** CUBM-4%**

Macroinvertebrate community

000517 000511 000511 000511 000511
# EPT families 6 10 5 9 9
Assessment F E F E E

Fish community

Time (min)

Richness measures

# species

# darter species

# minnow species

# sunfish species

# sucker species

# intolerant species

Composition measures

% sunfish

% omnivores and herbivores

% insectivourous cyprinids

% top carnivores

Population measures

Individuals

# collected per hour

% disease and anomalies

IBI Score

Assessment

** 303(d) Station



Table 8. List of previous water quality assessments (by cataloging unit) conducted on streams within the Tallapoosa River
basin from 1986-2000. Chemical assessments are indicated when biological assessments were not conducted.

Waterbody | Date(s) | Assessment Type* |  Reference
Upper Tallapoosa (0315-0108)

Tallapoosa River Cleburne Co. Rd. 17 1996 C 1999a
Sanders Creek Cleburne Co. 1999 C,B 2000c
Unnamed Tributary to Cane Creek 1997 C 2000b
Green Creek Randolph Co. 1999 C,B 2000b
Middle Tallapoosa (0315-0109)

Tallapoosa River @ Harris Dam tailrace 1996 C 1999a
Tallapoosa River @ AL Hwy 77 1996 C 1999a
Cornhouse Creek Randolph Co. T22S/R10E/S12 1996 C 1999a
Cornhouse Creek Randolph Co. T21S/R10E/S12 1996 C 1999a
Crooked Creek Clay Co. Rd. 31 1996 C 1999a
Crooked Creek @ Berwick 1996 C 1999a
Hunter Creek Randolph Co. 1997 C 2000b
Hurricane Creek Randolph Co. 1999 C.B 2000c
Chatahospee Creek Chambers Co. 1999 C 2000c
UT Chapman Creek Coosa Co. 1999 C 2000c
UT Crooked Creek Clay Co. 1999 B 2000c
Crooked Creek Clay Co. 1999 B 2000c
Hurricane Creek Randolph Co. 1995,1997,1998 B 2000a
Lower Tallapoosa (0315-0110)

Sougahatchee Creek @ Opelika Treatment Plant 1996 C 1999a
Pepperell Branch @ US Hwy 280 1996 C 1999a
Pepperell Branch @ US Hwy 29 1996 C 1999a
Chewacla Creek @ Lee Co. Rd. 26 1996 C 1999a
Chewacla Creek @ US Hwy 80 1996 C 1999a
Chewacla Creek @ Lee Co. Rd. 22 1996 C 1999a
Uphapee Creek @ Macon Co. Rd. 53 1996 C 1999a
Uphapee Creek @ AL Hwy 49 1996 C 1999a
Calebee Creek Unnamed Macon Co. Rd. N. of Roba 1996 C 1999a
Calebee Creek @ Unnamed Macon Co. Rd. N. of Roh 1996 C 1999a
Calebee Creek @ Macon Co. Rd. 73 1996 C 1999a
Calebee Creek @ Macon Co. Rd. 40 1996 C 1999a
Line Creek @ AL Hwy 110 1996 C 1999a
Line Creek @ Macon Co. Rd. 4 1996 C 1999a
Line Creek @ US Hwy 80 1996 C 1999a
Line Creek @ Brassell RR Bridge (Macon Co.) 1996 C 1999a
Cubahatchee Creek @ US Hwy 29 1996 C 1999a
Cubahatchee Creek @ Macon Co. Rd. 2 1996 C 1999a
Cubahatchee Creek @ Macon Co. Rd. 19 1996 C 1999a
Cubahatchee Creek @ US Hwy 80 1996 C 1999a
UT Wauxamaka Creek Macon Co. 1997 C 1999a
Slaughter Creek Bullock Co. 1997 C 2000b
Old Town Creek Macon Co. 1999 C 2000b
Miller Creek Montgomery Co. 1999 C 2000b
UT Ledbetter Creek Tallapoosa Co. 1999 C 2000b
Line Creek Bullock Co. 1999 C,B 2000c
Froggy Bottom Creek Montgomery Co. 1999 C,B 2000c
Parkerson Mill Creek Lee Co. 1997 B 2000b
Robinson Creek Lee Co. 1998 B 2000b
Nash Creek Lee Co. 1998 B 2000b

* B= Biological Assessment (either fish or aquatic macroinvertebrate) C= Chemical Assessment
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Table 9. Summary of the number of current Construction/Stormwater Authorizations, Noncoal <5 Acres/Stormwater Authorizations, NPDES Permits, and
CAFO Registrations issued within each subwatershed of the Tallapoosa River Basin. Those subwatersheds with more than five authorizations, permits or
registrations in a category are in bold.

# of Authorizations / #NPDES permits

Cataloging Unit|
and
Subwatershed

Non-Coal Mining
Construction/ <5 Acres / Semi Public/  Industrial Process
Total Number of Stormwater Stormwater Mining Municipal Private Wastewater - CAFO
Permits and Authorizations  Authorizations NPDES NPDES NPDES NPDES Majors Registrations
Authorizations (a) (a) (c) (b) (b) (b) (c)
Upper Tallapoosa (0315-0108)
050 5

060

070

080

090

100

110

120

130

140

150

160

170

200

—_ === oo == === == ]w
—_

220

240

G Y ey e

250

B[R W = = W L[N = (B == W

260

270
Middle Tallapoosa (0315-0109)
010 1 1

020 1 1

030 3 1 2

040

050

060 3

070 5 4 1

080

)
)

090

100

110

120

130

140

150

160

170

180

O (W N W NN N W

190

200

—_
—_

210

(=)

WA NN WD R =N = NN
—_

220 5
Lower Tallapoosa (0315-0110)
010 2 1 1

020 3 3

030 29 21 3 3 1 1

040 3 2 1
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Table 9, cont. Summary of the number of current Construction/Stormwater Authorizations, Noncoal <5 Acres/Stormwater Authorizations, NPDES Permits,
and CAFO Registrations issued within each subwatershed of the Tallapoosa River Basin. Those subwatersheds with more than five authorizations, permits
or registrations in a category are in bold.

# of Authorizations / #NPDES permits
Cataloging Unit
and Non-Coal Mining
Subwatershed Construction/ <5 Acres / Semi Public/  Industrial Process
Total Number of Stormwater Stormwater Mining Municipal Private Wastewater - CAFO
Permits and Authorizations  Authorizations NPDES NPDES NPDES NPDES Majors Registrations
Authorizations (a) (a) (b) (b) (b) (b) (c)
Lower Tallapoosa (0315-0110), cont.
050 33 27 1 1 1 3
060 3 3
070 14 8 1 2 1 2
080 1 1
090 5 2 1 2
100 8 1 2 1 4
110 2 2
120 3 1 1 1
130 1 1
140 9 2 1 6
150 7 3 2 2
160 5 5
170 47 38 2 6 1
180 14 11 2

(a) Source: ADEM Mining and Nonpoint Source Unit, Field Operations, database retrieval (7/18/00)
(b) Source: 1996 CWS Report (ADEM 1999a)
(¢) Source: ADEM Mining and Nonpoint Source Unit, Field Operations, database retrieval (08/11/00)
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Table 10. List of stations assessed or attempted as part of the surface water quality NPS screening assessment within each cataloging
unit of the Tallapoosa River Basin.

Basin Size  Assessment  Subwatershed Sub-
Stream Name Station ) Ecoregion County T/R/S Latitude Longitude
(sq. mi.) Type* Number .

Upper Tallapoosa (0315-0108)
Cedar Cr CDRC-15 4 M,H, C 110 45a Cleburne T17S/R10E/S3 33.57654 -85.57780
UT to Tallapoosa R UTTC-14 3 M,H 110 45a Cleburne T16S/R11E/S21 33.61358 -85.49800
Verdin Cr VDNC-13 5 M,H 110 45a Cleburne T16S/R11E/234 33.58063 -85.46590
Lost Cr LSTC-12 12 M,H 220 45a Cleburne T17S/R12E/S13 33.54489 -85.33320
Little Lost Cr LTLC-11 4 M,H, C 220 45a Cleburne T17S/R12E/S14 33.53687 -85.35790
UT to Lost Cr UTLC-10 3 M,H 220 45a Cleburne T17S/R12E/S22 33.52284 -85.36500
Bear Cr BEAR-2 19 M,H, C 240 45a Randolph TI19S/R11E/S13 33.37664 -85.44380
Cane Cr CNER-3 8 M, H 240 45a Randolph T19S/R12E/S6 33.39805 -85.42350
Cutrose Cr CUTR-4 14 M,H 240 45a Randolph T18S/R12E/S27 33.42542 -82.37440
Henson Branch HENR-1 4 M, H 240 45a Randolph T19S/R11E/S14 33.36388 -85.46570
Shoal Cr SHLR-5 18 M, H 240 45a Randolph T18S/R12E/S23 33.44028 -85.36040
Cohobiah Cr COHR-8 22 M,H, C 250 45a Randolph T18S/R12E/S7 33.46778 -85.43460
Knokes KNSR-9 16 M,H 250 45a Randolph T18S/R12E/S10 33.47123 -85.37710
Pineywoods Cr PNYR-6 24 M,H, C 250 45a Randolph TI18S/R11E/S29 33.43413 -85.51280
Wolf Cr WLFR-7 5 M, H 250 45a Randolph T19S/R11E/S2 33.39184 -85.45540

Middle Tallapoosa (0315-0109)
Fox Cr FOXC-16 15 M, H 010 45a Clay T19S/R9E/S12 33.33448 -85.72990
Fox Cr FOXC-17 37 M, H 010 45a Clay T19S/R9E/S16 33.32358 -85.65660
Cornhouse Cr (also ref sta) CHSR-19 29 M,H,C 040 45a Randolph T21S/R11E/S8 33.21210 -85.51810
Cornhouse Cr CHSR-20 56 M,H, C 040 45a Randolph T21S/R11E/S11 33.20943 -85.47600
Cornhouse Cr CHSR-21 12 M, H 040 45a Randolph T21S/R11E/SI 33.22059 -85.45540
Wildcat Cr WDTR-18 14 M, H 040 45a Randolph T20S/R11E/S32 33.23983 -85.52880
Beaverdam Cr BVDR-23 13 M, H 050 45a Randolph T21S/R10E/S7 33.13184 -85.44380
No Business Cr NBSR-22 6 M, H 050 45a Randolph T21S/R10E/S13 33.19425 -85.56360
Galloway Cr GLYT-27 5 M, H 090 45a Tallapoosa T23N/R10E/S3 33.00873 -85.63130
Hodnett Mill Cr HTMT-26 9 M, H 090 45a Tallapoosa T24N/R10E/S25 33.03656 -85.59840
Laney Cr LNYC-25 3 M, H 090 45a Chambers T22S/R10E/S19 33.05852 -85.59100
UT to Tallapoosa R UTTC-24 4 M, H 090 45a Chambers T22S/R10E/S8 33.08625 -85.57010

Lower Tallapoosa (0315-0110)
Calebee Cr CALM-33 NA N/A 100 65b Macon T15N/R24E/S25 - -
Prairie Cr PREM-34 NA N/A 100 65b Macon T15N/R24E/S21 — e
Persimmon Cr PSMM-31 NA N/A 100 651 Macon T16N/R23E/S24 - -
Tallassee Cr TALM-32 8 M, H 100 65e Macon T15N/R24E/S9 32.3034 -85.6451
Mathew's Cr MTHM-30 NA N/A 140 65a Montgomery ~ T15N/R20E/S13 - -
Panther Cr PANB-29 NA N/A 140 65a Bullock T15N/R21E/S21 - -

* Assessment Type: C=Chemical Assessment; H= Habitat Assessment; M=Aquatic Macroinvertebrate; F=Fish Assessment;
NA= Not Assessed (dry/not flowing/beaver dam, etc)

+ data collected as part of another study

** Level IV Ecoregions of Alabama (Griffith, etal 1999)
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Table 11a. List of the seven waterbody segments within the Tallapoosa River Basin on ADEM's 1998 §303(d) list due
to unknown or nonpoint source impacts. Sources and causes of impairment are listed (ADEM 1999c). Three
segments (in italics) are included on the 303(d) list with urban/industrial sources. (*Segments added by EPA; some

information not yet available)

Waterbody Sub- Miles Use Support Nonpoint Sources
watershed impaired Status

Causes of Impairment

Upper Tallapoosa (0315-0108)

Tallapoosa R 110 43 F&W Partial Industrial, Municipal
Nonirrigated crop prod.
Pasture grazing

Flow reg/Mod
Wolf Cr 250 4.0 F&W Partial Int. animal feeding oper.
Middle Tallapoosa (0315-0109)
Pepperell Branch 030 * A&I  Unknown Industrial
Tallapoosa River 050 3.0 F&w Partial Dam construction
Flow reg/mod
Sugar Creek 190 * F&W  Unknown Municipal
Lower Tallapoosa (0315-0110)
Yates Reservoir 010 224 PWS/ Partial  Industrial
SIF&W Municipal
Nonirrigated crop prod.

Pasture grazing

Calebee Creek 100 * F&W Non Unknown source
Cubahatchee Creek 120 * S/ F&W Non Unknown source
Oakfuskee Creek 140 10.0 F&W Partial  Unknown source
Oakfuskee Creek 140 5.1 F&W Partial Unknown source

Organic Enrichment/
Dissolved Oxygen

Ammonia
OE/DO
Pathogens

Nutrients

Flow alteration

Me