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Figure 2
Comparison of Watershed Land Use for Alachua County Creeks
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*Impaired sites excluded due to previous drought: LMONT, DRC, DM, LHT53, and LHTW26.

Stream Bioreconnaisance Results, Alachua County, Florida 2000 - 2003



Figure 3
Comparison of Overall Habitat Assessment Scores for Alachua County Creeks
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*Impaired sites excluded due to previous drought: LMONT, DRC, DM, LHT53, and LHTW26.

Stream Bioreconnaisance Results, Alachua County, Florida 2000 - 2003
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Figure 4

Comparison of Biometric Diversity Scores for Alachua County Creeks

21

Biometric Type

*Impaired sites excluded due to previous drought: LMONT, DRC, DM, LHT53, and LHTW26.

Stream Bioreconnaisance Results, Alachua County, Florida 2000 - 2003
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