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Stream Habitat
Most Sugar Creek streams were eroded, embedded,
unshaded, and enriched. Agricultural land use,
encroachment and drainage maintenance commonly
prevented natural habitat forming functions performed
by streamside trees and channel morphology. Wetland
reaches also naturally limited stream biodiversity.
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Biological Integrity
Ohio EPA calculates a biological integrity grade for each
sampling site. Types and numbers of aquatic animals,
eating and breeding patterns, and the ability to survive
in polluted conditions are factored in this score. The
Sugar Creek basin was inhabited by simple aquatic
communities with few pollution sensitive species. Smallmouth
bass were nearly absent from the basin. Like a “canary in \ —ByProducts
a coal mine,” the loss of this fish occurs as water quality
declines. Biological integrity was naturally low in the
Brewster area due to a large wetland which was not
expected to support stream oriented aquatic communities. |
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Fencing livestock from streams
and planting trees along creek

corridors are important first Acid Mine Drainage
steps. Rain water draining through mined areas can leach metals
T 2 from the soil and become acidic. This water can also be
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3 essentially dead due to acidity. Broad Run, Brandywine

Creek Chub (common) Creek and Goettge Run were also limited by mine drainage.

Following efforts to reclaim a mined area, it can take
years for a stream to recover.
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