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sSources of E. coli

1) The sources of E. coli varied significantly with
stream, although a wide range of E. coli sources
were found in the samples taken throughout the

study.

2) There were no noticeable differences between the
main sources identified between sites within a
watershed.

3) The dominant source contributors were similar for
the watersheds studied with only minor variations.

4) The dominant sources of E. coli changed from one
year to the next in the 4 watersheds.

5) The majority of isolates classified in 2003 came

practices and policies require sound scientific data from deer/elk, avian, and canine, whereas the
on the sources of bacterial pathogens and majority of isolates classified in 2004 came from

knowledge of their life history and survival in Results avian, bovine, and rodent sources.

watersheds. 6) Overall, wildlife was the largest contributor of E.
AW coli to the watersheds Iin both 2003 (>84%) and
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Water is central to all life. Concerns with water
quality have increased in recent years, in part due
to contamination of drinking water by
Cryptosporidium, Giardia, and E.coli 0157:H7.
Health concerns relating to water quality, and
multiple-use in watersheds have created conflicts
between user groups and their demands on land
and water resources. Non-point source pollution is
often difficult to quantify and source, and therefore
opposing interest groups often point the finger at
others for causing the problem. Resolution of
conflicts and the adoption of better management

Table 1. Total and percentage (in parenthesis) of
E. coli for each source by stream for 2003 and 2004.

BX Deer Duteau S.Fortune sSum BX Deer Duteau S.Fortune Sum
2003 2004

Avian 220 [265) B1([{10.1) 201 [(21.4) 107 (40.7) 609 [21.5) Avian 131 [24.3) 145 [2B.1) 161 [24.7) B85 [Q2.0]) 522 [26.4)
Bear 65 (F.B) 136 [17.0) 56 [6.0) 16 6.7) 272 [9.6) Bear 28 [6.2) 22 {4.3) 57 [B.7) 21 [7.9) 128 [6.5)
Bovine 11 {1.3) 72 [9.0) B7 [9.2) 13{49) 1B3[6.5) Bovine 103 {19.1) 103 {20.0) 130 {19.9) 25 [9.4) 361 [18.3)
Canine 202 [24.3) 134 [(16.7) 191 [(203) 37 [14.1] 564 [19.9) Canine 33 [6.1) BB [11.2) 56 (B.4) 18 [6.B) 164 [B.3)
DeerfElk 159 {19.1) 169 [21.1) 266 (2B.3) 33 [12.5) 627 [22.1) DeerfElk 37 [6.9) 34 [6.4) 61(9.3) 3A0{11.3) 161 [B.2)
Feline 31 [3.7) 5 [<1) 16 [1.7) 3 1.1} 56 [1.9) Feline 0 {0) 0 {0) 3 [<1) 0 {D}) 3 [<1)
Horse 26 [3.1) 2 [<1) 2 [<1) 0 {D) 30 {1.1) Horse 6 [1.1) 0 [0) 0 {0) 0 {0) 6 [<1)
Human 4 [«1) 14 [1.7) B [<1) 0 {D) 26 [<1) Human 1 [<1) 2 [<1) 2 [<1) 0 [0) 5 [<1)
Moose 0 {0} 0 {0} 0 D) 1 [<1) 1 [<1) Moose 10 [1.9) 22 [4.3) 5 [<1) 4 [1.8]) 41 [2.1)
Rabbit 2 [<1) 2 [<1) 0 {0} 2 [«1) 6 [<1) Rabbit 1 [<1) 1 [<1) 1 [<1) 0 [0) 3 [=1)
Raccoon 21 [2.5]) 11 {1.4) 29 [3.1) 6 [2.3) 67 [2.4) Raccoon 29 [5.4) 36 [7.0) 22 [3.4) 10 [3.B) 97 [4.9)

Rodent 65(7B) 47(59) G55(5.B8) 35[13.3) 202([7.1) Rodent 97 [18.0) 69 (11.4) 118 [1B.1) 60 [22.6]) 334 [16.9)
Squirrel 1 f<1) 0 [0} 0 [0) 1 [<1) 2 [<1) Squirrel 2[1]  5[1.0) 5 {<1) 0@ 12 <1)
Unknown 24([25) 129(16.1) 30[(@.2) 10({3@8) 193 [6.8) Unknown 62(11.5] 30(5.8) 33(51] 13({4.8) 138 [7.0)
Sum 831 (100) BO2 {100) 941 {100) 263 {100) 2837 [100 Sum 540 (100) 516 [100) 653 {100) 266 {100) 1975 {100)
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coliforms at various Ilocations within the 4
watersheds.

2) Ildentify the sources of fecal contamination at
different sites in 4 watersheds using ribotyping (a
molecular fingerprinting technique).
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