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INTRODUCTION (x 10'° per km?)

(SNIFFER, 2006)

Pollution of coastal bathing waters by microbial pathogens is a
subject of intense public health concern.In SW Scotland, much
of the risk is associated with dairy livestock (Fig. ). VWe would
like to know how much the risk is mitigated by on-farm measures
such as ponds and wetlands.

MONITORING WORK ON DAIRY FARM
CATCHMENT (Fig.2)

E.coli and faecal streptococci were counted in samples of stream
water upstream (position C) and downstream (position D) of
a 5000m3 (0.61 ha) disused reservoir in a dairy catchment in
Ayrshire over 6 - 8 storm events in 2005.

Discharge was estimated at C using an ISCO sampler fitted with
an acoustic doppler AVFM meter.
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Figure 3. Area loading exceedance curves for E.coli at positions
C (below farm) and D (below pond)
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Table I. estimated frequency of exceedance of
FC critical loads for 4 sampling positions
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