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INTRODUGTION

The purpose of this study was to improve our knowledge of stressors to benthic macroinvertebrate communities
and to assist in the development of biological Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) studies in Virginia. A key issue
in TMDL development involves determining which parameters should be collected and at what levels these
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. S0 e T Parameters that appear to be good indicators of stress to biological communities include: Nitrate-Nitrogen,
Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen, Total Phosphorus, Total Chlorides, Total Sulphates, Total Suspended Solids,
. Turbidity, Total Solids, and Total Habitat Score.
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