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S1 Figure 2. USA map with locations and site numbers of 160 LT2 sampling sites reporting highest numbers of non zero

Cryptosporidium oocyst FS findings.
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S2 Figure 3. Log probability distributions LT2 Cryptosporidium occurrence data for eight sampling sites in

the central USA.
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S3 Figure 4. Log probability LT2 Cryptosporidium oocyst distributions with site locations and reported MS

recovery fractions at seven sampling sites on the Mississippi River.
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S4 Figure 5. Log probability LT2 Cryptosporidium oocyst distributions with site locations and reported MS

recovery fractions at six sampling sites on the Missouri River.
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S5 Figure 6a. Log probability LT2 Cryptosporidium oocyst distributions with site locations and reported MS

recovery fractions at six sampling sites in Colorado and Utah.
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S6 Figure 6b. Log probability LT2 Cryptosporidium oocyst distributions with site locations and reported MS

recovery fractions at seven sampling sites in Kansas.
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S7 Figure 6c¢. Log probability LT2 Cryptosporidium oocyst distributions with site locations and reported MS

recovery fractions at ten sampling sites in lllinois, lowa, Minnesota, and North Dakota.
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S8 Figure 6d. Log probability LT2 Cryptosporidium oocyst distributions with site locations and reported MS

recovery fractions at nine sampling sites in North and South Carolina.
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S9 Figure 6e. Log probability LT2 Cryptosporidium oocyst distributions with site locations and reported MS

recovery fractions at nine sampling sites in Texas.
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$10 Figure 6f. Log probability LT2 Cryptosporidium oocyst distributions with site locations and reported MS

recovery fractions at ten sampling sites in Arkansas, Louisiana, and Missouri.
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S11 Figure 7a. Log probability LT2 Cryptosporidium oocyst distributions with site locations and reported MS
recovery fractions at nine sampling sites in Indiana.
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S12 Figure 7b. Log probability LT2 Cryptosporidium oocyst distributions with site locations and reported MS
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recovery fractions at eleven sampling sites in Florida, Kentucky, Tennessee, and Virginia.
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$13 Figure 7c. Log probability LT2 Cryptosporidium oocyst distributions with site locations and reported MS

recovery fractions at fourteen sampling sites in Delaware, Maryland, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania.
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S$14 Figure 7d. Log probability LT2 Cryptosporidium oocyst distributions with site locations and reported MS

recovery fractions at fourteen sampling sites in Connecticut, Ohio, Massachusetts, New York, and Pennsylvania.

S15



10

3 A stockton E. Mixed CA--MS=0.34-0.82 :
] S15 Figure 7e
- B Stockton E. Calev. CA--MS=0.32-0.68
@® Sstockton E. Stanis. CA--MS=0.38-0.6
. J
b % UWCD Sta Paula CA--MS=0.45-0.5
_o 1 - -
> 3 © NID Loma Rica CA--MS=0.15-0.38
2 1 P cucamonga CA--MS=0.13-0.73
ECKU 1 Y Applegate CA--MS=0.29
=) 0.1 4 - - Limit of Detection 10 L Samples
© s B bl At i el ooy b e e e =
e e Not Adjusted for MS
o ]
o
o i
@) i
'}
o P
S 0.014 gl
O ] Z. = el = Fresno CA (no MS)
- . . 7
1 oia v @ Tracy CA-MS=0.1-0.3
- s 7
7
i & it 4 Upland CA-MS=0.26
Carson City NV--MS=0.5-0.7
1E-3 | | | ] I I | | |
01 05 2 10 30 50 70 90 98 995

Percent of Observations Less Than the Ordinate Value
S15 Figure 7e. Log probability LT2 Cryptosporidium oocyst distributions with site locations and reported MS

recovery fractions at ten sampling sites in California and Nevada.

S16



10

Durant OK
Austin IN

S16 Figure 8

Ll L Ll

il

Passaic NJ

Hannibal MO
1 Salina KS

= Palisade CO
3 ansas Cty

3 RO ©

E Leavenwo/nh’Ks

o o / <> ’V,/

’ N,

1
\

OXBIEINTS 25
\Z »"/’,’c"""/f‘: ’;}/ N
'//{"e/("// //{40’4}‘5,4’4 Queensbury NY
<

rd
Limit of Detection 10 L Samplés
0.1 rriitoot iy I_ ______ ,_/.g _________ O

QAT A e NS - Plhecancamcancaneenoance
e A

XS B /. SLC City Ck.

il lllllll
\

el sl g Edwards Vail CO
Limit of Detection for 50 L Samples

D e e e e T 5 .o haintiana - e
- Avon CO prg

Cryptosporidium, Raw No's/L

Data Truncated by Limit of Detection Y

1 lllllll

L
N\

1E-3 | I 1 I ™ 1 T I T
g1 1035 2 10 30 50 70 90 98 995

Percent of Observations Less Than the Ordinate Value

S16 Figure 8. Log probability LT2 Cryptosporidium oocyst distributions with site locations and reported MS

recovery fractions at fifty sampling sites in every region of the USA.
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