


o Atmosphernic depesition centanmiy,
contributes' to) (causes?) waterrquality
Impamment:

* Need addrtronalf study on' toxacriy and
IMPACLS

o Abrlity to use science, data to prHoiize
control eornts
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Atmospheric Deposition to Los Angeles Basin Watersheds

Chromium Copper Nickel Lead Zinc
Atmospheric Deposition (MT/Year)
Los Angeles River 3.0 (2.1-3.9) 16 (10-22) 3.7(2.4-5.1) 12 (6-18) 80 (54-110)
Ballona Creek 0.56 (0.37-0.75 3.5 (2.0-5.0) 0.59 (0.39-0.79) 2.1(1.1-2.8) 13 (12-15)
Dominguez Channel 0.9 (0.24-1.6) 2.1 (1.6-2.6) 0.9 (0.33-1.5) 1.6 (-0.1-3.3) 9.4 (3.8-15)
Lower Santa Ana River 0.78 (0.47-1.1) 3.8 (3.0-4.6) 0.9 (0.6-1.2) 1.6 (1.0-2.3) 37 (11-64)
Malibu Creek 0.10 (0.09-0.1) 0.35(0.32-0.38) 0.13(0.10-0.15) 0.14 (<DL-0.14) 1.4 (1.3-1.5)
Stormwater Runoff (2)
Los Angeles River 0.68 3.11 0.86 1.04 17.30
Ballona Creek 0.17 0.72 0.21 0.23 3.72
Dominguez Channel 0.13 0.65 0.17 0.23 4.00
Watershed Transmission Efficiency (3)
Los Angeles River 23% 19% 23% 9% 22%
Ballona Creek 30% 21% 35% 11% 29%
Dominguez Channel 13% 31% 18% 14% 43%

Source: Sabin, L. D., Schiff, K. C., Lim, J. H., Stolzenbach, K. D., “Atmospheric dry deposition of trace metals in the Los
Angeles coastal region,” Southern California Coastal Water Research Project Biennial Report 2003-2004, Dec. 2004, p.50-60.
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lime series of (a) dry deposition flux i pg/m” clay
MDD = 000} and (b} stmospherc concenirstion W ng/m’
% DL = 003%) hased on sampling tmesair volumes collected.




Storm water dioxin: concentrations m Santa
Monica Bay catchmentrange friom: 7xd 07 ([1g/Ic)
TEQ) te)5.3%10>(ng/LL) TEQ)| Eisheretall (1999)]

Surface water dioxin concentrations, between
1.68%10: (ug/IL) TEQ and 1E29x1102 (re/I0) ' iEQ
[ICARWQECB! database]

CTR [mmit 1s 1.4%10:34(ug/IL)

[Largest source 1S CombUuSiion Processes, meluding
waste imncimeration, motor vehicle exdiaust:
domestic heating {ires, and [OreStres

Atmospheric depesitionisswidespread



Los Angeles River, Copper Seasonal Load and Average
Seasonal Concentration, 1996-2004
(Measured at Wardlow Gage Station)
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Average Seasonal Concentration (ug/L)

1996-1997 1997-1998 1998-1999 1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-20022002-2003 2003-2004

m Seasonal Load (left vertical axis) m Average Seasonal Concentration (right vertical axis)




o SCCWRP estimates of tranSmission elficiency: ol
metals:
— 10:40% miICA" area i 20003) Steri Season
— 57-100% frommpernvaous; small areanmn 2004

o Mass/leadings are greater m wet years, and Jikely,
contam mass accumulated over multipleyeans

o Both urban and natunal Ssources, (Suchiasywild ires)
contribute



BMRPs generally remoyve coanse panticles bt not
dissolved pollutants

Source control 1sfoten more elcient:

Remoying very: 10w concentrations s waleriiis
very difficult

— High flows and velumes averveny ShertipenedS QIR time
— Diificult to remove disselvediphase

[1F atmosphenic deposition: toynaturaliareasis d
sTgniiicant source of pollutants miStemmIi OWS;
compliance may: be impoessible



o Most pollutant mass 1S assocrated with ine
particles

o Most toxicity and avanabiliyasTasseciaied
with fine panticles

o Indications are that CTR: imniS(@quaticiiie
profection) are overly: protective
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Fipure 2-2. An idealized distribution of ambicnt PM showing fine and coarse particles and
the fractions collected by size-selective samplers. [WEAC 15 the Wide Range Acrosol
Classifier which collects the entire coarse mode).

Sourss: Adapiad from Wilson and Sub {1297) and Whithy {1978}, O page 2-13
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I.ocation

Tillman WRP
Burbank WRP
LA Glendale WRP

LA River at Rosecrans
LA River at Willow

Cu Water
Effect Ratio

Low High
4.4 5.0
4.2 5.0
4.6 5.1
6.5 10.2
8.4 14.2




o CTR assumes most metdls ane present: im
dissolved phase

o [Data mdicate that: € TR conversion' [aciorns
(CES) are overly: consenvative

o [i' most metals depoesiiedinomithe
atmoesphere anc present 1mi Sterm il oMs m

panticulate 1orm, mpacts, anelkely smaller
than predicted by C1FR



EBvaluate atmoesphenc deposiiioniiuxes, and
pollutant mass HuXes asfa ncon ol
panticle size

Evaluate transmission efficiencies;
including irom: natural ancas

Evaluate relationship between toxXaeity,
(Impact) and' panticle size

Bvaluate sources; o1 pollutants



o [Use scientiic imiommation: Lo target coninol
strategies

o Employ a combmation ol anzand Waler
controls

o Trarget controls, that wall have greatest
Impact on texicity: (actual impatment)
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