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. Jr gt 11 E"° watershed hydrology and transport
560 1ments In the streams and storm drains.
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‘:-{Bads estimated for PAHs, PCBs, and
~  chlordane.

Lindane also estimated for Switzer Creek.



Preel] c,f: Pollutant Loads from
\/\/g_l_zg 1ed Modeling Simulation
- using LSPC




WEETshed Study Assumptions ™

oHluclr are.assoclated, with detachment
RSO O SEdiment through
z'rreenr'r; and storm drains.

PO Hl ant leading occurs during storm
@,_ o ts With Righ sediment loads, rather
Al during dry weather low flows.
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: Pollutants are linked to specific land use

~ types; however, land use specific data
Wwere not available for organic compounds.
Therefore, EMCs were used to determine
organics leading in each watershed.
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VBRI PAH Leads for ChellasiCreek ™
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VBRI PCB Leads, for ChollasiCreek ™

N
o

N

=
|

—~
O)
~
%2
ie)
@®©
o
-l
m
015
o
)
(@)
@©
—
)
>
<

0.5

o

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec




VRl Chiordaneyeads forGhlias Creek™

Average Chlordane Loads ()
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RECEIVING Wﬁ@j\v’lﬂd@i(ﬁﬁ;

=VINORITIEN tial Eluia! Dynamlcs Code (EFDC)
[SRIIE rr-.\ ewlng water model used in San
JJegﬁ» 1o simulate the assimilative

_ ue : 1ty the transport and fate of

= spended sediment loading, and dynamic
= Ueﬂ‘ects of tidal flushing.
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SNIE mf/'r_” euyEmicHedelNvasicalibratec s
Lis]ale)s rface Water elevation data

(olleg_r. | from February 6, 2001 to March
0, /G 1

J*E "model was validated with data for

e

‘=_'120’01 from the NOAA-COOPS station

S— e R

e

= Jocated near G Street. The predicted
results match well with the NOAA data.



Extendedrcomparisons(validation) efithe
SaMPIEgerBay. hydiedyRamicanodel

B results andidata (June 2001).
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jon of trackline data collection sites.

Outfall Locations
Discrete Sample Locations

Upstream Sampling Locations
MESC Track Line
1 Designated Toxic Hotspaot

-117.14 -117.13 -117.12 -117.11



oImparison of simulated and observed
NSO entration. attheyaeuthor
Gliollas Creek, Trackline 4.




L Gomparisonorsimulatediand observediiss
Concentration at.the. mouth ofiPalete Creeks™
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S iliE series of'surface bed layer TPAH
Lesultstat sites 1, 2, and 3 in thePaleta
model.

TPAH (mgiL)

0.E+00

274 304 334 364 394 424 454 484 514 544 574 604 634
Julian Day



BENESUlLs without Controls atftiiess

MBI ol PaletarCreek.
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2ANiesults without controls aifihe s
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PAEsults without controls aisthess

el o1 Chollas Creek.
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shipIeane results without conbiolsyss

ISdermeutn o Paleta Creek.
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shipIeane results without conbiolsyss

ISE"mouth olifChpellas Creek.
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WIDL elenients g
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PAHS
TMDL Existing Load Reduction Required
Waterbody ¢ £
g/d g/d g/d %
0.00E+00 1.08E+02 1.08E+02 100%
BB1IEF01 4.07E+02 3.22E+02 80%
2.80E+01 So0E+0E 7.00E+00 20%
Chlordane
TMDL Existing Load Reduction Required
Waterbody = 2 5
= - - S grd :
~__ Paleta Creek 2.23E-03 5.14E+00 5.14E+00 100%
~ Chollas Creek 1.37E-01 1.09E+01 1.08E+01 99%
Switzer Creek 4.50E-02 3.09E+00 3.04E+00 99%
Lindane
TMDL Existing Load Reduction Required
Waterbody
g/d g/d g/d %

Switzer Creek 7.64E-03 3.27E-02 2.50E-02 77%
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