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Spokane River & Lake Spokane DO TMDL (2010)
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(Way more than) 10 years of progress

IEP’s “New, Improved” WW

Speece Cone

Primary Clarifier Conustrenner
Heat Exchange Super O\\gen'\tlon

. Process
* Water

|

(

'J,.

i

U

,“z”ff:m;',:;;: s AR i Git / i
A e ﬂ”“'

Equalization Tanks

Spokane River

UF Membranes




Spokane TMDL 10-Year Assessment

 TMDL has 20-year implementation timeframe
* 10-Year Assessment is “halfway check”

Relies on a large variety of data sources
* Ecology data sources

* Non-Ecology data sources
* Avista/Tetra Tech Lake Spokane monitoring
* Spokane County groundwater data
City of Spokane stormwater & CSO data
Discharger Monitoring Reports (DMR)
USGS streamflow data
USGS Lake Spokane groundwater studies
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March-October TP load (lbs/day)
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® NOV-FEB ¢ MAR-MAY
Hangman Creek @ Mouth: Total Phosphorus

Log [TP] = -1.0086239 - 0.0007064(Time)
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Little Spokane River @ Mouth: Total Phosphorus

Log [TP] = -1.401 - 0.0006356(Time)
R2=0141 F=647 P <0.001
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Spokane River @ Riverside St. Park: Total Phosphorus

1.00 1 Log [TP] = -1.162 - 0.001240453(Time)
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Estimated Total Phosphorus -- Riverine Assessment Point, 2008-2022
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First, a bit of historical context
What happened the last time we did this, back in the 1970’s?

Lake Spokane Inflow TP and min. Hypolimnetic DO

500 Time-series, before and after advanced secondary treatment

A Pre-P reduction (1972-1977)
i ¢ Post-P reduction (1978-1985)
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inflow TP concentration
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hypolimnetic (>15m) DO
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i o Data from:
A Patmont et al., 1987
A = Welch et al., 2015
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So where are we now (as of 2022)?

Lake Spokane Inflow TP vs. min. Hypolimnetic DO
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Data from: Patmont et al., 1987; Welch et al., 2015; this study



What about Harmful Algae Blooms?
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A Toxin above state guideline ® Not above state guideline
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Let’s talk
more about
honpoint...
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2001 Anthropogenic Loadings

March - May
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July - October

@Point sources

O Storm Water
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oLittle Spokane River
BHangman Creek
BCoulee Creek
BLake Watershed

TP load (lbs/day)

2500

2000

1500

1000

500

2022 Total Phosphorus Loads to Spokane River
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* Focus on nonpoint pollution

* Especially sediment-laden runoff in Hangman
What and Little Spokane

heeds to

be done * Keep monitoring Lake Spokane

next? * Track DO response as lake re-equilibrates to
reduced TP inflows

* Fulfill remaining TMDL requirements

22



Questions?

Spokane 10-year Effectiveness Study Report URL:

https://apps.ecology.wa.gov/publications/SummaryPage
s/2503001.html

Tighe Stuart

Environmental Assessment Program
Eastern Regional Office
509-638-3257

tighe.stuart@ecy.wa.gov
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