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+ Data| Figure 4.3.5 Comparison of Chromium Data
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Figure 4.3.13 Comparison of Fecal Coliform
Data with Water Quality Standards at Ballona
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Figure 4.3.17 Comparison of pH Data with
Water Quality Standards at Ballona Creek
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Figure 4.3.33 Comparison of Fecal
Enterococcus Data with Water Quality
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Figure 4.3.37 Comparison of Sulfate Data
with Water Quality Standards at Malibu Creek

Figure 4.3.38 Comparison of Total Coliform
Data with Water Quality Standards at Malibu

Creek
1400 - =100000
12001 S 10000 ’
— . — T
21000 - > ’ s
IS . o 3 e
s 800 - S 1000 -
= £
% 600 . . S 100 +
400 + ¢ S 10
200 ~ g |
0 \ \ \ . 1 \
od,/ 70/7 7,/ 0,/] OL;,/ 07/ 06}7 0@/ 70/7 77/ 0,/7 Ou-,/ 07/ 06’/’
ej/eoo@ %006, ’39/?.,006‘ %00) 0%00) v?9/00 )/%0) 9%006, %006, 9%006, %00) 0%00) 96%,00) 2)00)
+ Data — Limit + Data — Limit
Figure 4.3.39 Comparison of Total Dissolved + Data| Figure 4.3.40 Comparison of Zinc Data with
Solids Data with Water Quality Standards at _8'\0"§ Water Quality Standards at Malibu Creek
Malibu Creek
1000
<2503 900
22003 - . 388 1
@ 1503 1 L. 3 600 - —
o 2 i
21003 - ’ g 900
2 ik 400
o 503 - 300 -
]
|9 3 T T T 200 N .
0%,/ 70/70/ z,/v_@ 0,/70/ 0‘9’0@/ 07/%’/ 06\7)/ 100 - .
9006 900@ v"0%’ %, N KN B, 0 . ‘ °0 ‘
CECS 7z, %, 2 2 % % 2 % %
+ Data — Limit %00€ L?0@00& %’00@ 0%"006 T?9/“"00(‘3‘ %00) 0)/00) e)/“"oo) %00) 0%00) e%’oo)




Figure 4.3.41 Comparison of Aluminum Data
with Water Quality Standards at Los Angeles

Figure 4.3.42 Comparison of Antimony Data
with Water Quality Standards at Los Angeles
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Figure 4.3.53 Comparison of Fecal Coliform
Data with Water Quality Standards at Los
Angeles River

Figure 4.3.54 Comparison of Fecal
Enterococcus Data with Water Quality
Standards at Los Angeles River
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Figure 4.3.57 Comparison of pH Data with
Water Quality Standards at Los Angeles River

Figure 4.3.58 Comparison of Sulfate Data
with Water Quality Standards at Los Angeles
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+ Data| Figure 4.3.61 Comparison of Zinc Data with
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Fecal Coliform (MPN/100ml)

Figure 4.3.73 Comparison of Fecal Coliform
Data with Water Quality Standards at Coyote
Creek

—
o
o
o
o
o
o

100000 - *
10000 -
1000 - *
100 -

10 -

1

*e

¢ Data — Limit

Figure 4.3.74 Comparison of Fecal
Enterococcus Data with Water Quality
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Figure 4.3.77 Comparison of pH Data with
Water Quality Standards at Coyote Creek

Figure 4.3.78 Comparison of Sulfate Data
with Water Quality Standards at Coyote Creek
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Figure 4.3.81 Comparison of Zinc Data with

Figure 4.3.82 Comparison of Aluminum Data

_g'\o"g Water Quality Standards at Coyote Creek with Water Quality Standards at San Gabriel
River
450 =
400 54000
— ~—" *
350 | - £ 3000 -
~ 300 + 2 .
- = 2 _
2 200 . — < 1000 - ¢
N —_
1 50 B o E O T M T T T ¢ T
100 * 2 2) o o Q Q
B V, 7
] % 2 T 7 % % %
50 . 2 R R R R B R
. % % % L s b 2
0 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ 5 % % 2 2 N N
o, o, T Ry R %, % % % % %
7 ¢t 7 [ 3 7 0. = 7 (2 < . .
%0"0 %0"0 %000 %"000 &9006 &/“"00) )/00 )/00 %"00) 0/“"00) 0/“"00) + Data — Limit
Figure 4.3.83 Comparison of Antimony Data Figure 4.3.84 Comparison of Arsenic Data
with Water Quality Standards at San Gabriel with Water Quality Standards at San Gabriel
River River
! =10
26 S 8-
35 £ 6
>
54 g 4 A 5
.g 3 B © 2 7 % .
< S 0 ‘ ‘ ‘
IS 2 - . . %, %, % o, %, %, o%)
|9 1 | . 7/9006 %00€ %00@ d%’oo) &/V’oo 6%’00) /900)
0 :
00/ 70/ 77/ 0,/ OU,/ 07/ 06‘/
2z 2. 2. 3. %. 3. z.
‘3006, ‘3006\ 9006, %, %, %, %
+ Data — Limit

¢ Data — Limit




+ Data| Figure 4.3.85 Comparison of Cadmium Data + Data| Figure 4.3.86 Comparison of Chromium Data
—cMc| with Water Quality Standards at San Gabriel —CMC| with Water Quality Standards at San Gabriel
ccc River CccC River
18 5000
16 4 — 4500 -
514 Z 4000 -
ERPE 23500 - -
E 10 . — L — § 3000 - T —
£ 3 £ 2500 - —
3 — 5 2000 -
5 6 - s 1500 -
° 4 ¥ 1000 -
2 500 - -
0 .4 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ 0 . - ‘ ‘ TUDON -~
70/7 70/ 7,/7 7@/ /;} 0,/7 OT-,/ OT} 0&/7 07/ 07/ 70/7 70/ 7,/7 7%’/ 7&’/ 0,/7 09/ 09/@ 00/7 07/ 0%
O/V’ooe k90?’006‘ %0%* 0%’00@ e&é’o%‘ <9/*’00) 0)/00) e)/v"oo %"00) 0%00) e%oo) %006 e%’oo€ %00@ 0%”00@ v?%"006‘ d’/900) 0)900) )‘300) 0900) 0(9/900) @oo)
+ Data| Figure 4.3.87 Comparison of Copper Data Figure 4.3.88 Comparison of Cyanide Data
—cCMc| with Water Quality Standards at San Gabriel with Water Quality Standards at San Gabriel
CcCC River River
50 0.03
*
28 I . 0.025 -
-4 1 -
535 - > 0.02 - .
3 * * ~
= 30 _ — 3 0.015
a 25 T . c
8 > 0.01 - .
O 20 - —* o
g 15 - 0.005 -
10 - 0 :
5 % % 7, o, 2 a, %
2 . 2. e, %, <% 7
0 ‘ ‘ ‘ é’006 v"00@ é’0% V"oo) é’00) % 900)
o, T R R %, %, % % % %
70/900& 00/9006‘ 7%00& O%OOG T?9/9006‘ %00) 0)/900) T")00) /:9/900) 0%00) T2%’00) + Data — Limit




+ Data Figure 4.3.89 Comparison of Dissolved Figure 4.3.90 Comparison of Dissolved
. . . ¢ Data . -
—cmc| Chromium Data with Water Quality Standards «c | Copper Data with Water Quality Standards at
CcC at San Gabriel River cee San Gabriel River
45 250
S 40 ~ —
335 - 3 200 -
£ 30 5
=] —_— (]
= 2 150 - —
5 25 - — g —
620 1 — g 100 - —
el
215 - §
[e]
g 10 - g 50 -
5 |
0 * ‘ hd ‘ % * 0 . - ‘ > 2 .
Y, P, m Fa, % T %, % % %, % Y P n e, % m % % % % %
90%‘ ‘3006, 9006 9006, ‘3005, % % % % N % % % % % % % % % % "%
s Do Figure 4.3.91 Comparison of Dissolved Lead Figure 4.3.92 Comparison of Dissolved
cce Data with Water Quality Standards at San Oxygen Data with Water Quality Standards at
Gabriel River San Gabriel River
1400 12
1200 4 — 3 |
- g 10 ¢ * .
2 1000 - s 8 - ¢
= — (o]
—_— >
g 800 — g 6
-
—_— e}
8 600 - £ 4
2 400 i 2
2 i 2
ry [a)]
[(m]
0 : :
200 ] % 2 7z % %, % %
- - 2 . <% . . <% 2
0 - w — 9006 é’o% T"006, 900) 900) 900) 900)
o, o, T R R %, % % % % %
3 2 2 0 < 2 < [
70/9006‘ 0/9006\ {9/9006‘ %’006\ %006 /:%’00) )/900) )/900) {9/?’00) &/*’00) d%’00) + Data — Lower Limit




+ Data | Figure 4.3.93 Comparison of Dissolved Zinc Figure 4.3.94 Comparison of Fecal Coliform
—cmMc| Data with Water Quality Standards at San Data with Water Quality Standards at San
ccC Gabriel River Gabriel River
350 5100000
o
300 = 10000 *
Q % * *
$ 250 1 _ S 1000 - ‘
o | - £
5 200 — g 100 - ’
8 150 - S
2 5 10
2 100 - 8
[T
1 ‘
50 - ° ) 7 o, o Q Q
2 2, 7 Z, 2 2 c,
] : T T % % % 2N N N N
70/7 70/ 7,/7 lé/ lé/ 0,/7 OT-,/ Ov-,/ 0‘5,/7 07/ 07/
%006 U7%’0%‘ %’00@ q%’o% T?%’o%‘ %00) 0)/00 v-’)/00 %"00) 0%00) e%oo) + Data — Limit
Figure 4.3.95 Comparison of Fecal + Data| Figure 4.3.96 Comparison of Lead Data with
Enterococcus Data with Water Quality —ggg Water Quality Standards at San Gabriel River
Standards at San Gabriel River
E 100000 400
8 350 =
pd —
g 10000 . 300
2 1000 - 'o 3 250
8 * 5 -
g 100 : g 2007 —
8 3150
& ] 100 -
= i
& L | 50
0&(’7/ 70/’0/ 77/%/ 07/’&/ 0%&/ 07/%; %}’&
900@ 900@ 9006 RN %, N %, 0 . -2 ® as- Y-
70/7 70/ 77/7 lv.,/ lv.,/ 0,/7 0T~,/ 0T~,/ 06,/7 07/ 07/
* Data —Limit %0%‘ “?%o% %0%‘ 0%006‘ e%o%s %00) 0)/900) “’)/00) %’00) 0%00) e%oo»




* _oel Figure 4.3.97 Comparison of Nickel Data with
ccl- Water Quality Standards at San Gabriel River

Figure 4.3.98 Comparison of pH Data with
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Figure 4.3.109 Comparison of Cyanide Data
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Figure 4.3.121 Comparison of Total Coliform
Data with Water Quality Standards at
Dominguez Channel

Figure 4.3.122 Comparison of Total
Dissolved Solids Data with Water Quality
Standards at Dominguez Channel
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Figure 4.3.125 Comparison of Antimony Data
with Water Quality Standards at Santa Clara

Figure 4.3.126 Comparison of Arsenic Data
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Figure 4.3.129 Comparison of Copper Data
with Water Quality Standards at Santa Clara
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Figure 4.3.132 Comparison of Dissolved
Lead Data with Water Quality Standards at
Santa Clara River
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Figure 4.3.133 Comparison of Dissolved
Oxygen Data with Water Quality Standards at
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+ Data Figure 4.3.137 Comparison of Lead Data with
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Water Quality Standards at Santa Clara River
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Figure 4.3.141 Comparison of Total Coliform
Data with Water Quality Standards at Santa

Clara River
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Figure 4.3.142 Comparison of Total
Dissolved Solids Data with Water Quality
Standards at Santa Clara River
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