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The Sumas-Blaine Aguifer (SBA)

KAMM CREEK

The SBA provides a drinking water source for
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QUESTIONS

 How well do grab sample and LOADEST modeling reflect continuous measurements of nitrate loading using SUNA
Seabird and OTT Hydromet ecoN sensors?

* How do LOADEST and grab-sample accuracy for estimating nitrate flux vary across seasons and across different
stream environments?

Seasonal Trends (Figure 5)

« Kamm Creek had less seasonal variability in N flux,
discharge, and [N], than did the Nooksack River
or Fishtrap Creek.  These trends that suggest high inputs from nitrate-

e QOur 5-year calibration data set for LOADEST laden groundwater (Carey 2017).
in Kamm Creek resulted in better flux estimates than
those seen for Fishtrap Creek.
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calibrate LOADEST. monthly measurements.
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sensor) vs. discharge (Q; m3/s) from same time period.

LOADEST modeling Captures monthly and annual trends at a higher Needs continuous discharge measurements
resolution and accuracy than grab samples Needs sufficient data, including full range of
using time series regression. flows, to develop calibration curve, esp. in highly variable
Cheaper than an automated nitrate sensor. stream environments.
May need multiple years of data
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