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* The Gwynns Falls watershed in Baltimore, MD has been

Introduction A

monitored by the LTER program since 1998 and is known to
receive wastewater from leaking sewage infrastructure.

Pharmaceuticals and personal care compounds (PPCPs) have

-

Results

* PPCP concentrations (pg/L) in the Gwynns Falls watershed, Baltimore, MD

Types of PPCPs detected include common use drugs (caffeine, metabolites of caffeine and nicotine), over the counter

drugs (pain reliever and antihistamine), prescription drugs (antibiotic, anti-epileptic), a fungicide/parasiticide, and
illicit drugs. Asterisks indicate concentrations below method detection limits.

g Results

* Effects of amphetamine on bacterial and diatom
community composition

Non-metric multidimensional scaling ordination plots of microbial communities in
control (open circles) and AMPH-exposed (closed circles) artificial streams after 3

- - weeks of the experiment (n=4 replicates per treatment).
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The amphetamine parent compound decreased in the artificial
streams from less than 1 pg/L on day 1 to 0.11 pg/L on day 22.
Concentrations in real urban streams may be maintained by either
much higher loads than what remains detectable in the water
column or by pseudopersistence in the environment (Rosi-Marshall
et al. 2015).

Amphetamine and other biologically active drugs are present in
urban streams and have the potential to affect both structure and
function of stream communities.
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field data.
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* We measured gross primary
production (GPP) and
community respiration (CR)
of stream biofilm
communities using light and
dark incubations.

* Effects of amphetamine on seston communities in experimental streams

Response ratios (AMPH:Control) showing effect of AMPH on seston ash-free dry mass (a) and community respiration (b) in artificial
streams (n = 4 replicates per treatment). Dashed line indicates no difference between AMPH and control (response ratio =1). Asterisk
indicates p < 0.05. Filled circles indicate p < 0.1. Error bars indicate 90% confidence intervals. .

Artificial stream facility at the Cary Institute.
We used 16 streams (4 replicates per
treatment) in this 3 week experiment.
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Close up of an artificial stream with active
biofilm communities.
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