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» Similar to this study, previous work has shown that Na* can mobilize other base
cations. However, this work showed that Na® and other salt ions can be retained on
exchange sites while mobilizing other ions. This finding suggests that cation
exchange capacity of sediments may be an important predictor of ion
mobilization in some streams.

* There were no or weak significant differences in cation mobilization across sites, but
different salt ions showed significantly different mobilization potentials for other ions
(e.g. Na® and K*). This finding suggests that different road salt ions may have
different potentials to mobilize contaminants, and information like this can be used
to select deicers which may have less water quality impacts in the future.
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2. Overarching questions:

- How do different road salt ions affect mean base cation mobilization potentials from restored
streams?

- What is the relationship between salt ion concentrations and mobilization potential?
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3. Methodology:
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5. Samples are run on ICP-OES for their major

6. Data analysis:

i ' 4. Samples are filtered and acidified : .
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