4314 Tuliyani Drive
Chico, CA 95973
October 1, 2017

AguaAlliance

Barbara Vlamis, Executive Director
P.O. Box 4024

Chico, CA 95927

Since your organization has expressed interest in the proposed Sites Resarvoir project west of
Maxwell, California, | am providing to you the comments that | have submitted in response to
the Draft Environmental impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement for the Sites Reservoir
Project, State Clearinghouse #20011120089.

The draft EIR/EIS fails to discuss the high concentrations of a number of metals ir the source
waters to the proposed project, and, even more important, does not discuss water quality in
the proposed reservoir. Water quality in the proposed reservoir will mimic that of the source
waters, and hence the reservoir will have concentrations of a large number of metals that
exceed many water quality criteria and standards. The high concentraticns of metals likely to
occur in the proposed reservoir will impact most, if not all, beneficial uses of the proposed
project, including agricultural water supply, wildlife and fisheries, and drinking water suppli
for communities that divert water from the Sacramento River, making the project potentiaily
infeasible.

| am qualified to provide these comments since my background is in water quality, as former
Chief of the Water Quality and Biology Section of the Northern District of DWR in Red Bluft.

If you have any questions, please contact me via email at chicojerry@yahoo.com.

Sincerely,

9/«2/\/\ [ sle

Jerry Boles






4314 Tuliyani Drive
Chico, CA 95973
November 17, 2017

Bureau of Reclamation Sites Project Office
Attn: Michael Dietle Attn: Rob Thomson
Draft EIR/EIS Comments Draft EIR/EIS Comments
2800 Cottage Way, W-2830 P.0. Box 517
Sacramento, CA 95825 Maxwell, CA 95955

| am providing to you my comments in response to the Draft Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement for the Sites Reservoir Project, State Clearinghouse
#2001112009.

The draft EIR/EIS fails to discuss the high concentrations of a number of metals in the source
waters to the proposed project, and, even more important, does not discuss water quality in the
proposed reservoir. Water quality in the proposed reservoir will mimic that of the source waters.
and hence the reservoir will have concentrations of a large number of metals that cxceed many
water quality criteria and standards. The high concentrations of metals likely to occur in the
proposed reservoir will impact most, if not all, beneficial uses of the proposed project, inclhuding
agricultural water supply, wildlife and fisheries, and drinking water supplics for communities
that divert water from the Sacramento River, making the project potentially infeasible.

The water quality section (Chapter 7) must be completely rewritten with an objective analysis of
the data and potential adverse impacts to water quality both within the reservoir and to
downstream resources in the Sacramento River. Subsequently, the aquatic biological resources
(chapter 12), terrestrial biological resources (chapter 14), recreation resources (chapter 21),
public health and environmental hazards (chapter 28), and cumulative impacts (chapter 35)
sections of the draft EIR/EIS must reassess impacts from the adverse water quality expected
from the proposed project. Following these re-analyses, re-circulation of the draft EIR/EIS is
necessary with appropriate disclosure information about the potential impacts from metals to
water quality and its effects on agricultural water supply, wildlife and fisheries, and drinking
water supplies.

I am qualified to provide these comments since my background is in water quality. as former
Chief of the Water Quality and Biology Section of the Northern District of DWR in Red Bluft.

If you have any questions, please contact me via email at chicojerry@valhoo.com.

Sincerely,

Jerry Boles






Comments on Draft EIR Sites Reservoir Project: Chapter 7 Surface Water Quality

An EIR is supposed to be a disclosure document that provides informaticn on the
benefits as well as potential impacts from a proposed project. Section 7 - Surface
Water Quality does not disclose potential significant adverse issues which have serious
ramifications for the viability of the proposed project, but rather ignores or misconstrues
available data and reports to incorrectly conclude that there are no significant water
quality impacts associated with the proposed project. The EIR claims to have evaluaied
post-project impacts to the Sacramento River, but there are no anzlyses provided thatl
indicate that this was done. It is apparent that the preparers of the EIR failed to
examine or simply ignored the available data that would show potential significant
adverse impacts from the proposed project.

The analyses in Section 7 completely left out any evaluation or projectior: of water
quality that may result in Sites Reservoir from diverting high winter flows from the
Sacramento River. The EIR fails to point out that due to metals loads in the various
source waters, water in the proposed reservoir may not be suitable for the beneficial
uses stated for the proposed project, including enhanced water management flexibility,
agricultural and urban water supply, water quality improvement, and ecosystem
improvement for fish protection, habitat management, and other environmental needs.

A factual evaluation of the available data is presented below, which shows significant
potential adverse impacts associated with the proposed project. Scme comments on
specific sections of Chapter 7 of the EIR are also presented.

Available Data

The EIR cites the DWR Water Data Library (WDL) online database as the source for
water quality data used to determine impacts from the proposed project. However, very
limited data from the WDL are available for evaluating water quality in source waters for
the proposed project. The major source water for the proposed project is the
Sacramento River, with potential diversion occurring at the Tehama-Colusa Canal,
Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District Main Canal, and at Moulton Weir.

The Sacramento River below the Red Bluff Diversion Dam monitoring station of DWHK
provides information on the quality of water that would be diverted o the proposed
project through the Tehama-Colusa Canal. Metals data are available in the WDL for the
Sacramento River below the Red Bluff Diversion Dam beginning in February 2006
(Table 1). However, only 33 samples have been collected since 2006, and only nine of
these were from the months in which higher flows most typically occur (December
through March) and from which diversions to the proposed project would occur.

Cottonwood Creek contributes the most significant input to the Sacramerito River during
high runoff events. The Chico-Enterprise Record in an editorial published December
28, 2016 underscored the impact of tributaries on water quality in the Sacramento River.
The newspaper stated that of the 100,000 cfs flowing in the river earlier in the month,



only 5,000 cfs was coming from Keswick Dam below Shasta Dam — the rest of the
100,000 cfs (95,000 cfs) was coming from tributaries downstream from Keswick Dam, of
which Cottonwood Creek provides the dominant flows.

Nata from Cottonwood Creek near Cottonwood are even more sporadic than those for
the Sacramento River. Data are available for this station in WDL beginning in October
2004, with only seven samples collected from the Cottonwood Creek monitoring station
since 2006, and only four of which were collected during the months of expected higher
flows of December through March (Table 2). Data available in the WDL show that only
one sample was collected (March 2006) during the same period from both Cottonwood
Creek and the Sacramento River below the Red Bluff Diversion Dam since 2006. This
one sample shows that metal loads in the Sacramento River are similar to those found
in Cottonwood Creek, showing that Cottonwood Creek significantly affects water quality
in the Sacramento River. Water quality in Cottonwood Creek will have a significant
impact on diversions to the proposed reservoir and water quality data from Cottonwood
Creek can be used to approximate and supplement data from the Sacramento River,
though the total number of samples from both sites combined are still exceptionally low
for a project of this magnitude and potential for adverse effects.

The water quality monitoring station on the Sacramento River at Hamilton City is just
downstream from the GCID Main Canal. Data from the WDL is somewhat more
extensive at the Hamilton City monitoring site, with metals data available in the WDL
beginning in late 2003 to early 2017, though still sporadic with only 78 samples
collected in the span of a little more than 13 years (159 months), and only 23 of those
collected sometime during the months of expected higher flows of December through
March (Table 3). Sarnples were collected in each of these months only twice, with the
rest of the samples during these months only collected in February months each year
since 2008.

The WDL shows that metals data are available for the Sacramento River opposite
Moulton Weir monitoring station from mid 2003 to early 2011, for a total of 80 samples,
with 27 of those from the expected higher flow months (Table 4).

Water quality sampling during the expected months of higher flows of December
through March did not target high flow periods (the periods during which diversions to
the proposed project would occur) but were based on a rigid and fixed monthly or semi-
monthly schedule. Monitoring did not provide any information on the variation in
concentrations of metals over the runoff hydrograph. Even higher concentrations of
metals would likely occur during the higher flow periods during these months, but were
not targeted by the limited monitoring. The relatively low number of samples and lack of
samples targeting critical flows (i.e., high runoff events) are nonetheless sufficient to
indicate potential significant adverse water quality impacts with the proposed project.
These data illustrate the need to collect additional data during appropriate time periods
(i.e., during the high flow periods when diversions from the Sacramento River would be
occurring) and re-evaluate the potential adverse water quality impacts from the
proposed project.



Data Analyses

Some of the analytical results shown in the WDL for metals are reported as “dissolved”
and other results as “total” (or total recoverable). “Total” concentrations, which include
both dissolved and particulate forms of an analyte, are probably a better representation
for the concentrations of metals that will affect water quality in the proposed reservoir.
As well, the State Water Resources Control Board makes no distinction between
dissolved or total recoverable concentrations when considering whether a criterion is
exceeded (SWRCB 2011). The proposed reservoir will thermally stratify and will aiso
be biologically productive due to nutrients brought in from source waters. This in-situ
productivity, as well as organic material brought in with the source waters, will result in
anoxic conditions (i.e., lack of oxygen) in the hypolimnion (i.e., bottom water layer).
While dissolved forms of metals are generally the most bioavailable, the particulate
fraction of total recoverable forms will undergo chemical transformation to dissolved
forms under the anoxic conditions expected in the hypolimnion of the proposed
reservoir. Transformed metals will be mixed throughout the reservoir water column
during turnover events, or released downstream with anoxic water from the lower
depths during the summer months.

Data from the WDL (Table 1) show that aluminum, arsenic, cadmium, chromium, iron,
lead, manganese, and mercury in water samples from the Sacramento River below the
Red Bluff Diversion Dam exceed various criteria and standards established to protect
beneficial uses, including drinking water, public health, taste and odor for agriculture,
and freshwater organisms, which includes fish. Maximum concentrations of some of
these metals are many times higher than the corresponding criterie or standard. For
example, aluminum, in addition to exceeding the SWRCB Basin Plan Primary Maximum
Contaminant Level (MCL) for drinking water by one and half times, also exceeds the
secondary drinking water standard in the Basin Plan by seven times and the US
Environmental Protection Agency Secondary MCL by 30 times. Even the minimum
concentration of arsenic reported in WDL exceeds by more than 10 times nearly ail the
criteria and standards for protection of human health. The least reported concentratior
of cadmium from river water samples exceed by five times the incremental cancer risk
for drinking water. The least concentration of chromium reported in WDL exceeds the
California Public Health Goal by 16 times and incremental cancer risk for drinking water
by five times. The maximum concentration of iron that was reported in WDL exceeds
the secondary drinking water maximum concentration level in the Basin Plan, as well as
National Recommended Water Quality Criteria for taste and odor or welfare by nearly
three times. The maximum concentration of lead that was reported exceeds the
California Public Health Goal and California Proposition 65 maximum allowable dose
level for reproductive toxicity by over four times. The maximum reported concentration
of manganese exceeds the National Recommended Water Quality Criteria for taste and
odor or welfare by one and a half times. The maximum concentration reported for
mercury exceeds the National Recommended Water Quality Criteria for Freshwater
Aquatic Life Continuous Concentration by nearly four times, and the Freshwater Aguatic
Life Maximum Concentration by two times. An additional concern with these metals is
that some metals are taken up by crops (such as arsenic by rice), making the crops



potentially unsuitable for consumption. Plant uptake of metals in the water supply not
only affect crops grown for human consumption, but also plants grown for support of
wildlife, such as in refuges.

Similarly, data from the WDL for Cottonwood Creek near Cottonwood show that
aluminum, arsenic, cadmium, iron, lead, manganese, and nickel exceed various criteria
and standards established to protect beneficial uses (Table 2). Similar to the
Sacramento River, maximum concentrations of some of these metals are many times
higher than the corresponding criteria or standards. Aluminum concentrations exceed
the Basin Plan drinking water primary standard MCL by 14 times, the secondary
drinking water secondary standard MCL by 70 times, the California Public Health Goal
by over 20 times, the National Academy of Sciences Health Advisory and Agriculture
Water Quality Goals for taste and odor threshold by nearly three times, the National
Recommended Water Quality Criteria for human health and welfare for water and fish
consumption by nearly 30 times, and the National Recommended Water Quality Criteria
for freshwater aquatic life maximum concentration by 20 times. As with the Sacramento
River, even the minimum concentration of arsenic reported in WDL exceeds nearly all
the criteria and standards for protection of human health by up to 167 times. The
minimum concentration of cadmium reported exceeds the incremental cancer risk for
drinking water by over three times, while the maximum concentration is over twice as
high as the California Public Health Goal. As with the Sacramento River, the California
Public Health Goal is exceeded by the least concentration of chromium reported by 16
times and the incremental cancer risk for drinking water by five times. Iron exceeds the
Basin Plan drinking water standard secondary MCL by over five times, the Agricultural
Water Quality Goals for taste and odor threshold by nearly five times, the National
Recommended Water Quality Criteria for taste and odor or welfare by 78 times, and the
National Recommended Water Quality Criteria for freshwater aquatic life maximum
concentration by over 23 times. Reported lead concentrations are two and a half times
higher than the California Public Health Goal, up to twice as high as the California
Proposition 65 maximum allowable dose level for reproductive toxicity, and almost twice
as high as the incremental cancer risk estimate for drinking water. Manganese
concentrations reported from Cottonwood Creek exceed the Basin Plan Drinking Water
Standards secondary MCL by a factor of 10, are nearly twice as high as the USEPA
Health Advisory for drinking water, three times as high as the Agricultural Water Quality
Goals for taste and odor threshold, and over 10 times higher than the National
Recommended Water Quality Criteria for taste and odor or welfare. Reported maximum
mercury concentrations exceed the National Recommended Water Quality Criteria for
Freshwater Aquatic Life Continuous Concentration by nearly two times, while even the
lowest reported concentration is nearly equal to the recommended criterion. Nickel
exceeds the California Public Health Goal by nearly five times.

The GCID Main Canal intake is slightly upstream from the Sacramento River at
Hamilton City water quality monitoring station. Therefore, water quality in the GCID
Main Canal will be similar to that found at the Sacramento River at Hamilton City
monitoring station. Metals data for this monitoring station can be found in the WDL from
November 2003 to February 2017. Similar to the upstream monitoring station on the



Sacramento River below Red Bluff, the Sacramento River at Hamilton City water quality
monitoring station has been identified to contain high levels of aluminum, arsenic,
cadmium, chromium, copper, iron, lead, manganese, mercury, nickel, selenium, silver,
and zinc (Table 3), which exceed a large number of criteria and standards similar to
those upstream at the monitoring station below the Red Bluff Diversion Dam.

High levels of metals have also been identified at the water quality monitoring station
opposite the Moulton Weir, including aluminum, arsenic, cadmium, chromium, copper,
iron, lead, manganese, mercury, nickel, selenium, silver, and zinc (Table 4). As with the
water quality monitoring station on the Sacramento River below the Red Biuff Diversion
Dam, concentrations of metals from the Sacramento River monitoring station at the
Moulton Weir exceed a large number of water quality criteria designed to protect
beneficial uses.

As discussed earlier, Cottonwood Creek is the major source of water to the Sacramento
River during higher flow periods, but other tributaries also contribute high levels of
metals to the Sacramento River. In addition, local creeks directly tributary to the
proposed reservoir, such as Funks Creek and Stone Corral Creek, also carry metals
concentrations that will contribute to the metals loading. Leaching from soils beneath
the reservoir will also contribute additional metals, as well as nutrients.

The Basin Plan lists other chemicals that adversely affect water quality in the
Sacramento River, including chlorpyrifos and diazinon. The California State Water
Resources Control Board lists a number of other “constituents of concern” in the study
area, including chlordane, DDT, mercury, PCBs, and dieldrin. In addition, sewer outfalls
from the cities of Redding and Red Bluff contribute other contaminants, such as
pharmaceuticals, to the Sacramento River. No information is provided in the EIR about
effects to the proposed project from these chemical contaminants.

Discussion

The data in the WDL for the Sacramento River and Cottonwood Creek demonstrate that
high concentrations of metals can be expected during the high flow months of winter
(December through March) when diversions would be occurring to the proposed Sites
Reservoir. Higher concentrations of metals are likely during the higher flows that can
occur during these months. Such higher flows were not targeted by the limited
sampling effort presented in the WDL. The high concentrations of metals in the source
water will adversely impact water quality in the proposed reservoir for most, if not all, the
proposed beneficial uses of the stored water.

Some metals from both the Sacramento River and Cottonwood Creek, whose
concentrations did not exceed criteria in the limited sampling effort, had concentrations
that nearly exceed the criteria and standards. These and other metais whose
concentrations did not exceed the criteria may have higher concentrations during the
higher flow periods that the proposed project would be diverting. Again, these higher
flow periods were not targeted during the limited sampling effort.



Even some of the minimum concentrations of metals found in the source waters exceed
criteria and standards, which means that the source waters never meet these goals and
standards — the criteria are always exceeded and the water is never suitable for the
heneficial use or uses the criteria or standards were designed to protect. Water quality
in the proposed reservoir for these parameters will exceed the criteria and standards all
the time.

Since water quality in the proposed reservoir will reflect that of the source waters, the
reservoir will have concentrations of numerous metals, including aluminum, arsenic,
cadmium, chromium, copper, iron, lead, manganese, mercury, nickel, selenium, silver,
and zine, that exceed a number of criteria and standards developed to protect beneficial
uses. In addition, other metals that may not exceed criteria and standards in the source
waters may adversely affect reservoir water quality due to synergistic effects. The State
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB 2011) states that “when multiple constituents
have been found together in groundwater or surface waters, their combined toxicity
should be evaluated” and that “theoretical risks from chemicals found together in a
water body shall be considered additive for all chemicals having similar toxicologic
effects or having carcinogenic effects.” Thus, the adverse effects from the metals
delivered to the proposed reservoir from the source waters may have an even greater
adverse impact and pose an unacceptable level of risk. Beneficial uses potentially
impacted by metals in the proposed reservoir include agricultural water supply (direct
toxicity or uptake by crops making the crops unsuitable for use), wildlife (such as fish-
eating birds), fisheries, recreation (including sport fishing and water contact activities
such as swimming), and drinking water supplies for communities that divert water from
the Sacramento River.

Releases from the proposed reservoir would occur during the summer when metals
concentrations in the Sacramento River are much lower due to the majority of flow
being from Shasta Reservoir, with much better water quality, though still carrying a
metals load. High metals concentrations in the proposed reservoir releases could
adversely affect water quality in the Sacramento River during the summer months by
increasing metals loads beyond acceptable limits and adversely impact beneficial uses.

Though high concentrations of metals that exceed water quality criteria exist in source
waters to the proposed project, they cannot be regulated by governmental entities since
they are natural occurrences. However, once contained artificially in a reservoir, they
are subject to jurisdictional control by regulatory agencies. Any releases of water from
the proposed reservoir will likely be subject to review by water quality regulatory
agencies to ensure that such releases do not adversely affect downstream resources
due to the heavy metals loads in the releases. The SWRCB has an antidegradation
policy that prohibits discharges that would degrade water quality to a level below water
quality objectives because no capacity would exist for degradation that will be caused
by the next downstream or downgradient uses — the ability to beneficially use the water
would have been impaired, even though water quality objectives would not yet have
been exceeded (SWRCB 2011). The contribution of additional metal loads from
releases from the proposed Sites Reservoir during the summer could cause



concentrations of metals in the Sacramento River to exceed criteria and standards or at
least be subject to the antidegradation policy due to an incremental increase in metals
in the Sacramento River from the proposed project. Thus, the proposed project may
face prohibition of releases if stored water does not meet water quality criteria or
standards or if releases can cause criteria or standards to be exceeded by downstream
inputs (i.e., antidegradation poicy).

During dry years, the adverse impacts associated with the project can be expected to
be even greater. Flows in the Sacramento River from upstream reservoirs on the
Sacramento River (i.e., Shasta Reservoir, Whiskeytown Reservoir) will be minimized
during the winter months in an effort to restore water storage levels in those reservoirs.
Likewise, during wet or even normal runoff years, releases from the upstream reservoirs
during the winter will be curtailed during high runoff periods to prevent downstream
flooding. In any of these scenarios, tributary influences, such as Cottonwood Creek, on
water quality in the Sacramento River will be much greater. The proposed project
would still attempt to capture as much runoff from the Sacramento River as possibie,
but the water diverted to the proposed project will have even greater concentrations of
metals due to the majority of flow being from tributary streams (e.g., Cottonwood Creek)
during dry and possibly even wet or normal runoff years.

Similarly, during the summer in dry years, releases from upstream reservoirs (i.€.,
Shasta Reservoir, Whiskeytown Reservoir) will be minimized. Releases {c the
Sacramento River from the proposed project will have a greater impact on water quality
in the Sacramento River due to less dilution being available due to curtailed flows in the
river from upstream reservoirs (i.e., Shasta and Whiskeytown reservoirs).

Conclusion

The proposed project is, at best, premature. Little or no data have been collected to
determine the metals loads in the higher flows of the Sacramento River that would be
diverted to the proposed reservoir. An extremely small amount of data have been
collected during the months in which higher flows can be expected (December through
March), but higher flows during these months were not targeted in the water quality
sampling. None the less, the limited data presented in the WDL show high
concentrations of a number of metals which exceed numerous water quality criteria and
standards in the source waters for the proposed reservoir. Extremely high
concentrations of metals are present in the small streams in the reservoir footprint,
which occur due to the nature of the soils in the area of the proposed reservoir. Sites
Reservoir would inundate these soils resulting in leaching of metals and further
incremental loading of metals to the proposed reservoir. There is no discussion in the
EIR about the potential impacts of metals leaching from the soils that wouid be
inundated by the proposed reservoir. Prior to moving forward with the project, much
additional data are needed during the high flow periods in which diversions would occur
from the Sacramento River, metals loading from the smaller tributaries that flow directly
into the proposed reservoir, and effects from leaching of metals from soils inundated by
the proposed reservoir.



The limited data that are available are sufficient to show that water quality in the
nroposed reservoir will have concentrations of a large number of metals that exceed
many water quality criteria and standards, including those established for the protection
of agricuitural water supply, wildlife and fisheries, and drinking water. Metals
hicaccumulation in the reservoir food web could produce adverse impacts to fish-eating
birds and other animals, as well as humans, and adversely affect any potential
recreational benefit from the project. Releases from the proposed reservoir could
adversely affect downstream resources, including agricultural water supply, wildlife and
fisheries, and drinking water supplies for communities that divert water from the
Sacramento River.

Also, the EIR does not discuss the physical conditions that can be expected to occur in
the proposed reservoir. Like other nearby reservoirs, the proposed reservoir will
thermally stratify during the summer months, with a warm upper water layer and a
cooler lower water layer. The proposed reservoir will also be biologically productive due
to nutrients brought in with source waters. The biological productivity will lead to anoxic
conditions (i.e., lack of oxygen) in the hypolimnion (i.e., bottom water layer). Depending
on the depth from which downstream releases are made from the proposed reservoir,
water released will either be warm and unsupportive of cold water fisheries in the
Sacramento River (i.e., migrating salmon) or cooler but devoid of oxygen. As releases
from the reservoir progress during the summer, or in years in which the reservoir is not
completely filled, the reservoir will be warm from surface to bottom as the cooler lower
water strata is depleted from releases or wind mixing of the upper warm water layer.
Under these conditions, only warm water would be available for release from the
proposed reservoir, which would not be supportive of the cold water fishery in the
Sacramento River.

An EIR is a disclosure document meant to disclose pertinent project information to
planners, regulatory agencies, and other interested parties and the public. This EIR did
not disclose the potential impacts from metals, other contaminants, nor the physical
conditions likely to exist in the proposed reservoir. The little analyses presented in the
EiR misconstrues, misinterprets, and ignores water quality data that amply demonstrate
significant potential adverse impacts from the proposed project. The water quality
section (Chapter 7) must be completely rewritten with an objective analysis of the data
and potential adverse impacts to water quality both within the reservoir and to
downstream resources in the Sacramento River. Subsequently, the aquatic biological
resources (chapter 12), terrestrial biological resources (chapter 14), recreation
resources (chapter 21), public health and environmental hazards (chapter 28), and
cumulative impacts (chapter 35) sections of the EIR must reassess impacts from the
adverse water quality expected from the proposed project. Whether any of the
projected beneficial uses from the proposed project can be realized, and its feasibility to
meet project objectives, purpose, and need, also needs to be reconsidered in light of
the potential significant adverse water quality impacts from metals. Following these re-
analyses, re-circulation of the EIR is necessary with appropriate disclosure information
about the potential impacts from metals to water quality and its effects on agricultural



water supply, wildlife and fisheries, and drinking water supplies for communities that
divert water from the Sacramento River.

EIR Needs:

e Obtain additional metals data from source waters targeting high flows from which
diversions would occur
¢ Provide information on the water quality impacts from other chemical
contaminants that adversely affect water quality in the Sacramento River
(including chlorpyrifos, diazinon, chlordane, DDT, mercury, PCBs, and dieldrin)
and contaminants in sewer outfalls (such as pharmaceuticals) and other
discharges (such as industrial discharges)
¢ Evaluate the contributions of metals from local tributaries (i.e., Furiks Creek and
Stone Corral Creek) to the proposed reservoir
¢ Provide information on the contribution from leaching of metals from the
inundation area of the proposed reservoir
e Evaluate effects of metals to beneficial uses within the proposed reservoir
o fisheries,
o wildlife (including state and federal species listed as threatened or
endangered),
o recreation
e Evaluate effects of metals to beneficial uses due to releases from the reservoir
o agricultural supply water,
o effects of metals on crops including incorporation of metals by crops (e.g.,
arsenic uptake in rice),
o effects of metals on plants grown for support of wildlife (such as in wildlife
refuges),
o drinking water supplies,
o fisheries,
o wildlife (including state and federal species listed as threatened or
endangered),
e Evaluate combined toxicity of multiple metals
¢ Evaluate contributions of metals in reservoir releases related to the SWRCE
antidegradation policy
e Evaluate impacts from mercury bioaccumulation in aquatic life (especially fish) in
the proposed reservoir, and effects to wildlife that feed on fish from the reservoir
and recreational opportunities (i.e., sport fishing)
¢ Evaluate physical conditions expected in the reservoir, including thermal
stratification and hypolimnetic anoxia, and effects on reservoir and downstrearn
aquatic resources
e Conduct re-analysis of impacts due to metals, other contaminants, and physicat
conditions in the proposed reservoir on:
o water quality (chapter 7),
o aquatic biological resources (chapter 12),
o terrestrial biological resources (chapter 14),
o recreation resources (chapter 21),



o public health and environmental hazards (chapter 28), and
o cumulative impacts (chapter 35).

Comments on Specific Sections of EIR

7.2.1.5 Other Heavy Metals

“In addition to mercury and selenium, other heavy metals, including cadmium, copper, and zinc, impair
beneficial uses of water bodies. Cadmium, copper, and zinc enter the water bodies with the sediment from
eroded soils and discharges from abandoned mines, and in stormwater runoff from municipal areas
(SWRCB, 2011a). The primary source in the Central Valley appears to be tailing piles located at
abendoned mine sites. Mony of these mines are located upstream of reservoirs; therefore, the sediment
that includes the heavy metal constituents is generally captured upstream of the dam. Heavy metals
appear to cause health concerns in aquatic resources and in humans that consume the fish from these
waier bodies.”

Abandoned mines, which contribute heavy metals to area streams, are also found
downstream from Shasta and Keswick dams. In addition, natural erosion and soil
leaching also contribute to metals loads found in area streams, such as Cottonwood
Creek, which make up the bulk of the flow in the Sacramento River during high runoff
events during which fiows would be diverted to the proposed reservoir. It is not that
“heavy metals appear to cause health concerns in aquatic resources and humans,” it is
well known that they do.

7.2.4 Primary Study Area
7.2.4.1 Overview and Methodology

“DIWE began monthly sampling of streams in the Primary Study Area in 1997, including physical
parameters, nutrients, minerals, and metals in the water column (DWR, 2012), as well as mercury
analysis of sport fish tissues collected from nearby existing reservoirs, including East Park, Stony Gorge,
and Black Butte (DWR, 2007a). Routine water quality monitoring by DWR was periodically suspended
due to funding limitations during portions of 2008 and 2009, and ended following the January 2010
monitoring run. Sumpling results were then compared to Central Valley Basin Plan water quality criteria
(CVRWOCB, 2011) (Appendix 74 California State Water Resources Control Board Constituents of
Concern of Water Bodies in the Study Area) and USEPA ambient water quality criteria to prevent
nuisance algal growth in streams (USEPA, 2001b).”

DWR does not indicate any data for metals in its Water Data Library until 2006 for the
Sacramento River below the Red Bluff Diversion Dam, and 2003 for the Sacramento
River at Hamilton City and opposite the Moulton Weir, as well as Stone Corral Creek.
Funding for water quality monitoring by DWR was curtailed shortly after the 1997 date
indicated in the EIR, after the project manager in the Red Bluff office was informed of
potential adverse impacts from metals by the then Chief of the Water Quality and
Biology Section. If additional data are available, that data should be made available in
the WDL so that reviewers of this EIR can verify claims about lack of water quality
issues made in the EIR. However, the data that are in the WDL adequately
demonstrate significant adverse water quality issues with the proposed project. Any
additional data that has not been shared will just confirm these issues.
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Appendix 7A - California State Water Resources Control Board Constituents of Concern
of Water Bodies in the Study Area - lists a large number of parameters for which no
information is contained in this EIR. For example, chlorpyrifos, diazinon, chlordane,
DDT, mercury, PCBs, and dieldrin are constituents of concern from Keswick Dam to the
Delta. The EIR should assess how these constituents will impact water quality in the
proposed reservoir.

7.2.4.2 East Park and Stony Gorge Reservoirs

“East Park and Stony Gorge reservoirs were sampled during the summer of 2000 (o evaluate the extent of
mercury contamination in fish because these reservoirs are representative of conditions that could be
expected in the proposed Sites Reservoir. DWR analyses of total recoverable mercury indicate that levels
in samples collected near the bottom of the water column at Stony Gorge and Black Buite reservoirs,
exceeded the California Toxics Rule for protection of human health.

Fish tissue samples were collected by DWR from East Park and Stony Gorge reservoirs during 2000 (o
2001. Neither catfish nor bass composites collected from East Park Reservoir exceeded the OEHHA
screening value or USEPA criterion, although mercury levels in the small-sized bass approached these
values, and a very large channel catfish that was analyzed individually contained tissue mercury af over
twice the level of the screening value and criterion limits. Mercury concentrations in tissues of channe!
catfish collected from Stony Gorge Reservoir contained levels less than the screcning value and criterion
(DWR, 2007a).”

Mercury sampling in fish from East Park and Stony Gorge reservoirs was conducted to
contribute to the knowledge of mercury contamination in a number of northern California
lakes and reservoirs, not simply because these reservoirs are representative of
conditions that could be expected in the proposed Sites Reservoir, though they well
might. As noted, the bass from East Park Reservoir that were used for the composite
analysis were small in size (about one foot long), yet approached the screening value
and criterion. Larger fish can be expected to exceed these values since mercury is
accumulated and magnified in fish tissues. The large catfish which contained mercury
at over twice the screening value and criterion is probably representative of mercury
concentrations that can be found in this species.

The EIR fails to mention that mercury contamination exceeded the screening value and
criterion in a relatively small largemouth bass collected from Stony Gorge Reservoir.
Though the catfish analyzed from Stony Gorge Reservoir did not exceed the screening
value and criterion, the cited report states that “larger channel catfish from Stony Gorge
Reservoir, therefore, may be expected to contain mercury concentrations that exceed
the screening value and criterion.”

Since mercury contamination in excess of criteria occurs in lakes that the EIR states are
representative of conditions that could be expected in the proposed Sites Reservoir, the
EIR should discuss the probability of mercury contamination in the proposed reservoir
and ramifications to recreational fishing and wildlife that would consume fish from the
reservoir.
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7.2.4.3 Salt Lake

“Suline water has been observed to seep from underground salt springs in the vicinity of the Salt Lake
Jaudt alomg the slopes above the valley and along the valley floor within the proposed inundation area of
Sites Reservoir. These areas are generally located in the Funks Creek watershed. The water from the
unddereround springs accumulates along the trough of the valley and forms Salt Lake (USGS, 1915). The
size of Salt Lake and adjacent seasonal brackish wetlands varies with time. The wetted area appears to
vary from 0 to 30 acres. The deeper water appears to be approximately 15 acres based on observations in
2017, The depth of the water has not been monitored.

I Leke was only sampled on a few occasions from 1997 to 1998. In August 1997, the Salt Lake was
driv. I September 1997, the springs were bubbling and the EC was 194,100 micromhos per centimeter
(umhos/oni) as compared to 3,490 umhos/cm for the nearby Stone Corral Creek. In January 1998, there
was less than 1 ¢fs of flow from the springs, and the EC was 7,200 umhos/cm as compared 1o 540
wmhos/cm for the nearby Stone Corral Creek. From these samples, it was found that waters from this
location are extremely hich in minerals. The EC value on one occasion reached 194,100 micromhos per
centimeter. The TDS measurement at this time was 258,000 mg/L. EC, TDS, sodium, and boron exceeded
all Central Valley Basin Plan criteria. A few metals also were noted at very high concentrations
(ilvpinum, iron. end marganese) and exceeded all criteria, and a few others exceeded some criteria
tarsenic, copper. lead, and nickel). Levels of ammonia and orthophosphate also were noted at high levels
and exceeded criteria. Temperatures from this site were variable, and probably depend on seasonal
conditions. Concentrations present in water from this site likely depend on the season and flow.”

Though the EIR states that water quality data used in the analyses are available in the
WDL, data for Salt Lake could not be found. However, the EIR states that several
metals (aluminum, ircn, and manganese) were found in concentrations that exceed all
Basin Plan criteria, while others (arsenic, copper, lead, and nickel) exceed some
criteria. These metals from the springs feeding Salt Lake will add to the metals load in
the proposed reservoir.

7.2.4.4 Funks Creek

“lunks Creek originates at approximately 850 feet elevation in the foothills west of Antelope Valley. The
bunks of this intermittent siream are heavily eroded and the gravel bed is highly disturbed and compacted
by cattle. Along the north end of Antelope Valley, Funks Creek receives underground drainage from Salt
Lake. Funks Creek widens as it cuts through Logan Ridge and enters the western side of the Sacramento
Valley. although flows are still intermittent. Approximately I mile downstream of Logan Ridge, Funks
Creck is impounded by Funks Reservoir. This reservoir is fed mainly from waters of the Tehama-Colusa
Canal. Downstream of the reservoir, Funks Creek is bordered by agricultural lands, and much of this
reach is channelized before emptying into Stone Corral Creek. This portion of Funks Creek likely has
some flow year round, due to leakage from the dam at Funks Reservoir.

DWR observed uluminum. arsenic, copper, iron, manganese, mercury, nickel, and phosphorus in F. unks
Creek at the Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District (GCID) Main Canal station during intermittent water
quality sampling. The concentrations appeared to be higher during and immediately following storm

events.
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As with Salt Lake, data for Funks Creek could not be found in the WDL. The data usad
in the analyses in the EIR must be made available for review. It is iikely that the
reported metals exceed various criteria, as with Salt Lake, and thus add to the metals
load in the proposed reservoir.

7.2.4.5 Stone Corral Creek

“Stone Corral Creek originates at approximately 700 feet elevation in the foothills west of Antelope
Valley. As the intermittent stream flows into the grasslands of Antelope Valley, the channel is narvow and
the banks eroded. The much larger Antelope Creek flows into Stone Corral Creek from the south near the
town of Sites. Stone Corral Creek flows through the gap in the foothills and into the western Sacramento
Valley.

DWR observed aluminum, arsenic, copper, iron, manganese, nickel, and phosphorus during intermiticnt
sampling in Stone Corral Creek near Sites station during intermittent water quality sampling. The
concentrations appeared to be higher during and immediately following storm events.”

Data for Stone Corral Creek are available in the WDL. These data show that not only
are high concentrations of aluminum, arsenic, copper, iron, manganese, and nickel
present, as reported in the EIR, but also cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, selenium,
silver, and zinc, as well as boron (Table 5). The EIR does not disclose the fact that, not
only are the concentrations higher during and immediately following storm events, the
resulting metals concentration in Stone Corral Creek exceed a large number of criteria
and standards including those to protect drinking water, public heaith, freshwater
aquatic life, and agricultural uses. These metals will also contribute to the metals load
in the proposed reservoir.

The metals concentrations found in Stone Corral Creek, Salt Lake, and Funks Creek
are a result of leaching from the soils through which these water baodies fiow.
Inundation of these soils by the proposed reservoir will result in an additional metals
load to the reservoir.

7.2.4.6 Tehama-Colusa Canal

“The intake for the Tehama-Colusa Canal occurs at the southeast end of the City of Red Bluff at River
Mile (RM) 243. The intake occurs downstream of the mouth of Red Bank Creek. The Tehama-Colusa
Canal is approximately 111 miles long and extends from Red Bluff in Tehama County to downstream of
Dunnigan in Yolo County. Funks Reservoir is approximately 66 canal miles downstream of the intake at
the Sacramento River.

DWR observed aluminum, arsenic, cadmium, and iron during intermittent sampling in the Tehama-
Colusa Canal downstream of the siphon under Stony Creek during intermittent water quality sampling.”

The intake for the Tehama-Colusa Canal is at the Sacramento River below Red Bluff
Diversion Dam water quality monitoring station. Therefore, water guality in the Tehama-
Colusa Canal will be exactly that found at the Sacramento River below Red Bluff
Diversion Dam monitoring station. Data for this monitoring station can be found in the
WDL.
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This is another example where the EIR is less than forthcoming. Not only are
aluminum, arsenic, cadmium, and iron present in water diverted from the river into the
canal, but, as discussed earlier, so are chromium, copper, lead, manganese, mercury,
nickel, selenium, and zinc (Table 1). The highest concentrations were found during the
higher flow months (December through March). As discussed earlier, many of these
metals exceed a large number of criteria and standards, including those developed to
protect drinking water, public health, freshwater aquatic life, and agricultural uses.
Water quality in the proposed reservoir will reflect that in the Sacramento River below
the Red Bluff Diversion Dam and other source waters, and exceed many of the criteria
developed to protect beneficial uses of the water.

7.2.4.7 Glenn-Colusa frrigation District Main Canal

“The intake for the GCID Main Canal is on a side channel off the Sacramento River at RM 205.5, north
of the town of Hamilton City. GCID’s Hamilton City pump station, located at the intake, diverts water
into the GCID Main Canal from the Sacramento River for distribution within the GCID service area. The
canal is an unlined earthen channel that stretches approximately 65 miles from the system diversion point
near Hamilton City to its Jownstream southern terminus at the CBD near Williams, in Colusa County.

DWR observed aluminum, arsenic, cadmium, copper, iron, mercury, manganese, and phosphorus during
intermittent sampling in the GCID Main Canal intake during intermittent water quality sampling.”

The intake for the GCID Main Canal is slightly upstream from the Sacramento River at
Hamilton City water quality monitoring station. Therefore, water quality in the GCID
Main Canal will be sirilar to that found at the Sacramento River at Hamilton City
monitoring station. Data for this monitoring station can be found in the WDL.

Not only are aluminum, arsenic, cadmium, copper, iron, manganese, and mercury
present in the Sacramento River in the vicinity of the diversion into the GCID Main
Canal, but so are chromium, lead, nickel, selenium, silver, and zinc (Table 3).

Aluminum, arsenic, cadmium, iron, lead, manganese, mercury, and nickel are present in
concentrations that exceed various criteria and standards. The highest concentrations
are generally found during the higher flow months of December through March, when
the proposed project may be diverting water from this area of the Sacramento River.

7.2.4.9 Sacramento River Opposite Moulton Weir

“DWR monitored water quality at the Sacramento River along the western bank opposite Moulton Weir
station from 2000 ro 2010. The water quality samples included aluminum, arsenic, copper, iron, mercury,
manganese, lead. und phosphorus. Total aluminum levels in the Sacramento River at this location
Jrequently exceeded aquatic life criteria during associated high flow conditions in the river, but rarely
exceeded drinking water criteria and the agricultural goal. Arsenic levels exceeded human toxicity
thresholds in all sumples collected, and the criterion for protection of aquatic life for cadmium was
occasionally exceeded. Copper levels frequently exceeded hardness-dependent aquatic life protection
criteria during high flow conditions in the river, and iron levels frequently exceeded drinking water and
aquatic life protection criteria, as well as the agricultural goal during the same river conditions.
Dissolved iron levels exceeded the Central Valley Basin Plan level occasionally. Mercury levels
approuched, but did not exceed, the CTR criterion during the highest flows in the river. Manganese levels
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occasionally exceeded drinking water standards and the agricultural goal, and icad levels rarely
exceeded drinking water criteria. All samples contained total phosphorus at levels at or above ifie
recommended criteria range to prevent nuisance algal growth in streams.”

Monitored metals also included cadmium, chromium, nickel, selenium, silver, and zinc
(Table 4). Contrary to the statement in the EIR, aluminum concentrations frequently
exceed drinking water criteria and on several occasions the agricultural goal during the
high flow months of December through March. With reported concentrations up to 36
ug/L, mercury not only approached but greatly exceeded the California Toxics Rule
(CTR) criterion (0.05 ug/L) for sources of drinking water as well as the National
Recommended Water Quality for freshwater aquatic life continuous concentration (0.77
ug/L) and maximum concentration (1.8 ug/L). Reported lead concentrations frequently
exceed the California Public Health Goal of 0.02 ug/L, and had a median value of 0.058
ug/L. Reported nickel concentrations also exceed the California Public Health Goal.

Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences
7.3.1 Section 303 Evaluation Criteria and Significance Thresholds

“Significance criteria represent the thresholds that were used to identify whethei an impact would be
potentially significant. Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines suggests the following evaluation criteriu jor
water quality:

Would the Project:

e Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

o Create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater
drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

o Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
The evaluation criteria used for this impact analysis represent a combination of the Appendix &
criteria and professional judgment that considers current regulations, siandards. and/or
consultation with agencies, knowledge of the area, and the context and intensity of the

environmental effects, as required pursuant to NEPA. For the purposes of this analysis. an
alternative would result in a potentially significant impact if it would cause the following:

* A violation of any water quality standard or waste discharge requirement, or otherwise substantiaily
degrade water quality

If a water quality constituent declines under the action alternatives as compared fv the Existing
Conditions/No Project/No Action Condition, the changes are not considered to be adverse.
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Qualitative Analysis of Constituents

The qualitative analysis of changes in other constituents (e.g., mercury, selenium, nutrients) was based
upon an analysis of potential changes in loadings from sources of the constituent and related changes in
flows that would occur from implementation of the Project as compared to the Existing Conditions/

Ne Project/No Action Condition. For example, the qualitative analysis of changes in mercury is based
upon changes in flow patterns from the major sources of mercury in the Sacramento River watershed
(e.g., tributaries to the Sacramento River).”

What the heck does this last paragraph mean? It makes absolutely no sense. The
analysis of potential impacts should be based on an assessment of the expected water
quality in the proposed reservoir, whether that water quality exceeds any criteria or
standards, and the adverse effects that would occur if criteria or standards are
exceeded, both withir the reservoir and in downstream areas subject to releases from
the reservoir.

7.3.4 Section 303 Impacts Associated with Alternative A
Shasta L.ake and Sacramento River from Shasta Lake and Keswick Reservoir to Freeport

Impact SW Qual-1: A Violation of Any Water Quality Standard or Waste Discharge Requirement, or
Ctherwive Substantially Degrade Surface Water Quality

Mercury and Other Heavy Metals

s deseribed in Section 7.2, the sources of mercury and other heavy metals in Shasta Lake are located
upstream of the lake and accumulate within Shasta Lake. Mercury in the Sacramento River downstream
of Keswick Reservoir is generated along the tributaries to the Sacramento River. The generation rate and
the accumulation rates of mercury and other heavy metals in Shasta Lake or along the Sacramento River
would not be affected by implementation of Alternative A because there would be no new facilities
constructed upstream of Shasta Lake or along the tributaries. Operations of Shasta Lake under

Alternative A, as reflected by end-of-month Shasta Lake storage, would be similar to conditions under the
Existing Conditions/No Project/No Action Condition, as described in Chapter 6 Surface Water
Resources.”

Accumulation of mercury would indeed be affected by Alternative A (and all the other
alternatives) since water from the Sacramento River, containing mercury concentrations
in excess of various criteria, would be diverted into the proposed reservoir. Releases
from the reservoir could adversely affect downstream resources and beneficial uses due
to the mercury contained in the reservoir. In addition, fisheries, wildlife, and recreation
that utilize the reservoir could be adversely affected from mercury accumulation in the
reservoir food web.

Summary
“Concentrations of mercury, other heavy metals, and salinity would be similar in the Sacramento River

under Allernative A as compared to the Existing Conditions/No Project/No Action Condition; therefore,
there would be no impact related to these constituents.”
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Again, there are potential very significant adverse impacts associated with diverting
water from the Sacramento River during higher flow periods to the proposed reservoir.
The Sacramento River contains concentrations of a large number of metals, including
aluminum, arsenic, cadmium, chromium, iron, lead, manganese, and mercury, that
significantly exceed various criteria and standards designed to protect beneficial uses.
Water in the reservoir will reflect that of the water diverted from the Sacramento River.
and will also exceed a number of criteria developed to protect beneficial uses. The
metals may adversely affect aquatic resources in the reservoir and terrestrial resources
that may utilize the reservoir (such as fish-eating birds), as well as reservoir recreation.

The metals in releases from the reservoir may adversely affect downstream resources,
including drinking water supply, agricultural supply, wildlife, and fisheries, and may
violate the SWRCB antidegradation policy. These are definite “impacts related to these
constituents,” contrary to what is stated above in this EIR. All the alternatives suffer
from the exact same significant adverse impacts due to metals in the source waters.

7.4 Mitigation Measures

“Because no potentially significant direct water quality impacts were identified, no mitigation is required
or recommended.”

The EIR failed to identify any impacts, though significant potential adverse impacts are
painfully obvious. The EIR completely ignores any assessment of the proposed project
— Sites Reservair, as well as any assessment of the adverse impacts the reservoir may
pose to beneficial uses within the reservoir (i.e., fisheries, wildlife, recreation) and those
adverse impacts attributable to releases from the reservoir (i.e., drinking water supply,
agricultural water supply, fisheries, wildlife, recreation). As shown throughout this
discussion, a number of metals significantly exceed water quality criteria and standards
in the water sources to the proposed reservoir. The EIR completely ignores potentia
chemical contaminants (such as chlorpyrifos, diazinon, chlordane, DDT, mercury,
PCBs, and dieldrin). Water quality in the reservoir will reflect that of the source waters.
Therefore, the reservoir will contain a number of metals, including aluminum, arsenic,
cadmium, chromium, iron, lead, manganese, and mercury, and possibly other chemical
contaminants that exceed a number of water quality criteria designed to protect
beneficial uses. Both water resources within the reservoir and downstream resources
that receive reservoir releases may be adversely affected by the metals and chemical
contaminants. The EIR also fails to address the physical properties that will exist in the
reservoir (such as thermal stratification and hypolimnetic anoxia), and how they wili
affect both reservoir and downstream resources. The EIR needs to address how these
significant adverse impacts are going to be mitigated.
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Table 1. Sacramento River below Red Bluff Diversion Dam, Part 2 of 2

: Dissolved Total Disscived Total Total Dissolved Total Dissolved Total Dissoived Total
Lead -~ lead :Manganese Manganese Mercu Nickel Nicke! Selenium  Sefenium . Zinc Zinc
Station Name —— _.Sample Date we/L o owe/t o ugfl ug/L g/t © o pe/L He/L o me/t ug/L pe/t o ug/l
SACRAMENTO RBLRED BLUFFDIVDM U 221/0810:45  © <0.045 237 . s71 . N/A 153 162 <0149 015 | 145 ¢ 189
SACRAMENTO R BL RED BLUFF DIV DM L 3/1/0611:00 ¢ 0274 13.5 789 _ON/A . 284 1 857 <0149 - 016 449 132
{SACRAMENTO RBLRED BLUFFDIVDM © 4/18/069:25 ¢ 0.086 © 694 19.6 . N/A - 169 1 284 ¢ 024 031 295 ¢ 581
'SACRAMENTO RBLRED BLUFFDIVDM R | 5/16/066:45 <004 © 164 763 . 114 134 <02 <02 . 049 178
SACRAMENTO R BLRED BLUFFDIVDM 6/26/061005  <0.04 11 792 16 21 <02 <02 072 231
'SACRAMENTO R BL RED BLUFF DIV DM 7/25/068:20 | <0.04 1.49 Co1a7 1.8 301 | <02 026 102 439
'SACRAMENTO R BL RED BLUFF DIV DM 1 8/21/0613:30 | <0.04 i 165 . 508 1.84 255 <02 ¢ <02 151 322
'SACRAMENTO RBLRED BLUFFDIVDM . 9/21/067:15  : <0.04 {188 128 285 <02 024 118 592
SACRAMENTO R BL RED BLUFF DIV DM 10/25/0612:30 ¢ <0.04 L9l 6.93 2.19 <0.2 026 . 069 ' 416
‘SACRAMENTO R BL RED BLUFF DIV DM 12/13/06 9:20 0.103 308 i 386 232 <02 0.24 207 917
'SACRAMENTO R BL RED BLUFF DIV DM 1/10/07 12:25 <004 1.37 ©313 102 ¢ <02 <02 ‘071 - 28
SACRAMENTO R BL RED BLUFF DIV DM - | 2/26/07 10:45 0.149 641 ¢ 102 149 02 = 028 ° 309 568
SACRAMENTO R BL RED BLUFFDIVDM ) | 3/21/0710:30 | <0.04 127 1 48 097 ' <02 02 | 038 | 358
'SACRAMENTO RBLRED BLUFFDIVDM | 4/17/0710:30 - <0.04 . 171 508 072 = <02 <0.2 048 346
' SACRAMENTO R BL RED BLUFF DIV DM © 5/29/07 9:45 <0.04 © 039 ¢ 295 0.76 <02 | 023 031 | 301
| SACRAMENTO R BL RED BLUFF DIV DM ©6/26/079:45  © <0.04 3.41 L7557 122 <02 1 025 119 ¢ 43S
SACRAMENTO R BL RED BLUFF DIV DM ) . 7/18/0710:10 | <0.04 02 447 108 <02 <02 031 ¢ 337
SACRAMENTO R BL RED BLUFF DIV DM 1 8/27/071210 <0.04 033 38 14 <02 1 023 2 co22
SACRAMENTO R BL RED BLUFF DIV DM ¢ 9/12/0710:40 | <0.04 018 3 1 <02 . <02 ‘05 C234
{SACRAMENTO R BL RED BLUFF DIV DM | 10/30/07 10:40 | <0.04 019 ¢ 466 12 <02 - <02 071 - 312
'SACRAMENTO R BLRED BLUFFDIVDM ) 11/26/0713:40 <0.04 0.32 foam 0.93 <02 <02 | 034 259
SACRAMENTORBLREDBLUFFPIVOM - 1/22/088:40 : <0.04 0.73 © 129 1.08 <02 - <02 133 499
SACRAMENTORBLREDBLUFFDIVDM | 2/26/08 10:40 <0.04 0.68 i 234 3 <0.2 021 097 685
. SACRAMENTO R BL RED BLUFF DIV DM . 3/25/087:25 <0.04 036 612 0.95 <02 1 025 . 044 311
SACRAMENTORBLREDBLUFFDIVOM = 4/22/081355  <0.04 148 1543 ..oss 025 o 026 LA r 347
{SACRAMENTO R BL RED BLUFF DIV DM . 7/23/0813:50 . <0.04 026 464 124 ¢+ <02 <02 0.51 2.87
SACRAMENTO R BL RED BLUFF DIV DM | 4/21/0913:20 | <0.04 0.57 © 535 088 <02 <02 | 107 406
SACRAMENTO R BL RED BLUFF DIV DM . 5/27/0914:30 | <0.04 043 2.32 ) 096 <02 <02 | 048 228
SACRAMENTO R BL RED BLUFF DIV DM o N | 6/240914:00 i <004 0.3 © 326 N/A 091 - 105 - 023 027 125 ¢ 327
_SACRAMENTO R BL RED BLUFF DIV DM N B | 7/27/0914:07 | <0.04 18 671 . N/A 117 | 124 i <02 | <02 132 409
'SACRAMENTO R BL RED BLUFF DIV DM . 8/25/099:55 - <0.04 0.35 © 45 N/A 133 121 ¢ <02 <02 081 267
'SACRAMENTO R BL RED BLUFF DIV DM . 9/23/098:50 | <0.04 032 477 {101 1.16 <02 = <02 063 279
SACRAMENTO R BL RED BLUFF DIV DM - 10/26/0913:15 | <0.04 . 255 758 097 103 <02 <02 . 094 312
Maximum 0274 135 789 0 26 . 284 . 857 025 . 031 449 132
Median 0.126 1.1 5.71 0.89 1.01 1.21 0.235 0.245 094 3.27
C.085 . 004 018 C232 .48 .57 072 0.2 0.15 . 03t 1.78

SWRCB Basin Plan - Drinking Water Standards -Primary MCL
SYWREB Basin Plan - D g Water Standards -Secondary MCL
QEHHA - California Public Heaith Goal o ) 0.2
USEPA Secondary MCL [

:Cal EPA - One in a million incremental cancer risk estimate for drinking water

UISEPA Health Advisory for drin ) L
fornia Proposition 65 Safe Harbor tevel - Max. Allowabie dose fevel for : 0.25

w

Cal€p

g water
]

Agriculture Water Quality Goals - Taste and odor threshold

@

ste and Odor or W

frashwater Aguati

ria - Human Health and W
a-

WQ Criteri

Recommended WQ Criteria - Freshwater Aguatic Life

o



Dissolved solved

T Arsenic

ation Name Sample Date ug/L pg/L ug/L
COTTONWOGOD C NR COTTONWOOD 10/5/04 11:30 5.21 105 0.662
COTTONWOOD CNR COTTONWOCCD 11/8/0411:20 3.98 6.42 0.684
COTTONWOOD C NR COTTONWOOD 12/7/0410:40 :© 7.02 313 0.524
COTTONWOOD CNR COTT VOOD 1/10/05 7:35 208 488 0.517
CTTONWOOD CNR COTTONWOOD ] . 2/2/0513.00 87.1 157 0.396
COTTONWOOD C NR COTTONWOOD ¢ 3/16/0S 13:50 f 34,7 95.6 0.46 0.5 0.67
COTTONWOOD C NR COTTONWOOD ) 4/19/05 8:10 H 40.2 88 0.413 0.42 0.59
COTTONWOOD CNR COTTONWCCD S/18/05 11:20 1358 . 14345 0.863 4,43 38.2
COTTONWOOD C NR COTTONWOOD . 6/28/057:30 : 639 86.1 0.455 0.46
/COTTONWOOD C NR COTTONWOOD | © 7/26/056:45 . 155 - 7.51 . 0.682 0.52
“COTTONWOOD C NR COTTONWOOD - 8/22/0511:45 = 265 32.9 0.657 054
COTTONWOOD C NR COTTONWOOD o 9/26/0511:20 @ 10.2 152 0.779 1.28
COTTONWOOD C NR COTTONWOOD 10/24/058:30 - 129 472 : 0705 069
COTTONWOOD CNRCOTTONWOOD ~ 11/14/059:00 . 542 119 . 0537 062
‘COTTONWOOD C NR COTTONWOOD  12/15/059:15 = 438 102 | 0343
‘COTTONWOOD C NR COTTONWOOD | 1/24/06 9:10 202 380 042 1.22
-COTTONWOOD C NR COTTONWOOD 3/1/069:15 | 2533 . 3739 ©  0.889 763
'COTTONWOOD C NR COTTONWOOD . 4/24/0610:03 © 151 © 1225 | 0394 : : . 111 263
COTTONWOOD C NR COTTONWOOD . 8/16/0611:00 191 20.8 0703 | 0806 = <01 <0.1 0.33 084
COTTONWOOD C NR COTTONWOOD 11/14/06 9:05 | 24.8 757 | 0467 . 059 <0.1 <01 - 054 061
_COTTONWOOD C NR COTTONWOOD 12/6/0613:20 ¢ 48 662 0438 . 0539 <01 . <01 . 045 0.54 ”,
COTTONWOOD C NR COTTONWOOD . 2/20/07845 - 475 | 523 . 03 ¢ 0344 = <01 <0.1 138 062
Maximum ¢ 2533 14345 0.889 3.04 : 0.009 8.2 39.2
Mean  : 1885 - 64 05205 05865 - 0.009 1.08 0.68
Minimum 1S5 642 | 03 . 034 _ 0003 033 041
SWRCB Basin Plan - Drinking Water Standards -Primary MCL ‘ 1000

:SWRCB Basin Plan - Drinking Water Standards -Secondary MCL
-Cal EPA/OEHHA - California Public Health Goal
USEPA Secondary MCL ) . . B ] ! ) o o - )
:Cal EPA - One in a million incremental cancer risk estimate for drinking water , i 0.023 : 0.0023 0.07
USEPA Health Advisory for drinking water s D T f 002 ) : ; o
California Proposition 65 Safe Harbor Level - Max. :
‘Allowable dose level for reproductive toxicity : ) ) . 0.05
National Academy of Sciences Health Advisory : 5000 ! : ) : o ) :
Agriculture Water Quality Goals - Taste and odor threshold . 5000 : (. : 5000
National Recommended WQ Criteria - Taste and Odor or Welfare : o : B 300
National Recommended WQ Criteria - Human Health and Welfare ,
protection - water and fish consumption - L L 0.018 : - e . : i
National Recommended WQ Criteria - Freshwater Aquatic Life , 750 ; ; : ; : 1000
National Recommended WQ Criteria - Freshwater Aquatic tife , ,

300

004 . o002 o

20



._wc_m 2. Cottonwood Creek near Cottonwood, Part 2 of 2

]

. Dissolved | Total | Dissolved = Total Total :Dissolved Total : Dissolved  Total :Dissolved Total [Dissolved; Total
Lead Lead :Manganese mz_m:mm:mmm Mercury - Nickel Nickel Selenium  Selenium :  Silver Silver Zinc Zinc
{Station Name | _Sample Date ug/L ug/L ug/L ug/L ng/L ug/t © uelt ug/L ue/L ug/L ue/L ug/L pe/L
‘COTTONWOOD C NR COTTONWOOD | _ 10/5/041130 = 0008 <0017 = 258 113 ° N/A 134 134 018 = <0204 <0077 <0054 019 042
{COTTONWOOD C NR COTTONWOOD © 11/8/0411:20 .m <0.001 ¢ 0008 . 3.06 436 _N/A 0.86 153 | 033 035 <0.006 @ <0.063 0.05 0.09
{COTTONWOOD C NR COTTONWOOD 12/7/0410:40 . 0012 = 0.028 0.46 409 | N/A 107 12 <0163 © 028 | <0011 <0.04 ' 031 : 0.5
no._402<<ooo CNR COTTONWOGD 1/10/057:35 . 0.048 0.166 : 1.79 126 N/A ¢ 159 ¢ 261 ° 074 0.81 <0.003 0.006 055 1.58
noj.oz<<ooanm COTTONWOOD Po22/051 0.017 0063 @ 287 - 791  N/A 141 ¢ 193 © <0222 0.18 ' <0.001 022 073
.,/,nojoz,,éoo_.ugn,,/z_wvnojo,z.éooo,, - 3/10/05 13:50 0044 079 - 471 © N/A ¢ 128 ¢ 164 <0.245 032 | <0.001 . 016 044
.COTTONWOOD C NR COTTONWOOD 4/19/058:10 0034 151 507 © N/A ¢ 098 @ 147 - 031 044  <0.003 .02 053
'COTTONWOOD C NR COTTONWOOD 5/18/05 11:20 7.26 8.76 563 _N/A 3.38 579 | <0399 : 039 | 0.039 331 72
{COTTONWOOD C NR COTTONWOOD 1 6/28/057:30 <0.027 3.47 393  N/A 066 @ 116 | <0.14 ' <0.354 | <0.002 - 0.14 0.36
{COTTONWOOD C NR COTTONWOOD - 7/26/05 6:45 | <0063 | 032 251 N/A 043 082 | <0145 @ <0.176 = <0.002 <0.083 | 015
/COTTONWOOD C NR COTTONWOOD 8/22/05 11:45 0024 105 137 N/A 079 107 <0227 <0227 : <0.001
noj.ozéooo C NR COTTONWOOD ©9/26/0511:20 Po0111 076 249 N/A 131 2.36 0.17 0.19 <0.003
'COTTONWOOD C NR COTTONWOOD | 10/24/058:30 - 0028 . 193 154 N/A 118 1 145 041 019 | <0002
-/COTTONWOOD C NR COTTONWOOD 1 11/14/05 9:00 0017 + 178 5.95 N/A 137 138 | <0186 = <0.186 @ <0.009
{COTTONWOOD € NR COTTONWOOD _ 12/15/05 9:15 0.008 0.79 2.59 N/A 141 148 = 016 0.29 <0.001 = <0.001 « <0.177 | <0.177
{COTTONWOOD C NR COTTONWOOD | 1/24/069:10 0146 619 167  N/A 195 = 338 . 023 028 = <0005 <0.005 043 144
'COTTONWOOD CNR COTTONWOOD 1 3/1/069:15 153 308 138 © N/A - 735 209 <0149 : 015 = <0.009 = <0.009 364 | 136
(COTTONWOOD CNRCOTTONWOOD  4/24/06 10:03 L0444 2.06 408 151 69 021 032 © <003 . 047 . 432
'COTTONWOOD C NR COTTONWOOD | 8/16/06 11:00 <0.04 113 5.41 114 132 042 06 <003 - 014 | 073
'COTTONWOOD C NR COTTONWOOD 11/14/06 9:05 <0.04 482 107 © 156 177 0.56 0.63 : <003 <0.1 1.07
| COTTONWOOD C NR COTTONWOOD 12/6/06 13:20 © <004 255 444 N/A 1 087 ¢ 124 | 033 059 | <003 079 2.02
{COTTONWOOD C NR COTTONWOOD 2/20/07 8:45 C <004 5 | 557 016 166 035 | 051 | <003 018 165
Mean 0044 1995 693 096 1295 1.505 031 : 032 ° 0039 ‘00535 031 . 073
Minimum 0008 032 251 . 072 0.16 082 . 011 015 = 0039 i 0006 @ 005 = 0.09
gm,s\xnm Basin Plan - o::a:m Water Standards -Primary MCL 0 )
:SWRCB Basin Plan - Drinking Water Standards -Secondary MCL 50
-Cal EPA/OEHHA - California Public Health Goal 0.2 12
'USEPA Secondary MCL o :
:Cal EPA - One in a million incremental cancer risk estimate for drinking W 4.1
"USEPA Health Advisory for drinking water 300
-California Proposition 65 Safe Harbor Level - Max.
:Allowable dose level! for reproductive toxicity 0.25
National Academy of Sciences Health Advisory .
Agriculture Water Quality Goals - Taste and odor threshold 200
National Recommended WQ Criteria - Taste and Odor or Welfare 50
National Reco WQ Criteria - Human Health and Welfare
Nationa! d WQ Criteria - Freshwater Aguatic Life 0.77
National Recommended WQ Criteria - Freshwater Aquatic Life 1.4



Table 3. Sacramento River at Hamilton City, Part 1 of 2

Dissolved Total Dissolved Total Dissolved Tota! Bissoived Total Dissolved Totst

Aluminum | Aluminum ;- Arsenic Arsenic  : Cadmium - Cadmium Chramium Chromam Copper | Coppor iron
Station Name Sample Date Mg/L me/L ne/L ne/L ne/L g/t /L erer ua/t L f
SACRAMENTG R A HAMILTON CITY i 11/25/03 9:10 N/A 128 N/A 1.93 N/A <0.005 N/A 061 N/A
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY 3/8/04 13:00 N/A N/A N/A N/A T N/A N/A N/A N/ N/
SACRAMENTC R A HAMILTON CITY 5/20/04 15:00 N/A 110 N/A 1.81 N/A o1l N/A 0.84 N/A
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY 8/12/04 10:20 N/A 189 . N/A 1.36 N/A 0.016 N/A 0.73 N/A
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTGN CITY o ...} 10/5/0410:05 * 145 113 ;13 132 <0.011  <0.008 0.9 034 0.72
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY R . :.11/9/04 11:40 23.6 36.1 249 2.52 <0.008  <0.007 1 1 0.85
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTCN CITY 12/7/04 10:40 254 12.5 238 2.54 <0.012 0.034 0.54 0.8
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY 1/10/0512:15 | 352 413 1.48 1.55 <0.011 © <0.007 1.06 L4
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY . i.2/2f05735 775 163 :1.42 151 <0.011  <0.066 167 1.83
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY ! 3/10/057:30 ; 11 757 203 2.08 <0.033  <0.011 1.29 132
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY 4/20/0512:00 , 15.9 39.3 1.99 2.09 <0.022  <0.009 1.02 1.02
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY 5/19/05 9:30 1075 6686 166 . 317 <0.058 0.076 269 18.9
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY 6/28/05 7:15 106 i 121 137 . 158 <0.009  <0.012 052 1.1
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY ) 7/26/0512:45 1 165 314 131 134 <0.011 0.007 0.63 669
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY R 8/23/05 11:20 14.1 .. 4438 139 ;. 147 <D.009 0.016 046 065
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY 8/27/05 10:00 277 .. 988 141 i 143 0.007 0.011 0.54 0.54
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY 10/25/0512:40. 309 616 1.54 156 ° <0.009  <0.009 063 0.72
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY 11/15/0511:00: 308 67.6 1.84 192 <0.009 0.014 0.79 0.82
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY 12/14/0511:45 .  6.67 36.7 1.94 2.1 <0.005 0.008 0.79 0.89
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY 1/4/06 7:30 866 3462 1.61 2.35 0.014 0.092 2.61 9.71
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY o 1/24/06 7:30 , 359 709 1.41 1.49 0.011 0.042 151 2.4
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY . o 2/21/06 12:45 222 733 1.3 147 .0.014 0.029 1.18 2.34
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY 3/1/06 7:30 2887 4955 1.36 1.85 0.021 0.087 4.99 11
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY 4/17/06 6:00 914 2219 1.06 1.47 <0.1 <0.1 169 s.11
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY 5/17/06 6:40 163 285 1.42 157 <0.1 <0.1 059 074
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY 6/27/066:30 . 200 398 1.27 14 <0.1 <0.1 074 125
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY ) 7/25/06 5:40 255 570 1.24 1.32 <0.1 <0.1 0.2 1.01
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY 8/22/06 6:40 195 298 112 115 ¢ <01 <0.1 0.67 084
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY i 9/20/06 6:30 591 882 112 1.23 <0.1. <0.1 0.61 1.35
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY 10/24/06 7:00 36.8 201 0.859 1.37 "0 <0.1 0.56 0.8%
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY 12/12/06 6:40 181 505 1.98 233 . <01 <0.1 052 FEH
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY 1/9/07 7:15 616 138 2.08 223 <01 <01 0.56 069
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY o ©2/26/0714:00 - 478 657 131 1.42 <01 181 191
SACRAMENTO R A BAMILTON CITY 3/20/07 6:50 16.1 91.6 2.17 236 <0.1 0.41 071
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY 4/17/07 7:30 128 52 1.93 1.94 <0.1 0.43 0.53
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY '5/29/07 12:15 3.2t 372 19 211 - <0.1 0.52 072
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY 6/26/0712:30 . 6.11 50.1 16 167 <0.1 <0.1 0.52 0.75
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY . 7/18/07 7:00 10.8 114 162 1.69 <01 . <01 0.47 0.34
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY ) 8/28/07 7:05 18.4 49.2 137 1.58 <01 . <01 045 o6
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY, . 9/13/07 7:55 2.26 37.9 147 1.55 <01 <Dl 0.45 052 0
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY ) 11/7/07 10:30 0.83 105 196 2.06 <0.1 <01 ca 0.41 9
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY . ) 2/20/08 12:15 5.62 85.8 2.04 2.27 <0.1 <0.1 0.49 073 1
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY ) ) 5/6/08 13:05 2.94 85.3 214 2.16 <0.1 <0.1 035 0.67 18
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY » { 8/6/089:40 2.82 70 s 1.6 1.68 <0.1 .<D.1 0.42 0354 1
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY . . 11/5/08 7:20 10.2 95.6 2.06 217 <0.1 <0.1 031 951 1 4
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY ) 2/24/09 10:40 511 3110 1.62 4.07 <0.1 <0.1 0.47 707 8 13,6
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CiTY ) . i.5/5/09830 : 147 439 1.83 2.05 <0.1 <0.1 035 115 3 275
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY ) . 8/11/09 8:40 275 . 351 1.31 1.35 <0.1 <0.1 0.36 04 1 2.3
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY i ) o 11/3/09 7:50 2.94 a7 187 1904 <01 ;<01 038 .49 1 105
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CiTY . 2/2/10 8:45 12 340 1.37 143 <01 <0.1 036 1.0% 3 271
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY ) e 5/4/10 7:45 10.2 160 1.31 185 <0.1 <0.1 0.47 0.95 2. 12.3
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY | o B/3/1011:00 7.55 24 1.4 142 <01 <01 0.47 Q.58 1.35 104
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY 11/2/10 8:30 463 §7.4 1.97 2.06 .<0.1 <0.1 0.66 3.27 1.58 15.3
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY . Li2/1/119:30 5.73 53.6 19 1.96 <01 <0.1 0.43 055 3.41 12
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY 5/3/118:35 3 24.6 16 1.73 <0.1 <01 0.45
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY 8/2/118:10 : 116 159 141 1145 <01 <0.1 0.65
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY . 11/1/11 8:45 56 915 121 1.58 <0.1 <0.1 0.64
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY 1/31/12 8:25 178 276 2.04 2.2 <0.1 <01 0.52
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY ) 5/8/12 830 88.3 125 211 2.64 <0.1 <0.1 ©3
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY 8/7/12 8:00 10 286 125 . 128 <01 <01 039
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY 11/6/12 9:35 11.6 125 2.03 217 <0.1 <0.1 048
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY ) 2/6/13 9:15 3.6 127 1.98 2 <0.1 <0.1 032
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY :.5/7/138:05 19.2 29.5 1.74 1.77 <0.1 <0.1 053
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY ...8/6/137:30 1.05 20 1.18 1.48 <0.1 <0.1 045
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY ; 11/5/139:10 1.69 24.4 2.06 217 <0.1 <0.1 0.39
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY . . 2/4/149:05 0.19 6.03 2.7 288 <0.1 <0.1 0.52
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY . 5/6/14 8:30 4.3 37.2 2.36 .25 <0.1 <01, 037
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY o .. .8/12/149:50 ¢ 191 187 193 212 <01 <0.1 0.44
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY ) : 11/3/148350 257 62.4 2.05 212 <0.1 <0.1 .48
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY 2/10/15 3:30 212 ° 1960 1 2.14 <0.1 <0.1 0.33
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY e o 5/11/15 10:00 218 414 176 181 <01 <03 [o5
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY . = 8/11/15 10:20 134 322 1.65 172 <01 <01 0.33
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY . 11/4/1511:27 126 189 2.43 261 <01 ‘. <01 043
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTORN CITY . 2/3/16 12:10 39.7 352 1.26 149 <0.1 <0.1 0.44 3
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CiTY ) 5/9/1612:15 = 425 183 2.05 238 <01 <0.1 0.41 175 3 ar
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY . . 8/8/168:15 . 45 100 132 142 <01 <0.1 0.43 125 1.58 485 114
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY .1.11/7/16 11:00 353 78 197 2.1 <01 <01 0.41 1.08 19 29.% 783
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY ) 2/6/17 13:00 136 1020 116 1.67 <0.1 <0.1 052 1.79 5.7% 138 1100
Maximum 2887 U egse | Ay U aod 6,021 0.092 499 8.9 ‘438 1773 1642
Mediam 16 91.5 1.615 1.81 0.014 0.016 Q.51 0.76 1.115 25.3
Minimum 0.19 6.03 0.859 1.15 0.007 . 0007 0.3 G.41 0.5 2.3
SWRCH Basin Plan - Drinking Water Standards -Primary MCL o 1000
SWRCH Basin Plan - Drinking Water Standards -Secondary MCL ...200 . 3t
Cal EPA/OEHHA - California Public Health Goal 800 : 0.004 : 0.02
USEPA Secendary MICL e . 50
Cal EPA - One in a million incremental cancer risk estimate for drinking water : 0.023 0.0023 0.07
USEPA Health Advisory for drinking water . i 0.02
USEPA (RIS Reference Dose Drinking Water Health Advisories 21
Califoraia Proposition 65 Safe Harbar Leve! - Max. Allowable dose level for :
reproductive toxicity ) . . 005
Agricuiture Water Quality Goals - Taste and odor threshold : ) 5000 5000

Caifiornia Toxics Rule Sources of Drinking Water

Natjonal Academy of Sciences Drinking Water Health Advisories ......5000
National Recommended WQ Criteria - Taste and Odor or Welfare
National Recommended WQ Criteria - Human Health and Welfare protection -

water and fish consumption . : 0,018
National Recommended WQ Criteria - Freshwater Aquatic Life Continuous Concentration .87 ) 10
National Recommended WQ Criteria - Freshwater Aguatic Life Maximum Concentration 3 750
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Tabie 3. Sacrmmente River at Hamilton City, Part 2 of 2 - o | ) o o »
. Dissolved Total Dissolved Total Total : Dissolved Total Dissolved | Total :Dissolved; Total :Dissolved Total

Lead lead  Manganese] Manganese - Mercury . Nickel © Nickel  Selenium :Selenium . Silver . Sitver Zin Zinc
Statien Bame sample Date ne/L hg/t ng/t ne/t ng/L _ T pe/l ug/l wg/l | ug/L ue/t
SACRAASENTO R A HEFALTON CITY o . 13/25/0390 N/A 0118 N/A 6L G N/A_ 126 N/A_ | <0061 ' N/A - <0.012 125
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY o 3/8/04 13:00 NA . N/A N/A N/A NA L N/A NA O N/A N/A
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY 5/20/04 15:00 0.027 N/A 614 131 N/A 0.12 N/A <0034 153
SACRORENTO R 4 HAMILTON CITY ) ) " '8/12/08 10:20 N/A 6.88 na 028 N/A <0145 S 207
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON €ITY i . 10/5/04 10:05 1137 63 <0.144 © <0204 1 <0077 <0054 ' 048 156
SACRAMENTO R & HARILTON CITY, . 11/9/0411:40 155 542 <0149 - 025 <0006 <0063 052 0.8
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY 12/7/04 10:40 02 18 <0163 028 <0011 - <004 035 044
SACRAFATITO R A HAMILTON CTY o 1/10/05 12:15 222 124 03 034 . <0003 - <0002 154 31
SATRAMENTO R A RAMILTON CTY 2/2/057:35 254 106 <0222 o7 | o002 0003 095 1.96
NTO R & HAMILTON C1TY ) | 3/10/057:30 0.98 637 <0.245 | <019 | <0001 <0036 - 036 106
IO R A HARILTON CITY o 4/20/05 12:00 312 6.03 0.4 035 : <0003 <0005 041 075
FLTOR CHTY 5/19/05 9:30. 733 272 0388 <0317 | 0018 0041 | 246 35
6/28/05 7:15 47 5.17 <014 <0354 <0002 <0.027 08 165
7/26/05 12:45 016, 2.07 <0.145 . <0176 | <0002 1 <0.04 ' 036 0.5
» 8/23/05 11: 058 3.38 <0277 - 029 <0001 = <0001 027 1.09
MILTON CTY B ) 9/27/05 10:0 i 051 4.61 023 023 | <0003 = <0.003 ' 0.38 1.56
EACREMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY ) 10/25/0512:40 0011 0028 069 288 011 <0002 <0002 052 103
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CTY o T 11/15/0511:00 004 0047 . 098 481 <0.186 . <0186  <0.009 - <0009 056 125
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY o 12/14/051145 0003 0023 ' 053 417 <0145 : 015 <0001 <0001 ' 05 093
CACRAMENTO R A HAMILTOM CITY 1/4/067:30 0.81 <0145 | 022 <0001 0021 . 224 208
SACRAMEMEO R A HAMILTON GTY 1/24/06 7:30 <0.186 0.18 . <0.005 <04005_ 1.55 4.71
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILION CITY 2/21/06 12:45 <Q.149 0.3 <0.009 <0.009 1 3.94
SACRAMENTO R A HAMI TON OTY . .3/1/067:30 <0143 | 029 . <0009 . <0009 | 579 217
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY 4/17/06 6:00 0.23 027 <003 <003 257 125
SACRAMENTT R A HEMILTON CITY . 5/17/06 6:40 <02 <02 . <003 <003 067 178
SeCiAR AR TON CITY 6/27/06 6:30 <0.2 «©2 <003 0083 041 171
sa A HAMITON CITY 7/25/06 5:40 <0.2 02 : <003 <003 ' 077 2,04
3 1A HARILTON C1TY 8/22/06 6:40 025 026 <003 <0.03 | 102 1.94
570 R A HAMILTON C1TY 9/20/06 6:30 023 026 <003 <003 | 085 479
: SRAHAMETON OTY B 10/24/06 7:00 025 028 <003 <003 ° 016 33
SACRAMENTO R A HAMITONCITY, o 12/12/06 6:40 0.25 029 . <003 <003 0S5 477
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY o 1/9/077:15 <02 <02 | <003 <003 | 064 257
2/26/07 14:00 <02 | 023 | <003 <003 368 839
3/20/07 6:50. <02 <2 o3 <003 031 282
\ 4/17/07 7:30. 0.24 033 | <003 <003 04 2.84
SACHAMENTD R £ HAMHLTON C/TY 5/29/07 12:15 <0.2 022 <003 © <003 | 055 - 236
NTO R A HAMILTON CTY 6/26/07 12:30 <0.2 021 <003 <003 073 338
ON CETY ) ) 7/18/07 7:00 <0.2 <02 <0.03 <0.03 03 3.87
TON GTY 8/28/07 7:05 <02 w2 003 <003 2 2.29
ARELION Y ) 5/13/077:55 <0.2 <02 . <003 . 211 . 036 <01
NLTON CITY 11/7/07 10:30 <02 | <02 <003 . <003 ' 017 2.09
LACRAMENTO | A FHANILTON CITY 2/20/08 12:15 02 022 <003 . <003 071 331
SACRAMENTS R A HARILTON CITY | 5/6/0813:05 NA 1 <02 w2 w03 <003 022 321
BLTON CITY o L 8/6/089:40 i N/A 104 02 003 w003 ' 045 243
i 11/5/08 7:20 NA 122 <02 <003 . <003 093 351
" 2/24/0910:40 N/A 2.59 025 <003 <003 052 143
ACRAMIENTO R A HAMILTON CITY ) 5/5/09 8:50 N/A 0.85 <02 w03 <03 107 6.22
AMENTO R A HAMIETON CITY 8/11/09 8:40 N/A 0.74 <02 <003 <003 045 226
MENTO R A HAMILTON CITY 11/3/09 7:50 N/A 074 <02 <003 - <003 - 065 3.08
; LTON GiTY 2/2/108:45 N/A 1.78 <02 . <003 <003 - 139 5.43
aN Y 5/4/10 7:45 N/A 0.79 <02 | <003 - <003 ., 062 291
8/3/1011:00 N/A 0.85 <02 <003 w003 ' 062 251
HANMETON 11/2/108:30 N/A 134 0228 . <003 <003 232 333
AT R A HAMILTON CITY ) 2/1/119:30 N/A 071 <02 ' <003 - <003 076 248
SACRAMENTE R A HAMILTON UHTY 5/3/118:55 NA 06 <02 ¢ <03 <003 028 051
SATRAMENTE R A HAMILTON CITY 8/2/118:10 N/A 11 <02 ¢ <003 <003 . 077 1.63
ACRAMENTO R A HAMILTONCITY . 11/1/11845 N/A D137 <02 | <003 ' <003 @ 059 211
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY o 1/31/128:25 N/A 0.68 <02 3 <003 2.32
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CTY 5/8/128:30 N/A - 068 <02 - <003 <003 179
SACRAMENTO R A HAME TON CITY ) ) 8/7/12 8:00 0.8 0.79 <02 0 <0.03 1.83
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY ) T 1/e/12935 34 0.96 <0.2, 003 <003 1.34
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON £1TY ) 2/6/13 9:15 13 0.44 02 . <003 <003 145
SACRAMENTO R A HARILTON CITY o 5/7/138:05 03 085 02 ¢ <003 . <003 11
AR HAMILTON CITY 8/6/13 7:30 0.6 127 02 w3 <003 .69
WMILTON £1TY 11/5/139:10 <0.5 0.6 02 <003 116
LGN CTY 2/4/149:05 . 08 054 021 . <003 021 0.97
1 LN CrTY 5/6/148:30  <0.04 0.74 25 047 <02 | <003 038 124
MTETR A S AMLL T N CTY 8/12/14950 <004 099 N/A 076 02 <003 0.37 0.74
NTER A SR TELTON Y 11/5/148350  <0.04 0.79 N/A 158 02 <003 037 34
INTO R A HARRLTON CHY 2/10/159:30  <0.08 0.96 29.1 136 031 ' <003 038 133
AT R A HAMELTON CITY ) 5/11/1510:00 - <0.04 115 11092 <02 <003 062 137
AMENTO R A HAMILTON CiTY B 8/11/1510:20 , <004 091 44 0.88 035 . <0.03 <0.1 04
RATAYNTO R A HAMILTON CHTY ©11/4/151127 <004 116 <05 0.66 <02 <003 05 1.06
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY o . 2/31612:10 <004 0.62 3.5 1.26 028 . <0.03 075 298
SACRAMENTO R A HAMILTON CITY ) 5/9/1612:15 <004 0184 : 228 N/A 1.08 <02 <003 0.43 3.45
SACRAMENTO % A HAMILTON CITY 8/8/168:15 <0.04 - 0046 024 N/A 1.29 021 | <0.03 0.84 148
8 AnAMUECN CTY . 11/7/16 11:00 <004 <0.04 041 N/A 112 146 <02 <003 075 136
SACRAMFATD R A HAMILTON CITY 2/6/1713:00 <004 0945 335 N/A 1.08 536 037 <003 0.86 9.16
Maximum 0648 - 324 23.2 272 4.69 30.7 1 036 037 | 0018 211 579 35
Mediam 0043 0.0795 097 6.4 0995 132 024 026 001 ' 0039 0575 21

Minimum 0003 0011 0.08 1.61 . 028 0.44 0.59 0.11 0.12 0.002 0.003 0.16 0.4

TR Hasin Man D

v < Witer Standards -Prirvary MCL
SWRLE Busin Plan Orinking Water Standards -Secondary MCL : 50
€1 EPA/OEHHA - Culiformsa Public Health Goat - :
LISEPA Secondary MCL oo

{1 EPA - One in & miffion incremental cancer risk estimate for drinking water

12

PA steatth Advisory for drinking water
Refercnee Dose Drinking Water Health Advisories

Califorais Proposition 65 Safe Harbor Level - Max. Aliowable dase level for
Pegrodctivic Luxicity B 0.25 H
ultiare V4 ater Quadity Goals Taste and odor threshold 200

slfiornin Toxics Rule Seurces of Drinking Water 0.05
thatenal academy of Sencos Drinking Water Hea'th fdvisories :

Hntenal Becorrnes

ferd WL Criteria - Taste and Odor or Welfare 7 : 50

Habienal Recomimendes W3O Cnterin - Human Health and Welfare pretection -

consumption
Fational Recommended W Criteria - Freshwater Aguatic Life Continuous Concentration ) . 0.77
National Recormmentded WQ Criteria Freshwater Aquatic Life Maximum Concentration & ¢ : .14
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Table 4. Sacramento River op Moulton Weir, Part 1 of 2

Dissolved Total Dissoived Total : Dissolved Total
Aluminum : Aluminum: Arsenic Arsenic: Cadmium ' Cadmium
Station Name Sample Date HE/L ug/L ug/L e/t ug/t ug/L
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 5/14/03 14:15 226 584 1.46 1.67 0.01 0.078
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR ”6/10/03 9:00 15.8 180 1.83 1.88 <0.031 <0.031
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 7/i0/03 1040 | 364 116 169 <0031 = <0.009
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR : 8/13/03 11:45 4.42 215 1.45 1.5 <0.004 - <0.049
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 9/3/03 12:30 591 304 1.43 <0.01 <0.01
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 10/8/03 12:40 335 117 0.879 <0.011 0.009
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 11/5/03 11:00 64 131 1.47 <0.02 .<0.004
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR . ‘;2/8/03 10:45 1193 3448 1.63 0.019 0.175
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR . 1/8/049:30 262 1248 1.73 <0.008 0,045
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR ; 2/4/04312:20 1614 1950 1.04 <0.011 0.037
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 2/17/04 12:00 2521 8733 1.59 <0.015 0.232
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 3/8/04 11:40 134 1478 1.44 0.011 0.053
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 4/7/04 9:45 269 160 1.61 0.009 0.013
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 5/5/04 11:00 6.14 289 .77 0,004 0.027
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 6/9/04 10:00 185 302 1.75 0.011 .0.013
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR | 7/29/04 10:40 100 155 1.4 0005 0011
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 10/5/04 11:00 © 143 .89 1.22 <0.011 <0.008
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 11/9/04 13:00 ; 20 76.2 234 <0.008 <0.007
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 12/7/04 10:20 3.4 82.6 2.25 <0.012 <0.034
SACRAMENTO R OPF MOULTON WR 1/10/05 11:00 459 1259 1.36 <0.011 <0.007
SACRAMENTQO R OPP MOULTON WR .2/2/05 12:25 170 582 1.51 <0.011 <0.066
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 3/10/05 14:45 10.2 133 191 <0.033 <0.011
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 4/20/05 10:50 20.7 130
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 5/19/05 11:15 314 5936
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 6/28/05 15:05 103 126
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 7/26/05 11:00 7.14 197
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 8/23/05 9:30 8.08 84.1
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 9/28/05 8:30 17.3 82.5
SACRANMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 10/25/05 10:30 218 180
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 11/14/05 12:00.  18.3 297
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 12/14/05 11:40 9.4 714
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOQULTON WR .1/4/06 10:40 2779 4845
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 1/24/06 13:10 : 413 1419
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 2/22/06 11:40 263 848
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 3/1/06 12:10 4357 6132
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 4/17/06 11:10 1232 2222
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 5/17/06 11:35 129 511
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 6/27/06 10:25 47.7 677
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR ,7/26/05 8:20 228 793
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 8/22/06 10:50 157 272
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 9/20/06 11:35 351 633
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 10/24/06 12:15 31.7 228
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 12/12/06 12:35 103 1584
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 1/9/07 13:00 81.8 284
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR _2“/_27/07 10:00 457 524
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 1.3/20/07 11:15 17.6 96.9
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR /07 10:15 168 105
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 0/07 9:00 3.42 99.8
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 6/27/07 8:00 535 110
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 7/19/07 10:05  6.46 107
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 8/28/07 10:40 1.04 343
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 9/13/07 11:40 2.77 33.8
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 10/31/07 10:55 204 411
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 11/27/07 11:50°  0.87 27.8
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR ..1/23/08 12:40 39 218
SACRAMIENTO R OPP MOULTON WR -+ 2/27/08 10:50 10.4 1710
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 3/26/08 10:10 : 2 56.4
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 4/23/0810:30 . 4.59 121
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR . 7/24/08 11:15 2.02 62.8
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR :.4/22/09 11:10 3.89 66.2
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR ' 5/28/0912:15:  2.79 86.6
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 6/25/09 9:25 3.27 101
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 7/28/09 10:30 7.77 142
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 8/27/09 9:30 1.66 30.7
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 9/24/09 9:50 2.09 359
SACRAMENTO R OPP MCULTON WR 10/27/09 11:40 5.31 98.5
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 11/18/09 11:30 2.56 60
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 12/9/09 8:15 1.73 25.8 - N B
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 1/26/10 B:45 87.7 3953 13 2.43 0.144
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 3/2/1013:15 139 793 1.15 1.51 <0.1
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 3/24/10 7:10 1.83 546 1.72 1.76 <0.1
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 4/21/10 7:00 367 780 1.45 1.69 <0.1
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 5/26/10 7:00 3.46 49.6 1.2 1.26 <0.1
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 6/30/10 7:00 6.01 52.4 1.28 1.46 <0.1
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 7/28/10 8:40 38 29 1.4 145 <0.1
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR .8/31/31010:10 6.25 34.7 1.22 1.24 <0.1
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 10/26/10 8:00 12.9 682 1.55 3.49 <0.1
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 11/30/10 8:50 4.11 48.3 1.67 1.89 <0.1
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 12/13/1013:20. 271 93.3 146 1.52 <0.1
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR vl/lS/ll 10:45 6.13 500 148 1.6 <0.1
Maximum 4357 8733 263 3.49 0.232
Mediam i4.1 148.5 1.505 1.735 0.041
Minimum 0.87 25.8 0.879 1.15 0.009
SWRCB Basin Plan - Drinkiné Water Standards -Primary MCL, 1000
SWRCB Basin Plan - Drinking Water Standards -Secondary MCL 200 ;
Cal EPA/OEHHA - California Public Health Goal 600 0.004 0.04
USEPA Secondary MCL 50 :
Cal £PA - One in a million incremental cancer risk estimate for drinking water 0.023 0.0023
USEP/, Health Advisory for drinking water 002
USEPA IRIS Reference Dose Drinking Water Health Advisories ) 2.1
Catifornia Proposition 65 Safe Harbor Level - Max. Allowable dose level
for reproductive toxicity . 0.05
Agriculture Water Quality Goals - Taste and odor threshold 5000
Calfiornia Toxics Rule Sources of Drinking Water
National Academy of Sciences Drinking Water Health Advisories 5000
National Recommended WQ Criteria - Taste and Odor or Weifare
National Recommended WQ Criteria - Human Health and Welfare
protection - water and fish consumption 0.018
National Recommended WQ Criteria - Freshwater Aquatic Life Continuous Concentration 87 .
National Recommended WQ Criteria - Freshwater Aguatic Life Maximum Concentration 750
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134
0.84
.65
0.77
73
017
<0.209
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0.8
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G55

0.17

Total

HesL
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0.92
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0.45
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0.93
0.71
1.29
0.79
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0.97
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7.64
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0.71
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26

4700
947
Q4.2

1018



Table 4. Sacramento River op Moulton Weir, Part 2 of 2

Starior Noimne

LAMENTO R QPP MODULTON WR
SALRARHNTO R OPP MOULTON WR
SACRARIENTO R OPP MOULTON WR
SACRAMINTG R OPP MOULTON WR
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR
SACRAMENTC R OPP MOULTON WR
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTGN WR
SACRAMENTO R OFP MOULTON WR
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR
SACRANENTO R OPP MOULTON WR
SATRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR
AMENTO R GPP MOULTON WR
SACRAMENTOG R OPP MOUTTON WR
RAREMTO R OFP MOITON WR
AMENTO R OPP MGULTON WR
SECKARENTQ R OPP 2A0ULTON WR
SACRAMENTO RO VOU TON WR
SACREMENTO R QPP MI0ULTON WR
CRAMENTO R QPP MOULTON WR
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR
SACRAMENTO R OPP MGULTON WR
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR
SACRAMENTO R OPF MOULTON WR
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR
MENTCG R OPP MOULTON WR
PaRAD N IO R OPP MOULTON WR
JTO R OPP MOULTON WR

AL

Dissolved Total Dissolved Total Total | Dissolved Total Dissolved | Total - Dissolved: Total :Dissolved
Lead tead Manganese | Manganese ; Mercury - Nickel Nickel Selenium :Selenium - Silver Silver Zinc

Sample Date HE/L we/L He/L ug/L ng/L pa/L ne/L wa/L we/L e/t o opgft ue/L
5/14/03 14:15 <0.025 0.293 0.17 207 N/A 0.65 317 Y011 0.2 <0.025 : <0273 .4
6/10/039:00 | <0.017 . 0.068 0.14 7.5 N/A - 052 <0.001 <0251 03
7/10/0310:40 . 0.012 0055 2,05 5.66 N/A 0.92 <0.011 . <0123  0.35
8/13/03 11:45 <0.003 0.124 0.48 9.98 N/A 0.95 <0015 ' <0.122 0.46
9/3/0312:30  <0.007 . 0183 01 18,6 N/A <0.144 ~ <0.144 041
10/8/0312:40  0.028 : 85 © <001 | <0131 062
11/5/03 11:00 0.029 8.03 0.9
12/8/03 10:45 0.385 218 10.4

1/6/048:30 - 0.085 52.9 0.9
2/4/0412:20 0.306 4.09
2/17/04 12:00 0.677 % 7.53
3/8/0411:40  0.054 0541 104

4/7/049:45  <0.022 0,09 0.5
5/5/04 11:00 <0.007 0.13 0.15
6/9/04 10:00 0.082 0.112 1.22
7/29/0410:40 .  0.017 0.059
10/5/04 11;00 0.011 0.049

11/9/04 13:00

12/7/04 10:20

1/10/05 11:00
2/2/0512:25

3/10/05 14:45

4/20/05 10:50
5/19/05 11:15
6/28/05 15:05

7/26/05 11:00
8/23/05 9:30
9/28/0S 8:30

R OPP MOULTON WR 10/25/05 10:30 0.114
SACRAMEN O R OPD MOULTON WR 11/14/0512:00  0.013 0.212
SACEAMENTO R OPT MGULTON WR 12/14/0511:40  0.008 0.079
3 ENTO R OPP MG GN WR 1/4/06 10:40 0.626 264
SACRARENTO R OFP MOULTON WR 1/24/06 13:10 - 0.105 0.749
SACRAMENTO R OPF MOULTON WR 2/22{06 11:40 0.058 0.538
SAURAMENTO R OPP AWOULTON WR 3/1/06 12:10 0.852 2.81
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 4/17/0611:10  0.271 1.27
SACRAMENTO R QPP MOULTON WR 5/17/0611:35 . <0.04 0.183
SACRAMENTO R OPF MOULTON WR 6/27/0610:25 °  <0.04 0.133
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 7/26/06 8:20 <0.04 0.149
SATRAMENTO R OFP MOULTON WR 8/22/06 10:50 <0.04 0.081
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 9/20/0611:35  <0.04 0.096
SACKAMENTO R OP LLTON WR 10/24/0612:15:  <0.04 0.105
SACRARIUMTO R OULTON WR 12/12/0612:35°  <0.04 0.264
1/9/0713:00  <0.04 0.067
GULTON WR 2/27/07 10:00 0.254 0.501
TONWR 3/20/07 11:15 <0.04 0.071
VIENTO R QPP ATOLE TON WR 4/18/07 10:15 <0.04 0.078
SALRAMENTG R O 0N WR 5/30/079:00 . <0.04 0.147
SACEAMENTO R OPP (40U TON WR 6/27/07 8:00 <0.04 06.092
SACRAMENTO R GPFF R0 TGN WR 7/19/07 10:05 <0.04 0.066
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOLLTON WR 8/28/0710:40  <0.04 <0.04
SACRAMENTO R OPP AOULTON WR 9/13/0711:40 - <0.04 0,051
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 10/31/07 10:55°  <0.04 0.054
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 11/27/07 11:50°  <0.04 0.082
HACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 1/23/0812:40  <0.04 0.134
SACRAMENTO R OPP MCULTON WR 2/27/08 10:50 <0.04. 0.979
CRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 3/26/08 10110 <0.04 0.061
57 CRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 4/23/0810:30 <0.04 0.095
i HTO R OPP MOULTON WR 7/24/08 11:15 <0.04 0.048
AL ENTO R ORI MOULTON WR 4/22/09 11:10 <0.04 0.057
¥ MeNTCR OPF JLTON WR $/28/09 12:15 <0.04 0.062
SACEAMEMNTO R GRP MDULTON WR 6/25/09 9:25 <0.04 0.094 .
SACEAMEFTO R OPP MOULTON WR 7/28/09 10:30 © <0.08 0.062 <0.2 <0.03 <0.03
SACRARLNTO R GPP #AOULTON WR 8/27/09 9:30 <0.04 <0.04 <0.2 <0.03  <0.03
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 8/24/09 9:50 <0.04 <0.04 <0.2 <0.03 <0.03
SACRAMENTO R OPF MOULTON WR 16/27/09 11:40 <0.04 0.117 <0.2 <0.03 <0.03
SALRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 11/18/09 11:30 0.07 <0.2 <0.03 <0.03
SACRAMENTO R OPP 250ULTON WR 12/9/09 8:15 <0.04 <0.2 <0,03 <0.03
SACRARIENTO R OFP MOULTON WR 1/26/10 8:45 4.39 0.26 <0.03 0.071
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOLLTON WR 3/2/1013:15 0.604 0.27 <0.03 <0.03
SALRARIENTO R CPP MGETON WR 3/24/10 7:10 0.08 <0.2. <0.03  <0.03
AMENTE R OPP MOULTON WR 4/21/10 7:00 0.56 0.21 <0.03 <0.03
FARNTEY R OPP MOLE TON WR 5/26/10 7:00 0.05 <0.2 <0.03 | <0.03
STOR G MOLE TON WR 6/30/10 7:00 <0.04 <0.2 <003 | <003 _
TN WR 7/28/108:40 0.066 <02 . <003 ° <0.03
ENTOR PP RIOSLTON WR 8/31/1010:10 . 0.043 <0.2 <0.03 <0.03
AMEMTO R OPP MOULTGN WR 10/26/10 8:00 0.556 0.27 i <003 <0.03
ACRBEAN IO R OFP MGULON WR 11/30/10 8:50 0.046 <0.2 <0.03 <0.03
SACEAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 12/13/1011:20 0.149 .62 12 0 <0.2 <0.03 <0.03
SACRAMENTO R OPP MOULTON WR 1/18/11 10:45 0.399 24.2 N/A 0.88 281 <02 0.22 <0.03 0.042
Maximum  0.852 a8 35.8 381 38 6.92 445 032 0,53 0.04 0.088
Mediam 0.058 0.095 1.335 10.7 11 1.01 1.52 0.215 0.26 0.0155 0.047
Minimum 0.008 0.039 0.1 2.63 039 052 671 0.1 0.15 0.002 0.007
SARCD Baia P Grnking Water Standards -Primary MCL
SARCS Basin Dewviking Water Standards -Secordary MCL 50 o
Cal EPA He - California Public Health Goal 0.02 i 12,
1 B4 Secondary MO ]
CalEPA - Gnein o milion incremental cancer risk estimate for drinking water 4.1
19EPA Heatth Advivory for drirking water 300
USIPAIRIS Beferenc 2o Dnnking Water Health Acvisories
Caliternin Proposition 675 Safe Harkor Level - Max Allowable dose level
far reproductive toxicity ) 0.025
Agricuiture Water Quality Goals - Taste and odor threshold : 200
Calfiornia Taxics Rule Sources of Drinking Water 0.05
National Academy of Sciences Drinking Water Health Advisories i
National Recommended Wi Criteria - Taste and Qdor or Welfare 50
Matianasl ommended WQ Criteria - Human Health and Welfare
protect weater snd fish censarnption
National Recommended Wi Criteria - Freshwater Aquatic Life Contintous Concentration 0.77.
Notional Recomnended WQ Criteria - freshwater Aguatic Life Maximum Concentration 1.4
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Total
Zine
g/l

56.8
269
0.88



Table 5. Stone Corral Cnr SI, Part 1 of 2

Dissolved Total Dissolved Total  Dissolved ~ Dissolved Total ' Dissolveo Toral Dissolved  Toral
Aluminum  Aluminum | Arsenic | Arsenic 8oron Cadmium  Cadmium Chromiura  Chromiurn ~ Copper  Copper
tation Name Sample Date L ye/L g/l pe/l ugst mg/L He/t ue/t pefic pg/l ne/t pell

STONE CORRAL CNR S! ; 5/27/98 10:20 N/A N/A N/A N/A .04 N/A N/A N/#& N/A N/A N/A
STONE CORRAL CNR S . § 3/5/01 15:45 N/A N/A N/A N/A <01 LN/A N/A N/A N/A N/A /A
STONC CORRAL C NR Si s 4/9/01 9:00 N/A N/A B N/A N/A 0.6 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
STONE CORRAL CNR ! . . 2/20/02 11:30 ‘N/A N/A : N'/Av N/A 04 N/A N/A N/& N/A N/A N/A
STONE CORRAL C NR S1 ) .. %..3/7/029:30 N/A N/A N/A N/A 05 N/A N/A N/ N/A N/A N/A
STONE CORRAL CNR St 3/18/02 11:20 N/A N/A N/A N/A 05 _N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HiA
STONE CORRAL C NR S » 4/10/02 16:45 ON/A L N/A LN N/A 06 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N
STONE CORRAL CNR Si i o 5/13/02845 . NJ/A NA L N/A N/A 07 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A NAA
STONE CORRALCNR $1 312/18/02 15:15 N/A N/A N/A N/A 02 : N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A A
STONE CORRAL C NR S i 1/9/03 12:15 N/A N/A o N/A N/A 0.3 N/A N/A N7k N/A N/A /A
STONE CORRAL C NR Si 1/23/03 10:50 N/A ; N/A N/A ) N/A 0.1 N/A N/A N/E N/A N/A A
STONE CORRAL CNR S 1.2/6/03 10:00 N/A N/A N/A. N/A 03 N/A N/A Nk N/A N/A /A
STONE CORRAL CNR S o 3/11/03 14:25 N/A N/A N/A N/A 05 N/A N/A N/ N/A N/A NA
STONE CORRAL C NR S .. .3/17/031145 N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.2 N/A N/A N/£ N/A N/A 178
STONL CORRAL CNR SI 4/8/03 13:10 N/A N/A N/A‘ N/A 05 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
STONE CORRAL € NR S 4/28/03 11:00 N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.6 N/A N/A N/A N/A /A N/A
STONT CORRAL C R St L 5/14/0312:40 ' 3.68 519 194 2.34 06 0075 | 003 8.1 6.51 2.46 469
STONE CORRAL C NR S1 ) . 1/6/0411:30 143 559 ¢ 14 1.45 02 <0.008 <0.016 34 3.64 2.25
STONE CORRAL C NR St 2/4/04 13:00 1399 2065 1.34 1.46 0.2 <0.011 0.016 276 3.06 a71
STONE CORRALCNR S ) . .2/17/0413:30 1280 6149 126 191 <01 <0.015 0025 5.74 1 5.45
STONE CORRAL C NR ST . . ..3/8/0412:45 425 55.5 0719 0.97 0.3 0.006 0.013 162 1.86 1.56
STONE CORRAL C NR Si . ) 4/7/04 10:15 4.17 49.5 o1 1,27 04 <{.005 «0.006 3.6 362 2.36
STONE CORRAL C NR St . 5/5/04 11:50 175 371 .22 2.25 0.6 0,011 0.021 605 6.49 3.18 3.2
STONE CORRAL C NR 51 10/5/04 14:30 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A NAA
STONE CORRAL CNR SI 11/8/04.9:50 5.18 19.8 884 . 9.86 1 0.187 0.195 7 7.37 3 7.55
STONE CORRAL C NR St 12/7/04 12:45 219 134 5.05 5.2

0.176 0.36 597 8.43 3.75 4.04

STONE CORRAL C NR S o . 11/10/0513:30 458 1369 106 1.23, 0035 ' 0037 274 367 272 2
STONE CORRAL CNR S1 o L 2/2/05 10145 121 sz 119 119 0104 0524 272 287 184
STONE CORRAL C NR $i 3/10/05 13:00 4.5 236 ‘ 1138 126 0.082 .13 3.2 372 1.86
STONE CORRAL C NR S . 4/19/05 7:20 424 4.98 123 1.36 0.028 0031 43 492 179
STONE ZORRAL C NR 51 5/19/05 9:50 252 637 | 165 18 <0.058 <0015 347 486 . 193
STONE CORRAL C NR S ) 6/28/05 13:30 4 Asd 201 257 0036 0.04 095 44 221
STONE CORRAL C NR 51 ) 7/24/05 0:00 N/A NA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
STONE CORRALCNR'SI 8/22/05 0:00 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A /A N/A N/A
STONE CORRAL C NR S 9/26/05 0:00 N/A O N/A N/A o N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
STONE CORRAL CNR S 10/24/05 0:00 N/A N/A NA N A N/A N/ N/A N/A
STONE SORRAL CNR 81 ) 1171805935 © 227 . 266 832 866 <0009 <0.009 278 3.87 4
STONE CORRAL € NR 51 12/14/05 10:15 204 3.4 6.79 714 0.011 0014 .16 8.08 1.88
STONE CORRAL CNR I 1/24/0611:45 231, 281 176 181 <0.002 <0002 5.4 5.65 165
STONE CORRAL CNR SI 2/22/06 8:45 7.08 9.09 179 1.84 <0009 <0.009 791 893 249 278
STONL CORRAL C NR S 3/1/06 10:25 1991 2268 141 1.49 0.011 0.051 437 457 5 577
STONE CORRAL CNR S ) o Af17/068:30 265 0.77 0774 <0.1 <01 227 1.42 1.38 1.8
STONE TORRAL C NR St . 5/17/06 10:00 37 4.04 1.75 181 <0.1 <0.1 4.0% 4.28 178 1.98
SYONE CORRAL CNR St 6/27/06 9:00 1.39 34 3.08 3.53 <0.1 <0.1 108 1.48 1.26 199
STONE CORRAL C NR St 7/26/06 0:00 LUN/A N/A N/A N/A o N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
STONE CORRAL CNR Si 10/24/06 0.00 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/& N/A N/A N/A
STONE CORRAL CNR 51 . 12/12/0610:30 135 598 674 9.96 <0.1 <0.1 51 9.05 432 51
STONE CORRAL CNR SI 1/9/07 11:30 a1t 781 549 57 <01 <01 4 283 1.82 104
STONE CORRAL CNR SI 2/27/07 8:30 346 36.9 341 3.86 <01 <0.1 098 169 39 3,96
STONE CORRAL CNR S1 ) 3/20/07 9:50 574 64.1 3.26 3.49 <01 <0.1 o5t 103 11 .35
STONE CORRALCNRSI » 4/18/078:00 448 16.4 4.19 4.38 <0.1 <0.1 081 0.97 0.69 6.33
STONE CORRAL CNR S n 5/30/07 0:00 NA N/A L ONJA N/A N/A N/A NfA N/A N/A win
STONE CORRAL CNR St L ! §/28/070:00 N/A N/A LD N/A N/A N/A N/A N/# N/A N/A A
STONE CORRAL CNR SI ) . 9/13/07 0:00 - N/A CN/A N/A N/A N/A N/A NfA N/A N/A Hia
STONE CORRAL CNR SI . 10/31/07 0:00 N/A N/A L N/A N/A N/A N/A N N/A N/A NIA
STONE CORRAL C NR S 1/23/0811:30 9.77 3188 141 223 <01 w01 o4 839 511 138
STONE CORRAL C NR S| 2/27/0810:05 194 770 i 112 14 <01 w1 oz 1.87 249 35
STONE CORRAL € NR I T sjzejor90 094 35 157 215 <1 <01 0.3 049 297 01
STONE CORRAL CNR S 4/23/08 9:50 173 50.6 263 297 <01 <01 053 055 382 386
STONE CORRAL CNR ST . 7/23/08 0:00 N/A N/A N/A L N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A /A
STONE CORRAL C NR ST ) 4/22/09 0:00 N/A . N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A L N/A N/A N/A /A
STONE CORRAL € NR St . 5/28/09 0:00 N/A  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A G N/A N/A N/A 1H/A
STONE CORRAL C NR S1 5 . 6/25/090:00 NA L NA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A H/A
STONI CORRAL C NR 1 7/28/09 0:00 NA L NA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
STONE CORRAL C NR S1 8/27/09 0:00 NA UNJA N/A O NA N/A L NA N/A N/A /A N/A
STONE CORRAL CNR'SI ) 9/24/09 9:00 N/ANIA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A /A /e
STONE CORRAL € NR SI ) 10/21/09 0:00 N/A L NJA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/ N/A /A /A
STONE CORRAL C NR S1 ) " 11/18/090:00 NA T NA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/ N/A N/A /A
STONE CORRAL CNR St 412/9/09 0:00 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/E N/A N/A MA
STONE CORRAL C NR St . . 1/26/1010:45 © 271 3100 0,682 142 <0.1 <0.1 0.2¢ 7.11 3.01 4.95
STONE CORRAL CNR SI " 3/2/1012:20 3.34 960 1.16 145 <0.1 <0.1 0.27 2.29 2.85 14
STONE CORRAL C NR SI 3/24/109:05 0.66 866 1.85 1.87 <0.1 <0.1 045 047 234 243
STONE CORRAL CNR S| 4/21/109:00 361 175 0961 112 <0.1 <0.1 04 073 221 236 z2n
STONE CORRAL CNR S ) . 5/26/108:50 145 146 2.07 412 <01 <01 067 068 228 2.39 51
STONE CORRALCNR S) . : '6/29/100:00 : N/A N/A N/A N/A VN/A N/A N/£& N/A N/A NSA M/
STONE CORRAL C NR SI 8/31/100:00 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A /A N/A
STONE CORRAL CNR SI 10/26/10 0:00 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A . N/A N/A N/A N/A NfA
STONE CORRAL C NR SI ’ o '11/30/10 3030 235 67 604, 624 <01 <0.1 22 2.44 279 3.04 3.1
STONE CORRAL CNR St “12/13/10 10:10 123 2.25 [ 6.22 <0.1 <0.1 355 373 4.11 4#.22 3.6
STONE CORRAL CNR St . 1/18/11 12:25 3.06 ...dos L2.07 2.14 501 <0.1 0.74 0.91 2382 299 331
Maxi 1991 6149 884 9.95 1 L0187 os2a g1 1 545 139
Median 136 5605 1775 2.025 05 00355 0034 27t 3,695 249 214 05
Minimum 0.66 146 0682 © 0774 01 0.006 0.013 02: 047 0.69 653 4.3
SWRCB Basin Plan - Drinking Water Standards -Primary MCL e 1000
SWRCS Bassin Plan - Drinking Water Standards -Secondary MCL 200 ) . )
Cal EPA/OEHHA - California Public Health Goal 600 . o004 0.04
USEPA Secondary MCL
Cal EPA - One 1n a million incremental cancer risk estimate for drinking water . 0.023 . 0.0023
USEPA Health Advisary for drinking water . 50 . 0.02
Califorria Proposition 65 Safe Harbor Level - Max. Aliowabie dose level for reproductive toxicity . 0.05
California Toxics Rute Sources of Drinking Water .
Califorria Toxics Rule Freshwater Aquatic Life Protection Continuous Concentration
Catifornia Toxics Rule Freshwater Aquatic Life Protection Maximum Concentration ; i
Agriculture Water Quality Goals - Taste and odor threshold 100 0.7
Califorris Notification Level - Drinking Water i
National Academy of Stiences Health Advisory for Drinking Water 5000
USEPA RIS Reference Dose Drinking Water Health Advisory 2.1
National Rec: WQ Criterta - Taste and Odor or Welfare 300

National Recommended WG Critaria - Human Health and Weifare protection

- water and fish consumption )

Nationsl Recommended WQ Criteria - Freshwater Aquatic Life Continuous Concentration 87
Nation.i Rec WwQ Criteria - Fresh Aquatic Life Maximum Concentration 750

s
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Table 5. Stone Corrat CnrSl, Part 2 of 2

Dissolved ~ Total , Dissolved Total Total | Dissolved ; Total  Dissolved | Total . Oissolved ; Total | Dissolved  Total
Lead lead | Manganese = Manganese - Mercury | Nickel  Nickel - Selenium @ Selenium :  Silver  Silver Zinc Zinc
Stasion Neme Sample Date g/l pe/L Helt ng/L ng/t. e/l g/l Hg/L ug/L g/l pel g/l ue/t
SHONT CORRAL € NR S ) 5/27/98 10:20 N/A N/AL NfA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A T N/A N/A N/A
B SRRAL C R 5 4/5/0115:45 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A. N/ N/A T N/A N/A N/A
SEGME CORRAL CNR S 4/9/01 9:00 NA L NAL L NA T NA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A_ O N/A N/A N/A
FCOREAL CNRS o 2/20/02.11:30 N/A U N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A i NJA N/A N/A. N/A N/A
T CORRAL € NR 5! 3/7/02,9:30 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A “N/A N/A N/A N/A Ny,
NECORBAL € NB 5 3/18/0211:20  N/A N/A N/A N/A. N/A N/A L N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
CORRAL CNR'SI 4/10/02 16:45 N/A. N/A N/A N/A, N/A w/a L N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
5/13/028:45 N/A CN/A /A N/A N/A N/A N/A. N/A N/A
12/18/0215:15 . N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
STONE CORRAL C NR'SI 1/9/0312:15 N/A N/A N/A /A N/A TN/A N/A N/A N/A
STONE CORRAL CNR S| 1/23/03 10150‘ N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
STONE CORRAL € NR 51 2/6/03 10:00 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A NA L NfA N/A
S1ONT CORRALCNR S1 3/11/0314325 | N/A N/A A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A L N/A
I CORRALCHNR S o 3/17/0311:45  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
AL CNR S 4/8/0313:10 °  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
CNRSI 4/28/03 11:00 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A, N/A . N/A
R 5/14/0312:40  0.058 0.042 9.03 N/A 257 7.37 0131 <0197 086 1.25
LonRS 1/6/0411:30 . 0,036 0.256_ 429 N/A 232 3.07 <0.007 ' <0.014 | 046 274
5 CNRSI 2/4/04 13:00 0.266 0.507 323 N/A 327 1.25 <0015 ©.207 4.24 521
STONE CNR B ) o 2/17/0413:30 © _ 0.782 291, 203 N/A 3.58 0.38 <0016 0056, . 453 249
STONE CORRAL CNR 1 3/8/0412:45 - 0.009 0.094 357 N/A 211 2.38 0.054 0.09 0.82 1.05
TONE CORRAL € NR S1 4/7/0410:15 - 0.05 0.065 a6 N/A 2.4 4.48 003 ' <031 | 13 169
STONE CORRAL CNR S o ny . 5/5/0411:50 °  0.035 241 282 8.22 005 <0.044 0 138 14
STONE CORRAL C NR S ’ i oo 10/5/0414:30 © N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
STONE CORRAL C NR SI ) ) 11/8/04 9:50 0.059 43.1 N/A 4.98 30.4 0.082 0.107 i.78 1.81
LCNR S ) 12/7/0412:45 . 0.244 30.6 N/A 3.29 10.6 005 0.086 0.99 144
CNRSI o . 1/10/0513:30 0411 321 N/A 224 1.84 0.003 ' 0015 146 4.64
CnRs ] ) ) 2/2/05 10:45 0.095 198 N/A 215 2.87 0004 0007 099 145
Cnr s  3/10/0513:00 0.05 6.21 N/A 1.53 3 <0001 <0036 | 073 3.86
CRR 4/19/05 7:20 0.054 3.02 N/A 212 5.06 <0003 " <0.005 . 081 .88
CaR 5/19/05 9:50 0.006 212 N/A 143 445 <0009 0021 | 07 074
Cnna o 6/28/0513:30  0.094 6.88 N/A 1.96 s.9 0173 031 172
cnR o 2/24/05 0:00 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
CNR S - 8/22/05 0:00 N/A N/A. N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
CORRALC R S ) 9/26/05,0:00 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
CORRAL CNR 7 10/24/05 0:00 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
1567 CORRAL CNR 51 11/14/059:35 © 0,007 212 N/A 7.73 20.7 <Q.008 © 155 157
WNE CORRAL € MR 51 12/14/05 10:15 © 0.008 19 N/A 225 0.041 1.04 136
STONE CORRAL C AR 81 e 1/24/0611:45 0013 2.6 N/A. ; 5.63 0.011 0.84 0.87
LTONE CORRAL € NR 51 2/22/069:45 | <0.045 13.9 N/A . 7.0 <0008 . 091 103
CNRSI 3/1/06 10:25 0.536 6.3 N/A 479 1.06 <0009 647 7.11
MR S 4/17/06 8:30 0.054 18.1 N/A 265 1.99 <0.03 137 161
R 5/17/06 10:00 . <0.04 173 N/A 1.59 5.93 <0.03 0.9 0.03
MR SI 6/27/06 3:00 <0.04 394 N/A 2.15 3.97 0.165 0.6 0.64
; 7/26/06 0:00 N/A N/A N/A. N/A N/A N/A. N/A N/A
i 10/24/06 0:00 N/A N/A. N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
NR I . 12/12/0610:30 <004 713 N/A 4.37 2138 <0.03 0.79 378
NS 1/9/0711:30 02 80.2 029 3.07 206 <0.03 1.04 2553
P N 2/27/07 8:30 0.05 0.121 293 N/A 2.59 137 <0.03 1.32 3.01
“TUNE CORRALC NR S o L 3/20/07 9:50 <0.04 0.062 89.4 092 12 7.26 <0.03 097 279
STONE CCRRAL C NR 31 4/18/07 8:00 0.06 0.068 414 23 13 5.93 <003 103 2.42
STGNE CORRAL CNR S) 5/30/07 0:00 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
STONE CORRAL C NR 8/28/07 0:00 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
T CORRAL CNE5) » 9/13/07 0:00 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
STONE ALCNRSE 10/31/07 0:00 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
STOME CORRAL ¢ NRSI . 1/23/08 11:30 0.06 2.04 92.6 N/A 3.43 0.9 <0.03 0.033 0.5 16.3
16T CORRAL € MR St ’ 2/27/0810:05 | <0.04 0.272 30.8 N/A 166 25 <008 <003 0.64 466
STONE CORRAL C ARSI 3/26/08 9:10 <0.04 0.064 27.9 N/A 213 .02 <0.03 <003 08 2.42
TGN CORPAL ¢ NR S 4/23/08 9:50 0.046 0.059 19.1 N/A 377 9.75 <0.03 <003 1.28 2.94
RALC MR S - 7/23/08 0:00 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
4/22/09 0:00 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
5/28/03 0:00 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
6/25/09 0:00 N/A N/A N/A N/A. N/A N/A. N/A N/A N/A N/A
] CORRALCNR 7/28/09 0:00 N/A N/A. N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
STONEL CORRAL CHR S 8/27/09 0:00. N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
SEONE CORRAL C NR S1 , CON/A NA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
STONT CORRAL C NP S 10/21/09 0:00 N/A N/a N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
11/18/09 0:00 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
12/9/09 0:00 N/A NA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
CORRALC NRSI 1/26/101045 <004 1.91 106 N/A 4.36 063 <0.03  <0.03 0.86 16.1
SO COHRRAL CNR S 3/2/1012:20 <0.04 0.438 46.6 N/A 229 254 <0.03 - <0.03 1.08 5.48
LOONT CURRAL CNR S 3/24/109:05 <0.04 <0.04 14.4 N/A 157 5.56 <003 <0.03 104 244
mRALCH 4/21/10 9:00 <004 . 0087 126 N/A 151 3 <003 <003 106 27
CORRAL L 5/26/19 8:50 <0.04 <0.04 134 N/A 2 . 4.4 <0.03 <0,03 1.85 2.52
RALC S 6/29/10 0:00 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N7A
21T S 8/31/100:00 ©  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
ALCHRT 10/26/100:00  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
TORRAL CNR S| 11/30/10 10:30 <0.04 <0.04 - 75.9 N/A 2.04 1.42 <0.03 <0.03 2.7 376
CORRALCNRSI 12/13/1010:10 . <0.04 <0.04 16 N/A 193 188 0.089 01z i 217 25
CORRAL CNR 31 1/18/1112:25 <004 0.057 78.3 N/A 125 35 0.064 0347 142 179
Maximum 0.782 291 203 23 -3 158 30 304 0131 | 0347 6.47 24.9
Median 0054 ' 00965 %86 0.92 2305 3.12 4185 0 a4m 0058  0.086 1035 243
Minimum 0,006 0.008 134 029 12 138 026 | o038 0004 . 0.007 046 0.64
SWROR Bacin Plan - Dy s Water Standards -Primary MCL
LARCE Baen Man Dronking Woter Standards -Secondzry MCL : 50
CEATHHA - Calsturg Fubhc Heaith Goal 0.2 12 30
ndarg MICC
C One Atal cancer risk ostimate for drinking water )
Bt Advinesy b dvinbing warer
. Gsition 65 sato v Lavel - Max. Altov-able dose level for reproductive tos  0.25 )
Cabforsi Toxius Bule Saarees of Drinking Water 0.05
Cabforing Toxics Rule Nroshwater Aquatic Life Protectior: Continuous Concentration S
Cihforina Toxics Rule Freshwater Aquatic Life Protection n Cor:centration 20
Agncalture Water (uality Goals - Tuste and odor threshold 20
Cabifornia Nonfication Level - Drinking Water
Manons! Acedemy of Sciences Health Advisory for Drinking Water
USTPA RIS Reference Dose Drinking Water Health Advisory
Mitional Recommended WQ Cniteria - Taste and Odor &1 Welfare 50

Mational Recommiended WO Criteria - Human Health ard Welfare protection - water and

Naonal Recommended W Criteris - 1eshwater Aquatic Life Continuaus Concentration
Fationa] Recommended WOLCrteria - Treshwater Aquatic bife Marininn Concentration
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