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SACRAMENTO - SAN JOAQUIN DELTA ESTUARY TMDL FOR MERCURY

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This draft report presents Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (Central Valley Water
Board) staff recommendations for establishing a Total Maximum Daily Load for methylmercury in the
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary. The report contains an analysis of the mercury impairment, a
review of the primary sources, a linkage between methylmercury sources and impairments, and
recommended mercury reductions to eliminate the impairment.

This TMDL report is the first component in the Central Valley Water Board’s water quality attainment
strategy to resolve the mercury impairment in the Delta. The second component is implementing a
control program through amendments to the Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento River and
San Joaquin River Basins (the Basin Plan), as described in the main text and Appendix A of the Proposed
Basin Plan Amendment draft staff report.

Scope, Numeric Targets & Extent of Impairment

In 1990 the Central Valley Water Board identified the Delta as impaired by mercury because fish had
elevated levels of mercury that posed a risk for human and wildlife consumers. As a result, the Delta
methylmercury TMDL addresses all waterways within the legal Delta boundary. In addition, the San
Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (San Francisco Water Board) identified Central
Valley outflows via the Delta as one of the principal sources of total mercury to San Francisco Bay and,
in its 2004 mercury TMDL for San Francisco Bay, assigned the Central Valley a load reduction of 110
kg/yr. Therefore, the final mercury TMDL control plan for the Delta must ensure protection of human
and wildlife health in the Delta and meet the San Francisco Bay load allocation to the Central Valley.

This TMDL report addresses both methyl and total mercury sources. Reductions in ambient aqueous
methylmercury and methylmercury sources are required to reduce methylmercury concentrations in fish.
The methylmercury linkage and source analyses divide the Delta into eight subareas based on the
hydrologic characteristics and mixing of the source waters. A separate methylmercury allocation scheme
is developed for each subarea because the levels of impairment and the methylmercury sources in the
subareas are substantially different. Reductions in total mercury loads are needed to reduce aqueous
methylmercury in the Delta, to maintain compliance with the USEPA’s criterion of 50 ng/l, and to
comply with the San Francisco Bay mercury control program.

The concentration of methylmercury in fish tissue is the type of numeric target selected for the Delta
methylmercury TMDL. Acceptable fish tissue levels of methylmercury for the trophic level TL food
groups consumed by piscivorous wildlife species were calculated using a method developed by the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service that addresses daily intake levels, body weights and consumption rates.
Numeric targets were developed to protect humans in a manner analogous to targets for wildlife using a
method approved by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and Delta-specific information.

Delta Methylmercury TMDL v June 2006
Draft Report for Scientific Peer Review



Three numeric targets are recommended for the protection of humans and piscivorous wildlife:

0.24 mg/kg (wet weight) in muscle tissue of large' trophic level four (TL4) fish such as bass and catfish;
0.08 mg/kg (wet weight) in muscle tissue of large TL3 fish such as carp and salmon; and 0.03 mg/kg (wet
weight) in whole trophic level 2 and 3 fish less than 50 mm in length. The targets for large TL3 and 4
fish are protective of (a) humans eating 32 g/day (1 meal/week) of commonly consumed, large fish; and
(b) all wildlife species that consume large fish. The target for small TL2 and 3 fish is protective of
wildlife species that consume small fish.

It was possible to describe these recommended objectives in terms of the mercury concentration in
standard 350 mm largemouth bass. A methylmercury concentration of 0.28 mg/kg in 350 mm largemouth
bass is equivalent to the water quality objective of 0.24 mg/kg for large TL4 fish. A methylmercury
concentration of 0.24 mg/kg in 350 mm largemouth bass is equivalent to the water quality objective of
0.08 mg/kg for TL3 fish. A methylmercury concentration of 0.42 mg/kg in 350 mm largemouth bass is
equivalent to the water quality objective of 0.03 mg/kg for small fish. As a result, a methylmercury
concentration of 0.24 mg/kg in 350 mm largemouth bass is referred to as the recommended
implementation goal for largemouth bass.

Elevated fish methylmercury concentrations occur along the periphery of the Delta while lower body
burdens occur in the central Delta. Concentrations are greater than recommended as safe by the USFWS
for wildlife in all subareas except in the Central Delta subarea. The Central Delta subarea requires no
reduction to meet the proposed large TL3 fish target for human protection and an 8% reduction to meet
the proposed large TL4 fish target for human protection. Percent reductions in fish methylmercury levels
ranging from 0% to 75% in the peripheral Delta subareas will be needed to meet the numeric targets for
wildlife and human health protection.

Linkage

The Delta linkage analysis focuses on the comparison of methylmercury concentrations in water and
biota. Statistically significant, positive correlations have been found between aqueous methylmercury
and aquatic biota, suggesting that methylmercury levels in water may be one of the primary factors
determining methylmercury concentrations in fish.

The mercury concentrations in standard 350-mm largemouth bass for each Delta subarea were regressed
against the average unfiltered aqueous methylmercury concentrations. Substitution of the recommended
implementation goal for largemouth bass (0.24 mg/kg) into the equation developed by this regression
results in a predicted average safe aqueous methylmercury concentration of 0.066 ng/l. Incorporation of
an explicit margin of safety of about 10% results in the recommended implementation goal for unfiltered
ambient water of 0.06 ng/l methylmercury. This implementation goal would be applied as an annual
average methylmercury concentration in ambient waters of the Delta. The recommended implementation
goal is currently met in the Central Delta subarea.

! Large fish are defined as 150-500 mm total length or legal catch length if designated by CDFG.
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Sources — Methylmercury

Average annual methylmercury inputs and exports were estimated for water years 2000 to 2003, a
relatively dry period that encompasses the available information. Sources of methylmercury in Delta
waters include tributary inputs from upstream watersheds and within-Delta sources such as sediment flux,
municipal and industrial wastewater, agricultural drainage, and urban runoff. Losses include water
exports to southern California, outflow to San Francisco Bay, removal of dredged sediments,
photodegradation, uptake by biota and unknown loss term(s). Figure 1 illustrates the Delta’s average
daily methylmercury imports and exports. Sediment fluxes in wetland and open water habitats and
tributary water bodies account for about 30 and 60%, respectively, of methylmercury inputs to the Delta.
The difference between the sum of known inputs and exports is a measure of the uncertainty of the
loading estimates and of the importance of other unknown processes at work in the Delta. Preliminary
photodegradation study results for the Sacramento River near Rio Vista (Byington et al., 2005) suggest
that methylmercury loss from photodegradation may account for about 60% of the unknown loss rate
illustrated in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: Average Daily Delta Methylmercury Inputs and Exports.
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Sources — Total Mercury & Suspended Sediment

Sources of total mercury in the Delta include tributary inflows from upstream watersheds, atmospheric
deposition, urban runoff, and municipal and industrial wastewater. More than 96% of identified total
mercury loading to the Delta comes from tributary inputs; within-Delta sources are a very small
component of overall loading. Losses include outflow to San Francisco Bay, water exports to southern
California, removal of dredged sediments and evasion.

The Sacramento Basin (Sacramento River + Yolo Bypass) contributes approximately 80% or more of
total mercury fluxing through the Delta. Of the watersheds in the Sacramento Basin, the Cache Creek and
upper Sacramento River (above Colusa) watersheds contribute the most mercury. The Cache Creek,
Feather River, American River and Putah Creek watersheds in the Sacramento Basin have both relatively
large mercury loadings and high mercury concentrations in suspended sediment, which makes these
watersheds more likely candidates for load reduction programs.

Methylmercury Allocations & Total Mercury Limits

Methylmercury allocations were made in terms of the existing assimilative capacity of the different Delta
subareas. To determine reductions, the existing average aqueous methylmercury levels in the Delta
subareas were compared to the proposed methylmercury goal (0.06 ng/lI). The amount of reduction
needed in each subarea is expressed as a percent of the ambient concentration. Percent reductions
required to meet the goal ranged from 0% in the Central Delta subarea to more than 70% in the Yolo
Bypass and Mokelumne River subareas.

In order to attain the desired ambient methylmercury levels in each Delta subarea, loads of
methylmercury from within-Delta point and nonpoint sources and tributary inputs need to be reduced in
proportion to the desired decrease in concentrations needed for ambient waters to meet the proposed goal.
The percent allocations and acceptable loads and concentrations were calculated as a percent of existing
loads and concentrations. The percent reductions vary by subarea because the percent reductions required
for ambient water methylmercury levels in each subarea to meet the proposed methylmercury goal vary.
No reductions were required for sources to the Central Delta. Percent reductions were applied to point
and nonpoint source loads within other subareas, except those sources with existing average
methylmercury concentrations at or below the proposed methylmercury goal of 0.06 ng/l. No individual
source would be expected to reduce its discharged methylmercury concentrations to below the proposed
implementation goal.

A total mercury load reduction strategy was developed to comply with the San Francisco Bay mercury
control program, to maintain compliance with the USEPA’s criterion of 50 ng/l, and to help reduce
aqueous methylmercury in the Delta. Staff recommends total mercury load reductions from the Cache
Creek, Feather River, American River and Putah Creek watersheds in the Sacramento Basin. These
watersheds have both relatively large mercury loadings and high mercury concentrations in suspended
sediment, which makes those watersheds likely candidates for load reduction programs. Staff also
recommends that total mercury loading to the Delta not increase as a result of new or expanded projects,
and that any increase in total mercury loading be mitigated or in compliance with an offset program. The
TMDL for San Francisco Bay assigned the Central Valley a five-year average total mercury load
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reduction if 110 kg/yr. Staff considers a 110 kg reduction as a reasonable goal for the first phase of the
Delta mercury control program.

The methylmercury allocations and total mercury limits described in this report reflect the preferred
implementation alternative described in Chapter 4 of the Proposed Basin Plan Amendment draft staff
report and are designed to address the beneficial use impairment in all subareas of the Delta and San
Francisco Bay. However, as described in the Proposed Basin Plan Amendment draft staff report, a
number of alternatives are possible. The Central Valley Water Board will consider a variety of mercury
reduction strategies and implementation alternatives as part of the Basin Plan amendment process. All
Central Valley Water Board regulatory actions will be taken in public hearings.
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ACRONYMS

ARB California Air Resources Board

AWQC Ambient water quality criterion

BAF Bioaccumulation factor

Basin Plan Central Valley Region Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento River and San
Joaquin River Basins

bwt Body weight

CCSB Cache Creek Settling Basin

CDEC California Data Exchange Center

CDFG California Department of Fish and Game

CDHS California Department of Health Services

CEIDARS California emission inventory department and reporting system

cfs Cubic feet per second

CFSII Continuing survey of food intake by individuals

CMP Coordinated Monitoring Program

CSS Combined Sewer system

CTR California Toxics Rule

CVP Central Valley Project

CVRWQCB  Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (a.k.a. Central Valley Water Board)

CWA Federal Clean Water Act

DMC Delta Mendota Canal

DTMC Delta Tributaries Mercury Council

DWR California Department of Water Resources

EC Electrical conductivity

FCM Food chain multipliers

GIS Geographic Information System

HCI Hydrologic Classification Index

Hg Mercury

IEP Interagency Ecological Program

IRIS Integrated Risk Information System

LMB Largemouth bass

LOAEC’s Lowest observed adverse effect concentrations

MCL California/USEPA drinking water standards maximum contaminant levels

MDN Mercury Deposition Network

mgd Million gallons per day

MID Modesto Irrigation District

MeHg Monomethyl mercury (also referred to as methylmercury in this report)

MS4 Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System

NADP National Atmospheric Deposition Program

NAS National Academy of Sciences
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NEMD

Natomas East Main Drain

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

NPS Nonpoint source

NWI National Wetland Inventory

O Oxygen

0/00 Parts per thousand (salinity)

OBS Optical back scatter

OEHHA Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment

RFD Reference dose

RSC Relative source contribution

San Francisco San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board

Water Board

SFBADPS San Francisco Bay Atmospheric Deposition Pilot Study

SFEI San Francisco Estuary Institute

SRCSD Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District

SRWP Sacramento River Watershed Program

State Board State Water Resources Control Board (also shown as SWRCB in reference citations)

Subwatershed Portion of watershed that is either upstream or downstream of the most-downstream major
dam

SWIM Surface water information

SWP State water project

SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board

TDSL Total diet safe level

TL Trophic level

TLR Trophic level ratios

TMDL Total Maximum Daily Load

TSS Total suspended solids

USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

USBR U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

USEPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

USFDA U.S. Food and Drug Administration.

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

USGS U.S. Geological Survey

WW Wet weight concentration (e.g., for fish tissue mercury concentrations)

WWTP Wastewater treatment plants

X2 Location in the Estuary with 2-o/00 bottom salinity
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Hg
ug/g
pg/l
um
cfs
cm
g
g/day
g/l
in/yr
kg

[a—

ng/l
0/00

ppb
ppm

ppt

microgram
microgram per gram
microgram per liter
micrometer

cubic feet per second

centimeter

Gram

gram per day

gram per liter
inches per year
kilogram

Liter

Meter

milligram
milligram per gram
milliliter
millimeter
nanograms
nanograms per liter

parts per thousand
(salinity)

parts per billion;
usually pg/kg
parts per million;

usually mg/kg or pg/g

parts per trillion;
usually ng/kg
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