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SUBJECT: Antidegradation Analysis Report County of Placer Department of Facility
Services Sewer Maintenance District 1 Wastewater Treatment Plant

Dear Ms. Messina:

Placer County (County) hereby transmits its Antidegradation Analysis Report (AAR) in support
of the Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) request for an increase in permitted capacity as part
of the renewal of NPDES permit No. CA0079316 for the Sewer Maintenance District 1 (SMD 1)
Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP).

The County has conducted a review of planned growth within the setvice area that indicates a
treatment capacity expansion is necessary for the SMD 1 WWTP to accommodate an average
dry weather flow (ADWF) of 2.7 million gallons per day (mgd) by 2034. Additionally, substantial
treatment process upgrades to the SMD 1 WWTP will be necessary to comply with the current
and anticipated effluent limitations for turbidity, disinfection byproducts, ammonia and nitrate.
The expansion is anticipated to include upgrades throughout most of the facility, including new
biological nutrient removal facilities and a new ultra-violet (U.V.) disinfection system. '

The enclosed AAR compares water quality effects on downstream waterbodies from the current
plant at the currently permitted capacity (2.18 mgd ADWF) to that which would occur from the
expanded discharge from the upgraded plant (2.7 mgd ADWF) on a constituent-by-constituent
basis in compliance with current antidegradation policies. The AAR also includes an evaluation
of whether the upgraded and expanded plant will meet best practicable treatment and control
(BPTC). In addition, the AAR provides a socioeconomic analysis to evaluate the economic and
social benefits of increasing plant capacity versus the water quality impacts and the cost and
feasibility of alternatives.
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In closing, the County is committed to working with Regional Water Board staff to facilitate
the expedited development of the renewed permit prior to March 2010. Please contact
Dave Atkinson (530) 886-4968 of my staff if you have any questions about this submittal.

Sincerely,
SOV W\ S

Will Dickinson,_J
Deputy Director
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cc.  Mr. Jim Parker, P.G. Environmental v

Dr. Michael Bryan; Robertson-Bryan, Inc.
Mr. Steve Herrera; OQWEN PSOMAS
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction

Placer County Department of Facility Services (County) owns and operates Sewer Maintenance
District I Wastewater Treatment Plant (SMD1 WWTP). The plant is located in the north
Auburn area, and discharges treated effluent to Rock Creek. Approximately 200 feet
downstream, Rock Creek is tributary to Dry Creek. Currently, the County is designing upgrades
to the plant to: 1) comply with effluent limitations in the existing and anticipated renewal
NPDES Permit and Cease and Desist Order, and 2) expand capacity from 2.18 mgd to 2.7 mgd
average dry weather flow (ADWPEF) to meet the needs of planned growth in the service area. The
expansion is anticipated to include upgrades throughout most of the facility, including new
biological nutrient removal facilities and a new ultra-violet (U.V.) disinfection system.

Because the County is seeking a renewed NPDES permit that would increase the SMD1 WWTP
discharge capacity, the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) has
requested an antidegradation analysis be performed in accordance with State and federal
antidegradation policies. The primary objective of the State and federal antidegradation policies
is to protect receiving water quality that is better than applicable water quality criteria and, if not
better, to otherwise ensure beneficial uses are protected. The antidegradation analysis compares,
constituent-by-constituent, the water quality effects on downstream waterbodies from the current
plant at the currently permitted capacity to that which would occur with the expanded discharge
from the upgraded plant. Furthermore, this report evaluates the significance of the water quality
effects, the cost and feasibility of alternatives, and determines whether allowing the potential
incremental degradation defined herein would be consistent with maximum benefit to the people
of the State, given the socioeconomic benefits of increasing plant capacity.

Water Quality Analysis

The extent of impacts from SMD1 WWTP’s proposed increased discharge capacity were
primarily assessed on the basis of assimilative capacity utilization — on a mass balance approach
for all constituents and, additionally for bioaccumulative constituents, on a mass loading basis.
To calculate use of available assimilative capacity, the applicable criteria need to be defined,
offen based on site-specific characteristics. Generally, relevant water quality standards are
concentration-based in order to prevent exceedances of concentration-based exposure thresholds.
Thus, critical receiving water flows and representative water quality measurements were criteria-
dependent (i.e., shorter representative averaging periods for acute effects as compared to long-
term human health criteria). Furthermore, the nature of downstream water bodies may facilitate
extended residence time or deposition of contaminants. Therefore, for bioaccumulative
constituents, mass loadings were also considered in assessing potential lowering of water quality
from increased SMD1 WWTP discharge.

SMD1 Wastewater Treatment Plant Robertson-Bryan, Inc.
Placer County ES-1 Antidegradation Analysis



Best Practicable Treatment and Control Analysis

The term “best practical treatment or control” (BPTC) appears in the State’s antidegradation
policy (Resolution No. 68-16). However, nowhere in State regulations or policies has BPTC
been defined in terms of specific treatment processes for specific constituents, or in terms of
specific effluent quality. A review of Clean Water Act (CWA) requirements for publicly
owned treatment works (POTWSs) and non-POTWs was used to determine that, in the State
and federal regulations, achievement of “best practical treatment or control” and “best
practicable waste treatment technology” are defined in terms of plant performance and
maintenance of water quality standards, rather than specific treatment technologies. Thus, an
evaluation was made of the anticipated plant performance for the planned upgraded and
expanded SMD1 WWTP and the anticipated ability of the plant to comply with applicable
water quality standards.

Socioeconomic and Alternatives Analysis

The objective of the socioeconomic analysis is to determine if the lowering of Rock Creek and
Dry Creek water quality is in the “best interest” of the people of the State. The socioeconomic
evaluation considered: 1) the social benefits and costs based on the ability to accommodate
socioeconomic development in the Placer County General Plan; 2) the magnitude of the water
quality impacts, the change in water quality from existing conditions, and expected effects on
beneficial uses of Rock and Dry creeks and downstream waters; 3) the feasibility and
effectiveness of reducing the lowering of water quality by implementing alternatives to the
proposed project; and 4) the economic costs for alternatives and a comparison of alternative costs
to the current project expansion cost estimate of $87 million, the increased cost for ratepayers,
and the magnitude of the change in ratepayer costs.

The following six alternatives were evaluated for their ability to reduce or eliminate the lowering
of water quality that would result from discharging an additional 0.52 mgd ADWF of treated
effluent form the upgraded and expanded plant.

= Higher level of treatment using microfiltration

» Zero discharge (100%) recycling of additional plant capacity

= Flow restricted discharge

» Pollutant source minimization

» Connect to City of Lincoln Wastewater Treatment Plant

* (Change in drinking water source

Findings and Conclusions

The water quality of Rock and Dry creeks, with respect to chemical constituents, pH, and
turbidity would remain better than necessary to fully protect beneficial uses. Resulting
temperature and DO conditions in Rock and Dry creeks are expected to remain at levels
throughout the year that would be protective of beneficial uses. For all of the constituents

SMD1 Wastewater Treatment Plant Robertson-Bryan, Inc.
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assessed, any lowering of receiving water quality would be minor and would use less than 10%
of the available assimilative capacity. Thus, the incremental increase in discharge would not
significantly lower water quality for any constituent in Rock and Dry creeks, relative to that
which would occur under the current permitted capacity for the SMD1 WWTP.

The incremental increase in discharge would not lead to significant increase in mass loading of
bioaccumulative constituents such as mercury or other conserved constituents such as total
dissolved solids. Total dissolved solids are expected to decrease as the WWTP converts from a
chlorine-based disinfection process to U.V. disinfection. In short, no beneficial uses of Rock
Creek, Dry Creek, or downstream waters are anticipated to be adversely affected by the planned
expansion.

The expansion of the SMD1 WWTP from its current 2.18 mgd ADWF permitted capacity to 2.7
mgd ADWF would accommodate planned and approved growth in the service area. Having new
development in the region independently treat its wastewater in an effort to eliminate any
incremental degradation of water quality in Rock and Dry creeks would not be cost-effective,
may not reduce loadings to downstream portions of the watershed (e.g., Sacramento River), and
may not improve water quality (from a constituent concentration basis) throughout Rock and Dry
creeks.

Several alternatives were considered and found to be infeasible for cost or logistical reasons or
both, when compared to the proposed action of increased SMD 1 WWTP discharge from an
upgraded plant. The County will operate an upgraded treatment train that meets and exceeds
BPTC of the discharge and will facilitate greater use of recycled water, upon demand for such
water developing in the area. Placing connection bans on the SMD1 WWTP to prevent the non-
significant degradation of water quality would have direct adverse effects on important
socioeconomic development approved for the region, which, in turn, would adversely affect the
County’s future rate payer and tax base.

Based on the assessment contained herein, it is determined that the SMDI WWTP upgrade and
expansion project will operate to meet the highest statutory and regulatory NPDES requirements
which result in BPTC necessary to assure that a water quality nuisance will not occur and that
beneficial uses are fully protected. The limited degradation in receiving water quality that may
oceur as a result of planned discharge expansion is not significant and would accommodate
important socioeconomic development in the service area while maintaining full protection of
the Rock Creek and Dry Creek beneficial uses. An evaluation of several alternatives, and their
effects on water quality impacts and beneficial use protection did not identify any feasible
alternative control measure that more effectively would accommodate the planned and approved
growth that would result from implementing the alternative, relative to implementing the planned
upgrade/expansion project.

Based on the analysis contained herein, the anticipated water quality changes in Rock and Dry
creeks will be consistent with State and federal antidegradation policies, will be to the important
socioeconomic benefit to the people of the region, be to the maximum benefit of the people of
the State, and will not result in water quality less than that prescribed in the policies that are
required to prevent a nuisance or that are required to protect beneficial uses.

SMD1 Wastewater Treatment Plant Robertson-Bryan, Inc.
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Discharger Description

Placer County Department of Facility Services (County) owns and operates the Sewer
Maintenance District 1 Wastewater Treatment Plant (SMD1 WWTP). The treatment plant i8
Jocated in Auburn, approximately 40 miles northeast of Sacramento and provides service to the
unincorporated area of North Auburn in Placer County, which serves a population of
approximately 15,000 and includes much of the industrial area of Auburn. The plant discharges
treated effluent to Rock Creek. Approximately 200 feet downstream, Rock Creek is tributary to
Dry Creek, which merges with Orr Creek and is then called Coon Creek. Coon Creek splits into
several channels (Main Canal, Markham, Bunkham, and East Side Canal), eventually entering
the Natomas Cross Canal and subsequently the Sacramento River just below the confluence with
the Feather River.

The treatment plant provides tertiary treatment when influent flows are 3.5 mgd or less and a
mixture of secondary and tertiary treatment when flows are greater than 3.5 mgd. The plant
consists of headworks including comminution and aerated grit removal, four primary clarifiers,
three rotating biological contactors (RBCs), two trickling filters, four secondary clarifiers, six
gravity filters with anthracite media, three chlorine contact chambers and dechlorination, primary
and secondary digesters, belt press, and sludge drying beds. Dewatered sludge is disposed at a
landfill.

Currently, the County is designing upgrades to the plant to: 1) comply with effluent limitations in
the existing and anticipated renewed NPDES Permit and Cease and Desist Order, and 2) expand
capacity from 2.18 mgd to 2.7 mgd ADWF to meet increasing flows from a growing number of
customers in the collection system. The County has submitted a Report of Waste Discharge
(ROWD) (Placer County 2009) for a renewed NPDES permit for the expanded capacity and
upgraded facility. The expansion is anticipated to include upgrades and additional unit process
throughout most of the facility, including new flow equalization facilities, new biological
nutrient removal facilities, and a new ultraviolet (U.V.) disinfection system. The expansion is in
the design phase and is expected to be completed in 2014,

1.2 Purpose of Analysis

The County has proposed increasing the discharge capacity of the SMD1 WWTP from 2.18 mgd
to 2.7 mgd ADWF, and is seeking a renewed NPDES permit for discharges to Rock Creek.
Hence, the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) has requested
an antidegradation analysis be performed in accordance with State and federal antidegradation
policies. This antidegradation analysis has been performed to assess the nature and degree to
which increased discharge would result in a lowering of water quality in Rock Creek, and Dry
Creek given its close proximity (i.e., approximately 200 feet downstream), whether resultant
conditions would be protective of the creeks’ beneficial uses, and whether allowing the potential
incremental degradation defined herein would be consistent with maximum benefit to the people

SMD1 Wastewater Treatment Plant Robertson-Bryan, Inc
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of the State, given the economic and social benefits of increasing plant capacity versus the water
quality impacts and the cost and feasibility of alternatives.

2 ANTIDEGRADATION POLICY AND GUIDANCE

Antidegradation policies and guidance have been issued at both the federal and state level, as
described in the following sections.

2.1 Federal Antidegradation Policy and Guidance

The federal antidegradation policy is designed to protect existing uses and the level of water
quality necessary to protect existing uses, and provide protection for higher quality and
outstanding national water resources. The federal policy directs states to adopt a policy that
includes the following primary provisions; these provisions have since become used to classify
water body quality as Tier 1, Tier 2, or Tier 3 waters (Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations, Section 131.12 (40 CFR 131.12)):

(1} Existing instream water uses and the level of water quality necessary to protect the
existing uses shall be maintained and protected. | Tier 1]

(2) Where the quality of waters exceed levels necessary to support propagation of fish,
shellfish, and wildlife and recreation in and on the water, that quality shall be
maintained and protected unless the State finds, after full satisfaction of the
intergovernmental coordination and public participation provisions of the State’s
continuing planning process, that allowing lower water quality is necessary to
accommodate important economic or social development in the area in which the
waters are located. In allowing such degradation or lower water quality, the State
shall assure water quality adequate to protect existing uses fully. Further, the State
shall assure that there shall be achieved the highest statutory and regulatory
requirements for all new and existing point sources and all cost-effective and
reasonable best management practices for nonpoint source control. [Tier 2]

(3) Where high quality waters constitute an outstanding national resource, such as
waters of national and State parks and wildlife refuges and waters of exceptional
recreational or ecological significance, that water quality shall be maintained and
protected. [Tier 3]

(4) In those cases where potential water quality impairment associated with a thermal
discharge is involved, the antidegradation policy and implementing method shall be
consistent with Section 316 of the Act.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), Region 9 published Guidance
on Implementing the Antidegradation Provisions of 40 CFR 131.12 (USEPA 1987). The
document provides general program guidance for states in Region 9 on developing procedures
for implementing antidegradation policies.

SMD1 Wastewater Treatment Plant Robertson-Bryan, In¢
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In August 2005, the U.S. EPA issued a memorandum discussing Tier 2 antidegradation reviews
and significance thresholds (U.S. EPA 2005). The use of a 10% reduction in available
assimilative capacity as a significance threshold was considered “to be workable and protective
in identifying those significant lowerings of water quality that should receive a full Tier 2
antidegradation review, including public participation” (U.S. EPA 2005).

Given the different approaches states and tribes have taken recently to define
significance, it is important to clarify that the most appropriate way to define a
significance threshold is in terms of assimilative capacity.. Further, given the importance
of public participation and transparency, it is clear that a definition of significance that
directly links to the resource to be protected (assimilative capacity) is more likely to be
understood by the public (U.S. EPA 2005).

2.2  State Antidegradation Policy and Guidance

2.2.1 Resolution No. 68-16

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) has interpreted Resolution No. 68-16 to
incorporate the federal antidegradation policy (CVRWQCB 1998). Resolution No. 68-16 states,
in part:

1. Whenever the existing quality of water is better than the quality established in
policies as of the date on which such policies become effective, such existing high
guality will be maintained until it has been demonstrated to the State that any
change will be consistent with maximum benefit to the people of the State, will not
unreasonably affect present and anticipated beneficial use of such water and will
not result in water quality less than that prescribed in the policies.

2. Any activity which produces or may prodiuce a waste or increased volume or
concentration of waste and which discharges or proposes to discharge to existing
high quality waters will be required to meet waste discharge requirements which
will result in the best practicable treatment or control of the discharge necessary to
assure that (a) a pollution or nuisance will not occur and (b) the highest water
quality consistent with maximum benefit to the people of the State will be
maintained.

2.2.2 1987 Policy Memorandum

In 1987, the SWRCB issued a policy memorandum to the RWQCBs to provide guidance on the
application of the federal antidegradation policy for SWRCB and RWQCB actions, including
establishing water quality objectives, issuing NPDES permits, and adopting waivers and
exceptions to water quality objectives or control measures. In conducting these actions, the
RWQCBs must assure full protection of existing instream beneficial uses, that the lowering of
water quality is necessary to accommodate important economic or social development, and that
outstanding national resource waters be maintained and protected.

SMD1 Wastewater Treaiment Plant Robertson-Bryan, Inc
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223 Administrative Procedures Update 90-004

In 1990, the SWRCB issued guidance as Administrative Procedures Update (APU}) 90-004 to the
RWQCBs for implementing Resolution No. 68-16 in NPDES permitting. APU 90-004 requires
the RWQCBs to determine the need to make findings as to whether water quality degradation is
permissible when balanced against benefit to the public. APU 90-004 describes two types of
antidegradation analyses — a “simple” analysis and a “complete” analysis. Furthermore APU 90-
004 identifies conditions when a complete antidegradation analysis must be performed.

Need for a Complete Antidegradation Analysis

A complete antidegradation analysis is required if the proposed activity results in:

1. A substantial increase in mass emissions of a pollutant, even if there is no other
indication that the receiving waters are polluted; or

2. Mortality or significant growth or reproductive impairment of resident species.

In particular, an antidegradation finding |based on a complete analysis] should be made
and, if necessary, an analysis should be conducted when performing the following permit
activities:

1. Issuance of a permit for any new discharge, including Section 401 certifications; or

2. Material and substantial alterations to the permitted facility, such as relocation of an
existing discharge; or

3. Reissuance or modification of permits which would allow a significant increase in the
concentration or mass emission of any pollutant in the discharge.

A complete antidegradation analysis will not be required if:

1. A Regional Board determines that the reduction of water quality will be spatially
localized or limited with respect to the waterbody, e.g., confined to the mixing zone; or

2. A Regional Board determines the reduction in water quality is temporally limited and
will not result in any long-term deleterious effects on water quality; e.g., will cease after
a storm event is OVer, or

3. A Regional Board determines the proposed action will produce minor effects which will
not result in a significant reduction of water quality; e.g., a POTW has a minor increase
in the volume of discharge subject to secondary treatment; or

4. The Regional Board determines that the proposed activity, which may potentially reduce
water guality, has been approved in the General Plan of a political subdivision and has
been adequately subjected to the environmental and economic analyses in an
environmental impact report (EIR) required under the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA). If the Regional Board finds the EIR inadequate, the Regional Board must
supplement this information to support the decision.
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The County is seeking reissuance of an NPDES permit for discharge of treated effluent from the
SMD1 WWTP to Rock Creek, including an increase in allowable discharge capacity from 2.18
mgd to 2.7 mgd ADWEF. This 59% increase in allowable discharge capacity is substantial;
hence, a complete antidegradation analysis has been performed and is presented herein.

Elements of a Compiete Antidegradation Analysis

APU 90-004 describes the procedure for a complete antidegradation analysis. There are three
main elements to the complete antidegradation analysis, which are quoted below.

“1. Compare receiving water quality to the water quality objectives established to protect
designated beneficial uses.

a.

If baseline water quality is equal to or less than the quality as defined by the water
quality objective, water quality shall be maintained or improved to a level that
achieves the objectives. ... [Tier 1]

If baseline water quality is better than the water quality as defined by the water
quality objective, the baseline water quality shall be maintained unless poorer
water quality is necessary to accommodate important economic or social
development and is considered to be of maximum benefit to the people of the State.
[Tier 2]

2. Balancing the proposed action against the public interest.

C.

d.

Past, present, and probable beneficial uses of the water.

Economic and social cost, tangible and intangible, of the proposed discharge
compared to benefits. ...

The environmental aspects of the proposed discharge must be evaluated,

The implementation of feasible alternative control measures .. ..

3. Report on the antidegradation analysis.

a. The water quality parameters and beneficial uses which will be affected by the
proposed action and the extent of the impact.

b. The scientific rationale for determining that the proposed action will or will not
lower water quality.

¢. A description of the alternative measures that were considered.

d. A description of the socioeconomic evaluation.

¢. The rationale for determining that the proposed action is or is not justified by
socioeconomic considerations.”
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Figure 1. Location of the Placer County SMD1 Wastewater Treatment Plant northwest of the North Auburn area and

north of Auburn, CA. Highway 49 intersects with interstate 80 south of the map at Auburn. The map also shows the
water bodies downstream of the discharge (Rock and Dry creeks).
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3 WATER QUALITY STANDARDS

A water quality standard consists of: 1} the designated beneficial uses of a water body to be
protected; 2) adopted criterion designed to protect those uses; and 3) an antidegradation policy.
The federal and State antidegradation policies are presented in Section 2. The following sections
describe the beneficial uses and water quality criteria applicable to the receiving water, Rock
Creek, and to Dry Creek.

3.1 Beneficial Uses

The beneficial uses of Rock Creek and Dry Creek are designated via the “tributary statement” in
the Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan), Central Valley Region, Sacramento River and San
Joaguin River Basins (CVRWQCB 2004). Because Rock Creek and Dry Creek are tributary to
the Sacramento River, the beneficial uses of the Sacramento River between Colusa Drain and the
I Street Bridge have been designated for Rock Creek and Dry Creek through application of the
tributary statement of the Basin Plan. Table 1 identifies the designated beneficial uses for
surface water, while groundwater, unless otherwise designated, is considered as suitable or
potentially suitable for the beneficial uses listed in Table 2.

Table 1. Surface water beneficial uses.

Municipal and domestic supply MUN Cold freshwater habitat COLD
Agncuitura!_supply (irrigation and AGR Migration of aquatic organisms MIGR
stock watering)

Contact water recreation REC-1 Spawning, reproduction, and/or early SPWN

development

Non-contact water recreation REC-2 Wildlife habitat WILD
Warm freshwater habitat WARM Groundwater recharge GWR
Table 2. Groundwater heneficial uses.
. BeneficialUse . | Abbreviation | . BeneficialUse | - Abbreviation =
Municipal and domestic .

supply MUN Agricuitural supply AGR

Industrial service supply IND industrial process supply PRO

3.2  Criteria/ Objectives

Applicable water quality criteria adopted by the State of California (called objectives) can be
found in the Basin Plan (CVRWQCB 2004). The Basin Plan incorporates, by reference, the
Department of Public Health (DPH) drinking water maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) as
objectives for water bodies designated for use as domestic or municipal water supply. In
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addition, the U.S. EPA promulgated numeric criteria for priority pollutants in the National
Toxics Rule (NTR) and California Toxics Rule (CTR) (U.S. EPA 1992, 2000, 2001). The water
quality standards contained in the Basin Plan, NTR/CTR, and MCLs have undergone agency,
peer, and public review, and have been adopted by the relevant agencies (e.g., Regional Water
Board, SWRCB, DPH, and U.S. EPA).

Numerous water quality “goals™ exist in the literature that have not been adopted by the State or
U.S. EPA as water quality “standards.” These include U.S. EPA recommended ambient water
quality criteria for the protection of aquatic life and human health. The Regional Water Board
sometimes uses U.S. EPA recommended ambient water quality criteria in determining
reasonable potential and developing NPDES permit effluent limitations, particularly if no
adopted water quality standard exists for a specific constituent when addressing the narrative
toxicity objective in the Basin Plan. For example, California does not currently have a numeric
standard for ammonia. Nevertheless, because ammonia can cause toxicity to aquatic life under
certain conditions, the Regional Water Board commonly applies the U.S. EPA’s recommended
ambient water quality criteria for ammonia as a means of upholding the Basin Plan’s narrative
toxicity objective with regards to ammonia.

4 WATER QUALITY ASSESSMENT

The following sections identify the degree to which Rock Creek and Dry Creek water quality
would be lowered by the proposed increase in effluent discharge, relative to that already
permitted, and whether water quality would be protective of the creek’s beneficial uses.

4.1  Assessment Approach

This assessment identifies the incremental change in water quality that would occur in Rock
Creek and Dry creeks due to an increase in the SMD1 WWTP discharge rate from 2.18 mgd
ADWEFE, the current permitted discharge rate, to 2.7 mgd ADWF. The CVRWQCB previously
made antidegradation findings stating that the discharge of 2.18 mgd (ADWF) from the SMD1
WWTP is consistent with the antidegradation policies. This approach is consistent with APU
90-004, which states, “...the most recent water quality resulting from permitted action is the
baseline water quality to be considered in any antidegradation analysis” (SWRCB 1990).

The first element of a complete antidegradation analysis is to “[clompare receiving water quality
to the water quality objectives” (SWRCB 1990). California’s guidance on antidegradation (APU
90-004) states: “The baseline water quality should be representative of the water body,
accounting for temporal and spatial variability” (page 4). The Porter-Cologne Water Quality
Control Act (2006) provides a definition of water quality as:

"“Quality of the water’ refers to chemical, physical, biological, bacteriological,
radiological, and other properties and characteristics of water which affect its use.”

Thus, to assess the water quality in Rock and Dry creeks, it is necessary to consider the
beneficial uses and the objectives meant to protect those uses. Generally water quality standards
are concentration-based in order to prevent exceedances of concentration-based exposure
thresholds. It is also necessary to describe relevant exposure scenarios for the beneficial uses to

SMD1 Wastewater Treatment Plant Robertson-Bryan, Inc
Placer County 8 Antidegradation Analysis



be protected. This requires defining criteria-dependent critical flows and the criteria-dependent
representative averages for assessing water quality.

Although bioaccumulation is considered in the development of human health and aquatic life
criteria, the nature of downstream water bodies may facilitate extended residence time or
deposition of contaminants. Therefore, for biocaccumulative constituents, mass loadings were
also considered in assessing potential lowering of water quality from increased SMD1 WWTP
discharge.

4.2  Mass Balance Assessment of Water Quality

Priority pollutant data are available for Rock and Dry creeks upstream of the SMD1 WWTP
outfall (R1 and R3 monitoring stations) and for the undiluted effluent, but not for Rock and Dry
creeks downstream of the outfall at the downstream (R2 and R4) stations. Some parameters
(e.g., dissolved oxygen, temperature, turbidity, pH) are measured at the R2 and R4 stations as
part of monthly self-monitoring conducted for the NPDES permit. Therefore, the creek quality
under the current and future permitted discharge capacities (i.e., creek quality at the downstream
R2 and R4 stations) is represented by a steady-state, mass-balance of data collected on the
effluent and creek at the upstream (R1 and R3) monitoring locations, unless measured data at the
R2 and R4 monitoring location are available. The mass-balanced, downstream water quality in
Rock Creek at R2 was determined from the following equation:

_ CR] 'QRI + CE[j’I.wm ’ Ql:]j‘hwm

CR2
QR} + Q!:]‘]Im:m

where:
C.. constituent concentration
Q = flow/discharge rate

The downstream water quality in Dry Creek at R4 is influenced by upstream conditions in Rock
and Dry creeks as well as effluent quality. Thus, the mass-balanced, downstream water quality
in Dry Creek at R4 is determined as follows:

_ Cm 'Qm + Cm 'Qm + CEjﬂuenr 'Qaﬁuem
QRl + QRI! + QE[,"Tuem

CIM

where:
C- constituent concentration

Q = flow/discharge rate
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To assess the significance of any lowering of the water quality, the change in the assimilative
capacity, on a constituent-specific basis, for Rock and Dry creeks was calculated. The
assimilative capacity is the concentration increment between the ambient water quality and the
water quality standard (WQS) and is calculated for Rock Creek as the change in constituent
concentration at R2 (as a result of the plant expansion) divided by the difference between the
WQS and R2 (under existing conditions; 2.18 mgd).

(CRI ) Ql\’l + CEjﬂucur ) Qﬁﬂi‘uenl )

(at 2.18 mgd)
(QR; + Qlfjﬂuanr )

Assimilative capacity p,.; coom = WOS —

The utilization of assimilative capacity is the change in downstream receiving water
concentration, measured at R2, divided by the assimilative capacity.

(R22.7mga' - R22‘18mgd )
Assimilative capacity y,. creo

% Assimilative Capacity used . oo =100

To calculate the ambient water quality in Dry Creek downstream of the confluence with Rock
Creek, the influence of Rock Creck, Dry Creek, and the effluent must be considered. Thus the
assimilative capacity in Dry Creek is calculated as follows:

- WQS _ (CR] ’ QR] + CR3 ’ QR3 + CEjﬂrmm ' Q.Eﬂhw.'u ) (at 2]8 ﬁ’lgd)

ok
(QRI + QR3 + Q.E_Ij’i‘uem )

Assimilative capacity . o,

The utilization of assimilative capacity is the change in downstream receiving water
concentration, measured at R2, divided by the assimilative capacity.

(R22.7mgd - R22.18mgd )
Assimilative capacity p,., ..

% Assimilative Capacity used,,, ., =100

4.2.1 Critical Flows for the Criteria-dependent Protection of Beneficial Uses

NPDES permit limitations assume a worst-case condition of no dilution (zero Rock Creek flow)
degradation. However this would lead to the conclusion that when there is no Rock Creek flow,
there would be no need for an antidegradation analysis as there would be no existing water
quality to protect. Since the creek has some measurable flow during the period of discharge
(Appendix A), an antidegradation analysis is thus necessary.

The Policy for Implementation of Toxics Standards for Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays,
and Estuaries of California (State Implementation Plan or SIP) addresses effluent and receiving
water critical flow considerations in the context of the criteria, and thus beneficial uses to be
protected (SWRCB 2005).

*  Effluent flow (Qgjrent) is assessed at 2.18 mgd ADWE, the current permitted capacity,
and 2.7 mgd ADWF, the proposed future permitted capacity.
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= Critical flow for acute aquatic life criteria, and acute human health effects, is 1Q10.
s Critical flow for chronic aquatic life criteria is 7Q10.

*  Critical flow for long-term human health criteria and other long-term criteria (e.g.
agriculture) is the harmonic mean (i.e., average of flow rate).

422 Criteria-dependent Representative Water Quality Measurements

Acute aquatic life criteria are typically based on 1-hour exposure which is far shorter than the
typical monitoring frequency for many constituents. Chronic aquatic criteria are typically based
on short-term, chronic 4-day exposures. To be protective to aquatic life beneficial use, the
maximum, measured effluent and receiving water concentrations are used as a conservative
measure of representative water quality.

Long-term human health effects and other long-term criteria (e.g., agriculture) are much less
sensitive to short-term exceedances of the criteria. Thus, for long-term human health and other
effects, the representative water quality is the mean of the measured effluent and receiving water
concentrations which reflects the overall, long-term water quality and potential for degradation
of beneficial uses.

Many constituents have “non-detect” values in the data set. For purposes of calculating average
concentrations, one-half the reporting limit is used for non-detects. For long-term criteria only,
if 80 percent or more of constituent’s data set is non-detect, then the constituent is not carried
forward for further analysis because, at this detection level frequency, the constituent would not
cause consistent lowering of water quality. Summary statistics for effluent quality, Rock Creek,
and Dry Creek water quality are provided in Appendix B, Appendix C, and Appendix D,
respectively.

4,23 Summary of Critical Flows and Representative Water Quality Measurements

Table 3 summarizes the critical flows and representative effluent and receiving water quality
measurements used to assess potential lowering of water quality from increased SMD1 WWTP

discharge.

Acute aquatic life 0.07 mgd, 0.01 mgd, .
Acute human health 1Q10 minimum minimum Maximum measured concentration
measured flow measured flow
0.07 mgd, 0.01 mod,
Chronic aquatic life 7Q10 minimum minimum Maximum measured concentration
measured flow measured flow
Long-term human health Harmonic .
Other long-term criteria mean 3.4 mgd 0.14 mgd Mean of measured concentrations
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4.3  Mass Loading Assessment of Water Quality

Although bioaccumulation is considered in the development of human health and aquatic life
criteria, the nature of downstream water bodies may facilitate extended residence time or
deposition of contaminants. This would lead to an accumulation of bioaccumulative constituents
in downstream water bodies and/or sediments (see Figure 1). Therefore mass loadings also were
considered in order to assess potential lowering of downstream water quality from
bicaccumulative constituents in the increased SMD1 WWTP discharge.

The assessment of available mass loading assimilative capacity is the maximum mass load,
downstream in Rock Creek at R2 with the project, that the water body could carry without
exceeding the WQC/WQO minus the upstream load and previously permitted/existing loads.

Ava-ilﬂ-blﬁ' MGSS Loading Rock Creek = WQS ’ (QI€2,2.?mgd )_ (QRI ’ CRI ) - (QEjf,Z.]Smgd ' Cﬁﬁ‘.llgmgd )

The mass loading use of assimilative capacity is the new load divided by the assimilative capacity.

(LoadZ.'."nrgd —Load, 15,4 )

Assimilative mass loading capacity .. crea

% Assimilative Capacity used, . . =100
I Rock Creek

Similarly, the calculation of available mass loading assimilative capacity and mass loading use
for Dry Creek downstream at R4 is as follows:

Available Mass Loading Dry Creek = WQs - ( R4,2.7mgd ) - (Qm Chy )_ (Qm Cha ) - (le_'{j",ligmgd : C:;jﬁ',z.wmgd )

(Loadl?mgd - Load?,.l%}nu;d )

Assimilative mass loading capacity ., couer

% Assimilative Capacity used ., .., =100-
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Table 4 lists the mean monthly flows for waterbodies downstream of the SMD1 WWTP
discharge.

Table 4. Water bodies downstream of the Placer County SMD1 Wastewater Treatment Plant and mean flows,

roposed additions to 303(d) list

Rock Creek (upstream) 48" None None

Dry Creek (upstream) 1.6° None None
- Chlorpyrifos, E. Coli,

Coon Creek None Unknown Toxicity
Main Canal - None None
Bunkham Slough = None None
Markham Ravine -- None None
East Side Canal - None None

. 3 Mercury, Unknown Chlordane, DDT, Dieldrin,

Sacramento River 12,611 Toxicity PCBs

Notes
Based on SMD1 WWTP R1 monitoring (7/1/2006 through 6/30/2009).
Based on SMD1 WWTP R3 monitoring (7/1/2006 through 6/30/2008).
¥ Based on USGS gauging station dataset at Verona (10/1988 through 09/2008).

4.4  Baseline Effluent and Receiving Water Quality

4.4.1 Existing Water Quality Monitoring Data

Effluent and creek water quality is characterized from monitoring data collected from April 2002
through March 2003 in response to CVRWQCB’s request pursuant to California Water Code
Section 13267 (RBI 2003), and Discharger Self-Monitoring Report data from July 2006 through
June 2009 as contained in the ROWD (Placer County 2009). The current permit, authorizing
2.18 mgd ADWF discharge capacity, was issued in June 2005,

As reported in the ROWD, several outlier values were identified in the existing dataset (i.e.,
Table 3-5 of the ROWD). For the antidegradation analysis, the R2 pH values for June 2007 were
excluded because of equipment malfunction that resulted in R2 pH substantially larger (i.e., 1.0
to 3.5 pH units higher) than R1 and effluent pH. Similarly, extreme outlier R2 temperature
values of 115.1°C and 116°C were excluded from the dataset.

Initially, the outlier values for copper, lead, and zinc concentrations on January 4, 2008 were
kept in the dataset. However for copper and lead, inclusion of the outlier values results in the
existing discharge exceeding applicable water quality objectives and would result in the revised
NPDES permit including copper and lead effluent limitations. Furthermore, given the low
critical receiving water flows, inclusion of the outliers means the existing downstream condition
is already degraded and the future discharge of effluent meeting applicable criteria would
improve the downstream condition (i.e., there would be no assimilative capacity utilization and
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no need for discharger-specific water-effect ratios and/or translators to be developed, which
would re-define available assimilative capacity).

Conversely, if the copper and lead outliers are excluded and the next highest values used, then
the existing downstream condition would have available assimilative capacity, and an assessment
of the utilization of the available assimilative capacity by the increased discharge capacity can be
made. This latter approach is more conservative and accurate, given the historical dataset, for an
antidegradation analysis because it assesses the impact of the proposed upgrade/expansion on
maintaining downstream water quality that is better than applicable criteria. This later approach
was used for copper and lead assessments.

As identified in Footnote B to Table 3-3 in the ROWD, there have been no detects of bis (2-
ethylhexylphthalate) in the effluent since the County implemented clean sampling techniques in
January 2007,

For purposes of this analysis, future effluent quality is assumed to be the same as current effluent
quality with the exception of: 1) trihalomethanes (THM) which, upon implementation of U.V.
disinfection which will reduce all effluent THM concentrations to non-detects; 2) electrical
conductivity (EC) and total dissolved solids (TDS) which will decrease when chlorine
disinfection ceases (because the dissolved chlorine and sulfur dioxide gases increase the
concentration of ions in the effluent) and biological nutrient removal is added to the process; 3)
turbidity and total coliform for which compliance will be achieved by improved treatment
efficiency via flow equalization and removal via new primary and secondary clarifiers and new
tertiary filters (or new membrane bioreactor facilities); and 4) ammonia and nitrate for which
compliance will be achieved by improved treatment efficiency through flow equalization and
improved removal with the new aeration basins (which include anoxic and oxic selectors for
biological nutrient removal).

The decrease in EC and TDS is due primarily to the conversion to U.V. disinfection. Since the
existing chlorination/dechlorination process uses chlorine gas and sulfur dioxide gas, the switch
to U.V. disinfection and elimination of chlorine and sulfur dioxide gas utilization is expected to
appreciably decrease levels of EC and TDS in the effluent. Experience at another foothill plant
upgrading from chlorine/sulfur dioxide to U. V. disinfection and biological nutrient removal has
resulted in a decrease in EC of ~40% to date. Similarly, for a foothill plant upgrading from
sodium hypochlorite/sodium bisulfite to U.V. disinfection, the decrease in EC has been ~40%
from to ~750 umhos/cm to 450 umhos/cm (RBI12007). For the purposes of this analysis, the
anticipated reduction in EC and TDS for the upgraded and expanded SMD1 WWTP is
conservatively set at 30%.

Phosphorus effluent levels are also expected to decrease in the upgraded and expanded SMD1
WWTP. However an accurate quantification of the expected decrease cannot be calculated at
this time.

4.4.2 303(D) Listed and Other Non-High Quality Water Body Constituents

When existing baseline water quality exceeds water quality objectives, the water quality
standards require improving the existing water quality to meet objectives. On a constituent-
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specific basis, a balancing analysis of the proposed action and the public interest of the State, is
not triggered if the receiving water is not high quality (i.e, better than the applicable
criteria/objectives).

The SWRCB (2006) has listed one downstream waterbodies (a portion of the Sacramento River)
as impaired, in accordance with Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act. Thus, 303(D) listed
waterbodies are not high quality with respect to listed constituents. As such, there is no analysis
for antidegradation for listed constituents. However, as part of a TMDL process, the SMD1
WWTP would be held to meet existing objectives for listed constituents.

In particular, the Sacramento River from Knights Landing to the Delta is listed for unknown
toxicity, mercury, and diazinon. The 2008 303(D) list has the following proposed changes: 1)
add lower Coon Creek, (from Pacific Avenue to Main Canal, Sutter County) for chlorpyrifos,
Escherichia coli (E. coli), and unknown toxicity; 2) for the Sacramento River from Knights
Landing to the Delta: remove diazinon from the list and add chlordane, DDT, dieldrin, and
PCBs; and 3) add Natomas Cross Canal for mercury.

The following constituents in the receiving water exceed water quality standards upstream of the
discharge and thus do not trigger a balancing of the proposed action with public interest of the
State:

s Aluminum,
=  Bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate’, and
*  fron.

For bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate, it is probable that the historical detects are due to contamination
during sampling. As noted in the previous section, after the County implemented clean
sampling techniques in January 2007, there were no detects for bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate in
the effluent. There is no corresponding receiving water monitoring data for bis (2-ethylhexyl)
phthalate after 2007.

The additional constituents, aluminum, bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate, and iron, are similarly not
addressed further in this analysis. When the receiving water exceeds objectives and the
constituent is detected in the effluent (Step 4 in the reasonable potential analysis outlined in the
SIP), the SIP independently provides the means to prevent further degradation of the receiving
water through the implementation of effluent monitoring for that constituent and may impose
effluent limitations.

! For bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate, it is probable that the historical detects are due to contamination during sampling.
As noted in the previous section, after the County implemented clean sampling techniques in January 2007, there
were no detects for bis (2-ethylhexyl} phthalate in the effluent. There is no corresponding receiving water
monitoring data for bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate after January 2007, Regardless of the accuracy of the receiving
water bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate data, the non-detects in effluent mean that the existing or future effluent
discharges are not expected to negatively affect bis (2-ethylhexyi) phthalate levels in the downstream receiving
water,
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45  Incremental Change in Rock Creek and Dry Creek Water Quality and Effects on
Beneficial Uses

The following sections describe the incremental change in Rock Creek and Dry Creek water
quality that would occur by increasing the SMD1 WWTP’s permitted discharge rate from 2.18
mgd ADWEF to 2.7 mgd ADWEF, and the effect of that increase on water quality.

4.5.1 Mass Balance Constituents

The existing NPDES permit cites available information to determine that Rock Creek and Dry
Creek are low-flow or intermittent streams in the absence of the SMD1 WWTP discharge or the
upstream reservoirs. Therefore, under the NPDES permit’s design flow scenario, in which Rock
Creek and Dry Creek flow is zero, the creek quality is the same as the effluent quality, and the
incremental change in constituent concentrations due to an increase in discharge from 2.18 mgd
ADWE to 2.7 mgd ADWF would be zero; therefore, no degradation would occur from a
constituent concentration basis due to the increased discharge rate.

When there is creek flow, however, there would be some change to creek water quality,
downstream of the discharge, due to an increased discharge rate. Table 5 presents the
incremental change in Rock Creek water quality for detected effluent constituents, Table 5 also
identifies the available assimilative capacity (criterion minus R2 concentration at 2.18 mgd
discharge rate), and the percent of remaining assimilative capacity used by the 0.52 mgd ADWF
incremental increase in discharge proposed. Similarly, Table 6 presents the incremental change
in Dry Creek water quality for detected effluent constituents.

For completeness, Table 5 and Table 6 show the potential effects for copper and lead with and
without inclusion of the outlier values. As can be seen in the tables, inclusion of the outlier
values results in no available assimilative capacity, Similarly, Table 5 and Table 6 show the
potential effects of EC and TDS at existing levels and the effects at anticipated levels (i.e., at
least 30% lower due, primarily, to the conversion to U.V. disinfection).

Table 5 and Table 6 show a decrease in downstream concentrations for aluminum, barium,
chromium, cyanide, iron, manganese, mercury, nickel, the dioxin congener OCDD, and
tributyltin because current and anticipated SMD1 WWTP effluent levels are less than upstream
receiving water concentrations.

Constituents with long-term effects (e.g., human health constituents based on cancer risk
associated with long-term exposures) that have a detection frequency less than 20% in effluent
samples (see Section 4.2.2 for basis of this threshold) are not considered to cause a consistent or
notable effect. The incremental change in water quality due to discharging these infrequently
detected constituents with long-term effects is shown in Appendix E.
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Table 5. Incremental mass balance change in Rock Creek water quality due fo future 2.7 mgd ADWF discharge of constituents and comparison to applicable water
lity standard

Aluminum ug/L 92% 164 163.34 -0.310 200 EPA NA’ NA N
Ammonia mg/l 69% 14.6 1.9508 -12.7 27 EPA NA NAZ N
Antimony ug/L 60% 0.179 0.196 0.0169 6 DHS MCL 582 0.3% N
Arsenic ug/L 100% 2.48 2.762 0.282 10 DHS MCL 7.52 3.7% N
Atrazine ug/l 19% 1.98 1.9848 0.00350 NA NA NA NA N
Barium pg/l 100% 8.17 8.7953 -0.371 1000 ﬁ dsvii‘:‘y 991 0.0% N
Cadmium pa/l 60% 0.0351 0.0353 0.000169 3.22 CTR 3.18 0.0% N
Chloride mg/L 100% 23.8 26.418 2.59 106 Basin 82.2 3.2% N
Chloroform pg/t. 96% 9.37 ND NA® 57 NTR NA NAZ N
Chromium (HI) pg/L 60% 0.413 0.3881 -0.0247 50 DHS MCL 49.6 0.0% N
Chromium (IV) pg/L 15% 0.968 0.9661 -0.00140 11 CTR 10.0 0.0% N
Copper pg/L 95% 21.3 21.4 0.109 12.51 CTR NA NA N
Copper {w/o outlier) ug/L 95% 9.89 9.93 0.0398 12.51 CTR 2.62 1.5% N
Cyanide ug/l 33% 0.103 0.0856 -0.0175 5.2 CTR 5.10 -0.3% N
DBCM Hg/L 29% 0.214 ND NA?® 0.4 CTR 0.186 NA® N
DCBM ug/L 75% 1.38 ND NA® 0.56 CTR NA NAZ N
Di-n-butyl phthalate pg/L 20% 0.506 0.512 0.00556 2700 CTR 2,700 0.0% N
Electrical conductivity (EC) ymhos/cm  100% 3186 344 28.5 700 Basin 384 7.4% N
Eggfar‘égﬁ:;zir‘:’;:‘ yplant  Hmhoslem  100% 316 258 57.8 700 Basin 384 15% N
Fluoride pa/L 58% 0.145 0.145 0.000381 2000 DHS MCL 2,000 0.0% N
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Table 5. Incremental mass balance change in Rock Creek water quality due to future 2.7 mgd ADWF discharge of constituents and comparison to applicable water
guality standards.

tron pg/L 100% 218 204 -13.7 300 DHS MCL NA’ NA N

Lead pg/l 95% 24.4 24.6 0.145 4.48 CTR NA NA N

Lead (w/o outlier) po/l 95% 1.21 1.22 0.00537 4.48 CTR 3.27 0.2% N

Manganese pg/L 100% 27.1 26.7 -0.498 50 DHS MCL 22.9 -2.2% N

Mercury pg/L 79% 0.0034 0.0033 -0.000180 0.05 CTR 0.0466 -0.3% N

Methylone blue active mg/L 92% 0.058 0.0636 000558 | 05  DHSMCL | o0.442 1.3% N

Molinate pa/L 20% 223 2.25 0.0124 13 CDFG 10.8 1% N

Nickel Mg/l 75% 2.71 2.71 -0.00128 69.8 CTR 67.1 0.0% N

Nitrate mg/L 100% 47.5 9.77 -37.7 10 DHS MCL NA NA® N

OCDD 30% 11.9 11.5 -0.487 NA NA NA N

Phosphorus ug/L 100% 1.77 2.01 0.235° 10 JSEPA- 8.23 p9%t | N
utrient

Selenium g/l 50% 1.17 1.17 0.60630 5 CTR 3.83 0.2% N

Silver ug/l 5% 0.0198 0.0198 3.50E-05 3.36 CTR 3.34 0.0% N

Sulfate ma/L 100% 18.7 20.5 1.83 250 DHS 2°MCL 231 0.8% N

TDS mag/L. 100% 184 200 16.2 450 Basin Plan 266 6.1% N

EngSr ;”;ggf;ﬁ;g?plam mg/L 100% 184 150 33.5 450  BasinPlan | 266 13% N

Tributyltin Hg/L 9% (0.0025 0.0025 -1.5E-05 0.072 USEPA-AQ 0.0695 0.0%

Zinc pg/L 100% 48.7 46.9 0.246 160.3 CTR 114 0.2%

Notes:

CTR-AQ = California Toxics Rule criterion for the acute/chronic protection of aquatic life. Based on a minimum effiuent hardness of 141 mg/L as CaCOs.

CTR-HH = California Toxics Rule criterion for the protection of human health {consumption of water and organisms).

DHS MCL = Department of Health Services maximum contaminant level.
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Table 5. Incremental mass balance change in Rock Creek water quality due to future 2.7 mgd ADWF discharge of constituents and comparison 1o applicable water
uality standards

DHS 2™ MCL= Department of Health Services secondary maximum contaminant lsvel,

Total Rec. = total recoverable.

NA = not applicable and/or no assimilative capacity is available.

ND = non-detect

All effluent values expected to be non-detectable with UV disinfection.

' Currently there is no assimilative capacity because the upstream receiving water exceeds the applicable water quality criteria,

e Currently there is no assimilative capacity. However effluent from the upgraded/expanded plant and downstream receiving waters will meet applicable water quality
criteria.

® The anticipated decrease cannot be calculated since effluent levels are expected to be non-detect for the upgraded/expanded plant.

* Phosphorus levels are anticipated to decrease in effluent form the upgraded/expanded plant. However, an accurate quantification of the anticipated decrease cannot
be calculated at this time.
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Table 8. Incremental mass balance change in Dry Creek water quality due to future 2.7 mgd ADWF discharge of constituents and comparison to applicable water
quality standards.

Aluminum ug/L 92% 163 163 -0.49 200 EPA NA' NA N
Ammonia mg/t 69% 14.6 1.95 -12.6 2.7 EPA NA NAZ N
Antimony ug/L 60% 0.176 0.196 0.0199 3] DHS MCL 5.82 0.3% N
Arsenic ug/l. 100% 2.43 2.76 0.334 10 DHS MCL 7.57 4.4% N
Atrazine ug/L 19% 1.98 1.98 0.0062 NA NA NA NA N
Barlum ng/L 100% 9.32 8.87 0448 | 1000 o dsviif; 991 0.0% N
Cadmium ua/k 60% 0.035 0.0353 0.0003 3.22 CTR 3.19 0.0% N
Chloride mg/L 100% 23.5 26.5 3.057 106 Basin 82.5 3.7% N
Chloroform pa/l 96% 9.14 ND NA® 57 NTR NA NA?Z N
Chromium (i) pg/l 60% 0.426 0.396 -0.03 50 DHS MCL 496 -0.1% N
Chromium (IV) pg/l 15% 0.967 0.965 -0.002 11 CiR 10.0 0.0% N
Copper pg/L 95% 21.2 21.425 0.19 12.51 CTR NA NA N
Copper (w/o outlier) ugf/l 95% 9.85 9.92 0.0709 12.51 CTR 2.66 2.7% N
Cyanide ug/L 33% 0127 0.0938 -0.034 52 CTR 507 -0.7% N
DBCM pg/L 29% 0.211 ND NAS® 0.4 CTR 0.189 NAZ N
DCBM ug/L 75% 1.343 ND NAZ 0.56 CTR NA NAZ N
Di-n-butyl phthalate pg/L 20% 0.506 0.512 0.0066 2700 CTR 2,700 0.0% N
Electrical conductivity (EC) pmhos/cm 100% 313 347 33.5 700 Basin 387 8.7% N
5&93;;:;‘;:;%‘;;‘22‘ Gplang  HmhOSem  100% 316 260 52.9 700 Basin 387 14% N
Fluoride ug/l 58% 0.1428 0.143 0.0006 2000 DHS MCL 2,000 0.0% N
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Table 6. Incremental mass balance change in Dry Creek water quality due to future 2.7 mgd ADWF discharge of constituents and comparison to applicable water
quality standards.

Iron o/l 100% 224 207 -16.6 300 DHS MCL NA' NA

N
Lead uglL 95% 24.3 24.6 0252 | 448 CTR NA NA N
Lead (w/o outlier) pg/L 95% 1.21 1.22 0.0094 4.48 CTR 3.27 0.3% N
Manganese ugiL 100% 27.7 27.0 0.632 50  DHSMCL | 223 28% | N
Mercury ugiL 79% 0.0034 0.00323  -2E-04 | 005 CTR 0.0466  -04% | N
Methylene blue active mgiL 929% 0.057 0.0636 0.0066 05  DHSMCL | 0443 1.5% N
Molinate ugiL 20% 222 225 0.0216 13 CDFG 10.8 0.2% N
Nicke! uglL 75% 273 272 0008 | 698 CTR 671 0.0% N
Nitrate mgll  100% 473 9.77 375 10 DHS MCL NA NA N
oCDD 30% 11.9 1.3 -0.563 NA NA N N
Phosphorus ugiL 100% 173 2.01 0.278* 10 o 8.27 34%° | N
Selenium HgiL 50% 1.162 117 0.011 5 CTR 3.84 0.3% N
Silver ugiL 5% 0.0198 0.0198 7E-05 | 3.36 CTR 3.34 0.0% N
Sulfate mgl  100% 18.4 20.5 2.15 250 DHS2°MCL | 232 0.9% N
DS mgll  100% 182 201 19,1 450  BasinPlan | 268 7.1% N
IngSraadn;ggf;eei:eighmant mgl  100% 184 152 306 | 450  BasinPan | 268 1% | N
Tributyltin uglL 9% 0.0025 0.00247  3E-05 | 0072 USEPA-AQ | 00895  0.0% N
Zinc ug/L 100% 46.5 46.9 0.426 160 CTR 114 0.4% N

Notes:

CTR-AQ= California Toxics Rule criterion for the acute/chronic protection of aquatic life. Based on a minimum effluent hardness of 141 mg/L as CaCQOs.
CTR-HH = California Toxics Rule criterion for the protection of human health (consumption of water and organisms).

DHS MCL = Department of Health Services maximum contaminant level.
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Table 6. Incremental mass balance change in Dry Creek water quality due to future 2.7 mgd ADWF discharge of constituents and comparison to applicable water
quality standards.

DHS 2™ MCL= Department of Heaith Services secondary maxitum contaminant fevel.

Total Rec. = total recoverable.

NA = not applicable and/or no assimilative capacity is available.

ND = non-detect

All effluent values expected o be non-detectable with UV disinfection.

! Currently there is no assimilative capacity because the upstream receiving water exceeds the applicable water quality criteria.

2 Currently there is no assimilative capacity, however effluent from the upgraded/expanded plant and downstream receiving waters will meet applicable water quality
criteria.

% The anticipated decrease cannot be calculated since effluent levels are expected to be non-detect for the upgraded/expanded piant.

4 Phosphorus levels are anticipated to decrease in effluent form the upgraded/expanded plant. However, an accurate quantification of the anticipated decrease cannot
be calculated at this time.
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For each constituent in Table 5 and Table 6, a determination has been made about the
significance of the change in water quality. If further analysis is needed (i.e., if 10% or greater
use of available assimilative capacity is expected to occur), it is so noted. In general, the results
for both Rock Creek and Dry Creek are very similar. As shown in Table 5 and Table 6,
expanding the discharge capacity would not result in lowered water quality at or above the 10%
assimilative capacity threshold defined in EPA guidance.

Note that the assessment of assimilative capacity utilization for phosphorus is conservative
because it is based on existing plant performance projected to a 2.7 mgd ADWF capacity while
the upgraded and expanded plant will have greater capacity for biological nutrient removal.
Thus, future effluent phosphorus levels are expected to be lower than existing levels.

4.5.2 Mass Loading Constituents

Bioaccumulative constituents detected in SMD1 WWTP effluent are listed in Table 7. For both
mercury and selenium, the area with the greatest likelihood of contributing to existing concerns
is in the Delta. Although the organic forms of mercury and selenium have the greatest potential
to bicaccumulate, inorganic monitoring data is more readily available and can be indicative of
potential impacts. Most “persistent, chlorinated pesticides” have significant potential to
bioaccumulate and have a “non-detect” objective in the Basin Plan.

Table 7. Bioaccumulative and other constituents that have been detected in Placer County SMD1 WWTP
effluent that will be analyzed for the potential to affect downstream water body concentration or accumulate
in sediments.

Mercury ' Selenium TDS (Total Dissolved Solids)

' On 2006 303(d) list of impaired water bodies for these constituents.

Table 8 presents the incremental change in mass loading and the incremental use in available
assimilative capacity for Rock Creek while Table 9 shows the incremental increase in mass
loading and incremental use in available assimilative capacity for Dry Creek downstream of the
SMD1 WWTP. For completeness Table 8 and Table 9 show the potential effects of TDS at
existing [evels and the effects at anticipated levels (i.e., at least 30% lower due, primarily, to the
conversion to U.V. disinfection).

For each constituent in Table 8 and Table 9, a determination has been made about the
significance of the change in water quality. If further analysis is needed (i.e., if 10% or greater
use of available assimilative capacity is expected to occur), it is so noted. In general, the results
for both Rock Creek and Dry Creek are very similar. As shown in Table 8 and Table 9,
expanding the discharge capacity would not result in lowered water quality at or above the 10%
assimilative capacity threshold defined in EPA guidance.
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Table 8. Incremental change in Rock Creek water quality, on a mass loading basis, due to future discharges of bioaccumulative constituents.

Mercury

pg/l.

79%

2.81 x10

3.48 x10®

0.67x10

0.00254 CTR-HH

0.00217

0.31%

upgraded/expanded plant

Selenium ug/L 50% 0.0218 0.0270 00052 | 0118 CTR-AQ | 00719 7.2% N
DS mg/L 100% 6,800 8,430 1620 | 22900 BasinPlan | 21,400 13% N
TDS anticipated with the mal. 100% 6,800 - 5.900 -905 22600 Basin Plan | 21.400 -7.3% N

Notes:

CTR-AQ= California Toxics Rule criterion for the acute/chronic protection of aquatic life. Based on a minimum effluent hardness of 141 mg/L as CaCQa.
CTR-HH = California Toxics Rule criterion for the protection of human health (consumption of water and organisms).
¥ The conversion to U.V. disinfection is expected to decrease TDS levels at least 30%.

Table 8. Incremental change in Dry Creek water guality, on a mass loading basis, due to future discharges of bioaccumulative constituents.

upgraded/expanded plant

Mercury ug/L 79% | 219x10°  348x10° 129x10° | 000260 CTR-HH | 000222 030% | N
Selenium uglL 50% 0.0170 0.0270 00100 | 0116 CTR-AQ | 007238  72% N
TDS mgll  100% 5,310 8,430 3120 | 23400 BasinPlan | 21,500 13% | N
TDS anticipated with the mg/L 100% 6,800 5,900 905 | 22000 BasinPlan | 21400  72% | W

Notes:

CTR-AQ= California Toxics Rule criterion for the acute/chronic protection of aguatic life. Based on a minimum effluent hardness of 141 mg/l as CaCQs;.
CTR-HH = California Toxics Rule criterion for the protection of human health {consumption of water and organisms).
' The conversion to U.V. disinfection is expected to decrease TDS levels at least 30%.
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4.5.3 Effects of Receiving Water Quality Changes on Beneficial Uses

Ammonia

The existing facilities have been continually modified and expanded to improve ammonia
removal. However, the monitoring data demonstrates that although effluent ammonia levels
have decreased the current facilities can not consistently remove ammonia to a level fully
protective of aquatic life beneficial uses. Difficultly in maintain nitrification with the existing
rotating biological contactor (RBC) has been hampered by the capabilities of the RBC,
particularly during cooler weather. As part of the expansion process, the County evaluated
existing nitrification performance and identified the necessary operation plans to consistently
achieve full nitrification year-round with the new aeration basins. As a result, the SMDI WWTP
effluent is expected to maintain effluent ammonia levels of less than 1 mg/L. with maximum
effluent ammonia levels of 2 mg/1..

Fixed ammonia water quality criteria at the discharge location, and consistent with the U.S.
EPA’s 1999 Ammonia Update, have been developed for SMD1 WWTP based on reasonable
worst-case conditions from effluent monitoring data collected from July 2006 through June
2009. The criterion maximum concentration (CMC) for ammonia varies only with pH and was
calculated with the maximum allowable pH (8.5) under the Basin Plan objective for pH in Rock
and Dry creeks, and the CMC is 2.1 mg N/L as a 1-hour average. The maximum historical
effluent pH for SMD1 WWTP is 7.7 which would result in a CMC of 9.6 mg/L. If the SMD1
WWTP elects to meet an effluent pH maximum (e.g., 8.2) more stringent than the Basin Plan,
then the effluent ammonia limitations would be based on a reasonable worst-case condition
rather than the unreasonable assumption of a maximum effluent pH of 8.5 given that the
historical maximum effluent pH value is 7.7.

The criterion continuous concentration (CCC) for ammoenia varies with pH and temperature. The
30-day average CCC is calculated using the temperature and pH of the effluent. First, the CCC
was calculated for each day when temperature and pH were measured. Then, the 30-day CCC is
calculated. U.S. EPA guidance for aquatic life protection requires that the applicable criteria are
not to be exceeded at a frequency greater than once in three years. This requires that the 99.9%
value in the monitoring dataset be at or below the applicable criteria. The lowest 99.9% 30-day
average CCC was 2.70 mg/L as N during this period.

Using a reasonable worst-case maximum effluent pH of 8.2, the applicable effluent ammonia
criteria to protect aquatic life beneficial uses would be an average monthly effluent limitation
(AMEL) of 1.4 mg/L as N and a maximum daily effluent limitation (MDEL) of 3.8 mg/L as N.
Thus, as stated above, the expected ammonia removal performance of the upgraded and
expanded SMD1 WWTP will be a substantial improvement over current conditions and is more
than adequate to ensure that applicable water quality objectives are met and aquatic life
beneficial uses protected.

Dissolved Oxygen

The components of wastewater with the potential to affect dissolved oxygen (DO) concentrations
include biochemical oxygen demand (BOD) and ammonia. The NPDES permit contains
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monthly average (10 mg/L), weekly average (15 mg/L), and daily average (25 mg/L) effluent
limits for BOD, and limits for ammonia, based on the U.S. EPA’s recommended water quality
criteria for aquatic life. The NPDES permit also has a DO limitation for Rock and Dry creeks
that states the discharge shall not cause the DO to fall below 7.0 mg/L., which is derived from the
Basin Plan objective for DO.

The SMD1 WWTP produces tertiary-treated effluent when influent flows are less than 3.5 mgd
and provides a combination of secondary and tertiary treatment when influent flows are greater
than 3.5 mgd. While effluent ammonia levels have been elevated (average of 2.4 mg/L) and
variable (maximum of 15.1 mg/L), the effluent has been characterized by low concentrations of
BOD (typically less than 4.7 mg/L, average of 2.8 mg/L). Re-aeration of downstream waters due
to physical processes and photosynthesis tends to offset the oxygen demand of effluent as it
flows downstream. As discharge rates increase in the future, the proportion of creek water
constituted by effluent also would increase, thereby increasing the relative portion of BOD and
ammonia load. Thus, the incremental increase in discharge, without improvement in effluent
quality, could result in the lowering of water quality with respect to DO. As stated above,
effluent ammonia levels are expected to decrease substantially to an average of <1 mg/I. and a
maximum of 2 mg/L.

The ROWD (Placer County 2009) indicates that historical discharge season DO monitoring in
Rock Creek and Dry Creek downstream of the outfall between July 2006 and June 2009
indicates a 99% (1085 of 1096) compliance rate at both locations with the daily minimum DO
limitation of 7.0 mg/L.. Table 10 identifies the concurrent R1/R2 and R3/R4 DO levels when
either R2 or R4 DO levels are below 7.0 mg/L.. For nine of the eleven occurrences when
downstream DO levels in Dry Creek (R4) were below 7.0 mg/L, the upstream (R3) DO level was
the same or lower. This indicates that when the effluent may cause a temporary DO sag in Rock
or Dry Creek, the creek is re-acrated above 7.0 mg/L within 350 feet of the discharge location
(the R4 monitoring location is 150 feet below the confluence of Rock and Dry creeks which is
200 feet downstream of the discharge location on Rock Creek). Thus, any incremental DO load
that would potentially cause a “sag” in downstream DO concentrations would occur within Rock
Creek or Dry Creek (within 350 feet of the discharge), and thus would not affect DO levels
further downstream in Dry Creek, in Coon Creek, or other downstream waterbodies, including
the Sacramento River, due to full assimilation of the DO demand within Rock and Dry creeks
and o continued downstream re-aeration, photosynthesis, etc.
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Table 10. Dissolved oxygen (DO) concentrations in Rock Creek (R2) and Dry Creek (R4) that were below 7.0 mg/L
at the downstream monitoring station and concurrent upstream DO concentrations (R1 and R3, respectively).

7/22/2006 8 6.8 6.7 6.9
7/23/2006 7.9 6.9 6.8 7.8
7/28/2006 8.4 6.3 7.5 7.4
B/4/2006 8 4] 7.2 6.3
9/1/2008 8.2 5.9 7.5 6.2
8/2/2007 7.7 7.1 6.4 6.7
4/27/2008 8.6 7.4 7.1 6.9
5/16/2008 7.8 6.8 5.4 6.7
6/8/2008 7.8 6.9 6.8 6.8
7/12/2008 7.4 7.2 5.2 6.1
7/13/2008 7.1 6.9 5.5 7.2
7/23/2008 7 6.7 6.3 7.1
8/14/2008 7.8 7 6 6.5
9/9/2008 7 7 5.3 6.9
9/12/2008 6.7 6.8 5.7 6.9
Nitrate

The SMD1 WWTP does not currently include denitrification facilities. Historical effluent nitrate
levels are seasonally near 30 mg/I. and have been as high as 49 mg/L.. The California Primacy
maximum contaminant level (MCL) for nitrate is 10 mg/L. as N. Planned improvements to
increase ammeonia removal will also result in increased conversion of ammonia to nitrate. Thus,
the planned addition of denitrification capacity to the upgraded and expanded SMD1 WWTP
will resuit in maximum effluent nitrate levels of 10 mg/L., which is a substantial improvement
over existing conditions.

pH

The SMD1 WWTP NPDES permit has an effluent limitation that requires discharges to have a
pH between 6.5 and 8.5, Of the 1096 effluent pH measurements measured from July 2006
through June 2009, only one pH value was less than 6.5 and no pH values were greater than 8.5.
Based on the current science regarding pH requirements of freshwater aquatic life (the beneficial
use of Rock and Dry creeks most sensitive to pH) the Regional Water Board has processed a
Basin Plan amendment that removes the 0.5-unit change requirement of the current pH objective,
leaving the component that requires controllable factors affecting water quality to maintain
receiving water pH between 6.5 and 8.5 units (CVRWQCB 2002). Recently, the Regional Water
Board received notification from USEPA that it has approved the pH Basin Plan amendment.
Because the permit requires effluent discharged to Rock and Dry creeks to have a pH between
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6.5 and 8.5, future discharges, regardless of volume, would not cause Rock and Dry creeks pH
values to fall outside this range. Thus, the 0.52 mgd ADWF increase in discharge would not
result in a lowering of water quality with respect to pH. As such, beneficial uses of Rock and
Dry crecks and downstream waters will not be adversely affected by the incremental change in
pH due to expanded capacity of the SMD1 WWTP.

Temperature

The temperature of Rock and Dry creeks downstream of the SMD1 WWTP outfall is dependent
on upstream creek and effluent discharge flow rates and temperatures. The Basin Plan’s
temperature objective states, “At no time or place shall the temperature of COLD or WARM
intrastate waters be increased more than 5°F above natural receiving water temperature.”

While the SMD1 WWTP has a high degree of compliance with this objective, the objective is
not well supported by the current science on the protection of aquatic life, nor is it consistent
with U.S. EPA’s recommendations for regulating thermal effects of discharges. Itis the
resulting downstream temperature regime within Rock and Dry creeks that is of interest in terms
of assessing thermal effects of the discharge on downstream beneficial uses, the most sensitive of
which is the aquatic life use.

Table 11 summarizes Rock and Dry creek water temperatures upstream and downstream of the
discharge, under historic operations. Average temperatures in Rock Creek downstream of the
outfall (R2) are higher than those upstream (R1), typically by 2°F, and always by less than 4°F.
Likewise, R1/R2 and R3/R4 minimum and maximum temperatures are generally similar.
Upstream temperatures on Dry Creek (R3) vary substantially from upstream temperatures on
Rock Creek (R1) and range from over 2°F colder to over 7°F warmer.

The effect of the SMD1 discharge downstream on Dry Creek (R4) was determined by first
predicting the downstream temperatures from upstream flows and temperatures (R1 and R3) with
and without the effluent discharge. The monthly average flow values for the period July 2006-
June 2009 used are summarized in Table 12. Predicted mean monthly downstream temperatures
with effluent discharge (R4) differed from monitoring data by -0.4°F, on average (difference
ranged from -1.0°F to 0.1°F). The net effect of the discharge is to increase mean monthly
downstream Dry Creek temperatures by 1.5°F (effect ranged from 1.2-2.8°F). Current
temperature conditions within the creck, based on available temperature data, indicate thermal
effects at levels that would not be expected to adversely affect downstream beneficial uses,
including aquatic life uses.
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Table 11. Rock Creek and Dry Creek temperatures ' upstream (R1/R3) and downstream (R2/R4) of the SMD1 Wastewater Treaiment Plant outfall.

A1 93 85 93 a0 93 90 93 T 90 93 90 83

Effluent 83 85 93 80 a3 90 93 93 80 83 20 93

Count R2 g2 84 93 20 90 90 92 91 80 90 89 93
R3 93 85 93 90 93 a0 93 93 80 93 80 93

R4 93 85 93 90 93 90 93 93 80 93 80 93

Rt 356 | 39.74 | 4496 | 4694 | 4946 | 5594 | 5864 | 6206 | 6152 | 513 448 4
Efftuent 50 5396 | 53.06 59 61.7 68 71.6 71.6 68 64.22 59 53.6
Minimum R2 4046 | 4154 | 482 | 4856 | 4964 | 5648 | 5936 | 626 62.6 | 5522 50 42.98
R3 3452 | 39.74 | 4532 | 53.06 | 5558 | 63.68 | 61.16 | 66.02 | 5864 | 4802 | 41.9 | 38.84
R4 37.94 41 46.76 50 3578 | 5766 | 60.08 | 62.6 | 6242 | 5504 | 4892 | 437

' Temperature data collected daily from dune 2006 through July 20009.
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Table 12. Mean monthly flows (mgd) for upstream Rack Creek (Rt), effluent, and upstream Dry Creek (R3) for the period
June 2006 through July 2009,

. Mean Monthly Flow (mgd)

Location

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec
Upstream
Rock Creek (R1) 409 495 405 498 521 501 449 473 672 528 378 424
Effluent 172 223 170 146 147 137 137 141 140 141 1.4 1.67
Upstream
Dry Creek (R3) 257 494 290 168 172 061 023 047 037 043 151 227

With an incremental increase in discharge, temperatures downstream of the outfall could further
increase, relative to historic conditions. Whether resultant future downstream Rock or Dry
Creek temperatures under a 2.7 mgd discharge scenario would adversely affect aquatic life
beneficial uses cannot be definitively determined from available information. More detailed
information on the aquatic communities within Rock and Dry creeks would be needed to
definitively address effects on aquatic life beneficial uses. In addition, any future
assessments/antidegradation determinations with regards to temperature should be consistent
with Section 316 of the Act. Nevertheless, based on the relatively small temperature changes
that have occurred historically and would be expected to occur under the expanded permitted
capacity, no significant adverse thermal effects to aquatic life would be expected to occur.

5 EVALUATION OF BEST PRACTICAL TREATMENT OR CONTROL

5.1  Applicabie Regulations

The term “best practical treatment or control” (BPTC) appears in the State’s antidegradation
policy (Resolution No, 68-16):

“Any activity which produces or may produce a waste or increased volume or
concentration of waste and which discharges or proposes to discharge to existing high
quality waters will be required to meet waste discharge requirements which will result in
best practicable treatment or control of the discharge necessary to assure that (a) a
pollution or nuisance will not occur and (b) the highest water quality consistent with
maximum benefit to the people of the state will be maintained.” [emphasis added]

However, nowhere in State regulations or policies has BPTC been defined in terms of specific
treatment processes for specific constituents, or in terms of specific effluent quality.

Sections 301, 302, 306, and 307 of the Clean Water Act incorporates technology-based effluent
limits according to "best practical control technology," "best available technology economically
achievable," and "best conventional pollutant control technology economically achievable;”
however, these terms are used in the context of regulating discharges from point sources other
than publicly owned treatment works (POTWs).
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For POTWs, Section 301(b)(1)(B) of the Clean Water Act requires that secondary treatment
standards be met. Secondary treatment standards are defined by numeric effluent limitations for
the pollutant parameters 5-day biological oxygen demand, suspended solids, and pH (40 CFR
133.102). More stringent limitations beyond those required to meet the definition of secondary
treatment may be incorporated, if necessary, to achieve certain water quality standards [ Section
301(b}1)C) of the Clean Water Act].

Furthermore NPDES permits contain the following technology-based treatment requirements in
accordance with the following statutory deadlines (40 CFR 125.3(a)(1)):

(i) Secondary treatment--from date of permit issuance;, and
(it} The best practicable waste treatment technology--not later than July 1, 1983.
Best practicable waste treatment technology is defined as (40 CFR 35.2005):

The cost-effective technology that can treat wastewater, combined sewer overflows and
non-excessive infiltration and inflow in publicly owned or individual wastewater
treatment works, to meet the applicable provisions of:

(i) 40 CFR part 133--secondary treatment of wastewater,
(ii) 40 CFR part 125, subpart G--marine discharge waivers;
(fii) 40 CFR 122.44(d)--more stringent water quality standards and State standards; or

(iv) 41 FR 6190 (February 11, 1976)--Alternative Waste Management Techniques for
Best Practicable Waste Treatment (treatment and discharge, land application
techniques and utilization practices, and reuse).

Thus, in the State and federal regulations, achievement of “best practical treatment or
control” and “best practicable waste treatment technology” are defined in terms of plant
performance and maintenance of water quality standards, rather than specific treatment
technologies.

52  Findings

The SMD1 WWTP is in the design stage of an upgrade and expansion project. Upgrades are
anticipated to include new headworks with improved grit removal equipment, new primary
clarifiers, biological nutrient removal facilities to reduce nitrogen and phosphorus compounds,
new secondary clarifiers and tertiary filters, UV disinfection which should eliminate THMs and
reduce chemical usage, and new or renovated solids handling facilities. These facilities are
representative of industry-standards and will provide a high level of treatment. The upgraded
and expanded facility is expected to produce treated effluent of a quality equivalent to the best
WWTPs in the region.

With regard to salinity control, the measured levels of EC and TDS in the effluent are below the
non-site specific numeric values the Regional Water Board has used for screening to interpret the
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narrative Basin Plan to protect beneficial uses, including agriculture uses. Thus, there is no
justification for the County to consider salinity control measures in order to achieve BPTC. In
fact, at this time reverse osmosis 1s not considered BPTC, as the State Water Board, in Water
Quality Order 2005-005 (for the City of Manteca), has stated:

“Construction and operation of reverse osmosis facilities to treat discharges...prior to
implementation of other measures to reduce the salt load in the southern Delta, would
not be a reasonable approach.”

Because the plant’s facilities and effluent quality meet or exceed the regulations discussed in
Section 5.1, and because current and future expected operations of the plant will achieve
compliance with NPDES permit requirements, thereby assuring a water quality nuisance will not
occur and the highest water quality consistent with maximum benefit to the people of the region
and the state will be maintained, and because the upgraded facility will produce an effluent
quality equivalent to other state-of-the-art WWTPs in the region, it is determined that the
planned future facilities and operations of the SMD1 WWTP are consistent with BPTC as it is
defined and intended in Resolution No. 68-16.

6 SOCIOECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS

6.1  Constituents Addressed in the Socioeconomic Analysis

To assess potential lowering of Rock Creek and Dry Creek water quality, a mass balance, and
where appropriate, a mass loading assessment of the use of available assimilative capacity was
made. When there is no assimilative capacity with either calculation, then there truly is no
available assimilative capacity and no utility to a socioeconomic justification. When calculation
of assimilative capacity is not relevant to the criteria (e.g., for temperature, pH, etc.), the need for
a socioeconomic justification is driven by the significance of the impact to beneficial uses.

Based on the above considerations and the constituent-specific discussions in Section 4.5.3, no
constituents were identified in Tables 5, 6, 8, and 9 that warrant further analysis based on
substantial use of available assimilative capacity (i.e., exceeding the 10% assimilative capacity
significance threshold). Thus, there are no constituents to be carried forward into the
socioeconomic analysis. Nonetheless a socioeconomic analysis is provided to evaluate the
justifications for the non-significant lowering of water quality in Rock Creek and Dry creeks.

6.2  Sociceconomic Assessment Approach

Placer County has estimated the cost of improvements necessary to expand and upgrade the
SMD1 WWTP plant from 2.18 mgd ADWF to 2,7 ADWF mgd at $87 million (Placer County
2009). The economic costs for alternatives will be assessed relative to the current project
expansion cost estimate of $87 million, the increased cost for ratepayers, and the magnitude of
the change in ratepayer costs. Alternatives will also be assessed for feasibility of implementation
and effectiveness at reducing the lowering of water quality. The social benefits and costs will be
assessed based on the ability to accommodate important socioeconomic development in the
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Placer County General Plan the change in water quality from existing conditions and the
magnitude of the water quality impacts.

6.3  Benefits of Increased Discharge

From 2000-2008, the overall population of Placer County increased by 34%, the second highest
growth rate of all counties in California over that period (California Department of Finance
2008). County population projections anticipate population growth of 23.3% from 2010 to 2020,
and 61% from 2010 to 2034, the expected life of the planned WWTP upgrades (California
Department of Finance 2007). The County’s consulting engineer, Owen Psomas, evaluated
census data for the County, Auburn, and the North Auburn census-designated place (CDP) to
determine the average household population (Owen Psomas 2009a). Furthermore, Owen Psomas
evaluated projected annual growth rates from the California Department of Finance and the
Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) for both Placer County and Auburn to
determine the projected annual growth rate for residential and commercial/industrial equivalent
dwelling units (EDUs) in the SMD 1 WWTP service area (i.e., 1.9%). Also, the Auburn-
Bowman Community Plan was used to develop the current limits of planned sewer service.
Influent flow and BOD and TSS loadings for existing residential and commercial/industrial
EDUs were scaled up based on the projected growth rates to determine the ADWF needed in
2034 (i.e., 2.7 mgd ADWF) and at buildout (4.0 mg ADWF).

The Placer County General Plan requires limiting expansion of urban communities to areas
where community wastewater treatment systems can be provided to accommeodate planned and
approved growth (Placer County 1994). Anticipated future growth of these communities will
thus be hindered if increased wastewater capacity is not provided.

6.4  Alternatives: Incremental Effects on Water Quality and Socioeconomic Development

Several alternatives were considered that would reduce or eliminate the lowering of water
quality, for certain constituents, resulting from the additional 0.52 mgd of discharge capacity
proposed with the plant expansion. These plant expansion alternatives are:

(1) Higher level of treatment using microfiltration;

(2) Zero discharge (100%) recycling of additional plant capacity;

(3) Flow restricted discharge;

(4) Pollutant source minimization;

(5) Connect to other wastewater facilities in the region (i.e., regionalization); and
(6) Change in drinking water source.

Each alternative was assessed for feasibility in implementation and effectiveness in reducing the
lowering of water quality.
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The costs to implement alternatives can be evaluated three ways: (1) relative to the current
project cost estimate of $87 million; (2) as the increased cost for ratepayers; (3) and the
magnitude of the change in ratepayer costs. The generally higher costs to implement alternatives
would be borne by both existing development and the new development that is requiring the
plant expansion. These higher costs could possibly prohibit some of the socioeconomic growth
for the areca by making it economically impractical for the new development to occur in this area.

6.4.1 Higher Level of Treatment

During the initial design phase, the County and its consulting engineer, Owen Psomas, have not
identified a need for advanced treatment in order to achieve compliance with applicable water
quality objectives. Thus, there are no SMD1 WWTP-specific treatment costs estimates beyond
the planned BPTC facility upgrades (i.e., new flow equalization facilities, new biological nutrient
removal facilities, and a new UV disinfection system).

To provide an order of magnitude estimate for advanced treatment costs in addition to the
proposed project, the experience of another discharger is provided here. Microfiltration is an
advanced filtration technology that provides less contaminant removal than ultrafiltration and
reverse osmosis but also at a lower cost. In 2007, the cost of a 4 mgd microfiltration plant was
estimated to have construction costs of $37 million and engineering and administration costs of
$7.4 million for total estimated costs of $44.4 million while the annual operation and
maintenance costs are estimated to be $2.26 million (RBI 2007a). Since the expanded capacity
of the SMD1 WWTP is 0.52 mgd, the use of microfiltration to mitigate any incremental
degradation of the expansion on Rock and Dry creeks would be at least one eighth the costs
referenced above (i.e., total cost of $5.6 million with annual operation and maintenance costs of
$0.28 million). Note that these costs would be in addition to the planned upgrade/expansion
project costs. This is a conservative estimate since the treatment cost for smaller plants are
generally higher per mgd than for a larger plant, and because these cost estimates were made in
2007 rather than 2009.

6.4.2 Zero Discharge

Zero discharge through 100% recycling of the additional 0.52 mgd of plant capacity would
require increased demand for recycled water and increased storage capacity during the non-
irrigation season. A 1998 report on regionalization identified the southwest portion of Placer
County (i.¢., in the vicinity of the City of Lincoln) for water reuse because of the abundance of
agricultural land requiring irrigation (CH2MHIll 1998). However, no viable water reuse
customers have been identified.

In 1993, the County investigated the possibility of reusing water for a hypothetical golf course
irrigation project. The report estimated that irrigation requirements for a single 18-hole golf
course would be approximately 1 mgd during the summer, and essentially nothing in the winter.
Thus one golf course irrigation project and the associated storage and distribution facilities
would be needed to accommodate the year-round planned plant capacity increase. However, it is
understood that both water purveyors in the SMD1 WWTP vicinity (Nevada Irrigation District
(NID) and Placer County Water Agency (PCWA)) have plentiful water supplies and can sell
water much cheaper than SMD1 could provide it. That said, provided demand existed in the

SMD1 Wastewater Treatment Plant Robertson-Bryan, Inc
Placer County 34 Antidegradation Analysis



vicinity of SMD1 WWTP, it is technically feasible to establish a water reuse project; however, it
is highly likely that the County would have to sell the recycled water at a loss.

In 1993, the construction costs to deliver, not store, recycled water for a hypothetical golf course
located one mile from the WWTP were estimated to be $340,000 with annual operating costs of
$18,000. Using the Engineering News Report (ENR) Construction Cost Indices for 1993 and
October 2009 (5210 and 8596, respectively), this corresponds to an estimated construction cost
in 2009 of $560,000 and annual operating costs of $30,000. The majority of delivery
construction costs are associated with the distribution pipeline. Thus, delivery construction costs
for golf courses at greater distances would increase approximately proportionally with distance
(Placer 1993).

Based on a recent economic analysis (Owen Psomas 2009b), the total project cost to store and
deliver recycled water service to the two largest golf courses in the SMD1 WWTP area
(approximately 150 irrigated acres each is roughly estimated at $25 to $30 million. The majority
of the cost would be associated with the approximately 180 million gallon (MG) seasonal storage
reservoir that would be needed to provide approximately 6 months of storage during the wet
season. Constructing this additional storage is not possible within the limited footprint of the
existing plant. This cost estimate does not include land acquisition costs? or right-of-way
acquisition costs, which could be considerable. Furthermore, it does not include any additional
cost to improved plant performance and certify the effluent meets Title 22 reuse standards. The
annual operations and maintenance cost for the reservoir, pump station, pipelines is estimated at
$0.5 to $1.0 million. These costs are in addition to the proposed project costs. Accordingly, zero
discharge is infeasible due to a lack of recycled water demand, sufficient land to construct the
storage reservoir, and cost.

6.4.3 Flow-restricted Discharge

Flow-restricted discharge was evaluated based on available dilution in the historic dataset for
Rock Creek and further downstream (approximately 2 miles) in Coon Creek. Given the distance
to Coon Creek, any available dilution in Coon Creek would only be applicable for water quality
objectives protecting beneficial uses with longer term averaging periods (e.g, chronic human
health and agricultural). While dilutions above 3:1 could not be evaluated because the maximum
measurable flow was truncated at 8.2 mgd, the analysis summarized in Table 13 showed that 3:1
dilution is available in both water bodies less than a third of the time. Thus, any potential
dilution greater than 3:1 would occur infrequently. Table 13 also indicates that 1:1 dilution is
available in both water bodies greater than 80% of the time.

Perhaps more importantly, a majority of the dates when 3:1 dilution was present in Rock Creek
or Coon Creek were during the summer of 2007, indicating that irrigation flows being conveyed
through Rock Creek was primarily responsible for the dilution. The County has indicated that
flows of 5 cfs in the summer and 3 cfs in the winter from NID conveyed through Rock Creek
have occurred in the past. There is no guarantee that these flows will always be present in the
future, and in fact, they may be discontinued in the near future after completion of the

? The 181 million gallon reservoir with a depth of 10 feet would require 65 acres.
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upgrade/expansion project. Therefore, available dilution in the future could be substantially
lower than indicated in the historic data set.

Based on this information, it is unlikely that flow-restricted discharge would be a viable
alternative to provide greater dilution and limit the use of available assimilative capacity.
Implementation of any flow-restricted discharge would require finding additional land suitable
for expanding storage capacity to accommodate periods of no discharge.

Table 13. Frequency of Dilution Ratios in Rock and Coon Creeks.

Rock Creek 27% 34% 82%
Coon Creek 32% 43% 90%

6.4.4 Pollutant Source Minimization

Pollutant source minimization is an ongoing activity. The County submitted an Industrial
Pretreatment Program (IPP) to monitor and control sources of industrial contaminants entering
the SMD1 sewer collection system to the Regional Water Board and USEPA in September 2005.

6.4.5 Regionalization

Several options for regionalization were considered and presented in a report prepared by
CH2MHill in 1998. These options included connections to a new regional facility southwest of
the City of Lincoln, connections to the City of Lincoln’s facility, and connections to the
Sacramento Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant. These options were evaluated in terms of
costs, impact on local streams, reuse potential, and ease of implementation. The long-term
recommendation from this study was to further consider regionalizing all of Placer County
dischargers into three facilities: Roseville’s Dry Creek and Pleasant Grove WWTPs, and
Lincoln’s WWTP (CH2MHill 1998).

A more detailed and recent regionalization assessment evaluated construction of a pumping
station and wastewater storage facility and regional pipeline to connect to the City of Lincoln’s
WWTP, and expansion of the Lincoln WWTP. This project would expand the capacity available
to SMD1 to 2.05 mgd, with a total potential capacity up to 4.6 mgd allocated to SMD1 in the
future, The total costs of this project are estimated at $141 million and included costs for the
City of Lincoln to expand their plant, costs for the County to reimburse the City for having
oversized the Lincoln Collection system in order to accommodate potential regional wastewater
flows. Annual operations and maintenance costs are estimated at $11.2 million (Placer County
2008). The costs would be an alternative to the proposed project.

SMD1 Wastewater Treatment Plant Robertson-Bryan, Inc
Placer County 36 Antidegradation Analysis



6.4.6 Change in Source Water Supply

The County’s current water source is surface water purchased through NID and Placer County
Water Agency that originates as Sierra snowpack and is taken from the Yuba and Bear River
watersheds or through Lake Spaulding. The source water quality is very high, with low turbidity
and TDS. It is not feasible to find a better quality water source or to change water source as a
means of controlling or improving post-expansion receiving water quality.

6.4.7 Rate Payer Cost Increases

To evaluate alternatives to expanding SMD1 WWTP’s discharge capacity, the County has
calculated the average annual rate increase per customer in the service area. The rate increases
also assumed a fixed average customer consumption rate, fixed financing rate and that no other
funding sources were available to offset the rate increases. Table 14 summarizes the plan
elements for the proposed project and alternatives, construction and operations costs, and the
annual rate increase associated with each of the alternatives discussed above.

Table 14. Summary of costs and annual rate increases for alternatives to expanding Piacer County SMD1
discharge capacity.

Proposed Flow equalization, biclogical nutrient
Upgrade/expansion! removal, & UV disinfection system $87,000,000 §10,321,000 $432
. Microfiltration added to proposed $468
Higher Jevei of freatment oroject $5,600,000 $280,000 ($4321836)
181 million gallon storage, 5 miles of $689
Zero discharge pipeline, customers added to $37,200,000 $960,000 ($4324$257)

proposed project

Flow-restricted

discharge Flow conditions are too infrequent or unreliable to provide any significant benefit,

Pipeling, reimbursements to City of
Regionalization Lincoln for WWTP expansion and $141,000,000 $11,199,095 $816
collection system oversizing

Change in water supply ft is not possible to find a better quality water source than existing sources.

Notes:

* Past cost estimates are based on expansion to 3.0 mgd while current plans are to expand to 2.7 mgd. Given the current costs for
construction and financing, these past cost estimates for 3.0 mgd are representative of current anticipated costs for a 2.7 mgd
expansion.

6.5 Environmental Considerations

Having new development in the region independently treat its wastewater in an effort to
eliminate any incremental degradation of water quality in Rock Creek or Dry Creek would not be
cost-effective, may not reduce loadings to downstream portions of the watershed, and may not
mprove water quality (from a constituent concentration basis) throughout the creeks. Moreover,
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disposal of the new developments’ wastewater elsewhere would not eliminate the need to meet
water quality objectives elsewhere in Rock Creek or Dry Creek, in another surface water body,
or in groundwater. Installation of advanced treatment facilities designed to eliminate all
incremental changes in downstream water quality (e.g., microfiltration or reverse osmosis for a
significant portion of the plant’s flow) would be very costly, and would result in new
environmental concerns associated with increased energy use and brine disposal.

6.6 Socioeconomic Considerations

Placing connection bans on the SMD1 WWTP to prevent increased discharges, thereby
eliminating any incremental change to Rock Creek and Dry Creek water quality, would have
negative socioeconomic effects on the area and would not be in the best interest of the people of
the region or the state, in light of the magnitude of incremental changes to water quality that are
expected as a result of plant expansion from 2.18 to 2.7 mgd (ADWF) with concurrent treatment
upgrades.

Should the incremental changes in Rock Creek and Dry Creek water quality characterized herein
(which could occur as a result of accommodating planned and approved growth within the
SMD1 WWTP service area) be disallowed, such action would: 1) force future developments to
find alternative methods for disposing of wastewater, 2) require adding microfiltration or a
reverse-osmosis treatment processes to a significant portion of flow at the SMD1 WWTP, and
possibly other plant expansions/upgrades, to eliminate the increment for all constituents from the
additional discharge rate, or 3) prohibit planned and approved development within and adjacent
to the SMD1 WWTP service area.

The County will continue to operate a treatment plant that meets BPTC. Any potential for
discharges to cause exceedances of adopted water quality criteria/objectives would be effectively
addressed through the NPDES permit renewal process, thereby being addressed in a timely
manner. Thus, resulting downstream water quality within Rock Creek and Dry Creek would not
cause a nuisance and would continue to be protective of all beneficial uses under the proposed
upgrade/expansion project.

7 ANTIDEGRADATION ANALYSIS FINDINGS

This section addresses each of the five items identified in state implementation guidance for
antidegradation analysis for NPDES permits.

1. The water quality parameters and beneficial uses which will be affected by the
proposed action and the extent of the impact.

Section 3.1 details the beneficial uses of Rock and Dry creeks. The extent of water
quality impacts from the proposed plant upgrade/expansion project are assessed in
Section 4.5, through tables and discussion, and summarized below.

The extent of impacts from SMD1 WWTP’s proposed increased discharge capacity were
primarily assessed on the basis of assimilative capacity utilization — on a mass balance
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approach for all constituents and, additionally for bioaccumulative constituents, on a
mass loading basis.

The water quality of Rock and Dry creeks, with respect to chemical constituents, pH, and
turbidity would remain better than necessary to fully protect beneficial uses. Resulting
temperature and DO conditions in Rock and Dry creeks are expected to remain at levels
throughout the year that would be protective of beneficial uses; however, further
assessment of these parameters may be warranted. For all of the constituents assessed,
any lowering of Rock Creek and Dry Creek water quality would be minor and would use
less than 10% of available assimilative capacity (Tables 5, 6, 8, and 9).

The incremental increase in discharge would not significantly lower water quality for any
constituent in Rock and Dry creeks, relative to that which would occur under the current
permitted capacity for the SMD1 WWTP. The incremental increase in discharge would
not lead to significant increase in mass loading of bioaccumulative constituents such as
mercury or other conserved constituents such as total dissolved solids. Total dissolved
solids are expected to decrease as the WWTP converts from a chlorine-based disinfection
process to U.V. disinfection. In short, no beneficial uses of Rock Creek, Dry Creek or
downstream waters are anticipated to be adversely affected by the planned expansion.

2. The scientific rationale for determining that the proposed action will or will not
lower water quality.

Sections 4.1 through 4.4 detail the scientific rationale for determining if lowering of
water quality occurs. This rationale is based on federal (Section 2.1.1) and State (Section
2.2.3) guidance and tracks the use of assimilative capacity to link changes in water
quality to the beneficial uses to be protected.

Generally, the relevant water quality standards are concentration-based in order to
prevent exceedances of concentration-based exposure thresholds. Critical flows and
representative water quality measurements were criteria-dependent (i.e. shorter
representative averaging periods for acute effects as compared to long-term human health
criteria).

The nature of downstream water bodies may facilitate extended residence time or
deposition of contaminants. Therefore, for bioaccumulative constituents, mass loadings
were also considered in assessing potential lowering of water quality from increased
SMD1 WWTP discharge.

Incremental change in water quality that would occur in Rock and Dry creeks due to an
increase in the SMD1 WWTP discharge rate from 2.18 mgd ADWF, the current
permitted discharge rate, to 2.7 mgd ADWF were quantitatively identified,

3. A description of the alternative control measures that were considered,

Six alternatives were considered that would reduce or eliminate the lowering of water
quality resulting from the additional 0.52 mgd of discharge capacity proposed with the
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plant expansion. These plant expansion alternatives are listed below, and are described in
detail in Section 6.2.

Higher level of treatment vsing microfiltration

Zero discharge (100%) recycling of additional plant capacity
Flow restricted discharge

Pollutant source minimization

Connect to City of Lincoln Wastewater Treatment Plant

Change in drinking water source

4. A description of the socioeconomic evaluation.

To assess potential lowering of Rock and Dry creeks water quality, a mass balance, and
where appropriate, a mass loading assessment of the use of available assimilative
capacity was made. No constituents exceeded the 10% significance threshold or, for
other reasons, triggered a detailed socioeconomic analysis and consideration of
alternatives to the potential water quality impacts. Nevertheless, a socioeconomic
analysis was provided to facilitate weighing the benefits of the non-significant lowering
of water quality that may occur. The objective of the socioeconomic analysis is to
determine if the lowering of Rock Creek and Dry Creek water quality is in the “best
interest” of the people of the State.

The socioeconomic evaluation considered:

The social benefits and costs based on the ability to accommodate socioeconomic
development in the Placer County General Plan.

Finding: Given the current infrastructure in place, future development in the
service area also would rely on the County and the SMD1 WWTP for wastewater
collection, treatment, and recycled water services. The expansion of the SMD1
WWTP from its current 2.18 mgd ADWF permitted capacity to 2.7 mgd ADWF
would accommodate planned and approved growth in the surrounding areas.
Placing connection bans on the SMD1 WWTP to prevent increased discharges,
thereby eliminating any incremental change to Rock Creek and Dry Creek water
quality, would have negative effects on important socioeconomic development in
the area. Should the incremental changes in Rock Creek and Dry Creek water
quality characterized herein be disallowed, such action would: 1) force future
developments to find alternative methods for disposing of wastewater, 2) require
adding microfiltration or a reverse-osmosis treatment processes to a significant
portion of flow at the SMD1 WWTP, and possibly other plant expansions/upgrades,
to eliminate the increment for all constituents from the additional discharge rate, or
3) prohibit planned and approved development within and adjacent to the SMD1
WWTP service area.
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= The magnitude of the change in water quality from existing conditions, the water
quality impacts, and expected effects on beneficial uses of Rock and Dry creeks and
downstream waters.

Finding: No constituents formally triggered a detailed socioeconomic analysis
since use of available assimilative capacity was less than ten percent. Furthermore,
all applicable water quality criteria/objectives are anticipated to be met and all
beneficial uses protected by the improved effluent quality of the upgraded and
expanded plant. With the higher 2.7 mgd discharge rate, some constituents would
have either an improvement (i.e., lowered creek concentration) or little to no change
in creek concentrations or mass loading downstream of the discharge.

* The feasibility and effectiveness of reducing the lowering of water quality by
implementing alternatives to lowering of Rock Creek and Dry Creek water quality.

Finding: An evaluation of several alternatives, and their effects on water quality
impacts and beneficial use protection, did not identify any feasible alternative
control measure that more effectively would accommodate the planned and
approved growth that would result from implementing the alternative, relative to
implementing the proposed project (i.e., planned upgrade/expansion). For example,
regionalizing the entire discharge is the most effective alternative to prevent
lowering of water quality in Rock and Dry creeks, but it comes with the greatest
cost. Regionalization of the entire discharge would remove approximately 35% of
the average monthly flow in Rock Creek and more than 25% of the average
monthly flow in Dry Creek, move potential water quality impacts further
downstream in the same watershed, and cost approximately 50% more than the
estimated cost of the proposed increased discharge project.

* The economic costs for alternatives and assessed alternative costs against the
current project expansion cost estimate of $87 million, the increased cost for
ratepayers, and the magnitude of the change in ratepayer costs.

Finding: In general, the cost to implement alternatives would be distributed to
ratepayers based on need to address existing versus expansion-related water quality
issues. New development, that requires plant expansion for capacity, and existing
development, which requires increased treatment to meet applicable water quality
objectives, would equally share costs associated with additional capacity, thereby
possibly prohibiting some of the important socioeconomic growth for the area by
making it economically impractical for the new development to occur and further
increasing the cost to existing customers to upgrade the plant. The additional costs
for implementing alternatives ranged up to 50% more than the estimated costs for
the proposed expansion of discharge capacity. For the four viable alternatives, the
annual rate increase for new and existing customers ranged from $432 to $816 as
compared to the proposed project.
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5. The rationale for determining that the proposed action is or is not justified by
socioeconomic considerations.

The expansion of the SMD1 WWTP from its current 2.18 mgd ADWF permitted capacity
to 2.7 mgd ADWF would accommodate planned and approved growth in the neighboring
areas. Having new development in the region independently treat its wastewater in an
effort to eliminate any incremental degradation of water quality in Rock and Dry creeks
would not be cost-effective, may not reduce loadings to downstream portions of the
watershed (e.g., Sacramento River), and may not improve water quality (from a
constituent concentration basis) throughout Rock and Dry creeks. Moreover, disposal of
the new development’s wastewater elsewhere may simply cause similar and possibly new
forms of degradation elsewhere in Rock and Dry creeks, in other surface waterbodies, or
in groundwater.

The SMD1 WWTP has sought to identify customers for use of recycled water. Currently
prospective customers can obtain water from NID at a cheaper cost, however, the County
will continue to pursue potential recycled water use opportunities in the future, thereby
minimizing discharges to surface waters. The County will continue to operate a
treatment train that meets and exceeds BPTC and will facilitate greater use of recycled
water, upon demand for such water developing in the area. Any potential for discharges
to cause exceedances of adopted water quality criteria/objectives would be effectively
addressed through the NPDES permit renewal process, thereby being addressed in a
timely manner. Thus, resulting downstream water quality within Rock and Dry creeks
would not cause a nuisance and would continue to be protective of all beneficial uses
within the creek, as well as uses of downstream waters.

Section 6.2 considered several alternatives and found them infeasible for cost or logistic
concerns or both, when compared to the proposed action of increased SMD 1 WWTP
discharge. Installation of advanced treatment designed to eliminate all incremental
changes in downstream water quality would be very costly, and would result in new
environmental concerns associated with increased energy use and brine disposal. Placing
connection bans on the SMD1 WWTP to prevent the non-significant degradation of water
quality would have direct adverse effects on important socioeconomic development
approved for the region, which, in turn, would adversely affect the County’s future rate
payer and tax base.

Based on the assessment contained herein, it is determined that the SMD1 WWTP
upgrade and expansion project will operate to meet the highest statutory and regulatory
NPDES requirements which result in the best practicable treatment and control of the
discharge necessary to assure that a water quality nuisance will not occur and that
beneficial uses are fully protected. The limited degradation in receiving water quality
that may occur as a result of planned discharge expansion is not significant and would
accommodate important socioeconomic development in the service area while
maintaining full protection of the Rock Creek and Dry Creek beneficial uses. An
evaluation of several alternatives, and their effects on water quality impacts and
beneficial use protection did not identify any feasible alternative control measure that
more effectively would accommodate the planned and approved growth that would result
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from implementing the alternative, relative to implementing the planned
upgrade/expansion project.

Based on the analysis contained herein, the anticipated water quality changes in Rock and
Dry creeks will be consistent with state and federal antidegradation policies, will be to
the important socioeconomic benefit to the people of the region, be to the maximum
benefit of the people of the State, and will not result in water quality less than that
prescribed in the policies that are required to prevent a nuisance or that are required to
protect beneficial uses.
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Appendix A

Rock Creek, Effluent, and Dry Creek Flow Rates






ngi myd : : d A 194 :

7/1/2006 29; 13711 02| | 8152008 3 144 0.01| | 9/29/2008), 3] 138 0.3
7/2/2006 28] 1.8 0.5} | 8/16/2006 3]  143<] 001 | 9/30/2006] 4 1.3 03
7/3/2006 3 134 0.3} | 8/17/2006 03] 141 01 | 1o/20081]  37] 1.4 0.3
7/4/2006 3 125 0.3} | 8/18/2006 3] 143 0.3| | 10/2/2006]  39] 1.42 0.3
7/5/2006 21 136 0.3} | 819/2006]| 22 14 0.02] | 10/3/2006 44 1.4 05
7/62006 14 136 03} | gl20/2006]| 24 187 0.02] | 10/4/2006 34  1.39] 1.1
7/7/2006 05{ 135 0.3} | 8/21/2006] 3l 1.43<]  0.01] | 10/5/2006 7] 1.8 1
7/8/2006 32{ 132 004 | 8/22/2006]]  24] 145j<]  001) | 10/6/2006] 44  141] 0.8
7/9/2006 3p 1251 | 007/ | 8/23/2006]] 25 145 0.3 | 10/7/2006 40 136} | 0.8
7/10/2006 34/ 135 0.4} | 8i24i2008; 18 141 0.01} | 10/8/2006{| 39| 131} 0.8
7/11/2006 8 135l<; 0011 | 8/25/2006 18] 136 0.01} | 10/9/2006 49| 138 0.9
7M2/2006)] 298]  1.89|<] 001} | 8/26/2006 26] 144 0.3} {10/10/2006] | 7| 1451 0.8
71312008 29]  145)<] 001} | 8/27/2006]]  25f 1.4 0.3] [10A1/2008]]  49]  1.87] ; 0.4
714/20060 | 33 141 0.1} | 8/28/2006 3 144 0.3] |10/12/2008 51 139 | 03
7/15/2006 31 182 002 | 829/2006)1  29] 14 ; 03| |10/13/2008|} 54|  1.37] 0.5
7/16/2006 32 13 003} | 8/30/2006{| 35  1.42] 04| [t0/442008]]  34] 131] | 03
TI17/2008 3 14{<{ 001 | &31/2008]] 39 14| 0.3 [10115/2008[] 39  1.34] | 0.3
7/18/2006 C 30 1A1k] 001! | 9/1/2008 03]  1.39] 03] |10/16/2006 213 141 0.3
7119/2006 3] 1.34<l 001 | oo08]] 34]  1.44] 0.3] 10/17/2006; 29, 138/ 03
7/20/2008 3 1.35)<] 001} | 9/3/2008]; 42 132 0.4] 10/18/2008 34i 133 0.3
7/21/2006;] 3] 144 0.4} | 9/4/2008 39] 136j<| 001 10/192006;] 34 138 03
7/22/2006 3 143 0.02) | 9/5/2006] 39 148 0.2 [10/202006]  34] 1.3 03
7/23/2006 28] 149] | 004} | 9/6/2006 39] 136 0.1] [10/21/2008 39] 1.38] 0.1
7/24/2008 3] 14df<i  001; | 9/7/2008]]  39]  1d4l<]  001] 10222008 18] 1.36 0.1
7/25/2006 3] 141  001] | 9/872006/]  39]  147]<]  001] [10/23/2008]{ 44 1.34] 0.1
7/26/2008) 3]  1.45<|  001F | 9/9/2006 42{  141j<] 001} [10/24/2006{|  3.9] 147 0.1
7/27/2008] 31 1471|001 | 910/2006 39; 138)<{ 001 [10/25/2006]] 49] 135 { 004
7128/2006 3 147i<| 001, | 9711/20061) 39] 148 03 [10726/20061| 7| ~ 1.36! 0.1
7/29/20065 81 1370l 0.01) | 9122006{]  3.9]  1.39; 0.1] {Ho27/2008{| 39 132 01
7/30/20061 22|  1.34]<i  001] | 9/13/2006 39 144 0.3 |10/28/2006]| 39  131] ; 3
7/31/2006 3] 143]<] 0,01} | 9/14/2006 39 145 0.1 |10720/2008|| 49 129 0.07
~ 8/1/2006 21]  143l<]  0.01] | 915/2006 39]  1.39] 01| [10/30/2008}| 44|  1.31] 0.1
8/2/2006 3]  1.33]<] 001 | 916/2008{] 34 135 05| [10/31/2008]| 48] 1.33)] o7
8/3/2006 2.5 145} 001) | 917/2008]]  32]  1.34 04| | 11/1/2008[; 47| 1.36] 0.1
8/4/2006 05] 1.38}<{ 001 | 9182006] 39 144 01 | 1122008 34| 156 0.1
8/5/2006 23| 142j<| 001} | 9192006 39] 142 03] | 11/32008;  3.9; 03
8/6/2006; 3] 1.39)<] 001 | 9/20/2006 39]  1.38 01 | 1u4008] 11] 138 038
8/7/2006 347 148l 001) | 921/2006f 4] 142 0.1 | 11/5/2008 o] 137l | 08
8/8/2006; 3 144 0.3 | 9/22/2008{]  44] 1.4 0.27 | 11/6/2006 18] 14 0.3
8/9/2006 3 151§ ] 0.3; | 9/23/2006 341 141 o.1] [ 11/7/2008)] 08 1.37] 0.3
8/10/2006]) 3] 184 0.3] | 9/24/2006 44t 133 01| | 11/8i2006;] 18]  1.43] | 007
8/11/2006 3 145 0.3} | 9/25/2006 41] 1381 02l | 11/9/2008{]  08]  1.34] | 0.1
8/12/2006 al 136 0.04] | 9262006}  44] 145 031 [1110/2006{{ 08 139 0.3
8/13/2008 I IRES 0.04] | 927/2006]]  44] 142 031 {11/11/2008{]  0.8]  1.39 0.3
graeoosii 34 A4l oot} [oescooe[! a9 14t ] od [tzmooe[| o8] tar o8
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11/13/2006]] 1.8 145 0.6] |12/28/2008 3 2 24| [2movr]] 82| 513 8.2
11/14/2006 2.1 1.48 0.7: 12/29/2006 4 174 25| | 2112/2007 4.9 2.845> 8.2
11/15/2006 2.5 1.4 0.8] |12/30/2006 3 1.6 1.8 2/13!20071 7 3.033>: 8.2
11/16/2006 25] 145 0.5{ 112/31/2006 25{ 154 1.3] | 2/14/2007; 49] 234] 7.4
1 1_._’17."2006 2.5 1.42 0.3 1112007 2.6 1.47 1.3] | 2H5/2007, 4.4 2.08 44
11/18/2006 34 1.41 0.3 | 1/2/2007{ 3 1.53 1.3 | 2/16/20074 3 1.95 34
11.’19.’2_006 2.1 1.38 0.3 11312007 39 1.68] 1.3] | 2/17/2007, 28 1.83] | 2.5
11/20/2006 21 1.41 ¢.3 1/4{2007 8.2 2.07§ > 8.2 |21 8;'2007 2.1 1.7 2.1
11/21/2008 25 137] 0.3] | 1/5/2007 44] 186 34] | 2/1922007] 3 1.72] 2.1
11/22/2006 21 144 0.3) | 1/6/2007 5.9 1.7 25! | 22002007 27  1.65] | 2.1
1/23/2006(] 3] 132 0.5] | 1/7/2007 3] 158 15] | 2/21/2007 3 1.62] 18
11/24/2006 241 1.29 050 | 1/8/2007 34| 164 15] | 2/22/2007 82] 225 8.2
11/25/2006]; 25!  1.33 0.30 | 1/9/2007 28] 156 15] | 2/23/2007 54 21| 82
11/26/2006 39] 136 13! | 1/10/2007 34] 158 0.8 | 224/2007|]  82{ 1.91] | 3.9
11/27/2006]1 54  1.38 0.3} | 111172007 34f 151 140 | 22502007]] 82 332> 8.2
11/28/2006 34 137 031 | 1/12/2007 34 144 11} | 226/2007]] 82 421p 8.2
11/29/2006 25 136 0.3 | 113/2007 3] 151 141 | 227/2007]] 8.2  3.28]> 8.2
11/30/2006 21 136 03] | 1/14/2007 3 14r 1} | 282007]] 82 343> 8.2
12/1/2006 211 137 0.3] | 171512007 3 15 08 | a7y 7l 27p] 82
12/2/2006 25 137 0.5! | 1/16/2007 31 1440 | 1] | 82007 651 213 7.6
12/3/2008 2] 1.36] | 0.3} | 1/17/2007{; 3] 143 14] | 83200731  59) 208/] 59
12/4/2006 25]  135] 0.5! | 1/18/2007]. 3 142 25 1 3/4/2007 48| 1951 | 47
12/5/2006 25 1.3 0.3! [ 1/19/2007 21] 141 21| | 3/5/2007{] 14| 18811 34
12/6/2006f] 2|  1.32 0.3] | 1/20/2007 3l 44| 1] | 36007 1 18] 3
12/7/2006 28] 131] | 05] | 1/21/2007 28] 1371 ] 09| | 37007 49  1.76] | 25
12/8/2006; o8] 132]{ 05 | 1222007)) 27 135 | 0.8] | 3/82007 39 1.7 25
12/9/2006; 8.2 18 3 | 1/23/2007]]  25] 146 0.9 | am2007|] 38| 173 ] 21
12102006 | 82| 194] T 49 [fe4cor]| 8 1e7] | o8] | Mo007|] 66| 161j| 18
12/11/2008 34] 166 251 | 1/25/2007 3l 182 05| | 3007t 7| 18] 18
1212/20065] 82 2331 §  44] | 1/26/2007 3] 135 | 05 | 8/12/2007; 59| 165 18
12/13/2006 82]  236]>i 82 | 127/2007{| 28 14 05| | 3132007 48]  1.63) 18
12142006(] 44 185 3 | weseoorf| s 13l | o8| [a42007]| a4] 156 | 18
12/15/2006; 8.5 18] { 25 | 1292007} 26 14 08] | 352007 54 156 25
t2re2006]]  36] 18] 8] [ soz007f[ sl 137 o8| {amepoor] 2t] 162 ] 3
12/17/2006] 3 15111 1.4] | 173172007 2.5 131 1 08| | 817/2007, 18] 151 3
12/18/2008] 3l 1852 0.7 | 2/1/2007 34] 1.3 0.8| | 3182007)|  14] 14911 34
12/19/2006] 28]  146] 1 08 | 2/2/2007 3.4 1471 08 i 319/2007]| 54 15 1.8
12/20/2006{| 25| 145 0.7} | 2/3/2007; 3 1.3 0.8 | 320/2007{| 21 156] | 14
12/21/2006 65 174 1 14 | 204/2007] 3 132 {  06] | 3R1/2007 25/ 153 14
12/22/2006 39] 188 441 | 2/52007]] 28] 139 0.6] | 3/22/2007{] 25| 151 | 1.1
12/23/2006{| 39  1.65] 251 | 2820071 221 138 0.5] | 3/23/2007 211 1.54] 1.1
12/24/2008 29| 156 1 14f | 2meoo7]] 211 154 03] | 3/24/2007 210 147] 1.1
12/25/_2006_ 3.4 1.37 1.1 2/8/2007{ 3 1.65 1.1 3/25/2007 2.1 1.5 0.9
12/26/2006 3 1.68 1.1 2_/9/2007 : 8.2 2,821 8.2; | 3/26/2007 2 1.63] | 0.8
1272006 8] 284 82 | aooor|] 2] | stib| 82 | yemoorii 28] 186 | 25
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3/28/2007 28! 155 19} | sM22007]] 82 147 08| | 6/26/2007 82{ 138 0.1
3/29/2007 34 1.5 2.1 513/2007 6.5 1.39; 0.9 | 6/27/2007 8.2 137 0.1
3/30/2007 3.4 1.63 1.8 5/14!2_007 ; 77 1,371 1.1 6/28/2007; 8.2 1.42. 0.1
3/31/2007 3.1 1.6 3.90 | 616/2007 8.2 1.4 1.1 6/29/2007 8.2 1.4; 0.5
4fif2007 38 1.46 1.4} | 5/16/2007{; 7.6 1.41 1.1 6/30/2007 82 1.81] 0.3
41212007 4.4 15 1.8t | 5/17/20071 82 1.371 0.8 7.’1;'2007} 8.2 1,29, 03
4/83/2007 31 1.45 0.8: | 5/18/2007]: 8.2 1.34] 0.8 71212007 8.2 1,83 0.3
4/4/2007 8.2 1.48 1.1 5/19/2007 8.2 1.37 0.8 71312007 | 8.2 1.38 03
4/5/2007] 82|  1.48 08 | 502007 7] 133 07] | 742007  82] 1331 | 03
4/6/2007 8.2] 1.4% 0.8 : 5/21/2007 82 1.31 0.5 71512007 82 141 | 0.3
4/7/2007 82| 15 08] | 5l22jo07]] 78] 1.39 0.8 | 7/6/2007 82 145 0.3
4/8/2007 g2 137 0.7} | 5/23/2007 g2] 138 15 | 77712007 82 1373 08
4/9/2007 82{ 141 05! | 5/24/2007(] 71 139 111 | 7/8/2007 82 135 0.3
41072007 78] 143 0.5 | 5/25/2007 82] 134 08 | 7o2007|] 82| 1371 | 001
4/11/2007{ | 8.2 1.43 1.2 5/26_/2007 8.2 1.42: 0.3 | 710/2007); 8.2 1.41 0.3
4422007)1  82] 1.4 115 5272007{1  82{ 1420 | 04l [7m2007];  B2] 143 | 05
4132007  82] 138 2.5] | 5/28/2007|] 82|  1.43] 0.5) | 7122007]] 82| 1.44] 0.5
4/14/2007 82{ 148 25 | 5/29/2007| 82| 137 0.5) | 7/13/2007 82 1411] 08
4{15/2007 82 1.43 3 | 5/30/2007 82 1.37 0.3] | 714/2007;) 8.2 1.32 03
41162007 82| 145 211 | 5/31/2007]|  82] 134 05| | 7/15/2007}] 82| 125 0.3
4172007 82 144 | 25| | efp007]] 82 138 0.5] | 716/2007;{ 8.2  1.39 0.1
4/18/2007 741 1.33] 110 | e/e007| 82 136 08 | 747/20071] 82 14]1 01
4/19/2007 82| 1.9 143 | 6/3/20074] 71 129 07] | 71820073 82| 143] ] 02
4/20/2007 8.2 1.34 0.8 6/4/2007 8.2 1.32 0.5 7/19;‘2007; 8.2 14 0.1
421/2007)] 82| 143 08 | 6520077  82f 135 ] 03] | 7/20/007}] 82 14] 03
412212007 8.2 2.62{> 8.2 6/6/20071: 8.2 1.33; 1 7/21/2007; 8.2 1.37] 0.1
432007 82 179 44; | em2oo7) 76l 139 |  oel | 7ezeoor|] 82l 13l o
4/24/2007 8.2 1.63 2.1 6/8/_'2007 8.2 1.4 0.5¢ | 7/23/2007, 82 128 0.1
a25i2007) 82| 161} 211 | eweo07|| 82l 7] | 05 |7lwe007]] 82l 18] ]  of
4/26/2007 82 154 21 | 610/2007){ 82| 136 0.4 | 7/25/2007{{ 82| 1.42] | 0.3
4lz7i2007)] 82 151 21, | etteo07|]  82f 134 03 | 726/2007]] 82| 13]] 04
4/28/2007 82| 159 18 | 6/12/2007 82]  1.35 0.4i | 7/27/2007|] 82  1.35] | 0.8
4/29/2007]| 82 145| 1 13! | 6132007]]  82]  1.34; 03] | 7/28/2007|{ 82| 1.29] | 0.8
4/30/2007 8.2 15 110 | 61420075  82]  1.39] 0.5] | 7/29/2007|{  82{  134] | 0.8
5/1/2007 82| 146 0.8 | 6/152007]] 82 133 0.3 | 7/30/2007|] 1.8 14 0.7
5/2/2007 82|  1.63 2.9; | 6/16/2007 82  1.33 030 | 7/312007|] 19 4] 08
5/3/2007 8.2 1,52 2.1 6/17/2007 8.2 1.27] 0.2 8/1/2007: 1.8 1.36 0.3
5/4/2007 82{ 158 2.1} | 6/18/2007 82 138 03] | 8/2/2007 21  143)] 03
5/5/2007 8.2 15 1.8; | 6/19/2007 8.2 1.43) 0.3 8/3/2007 82| 142 5 0.8
5/6/2007 82 139 | 08! | 6/20/2007 82 149 0.1] | 8/4/2007] 82 185 1.1
5/7/2007 82 146 0.8; | 6/21/2007 g2l 135 02| | 8/5/2007 820 134 ] 04
5/8/2007 8.2 1.44 08 B/22/2007 8.2 1.41 0.3 8/6/2007" 82 1,39 0.6
5/9/2007 82j 138 131 | 612320074 82| 1.34 03| | 87/2007 82| 141 0.8
5M10/2007 7.6 1.4 0.8; | 6/24/2007] 8.2 1.32 0.2 8/8/2007 82 1.41 1.1
 5/11/2007 6.5  1.39 08 |6/s007]] 82l 133]| 01 | sgeo07i] 82|  14[] 08
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8/10/2007 8.2 14 0.8} | 9/24/2007{] 82} 141 0.3} | 11/8/2007 3| 144 5.9
811/2007)|  82] 134 0.8} | 9/25/2007 82 138 0.5] | 11/9/2007 82 14
8/12/2007 82| 13 0.6] | 9/26/2007 82 138 05] [1410/2007| 82| 147}
8/13/2007 82y 139 0.4} | 9/27/2007 82 139 02 [1t11/2007] 82| 194
8/14/2007 82 139 0.3} | 9/28/2007 82 139 0.5} |11112/2007 82| 166 |
8/15/2007 821 137 1.1} | 9/29/2007 82] 133 0.3} |11/13/2007 34] 149
8/16/2007 82  1.36] | 0.8: | 9/30/2007 82 134 0.5} |11/14/2007 34 1.44]
8/17/2007 82l 138 0.81 | 10/1/2007 82y 139 | 0.3} |11/15/2007 4.4 15
8/18/2007 821 135 0.8} | 10/2/2007 82 134 0.1} [11/16/2007, 44) 141
819/2007{| 821 137 : 1.1} | 10/3/2007 82] 139 0.4} [1117/2007|1  44] 187
8/20/2007 82  144] 0.8 | 10/42007{|  82] 144 03] |11182007{] 82 1.33]
Bie12007), 82 141 1| 10572007 8.2 14 0.3} 11192007 82 1My
8/22/2007]: 8.2 143 0.8; | 10/6/2007]| 82] 1.35 03| [11/20/2007]{  82] 139] |
8/23/2007)0 8.2 144 1.4, | 10/7/2007 82 134 03] [11/21/2007{] 8.2 1.4] |
8/242007|;  82] 142 1.1 | 10/8/2007 82| 142] ; 0.3 [11/2220071]  82]  1.28]
8/25/2007)} 82  1.36] | 141 | 10/9/2007 g2] 141) | 03| ni/2seo07)] 82|  1.29] |
8/26/2007 82| 137 1.4} [10/10/2007 82| 165 14| 11724120074 82|  1.33] |
8/27/2007 82 14 1 |10/11/2007 82]  146) | 08| 111/25/2007; 82| 136
8/28/2007 82| 144 1.1 |[10/12/2007 82 151 050 111/26/2007 82 142)]
8/29/2007 82  1.44] | 0.8) [10/13/2007 82]  145] 05| 111/27/2007 82 139 |
8/30/2007 82] 147) ]  05[ |101422007]|  59] 142 03| H1/28/2007{| 44 1361
8/31/2007 82 147 0.3t [10/15/2007] 3l 1440 | 03] [11/2902007 34  1.34] |
9/1/2007 82] 1.4 0.3) [10/16/2007{| 49 1.85] 0.3 11/30/2007 49] 135 |
9/2/2007 82| 132 1.1 10772007  37] 148 0.3] | 12/1/2007 44] 134
9/3/2007;| 82| 141} |  08] |10/18/2007 39] 140 03] | 12/2/2007 39! 1371
9/4/2007 82f 143 05 |1019/2007)|  34]  1.66] 0.3 | 12/3/2007 44f 141}
9/5/2007] | 82 1381 | 04l [10/20/2007}|  85] 163 1.4] | 12/4/2007] 54 1471
9/6/2007 82 1.4 03 |10/21/2007)]  3.9]  1.44] 0.3 | 12/5/2007 33 14
97/2007|| 82 141} ] 05i [10/22/2007] 3 148 0.2} | 12/6/2007] B2, 167]
9/8/2007 82{ 1.8 0.5; [10/23/2007;| 8] 148 0.2 | 1272007 821 344 8.2
9/9/2007{) 82  1.39{ | 0.5 |10/24/2007{|  35]  1.44] 0.2} | 12/8/2007 59)  1.86] | 3.9
9110/2007 82 142 05] 10125020071  44)  137{ 0.3} | 12/9/2007 49, 161|149
911/2007{|  82{ 1.42 0.5 [10/26/2007] 3] 146 0.3} [12/10/2007; 25 158 |
9/12/2007 8.2 1.4 0.7} (10/27/20071 3 142 0.3 [12/11/2007(: 39| 148 |
913/2007{|  82] 1.46] { 08 0282007 27] 134] | 0.3} [12/12/2007 35|  1.45] |
911412007 82) 143 ] 08 1002002007} 21} 148 03| |1213/2007 5 = 44] 1441 |
9/15/2007 82 142] |  08] 10/30/2007} 3 141 0.3} [12/14/2007 44  141]
9/16/2007 8.2 141 08] 110/31/2007 59  1.41] 0.8] [12/15/2007(| 44| 141] |
9/17/2007 82] 146 08 | 11/1/2007{] 21} 142 1.4} |12/16/2007 41]  1.42] |
9/18/2007{] 82| 144]1 05! | 11722007 21 139 14| [12/17/2007 8.2 1.9] |
919/2007] 82 143 041 | 11/3/2007]|  21f 1.33 1.4] |12/18/2007 82| 331
- 9/20/2007 82 142 05] | 11/4/2007 21 132 58] [12/19/2007 82| 248
9/21/2007 82 139 05 ' 11/522007]| 18 136 5.9 |12/20/2007, 82|  3.79) 8.2
9/22/2007)% 82 1.39 0.5 | 11/6/2007 18] 146 59| |12/21/2007, 65 224 7
oesnoor|| e2f v | s Trimeoer]] 8] vl | [eeomoor]] sal  ret[] 89|
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12/23/2007] 41 175 231 | 2/6/2008 54{  2.11] 5.9] | 3/22/2008 37]  1.45]
1212412007 39 1.69 21 21712008 44 1.98 4,41 : 3/23/2008 4 121
12/25/2007 5 1.4 ~ 2/8/2008 4.4 1.85 3.9 | 3/24/2008 3.4 15
12/26/2007 49 1.59 2/9/2008 3.4 1.75 3.4) | 3252008 2.5 1.49
1202712007 4.9 1.56 210/2008 3.4 1.66 2.8| | 3/26/2008 3 1.48
12/28/2007 4.9] 1.54 2111/2008 | 35 1.69 2.5 | 3/27/2008; 27 1.45
;12;’29;’2007 4.9 1.66 21122008 3.4 1.63 341 | 3/28/2008, 3.4 1.48
i12;'30;’2007 43 1.72 2113/2008 286 25 3.’29.’2008: 82y 162
12/31/2007 44]  185] 214/2008{] 28] 156 22] | 3/30/2008] 25|  1.49]
111/2008 5.4 1.5 2A5/2008 34 1.54 2,21 | 3/31/2008 2.5 1.49i
1/22008]]  47] 185 onepoos|| 34l tsi [ 2ol [ anieoos]] 3| 149
11312008 4.9 1.65 2117/2008 25 1.44 : 4/2/2008 26 146
1/4/2008]|  82] 335 21182008 28] 152 43/2008{] 27| 194
1/5/2008 82 394> 82 | 219p008]| 26 4/4/2008] 25 147
1/6/2008{ |  82] 322 82 | 2202008]| 59 45020081 25| 144
L 1/7/2008 78] 250 8.2 | 2/21/2008]| 34 4/6/2008]] 25| 144
1/8/2008 51 256 4.9% | 2/22/2008 54;  1.88 47i2008{] 74| 148
1/9/2008 82| 267> 8.2t | 2/23/2008 49 1.86 4/8/2008] 7] 145
1/10/2008 6.5 2.33 59 2/24/2008 8.2 278 492008 3.1 1.47
1/11/2008 49 2.1 39! | 2252008 58] 254 | 410/2008]] 21| 145
1/12/2008 49 195 3.9, | 2i262008]] 49 209 4/11/2008 34 141
1/13/2008 4 178 3.1 | 2/27/2008 42|  1.94 4/12/2008] 34| 127
1114/2008]| 47| 178 212812008 4 188 4/13/2008] 26| 139
1115/2008 3.8 1.69 2.’29/2_008 - 34 1.85] 4/14/2008 25 1.45
1/16/2008 38 18] 3/1/2008 34 169 | 4/15/2008, 25| 142
1/17/2008 38 157{ 3/2/20081  2.9] 166 4/16/2008 25 1.4
dnepoce]] 59 187 gaoosl] 27 168 47008 3 145
1/19/2008 59 149 3/4/20081, 25| 159 4182008]| 81| 145
tr202008[| 22 144 aspovel| 28] 187 Langooo8]| 23] 13
1/21/2008 2.5 1.57 3/6.’2_0_08 - 23 1.56 4/20/2008 31 1.34
ti2rpo08]] 24] " vssf| 1 Tamocslf s 18] pvao08]| 31 143
1/23/2008 49 1.695> 8.2 3!8/2008 : 2.8 1,53 4/22/2008 38 1.45
ve008| 82| 218l 1 [ asoos]] 28] 1sef ai23i2008]| 39 148
1/25/2008 5.9 1.95{> 8.2 31’_10;'2008 _ 3 1.54 4/24/2008 3.9 1.35
1/26/2008 59  206>] 82} | 11/2008]| 34|  1.54f 4/25/2008; 39 138
1/27/2008 7 2.36 312120083 ) 25 1.53; 4!26;’20_(_}8: 3.9 1.35
1/28/2008 6.5 2.36 3/13_1’2008 : 28 1.52] 41272008 34 1,34
1/20/2008 B2{ 246 3/14/2008 | 3] 152 4/28/2008 27 143
1/30/2008] 4.4 2.42 3/15/20081 | 3 1.47 4/29/2008, 2.5 1.36
131/2008] | 3ol 2e3[ | [amepooe] 3 144l ] ] [ 4802008 3 1%
2/1/2008 821  837h 8.2 | 3/17/2008]. 3] 149 5/1/2008] 3 1.33
2/2/2008 82 261> 82 |3/182008|; 40 148 5/2/2008 3 136
2/3/2608 8.2 3.75 3/19/2008] 4 15 5/3/2008 ; 2.8 1,34} |
2/4/2008 7.1 2.89 _ 3/20/20084 4.9 1.49 5/4/2008] 2.6 1.31
2sio008] ] 49]  231s]  s2 | 32172008 4 15 5/5/2008|, 25|  1.41
SMD1 WWTP Robertson-Bryan, Inc.
Placer County Page A-5 Antidegradation Analysis



6/20/2008 34] 138 P sipoos]|  34]  134]

ek
[s =)

5/6/2008
5712008 3 6/21/2008 3 1.37 8/5/2008] 34 1.34
51812008 0.8 6/22/2008 3 1.34 8/6/2008 | 3.1 1.36
51972008 0.8 6/23/20081 | 3 1.28 8/7/2008] 3.1 1.41;
5/10/2008 3 1.38 6/24/2008 31 1.5 8!8/2008 ‘ 39 1.43] !
511/2008 3.4 1.34 6/25/20081 | 2.1 1.45 8/9/2008; 3.1 1.37
5/12/2008 3.4 1.4 6/26/2008 4 1.42 8/10/20081 1 3 1.343
5/13/2008 3.7 1.36 6/27/2008 34 1.43 8/11/2008] 3 1.44)
5A4/2008]] 4] 139] | 6/268/2008 25] 1.3 8/12/2008 3| 144
5/15/2008 36] 146 e2o008]] 21] 138 ] 8/13/2008 3 146
sie008][ 34l 145] 65302008 28] 136 B4i2008] [ 27 1a9f
5/17/2008 3 1483 7io008]| 211 a7 ] 8r15/2008] | 32]  1.45] |
sieiooel| 4] 7008l | 21 144 giei00g] | 44 141]
5/19/2008 at] 146 7iaiooo8i 8t 14 ] 8/17/2008 49 143 |
5i202008] 34| 144 7/4/2008 4 13 gar00]|  47]  181]
5/21/2008 3| 142 7/5/2008]1 350 124 | 819/2008|  44]  136]
5122/2008 3] 143 7/6/2008 211 133 8/20/2008 49]  141] ]
5/23/2008 3 141 772008 21 14l 8/21/2008] 49  1.49] |
5/24/2008 440 14 7/8/2008 250 142 8/22/2008 35| 139 |
5/25/2008 3 132 7/9/2008; 3} 138 8/23/2008, 39 136
5/26/2008 3 1# 7HOR008)F 2] 14111 1 l84/2008{| 34  1.38] .
5127/2008 3 142 ‘ TN1/2008]% 34 146 8/25/2008|| 31|  1.55] °
5/28/2008 29 142 7H2008]] 3]  136]f | | 8/26/2008 3.1
soo08]] 3] 14| Ti3i008]  21) 1.2 | | oereo0e]] B
5/30/2008 34 1.38] 7/14/2008 21] 143]] | |emeioo8]] 34
bioosl[ 8| a1 | [7hseoos] 3] 17 gogoos]| 8 1
6/1/2008 3l 138 7162008]1 34} 136{ 1 || 8/30/2008]] 82 133 ;
612/2008 a ] l7nvrecos]] 8 143 giatpo0e]] 71 183] |
6/3/2008 3] 142 718/2008]]  34]  1.34] | 9/1/2008 82{ 134
61412008 I R o22008]] 82 teof
6/5/2008 0.8 1.38] 7i20i2008{] 23 13| 9/3/2008 82{ 139
oooos]] 8] 14l ) T7eeocs]] s 132 guo0s| 82l ts6| |
6/7/2008 49 133 | 7/2212008]]  34] 1.8 9/5/2008 82)  1.34]
_eeroos]) 3] 133 Tioai2008]] 8] 17 o008 82] 13l
sigio0s]] 3 14 7/24/20081 3] 137 9/7/2008 82] 188 ]
6/10/2008 3 142 7i25/2008) |  34] 1871 | 9//2008({ 82 138 |
6/11/2008 08 144 7/26/2008)] 7] 134 992008, 82  135]
6/12/2008 23] 142 7i27i2008)] 34] 133 1 lonooosl]  82] 137 |
6/13/2008 25{ 134]] i |7/2802008)] 311 136 911/2008{] 8.2 14]
6/14/2008 3 1.33 7/29/2008 317 1471 9M2/2008]] 8.2 14
6/15/2008 3 135 7/30/2008 3] 1301 ] 1 |on3008]| 82 134
6/16/2008 8 139 731/2008] 0.9 138 | 91472008} 82| 136
6/17/2008 28 1.39 8/1/2008 3 1.3 9M15/2008 8.2 1.377 |
6/18/2008 3 1.41 8/2/2008 3 15 9/16/2008 8.2 14
orocoos]| 8] 139 garoosi] o 18] omeoosf] szl ase[]
SMD1 WWTP Robertson-Bryan, Inc.
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d g o
9/18/2008]] 8.2 11/2/2008 6.5 12117/2008]| 22| 1#
9/19/2008 8.2 11/3/2008 2.9 3.9 [12/18/2008{| 25 14 0.8
9/20/2008 8.2] 11/42008; 4.9 12/19/2008]| 54 16 1.8
9/21/2008 8.2 11/5/2008{; 3.1 5.9| |12/20/2008 3] 144 08
9/22/2008 8.2 11/6/2008]] 3 6.5 |12/21/2008 82] 180 0.3
9/23/2008' 8.2 1/7/2008]] 2.1 14| 12/22/2008 61 236 8.2
9/24/2008|| 8.2 11/8/2008]] 2.5 3| [1223/2008{;  33f 174 3.9
9/25/2008 82 11/972008 29 41| [12/24/2008 59, 183 2.1
9/26/2008 8.2{ 1110/2008]{ 8.2 26| [12/25/2008 820 273} 8.2
9/27/2008 8.2 11/11/2008 8.2 1.4] |12/26/2008 59, 1.9 3.9
9/28/2008{|  8.2] 111422008 5 03| |t227/2008){ 25|  1.73 25
| 9/29/2008 8.2{ 11143/2008]| 1.1 0.4] 112/28/2008 21 159{ | 14
9/30/2008 8.2 11/1412008] 2.1 05| [12/29/2008{] 21 16 11
10/1/2008 8.2 11/15/2008 25 05| 1273000811 21 185] | 11
10/2/2008 8.2 11/16/2008 14 03] 12/31/2008: 31 148 0.8
10/3/2008]  8.2] 1A72008]] 33 140 | 1A/2009] 31 1.39] 14
10/4/2008 8.2 11/18/2008{1 37 660 | 1/2/2009] 82| 1.5 2.1
10/5/2008 8.2 11/19/2008]] 1.8 7i | 1/3/2000] 250 1550 18
10/6/2008 8.2 11/20/2008 3 741 | 1/4/2009 250 147 14
10/7/2008 6.5 11/21/2008 5.4 0.5) | 1/5/2009]] 29| 152 ; 14
10/8/2008 6.5] 11/22/2008]| 54 0.3] | 1/6/2009 210 1.47] 14
10/9/2008 7 11/23/2008]{ 2.1 05| | 1702009 2] 1.44] 0.8
10110/2008{] 65 172420081 24 0.3 | 1/g2000{] 21| 144] 1.1
10/11/2008{] 6.5 11/25/2008 2.1 03] | 1/9/2009]] 3] 139 0.8
10/122008]1 65 11/26/2008 2.1 0.3] | 1/10/2009] | 3] 138 0.8
10/13/2008 5.9 11/27/2008 3 03 [ 111000 21| 137 0.8
10/14/2008 5.9 11/28/2008]| 25 0.8] | 11122009 25 1.45] 0.8
10/15/2008 5.9 1 111/29/2008 2.1 08| | 1132008  25] 138 1.1
10/16/2008{]  7.6] b i11/302008]] 21 0.3 | 1/14/2009 25| 135 14
1017/2008 59 12/1/2008]] 2.1 1/15/2000 | 3 139 1.1
1018/2008]| 47 12/2/2008]] 2.1 1/16/2009] ERRE: 1.1
10/19/2008 4.1 12/3/2008 2.1 117/2009]]  25] 134 1.1
10/20/2008 4.1 12/4/2008]] 2.1 | D009 25 181 1.1
10/21/2008 3.9 12/5/2008]| 25 0.5 | 1/19/2009 25, 138 1
10/22/2008 41 12/612008;]  25] O8] 12020090y 3 134] 11
10/23/2008; 3.9 12/7/20081] 2.1 04 | 1/21/2009 24] 133 11
10/24/2008 4.4 12/8/2008{] 2.7 - 0.4] | 1/22/2009 8.2 26! 0.8
10/25/2608 3.9 12/9/2008 25 0.5] | 1/23/2009] 82| 216 8.2
10/26/2008 | 3 12/10/2008 2 0.5! | 1/24/2009 82| 243} 8.2
10/27/2008 3 12/11/2008] 2 0.3 | 1/252009]| 8.2 2 8.2
10/28/2008 5 12112/2008] 3 0.3 | 1/26/2009 34 189 )
10/25/2008 5.8 037 [12113/200811 4 03/ | 1/27/2009]) 25| 157 | 3.4
10/30/2008 5 0.3 [12/14/2008] 2 0.3 | 1/28/2009 25  1.56] |
10/31/2008 12/15/2008] 1 8.2 03] | 1/29/2009 1.55
11/172008] | tofteon]| 34| 1] | 1s072009] 151
SMD1 WWTP Robertson-Bryan, Inc.
Placer County Page A-7 Antidegradation Analysis



2.5

3.7

1.53

1.5

1.8

1/31/2009 1.49] 3/17/2009 511/2008]| 3.8
2/1/2009 25{ 142 141 | 318/2009 82 149 08! | 5/2/2009 8.2 8.2
2/212009 28, 147 14] | 319/2000{1 82 179 082} | 5/3/2009 8.2 8.2
2/3/2009 3 144 3/20/2009{]  82] 177 131 | 5/4/2009 8.5 5.4
2/4/2009]| 28] 143 3i21/2000]] 591 146 211 | 5/5/2009 8.2 8.2
2/5/2009 3] 158 3/22/2000{]  82] 158 5.9) | 5/6/2009] 5.9 7.4
2/6/2009 3 151] 3/23/12009{]  49] 153 1.5 | 5/7/2009 2.4 3.1
2(7/2009] 3l 143 3/24/2009{]  25] 146 18] | 5/8/2009] 18 3.9
2/8/2009 28] 145]1 ' 3/25/2009) 3] 144 14 | 5/9/2009] 5.6 3.4
2/9/2009 57 1.7 3loe/2009)]  27]  147] 14| | 510/2009 49 18
2102009 8| 1821 | 1 §27/2009 31 143 0.8] | 5/11/2009 4.9 19
2/11/2009 49] 181 3/28/2009] 3] 139 14 | 512/2009]] 49 2
or2/o09)| 7| 17T 1| 329009 25| 137 1.4 1 513/2009] 4.9 2
2/13/2009 82| 283>] 82 | 330/2009]! 25 147 | 3] | 514/2009 4.7 1.7
214/2008{] 82| 3.16}>] 82 | 3B31/2009{] 82 143 1.2 | 5/15/2009 4.4 1.8
2/15/2009 82  242)> 8.2, | 41/2009]1  82{  144f 0.9] : 5116/2009]] 5.1 1.4
216/2008]5 5]  2.65 8.2 | 4/2/2009 61 141 0.8| | 517/2009}] 3.9 1
2117/2009 82| 403> 820 | 4/3/2009]{  34] 136 1.1] | 5/18/2009{] 3.9 0.8
2118/2009{] 82 351p 8.2) | 4/4/2009] 3] 184/ | 11] ! 5/19/2009 37 1
2/19/2009 5{  246p> 82 | 4/5/2009{{ 3 1.3 0.8] | 5/20/2009] 44 1
2/20/2000(; 39 216} 8.2 | 4/6/2000] 3] 1.387] | 0.8] | 5/21/2009 44 11
221/2009]; 34 195 4472009 25]  1.39] 0.8] | 5/22i2009(] 44| A
2/22/2009 82| 257 4/8/2009 51 1.6 1.8 | 5/28/2009)] 44 11
2/23/2009 82] 453 ~ 4/9/2009 7{ 164 17| | 52420091 3.9 A
2/24/2009 82| 341 410/2009 59]  1.69] 59| | 5/25/2009]] 39 08
2/25/2009 5.9 25] 1| 41172009 49 1.5] 3.1 | 5/26/2009]7 3.9 A
2/26/2009 69 234p 82 | 4122009{1 31| 1.3 1.7 | 5/27/2009] 3.9 08
2/27/2009 89 .2 4113/2009] 8 187 21] | 5/28/2009) 39 o8
- 2/28/2009 39] 189 £14/20001]  42]  149] 1 14| | 5292009 39 08
3/1/2009 82| 226{] 1 |41602000)] 41] 136 21} | 5/80:2009;; 39 A
3/2/2009] 82] 348> 8.2] | 416/2000)]  3.9] 1.46] 1 14| | 5/31/2009 39 08
3/3/2009} 82; 433 820 41772009 44]  145] 18] | 61/2000)] 39} 1 08
3/4/2009 82, 401 821 | 418/2009{1 39| 139/ | 18] | 6202000} 39 08
3/5/20093] 7y BA6{>|  8.21 | 4/19/2009] 3| 1.8 14| | 6/3/2008|{ 39 08
3/6/2009 65 229 8.2} | 4/20/2009 39] 144§ 1.9 | 6/4/2009 B.5] 22
37/2009]  54f 202 4/21/2009 29 139 14| | 6/5/2009 4.4 18
3/8/2009 4.1 1.9 4/22/2009; 36] 147 111 | 6/6/2009) | 44 14
3/9/2009] 37F 178 39] | 4/23/2009]  36] 142 140 | 6/7/2009 39| 14
3/10/2009 3] 172 3.4 | 4/24/2009]1 37|  1.33; 21 | 6/82009{] 39| 13311 1%
311/2008() 27/ 165 38] | 4/25/2000]1 33} 131 111 1 6/9/2009 3.9 0.8
3/12/2009] 3 158 | 25] | 4/26/2009 3 131 1.3] 1 6/10/2009 38 1.4 05
3/13/2008|| 36| 157 211 | 4f27/2009{f 3] 1.39 12 1 6A1/2000]] 8.9 05
3/14/2009 36 1.52] 2.1} | 4/268/2009 39 132 1.4 | 612/2009 3.9 08
3115/2009 6.2 1.5 1.8 | 4/29/2009 34 1.4 | 613/2009] 39 1.9
Loneeooof sl  veel [ 21 [4moovol] mel ] v4l |erzos]] a4 08
SMD1 WWTP Robertson-Bryan, Inc.
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6/152009]] 84 135 0.8
6/16/2009 34f 134 0.8
6/17/2009 3] 136 0.8
6/18/2009 49 136 08
6/19/2009 44 136 05
6/20/2009 49]  1.29 0.5
6/21/2009]  44] 1.2 0.8
6/22/2009 44 137 0.8
6/23/2009 39 1.3 08
6/24/2009 39] 143 0.8
BI25/2009 39] 136 0.8
6/26/2009]]  3.9]  1.34] : 0.8
6/27/2009 441 13] 0.5
6/28/2009 39] 128 0.5
6/29/2009{] 39 132 0.5
| gsozooo][ a7 13s[] os
SMD1 WWTP Robettson-Bryan, Inc.

Placer County

Antidegradation Analysis






Appendix B

Effluent Quality Summary Statistics






"1.1 1-Trich

ne

Effluent

1,122 Tetrachloroethane 0% pgll Effluent 6  25-0ct-06 = 09-Oct08 < 05 < 05
1,1,2-Trichloroethane 0% pgl  Effluet 6  25-0ct-06  09-Oct-08 < 05 < 05
~1,1-Dichloroethane 0% Lo/l Effiuvent © 6  25-0ct-06 09-Oct-08 < 05 < 05
- 1,1-Dichloroethyiene O% Hg/L - Effluent 5 25 Oct-OGM____OQ Oct-08 <« 05 < 05
1,2,3,4,6,7,8 Hp CDD 0% pgL  Effluent 10  20-Sep-06 26-Mar-09 < 0.864 < . 6.11
1,234789HpCDF = 0% _pglL  Effluent 10  20-Sep-06 26-Mar-09 < 0485 < 3.32
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 0% W/l Effiuent 10  25-0ct-06 08-Apr-09 < 01 < 5
- 1,2- D:chlorobenzene 0% ugll . Effluent 7 ~ 25-Oct-06 09-Oct-08 < 05 < 5”5
1,2-Dichloroethane 0% ug Effluent | 5 - 25-Oct-06  09-Oct-08 < 05 < 05
_1,2-Dichloropropane 0% pg/l  Effluent . 6  25:0ct-06 09-Oct-08 < 05 < 05
1,2-Diphenylhydrazine 0% bgl ~ Effluent 3 250ct06  08-Apr09 < 1 < 5
- 1,3-Dichlorobenzene L 0% ug ~ Effiuent 7  25-0ct06 09-Oct08 < 05 < 5
_1,3-Dichloro-Propylene 0% pg/l  Effuent 5 250ct-06 09-Oct-08 < 05 < 05
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 0% ug  Efffuent = 10 25-Oct-06 - 08-Apr-09 < 02 < 5
2378TCDD 0% pgL  FEffluent 10  20-Sep-06 26-Mar09 < 0231 < 35
2,45-TP (Silvex) (Hg/L) 0% ugl.  Effiuent 9  250ct-06 08-Apr-09 < 05 < 1
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 0% ug/l.  Effluent ©° 10 25-Oct-06 = 08-Apr-08 < 01 < 10
2,4-D (uglL) 0% ugl  Effluent 9 25-0ct06 . 08-Apr09 < 04 < 10
_2/4-Dichlorophenol 0% pg/L  Effluent = 10 250ct-06  08-Apr-09 < 01 < 5
- 2,4-Dimethylphenol 0% ugll  Effiuent 10 25-Oct06  08-Apr08 < 01 < 5
. 2,4-DinitRophenol 0% Hg/L  Effluent 10 25-0ct-06 = 08-Apr-08 < 01 <3O
2,4-Dinitrotoluene 0% ug/L Effluent 10 25-Oct-06 - 08-Apr03 < 01 < 5
: 2,6-Dinitrotoluene 0% pg/l - Effluent 9 25-Oct-06 . 08- -Apr-09 < 0.1 <5
2-Chioro- 0% ugL  Effuent 1  250ct-06 = 25-Oct06 < 1 < 1
- 2-Chioronaphthalene 0% pg/L Effuent 10  25-Oct06 08-Apr-08 < 01 < 5
. 2-Chiorophenol 0% ugl  Effiuent = 10  25-Oct-06 = 08-Apr-0 <. 01 < 5
- 2-Nitrophenol 0% ugl. ~ Effiuent = 10  25-Oct-06 | 08-Apr-09 < 01 < 10
: 3,3-Dichlorobenzidine 0% ug/L - Effiuent 10 25-Oct-06 - 08-Apr-09 <:01 <5
3.4 Benzo- 0% pgL  Effuent 6 250ct06 02Jan-08 < 01 < 5
(Sé‘éff;’(ﬁ;’f'l'iggﬁg?f‘;e 0% hgl  Effluent 4 09UuMB 0BAPrO9 < < 2
SMD1 WWTP Robertson-Bryan, inc.
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- 4,6-Dinitro-O-Cresol (4,6-Dinitro- : : ‘
2-Methylphenol) - 0% pg/lh Effluent 10 25-0ct-06 - 08-Apr-02 < 0.1 <. 30  3.4700
(ug/l) ' i \
4-Bromophenyl 0% pa/l Effluent @ 10 25-Oct-06  08-Apr-09
_4-Chlorophenyl . 0% Hglt ___.__.__Eff’“em_.___E.........?.Q......__25‘O°t -06 . 08-Apr-09
_4-Nitrophenol . 0%  pgl  Effuent | 10  25-Oct-06 - 08-Apr-09
‘___Acenaphthene 0% . Hgh  Effluent : 10 & 254 -Oct- 06 © 08-Apr-09
“Acenaphthylene 0% HolL Effuent . 10  25- -Oct- 06 08-Apr-09 “
Acrolein 0% pgl  Effivent 1 25:0ct06  25-Oct-06
Acrylonitrile 0% . pg  Effuent 1 25-0ct06  25-Oct-06
Alachlor (ug/L) . 18% - pgl.  Effuent . 22 10-Jul06 . 08-Apr-09 0 125  0.1659
Ammonia _ 69%  mglL  Effluent = 1094 01-Jul-06  30-Jun-09 0.06 151 23952
Anthracene 0%  pglL  Effuent 10 08-Apr-09 < 01 < 5 0.9700
Antimony  60% . pglL  Effluent | 5  25-0ct-06 09-Apr-08 0246  0.481  0.3770
Aochion 1016 Gioil) T i‘bﬁj{ji”bé ................... 3T
- Arochlor 1221 {(ug/L) . 0% gl Efffuent 20 10-Jul-06 25 0.8090
0.1398

 Arochlor 1260 (ug/L) 0%  ugll  Effluent 20  10-Ju-06  08-Apr09 < o 04

5 0.9700
5 09700
10 1.4700
5 © 0.7700
5
2
2

0.9700
1.0000
1.0000

AAANARMNA
oo
[ S—
ATA A AA A ALA

A
e
=}
L
A
iy

A
o
o
[o)]
A

A
—h

Arsenic  100% . ugl.  Effluent 4  08Nov-07 09-Apr-09 - 048 215 57875
- Asbestos 0%  MFL _ Effluent 9 19-Mar-02  20-Nov-02 : < 2071 0.13805556 -
Atazine (/L)  19%  ugl  Efffuent 21 10-Ju-06  08-Apr-09 0 | 0.1500

~ Barium {total recoverable) 100% ug/l - Effluent 12 14-Mar-02 :  04-Feb-03 - 3.31 92 4.8175

. Benzene 0% ug/L Effluent 6  25-Oct-06 - 09-Oct-08 e .05 02500
‘Benzidne 0% pg/L  Effluent 10  25-Oct-06 : | < 10 12200
BenoMAntvacene 0% ygl  Effuent 10 250ct06  08-Apr09 5 oso
Benzo(@a)Pyrene = 0%  ug/L  Effluent 10  25-Oct-06  08-Apr-09 10 . 12200

 Benzo(GHI)Perylene) 0% ug/L  Effluent 9 25-Oct-06 = 08-Apr-09 5 10722
Benzo(K)Fluoranthene 0% = uglL  Etfluent 10 25-0ct-06  08-Apr-09 7 1 2200

- Berylium 0% pg/ll  Effuent . 4  08-Nov-07 | 09-Apr-09 5 06475

_ Bis (2-Chloroethoxy) 0% = ug/L Effluent 10  25-Oct-06 = 08-Apr-09 5 0.9700

~ Bis {2-Chloroethyl)- 0% ug/L Effluent 9 25-Oct-06 = 08-Apr-09 - 5 0.7444

. Bis (2-Chloroiso-Propyl) 0% ug/l . Effluent 10 25-Oct-06 . 08-Apr-09 . < .5 . 08200 -

Bis (2-Ethylhexyl) 17% . dg/L Effuent 23  10-Jul-06 . 08-Apr-09 < 01 18 2.0826

A
o
o
%]
—h
A

A
N

o
-—h
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_Bis (2-Ethylhexyl)-After 2007

17%

- Bromoform

_Butyl Benzyl Pthalate

Cadmaum

0%  ugL

Effluent

18

3-Jan-07

- 08-Apr-09

6

: 09-Oct-08

0% - HglL

o T Lol

Effluent
Effluent

53

_ 08-Apr-09

5

09-Apr-09 ‘

10.036  0.0297

Chloride o

- Chlorine

- Chlorodibromo-
Chloroethane
Chloroform -
. Chloromethane
;n_'_C'hromium
. Chromium VI
- Chrysene

0%  wgl
. 100% - mgh
0% 0 mgll
Chlorobenzene

8% ... ugh

 Effluent

6

Effluent .
_Effluent

Effluent

1095
12

01-Jul-06

S 09-0ct-08 < 0.
.~ 05-Feb-03
30-Jun- 09

19-Mar-02

05-Feb-03

05 02500

65 5425

75 00156
20078 0.078

O 29% - pgl

0% = uglh

9% pglL

8% ug/l

L.B0% . wgh
18% o udd
0% : ug/L

Effluent
Effluent
. Effiuent
Effluent
 Effluent
Effluent

Effluent

7
8
23
12
5
13
10

- 25-Oct-06

25-Oct-06

- 10-Jul-06
- 19-Mar-02 -
 30-Oct-06
. 19-Mar-02 -

25-Oct-06

- Clorobenzene

0% = upgl

- Effluent

8

25-0ct-06

09-Oct-08

" 09-Oct-08
08-Apr-09 < 1
05-Feb-03 < 014
09-Apr09 - 01 -
05-Feb-03 <
. 08-Apr-09

097 03886
05 0.2500
e Shenoe
019 0.10833333
016 01233 |
0.96 . 0.19792308
< 5 09700

09-Oct-08

A

05 . 02500

95% uo/L

~ Effluent

19

- 11-Jul-06

- 09-Apr-09

219 3.6905

: Cyanide

33% | mg/L

Effluent

3

 25-0ct-06

09-Oct-08

7 0.01 0.0100

. Dalapon (y&/L)

0% po/l

' Effluent

9

25-0Oct-06

08-Apr-09

< 10 24972

. DDE (ug/L)

0% . Mgt

_delta-BHC (ug/L)

Effluent

20

10-Jul-06

08:f\pr—09‘_‘_w

0% = pgl

- Effluent

21

10-Jul-06

08-Apr-09

0.05 © 0.0100

005 00119

- Dibenzo(A,H)

0% HO/L

Effluent

chhiorobrorno

75% Hg/L

10
24

25-Oct-06

. 08-Apr-09

AAA NN

10 1.2200

‘08 Apr—09__._”

Dlethyl Phthalate
D:meihyi
'Di-N-Butyl

0% . wgl

“Etfluent
¢ Effluent

23

T10-Jul-06

10-Jul-06

08-Apr-09

14 3.4208

10 1.2957

f Efﬂuent

0% : ) pg/L

Efﬂuent

14

10-Jul-06

08-Apr-09

10-Jul-08

- 08-Apr-09

Dl -n-butyl phthaiate
" Di-N- -Octyi
Dmoseb {(pg/l)
Efﬂuent

. Electrical Conductlwty

Endosulffan | (ugl)

20% ug/!
4% HglL
0% pg/L

.. 100% . mgl
~ 100% : umhosfom |
0% Wt

Effluent
- Effluent

- Effluent
. Effluent
. Effluent
Effluent

5

23

~19-Mar-02
~ 10-Jul-06
- 25-Oct-06
11-Jul-06
- 01-Jul-06
- 10-Jul-06

05-Feb- 03
08-Apr-09
08-Apr-09

09-Apr-09

 30Jun09 ;
.08-Apr-09 < 0.002 <

10 14250
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0.002
05

- 0.047  0.0070
05 0.2500
0.1 5 0.7700
01 <5 . 09700
006 028  0.14933333
0012 < 047  0.0910
0002 < 0024 00059
5 07700
5. 0527
5 ~0.6200

: pa/t Effluent 1 10-Jul-06 .
_Fthyibenzene .._...0% ol Effluent 6  25-Oct-06  09-Oct-08 .
Fluoranthene 0% wgh  Effiuent 10  25-0ct06 08-Apr09
 Fluorene 0% po/L  Effluent .~ 10  25-Oct-06  08-Apr-09
. Fluoride . 58% - mgd  FEffuent | 12 19 Mar—02‘__i____05 Feb-03 -
- gamma- Chiordane (ug/L) 0% . pg/t. Effluent 19 10-Jul-06 = 08- Apr -09
Heptachior epoxcide (ug/t) . 0% wpgh ~ Effuent = 21 ~ 10-Ju-06 _08-Apr-09
Hexachlorethane = 0% g  Effluent 10  25-Oct-08 08-Apr-09
Hexachlorobenzene o 0% - pgl . Effluent 19 | 25-Oct-06 08-Apr-09~
Hexachlorobu’tadlene 0% ugll.  Effluent . 10 25-Oct-06 = 08-Apr-09
Pl aaions ™ o ™ Bt T8 55 00808 A0
Indeno(1,2,3-CD) 0% gL Effluent = 10 | 25-Oct-06 = 08-Apr-09
Iron '  100%  pgl  Effluent 18 © 11-Ju-06 = 09-Apr-09 242 94 571167
_Isophorone ‘ 0% pg/l - Effluent 10 . 25-Oct-06 08—Apr—09 < . 041 < 5 - 07700
Lead © 95% . pgl  Effuent 19 - 11-Ju-06  09-Apr-09 | 0.194 252 20344
:mg?f)a“ese’ Total Recoverable  yo50, gl Effiuent 22 11-Ju-06  09-Apr-09 408 362  21.3086
Mercury ~ 79%  ngL  Efffuent 14  11-Jul06  09-Apr-09 087 323 15464
MethylBromide 0% ugl  Effuent 5  250ct06 09-0ct08 < 05 < 05 02500
MethylChioride 0% pgl  Effueent 5 25Oct06 09-Oct08 < O. 0.7000
Methylene blue active ‘ ; ' E : :
- substances 92% = mg/ C Effluent 12 19-Mar-02 05-Feb-03 = 0.068 022 0.12345455
Methylene Chloride 0% _ pgl  FEffuent 6 250ct:06 09-Oct08 < 05 < 5 17500
. Molinate 2% ugM Effuent | 5 19-Mar-02 05-Feb-03 < 0169 23 - 23
_MTBE. 0% pgl Effluent = 21~ 10Jul06  08-Apr-09 < 05 < 3 05833
Naphthalene 0% ugl  Effluent 10 25-Oct-06 08-Apr-09 < 01 < 5 . 0.6950
Nickel ' . 75%  pgl  Effiuent 4  08Nov-07  09-Apr-09 21 27 . 24667
. Nitrate plus Nitrite o 100% mg/lL Effluent - 1094 01 -Jul-06 . 30-Jun-09 - 43 49 °  17.4791
Nitrikie 0% mg/l.  Effuent = 1094  01-Jul-06 | 30-Jun-09 = [ 0.05 = 312  0.1851
. Nitrobenzene 0% ug/l “ Effluent . 10 25-Oct-06 . 08-Apr-09 - 0.1 <:5 - 0.7700
_N-Nitrosodi- 0% ug/L  Efftuent 30  25-Oct-06  08-Apr-09 ‘< 01 < 5 : 09033
- OCDD (pg/L) 30% = pg/l.  Effluent 10  20-Sep-06 . 26-Mar-09 . < 0.634: 941 = 62233
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OCDF (pg/L)
_Oil and Grease

P-Chioro-

;Pentachlorophenol

fuent

_ __;___:Effluent
_ Effluent
- Effluent

17__10-Jul06

9 25-Oct-06

26-Mar-09

1.7479

08-Apr-09

10 36735

__08-Apr—09 -

11 25-Oct-06

:_“‘Phenanth rene

_Phosphorus (Total}

 Pyrene

‘ Selenium

'S|[ver e

: Suh‘aie as S04
Tetrachloro-

* Thallium

Toluene

_ Total AIurﬁmum (o)
_Total Dissolved Solids 10

- Total Phenoilic

" Trans-1,2-Dichloro- Ethylene“ O

" Effluent

10 25-0Oct-06

~08-Apr-09

5 orats

08-Apr-09

~ Effluent

10 25 OC‘I 06

08-Apr-09 -

Effluent

* Effluent

10 25-Oct-06

3 25 Oct 06

09-Oct-08

08 45105

5 09700

5 07700

4.5267

5 0.9700

 Effluent
| Effluent
 Effluent
Effuent ©
- Effluent
. Effluent

4 08-Nov-07

19 11-Jul-06
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25  11-Jul-06

5  25.0ct-06
4  25-0ct-06
6  25-0ct-06

09-Apr-09
~ 09-Apr-09
05-Feh-03

09-Oct-08

09-Apr-09

09-Oct-08
09-Apr-09

AN A A

0.5
11.8

AN A

e
58 40 0666667
20
05
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1.0500
0.0200

0.2500
25263
02500
54.9600

- Tributyltin (ug/L)

. Trichlorethylene

Vinyl Chioride

_ Effluent
Effluent

39 05-Jul-06

03-Jun-09

54

486

374.2821

 Effluent

11 25-Oct-06

08-Apr-09

A

0.1

A

| Effluent

5  25Q0ct-06

09-Oct-08

. Effluent

23 10-Jul-06

08-Apr-09

0.5

A

30 3.4000

0.5 0.2500

0.001

0.0018

Effluent _

6  25-Oct-06

09-Oct-08

Effluent

_Effluent

6  25-0ct-06

19 11-Jul-06  09-Apr-09

09-Oct-08

05

A

0002

0.5 02500

0.5 0.2500

48 26,9263
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Appendix C

Rock Creek Water Quality Summary Statistics






1.1 ,1-Tn'chio__r_o_ethane

14,41,2,2-Te§radhloroethane T

1.1,2-Trichioro-1,2,2-

frifluorogthane {(Freon 113)
1,1 ,2—Trich§oro§§h_a;ne

1,1-Dichloroethane

ug/l

-
ra

. 19-Mar-02

05-Feb-03 : 0%

—
%

© 19-Mar02

019

0.08541667

0.59

0.11875

—
ra

19-Mar02 |

05-Feb-03 | 0%

19-Mar-02

ugl

1,1 -Si_chlorpethe_ne

e 1 ’2’3;’4:6:7:8;HDCDD
1,2,3,4,6,7,8HpCDF

1,2,3,4,7,8,Qﬂpgpi; v e e

ugl

gl
N

pgl

—_ -
3% I V]

19-Mar-02

OsFeb03 0%
05Feb03 0%

—_
ny

o 19-MarG2 -
5 14-Mar-02
T
O 4Mar02

o4
0.22

607

0.07

" oosoteser
0.065

05-Feb03 = 0%
19Nov-02 0%

oo 0%

024

3.05

357

0.075
1.355

1.535

1,2,3,4,7,8-H¥CDD

pgll

 14-Mar-02

19Nov02 0%

1,236,78HxCOD

12,3.4,78-HxCDF

123678-HCDF

12378%4COD
1,2,3,7,8.9-HxCDF

]

paf

N

P/

 14Mar02
ERC
© 14-Mar02

A

201

18775
0.94

19Nov-02 0%
19-Nov-02 : 0%
18-Nov-02 | 0%

A

Alaiata AT AaTA ATA
: : | : : H

N

238
187
257

111
gs0s
12525

 14.Mar02

19-Nov-02 0%

T 14Mar02

19Nov-02 = 0%

1,2,3.7.8-PeCDD

pg/l

_ 14Mar02

. 1,23,7,8-PeCDF

124 Trichlorobenzene

py/l
ug/l

—_
N

N N S N N ENE RS

~ 14Mar02
©19-Mar02

19Nov-02 0%

fa

ALA

28t

8%
231

I
10875

1.05

19Nov-02 0%
05-Feh-03 ! 0%

A A

3.6
041

1375
0.10458333

1,2-Dibromg-3-chloropropane

ug/

19-Mar-02

05-Feb-03 0%

1,2-Dibromoethane

ug/l

O

: 1,2—Dichlc;ober_1_gen_§ -

19-Mar-02

05-Feb-03 0%

AlA A IAIA ALA A

ia

 19:Mar-02

05-Feb-03 0%

G.11

031

0.08416667

: ‘ 1,2-Dichloroethane
: 1,2-Dichioropropane
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* 1,2-Diphenylhydrazine

_ 1,3-Dichiorobenzene

o
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1,3-Dichloropropene

1 ,4-D_§chlorobenzene

- 2.3,46,7,8-H¢CDF
2,347 ,8-PeCDF

13—[\_(1ar~02

19-Mar-02 -

05Feb03 0%

05Febo3 O

013

0.49 1

iA

N

- 0.34 '
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e
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05-Feb-03 = 0%
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n
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0.075
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_ o 19Nov-02 0%
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05-Feb-03 | 0%

19-Nov-02 = 0%
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A
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248
1 1.84

A A

A
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 0.09541667
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238

1,385
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237.8-TCDD
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19Nov-02 - 0%
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N
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R-1

2,3,7.8-TCDF

2.4,5TP (Silvex)
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19-Nov-02 | 0%
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248-Trchlorophenal

24-D

P

1 9-Mar-02

05-Feb-03

19Mar02

05-Feb-03

.9

2,4—9ichlorophe§9§

. 19-Mar-02

05-Feb-03

. 24-Dimethylpheno
_2,4-Dinitrophenct

2 4-Dinitrotoiuene

} 2 B-Dinitrotoluene

- 19Mar02
L 1eMar02
. 19-Mar-02

05Fet03 G
05-Feb-03

05-Fe-03

i arieniog

- 19-Mar-02

PRI

00%
1,07 :

097
125

146

2-Chloroethyl vinyl ether .

—_
—_

¢ 19-Mar-02

05-Feb-03

AR

0.10045455

2-Chloronaphthalene

_ _2—Chlor0phenc5i

2-Methyl-4,6-dinitrophenot

19Mar 02

2-Nitrophenal

| 05Feb3
- 19-Mar-02.

05-Feb-03

05-Feb-03

T e Mar-02

05-Feb-03

083

o

0.71

ACATATA AN A

Il

Lums
0.355
0.755

04

3,3-Dichlorobenzidine

1oMar02

4.4-0DD

4-Bromophenyl phenyl et__h_gr_

4-Chlore-3-methylphenct

~ 4-Chlorcpheny: phenyl ether

19-Mar02
o 1oMar02
© 19-Mar-02
19-Mar-02
e

05-Feb-03

151

05-F8b_-5_3_

s o
 O5Feb03 0%

05-Feb-03

SR

19-Mar02 -

05-Feb-03

000

000104
0.64

A A GA LA

L 00892

0.002

0002
o.00104

0.00496

0.00052

0.64

0.32

1

1

0.5

053

0.265

. ANitrophenot

. Acenaphthene

Acenaphthyiene

19-Mar-02
19Mar02
©19-Mar02

05-Feb-03

05Feb03
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A

027

1403

iA

AiATAlA A A

S

0.27
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0.135

N

: T

A
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0.0085

W»_C_\Eroiein )

- 19-Mar-G2

_ 05-Feb-03

0.7 <

1.8

1.0625

Acylonitite

Alachlor

© Aidrin

ug

ug!

19-Mar-02 ©

05-Feb-03

aiiBioiovia aioia o aiojcoia o o

19-Mas-02
o 1oMar02
" 19-Mar-02

05Feb03 0%
05-Feb-03 :  {
05-Feb-03

026

0.70795455

AA

ATA DA

00674

oooted

00158

Aluminum (dissolved)

Auminum (total recoverable)

ug!

12

o

¢ 14-Mar-02

04-Feh-03

© {4Mar-02

04-Feb-03

.8

- 486

18.7

54

215

126.208333

... Ammonia (as N)

Anthracene -
. Antimony (dissclved)

mg

ug/l
ug/l

12

- 19-Mar-02
© 19-Mar02
. 14-Mar02

05-Feb-03

05-Feb-03

04-Feb-03

oo <
0029 <
f0.033 !

Jo0ss
- 0.029
0.1

oote7
0.0145
0.0495

Antimony (fotal recoverable)

ugy/l
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{aMar02 |

04-Feb-03
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. 0117

0.05233333
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~ Anoclor 1221

Aroclor 1016

1 9—Mar-{12

1 9-Mar 02'

05-Feb-03

05Feb03

- 0.0648

00848

. 0648

00324

Aroclor 1232

Aroclor 1242

............ ArOC|0r 1254 e n e anesea s ,&,4,_,,,,&,,.,,,,,:, - S
i WArocIor 1260 :

L

19-Mar02

05-Feb-03

AlA A

- 0.0648

0.0648

fenlation|o Ll
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. 19 Mar-02 5
n',....19 Mar 02 )

19Mar-02

05-Feb-03
05-Feb—03

05 Feb 03 B

05-Feb-

Arsenic (dlssolved)

_ Arsenic (total recoverable)

Asbestos
Atrazine

Bariu

ug/

14-Mar-02

04-Feb-03

AAA

A

0 0648

0 T
770 0262
0.0262

00 e

0.0648

- 0.0262

0.0224
0.0324
o
00131

0022

00131

0.192

0. 397

o 1aMar02
7 :7”19-Mar-{}2_ :
©19-Mar02 ¢

04-Feb-03

f8Dect2
05Feb-03

- 14-Mar32 -

04-Feb-03

0.251

0.0596

082
- 0.207
14

0.2885
035033333

006325
14

- 7.88

19.4

T

Benzidine

Bentazon
Benzene

ug/l

14Mar02

04-Feb-03

896

Benzo(a)anthracene

Benzo(a)pyrene

g

ug/l

L 1S Mare
- 19Mar-02
. 19-Mar-02

05-Feb-03

05-Feb-03

05'-Feb-.0.3m: o

A

- 0.00762
T
345

19 Mar-02

05-Feb-03

“a

0,023

ALA A LA

211

000762
;,3 6
o023

119541667
000381
 0.05666667
1725
00115

_ Benzo(b)fluoranthene

19Mar02
- 19-Mar02

05-Feb-03

- 0.08

A

- 0.03

6.015

05-Feb-03

© 0,03

A

003

6.015

Benzo(g,h,l}perylene
-Benzo(k)fluoranthené e
. Berylu (disolved) e
'-W"Serylllum (total recoveféble)

gl
} ug/

¢ 19-Mar-02
L IoMar02
- {4.Mar02

05-Feb-03

05Feb03
04-Feb-03

Paniaialaia

A

P

L 0.029

0.0145
0.0145

© 0.005

0.005

ugl

~ 14-Mar-02

04-Feb-03

© 0.008

0.008

beta-BHC

ugl

19-Mar02

05-Feb-03

70.00176

0.00088

Bis(2-chloroethoxy)methane

__ Bsectlooethyleher
- Bis(2-chloroisopropyl)ether

ug/

ugl

gl

19-Mar-02

19Mar02

18-Mar-02

05-Feb-03

05Feb03

05-Fei-03

Al

083
05 -
L 0.64 '

0415
o
0.32

Bromoform

B!cmomethane

MA:WBis(2-ethy{hexyl)phihaiate
,V,BIOmOdIChlorome‘thane P — ......v.‘m:v.‘.,v.

L ugt

19-Mar-02

05-Feb-03

ugh

| L,NButw benzyl phthalate

ugf

ugh

19-Mar-02

05Feb03 O

3.21

1.605

AT A

0.5

0.06416667

19-Mar02 |
. 18-Mar02
19-Mar-02

05-Feb-03
05-Feb-03

05-Feb-03

A

018
061

0.08833333
0.1%625 .

EATA A TATATATA LA A

1

05

" Cadmium (dissalved)

ug/

. 14Mar02

04-Feb-03

0,004
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_______________________ Cadmium (fotal recoverable) ' 14-Mar-02 - 04-Feb-03 0805 . 0.0062
R-1  Carbofuran ug! 4 {9Mar02 20Nov02 . 0% < 05 < 5 1.9375
. R-1  Carbon tetrachloride ug! 12 19Mar02 | 05Feb03 0% < 006 < 037 010833333
R-1  Chiordane ug/ 5 19Ma-02 . 05Feb03 = 0% < 003388 < 003388 001694 .
R-1 - Chioride o mg/l 12 {9Mar02 = 05Feb-03 ~ 100% < 23 74 431666667
R-1 " Chioobenzene ug/ 12 19Mar02 - 05Feb03 . 0% < 007 ‘< 032 (06333333 |
R-1 - Chloroethane ug/ 12 19Mar02 = 05-Feb-03 0% < 011 < 031 009416667
R-1 . Chioroform ug/ 12 19Mar02 = 05-Feb-03 % < 007 < 087 007125
' R-1  Chloromethane ug/ 12 19Mar02 . 05Feb03 0% <. 014 < o018 000833333
' R-1  Chlomyrifos  ugl 5 19Mar02 = 05-Feb-03 0% < 00151 < 00151 000785
R-1 - Chromium (dissolved) gl 12 14Mar02  O4Feb03 ~ 67% < 002 03¢ 012875
R-1 Chromium (total recoverable) ~~ ugl 12 14Mar02 = O04Feb03 - 100% 024 - 117 059833383
R-1 Chromium VI ug! 13 19Mar02 © 05Feb-03 . 15% < 0126 12 0.221
R-1  Chiysene ugl 5 19Mar02 . 05Feb03 0% < 0028 . < 0028 0.014
1 onrsOnovetone B R P i
R-1  Copper (dissolved) ugl 12 14Mar02  04Feb03  100% 087 231 - 1395
R-1  Copper (total recoverable) gl 12 14Mar02 . 04Feb03  100% 103 328 182166667
g . — s e m S el
R-1 Dalapon ug/ 5  19Mar02 05Feb03  40% < 00124 . 47 1.22372
R-1 delta-BHC g/ 5 19Mar02  05-Feb03 0% < 00013 < 0.00136 0.00068
R-1 Di(2-ethythexyl)adipdate uwgl = 8 19Mar-02  05-Feb-03 0% < 12 <12 06
"R-1 Diaznon ul 5 19MarD2  O05Feb03 0% < 00641 < 0.0641 £.03205
i R e/ b e T e s
R-1 Dibromochioromethane ugl 12 19-Mar-02  05-Feb-03 % < 006 < 047 0.10166667
R-1 Dieldrin ugl 5 19Mar02  05Feb-03 . 0% < 000184 < 000184 0.00092
. R-1 Diethyl phthalate ugh 5  19Mar02  05Feb03 0% < 063 < 063 0.315
R-1 Dimethyl phthalate ugh 5 19Mar02  05Feb-03 . 0% < 1 3 05
R-1 Din-butyl phthalate ugh 5 19-Mar-02 & 05Feb-03 0% < . 093 < 093 0.465
"R-1 Dinoctyl phthalate ugh 5 19Mar02  05-Feb-03 0% < 272 < 272 1.36
R-1 "~ Dinoseb ugl 5 19Mar02 = 05Feb-03  20% 0031 0031 0.031
' R-1 - Diquat ugf 4 19Mar02 © 20-Nov-02 0% < 4 < 4 2
R-1 " Endosulfan ugl 5 {9Mar02 = O5Feb03 = 0% < 000168 < 000168 0.00084
R1 Endosulfan 1 ugh 5 19Mar02 = 05-Feb-03 0% < 000092 < 000092 0.00046
SMDt WWTP Robertson-Bryan, Inc.
Placer County Page C4 Antidegradation Analysis



Endosulfan sulfate - ugfl

Endo’(hall S ugﬂ

:ﬂ 719 Mar-02_____:______
" 19-Mar02

05-Feb-03

ot

2
50
A

000232

i

(000232
- 45

000116
25

05-Feb-03

- 0.00192

000182

0.00096

5
] 4
__Endrin ugl 5 19-Mar02
 Endrin aldehyde ugflmu A

E 19-Mar-02

Fluorene B ug/ 5

o-Mar-02

05-Feb-03
05-Feb-03

05Feb03 0%

05-Feb-03

2
3=
ATA A

3
3
A

<0002
0.1
o

ATA

A AN A LA TA LA

0.002

024
008
015

.00

0.07416667
00165
o

Fluode omgl T2 1%Mard2

05-Feb-03

]
8%
A

1006

1.5

0.142

mmaBHC (Lndane)  ugl 5 19Mar2

4_ Glyphosate - : ug/t ‘ 4 19-Mar02
Hardness (as CaC08) el 10 19Mar02

Heptachlor ) o ugf 5  19Mar02

05-Feh-03
2{}-Nov-02

 05-Feb-03

QLI
a2 R
A A

. 000144 <

25 <

: 25

0.00144
- 260

0.00072
125
69 3

05-Feb-03

000176 <

- 0.00176

0.00088

Heptachlorepoxide | ugl 5 . 19Mar02

05-Feb-03

A A

000152

Hexachloobenzene  ugl 5 10Mar02
) Hexachlorobutadlene : ugh 17 19-Mar-02 -
Hexachlorocyclopentadlene ugfl 5 ;. 19-Mar-02

05-Feb-03

(05003
05-Feb-03

Hexachloroethane ‘ ugh 5 . 19-Mar-02

05.Feb. 03 s

2
=2
A

072
o 984 _
118
R

‘A

£ 0.00152

0.00076

ATA A

146

072

05
5_118

0.36
9095
059 '

073

Indeno(1,23-cdjpyrene ugl 4 1Mar02

20-Nov-02

: 0.035

Il

00175

Iron {dissolved) ~ugh 12 ~ 14-Mar02

04-Feb-03

564

0035

787833333

fron {total recoverable) - ug/l T © 14-Mar02
: . 19-Mar-02

Isophorone

04-Feb-03
05-Feb-03

Lead (dissolved) © 14-Mar-02

04-Feb-03

© 181

321083333

< 086 < 0
- 0.008 :

0.01866667

Lead (total recoverable) ~ ugl . 12 14-Mar02

04-Feb-03

' 0.051

0.15483333

_ Manganese {dissolved) wl 12 t4Mar02

04Fen03

375

Manganese {total recoverab%e) : ug/l 12 14-Mar-02

04-Feb-03

S 124

20.8916667

| Meroury(dssoived) ugl 12 14Mer02
- Mercury (ofal reoovefable) ’ ug 12 - 14-Mar- 02

Methoxychlor ~ugl 5 19-Mar-02

 Methyltertbutylether ugd 12 1eMar02

04-Feb-03

 04Feb-03

05Feb 3
05-Feb-03

: 0.00079

R-1

: Methylene blue active substances mg/| 12 19Mar02

Methylenechloide wgl 12 19Mar02

05-Feb-03

o005
< 00024 <
07

- 0.00543
T
0.0024 -
o

0.00177
0.00462563
0.0012
0.15875

002

- 0.025

001604167
oo

SMDT WWTEP
Placer County
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Molinate

Naphthalene

. 19-Mar-02

05-Feb-03

L 9Mar02

05-Feb-03

M

Nicke! {dissolved)

T

© 14-Mar02

04-Feb-03

s Nicke% (total recoverable)

Nltﬂte as N

Nitrobenzene

ug/
gt

met

ug/

U 14Mar02 ¢

04Feb03 10

o 19Mar02
¢ 19-Mar02 |

05-Feb-03
05-Feb-03

01? B
0.21583333

161083333
001279167

©19-Mar-02

05Feb-03

N-Nitrosodimethylamine

ug/l

f 19- Mar02 ‘

) _ Ne-Nitroso-gi-n-propylamine ‘
WN-Nitrosodiphenylamine_ o

OCcno

OCDF

ug/

n
pgl

uwl

19Mar02
19-Mar-02
i
. 14-Mar-02

05-Feb-03

0.38

0.335

05-Feb-03
05-Fen-03

19- Nov—02

tonovos

043

AlA A TATA D
(o]
m
=

oses
156

28475

Oxamyl

ug/

19-Mar-02 -

20-Nov-02

Pentachlorophenol

_ Phenanihrene
- Phenol

o

ugl
ugl
mg/!

* Pyrene

____1__Selemum (dlssolved)
: Selenium (fotal reccverable)

: Silver (dissolved)

e
-

Giio s o U oo

-
ol

 18-Mar02 -
‘___19~Mar 02 P
.......................................................................................................................................................................................... 19Mar02  05Fep03 0% < 082 <

7 i”?hosphoms,, total
" Picloram

| 1oMar2
19-Mar-02

05-Feb-03

res

05-Feb-03
05-Feb-03

AAIATATATA A A lA A A A A

000508

20

LA

757625

N

- 0.00508

0.00254

A

0012
052

: 0.0056

0.012
0.52

A A

0.068
0.26

- 0013

0.00751667

: 0.00762

A

_0.00762

000381

~

10Mar-02

20 Nov 02

004

ug
ugyl

—_
A2 ]

Ma-Mar02 -
: {4-Mar-02

ug/l

—_
%]

- 14Mar02

Silver (total recoverable)

Simazine

ugh

ugt

—_
L

© {4Mar02

04 Feb 03

04-Feb-03

0026

S 0.04

0.02

0105

0.047125 .

fATAIA LA

0026
- 0.001

0.60375

04-Feb-03

© 0.002

0.005

w

© 19-Mar-02

05-Feb-03

 Specific Conductivity @ 25 C

Styrene

© Sulfide

S = 804

umhos/em

mgh

2
w2

12
i2

- 19-Mar-02
19-Mar02 ¢
C19Mar02

05-Feb-03

QS-FBb‘OB,

05-Feb-03

57
033

- 0.0641

0.03205

- 101416667
008125
493875

mgh

12

24-Apr-02

05-Feb-03

04

0.105

Sulfite

mg!

i3

- 19-Mar-02

05-Feb-03

Tetrachloroethene

 Thallum (dissoved)
Thalhum (total recove;able) '

. .‘ o

ug’l_

ugft

i2
2

19-Mar-02
| 14Mar02
. t4-Mar-02

05-Feb-03
04-Feb-03

iios

ALATA LA A

- 0.08

0,007

0 00

< om
£ 0.003

0.07875
0002
000258333

" Thichencarb

ug/l

- 19Mar02

05-Feb-03

- 0.0924

A

- 0.0824

0.0462

SMD1 WWTP
Placer County
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Toluene

Total dissalved solids

mg/

12

o 19-Mar-02

05-Feb-03

. 8%

007

058

12

19-Mar-02 .

05-Feb-03

100%

: 29

- 130

61.6666667

Tp};gphene

trans-1 \2-Dichloroethene

Tributyltin

__ Tichlowosthene
Trichlorofluoromethane

Cug

ugl

ugh

ey

16
12

19 Mar-02

- 05Feb03

0%

© 19Mar02
19Mar02
© 19-Mar-02
19Mar02

05-Feb-03
1 8-Dec-02
05-Feb-03

DR
o

HE N

ACA LA

o2
10.09

0.005
0.06

05-Feb-03

0%

CA

© 0.052

0z
0.005

0%

0.026

. ooma9nceT

0.0025
0.085

042

010791667

Vinyt chioride

n o

19-Mar-02

05-Feb-03

0%

A

006

CAlATA A A TA G

: _Xylenes, total
. dinc(dissolved)
. Zinc (total recoverable)

12

2

- 1oMar02
14-Mar02
14-Mar-02

05-Feb-03
04-Feb-03

04Feb03 |

0%
100%

0.21

oo

1.94

PA

0.16

395

.88

0.07083333

0.16375
1.96
864 .

SMDT WWTP
Placer County
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_R3  1,11-Trichloroethane - ug/! 5 19-Mar-02 05-Feb-03 0% < . 0.05 < 019 . 0.082
R3 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane gl 5  19Mar02 = 05Feb-03 0% < 017 < 05 0128 -
R3 1,1,2-Trichloro-1,2, 2-rffuorocthane (Freon 113) ~ ugl 5  19Mar02  05Feb03 0% < 005 < 025 0058
R3  112Trichloroethane gl 5 . 19Mar02  05Feb03 0% < 008 <. 043 0091
R3 A Dtchloroezhane ugl . 5 19Mar02 . O5Feb03 0% < 004 < 022 0062
R udmeose w5 iew srem o < 0w < ox o
R3 123,4,6,7,8-HpCDD pgl 4 14Mar02  19Nov-02 0% < 237 < 305 . 13%
R-3 1,2,3.4,6,7.8-HpCDF pgl 4 14-Mar02  19-Nov-02 % < 257 < 357 1.535
R3 12347,89HpCOF pgl 4 14Mar02  19Nov-02 0% < 238 < 313 13775
R3 123478HCDD pgl 4 14Mar02  19Nov02 0% < 175 < 201 0%
R3 123478HCDF . pgl 4 {4Mar02 19Nov02 0% < 206 <:238 111
R3 12.3.6,7,8-HxCDD L e 4 14Mar02 19New02 0% < 175 < 187 0905
R3 123678HCOF pgl 4 14Mar02  19Nov02 0% 044 < 257 12505
R3  123789HxCDD pol 4 14Mar02  19Nov-02 0% < 2M < 395 1665
R3 123,78 9-HiCDF pgl 4 14Mar02  19Nov-02 0% < 204 < 231 1.0875
R3 12378PeCOD pyl 4 14Marg2  19Nov02 0% < 139 < 281 105
R3 12,3,7,8-PeCDF pl 4 14Mar02  19Now02 0% . < 225 < 306 13275
R3 1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene ug/ 5 ° 19Mar02  05Feb03 0% < 01 < 041 0.104
R3  1,2Dibromo-3hioropropane ug 5 19-Mar02  05Feb03 0% < < o
R3 1,2-Dibromoethane ugl 5 19-Mar02  05Feb03 0% < <
- R3 1,2Dichlorobenzene ugl 5 19Mar02  05Fep03 0% < O1f < 031 0085
R3_ 12Dichlorogthane _ugl 5 {9Mar02  05Feb03 0% < 008 < 042 0.09
R3 12Dichloropropane w5 g-Mar-02 0% < 007 < 032 0069
A3 12Diphenylydrazine ugl 5 {9Mar02 0% < 049 < 049 0.245
R3  13Dichlorobenzene Cugl 5 19Mar02 . 05Feb03 0% < 013 < 034 01
R3  1,3Dichloropropene ugh 5 19Mar02  05Feb03 0% < 008 < 034 0069
B3 1,4-Dichlorabenzene ugh 5 t9Mar02  05Fed03 0% < 011 < 046 0099
| 234678HCDF byt 4 {4Mar0z - 0% < 248 < 306 1385
R 78PeCOF pof 4 14Mar02  19Nov02 0% < 184 < 238 105
B3 2,37.8-TCDD pol 4 14-Mar-02 ©  19-Nov-02 0% < 0637 < 087 0371
R3 - 2378TCDF py/ 4 i4MarD2  19Nov02 0% < 0478 < 103 0377
A3 245TP (Silvex) ugd 5 19Mar02 . 05Feb03  40% 0019 06t 0136
A3 246 Trichlorophencl ugl 5 19Mar02  05Feb03 0% < 091 < 09 0.455
SMD1 WWTP Rebertson-Bryan, Inc.
Placer County Page D-1 Antidegradation Analysis



24D

2,4-Di65|0r0phenol

7 19-Mar-02

05-Feb-G3

0.043

- 0.048

19Mar02

05-Feb-03

1.07

A

107 053

19-Mar-02 :

~ 2A-Diniirophenol
- 2,4-Dinitrotoluene

- 2,6-Dinftrololuene

o.Chooetylvinylether

‘ 19-Mar-0_2 _
19Mar02 .
19-Mar-02

05-Feb-03

05Feb03 0%

APA A

05-Feb-03

05Feb03

196

oo
0 1.25

1.46

PA

ALA

ey 0.485

125 0625

146 073

19-Mar-02

05-Feb-03

0.1

0.02 0.105

2-Chlorohaphthalene

19-Mar02

05-Feb-03

2-Chlorophenol

 2-Methyl-4,6-dinitrophenol
. 2-Nitrophenot

3,3-Dichlorobenzidine

19-Mar-02

19-Mar-02 ©

19-Mar-02

05-Feb-03 I

05-Feb-03

05-Fen-03

ACAIATA A A

o071
151

19-Mar-02

05-Feb-03

A LA

151

. 0.83 - 0415

0.71 0.355

151 o7
08 04

1.51 0.785

4,4-D0D

19-Mar-02

05Felr03

00002

000992 00049

4,4-DDE

44-D0T o |
... Bromophenyl phenyiether
' 4—Chior0-3-methylphenol

19-Mar-02
19Mar02
19-Mar-02

05-Feb-03

05-Feb-03
05-Feb-03 -

AN

S

(0802
L0000
064

oovios

o002 0001
...oo052 -
0.64 0.32

4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether

19-Mar-02

05-Feb-03

N

o1

ACAIA A AR ATA AIA A GA

1 05

19-Mar-02

05-Feb-03 -

053

. 0.53 oY

4-Nigrophenol

18-Mar-02

05-Feb-03

| Acenaphthene
Acenaphthylene

Acrolein

tiien il o emiioioniogr i ;i g o gt

19-Mar02

05Feb08

103 0515

A A TA

. 0.27 0.135

A A TA A

19-Mar-02

05-Feb-03

. 1.8 1118111

Acrylonitrile

19-Mar-02 -

05-Feb-03

1 0748889

Alachior

ug

19-Mar-02

05-Feb-03

- 0.0674

0.0337

Aldin
alpha-BHC

ugfl'

19-Mar-02
19-Mar-02

05-Feb-03

05Feb-03

ATA A LA

A

. 0.00156
- 0.00164

- 0.00156
- 0.00164

0.00078
0.00082

R-3

Aluminum (dissolved)

ugf

14-Mar-02

04-Feb-03

62

R3O

: R-3

~ Aluminum (fotal recoverable)

ug/

Ammenia (as N}

mg/l

N4Mar02

04-Feb-03

39.3

L..588 a2
178 102.82

14.22

19-Mar-02 -

© 05-Feb-03

- 0.052

o8 0%

RS
R3
R3

 Antmony (dssoled)
Antimony (total recoverable)

Anthracene

ow
ugl

ug/l

~ 19-Mar62
14-Mar-02 :
14-Mar-G2 :

05Feb 03

04-Feb03 10
04-Feb-03

0029
. 0.049
- 0.054

' R3

Aroclor 1016

‘oo v oo o ol @

~ 05Feb-03

- 0.0648

SMD1 WWTP
Placer County
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Araclor 1221 ug/l
R-3 _ Aroclor 1232 ' o o ugfl
Aroclor1242 : ugl
(RS Aroclor 1248 T
s Aroclor 1254 B e o
R3 Aroclor1'26"0' o o ”xi'gfl
= Arsemc oo T | ug/l .
R-3 M Arsen;c (total recoverable) _ ug/l
R3 :WAsbesios _ _ MEL

19Mar02  05Feb03 0%
19Mar02 . 05Feb03 0%
19Mar02 . 05Feb03 0%
19Mar02 = 05Feb03 0% < 0.0648 |
 19Mar02  05Feb03 0% L 00262 00262 00131
_ 19Mar02  05Feb03 0% < 00262 < 00262 00131
14Mar02  O4Feb-03  100% - 0263 0577 0366
 14Mar02  04Fep03  100% 0321 - 0728 04764 |
© 19Mar02  20Nov-02 0% < 0021 < 0207 003625
19Mar02  05Feb03  40% < 0089 13 058788
14Mar02  O4Feb03  100% 902 178 14304
14Mar02  O04Feb03  100% . 10 206 1548
19Mar-02  05-Feb03 0% 000762 < 000762 000381 -
19Mar02 - 05Feb03 0% 005 < 028 0088
Wit R b o g
. 19Mar02  O05Feb03 0% < 0828 < 0023 00M15 |
19Mar02  05Feb03 0% < 003 < 003 0015
19Mar02 . O5Feb03 0% 088 < 003 0015
19Mar02  05Feb03 0% 0020 < 0029 0.0145
19Mar02 . 05Feb03 0% 0029 <. 0029 00145
14Mar02  04Feb03 : 002 00074
 14Mar02  04-Feb03 0006 0008 0006 -
19Mar-02 . 05-Fep-03 < 000176 - < 000176 000088
© 19Mar02 . 05-Feb-03 083 < 083 0.415
19Mar-02 = 05Feb03 0% < 085 < 055 0.275
vtz osFeos @ < oss
e erma T =
10Mar02 . 05Feb03 0% < 005 < 025
19Mar02  05Fep03 0% < 011 < o018
19Mar-02  05Feb03 0% < 019 < 061 O
19Mar02 | 05Feb03 0% < <
 14Mar02  04Feb03 40% 0003 0003

14-Mar-02 04-Feb03 ~  40% 0005 0.006

00648 < : 0.0648
- 0.0648
- 0.0648

00848 00324
00648 00324
00648 00324
00648 00324

A

AN A

‘A

A

fa
A PA A

R-3 Atazine ‘ ug/l
R3 Barium (dissolved) e
R3  Barium (fotat recoverable) o ug/]
- R3 Bentazon " :
Re  Bamens T | ugﬂ
e T . . = o
R3 Benzo(a)anthracene R - u@’l i '7
A : Benzo(a)pyférié S i : ug'ﬂ'
R Gewobfomntes gl
R3 Benzo(g,h, )peryiene - ug/l
: Benzo[k)ﬂuorantheném_ o
Berylium (dissolved) gl
" Berylium (ol recoverable) T g
betz-BHC ‘ gl -
' Bis(2-chloroethoxy)methane ugl
- 8|S(2-chloroethyl)eiher o udl

AATA A A

ATAGA AN TA A

A

A
A

S

CA A

' R3 Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate -
. R-3 " Bromodichloromethane
R3  Bromoform

| R3 Bromomethane & ug/
3 Buylbonzylphitlate L
'R3  Cadmium (dissolved) gl

- R-3 Cadmium {total recoverabie) ug/

aioim mimiGlaicmiaioio oo oo o oo aiaioo s aiao o oaoaiaon

SMD1 WWTP Robertson-Bryan, inc.
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Carbofuran

19-Mar-02

20-Nov-42

<5 19375

Carbon tetrachlioride

19-Mar-02 .

05-Feb-03

Chlordane

19-Mar-02

05-Feb-G3

 Chloide
‘_C?\Iorobenzene _

Chloroethane

Chlaroform

Chloromethane

i
t

G miaanis

_19Mar02 -
19-Mar-02 |
19-Mar-02

19-Mar-02

05-Feb-03

05-Feb-03

05-Feb-03 0%

A

A

£ 037 0103
003388

(.01694

12 1013333

05-Feb-03

ACA A

032 0086
- 0.37 0.074

19-Mar-02

05-Feb-03

Il

. 0.18 0.004

., Chlomyrifos
N __Chromirurmr (dissoived}
. Chromium (tofal recoverable}

~ Chromium Vi

J9Mar0z
14-Mar-02 -

05Feb03

04-Feb-03

14-Mar-02

04Feb-03 11

19-Mar-02

05-Feb-03

Joost
054 0

000755

074 0175833

Chrysene

_ cis-?,Z—Dichloféé_tﬁéne
- Copper (dissolved)

.. Conper (total recoverable)

W\annéde

19-Mar-02

05-Feb-03

0,028

0.014

:ﬂpalapon

| 1eMar02
14-Mar-02 -

19Mar-02

Ciomaras

05-Feb-03

0aFeb03
04Feb03  iC
05-Feb-03

031 0076
18 1,236

19-Mar-02

05-Feb-03

187

1558

deIta-SHC o

19-Mar-02 -

05-Feb-03

N

£ 0.00136

0.00068

Di(2-ethylhexyl)adipdate
Diazinon

Dibenzo{a hiarthracene —_

ugl

19-Mar-02
19-Mar-02 -

05-Feb-03
05-Feb-03

ug/l

19-Mar-02

05-Feb-03

12

12 08
: 0.0641

003205

L 0.027

00135

I

ochloromethane

ugl

 Diethyl phthalate

Djmethyi phthalate

L
ugt

 19-Mar02 |

© 05-Feb03

047 0101

19-Mar-02 -

05-Feb-03 @

- 0.00184

Alaiaia A

| 0.00184

£.00092

Di-n-buty] phthalaie

Divoctylphthalate

Dinoseb

ugh

o 19Mar02
. 19Mar-02

19-Mar02

05-Feb-03

05-Feb0s -

05-Feb-03

0.63

0.93

063 0315

1 05

093 0465

19-Mar-02

05-Feb-03

B3

Endosulfan

23

Endosulfan [l

ugh

ug?

ught

ugh

19-Mar-02

05-Feb-03

TAEA A A

0021

27z L 1%
002t .

19-Mar-02
19-Mar02 -
19-Mar-02 -

20-Nov-02

OS—Feb-OS

_ 05Feb03

. 0.00168
0.00092

4 e
000168

0.00084

€.00092 $.00046

CR-3

Endosulfan sulfate

Gictimis il aimio oo o aloloiono o oo

19-Mar02

05-Feb-03 .

000282

A A A A

- 0.00232

000116

SMDT WWTP
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20-Nov-02 0%

Endothall e g
i R-3 Endtin . - ugh
A3 Endrinaldehyde B gl

19-Mar-02 < 45 <. 45 25
19Mar02 . 05Feb03 0% < 000192 < 000192 00006
 19Mar02  05Feb03 0% < 002 < 0002 0001
19Mar02 -~ 05Feb08 0% < 01 < 024 0074
o e S S L bors
19Mar02  05Feb03 0% < 015 < 015 0.075
19Mar02  05Feb03  17% < 006 023 0061333
19Mar02  05Feb03 0% < 000144 < 000144 000072
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Appendix E

Incremental Water Quality Changes for Infrequently Detected Long-term Constituents






applicable water quality standards.

Table E-1. Incremental mass balance change in Rock Creek water quality due to future 2.7 mgd ADWF discharge of infrequently detected constituents and comparison to

Concentration in Rock Creek

Lowest Applicable

Assimilative Capacity

© Effluent downstream of WWTP outfall (R2) Water Quality Criteria = %
Constituent = Percent @ Current @ Future Used b £ =
o {2.18 mgd) (2.7 mgd) Incremental . . sed by =
Detected Discharge Discharge Increase Value Basis Available Expansion i E
Rate Rat
Chlorobenzene ugiL 8% 0.0691 0.0698 0.000762 680 CTR-HH 680 0.0% N
Chioromethane ug/l. 8% 0.102 0.103 0.000519 3 USEPA-HH 2.90 0.0% N
Di-octyl phthalate Hg/L 4% 1.51 1.53 0.0201 NA NA NA N

Notes:

Total Rec. = total recoverable.

ND = non-detect

NA = not applicable and/or no assimilative capacity is available.

All effluent values expected to be non-detectable with UV disinfection.

CTR-AQ = Caiifornia Toxics Rule criterion for the acute/chronic protection of aquatic life. Based on a minimum effluent hardness of 141 mg/L as CaCQa.
CTR-HH = California Toxics Rule criterion for the protection of human health (consumption of water and organisms).

DHS MCL = Department of Health Services maximum contaminant level.

DHS 2™ MCL= Department of Health Services secondary maximum contaminant level.
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applicable water quality standards.

Tabie E-2. Incremental mass balance change in Dry Creek water quality due to future 2.7 mgd ADWF discharge of infrequently detected constituents and comparison to

Concentration in Rock Creek

Lowest Applicable

Assimilative Capacity

" Effluent downstream of WWTP outfall (R2) Water Quality Criteria 5 %
Constituent = Percent @ Current @ Future Voed b £ 2
o Detected {2.18 mgd) (2.7 mgd) incremental . . sed by =
electe Discharge Discharge Increase Value Basis Available Expansion - é
Rate Rate
Chlorobenzene ug/L 8% 0.0690 0.0698 0.0009 680 CTR 680 0.0%
Chloromethane Ha/l 8% 0.102 0.103 0.0006 3 USEPA-HH 2.90 0.0% N
Di-octyl phthalate pg/L 4% 1.51 1.53 0.0239 0 NA NA NA N

Notes:

Total Rec. = total recoverable.

ND = non-detect

NA = not applicable and/or no assimilative capacity is available.

All effuent values expected to be non-detectable with UV disinfection.

CTR-AQ = California Toxics Rule criterion for the acute/chronic protection of aquatic life. Based on a minimum effluent hardness of 141 mg/L as CaCQOs.
CTR-HH = California Toxics Rule criterion for the protection of human health (consumption of water and organisms).
OHS MCL = Department of Health Services maximum contaminant level.

DHS 2™ MCL= Department of Health Services secondary maximum contaminant level.
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