
To: rwr, odard@goideneye.wa~-r.ca.govo jhea~.h@gotdeneye, water.ca.gov
¢c: Phdi~ Wood=/Rg,’uaEPA,’US@EPA, K~ren Schwmn/Rg/USEPAiUS@EPA
Subject: comment= on Water QuaiiW Targets Matrix in Dra~ WQPP

Rick & Judy:

As ( mentioned in my 2/1 3 comments ~o you on ~he dr=~ WQPP, { passed a ¢o~y of Table 5
(CALFED W=ter Qu=tiW Targets for Param~ers of Concern} from ~he Water QuafiW Program Plan on
to EPA staff in our standards and pewits office. They highlighted a couple of is=ues~concern=
I wan~ to ~ass on to you.

1)    While the other ~arge~s li~ed are generally ~nsii~en; with ~e California Toxics Rule (CTR),
thsr~ ar~ no human health numbers lt~ed for a number of parameters that were inciuded in the
CTR. In several ~ses, these numbers are much lower than the aquatic llfe criteda included in the
matdx. The~e include:

Parameter Human Health CdteHa (ba=ed on 30-day average]
PCB .00017 ugtl
DDT .00059 ugll
chlordane .0~O57 ug/l
~oxapnene .0OO73 ug~
Hg (zotal) .05 ugll

2)     The narrative in the m~tix identifie= numbers for ~e Delta both ea~ and
An~och Bridge. This appear= to capture ~e distinmions between the Genial Valley and San
F~ancis¢o Regional W=~er QualiW Control Board Basin Plans. However, the a~ual bounda~
between ~he ~o Regiona{ ~oards i= Cotlinsvil~e, which is a fair bit we~ of.the Antioch Bridge.

3)     For the water number$ li~ed for PCBs (p. ~1~ in each of the ragion~, the te~ following
should rea~ "(sum of ¢ogeners)", not "~ oogeners". (This error originally occurred ~n
publication of ~e Na~onat Toxi~ Rule, bu~ we= coffered in ;he California Toxics Ruie.~

The matrix doesn’t include any toxiciw targets for the ~acramen~o and San Joaquin R~v=rs
(p. ~5 - "To~mW of Unknown Origin"). Similar to what was included for ~e
the Antioch Bridge, we sugge~ including the narrative text from the Cen~al Vaitey R~gional
Bond’s Basin Plan for toxicity {p. 11!-8.00) which reads "All wamrs =hall be mai~ain=d free of toxic
substances in concentrations that produce de~imental ~hysiotogical response= in human, plant,
animal, or aqu~ic life...Compliance with ~his obje~ive will be determined by analysi~ of ~ndicator
organism=, sgeoies diver=iW, popui~Jon den~iW, gro~h anomalies, ~nd biotoxici~ tests of
apptop~ate duration or other method~ as specified by the Regional Water

5)     The matdx also doesn’t include any target= for nuzrient= (nitr~e) for the San Joaquin and
Sacramento Rivers (p. ~3). We suggest using the =ame number (10 rag/I) a= was u=ed for the
Delta at drinking water intakes. (Thi~ number derive= from E~A’= and th~ State’= MCL for treated
w~ter.)

6)     For =elenium (p. 39), the ~able should also li~ crit=da adogted by ~e Central Valley
Regional ~oatd in May 1996 for two impotent ~ibutaries of the 5an Joaquin River. Speci~cai[y,
the Board ~doD~ed ~he following we~er qualiW objectives for selenium:

Mud Slough {no~h) and 5 uglL (ba=ed on ~day avera@e)
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San Joaqutn River from Sack dam to Vernalis
Salt Slough and Gra=sland Watershed wetland channets

2 ugtL

The former appear~ to be covered by 1:he entry for "South of Merced River", but the !a~er objective
for Salt Slough and 1:he Grassland Watershed wetland channels should be ;ncluded in ~his mamx,

Hope ~his information is helpful.

Gail
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