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In July 1995, with the US EPA’s funding of the Technical Assistance Grant (TAG) to the
Davis South Campus Superfund Oversight Committee (DSCSOC) and the appointment of Dr. G.
Fred Lee as the TAG advisor, Dr. Lee pointed out, at a meeting with Dr. William Taylor of the
Agency for Toxic Substance and Disease Registry (ATSDR), that the previously conducted studies
over the past half adozen yearson the potential public health and environmental impacts of the UCD
DOE LEHR national Superfund site were significantly deficient with respect to evaluating the
potential for hazardouschemicalspresentin LEHR site stormwater runoff and wastewater discharges
to cause public heath and environmental problems associated with the use of Putah Creek. Of
particular concern was the lack of information on the potential for LEHR site-derived wastes to
bioaccumulate in Putah Creek fish to hazardous levels for those who use the fish asfood, as well as
other forms of aquatic and terrestrial wildlife. Thissituation led to ATSDR devel oping acooperative
working relationship with the US EPA Region 9, where a set of fish, water, and sediment samples
were collected in 1996 from Putah Creek for analysis for chemicals that are of typical concern
because of their potential to bioaccumulate to excessive levelsin fish and other aquatic life, causing
these organisms to be a threat to those who use them as food.

Inthe Winter of 1997 thefirst draft versions of the 1996 Putah Creek bioaccumul ation studies
were released. Since that time there have been a series of comments on that study relative to the
important information gained from it and the deficiencies in the study. These comments have been
prepared by J. Roth, Executive Director of DSCSOC and Dr. G. Fred Lee. The results of the 1996
fish bioaccumulation studies and the comments on these studies are available for review on the
DSCSOC website, http://members.aol.com/dscsoc/dscsoc.htm. They include the following:

“Concentrations of Selected Radionuclides and Chemicals in Fish, Sediment, and Water Collected
from the Putah Creek Near the Former Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research,” March 31,
1997.

“Hedlth Consultation; Fish Sampling in Putah Creek, 1996,” April 4, 1997.
“Agency for Toxic Substance and Disease Registry’s (ATSDR) Fish Hazardous Chemical Study
Report for Putah Creek,” undated.

“Comments on UCD Bioaccumulation Studies,” July 2, 1998.



“Follow-up Sampling of Putah Creek Fish for Hazardous Chemical Content,” October 12, 1997.

“Unreliable Information on the Hazards of Consuming Putah Creek Fish Due to Excessive
Bioaccumulation of Mercury and Lead,” April 14, 1998.

“Additional Comments on Responses to 1996 ATSDR Bioaccumulation Studies,” April 27, 1998.

In addition, several of the RPM meeting comments submitted by Dr. Lee to DSCSOC contain
additional information on these issues.

The 1996 fish bioaccumlation study showed that Putah Creek fish taken from the vicinity of
where some of the LEHR site stormwater and UCD campus wastewater, which includes waste from
the LEHR site, as well as stormwater runoff from this site, contained excessive concentrations of
mercury and lead. Fish taken upstream and downstream of this location did not contain excessive
concentrations of these or other congtituents that typically bioaccumulate in fish tissue to levels that
represent a threat to human health.

However, as pointed out by Dr. Lee, there were significant problems with some of the
analytical methods used for some other constituents of potential concern, especially certain
chlorinated hydrocarbon pesticides, in that the analytical methods did not have sufficient sensitivity
to measure the constituent of concern at the level that the US EPA Region 9 has established as a
guideline value for potential human health impacts. Further, there were some problems with the
ATSDR US EPA report with respect to interpretation of the sediment quality data. DSCSOC
recommended that follow-on studies be conducted to better define the magnitude of the
bioaccumulation problem, the year-to-year variability of the results, and to measure the other
constituents with sufficient analytical method sengitivity to determine if these constituents were
present in fish tissue above US EPA Region 9 guideline values. Also of concern was the initiation
of studiesto determine the source of the lead and mercury that was found in the fish taken from Putah
Creek near Old Davis Road.

Overall Commentson 1997 Fish Bioaccumulation Studies

The 1997 bioaccumulation studies, which are the subject of thisreport, showed that somefish
taken from Putah Creek in the vicinity of the University of California, Davis wastewater and
stormwater dischargesto Putah Creek contained excessive concentrations of mercury. Of particular
concern were the higher trophic-level “game” fish, such as largemouth bass. However, again, there
were significant problems with the analysis of the fish obtained in these studies with reference to
certain chlorinated hydrocarbon chemicals that are of concern because of their tendency to
bioaccumulate to excessive levelsin fish tissue, causing the fish to be considered hazardous to those
who consumethem asfood. These studies confirm that thereisa potentially significant public health
problem associated with consuming fish from Putah Creek because of excessive concentrations of
mercury and possibly other constituents in the fish tissue.



Thereis need for the regulatory agencies and the responsible parties for the LEHR site, the
University of California, Davis, and others to implement a comprehensive, ongoing monitoring
program for excessive bioaccumulation of hazardous chemicalsin Putah Creek fishin order to define
the magnitude of the problem, factors influencing the degree of bioaccumulation, the sources of the
bi oaccumulatable chemicals, and/or other constituents that |ead to excessive bioaccumulation, such
as the discharge of inadequately treated campus wastewaters to Putah Creek by the University of
Cdlifornia, Davis. Further, in accord with current regulatory requirements, Putah Creek should be
listed as an impaired waterbody that will lead to the development of a comprehensive remediation
program to control the excessive bioaccumulation of hazardous chemicals in Putah Creek fish.
Presented below are specific comments on the September 16, 1998 draft 1997 fish bioaccumulation
studies.

Specific Comments

The cover page for this report lists the LEHR site as Yolo County. The LEHR siteisin
Solano County.

On page 1, under "Background,” third paragraph, no mention is made of the fact that
inadequate analytical methods were used in the 1996 fish bioaccumlation studies for severa of the
constituents of concern to detect the presence of the constituent at potentially hazardous
concentrations. This should be mentioned, since now the presentation of the results is misleading,
in that there could have been other bioaccumulation problems other than lead and mercury, which
would have been detected if appropriate analytical methods had been used. As pointed out by the
DSCSOC in their comments on the 1996 fish bioaccumulation studies, the second set of samples
should have included organics as well, where more appropriate analytical methods were used for
certain of the organics than were used in the 1996 sampling.

On page 1, last paragraph, it is mentioned that Thomas R. Payne & Associates, Inc. has been
conducting fisheries monitoring on the lower Putah Creek for the Solano County Water Agency for
the past six years. Copies of that data should be obtained and reviewed.

On page 2, under "Conclusions," it is of interest to find that mercury is still being found to be
at excessive concentrations in some Putah Creek fish taken near the LEHR site.

On page 2, Conclusion 6, the statement, "None of the analyses indicate that metals or other
radionuclides in sediments pose a public health hazard." This statement cannot be made from the
data that are available. As discussed in DSCSOC's comments on the 1996 study, it is not possible
from the data available to rule out that mercury in sediments in Putah Creek are a source of the
mercury that is bioaccumulating to excessive levels in Putah Creek fish,

Conclusion No. 6 needs to be modified to state that "None of the analyses indicate that the
metal sin the sediments pose a public health hazard through direct contact. The mercury in sediments
could be a public health threat through conversion to methylmercury, which then bioaccumulatesin
some fish to excessive levels."



Page 3, under "Follow-Up Public Health Actions," focuses on preparing a brochure which
could bedistributed to pregnant and nursing women to warn them about eating largemouth bassfrom
Putah Creek. This approach is not adequate for protection of public health; Putah Creek should be
posted so that anyone fishing in the creek has the opportunity to readily observe signs that indicate
that some fish taken from the creek contain excessive concentrations of mercury that are athreat to
pregnant women and their fetuses, nursing women, and young children.

Page 4, first paragraph, makes an erroneous, or what could readily be an inappropriate
conclusion with respect to the rel ationship between the total mercury concentration in sedimentsand
the potential for the sediments to be a source of bioaccumulatable mercury. Itiswell known that the
total concentration of mercury in sedimentsis not the primary determining factor in the development
of methylmercury, which isthe form of mercury that accumulatesin fish tissue. Sediments with the
same total mercury can readily have different rates of conversion to methylmercury, depending on
other characteristicsof the sediments. Theseissueswere discussed in DSCSOC's previous comments
on the 1996 sampling of Putah Creek fish and sediments. It isunfortunate that this sametype of error
has occurred again in this report since it provides unreliable information on key issues that need to
be considered in eval uating the hazards that mercury in sedimentsin Putah Creek represent to people
who use Putah Creek fish asfood. Asdiscussed in DSCSOC's previous comments, the reason that
the 1996 sampling of fish may have shown excessive concentrations of mercury off the area where
the campus wastewater treatment plant discharges to Putah Creek and some of the LEHR site
stormwater that enters the Creek is that the treatment plant and stormwater runoff contribute
substances to the Creek which promote methylmercury formation in the sediments.

On page 4, third paragraph, mention is made that ATSDR has used 0.56 mg/kg wet weight
fish tissue concentration asthe screening value for excessive mercury infish. That valueisabout four
times higher than what the US EPA Region 9 has recommended as a screening value for mercury in
fishfor individualswho eat one meal per week of fish containing thislevel of mercury. Thissituation
reflects the difference of opinion between US EPA and ATSDR on the critical concentrations of
mercury in fish.

Page 6, first paragraph, states that the data that have been collected on potentially hazardous
organics are not adequate to determine whether toxic organic substances are at levels of health
concern in fish. This issue was pointed out by DSCSOC in the comments on the 1996 study
conducted by the USEPA and ATSDR. Itisunfortunate that the 1997 study still did not addressthis
issue adequately. Thisfurther substantiates DSCSOC's position that thereis need to do credible, on-
going bioaccumulation studies of fish and other aguatic life in Putah Creek to ensure protection of
public health and the environment from the hazards associated with the presence of these constituents
in Putah Creek water and sediments.

Page 15, Table 3B indicates that the information on the size of a channel catfish and black
bullhead is not available. It isdifficult to understand why such information is not available.

It should be noted, from the data presented, that many of the fish - bluegill, carp - contain
concentrations of mercury at or just under the US EPA Region 9 guideline value.
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Page 18, Table 5A for the chromium datawhich is assumed to be total chromium showsthat
the dissolved chromium, which could readily be chromium VI, is present in Putah Creek water at
concentrations that are potentially toxic to zooplankton. Thisdataand similar datataken in the past
indicate that Putah Creek should be listed as an impaired waterbody due to the fact that the
concentrations of chromium are repeatedly being found to be higher than well-established values for
chromium V1 toxicity to zooplankton. This, in turn, should cause the regulatory agenciesto follow
current regul atory practiceof initiating aremediation program, including the development of TMDLS,
to control the sources of chromium to Putah Creek so that they do not cause aquatic life toxicity
within the Creek.

Page 19, Table 5B, indicates that the mercury concentrationsin the Putah Creek water at the
various|ocationswerelessthan the detection limitsused inthe studies. Unfortunately, thisisanother
example of inadequate detection limits used in these studies. The current US EPA "Gold Book"
criterion for total recoverable mercury inwater is12 ng/L. Thistableindicatesthat the detection limit
used in this study was 120 ng/L. The US EPA will, as part of its revised national mercury study,
decrease the allowable mercury in water to approximately 5 ng/L. Based on how the Putah Creek
studies were conducted, all that could be said about the water concentrations of mercury is that the
concentrations are less than the detection limit. However, what should be said is that the analytical
method detection limit used isinadequate to detect mercury at concentrationswhich represent worst-
case-based assessments for bioaccumulation of mercury to excessive levels in fish. There are
analytical methods that can detect mercury at the critical levels. Unfortunately, these were again not
used in these studies, even though this problem was pointed out in the DSCSOC comments on the
1996 study.

One of theissuesthat should be mentioned in thisreport isthat the Putah Creek flow regimes
during the 1996 and 1997 studies are significantly different. Increased flow, such as occurred in
1997, would tend to lead to amore widespread distribution of fish and mercury problems than would
occur under low-flow conditions associated with UCD wastewater and/or LEHR site stormwater
runoff-derived mercury or constituents that promote mercury methylation.



