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Figure 4.3.145 Comparison of Antimony Data
with Water Quality Standards at Big Dalton

. Dalton Wash . Wash
=l
% 5000 6
3 a
= 4000 - , : 25
2 3000 - . 241 .
£
E 2000 - . £3.
- <
< 1000 - s ; 52 - .
o *
"g O T T T T * T = 1 — . “.
|_
12) 7 7 o o Q Q
() 7 7 "
C%__);/ /70/ <?9/ /7(9/ %® 7<3(9/ 6‘/7)/ O od,/ 70/ 7,/ 0,/ 0&/ 07/ 06‘/
% % % Q. Q. 9. B “, 2, %, %, %, %, 2,
% % % 2> 2> > 2> % % % % 2 % %
+ Data — Limit + Data — Limit
Figure 4.3.146 Comparison of Arsenic Data » Data| Figure 4.3.147 Comparison of Cadmium Data
with Water Quality Standards at Big Dalton —cCMmc| with Water Quality Standards at Big Dalton
Wash ccC Wash
10 10
I 84 9 — — —
E; g 81
o 6 A S 7
c
g 4 ¢ * * g 6 |
< i E 5+
© * . & 4 T
P2 - . © 3
* g — .
0 ‘ -2
% 7 7 o, % q % 1 .
@,@0 /7%0 /@%"o /7%0 /0%’0 /%)/*’o /’)/“"0 0 *
(2 (7 (2 0. 0. 0. ) T T T
’ ’ ’ ! i i i T, B Ty R R 7 % B B, % %
+ Data — Limit @006, /9006, é’b% /“"006 éoo@ /900) éoo) 2. @00) /900) éoo)




+ Data| Figure 4.3.148 Comparison of Chromium « Data| Figure 4.3.149 Comparison of Copper Data
—CMC| Data with Water Quality Standards at Big —cmc| with Water Quality Standards at Big Dalton
ccc Dalton Wash ccc Wash
3000 120
—_— _ .
~ 2500 - 100 +
> -
< 2000 S 80 -
3 _— 3
£ 1500 g 60 1 .
< (@]
% 1000 - s 40 - . .
(@]
*6' = % —
= 500 - 20 - s
0 - . ——o0e . 0 ‘ . . . ‘
Bl T R, R % %, 2, % % % o, o, T Ry R 2 2, 2, % % %
o T T R e TR, 2, R TR, B, % 2 b R R, e TR, 2, S TR, B,
eooe 900& 900@ 900@ eoo@ 900) eoo) 900) 900) 900) 900) eoo@ 900@ 900€ 9006, ‘300@ 900) 900) 900) 900) 900) 900)
+ Data| Figure 4.3.150 Comparison of Dissolved - Data] Figure 4.3.151 Comparison of Dissolved
—cmMc | Chromium Data with Water Quality Standards —cmc| Copper Data with Water Quality Standards at
ccC at Big Dalton Wash ccC Big Dalton Wash
25 - 140
- T - 120 —
2 20 - % S
£ =100
= [}
E 15 § 80 -
< O R
(@] _
< 10 - z 60
o =2
5 2 40 _
o 54 o
a 20 .
A4 * (X . . .0 .
0 ‘ ‘ ‘ *— ‘ 0 ‘ ‘ ‘ et
%, T, m Cu, % T, T % % % %y 70/’% 70/“’% 77/’% %% %%, 07/""@ 0%)@ QJ@% 0%%3 0%% 0’2’%
cj005‘ 9006, 9006, cj005, 9006\ 900) 900) 2N 900) 900) 900) % % % % % N N D, D, D, 2N




« Data| Figure 4.3.152 Comparison of Dissolved Figure 4.3.153 Comparison of Dissolved
—cMC| Lead Data with Water Quality Standards at Oxygen Data with Water Quality Standards at
CCC Big Dalton Wash Big Dalton Wash
900 14
800 - _ B #512 . . " .
< 700 - = 10 n *
= 600 - 2 8
© X
< 500 - _ © 6
B 400 - 2 4
= [o]
3 300 - — % 92
8 200 - °
0 : : : :
04 - %, . @7% %% o,/’% 0%% o%% 0@,%
0 * - ——— % % % 2N N N 2.
B, T R, R % %, 2 % % %
%00@ 90/9006‘ %00@ 0%00@ T?9/9006 d]/900) 0)/00) T7900) &00) 0%00) " %, + Data — Lower Limit
+ Data Figure 4.3.154 Comparison of Dissolved Zinc Figure 4.3.155 Comparison of Fecal Coliform
—cmMmc| Data with Water Quality Standards at Big Data with Water Quality Standards at Big
ccc Dalton Wash Dalton Wash
250 €1000OO . . .
o
21 2
~ 200 | B S 0000 .
S~ — &
s = 1000 - ¢
2 150 + £
N L £ 100 +
*
2100 - . S 9
g g
5 50 - . = 1 | |
° ¢ 0(9/9 70/ 7% 07/ 0% 0%3 06‘/7
Z- 7/ 2 7/ 2 -
0 > ‘ é"’01.9 090%’ 99006, d’eoo) &900) d)ébo X
B, T R, R % 2, 2 % % %
70/900& g;’%aoﬁ {9/9006‘ 0%000 T10/9006‘ {%’00) 0)/900) K %, ’10/900) 0%00) T2%’00) + Data — Limit




Figure 4.3.156 Comparison of Fecal + Data| Figyre 4.3.157 Comparison of Lead Data with
Enterococcus Data with Water Quality _g'(\:/'g Water Quality Standards at Big Dalton Wash
Standards at Big Dalton Wash 700
E 100000
= ¢ K 600 - ¢
Z 10000 *
%; 500 -
2 1000 - . g 400
8 :
% 100 + § 300 -
& 107 200 - _
8 —
‘E 1 % 7 ‘7, ‘o, 2 [2 % 100 =
<),/900 /]%00 @%00 /7%00) /0%00) <><5’/900) /,)/eoo) 0 . j : : . SPVY .
2, Tl m, R R B B % % % %
¢ Data — Limit /*"006 /*"006 @0%\ /90%* /*’00@ /900) /f”oo) /f”oo) /00) @00) %,
+ Data| Figure 4.3.158 Comparison of Nickel Data Figure 4.3.159 Comparison of pH Data with
—CMC| with Water Quality Standards at Big Dalton Water Quality Standards at Big Dalton Wash
cce Wash 11
900 .
800 - _ o 9 -
700 ~ . .
- 600 T 7 . oo
2 500 -
£ 400 - 5 -
< 300 - —
200 ~ 3 :
100 1 TRt . A T Y T S
0 - ‘ ' i o 4ee ‘ % % % N 2N Os Os
0/7%006 %0/*’00€ 7/7%’00& %\%’006\ T”/v’,%b%‘ %%00) ‘3/0)/?’00) %’)/900) %%’oo) S7/0(%’00) %%00) + Data — Limit




Figure 4.3.160 Comparison of Sulfate Data
with Water Quality Standards at Big Dalton
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Figure 4.3.162 Comparison of Total
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Figure 4.3.164 Comparison of Aluminum
Data with Water Quality Standards at Puente
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Figure 4.3.165 Comparison of Antimony Data
with Water Quality Standards at Puente Creek

Total Antimony (ug/L)

O =~ DNW oo o N

*

0. 7. Z. %, %,
7 2 ) @ % )
2 % % ) % %
2. 2. 2. % % %
% % % N N N
+ Data — Limit

Figure 4.3.166 Comparison of Arsenic Data
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Figure 4.3.167 Comparison of Cadmium Data
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Figure 4.3.176 Comparison of Fecal
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Figure 4.3.180 Comparison of Sulfate Data
with Water Quality Standards at Puente Creek
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Figure 4.3.184 Comparison of Aluminum
Data with Water Quality Standards at Upper
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Figure 4.3.196 Comparison of Fecal
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Figure 4.3.204 Comparison of Aluminum
Data with Water Quality Standards at

Figure 4.3.205 Comparison of Antimony Data
with Water Quality Standards at Maplewood
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Figure 4.3.212 Comparison of Dissolved
Lead Data with Water Quality Standards at
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Figure 4.3.216 Comparison of Fecal

Figure 4.3.217 Comparison of Lead Data with

Enterococcus Data with Water Quality —CMC Water Quality Standards at Maplewood
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Figure 4.3.220 Comparison of Sulfate Data
with Water Quality Standards at Maplewood

Figure 4.3.221 Comparison of Total Coliform
Data with Water Quality Standards at

Channel Maplewood Channel
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Figure 4.3.222 Comparison of Total «» Data| Figure 4.3.223 Comparison of Zinc Data with
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Figure 4.3.224 Comparison of Aluminum
Data with Water Quality Standards at North
Fork Coyote Creek

Figure 4.3.225 Comparison of Antimony Data
with Water Quality Standards at North Fork
Coyote Creek
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Figure 4.3.226 Comparison of Arsenic Data « Data |Figure 4.3.227 Comparison of Cadmium Data
with Water Quality Standards at North Fork —cMC| with Water Quality Standards at North Fork
Coyote Creek ccC Coyote Creek
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+ Data| Figure 4.3.228 Comparison of Chromium
—CMC| Data with Water Quality Standards at North

« Data| Figure 4.3.229 Comparison of Copper Data
with Water Quality Standards at North Fork
CCC Coyote Creek
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Figure 4.3.232 Comparison of Dissolved

+ Data « Data| Figure 4.3.233 Comparison of Dissolved
—cmc | Copper Data with Water Quality Standards at —cMc| Lead Data with Water Quality Standards at
CcC North Fork Coyote Creek CCC North Fork Coyote Creek
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Figure 4.3.236 Comparison of Fecal Coliform
Data with Water Quality Standards at North
Fork Coyote Creek

Figure 4.3.237 Comparison of Fecal
Enterococcus Data with Water Quality
Standards at North Fork Coyote Creek
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Figure 4.3.240 Comparison of pH Data with
Water Quality Standards at North Fork

Figure 4.3.241 Comparison of Sulfate Data
with Water Quality Standards at North Fork
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Figure 4.3.242 Comparison of Total Coliform Figure 4.3.243 Comparison of Total
Data with Water Quality Standards at North Dissolved Solids Data with Water Quality
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+ Data| Figure 4.3.244 Comparison of Zinc Data with

CMC Water Quality Standards at North Fork

Figure 4.3.245 Comparison of Aluminum
Data with Water Quality Standards at SD 21
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Figure 4.3.246 Comparison of Antimony Data Figure 4.3.247 Comparison of Arsenic Data
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+ Data| Figure 4.3.248 Comparison of Cadmium Data

with Water Quality Standards at SD 21

+ Data| Fjgure 4.3.249 Comparison of Chromium
CMC|pata with Water Quality Standards at SD 21
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+ Data Figure 4.3.252 Comparison of Dissolved
—cMc| Chromium Data with Water Quality Standards
ccC at SD 21
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« Data| Figure 4.3.253 Comparison of Dissolved
—cMc| Copper Data with Water Quality Standards at
ccc SD 21
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« Data| Figure 4.3.253 Comparison of Dissolved
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Figure 4.3.255 Comparison of Dissolved
Oxygen Data with Water Quality Standards at

SD 21
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+ Data |Figure 4.3.256 Comparison of Dissolved Zinc
Data with Water Quality Standards at SD 21
ccc

Figure 4.3.257 Comparison of Fecal Coliform
Data with Water Quality Standards at SD 21
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¢ Data

Figure 4.3.260 Comparison of Nickel Data

Figure 4.3.261 Comparison of pH Data with

—gg"g with Water Quality Standards at SD 21 Water Quality Standards at SD 21
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with Water Quality Standards at SD 21 Data with Water Quality Standards at SD 21
1‘2‘88 =1000000 . .
. o * e *
S 1000 S 100000
% 600 E
400 S 100
200 . * - 10 -
0 S 3 1 ‘
0%7 70/70 77/@@ 0,/]0 0%& 07/90 06}7) 0%7 70/70 ’]/9& 0,/7(9 0&/0& 07/%: 06‘/7)
@0"5‘ /@006, @006 /éoo) /ébo) /00 @00) @006, @006\ @006, @00) @00) 900) @00)

¢ Data — Limit

+ Data — Limit




L

N
o
o
o

Figure 4.3.264 Comparison of Total
Dissolved Solids Data with Water Quality
Standards at SD 21
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Figure 4.3.265 Comparison of Zinc Data with
Water Quality Standards at SD 21
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