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Sampling TPH as
Date Gasoline

3/5/1991 83,000
7/31/1991 110,000
7/1/1992 150,000

3/25/1993 70,000
6/2/1993 65,000

12/1/1993 41,000
2/16/1994 37,000
5/5/1994 27,000

8/16/1994 40,000
11/22/1994 35,000
1/31/1995 16,000
5/17/1995 26,000
8/15/1995 21,000
11/22/1995 29,000
3/5/1996 11,000

5/16/1996 12,000
8/29/1996 29,000
11/25/1996 23,000
2/20/1997 18,000
5/8/1997 29,000

6/21/1997 26,000
9/24/1997 34,000
11/14/1997 22,000
2/6/1998 1,100

5/26/1998 18,000
8/3/1998 7,500

11/6/1998 27,000
5/5/1999 18,000

11/10/1999 31,000
5/24/2000 12,000
10/19/2000 23,000
10/29/2001 34,000
5/28/2002 6,600
11/13/2002 11,000
6/30/2003 8,000
9/30/2003 9,500
12/29/2003 1,800
2/23/2004 3,000
5/24/2004 5,800
7/29/2004 14,000
11/18/2004 4,000
2/2/2005 5,200
5/9/2005 6,700

7/28/2005 5,900
12/7/2005 6,700
2/22/2006 4,500
5/10/2006 5,100
7/20/2006 4,100
10/18/2006 7,700

MONITORING/EXTRACTION WELL MW-1
March 1, 1991 to October 18, 2006
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1. This Comment was 

 
referring to the inoculated 

 
tracer gas possibly escaping 

 
in the wind condition.



ContractorContractor’’s Statement and Scope of Works Statement and Scope of Work



Monthly 
 Precipitation, 

 Sonoma 
 California

**Corresponds  to data 

 
published by the 

 
Western Regional 

 
Climate Center.



All 3 UST 

 Annulars  

 Passed



CROSS SECTION OF UST SYTSEM 
Sump Leak Detector

Liquid Sensor 

 
Probe

Spill Bucket

Annular Space 

 
Monitor 

Liquid 

 
Sensor 

 
Probe

Primary 

 
Containment

Secondary 

 
Containment



Diagram of Repair

Whiteman Petrolieum- January 2003



SWRCB/OCC File PO6‐230



Point #1
Page 9 Paragraph 2 of the Draft Order States:
On October 8, 2002, the secondary containment was tested by 
Tanknology. The USTs passed, but the product lines from the USTs 
to the dispensers failed, and the under‐dispenser containment failed 
the test.

This statement is incorrect and gives the false 
impression that the product lines holding the fuel 
had a leak.

The Draft Order fails to differentiate between Primary 
containment and Secondary containment.   The Actual 
failure was related to the Secondary Interstitial piping.



Point #2
FOLLOW UP TESTING

October 23, 2002:  Monitoring System was tested and 
passed

November 14, 2002:  Primary Product Lines were 
tested and passed 



Point #3
Page 9 Paragraph 2 of the Draft Order States:

The record indicates that there were repairs made to the under‐
dispenser containment in January of 2003.

WHITEMAN PETROLEUM MADE THE REFERENCED REPAIRS.

"During the course of these repairs we found no evidence of 
petroleum product releases at any of the points of repair.  Also
no repairs were required or made by us to the primary 
containment system including the primary lines and piping."

Gary Whiteman



Point #4
Page 9 Paragraph 2 of the Draft Order States:

On December 13, 2004, a Tracer Tight® ELD test was performed on the UST 
system. This test showed that the primary and secondary containment systems for 
two of the three USTs (regular and premium gasoline) were faulty.

This site was among the first group in Sonoma tested.  All four sites failed 
the test.

THIS TESTING METHODOLOGY IS NO LONGER USED

When contacted, CGRS refused to comment on this 2004 test. 

When contacted, Leak Detection Technologies stated that “Our company will 
not do offsite remote sampling projects at the ELD sensitivity without a 
comprehensive pretest, and then we recommend against it.”



Point #5

Page 9 Paragraph 2 of the Draft Order States:

On January 25, 2006, a second ELD test was performed 
on the regular and plus USTs. The premium UST was 
not re‐tested.

Fact:  All three tanks were re‐tested including the 
premium tank



Point #6
Page 9 Paragraph 2 of the Draft Order States:

The USTs passed, but the testing summary states that: "[d]etected leaks 
were repaired by contractor and re‐tested tight before the end of the 
testing event.

THIS IS A SUMMARY STATEMENT ONLY.
WHAT WERE THE REPAIRS ?

SOAP, WATER, VISUAL VERIFICATION 
AND

SHRINK WRAP

See the following Leak Log for complete details of recorded leaks and 
resolutions:
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1. This Comment was 

 
referring to the inoculated 

 
tracer gas possibly escaping 

 
in the wind condition.



Sonoma County 
 Department of 

 Emergency Services 
 inspection form October 

 8, 2002

•This is submitted as 

 
evidence that Sonoma 

 
County had access to 

 
this information based 

 
on this inspection 

 
report, indicating that a 

 
Sonoma County 

 
Inspector was present 

 
for the October 8th, 

 
2002 SB 989 test.



TanknologyTanknology--October 8, 2002October 8, 2002

SECONDARY CONTAINMENT 
TESTING REQUIRED UNDER 
REG SB989

SECONDARY CONTAINMENT 
ON UST’S PASSED ON ALL 
THREE PRODUCTS

SECONDARY PIPING FAILED 
ON ALL THREE PRODUCTS

ONE PRODUCT SUMP(SUPER) 
AND ALL SECONDARY UNDER 
DISPENSER CONTAINMENT 
FAILED



SONOMA CO. 
INSPECTOR WITNESSED 
LEAK DETECTION 
MONITORING SYSTEM 
INSPECTION INDICATING 
THAT ALL LEAK 
DETECTION 
MONITORING SYSTEMS 
WERE WORKING.  
INCLUDING ALL THE 
AREAS THAT FAILED 
THE SECONDARY 
CONTAINMENT TEST ON 
OCTOBER 8TH, 2002.

Sonoma County Department of Emergency ServicesSonoma County Department of Emergency Services-- 
October 23October 23rdrd, 2002, 2002



Monitoring Certification 
 October 23rd, 2002



TankTank--TekTek-- November 14, 2002November 14, 2002

•TEST PRODUCT LINES 
AND LEAK DETECTORS 
OF THE  UST SYSTEM TO 
INSURE  THAT BECAUSE 
OF THE OCTOBER 8, 2002 
SECONDARY 
CONTAINMENT FAILURE 
THAT THOSE 
COMPONENTS OF THE 
PRIMARY CONTAINMENT 
WERE  TIGHT.  

•ALL PASSED-NO 
REPAIRS REQUIRED



JANUARY 2003

REPAIRS MADE TO THE SECONDARY CONTAINMENT: 
•Under dispenser teleflex secondary containment boot and 

 
clamps

•Dispenser pans lake tested for leaks



Secondary Containment Repair Permit



Secondary Containment Repair Permit



ContractorContractor’’s Statement and Scope of Works Statement and Scope of Work



Diagram of Repair

Whiteman Petrolieum- January 2003



TanknologyTanknology-- March 19, 2003March 19, 2003

•SECONDARY CONTAINMENT 
COMPONENTS THAT FAILED ON 
OCTOBER 8, 2002 WERE RE-TESTED AND 
PASSED



Comments on Draft Order Testing Conclusions

The Draft Order as stated fails to address the issue that the failures 
of the October 8th, 2002 SB989 test does not conclude that there 
was a release. Based on the results of the subsequent testing of the 
Leak Monitoring Equipment on 10/23/08(no where is this test 
mentioned in the Draft) and the testing of the Primary product 
lines on 11/14/02 substantiates the conclusion that there was no
confirmed release as a result of the October 8th, 2002 test failure.  
The Draft should support this conclusion as this is one of the lines 
of evidence used by the Petitioner.  In addition the Draft document 
should change the terminology used on page 9 paragraph 2 that 
states 
"the product lines from the USTs to the dispensers failed".

 
This is not accurate terminology and is misleading.  This was not 

 
product lines it was the secondary Interstitial piping that 

 
failed.

 
The product lines passed as evidenced in the November 14, 

 
2002 Product Line Test.



Test Summary 
Offsite Remote Sampling ELD Test

Investigation revealed this test is no 

 
longer conducted without a pre‐test. 

 
The two licensed ELD testers listed 

 
on the California EPA website CGRS 

 
and Leak Detection Technologies, do 

 
not do this type of test without a 

 
pre‐test.

When contacted, CGRS refused to 

 
comment on this 2004 test. 

When contacted, Leak Detection 

 
Technologies stated that “Our 

 
company will not do offsite remote 

 
sampling projects at the ELD 

 
sensitivity without a comprehensive 

 
pretest, and then we recommend 

 
against it.”







Figure 1



Test Summary



It is necessary to 
review the details of 
the leak log on the 
following slide to 
accurately interpret 
this statement.

Page 9 bottom of 

 
the first paragraph 

 
of the draft order



Leak log and 

 
resolution 

 
contractor 

 
notes

1

1. This Comment was 

 
referring to the inoculated 

 
tracer gas possibly escaping 

 
in the wind condition.



UST Component October 8, 2002 November 13, 2003

SB989 Sec Cont
SB 989 Sec Cont 
Retest

SECONDARY 
CONTAINMENT

UST
1 Regular Passed
2 Super Passed
3 Plus/Midgrade Passed

Piping Interstital 
(secondary)
1 Regular Failed Passed
2 Super Failed Passed
3 Plus/Midgrade Failed Passed

Sump & 
Underdispenser
1 Regular (Sump) Passed
2 Super (Sump) Failed Passed
3 Midgrade (Sump) Passed

1 Regular (Disp.) Failed October 23, 2002 Passed

2 Super (Disp.) Failed 
Monitoring 

Certification Passed

3 Midgrade (Disp.) Failed Passed

Annulars Space or 
Vault Leak Sensor
1 Regular Tank Passed
2 Super Tank Passed
3 Plus/Midgrade 

Tank Passed

Piping 
Sump/Trench 
Sensor
1 Regular Passed
2 Super Passed
3 Plus/Midgrade Passed

Mechanical Line 
Leak Detector
1 Regular Passed
2 Super Passed

3 Plus/Midgrade Passed

UST 
COMPONENT

PRIMARY 
CONTAINMENT 

November 14, 
2002

Product Lines 
& Leak 
Dectector

Product Lines
1 Regular Passed
2 Super Passed
3 Plus/Midgrade Passed

Leak Detectors
1 Regular Passed
2 Super Passed

3 Plus/Midgrade Passed

ELD TESTING
Decmber 
13, 2004

January 
25, 2006

ELD ELD
USTs
1 Regular Failed Passed
2 Super Failed Passed

3 Plus/Midgrade Passed Passed

Fill Riser-Spill 
Bucket Test
1 Regular Passed Passed
2 Super Passed Passed

3 Plus/Midgrade Passed Passed

All Tests 

 
Summarize

 
d

 

All Tests 

 
Summarize

 
d



CROSS SECTION OF UST SYTSEM 
Sump Leak Detector

Liquid Sensor 

 
Probe

Spill Bucket

Annular Space 

 
Monitor 

Liquid 

 
Sensor 

 
Probe

Primary 

 
Containment

Secondary 

 
Containment



Comments on the Draft Order regarding ELD Testing Conclusion:

 1 of 2
The Petitioner uses the  failure of the 2004 ELD test as a  line of evidence to conclude that a release occurred 
post 1991.  Supplemental investigation revealed that the use of an offsite remote ELD sampling test that was used 
at this site is no longer conducted without pre testing; because of the high sensitivity, the failure rate is very high.  
The Draft does not address  this  issue nor does  it  state  that  in  the 2004 ELD  test  conducted at  this  site pre 
testing was not utilized.    In addition  the Draft does not note  that a  10 day  time  span occurred between  the 
inoculation of the tracer gas and the sampling of the tracer borings.   By not acknowledging  these points  the 
Draft does not fairly present the possibility that the 2004 ELD test was compromised.  This line of evidence is 
supported by the fact that no repairs were made to the USTs, between December 13, 2004 and January 25, 2006 . 
The 2006 ELD concluded that all components of the UST system passed. Both an onsite mobile  lab and pre‐
testing were utilized during the 2006 ELD test

The Daft makes  reference  to  the 2006 ELD  testing  summary  comments on page 9 paragraph 2,  stating  that 
"detected  leaks were repaired by contractor and re‐tested tight before the end of the testing event."  
The Draft  fails to point out the details of these detected  leaks and the resolution to these  leaks noted  in the 
Leak Log. 
In reference to the Leak Log:
#1a line 1 on January 23, 2006 Detected with heliest will investigate.

#2a line 2 Used soap and water found no visible signs of bubbles to indicate a leak.  Wrapped vapor recover line with shrink wrap.

Complete details are reflected on the copy of the Leak Log included with this package. 

The Draft also makes reference to this same data on page 9 paragraph 3.  

In addition the Draft states on page 9 paragraph 2, "The premium UST was not re‐tested".  This is an error, supported by details on page 1 of 
the January 25, 2006 ELD test passed result of the premium tank.

In conclusion we believe the Draft Order as it now stands should not be adopted by the SWRCB because the conclusion that there is credible 
evidence that indicates there was a release of vapor‐phase gasoline from the USTs is based on several factual and interpretative errors.



Comments on the Draft Order regarding ELD Testing Conclusion:
 2 of 2

In reference to the Leak Log:
#1a line 1 on January 23, 2006 Detected with heliest will investigate.

#2a line 2 Used soap and water found no visible signs of bubbles to indicate a 
leak.  Wrapped vapor recover line with shrink wrap.

Complete details are reflected on the next slide.

The Draft also makes reference to this same data on page 9 paragraph 3.  

In addition the Draft states on page 9 paragraph 2, "The premium UST was not re‐
tested".  This is an error, supported by details on page 1 of the January 25, 2006 ELD test 
passed result of the premium tank.  

In conclusion we believe the Draft Order as it now stands should not be adopted by the 
SWRCB because the conclusion that there is credible evidence that indicates there was a 
release of vapor‐phase gasoline from the USTs is based on several factual and 
interpretative errors.



Leak log and 

 
resolution 

 
contractor 

 
notes

1

1. This Comment was 

 
referring to the inoculated 

 
tracer gas possibly escaping 

 
in the wind condition.



Sampling TPH as
Date Gasoline

3/5/1991 83,000
7/31/1991 110,000
7/1/1992 150,000

3/25/1993 70,000
6/2/1993 65,000

12/1/1993 41,000
2/16/1994 37,000
5/5/1994 27,000

8/16/1994 40,000
11/22/1994 35,000
1/31/1995 16,000
5/17/1995 26,000
8/15/1995 21,000
11/22/1995 29,000
3/5/1996 11,000

5/16/1996 12,000
8/29/1996 29,000
11/25/1996 23,000
2/20/1997 18,000
5/8/1997 29,000

6/21/1997 26,000
9/24/1997 34,000
11/14/1997 22,000
2/6/1998 1,100

5/26/1998 18,000
8/3/1998 7,500

11/6/1998 27,000
5/5/1999 18,000

11/10/1999 31,000
5/24/2000 12,000
10/19/2000 23,000
10/29/2001 34,000
5/28/2002 6,600
11/13/2002 11,000
6/30/2003 8,000
9/30/2003 9,500
12/29/2003 1,800
2/23/2004 3,000
5/24/2004 5,800
7/29/2004 14,000
11/18/2004 4,000
2/2/2005 5,200
5/9/2005 6,700

7/28/2005 5,900
12/7/2005 6,700
2/22/2006 4,500
5/10/2006 5,100
7/20/2006 4,100
10/18/2006 7,700

MONITORING/EXTRACTION WELL MW-1
March 1, 1991 to October 18, 2006



Sampling TPH as
Date Gasoline

5/16/1996 12,000
8/29/1996 29,000
11/25/1996 23,000
2/20/1997 18,000
5/8/1997 29,000
6/21/1997 26,000
9/24/1997 34,000
11/14/1997 22,000
2/6/1998 1,100
5/26/1998 18,000
8/3/1998 7,500
11/6/1998 27,000
5/5/1999 18,000

11/10/1999 31,000
5/24/2000 12,000
10/19/2000 23,000
10/29/2001 34,000
5/28/2002 6,600
11/13/2002 11,000
6/30/2003 8,000
9/30/2003 9,500
12/29/2003 1,800
2/23/2004 3,000
5/24/2004 5,800
7/29/2004 14,000
11/18/2004 4,000
2/2/2005 5,200
5/9/2005 6,700
7/28/2005 5,900
12/7/2005 6,700
2/22/2006 4,500
5/10/2006 5,100
7/20/2006 4,100
10/18/2006 7,700

MONITORING/EXTRACTION WELL MW-1
May 16, 1996 to October 18, 2006



MONITORING/EXTRACTION WELL      

 MW‐1
May 16, 1996 to October 18, 2006



Sampling TPH as
Date Gasoline

5/16/1996 91
8/29/1996 30
11/25/1996 8
2/20/1997 29
5/8/1997 6
6/21/1997 13
9/24/1997 20
11/14/1997 15
2/6/1998 4,900
5/26/1998 110
8/3/1998 56
11/6/1998 93
5/5/1999 140

11/10/1999 21
5/24/2000 140
10/19/2000 71
10/29/2001 36
5/28/2002 690
11/13/2002 210
6/30/2003 110
9/30/2003 2,300
12/29/2003 400
2/23/2004 730
5/24/2004 390
7/29/2004 430
11/18/2004 3,300
2/2/2005 240
5/9/2005 320
7/28/2005 53
12/7/2005 74
2/22/2006 780
5/10/2006 190
7/20/2006 34
10/18/2006 95

MONITORING WELL MW-2
May 16, 1996 to October 18, 2006



Sampling TPH as
Date Gasoline

2/16/1994 41,000
5/5/1994 34,000
8/16/1994 35,000
11/22/1994 31,000
1/31/1995 41,000
5/17/1995 36,000
8/15/1995 32,000
11/22/1995 27,000
3/5/1996 7,000
5/16/1996 19,000
8/29/1996 28,000
11/25/1996 28,000
2/20/1997 29,000
5/8/1997 41,000
6/21/1997 36,000
9/24/1997 33,000
11/14/1997 28,000
2/6/1998 46,000
5/26/1998 32,000
8/3/1998 29,000
11/6/1998 34,000
5/5/1999 26,000

11/10/1999 32,000
5/24/2000 19,000
10/19/2000 49,000
10/29/2001 33,000
5/28/2002 29,000
11/13/2002 28,000
6/30/2003 24,000
9/30/2003 28,000
12/29/2003 30,000
2/23/2004 28,000
5/24/2004 23,000
7/29/2004 19,000
11/18/2004 24,000
2/2/2005 21,000
5/9/2005 18,000
7/28/2005 16,000
12/7/2005 22,000
2/22/2006 18,000
5/10/2006 12,000
7/20/2006 16,000
10/18/2006 16,000

MONITORING/EXTRACTION WELL MW-3
February 6, 1994 to October 18, 2006



Sampling TPH as
Date Gasoline

5/16/1996 19,000
8/29/1996 28,000
11/25/1996 28,000
2/20/1997 29,000
5/8/1997 41,000
6/21/1997 36,000
9/24/1997 33,000
11/14/1997 28,000
2/6/1998 46,000
5/26/1998 32,000
8/3/1998 29,000
11/6/1998 34,000
5/5/1999 26,000

11/10/1999 32,000
5/24/2000 19,000
10/19/2000 49,000
10/29/2001 33,000
5/28/2002 29,000
11/13/2002 28,000
6/30/2003 24,000
9/30/2003 28,000
12/29/2003 30,000
2/23/2004 28,000
5/24/2004 23,000
7/29/2004 19,000
11/18/2004 24,000
2/2/2005 21,000
5/9/2005 18,000
7/28/2005 16,000
12/7/2005 22,000
2/22/2006 18,000
5/10/2006 12,000
7/20/2006 16,000
10/18/2006 16,000

MONITORING/EXTRACTION WELL MW-3
May 16, 1996 to October 18, 2006



Sampling TPH as
Date Gasoline

5/16/1996 950
8/29/1996 550
11/25/1996 530
2/20/1997 830
5/8/1997 1,000
6/21/1997
9/24/1997 1,400
11/14/1997 2,300
2/6/1998 3,400
5/26/1998 1,200
8/3/1998 2,000
11/6/1998 1,100
5/5/1999 1,100

11/10/1999 1,100
5/24/2000 1,000
10/19/2000 1,500
10/29/2001 2,500
5/28/2002 2,800
11/13/2002 2,200
6/30/2003 2,800
9/30/2003 3,700
12/29/2003 4,800
2/23/2004 4,900
5/24/2004 3,300
7/29/2004 4,100
11/18/2004 3,300
2/2/2005 2,400
5/9/2005 1,200
7/28/2005 3,200
12/7/2005 1,800
2/22/2006 2,000
5/10/2006 1,300
7/20/2006 1,600
10/18/2006 1,600

MONITORING/EXTRACTION WELL MW-3
May 16, 1996 to October 18, 2006



Sampling TPH as
Date Gasoline

7/1/1992 100,000
6/2/1993 48,000
9/1/1993 240
12/1/1993 <50
2/16/1994 29,000
5/5/1994 12,000
8/16/1994 12,000
11/22/1994 11,000
1/31/1995 11,000
5/17/1995 10,000
8/15/1995 4,700
11/22/1995 4,600
3/5/1996 4,100
5/16/1996 4,800
8/29/1996 4,000
11/25/1996 6,200
2/20/1997 4,700
5/8/1997 5,900
6/21/1997 4,100
9/24/1997 3,400
11/14/1997 <50
2/6/1998 <50
5/26/1998 3,900
8/3/1998 <50
11/6/1998 560
5/5/1999 780

11/10/1999 1,000
5/24/2000 1,900
10/19/2000 860
10/29/2001 4,000
5/28/2002 4,700
11/13/2002 2,100
6/30/2003 1,100
9/30/2003 2,000
12/29/2003 <50
2/23/2004 440
5/24/2004 1,200
7/29/2004 310
11/18/2004 1,000
2/2/2005 2,300
5/9/2005 130
7/28/2005 590
12/7/2005 2,700
2/22/2006 1,500
5/10/2006 800
7/20/2006 1,600
10/18/2006 1,900

MONITORING/EXTRACTION WELL MW-4
July 1, 1992 to October 18, 2006



Sampling TPH as
Date Gasoline

5/16/1996 4,800
8/29/1996 4,000
11/25/1996 6,200
2/20/1997 4,700
5/8/1997 5,900
6/21/1997 4,100
9/24/1997 3,400
11/14/1997 <50
2/6/1998 <50
5/26/1998 3,900
8/3/1998 <50
11/6/1998 560
5/5/1999 780

11/10/1999 1,000
5/24/2000 1,900
10/19/2000 860
10/29/2001 4,000
5/28/2002 4,700
11/13/2002 2,100
6/30/2003 1,100
9/30/2003 2,000
12/29/2003 <50
2/23/2004 440
5/24/2004 1,200
7/29/2004 310
11/18/2004 1,000
2/2/2005 2,300
5/9/2005 130
7/28/2005 590
12/7/2005 2,700
2/22/2006 1,500
5/10/2006 800
7/20/2006 1,600
10/18/2006 1,900

MONITORING/EXTRACTION WELL MW-4
May 16, 1991 to October 18, 2006



Sampling TPH as
Date Gasoline

5/16/1996 220
8/29/1996 110
11/25/1996 35
2/20/1997 150
5/8/1997 270
6/21/1997 110
9/24/1997 <50
11/14/1997 <5.0
2/6/1998 <5.0
5/26/1998 3,400
8/3/1998 <5.0
11/6/1998 220
5/5/1999 7.8

11/10/1999 36
5/24/2000 230
10/19/2000 35
10/29/2001 1.3
5/28/2002 43
11/13/2002 5.2
6/30/2003 67
9/30/2003 4.0
12/29/2003 1.1
2/23/2004 4.6
5/24/2004 32
7/29/2004 0.91
11/18/2004 4.7
2/2/2005 0.86
5/9/2005 27
7/28/2005 31
12/7/2005 14
2/22/2006 9.6
5/10/2006 4.4
7/20/2006 2.1
10/18/2006 <0.5

MONITORING WELL MW-4
May 16, 1996 to October 18, 2006



Sampling TPH as
Date Gasoline

5/16/1996 68
8/29/1996 58
11/25/1996 9.0
2/20/1997 120
5/8/1997 66
6/21/1997 87
9/24/1997 95
11/14/1997 84
2/6/1998 96
5/26/1998 110
8/3/1998 110
11/6/1998 240
5/5/1999 180

11/10/1999 450
5/24/2000 110
10/19/2000 420
10/29/2001 750
5/28/2002 320
11/13/2002 850
6/30/2003 960
9/30/2003 1,000
12/29/2003 28
2/23/2004 180
5/24/2004 690
7/29/2004 690
11/18/2004 840
2/2/2005 700
5/9/2005 550
7/28/2005 360
12/7/2005 800
2/22/2006 760
5/10/2006 590
7/20/2006 640
10/18/2006 90

MONITORING WELL MW-5
May 16, 1996 to October 18, 2006



Sampling TPH as

Date Gasoline

9/20/2002 3,000

6/30/2003 870

9/30/2003 250

12/29/2003 340

2/23/2004 570

5/24/2004 70

7/29/2004 59

11/18/2004 54

2/2/2005 72

5/9/2005 24

7/28/2005 12

12/7/2005 18

2/22/2006 25

5/10/2006 18

7/20/2006 8.0

10/18/2006 11

MONITORING WELL MW-8
September 20, 2002 to October 18, 2006



Sampling TPH as

Date Gasoline

9/20/2002 4,200

6/30/2003 260

9/30/2003 120

12/29/2003 380

2/23/2004 180

5/24/2004 94

7/29/2004 72

11/18/2004 93

2/2/2005 120

5/9/2005 56

7/28/2005 <50

12/7/2005 <50

2/22/2006 51

5/10/2006 <50

7/20/2006 <50

10/18/2006 <50

MONITORING WELL MW-9
September 20, 2002 to October 18, 2006



Sampling TPH as

Date Gasoline

9/20/2002 1,700

6/30/2003 430

9/30/2003 140

12/29/2003 300

2/23/2004 97

5/24/2004 36

7/29/2004 15

11/18/2004 120

2/2/2005 36

5/9/2005 17

7/28/2005 12

12/7/2005 7.0

2/22/2006 10

5/10/2006 4.4

7/20/2006 4.0

10/18/2006 6.3

MONITORING WELL MW-9
September 20, 2002 to October 18, 2006



Address:
WRCC
2215 Raggio Parkway
Reno, NV 89512
(775) 674‐7010 ‐ phone 
(775) 674‐7016 ‐ fax 
Hours: 
Monday ‐ Friday 8am‐4pm
wrcc@dri.edu

Period of Record Statistics

mailto:wrcc@dri.edu
http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/wrccmssn.html
http://www.noaa.gov/
http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/rcc.html
http://www.dri.edu/


Monthly 
 Precipitation, 

 Sonoma 
 California

**Corresponds  to data 

 
published by the 

 
Western Regional 

 
Climate Center.
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