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THE DESIGNATED LEVEL METHODOLOGY
FOR WASTE CLASSIFICATION AND CLEANUP LEVEL DETERMINATION

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Improper waste disposal practices and sites which have been contaminated with toxic
substances pose significant threats to the quality of California’s useable ground and surface
water resources.  This report shows, from a water quality perspective, 1) how to classify
various wastes so that appropriate disposal practices may be selected, and 2) how to
determine the degree to which a contaminated site should be cleaned or to which remedial
action is necessary (“how clean is clean”), and 3) how these two decision-making processes
are related.

In California, the classification of wastes and the establishment of cleanup levels for sites
which have been contaminated with toxic chemicals are performed by two separate State
agencies with separate regulatory authority.  The Department of Health Services (DHS)
classifies wastes as ‘hazardous’ or ‘restricted hazardous’ and sets site cleanup/mitigation
criteria based on a direct threat of these wastes or sites to public health.  The State Water
Resources Control Board together with the nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards
classify wastes as ‘designated’, ‘nonhazardous solid’ or ‘inert’ and determine cleanup levels
based on the threat that wastes and contaminated sites pose to the beneficial uses of waters
of the State, as required by the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (contained in
Division 7 of the California Water Code).

Regulations administered by these agencies clearly state, using detailed criteria, how
wastes are to be classified with the exception of the ‘designated waste’ category.  The lower
boundary of this category is described only as the limit above which a waste could impair
water quality at the site of discharge.  This boundary can be more clearly defined by
establishing “Designated Levels” for specific constituents of a waste which provide a site-
specific indication of the water quality impairment potential of the waste.  This report
provides a methodology for calculating such levels.  Designated Levels are calculated by
first determining the bodies of water that may be affected by a waste and the present and
probable future beneficial uses of these waters.  Next, site-specific “water quality goals” are
selected, based on background water quality or accepted criteria and standards, to protect
those beneficial uses.  Finally, these water quality goals are multiplied by factors which
account for environmental attenuation and leachability.  The result is a set of Soluble and
Total Designated Levels which are applicable to a particular waste and disposal site and
which, if not exceeded, should protect the beneficial uses of waters of the State.  Wastes
having constituent concentrations in excess of these Designated Levels are assumed to pose
a threat to water quality and are, therefore, classified as ‘designated wastes’ and directed to
waste management units which isolate these wastes from the environment.

In 1986, DHS released a document entitled The California Site Mitigation Decision Tree
Manual25 which presents a detailed methodology for determining cleanup/mitigation
levels for sites contaminated with toxic substances.  The object of this methodology is to
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prevent toxicologic impacts on humans and other potential “biological receptors of
concern”.  While sufficient to cover DHS’s interests in site cleanups, this methodology is
not designed to protect all present and probable future beneficial uses of waters that may
be adversely impacted by the contaminants.  It can be shown that the threat posed to water
quality by contaminated soils is closely related to that posed by wastes in an unlined
landfill.  As such, the Designated Level Methodology can be used to select cleanup levels
which will protect the quality of nearby ground and surface waters.  As always, the
background concentrations of contaminants must be factored into the cleanup level setting
process.

When combined with the waste classification and cleanup level setting processes of DHS
and the State Water Board’s Subchapter 15 regulations, the Designated Level Methodology
can provide a complimentary set of procedures to ensure the protection of both the public
health and the quality of useable waters of California.
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Chapter 1   PURPOSE

This report is intended to provide information and suggested procedures to be used in
addressing the complex issues of waste classification and cleanup level determination from
a purely water quality-based point of view.  Currently available procedures of State and
Federal regulatory agencies are insufficient to protect all present and probable future
beneficial uses of waters of California from waste disposal and contaminated site cleanup/
mitigation activities, as required by the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act and
policies and regulations of the State Water Resources Control Board.  The procedures
presented herein are not intended to supersede the authority or procedures of other
regulatory agencies in these areas, but should complement them in a manner consistent
with beneficial use protection.  The Department of Health Services, the Department of Fish
& Game, and the Air Resources Board should also be consulted with respect to human
health, fish and wildlife, and air quality impacts of waste disposal and site cleanup
activities.  Appropriate local agencies should also be contacted for concurrence with
decisions made in these areas.

Our knowledge of the environmental fate and impact of chemicals on the quality of our
water resources is constantly evolving.  The methodology presented in this report for
defining the lower boundary of the ‘designated waste’ classification and ‘how-clean-is-
clean’, from a water quality perspective, reflects our current level of understanding of these
complex subjects and contains sufficient flexibility to permit modifications as our
knowledge increases.  The Designated Level Methodology will periodically be refined and
updated to account for the evolution of our understanding of environmental fate processes
and the effects of chemicals on water quality.
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Chapter 2   WASTE CLASSIFICATION

Two State agencies share responsibility for the classification of wastes in California:  1)␣ the
Department of Health Services and 2) the State Water Resources Control Board together
with the nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards.  These agencies classify wastes
according to regulations contained in Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR),
Division 4, Chapter 30, “Minimum Standards for Management of Hazardous and
Extremely Hazardous Wastes” 1 and Title 23, CCR, Chapter 3, Subchapter 15, “Discharges
of Waste to Land”,2 respectively.  Classifications used by DHS reflect that agency’s
mandate to protect public health, while classifications used by the Water Boards are
designed to implement their mandate to protect present and probable future beneficial uses
of water.  Based on these two classification schemes, the State determines proper methods
for disposal for each type of waste generated in California.  Figure 1 summarizes the two
waste classification schemes and the resulting selections of appropriate waste management
units for the classified wastes.

Under the waste management regulations contained in Titles 22 and 23, DHS determines
whether a waste is ‘restricted hazardous’ or ‘hazardous’, while classification of a waste as
‘designated’, ‘nonhazardous solid’, or ‘inert’ is performed by the Water Boards.  The
relationships between regulatory decisions, waste classifications, and disposal options are
shown in Figure 2.

Figure 1
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2.1  ‘Restricted Hazardous Wastes’

Wastes which pose the greatest threat to human health and the environment fall into the
category of ‘restricted hazardous wastes’ and may not be discharged to any landfill, waste
pile, surface impoundment, or land treatment unit after the restriction dates shown in
Figure 3.1  Article 15 of the hazardous waste management regulations, beginning with
§66900 of Title 22, CCR, defines these wastes by listing specific chemical concentrations
(Restricted Hazardous Levels) above which a waste is ‘restricted hazardous’ (see Figures 1
and 3).  Any ‘restricted hazardous waste’ must be treated to below Restricted Hazardous
Levels prior to discharge to a waste management unit.

Figure 3

CALIFORNIA LAND DISPOSAL RESTRICTIONS

RESTRICTED HAZARDOUS WASTES RESTRICTION DATE

• Liquids containing Free Cyanides
    ≥ 1000 mg/l 1 June 1983

• Liquids  containing Dissolved Metals 1 January 1984
    ≥ the following limits :

Arsenic 500 mg/l
Cadmium 100 mg/l
Chromium (VI) 500 mg/l
Lead 500 mg/l
Mercury   20 mg/l
Nickel 134 mg/l
Selenium 100 mg/l
Thallium 130 mg/l

• Liquids  having a pH ≤ 2.0 (acidic) 1 January 1984

• Liquids  containing PCBs ≥ 50 mg/l 1 January 1984

• The following wastes containing
     Halogenated Organics
    ≥ 1000 mg/kg (total) :

Liquids 1 January 1985
Organic Sludges and Solids 8 July 1989
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2.2  ‘Hazardous Wastes’

A waste may be classified as ‘hazardous’ by any of several means.  Article 9, §66680(d) and
(e), of the hazardous waste management regulations1 provides lists of wastes and waste
constituents (List of Common Names and List of Chemical Names).  Any waste listed in the
List of Common Names or any waste containing constituents listed in the List of Chemical
Names is presumed to be a ‘hazardous waste’ unless shown to be otherwise by means of
criteria contained in Article 11.  [‘Restricted hazardous wastes’ and ‘extremely hazardous
wastes’ are subsets of ‘hazardous wastes’ under these regulations.  ‘Extremely hazardous
wastes’ are not discussed further in this report.]

Article 11 of the hazardous waste management regulations, beginning with §66693,
establishes criteria in four areas — toxicity, ignitability, reactivity, and corrosivity.  A waste
meeting any of these criteria is considered to be ‘hazardous’ by DHS.  The toxicity criteria,
summarized in Figure 4, include acute oral, dermal, inhalation and fish toxicity,
carcinogenicity, and compound specific toxicity.  The carcinogenicity criteria include a list
of compounds for which the combined concentration in a waste exceeding 0.001 percent by
weight (10␣ mg/kg or 10 ppm) makes the waste ‘hazardous’.  These compounds are:

2-Acetylaminofluorene (2-AAF) 4-Dimethylaminoazobenzene (DAB)
Acrylonitrile Ethyleneimine (EL)
4-Aminodiphenyl a-Naphthylamine (1-NA)
Benzidine and its salts b-Naphthylamine (2-NA)
bis (Chloromethyl) ether (BCME) 4-Nitrobiphenyl (4-NBP)
Methyl chloromethyl ether N-Nitrosodimethylamine (DMN)
1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane (DBCP) b-Propiolactone (BPL)
3,3'-Dichlorobenzidine and its salts (DCB) Vinyl Chloride (VCM)

The regulations include other carcinogenicity criteria in addition to this list of compounds.

The compound-specific toxicity criteria include concentration limits for several “persistent
and bioaccumulative” toxic substances.  The limits are called Soluble Threshold Limit
Concentrations (STLCs) and Total Threshold Limit Concentrations (TTLCs) shown in
Figures 5 and 6.  A solid waste is ‘hazardous’ if any of the extractable concentrations of its
toxic constituents (in mg/l of extract) equals or exceeds the STLC and/or any of the total
concentrations of its toxic constituents (in mg/kg of waste) equals or exceeds the TTLC.
The Waste Extraction Test (WET) is used to determine extractable concentrations of toxic
constituents in a waste, expressed in milligrams per liter (mg/l) of extract.  The full WET
procedure (§66700 of Title 22, CCR) may be found in Appendix I to this report.  A liquid
waste is hazardous if any of the total concentrations of its toxic constituents (in mg/l of
waste) exceeds the STLC.  All concentrations are expressed on a wet-weight basis (as the
waste is to be discharged).

Once a waste is classified as ‘hazardous’ under the Title 22 regulations, it must be managed
as a ‘hazardous waste’ — discharged only to a Class I waste management unit — unless the
waste generator or handler is able to demonstrate to DHS that Class I containment is not
necessary to protect public health from the particular waste.  The Alternative Technology
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Section of DHS (916/322-2822 or ATSS 492-2822) determines whether variances may be
granted for these wastes.  If not granted such a variance, the waste is also classified as a
‘hazardous waste’ under the Water Boards’ Subchapter 15 regulations2 which permit
discharge only to a Class I waste management unit (see Figures 1 and 2).  Such units are
required by the regulations to isolate the waste from the surrounding environment through
both natural and engineered controls.

If DHS grants a Title 22 ‘hazardous waste’ a variance from being managed as ‘hazardous’,
Subchapter 15 defines that waste as a ‘designated waste’.  Thus, the same waste may be
classified as ‘hazardous’ under Title 22 and as ‘designated’ under Title 23.

Figure 4

HAZARDOUS WASTE TOXICITY CRITERIA

ACUTE ORAL TOXICITY CRITERION:
acute oral LD50  <  5,000 mg/kg body weight

ACUTE DERMAL TOXICITY CRITERION:
acute dermal LD50  <  4,300 mg/kg body weight

ACUTE INHALATION TOXICITY CRITERION:
acute inhalation LD50  <  10,000 ppm in air

ACUTE FISH TOXICITY TEST:
aquatic 96-hour LC50  <  500 mg/l of water

CARCINOGENICITY:
sum of listed carcinogens  >  10 ppm

COMPOUND SPECIFIC TOXICITY:
extractable concentrations  >

Soluble Threshold Limit Concentrations (STLCs)
and/or
total concentrations  >

Total Threshold Limit Concentrations (TTLCs)
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2.3  ‘Designated Wastes’

As defined in §2522 of the Subchapter 15 regulations, ‘designated waste’ is either of the
following:

“1) nonhazardous waste which consists of or contains pollutants which, under ambient
environmental conditions at the waste management unit, could be released at
concentrations in excess of applicable water quality objectives, or could cause
degradation of waters of the state.

Figure 5

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES CRITERIA
FOR INORGANIC CONSTITUENTS OF HAZARDOUS WASTES

  THRESHOLD  LIMIT
   CONCENTRATION
 SOLUBLE    TOTAL
    (STLC)    (TTLC)
    mg/l in    wet wt.

SUBSTANCE     extract     mg/kg
Antimony and/or Antimony Compounds 15 500

Arsenic and/or Arsenic Compounds 5.0 500

Asbestos — 1.0%

Barium and/or Ba Compounds (excl. Barite) 100 10,000

Beryllium and/or Beryllium Compounds 0.75 75

Cadmium and/or Cadmium Compounds 1.0 100

Chromium (VI) Compounds 5 500

Chromium and/or Chromium (III) Compounds 560 2,500

Cobalt and/or Cobalt Compounds 80 8,000

Copper and/or Copper Compounds 25 2,500

Fluoride Salts 180 18,000

Lead and/or Lead Compounds (inorganic) 5.0 1,000

Mercury and/or Mercury Compounds 0.2 20

Molybdenum and or Molybdenum Compounds 350 3,500

Nickel and/or Nickel Compounds 20 2,000

Selenium and/or Selenium Compounds 1.0 100

Silver and/or Silver Compounds 5 500

Thallium and/or Thallium Compounds 7.0 700

Vanadium and/or Vanadium Compounds 24 2,400

Zinc and/or Zinc Compounds 250 5,000
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“2) hazardous waste which has been granted a variance from hazardous waste
management requirements pursuant to Section 66310 of Title 22 of this code.”

The granting of variances for hazardous wastes was discussed in Section 1.2 above.
However, a waste also becomes ‘designated’ is if it is not ‘hazardous’ but still poses a threat
to water quality at the site of disposal.  An example will clarify this point.

Figure 7 shows a situation in which a liquid waste containing 4.5 mg/l of arsenic is
discharged to an unlined surface impoundment over ground water that may be used for
domestic supply.  The hazardous STLC for arsenic is 5␣ mg/l, so the waste is not
‘hazardous’ under Title 22.  The drinking water standard for arsenic is 0.05 mg/l.  Ground
water above that level could cause adverse health effects if consumed over a prolonged

Figure 6

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES CRITERIA
FOR ORGANIC CONSTITUENTS OF HAZARDOUS WASTES

  THRESHOLD  LIMIT
   CONCENTRATION
 SOLUBLE    TOTAL
    (STLC)    (TTLC)
    mg/l in    wet wt.

SUBSTANCE     extract     mg/kg
Aldrin 0.14 1.4

Chlordane 0.25 2.5

DDT, DDE, DDD 0.1 1.0

2,4-Dichlorophenoxyacetic Acid  (2,4-D) 10 100

Dieldrin 0.8 8.0

Dioxin  (2,3,7,8-TCDD) 0.001 0.01

Endrin 0.02 0.2

Heptachlor 0.47 4.7

Kepone 2.1 21

Lead Compounds, Organic — 13

Lindane 0.4 4.0

Methoxychlor 10 100

Mirex 2.1 21

Pentachlorophenol 1.7 17

Polychlorinated Biphenyls  (PCBs) 5.0 50

Toxaphene 0.5 5

Trichloroethylene  (TCE) 204 2,040

2,4,5-Trichlorophenoxypropionic Acid 1.0 10
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Figure 7

THE NEED FOR SITE-SPECIFIC ‘DESIGNATED WASTE’ CLASSIFICATION

DOMESTIC
WATER
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period of time.  As the liquid waste percolates through the soil, its arsenic concentration
will be reduced by various attenuative mechanisms, such as adsorption and precipitation.
If these mechanisms are not capable of reducing the arsenic concentration sufficiently (high
permeability soils and/or insufficient separation between the waste and ground water),
enough arsenic will enter ground water to cause the drinking water standard to be
exceeded.  Its beneficial use for domestic supply would be impaired.  In this situation the
waste would be classified as a ‘designated waste’.

It can be seen from the example above that: 1) the classification of a waste as ‘hazardous’ is
made purely on waste-specific factors, while the classification of a waste as ‘designated’
must be based on both waste- and site-specific factors; and 2) the ‘hazardous waste’
classification system is insufficient to protect all waters of the State from the discharge of
wastes to land.  Subchapter 15 provides no guidance to the Regional Boards on how to
determine whether a non-‘hazardous’ waste should be classified as ‘designated’ other than
the language in §2522, quoted above.  A methodology for making these decisions is
provided in Chapter 3 of this report.

Subchapter 15 requires ‘designated wastes’ to be discharged to Class I or Class II waste
management units.  These units are to be designed to isolate the wastes from the
surrounding environment through natural and/or engineered controls.  Under §2520(a)(1)
of Subchapter 15, a Title 22 ‘hazardous waste’ that is given a variance by DHS may be
discharged to a Class III waste management unit if the discharger demonstrates to the
appropriate Regional Board that the waste does not pose a significant threat to water
quality (see Figure 2).  Only rarely will the discharger be able to make this demonstration.
An example of a waste for which this demonstration is appropriate is asbestos.  Wastes
containing over 1.0 % asbestos are ‘hazardous’ under Title 22; however, DHS has granted
asbestos a variance from hazardous waste management if these wastes are double-bagged
and covered immediately after discharge.  If discharged to a Class III landfill, the asbestos
does not pose a threat to ground water quality, since asbestos fibers are unable to migrate
through soils.  The Regional Boards, therefore, frequently grant a §2520(a)(1) variance from
Class II disposal for these ‘designated wastes’.

2.4  ‘Nonhazardous Solid Wastes’ and ‘Inert’ Wastes

Wastes in the remaining two classifications of Subchapter 15 are not required to be
discharged to waste management units which provide isolation from the surrounding
environment.  ‘Nonhazardous solid waste’ is more commonly referred to as “municipal
solid waste” or “refuse”.  It contains a significant quantity of degradable materials, but
cannot contain ‘designated waste’.  Examples of ‘nonhazardous solid waste’ include solid
refuse from food processing and handling, paper products, cardboard, wood, rubber, tree
prunings, and dead animals.  Subchapter 15 allows ‘nonhazardous solid waste’ to be
discharged to Class III waste management units which are located and/or
designed to prevent impairment of beneficial uses of nearby ground and surface waters.
Thus, limited or controlled leakage of leachate from the waste to the surrounding
environment is permitted.
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‘Inert waste’ does not contain ‘designated waste’ nor a significant amount of degradable
material.  The only water quality threat posed by these wastes is siltation.  Examples of
‘inert waste’ include construction and demolition wastes such as clean earth, rock, concrete
and inert plastics, vehicle tires, uncontaminated clay products, and glass.  ‘Inert wastes’
may be discharged to unclassified waste management units as long as they are prevented
from entering surface waters.  [Unclassified waste management units may have Waste
Discharge Requirements from the appropriate Regional Board.]  Again the emphasis is on
beneficial use protection, rather than isolation of the waste from the surrounding
environment.
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Chapter 3   THE DESIGNATED LEVEL METHODOLOGY

Existing California regulations clearly define how wastes are to be classified; and detailed
guidance is provided for the implementing agencies to set all but one of the boundaries
between the five major waste classes (see Figure 1).  The one significant boundary not
clearly delineated is the lower end of the ‘designated waste’ classification.  Wastes above
this boundary — ‘designated wastes’ and ‘hazardous wastes’ — have the potential to
significantly degrade water quality and must be discharged to waste management units
(Class II and Class I) which isolate them from the surrounding environment (see Figure 2).
Wastes below this boundary — ‘nonhazardous solid wastes’ and ‘inert wastes’ — may be
discharged to units (Class III and unclassified) that do not provide this isolation.  Thus,
failure to classify a waste as ‘designated’ or ‘hazardous’ permits its discharge to waste
management units that have little or no natural or engineered controls to prevent the
release of waste constituents to the environment (most Class III and unclassified units are
not required to have liners nor leachate collection and removal systems).

How are the regulatory agencies and the regulated community to determine whether a
waste discharged to one of these waste management units poses a threat to beneficial uses
of water?  The following discussion presents a methodology which may be used to
determine whether a waste has the potential to degrade water quality if discharged to a
waste management unit that provides less than Class II containment.  The methodology
defines the lower boundary of the ‘designated waste’ classification (as well as the criteria
which may be used to grant §2520(a)(1) variances under Subchapter 15) by establishing
“Designated Levels” (see Figure 1).  These levels are concentrations of waste constituents
above which a waste is presumed to pose a threat to water quality at the site being
considered.  Designated Levels are derived from numerical “water quality goals”, limits or
levels of water quality constituents which are established to protect the beneficial uses of
water.  Wastes whose constituent concentrations exceed the site-specific Designated Levels
should be classified as ‘designated wastes’ with respect to that site, and the site should be
required to provide Class II containment under Subchapter 15.

[The Designated Level Methodology is adapted from a procedure used by DHS to calculate ‘hazardous’
STLCs and TTLCs from drinking water standards, which is presented in the document “Final Statement of
Reasons for Proposed Regulations, ‘Criteria for Identification of Hazardous and Extremely Hazardous
Wastes’” in Title 22 (CAM SOR), adopted by DHS in February 1984.3]

3.1  Determining Available Concentrations of Waste Constituents

In order to determine the threat posed to water quality by a particular waste it is first
necessary to ascertain the quantity of each constituent of concern in the waste that is
available to migrate to waters of the State.

3.1.1  Liquid Wastes

The quantity of chemical constituents that is available to migrate from liquid wastes is
dependent on the expected migration route.  Only the dissolved concentrations of waste
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constituents are available to migrate through soils to ground or surface waters.  In cases
where a waste may only threaten ground water, filtered samples should be subjected to
analysis.

Note: Caution should be exercised in the decision to filter samples for analysis.  Increased exposure
of a sample to air that may occur during the filtration process can increase the dissolution of
carbon dioxide and result in changes of chemical equilibria that, in turn, can alter the
solubilities of many constituents.  Erroneous analytical data may be the final result.

If overland flow to surface waters is possible, the total constituent concentrations may be
available for movement and analyses should be conducted on unfiltered samples.

3.1.2  Solid Wastes

Since it is the soluble fraction of a constituent of a solid waste which actually has the
potential to migrate to waters of the State, the extractable concentration is a more accurate
measure (than the total concentration) of the ability of a particular solid waste constituent
to degrade water quality.  Therefore, it is recommended that whenever possible, extractable
concentrations be determined for use in classifying solid wastes for purposes of water
quality protection.

Determining Extractable Concentrations

For consistency with the hazardous waste identification procedures in Title 22 of CCR,
extractable waste constituent concentrations should be determined using the Waste
Extraction Test (WET) procedure from §66700 of those regulations, as indicated in Figures 8
and 9.  The full WET procedure is contained in Appendix I to this report.  In many cases,
waste generators or dischargers must perform this test on their wastes to comply with the
hazardous waste identification regulations of Title 22 of CCR, Division 4, Chapter 30,
Article 11.  Thus, much of the data needed to determine whether the waste is a ‘designated
waste’ will be generated by that process.  Further justification  for use of the WET over
other extraction procedures is presented in the CAM SOR.3

Note: Users are cautioned to ignore the phrase in part (b) of the WET procedure which permits the
elimination of analyses for constituents whose total concentrations in the waste fall below
hazardous  STLC criteria (see Appendix I below).  This exemption was developed for
determinations of whether a waste is ‘hazardous’ under Title 22 of CCR.  The determination
of whether a waste is ‘designated’ under Subchapter 15 often involves more stringent criteria
and these eliminated analytical results may be critical to this determination.

As shown in Figure 9, the WET requires a 10-fold dilution (wt./vol.) of waste into the
extract solution.  The results of the extraction in terms of milligrams of soluble constituent
per liter of extract solution (mg/l) is, therefore, equal to one tenth (1/10) of the
concentration expressed in milligrams of soluble constituent per kilogram of solid waste.
This fact will be used in the calculation of Designated Levels in Section 3.3.3 of this report.
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The Department of Health Services developed the WET procedure for use in determining
whether sufficient amounts of extractable constituents are available to leach to ground
water, and thereby impact human health, if the waste is discharged to a Class III (sanitary)
landfill.  The WET uses a citrate buffer solution with a pH of 5.0 to mimic the extraction
capability of ‘nonhazardous solid waste’ leachate, which is often acidic.  Acidic solutions
are more capable than deionized water or some other neutral solution of extracting metallic
and other constituents from a waste.  If the proposed waste management scheme is co-

Figure 8

DETERMINING SOLUBLE/EXTRACTABLE CONCENTRATIONS
OF CONSTITUENTS OF WASTES OR SOILS

Extraction Procedure

Waste Extraction Test (WET) from Title 22, CCR, §66700 with the
following modifications :

Selecting the Extractant
Especially important for metallic constituents.

1) Are the wastes/soils in a potentially acidic environment ?

2) Are the wastes/soils capable of generating acid ?

Determine Acid-Base Account

If either   answer is “yes ” . . .
extract with the standard Citrate Buffer.

If both   answers are “no” . . .
extract with Deionized Water.
May need to adjust to the acidity of local rainfall.

Select Extraction Vessel
For volatile constituents . . .

1) perform WET using Zero Headspace Extraction Vessel
and procedures outlined in draft of EPA
“Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure” (TCLP),     or

2) calculate Total Designated Levels for comparison with
total constituent concentrations.



Page 22 Designated Level Methodology

~  10 - fold
  dilution

CONVERTING EXTRACTABLE CONCENTRATIONS FROM mg/kg TO mg/l:

Because of the dilution in the Waste Extraction Test,
Z milligrams per liter of extract is approximately equivalent

to Z × 10 milligrams per kilogram of waste or soil.

50 Grams
waste or soil

Figure 9

CALIFORNIA WASTE EXTRACTION TEST (WET)
TITLE 22, CCR, §66700

500 Milliliters

extractant
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disposed with ‘nonhazardous solid waste’ in a Class III landfill, if the waste is to be
discharged to some other potentially acidic environment, or if the waste itself is capable of
generating acidic leachate (see “Acid-Base Account”  below), the standard citrate buffer
should be used in the WET.  If the waste is not to be discharged to a Class III landfill with
‘nonhazardous solid waste’ or to some other potentially acidic environment and if the
waste is not capable of generating acidic leachate, deionized water could be substituted for
the citrate buffer extract solution in the WET to more accurately assess the leachability of
waste constituents.

Another reason for choosing to perform a deionized water extraction on a solid waste is to
determine the extractable concentrations of constituents or parameters for which the citrate
buffer would interfere in the analysis.  Common examples are hexavalent chromium (Cr
VI), total dissolved solids (TDS), specific conductivity (EC), and pH.  As mentioned in
Subsection (e) of the WET procedure (see Appendix I), a deionized water extraction must
be performed to determine extractable Cr VI concentrations in wastes.  In the presence of
the acidic citrate buffer, Cr VI is reduced to trivalent chromium (Cr III), thereby making
analysis for Cr VI invalid.  The citrate buffer contains dissolved solids and has a fixed pH
of 5.0 that can prevent the assessment of TDS, EC, or pH contributed by the waste itself.
Deionized water extraction should not replace citrate buffer extraction if the waste is to be
discharged to a Class III landfill or some other acidic environment or if the waste itself is
capable of generating acidic leachate.  Deionized water extraction should be performed in
addition to the citrate buffer extraction in these cases where information on extractable Cr
VI, TDS, EC, or pH is desired.

Acid-Base Account

Even if the waste is not to be discharged to a Class III landfill with ‘nonhazardous solid
waste’ or to some other potentially acidic environment, acidic leachate could be generated
by the waste itself.  This is particularly true of some mining wastes which contain pyritic
minerals.4  These sulfur containing minerals become oxidized when the waste materials are
exposed to air for the first time.  The oxidation process produces sulfurous acid (H2SO3), a
major component of acid mine drainage.  The acidic leachate so formed can readily
mobilize toxic heavy metals in the mining waste.  However, minerals such as calcium
carbonate (CaCO3) may also be present in the mining waste which have sufficient capacity
to neutralize acid formed from pyrite oxidation.  [Mining wastes will be discussed further
in Chapter 5 below.]  In order for the waste to be able to produce acid, the ability of the
waste to generate acid must exceed its ability to neutralize acid over the life of the waste
management unit in which the waste is to be placed.

The potential of a waste to produce acid is termed the “acid generation potential” (AGP),
while the ability of a waste to neutralize acid is called the “neutralization potential” (NP).
AGP may be expressed in pounds of CaCO3 required to neutralize the acid formed by 1,000
pounds of waste; while NP may be expressed in pounds of CaCO3 equivalents per 1,000
pounds of waste.  When expressed in these terms, the ratio of NP to AGP is a measure of
the overall ability of the waste to produce acid.  Analytical procedures exist for
determining AGP and NP, and thereby determining the overall acid-base account, of a
waste.5, 6  Appendix II of this report contains procedures for determining the acid-base
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account of a waste.  A ratio of NP to AGP of less than 3:1 indicates that an acidic leachate
may be formed, while a ratio of NP to AGP of 3:1 or greater indicates that an acidic leachate
will probably not be formed by the waste.  The selection of the 3:1 ratio, in which NP
exceeds AGP, accounts for the greater leachability of many of the minerals responsible for
NP (mainly carbonates) as compared with those responsible for AGP (mainly sulfides), and
accounts for the uneven distribution of these minerals within a waste which may cause
localized pockets of acid generation.

The results of the acid-base account would indicate which extraction solution should be
used in the WET.  The citrate buffer is appropriate for any waste which has a NP to AGP
ratio of less than 3:1.  Deionized water could be substituted for the citrate buffer for wastes
having a NP to AGP ratio of 3:1 or greater.  (In some cases, it may be appropriate to adjust
the deionized water to the pH of local rainwater to be able to assess the resulting
leachability of waste constituents from this increasingly important environmental factor.)
The appropriateness of choosing deionized water may cross checked by performing other
analytical procedures such as the use of the humidity cell method, which attempts to
demonstrate acid generation in accelerated bench scale oxidation test.6

Analysis for Volatile Constituents

The current WET procedure cannot be used to accurately determine extractable
concentrations of purgeable (volatile) constituents of a solid waste.  Examples of these
constituents include trichloroethylene, vinyl chloride and other volatile organic
contaminants (VOCs) and organic lead compounds.  Due to their high vapor pressures and
relatively low solubilities in water, significant fractions of the concentrations of these
constituents would be lost to the air space (head space) in the extraction vessel during the
extraction procedure.  Losses to the atmosphere would also occur during other portions of
the waste and extract handling phases of the WET.  For these reasons, soluble or extractable
concentrations may not be used as an accurate measure of the potential threat to water
quality posed by most volatile components of wastes.  Total concentrations must be used.

However, recognizing the need for an extraction procedure for volatiles, the U.S. EPA has
proposed a new test called the “Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure” or TCLP.7

This procedure includes a “Zero Headspace Extraction Vessel” in which extractions for
volatile constituents could be performed without appreciable loss to the atmosphere.  If
these or other similar vessels become available for general use, they could be substituted
for the standard vessel in the WET, making extraction for volatiles possible.

3.2  Water Quality Goals

The basis of the Designated Level Methodology is the assessment of concentrations of
waste constituents which, if equalled or exceeded, could be mobilized and transported to
ground and/or surface waters in amounts which would cause degradation of the quality of
those waters.  The assessment must, therefore, begin with the identification of the bodies of
water which could be affected by a particular waste disposal and of numerical parameters
indicative of existing water quality at the proposed site of waste disposal.  These
parameters will be called “water quality goals” in this report.
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In most cases, background water quality — the concentrations of substances in natural
waters which are unaffected by waste management practices — are appropriate for use as
water quality goals.  This is consistent with the establishment of “water quality protection
standards” for indicator parameters and waste constituents which are reasonably expected
to be in or derived from wastes discharged to waste management units, under §2552 of
Subchapter 15, which also states:

“The background concentrations of applicable indicator parameters and waste
constituents at or near the new waste management unit before wastes are discharged
shall be established as the water quality protection standards for the unit…  For existing
waste management units, the background concentration shall be determined from
nearby wells beyond the influence of the unit or facility.”

This Section of Subchapter 15 also cautions that the selection of background concentrations
should take into consideration significant seasonal or long term water quality fluctuations
and trends that are unrelated to the discharge of waste.

The non-degradation ideal is also the focal point of the State Water Resources Control
Board’s Resolution No. 68-16 “Statement of Policy With Respect to Maintaining High
Quality of Waters in California”.  This resolution states that existing high water quality is to
be protected even if some degradation in that water quality would not impair beneficial
uses.  Deviation from the non-degradation ideal is permitted if it can be demonstrated to
the State that:

1) some degradation is in the best interest of the citizens of California; and

2) beneficial uses of the waters are not impaired.

If it is determined that some water quality degradation is in the best interest of the State,
water quality goals may be selected by identifying 1) the present and probable future
beneficial uses of waters which may be affected by the particular waste disposal and
2) numerical concentrations of waste constituents and indicator parameters allowable in
the waters so that those uses are protected.  The Water Quality Control Plan Reports
(“Basin Plans”) of the nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards or the California Ocean
Plan 8 should be consulted to determine beneficial uses.  Also cited in these plans are
“water quality objectives” for several constituents of concern which, if not exceeded, will
protect those uses.  These “Basin Plan objectives” and several other numerical criteria and
standards may be used as water quality goals for deriving Designated Levels.  Water
quality criteria and standards that are designed to protect a number of beneficial uses such
as human health and welfare, aquatic life, agricultural use, and aesthetics may be found in
the literature and are summarized below:

Human Health

• Primary Drinking Water Standards or Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) in Title 22
of CCR, Division 4, Chapter␣ 15, “Domestic Water Quality and Monitoring” 9 which have
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been adopted by DHS for use in California;
    Note:  These values are derived in conjunction with technologic and economic factors and are,

 therefore, not purely health-based.

• State “Action Levels” published by the Sanitary Engineering Branch of DHS10;

• Recommended Maximum Contaminant Levels (RMCLs)11 promulgated by the U.S.␣ EPA
under the National Primary Drinking Water Regulations as the first step in establishing
MCLs;

    Note:  By law, these are purely health based values, and are set at “zero”  for carcinogens.

• Quality Criteria for Water, 1986 (“Gold Book”)12 and the Ambient Water Quality Criteria
volumes13 (1980) published by EPA for the priority pollutants which contain No-Adverse-
Effect Levels for non-carcinogens, 10 – 6 incremental cancer risk estimates for carcinogens,
and other toxicity-based criteria;

• Quality Criteria for Water (“Red Book”)16 published by EPA in 1976 [superseded by
Quality Criteria for Water, 1986 (“Gold Book”)12 and the Ambient Water Quality Criteria
volumes13 for the priority pollutants];

• Water Quality Criteria, 1972 (“Blue Book”)17 published by EPA in 1973 [superseded by
Quality Criteria for Water (“Red Book”)16];

• “Health Effects Advisories” published by the U.S. EPA, Office of Drinking Water14 which
include Suggested No Adverse Response Levels (SNARLs) for non-carcinogens and 10-6

incremental cancer risk estimates for carcinogens;

• Drinking Water and Health volumes 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 15 published by the National
Academy of Sciences which include Suggested No-Adverse-Response Levels or SNARLs
[values are presented for some carcinogens which do not include consideration of the
cancer risk posed by those chemicals] and 10 – 6 incremental cancer risk estimates;

• Proposition 65 No-Significant-Risk Levels (NSRLs) established by the Health and Welfare
Agency in CCR Title 22 for known human carcinogens and reproductive toxins which
may be converted into concentrations in water;

• Estimated Permissible Ambient Goals18 published by EPA in 1977 as informal criteria;
    Note:  These are estimated from occupational exposure to airborne  pollutants and are, therefore,

 not very reliable.  They should only be used if no other criteria are available.

Human Welfare

• Secondary MCLs (Drinking Water Standards) in Title 22 of CCR, Division 4, Chapter␣ 15,
“Domestic Water Quality and Monitoring” 9 which have been adopted  by DHS;

• State “Action Levels” published by the Sanitary Engineering Branch of DHS10 which
contain taste and odor thresholds for some chemicals;
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• Ambient Water Quality Criteria volumes13 published by EPA in 1980 for the priority
pollutants which contain taste and odor-based criteria for some chemicals;

Aquatic Life and Wildlife

• Quality Criteria for Water, 1986 (“Gold Book”)12 and the Ambient Water Quality Criteria
volumes for the priority pollutants13 (1980) published by EPA with updates for some
chemicals published in 1985 19;

    Note:  4-day average, 24-hour average, or chronic criteria should be used as water quality goals  whenever available
 to protect the surface water resource for the long term.

• Quality Criteria for Water (“Red Book”)16 published by EPA in 1976 [superseded by
Quality Criteria for Water, 1986 (“Gold Book”)12 and the Ambient Water Quality Criteria
volumes13 for the priority pollutants];

• Water Quality Criteria, 1972 (“Blue Book”)17 published by EPA in 1973 [superseded by
Quality Criteria for Water (“Red Book”)16;

• Estimated Permissible Ambient Goals18 published by EPA in 1977 as informal criteria;
    Note:  These are estimated criteria and should only be used if no other criteria are available.

Agricultural Use

• Water Quality for Agriculture16 published by the Food and Agriculture Organization of
the United Nations in 1985;

Other Uses

• Water Quality Criteria 21 written by McKee and Wolf and published by the State Water
Resources Control Board in 1963 which contains criteria for human health and welfare,
aquatic life, agricultural use, industrial use, and various other uses.

A list of these water quality goals may be found in the staff report A Compilation of Water Quality Goals.

To protect the maximum number of beneficial uses, the most restrictive (lowest),
applicable, and justifiable water quality goals should be selected for deriving Designated
Levels.  Due to the rapidly changing data base on the health and environmental effects of
chemicals, caution should be observed in selecting among the various water quality criteria
and standards to be sure that the most recent information is utilized.  The original literature
should be consulted whenever possible to determine the applicability and limitations of the
criteria and standards being selected.  Other government agencies, such as the California
Department of Health Services, the California Department of Fish and Game, and the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency may be consulted for up-to-the-minute information.

It is common practice to rely on Primary MCLs as “enforceable standards”.  However, care
should be taken in the application of Primary MCLs to the protection of sources of
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drinking water.  A common example of incorrect application is the use of the total
trihalomethane (TTHM) MCL for the protection of ground water from chloroform.
Chloroform is one of the four chemicals covered by the term “trihalomethanes”.  The
TTHM standard of 100 µg/l is over 500-times greater than the 10 – 6 incremental cancer risk
estimate for chloroform.  EPA has stated that the MCL for TTHMs was based mainly on
technology and economics.22  Therefore, this standard does not clearly protect the beneficial
use for domestic supply of waters of the State.  The MCL for TTHMs was derived, for
application to drinking water as it is delivered to consumers after disinfection by
chlorination, by balancing the benefit provided by the chlorination process (elimination of
pathogens in drinking water) with the health threat posed by the trihalomethane by-
products of this process.   In the case of contaminated ground water this type of cost/
benefit balancing is not germain, and so the MCL does not apply to the protection of the
ambient quality of domestic water supply sources.  The 10 – 6 cancer risk estimate of 0.19
µg/l should be used as the measure of potential impairment by chloroform of the beneficial
use of ground water for domestic supply.  Staff of EPA, Region 9 has stated that the
application of the 10 – 6 cancer risk estimate, instead of the TTHM MCL, as a water quality
goal for chloroform in ground water appears to be consistent with the federal Clean Water
Act and the recently adopted Safe Drinking Water Act.23 and that the TTHM standard is not
appropriate for protection of ambient water quality.24

In fact, virtually all primary MCLs are derived by balancing the technologic and economic
concerns that are directly related to the use of water for domestic supply with the health
effects information developed under the RMCL process.  Thus primary MCLs are not
necessarily reliable indicators of protection of beneficial uses of an ambient water resource
and should not necessarily be relied upon as water quality goals in these situations.  There
are other instances where water quality criteria more stringent than MCLs are applied to
protect the beneficial uses of a water resource.  For example, it is common practice to
require compliance with aquatic life criteria for heavy metal contaminants in surface waters
that are often much lower than MCLs for the same contaminants.

Once it has been decided that some degradation in water quality will be permitted (i.e.,
background water quality is not used for water quality goals), other factors may require
water quality goals to be set below water quality-related standards and criteria.  Care
should be taken to consider other dischargers in the area and the contribution to the
degradation of water quality that each imposes.  If one discharger is permitted through the
disposal of his waste to degrade the water resource to just below the point where beneficial
uses are impaired, then no additional capacity exists for further degradation by other
discharges of waste.  In addition, the knowledge of the health and environmental effects of
chemicals or combinations of chemicals is constantly evolving.  What is considered to be
safe at or below 10 µg/l today may be found to be harmful at 1 µg/l tomorrow.

3.3  Calculating Designated Levels

Designated Levels are measures of the minimum concentrations of waste constituents
which, upon accounting for environmental attenuation at the proposed site of discharge,
have the potential to cause the water quality goals for the constituents to be equalled or
exceeded in ground and/or surface waters.  Designated Levels fall into two main types,
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Soluble and Total.  Soluble Designated Levels represent concentrations of soluble or
extractable constituents in a solid waste (represented by the concentration of the
constituent in the extract from the Waste Extraction Test) which threaten to degrade water
quality if equalled or exceeded.  Total Designated Levels represent total concentrations of
constituents in a solid waste or total or dissolved concentrations of constituents in a liquid
waste which threaten to degrade water quality if equalled or exceeded.  The calculation of
site-specific Soluble and Total Designated Levels for solid and liquid wastes is also
discussed below.

Since their values are based upon site-specific environmental attenuation, the calculation of
Designated Levels from water quality goals must include factors which account for the
environmental processes that can alter a constituent’s ability to reach waters of the State in
sufficient amounts to cause an adverse impact.

3.3.1  Environmental Attenuation Factors

As constituents in a liquid waste or in leachate from a solid waste migrate through the
environment from the place of waste discharge to surface or ground waters the
opportunity exists for attenuation or reduction of the concentrations of these constituents.
The degree of expected attenuation under reasonable worst-case conditions at the site of
discharge may be approximated with “environmental attenuation factors” — the greater
the degree of expected attenuation, the larger the factor.  These factors may be used to
transform water quality goals into site-specific Designated Levels, that is, concentrations of
constituents in the waste that have the potential to degrade water quality at the site of
discharge.

The degree to which waste constituent concentrations become attenuated as they migrate
toward ground and/or surface waters is governed by a set of processes collectively termed
“environmental fate”.  Environmental fate processes include adsorption of constituents to
clay particles and organic matter in the soil, ionic or covalent binding of the constituents to
soil components, filtration of larger constituents by fine-grained soils, chemical or
biochemical degradation, volatilization to the atmosphere or to air spaces within the
unsaturated or vadose zone, and dispersion and dilution with vadose zone waters, surface
waters or ground water.  The total quantity of a waste constituent applied to a site (i.e.,
mass loading) may be sufficient to saturate some of the key environmental fate processes at
a site, rendering them unavailable to further attenuate waste constituent concentrations.
Other constituents in the waste, such as organic solvents, may increase the expected
mobility of the constituent being considered.

Some of the key characteristics that influence the environmental fate of waste constituents
are shown in Figure 10.  Several of these characteristics involve hydrogeologic information
on the site of waste discharge, while others involve the environmental chemistry of the
waste constituents themselves — how the constituents are expected to chemically interact
with environmental characteristics.

Also shown in Figure 10 is how increases in the environmental characteristics effects the
selection of an environmental attenuation factor.  If ground water is threatened by waste
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Figure 10

EXAMPLES OF ENVIRONMENTAL FATE CHARACTERISTICS WHICH
INFLUENCE THE SELECTION OF ATTENUATION FACTORS

  Effect on
As the following characteristics increase...       Atten. Factor

⇑                ⇓
For the Protection of Ground Water —
• Depth to Highest Ground Water (including capillary fringe)  ✔

• Net Recharge  (i.e., [rainfall] — [evaporation]) ✔

• Characteristics of the Vadose Zone:
Permeability and Porosity ✔
Clay Content  ✔

Organic Matter Content (for organics) ✔

Ion Exchange Capacity and pH (for inorganics) ✔

• Pollutant Characteristics:
Polarity ✔
Ionic Strength (more positive) ✔

Volatility (potential for vapor transport) ✔

Viscosity ✔

Degradability / Biologic Activity ✔

Octanol/Water Partition Coefficient (KOW) ✔

• Other Constituents that Could Increase Mobility ✔
• Topography (Steepness of Terrain) ✔

• Total Pollutant Load (Mass Loading) ✔

• Volumetric Ground Water Flow Rate ✔

• Uncertainty of the Data and Assumptions ✔

For the Protection of Surface Waters —
• Distance from Drainage Courses ✔

• Topography (Steepness of Terrain) ✔

• Pollutant Characteristics:
Volatility (loss to atmosphere) ✔
Reactivity / Degradability ✔

Polarity ✔

Octanol/Water Partition Coefficient (KOW) ✔

• Other Constituents That Could Increase Mobility ✔

• Initial Dilution Upon Reaching Surface Waters ✔
(minimum surface water flow vs. maximum pollutant flow)

• Interconnection of Ground and Surface Waters ✔

• Total Pollutant Load (Mass Loading) ✔

• Uncertainty of the Data and Assumptions ✔
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constituents, increases in the depth to ground water (thickness of the vadose zone), in the
clay content, organic matter content, ion exchange capacity or pH of vadose zone materials,
in the ionic strength, viscosity, degradability or octanol/water partition coefficient (the
affinity of the chemical for octanol or soil organic matter versus its affinity for water) of the
waste constituent, in the concentrations of solvents or other chemicals that can increase the
permeability of soils or act as carriers for the constituent, in the steepness of the terrain, and
in the rate of flow of ground water will cause the attenuation factor to be larger (greater
attenuation).  Increases in the net recharge rate (a driving force for movement of waste
constituents), in the permeability or porosity of vadose zone materials, in the polarity or
volatility of the waste constituent, and in the mass loading of waste constituents will cause
the attenuation factor to be smaller (less attenuation as the constituent migrates to ground
water).  If surface waters are threatened by constituents in a waste, increases in the
distance of travel from the site of waste discharge to surface water, in the volatility,
reactivity, degradability or octanol/water partition coefficient of the waste constituent, in
the concentrations of solvents or other chemicals that can increase the permeability of soils
or act as carriers for the constituent, and in the amount of initial dilution that the waste or
leachate would receive upon entering surface waters will cause the attenuation factor to be
larger.  Increases in the steepness of the terrain, in the polarity of the constituent, in the
amount of interconnection of ground and surface waters, and in the total constituent
loading will lower the attenuation factor.

Undoubtedly the most important characteristic that must be evaluated in the derivation of
environmental attenuation factors is the relative uncertainty of the data and assumptions
used to describe environmental fate processes.  The more uncertainty involved in the
estimation of environmental attenuation factors, the more the assumptions being used in
their derivation should lean in the direction of underestimating the amount of attenuation
expected to occur.  In this way, a greater assurance of water quality protection is provided.
The degree of uncertainty in the estimation of environmental attenuation should also be
reflected in the amount of vadose zone and ground water monitoring that is required for a
waste management unit.  Greater uncertainty necessitates a greater monitoring effort to
assure that the environmental fate analysis was protective of water quality.

Note: Because of the great uncertainty in environmental fate analysis, some regulators favor an
approach for setting Designated Levels that does not consider any attenuation between the
initial leachate or liquid waste and waters of the State.  While this approach is surely
protective of water quality, it does not appear to be feasible from an economic nor logistic
point of view at the present time, since many more wastes would be found to be ‘designated’
and would require Class II or Class I disposal.

Site- and constituent-specific information regarding key environmental fate characteristics
under reasonable worst-case conditions may be used to derive attenuation factors for
specific waste constituents at the site.  The DHS publication The California Site Mitigation
Decision Tree Manual,25 the EPA document Water Related Environmental Fate of the 129
Priority Pollutants,26 The Soil Chemistry of Hazardous Materials by James Dragun,35

Handbook of Environmental Data on Organic Chemicals by Karel Verschueren,27 and the
EPA publication DRASTIC:  A Standardized System for Evaluating Ground Water
Pollution Potential Using Hydrogeologic Settings 28 contain useful information and
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procedures that can be used to assess the fate of chemicals in the environment and estimate
environmental attenuation factors for specific waste constituents and site conditions.

Detailed information on many environmental fate characteristics may prove difficult or
impractical to obtain.  Therefore, the analysis may be approached initially in a simplified
manner, by using more easily obtainable information on some of the key characteristics and
conservative assumptions about the remaining characteristics to approximate the minimum
expected attenuation.  For example, in the analysis of the threat posed to surface waters the
lowest anticipated initial dilution of the waste or leachate into surface waters can be used
as a measure of attenuation.  If this type of simplistic analysis can clearly demonstrate that
waste constituents cannot adversely impact water quality, then further and more detailed
analysis may be unnecessary.  If a simplified analysis gives inconclusive results or shows
that the potential for water quality degradation may exist, the waste discharger may wish
to obtain detailed information on heretofore undetermined environmental fate
characteristics in order to refine the analysis.

In many cases, resources may not permit a detailed environmental fate analysis for the
selection of attenuation factors.  This is especially true where a discharger requires a
preliminary idea of how a waste will be classified.  For these cases it is proposed that a
“generic” environmental attenuation factor be chosen in a manner similar to that used by
DHS in the setting of hazardous STLCs.  The CAM SOR 3 justifies the use of a 100-fold
attenuation factor, based on studies conducted by Batelle Laboratories and EPA.29, 30  Both
studies stress that the degree of attenuation of waste constituents depends on waste- and
site-specific conditions, as discussed above.  It is, therefore, impossible to select an
attenuation factor that will be appropriate for all wastes constituents or all disposal sites
and situations.  Expected landfill-to-useable ground water attenuations cited by EPA range
from one to 1,000-fold, based on mathematical models and actual field data.  Both the
Batelle and EPA documents selected a 100-fold attenuation factor to conservatively
represent average attenuation of waste constituents as leachate moves to an underground
source of drinking water; however, neither study provides detailed descriptions of which
waste- and site-specific conditions are best approximated by the 100-fold factor.

In selecting a “generic” environmental attenuation factor for purposes of deriving
designated levels, the 100-fold factor should be used in those disposal situations which
provide an “average” degree of natural protection for water quality from the discharge of
wastes under reasonable worst-case conditions.  An example of such an average disposal
situation would be a landfill in the alluvium of the Central Valley with a significant depth
(i.e., greater than 30 feet) of soil containing appreciable and continuous clay or silty-clay
strata between the base of the landfill and ground water.  For sites that provide less than
this “average” amount of water quality protection (e.g., high ground water or more highly
permeable geologic materials—sandy soils or fractured rock), a lower environmental
attenuation factor, such as one (1) or ten (10) should be chosen.  Where a very low degree of
natural water quality protection may exist or for situations in which the mass loading of
waste constituents is likely to saturate environmental attenuation processes (e.g., the
discharge of large volumes of a liquid waste to a surface impoundment continuously over
many years in an area with  moderately permeable soils), a factor of one (1) should be used.
A factor of 1,000 may be appropriate in areas that provide a very high degree of water
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quality protection or for constituents that are known to have a much greater than average
degree of environmental attenuation. [Examples of such constituents are free cyanide in
surface waters, copper, zinc, and DDT under common environmental conditions 3,26.]

Whenever sufficient site- and waste-specific data can be obtained, a more thorough
analysis of environmental fate should be substituted for this “generic” attenuation factor
approach.  It is the responsibility of the waste discharger to provide this analysis.

3.3.2   Designated Levels for Liquid Wastes

The Total Designated Level for a constituent of a liquid waste is calculated by multiplying
the water quality goal by the environmental attenuation factor that takes into account
reasonable worst-case site- and waste-specific conditions at the proposed place of waste
discharge.

     Total Designated Level                    Water                Environmental
        for constituent of a             =        Quality        ×       Attenuation                        [1]
 liquid waste (mg/l of waste)             Goal (mg/l)                  Factor

Figure 11 presents an example of the disposal of a hypothetical liquid waste to an unlined
surface impoundment.  In this example, the constituent of concern in the waste is arsenic
and the potential threat to ground water is being considered.  Ground water at this site has
the potential for use as domestic supply.  The Primary MCL for arsenic of 50 µg/l (0.05
mg/l) has been chosen as the water quality goal, protective of this beneficial use.  By
environmental fate analysis, the soils between the base of the impoundment and the
highest anticipated elevation of ground water have been estimated to provide a minimum
of “n”-fold attenuation for arsenic.  The environmental attenuation factor is, therefore,
equal to “n”.  The disposal of this waste is proposed to occur over a two year period; thus,
the attenuative processes for arsenic in the soil are not expected to become saturated.  The
Total Designated Level for arsenic in the liquid waste discharged to this hypothetical
impoundment is, therefore, equal to (0.05 × n)␣ mg/l.  If analysis of the waste shows that its
dissolved arsenic concentration is equal to or greater than (0.05 × n)␣ mg/l, the waste will
not receive sufficient attenuation as it migrates from the impoundment to ground water
and the resulting concentration of arsenic in ground water may exceed the Primary MCL,
thus impairing the beneficial use of the water for domestic supply.  This waste should,
therefore, be classified as a ‘designated waste’ and the impoundment should be required to
meet Class II surface impoundment construction standards.  If the arsenic concentration in
the waste is below (0.05␣ x␣ n)␣ mg/l, the waste does not have the potential to degrade ground
water quality and would be classified as an ‘inert waste’ for this site. (Obviously, a liquid
waste may not be classified as a ‘nonhazardous solid waste’.)

If the arsenic concentration in the waste is close to but does not exceed (0.05 × n)␣ mg/l,
some impoundment construction requirements, such as a single clay liner, may be prudent
to ensure that sufficient attenuation exists.  This would be especially important if questions
exist about the representativeness of the waste sampling and analysis or if the waste
characteristics are expected to vary significantly over the period of time that the discharge
will occur.
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3.3.3  Designated Levels for Solid Wastes

The goal in calculating Designated Levels for a solid waste is to determine concentrations
of soluble constituents in the waste above which leachate would be able to carry them to
ground or surface waters in amounts that would cause water quality goals to be exceeded
in those waters.  Figure 12 illustrates a scenario of how soluble/extractable constituents of

Figure 11

TOTAL DESIGNATED LEVEL FOR A CONSTITUENT OF A LIQUID WASTE
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solid waste in an unlined landfill or waste pile could impair water quality.  As moisture
from infiltrating rainfall or from the waste itself percolates through the solid waste, soluble
constituents are dissolved in the liquid phase.  In this way leachate accumulates soluble
waste constituents until it reaches the base of the landfill or waste pile.  At that point, this
“initial leachate”  poses a water quality threat that is similar to that posed by the liquid
waste considered in Section 3.3.2 above.  The same environmental fate processes and
attenuation factors that govern the potential impact of constituents of a liquid waste apply
to constituents of the “initial leachate” from a solid waste.  Therefore, the concentrations of
constituents in the “initial leachate” which have the potential to degrade water quality are
equal to the Total Designated Levels for constituents of a liquid waste.  Therefore, from
equation [1],

  Concentration of Constituent                  Water               Environmental
    in “Initial Leachate” (mg/l)          =        Quality        ×      Attenuation                    [2]
that could degrade water quality          Goal (mg/l)               Factor

At this point, an assumption is made that the concentrations of soluble constituents in the
waste itself (in mg/kg of waste) prior to leaching are numerically equivalent to their
concentrations in the “initial leachate” (in mg/l of leachate) formed from the waste.
Therefore, from equation [2],

         Soluble Concentration of                     Water            Environmental
     Constituent in Waste (mg/kg of waste)    =     Quality      ×     Attenuation                   [3]

  that could degrade water quality             Goal (mg/l)            Factor

As explained in the CAM SOR,3 concentrations in the “initial leachate” (in mg/l of
leachate) could be lower, but could also exceed the soluble concentrations in the waste
itself (in mg/kg of waste).

Note: Concentrations of constituents in the “initial leachate” should not be confused with
concentrations of constituents in extract from the Waste Extraction Test.  They are not the
same.  Concentrations of constituents in the “initial leachate” are the result of the
accumulation of constituents from the waste as moisture migrates through a landfill or
waste pile.  Concentrations of constituents in the extract from the WET are the result of a
specific laboratory procedure where waste constituents are extracted from a solid waste by an
extract solution under a controlled set of circumstances.  The extract from the WET is,
therefore, not a simulation of the “initial leachate”, but a measure of the amount of waste
constituents that may be leached from the waste in a landfill.

Soluble Designated Levels

Extractable concentrations from the Waste Extraction Test are expressed in milligrams per
liter (mg/l) of extract, rather than milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) of waste.  Soluble
Designated Levels for constituents of a solid waste should also be expressed in mg/l of
extract so that direct comparison with results from the WET may be made.  However,
conversion from the units of mg/kg of waste to mg/l of extract must take into account the
10-fold dilution in the WET procedure as explained in Section 3.1.2, “Determining
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Extractable␣  Concentrations”, above.  Therefore, an expression for the Soluble Designated
Level for a constituent of a solid waste may be derived from equation [3].

  Soluble Designated Level             Water                Environmental
 for a Constituent of a Solid     =     Quality      ×    Attenuation Factor    ÷    10            [4]
Waste (mg/l of WET extract)       Goal (mg/l)

Figure 12
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Figure 12 shows these calculations for a solid waste containing soluble arsenic.  The water
quality goal has been chosen to be equal to the Primary MCL of 0.05 mg/l and the site-
specific environmental attenuation factor has been determined to be equal to “n”.  The
concentration of arsenic in the “initial leachate” that has the potential to degrade ground
water quality is calculated from equation [2], to be (0.05 × n) mg/l of leachate.  The
concentration of soluble arsenic in the waste that has the potential to degrade water quality
is calculated from equation [3] to be(0.05 × n) mg/kg of waste. The Soluble Designated
Level for arsenic in the solid waste at this site is calculated, from equation [4], to be (0.05 ×
n ÷ 10) mg/l of extract from the WET or (0.005 × n) mg/l.  A solid waste for which the
concentration of arsenic in the WET extract exceeds (0.005 × n) mg/l would be classified as
a ‘designated waste’ and the landfill or waste pile would be required to provide Class II
containment under Subchapter 15.

Leachability Factors and Total Designated Levels

If extractable concentrations of a solid waste cannot be determined for particular
constituents, such as volatile organics, analyses for total constituent concentrations are
usually possible.  Under these circumstances, Total Designated Levels must be calculated
for comparison with total constituent concentrations in the waste, using available
information on the leachability of the constituents under worst-case conditions at the site of
waste discharge.  As shown in Figure 13, only a certain fraction of the total constituent
concentration is available for leaching from the waste and for uptake by organisms upon
which the constituent would have a toxic or deleterious effect.  The remainder of the
constituent concentration is immobile or unavailable for leaching due to such factors as
encapsulation in the waste matrix, chemical bonding, or other molecular interactions
within the waste.  Information on the fraction of leachable constituent under reasonable
worst-case conditions at the proposed site of discharge may be used to derive a
“leachability factor”.  The leachability factor is equal to the total constituent concentration
(leachable plus non-leachable) divided by the leachable constituent concentration, in other
words, the reciprocal of the fraction of the constituent concentration that is leachable.

Leachability Factor =       Total Constituent Concentration
     Leachable Constituent Concentration

=   1 / (Leachable Constituent Fraction)                                 [5]

For example, if it is known that for a particular constituent in a waste, reasonable worst-
case conditions at the proposed site of discharge are able to mobilize one tenth (1/10) of the
total concentration of the constituent, the leachability factor would be equal to ten (10).

Usually, when extractable concentrations of solid waste constituents cannot be determined,
information on the leachable fraction is also unavailable.  In these cases, the leachability
factor must be approximated.  The CAM SOR, in deriving TTLCs from STLCs for
“persistent and bioaccumulative toxic substances”, uses a leachability factor [called the
“bioavailability factor” in that document] of 100 for toxic inorganic constituents and 10 for
toxic organic constituents.  The reason for this difference is explained as follows:
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Figure 13
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“The organic substances…are generally artificial.  Their occurrence in nature is negligible.
None are essential nutrients to humans or animals.  Accordingly, humans and animals
have developed few natural defenses to these substances.  Most are much more
bioaccumulative and more toxic than the inorganic substances…” 3

The “persistent and bioaccumulative toxic substances” for which TTLCs were derived fall
into several chemical classes, including heavy metals (e.g., arsenic and mercury),
organometallics (lead compounds, organic) base/neutral extractable compounds (e.g.,
chlordane, lindane and toxaphene), acid extractable compounds (pentachlorophenol),
phenoxy acids (2,4,5-trichlorophenoxyacetic acid),, and volatile organic compounds
(trichloroethylene).  Most of the waste constituents that have the potential to degrade water
quality (and will, therefore, be considered in the classification of wastes) fall into one or
more of these chemical classes.  For this reason, it is recommended that the “generic” 10-
fold leachability factor for organics and 100-fold leachability factor for inorganics be used
in situations where information on the leachable constituent fraction is unavailable.

The Total Designated Level for a constituent of a solid waste may be calculated by
multiplying the Soluble Designated Level by the leachability factor.  However, since the
Total Designated Level is to be expressed in units of milligrams of constituent per kilogram
of waste (mg/kg), the Soluble Designated Level from which it is calculated must also be
expressed in these units.  Due to the 10-fold dilution in the WET,

   Soluble Designated Level             Soluble Designated Level
  for a Constituent of a Solid    =     for a Constituent of a Solid      ×   10                    [6]
    Waste (mg/kg of waste)             Waste (mg/l of WET extract)

The Total Designated Level for a constituent of a solid waste is, therefore, calculated as
follows:

Total Designated Level        Soluble Designated Level
      for a Constituent        =          for a Constituent          ×   Leachability   ×   10        [7]

 of a Solid Waste    of a Solid Waste       Factor
      (mg/kg of waste)           (mg/l of WET extract)

By combining equations [4] and [7], the Total Designated Level for a constituent of a solid
waste may be expressed in terms of the water quality goal.

Total Designated Level         Water         Environmental
      for a Constituent        =   Quality   ×     Attenuation     ×   Leachability                   [8]
      of a Solid Waste               Goal                Factor                  Factor
     (mg/kg of waste)               (mg/l)

A solid waste with total constituent concentrations greater than their Total Designated
Levels would be classified as ‘designated wastes’ and would be required to have Class II
containment at the site of waste discharge.
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3.3.4  Summary of Designated Level Calculations

The Total Designated Level for a constituent of a liquid waste, expressed in milligrams of
total or dissolved constituent per liter of waste (mg/l of waste), is equal to:

Water Quality Goal (mg/l)    ×    Environmental Attenuation Factor

The Soluble Designated Level for a constituent of a solid waste, expressed in milligrams
of constituent per liter of extract from the Waste Extraction Test (mg/l of WET extract), is
equal to:

Water Quality Goal (mg/l)    ×     Environmental Attenuation Factor    ÷   10

The Total Designated Level for a constituent of a solid waste, expressed in total
milligrams of constituent per kilogram of waste (mg/kg of waste) is equal to:

Soluble Designated Level    ×    Leachability Factor    ×   10        or

Water Quality   ×     Environmental Attenuation     ×     Leachability
       Goal (mg/l)               Factor  Factor

If the total concentration of a constituent of a solid waste equals or exceeds the Total
Designated Level but the extractable concentration of the constituent does not exceed the
Soluble Designated Level, the waste should not be classified as a ‘designated waste’, since
it is the extractable or soluble constituent concentration that has the potential to adversely
impact water quality.

If the total concentration of a constituent in a solid waste is less than ten (10) times the
Soluble Designated Level for the constituent, it would be impossible for the extractable
constituent concentration from the WET to equal or exceed the Soluble Designated Level;
therefore, extraction testing would be unnecessary and the waste would not be considered
a ‘designated waste’.  This is true because if all of the constituent was soluble, its
concentration would be diluted by ten-fold in performing the WET and the resulting
extractable concentration (in mg/l of extract) would be one-tenth (1/10) of the total
concentration (in mg/kg of waste) prior to extraction.

Note: Because the calculation of Total Designated Levels for solid wastes introduces an additional
degree of uncertainty in the form of the leachability factor, extractable concentrations of solid
waste constituents from the WET should be determined and compared with Soluble
Designated Levels whenever possible.

Note: In certain situations, a calculated Designated Level may fall below the concentration that is
detectable using currently available analytical methods.  In such cases, the Designated Level
should be set at the “limit of detection” (i.e., if the constituent is detected, it is assumed to
exceed the Designated Level).  Care should be taken to specify that the lowest acceptable
method detection limit must be achieved by the laboratory.
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Chapter 4   CUMULATIVE EFFECTS OF COMBINATIONS OF CONSTITUENTS

When several chemicals of concern are present in a particular waste, their interactive
environmental/health effects—either additive, antagonistic, or synergistic—should be
considered.  However, data on the cumulative effects of chemicals is generally not available
in the literature.  As a conservative rule, the potential water quality impact of several
constituents that manifest their effects in the same or similar manner should be assumed to
be additive.  Constituent groups for which this rule would likely apply include primary
carcinogens, organophosphate and carbamate pesticides, halogenated organic pesticides,
organic solvents, petroleum hydrocarbons, and heavy metals.

Under the additivity assumption, the waste would be considered to be a ‘designated waste’
if the sum of the quotients obtained by dividing the concentration of each constituent by its
Designated Level is greater than 1.0.31

      n        (Concentration of Constituent)i

if   Σ                                                              >  1.0 ,      then the waste is a               [9]
     i=1   (Designated Level for Constituent)i                      ‘designated waste’

This criterion could require the classification of a waste as ‘designated’ even if the
concentrations of individual constituents are all below their respective Designated Levels.
This indicates that even if no potentially adverse water quality impact is posed by
individual constituents, the combination of constituents does have the potential to impair
beneficial uses of waters of the State.

For example, consider a liquid waste that contains four carcinogenic volatile organic
constituents in the following concentrations:

   Measured  Hypothetical
Concentration   Designated
 in the Waste        Level

1,2-Dichloroethane       50 µg/l      100 µg/l
Tetrachloroethylene     250 µg/l      400 µg/l
Trichloroethylene     400 µg/l      500 µg/l
Vinyl chloride     120 µg/l      200 µg/l

Each constituent is below its individual Designated Level, however…

             50       +      250      +     400      +      120      =      2.5        [10]
           100        400     500    200

On the basis of cumulative carcinogenic risk (Σ > 1.0), this waste should be classified as a
‘designated waste’.
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Chapter 5   MINING WASTES

Because mining wastes are usually not discharged together with other wastes and because
the location of disposal often must be close to the area being mined, Subchapter 15 uses
different terms to classify these wastes.  However, because of similar properties and class
definitions, they can be compared to the classifications of other wastes as follows:

Mining Waste Other Wastes
   Group A    =  ‘hazardous’
   Group B    =  ‘designated’
   Group C    =  ‘inert’

Mining wastes are to be discharged to mining waste management units classified as Class
A, Class B, and Class C, respectively.

The hazardous waste management regulations of Title 22 of CAC determine the boundary
between Group A and Group B mining wastes.  The Designated Level Methodology may
be used to define the boundary between Group B and Group C mining wastes.  For
determining whether a mining waste is Group B or Group C, deionized water (in some
cases, adjusted to the pH of local rainfall) may be substituted for the citrate buffer in the
WET only where mining wastes have been shown not to be capable of generating acidic
leachate and where the disposal environment will be neutral or basic, pH ≥ 7.0 (see
“Determining Extractable Concentrations”  and “Acid-Base Account”  in Section 3.1.2 above).
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Chapter 6   SLUDGE AND ASH

§2523(c) and (d) of the “Discharges of Waste to Land” regulations in Subchapter 15 2

indicate that dewatered sewage and water treatment sludges and incinerator ashes “may
be” discharged to a Class III landfill if the Department of Health Services determines that
the waste need not be managed as ‘hazardous waste’ and, for sludges, if certain moisture
controlling conditions are met in the landfill.  This wording appears to preclude the
classification of these wastes as ‘designated wastes’.  However, legal staff of the State Water
Resources Control Board has stated that Regional Boards may classify these wastes as
‘designated’ if they determine that it is necessary to protect water quality.32  Concurrence is
found in §2510(a) of Subchapter 15, which states:

“Requirements of this subchapter are minimum standards for proper management of
each waste category.  Regional boards may impose more stringent requirements to
accommodate regional and site-specific conditions.”

Concurrence is also found in recent correspondence from the Executive Office of the State
Water Resources Control Board33, which states:

“…the Regional Boards may, on a case-by-case basis, determine that certain
nonhazardous sewage sludges must be discharged to a Class␣ II landfill.  Such sludges
must meet the criteria of a designated waste as stated in Section 2522(a) of the
regulations on waste discharge to land.”

A memorandum from the Executive Director of State Board to the Regional Board
Executive Officers34 states:

“Until we more thoroughly understand what occurs in waste management units as a
result of…ongoing studies and monitoring, we should continue to allow disposal of
municipal wastewater sludge in those Class III waste management units where problems
are not evident or evidence does not exist that a particular problem is likely to occur.
Exceptions must be justified on the basis of specific technical evaluations of the site and
the waste in accordance with the present language of Subchapter 15.”

The Designated Level Methodology can provide this technical waste- and site-specific
evaluation.  Where the evaluation indicates that waste constituents have the potential to
cause water quality degradation, non-hazardous ashes and sludges should be classified as
‘designated wastes’.  As explained in Chapter 3 of this report, the classification would
apply specifically to a particular waste and a particular site.  Thus, not all sludges and
ashes are expected to be classified as ‘designated wastes’ under this methodology and what
is classified as ‘designated’ may not be so classified at a different disposal site that is more
protective of water quality.  As shown in Chapter 7 below, disposal in a Class I or Class II
unit is not the only option for the discharge of a sludge or ash waste that is classified as
‘designated’.
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Chapter 7   RE-USE OF ‘DESIGNATED WASTES’

Under the Subchapter 15 regulations,2 disposal at a Class I or Class II waste management
unit is not the only option for the discharge of a waste which has been classified as
‘designated’.  Exemptions listed in §2511 of the regulations permit the re-use of a
‘designated waste’, provided that the use does not threaten to degrade water quality.  A
waste-, use-, and site-specific evaluation must be made to determine whether waste
constituents would be available in concentrations that could cause water quality goals to be
exceeded and beneficial uses to be impaired.

7.1  Soil Amendments

§2511(f) permits the re-use of a waste as a soil amendment under certain conditions.  Re-
use as a soil amendment may provide a lower cost alternative to Class I or Class II disposal
for such wastes as sewage treatment sludges and incinerator ashes.  A waste that contains
constituents in excess of Designated Levels may still be used for this purpose provided that
the following conditions are met:

1) the waste is not ‘hazardous’;

2) loading rates of the waste to the soil are such that constituent concentrations in soils
remain below Designated Levels for the site (i.e., the resulting concentrations in soil
will not pose a threat to ground or surface water quality) and below levels which
would be injurious to plants or crops or, through plant uptake, to consumers of crops
from the site;

3) waste application is controlled to prevent direct constituent release to surface waters
via tail water from the field; and

4) the waste is shown to provide a benefit for the soil on which it is applied, such that
the re-use does not simply constitute disposal.

A site monitoring program should be implemented to ascertain compliance with points (2)
and (3) above.

7.2  Recycling

Recycling of ‘designated wastes’ is permissible under §2511(h) of Subchapter␣ 15.  A similar
site-, waste-, and use-specific analysis would be necessary to demonstrate that water
quality is protected and that the recycling is not just disposal.  The party proposing the
recycling should provide this analysis to the appropriate Regional Water Quality Control
Board for review and approval.
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Chapter 8    CLEANUP LEVEL DETERMINATION
   AND CONTAMINATED SITE MITIGATION

One of the most crucial determinations made in the cleanup of a contaminated site is what
concentrations of contaminants can safely remain without the need for further remedial
action; in other words, “how clean is clean?”.  These concentrations are often called
“cleanup levels”.  Ideally, all contaminants should be removed and the site returned to
“background” conditions; however, removing every molecule of a contaminant is often
technologically infeasible and may not be the best use of economic resources.  A method for
determining what is safe to leave at a site is, therefore, necessary.

It is important at the outset of cleanup to establish goals for the mitigation effort.  Ground
water should be cleaned to the level where beneficial uses are restored (i.e., water quality
goals are not exceeded).  Soils should be removed or mitigation provided such that the
remaining contaminants do not pose a threat to water quality, or to human health or the
environment through direct or indirect pathways.  If naturally occurring concentrations of
constituents in waters or soils at the site (“background”) exceed these cleanup criteria, the
background levels should guide the cleanup effort.  If background levels are lower than
cleanup criteria, cleanup to background levels may also be appropriate if technologically
and economically feasible (see the discussion of the State Water Resources Control Board
Resolution No. 68-16, “Statement of Policy With Respect to Maintaining High Quality of
Waters in California” in Section 3.2 above).

Under the Health and Safety Code, §25356.1, DHS and the Regional Water Boards share the
responsibility for remedial action at sites contaminated with toxic and hazardous
substances.  Subsection (c) of that section lists six factors that must be considered in the
development of a remedial action plan (RAP) for such sites.  These factors are:

1) health and safety risks at the site;

2) the effect of contamination or pollution levels upon present, future  and probable
beneficial uses of contaminated, polluted, or threatened resources;

3) the effect of alternative remedial action measures on the reasonable availability of
ground water resources for present, future, and probable beneficial uses;

4) site specific characteristics;

5) cost effectiveness; and

6) potential environmental impacts.

The terms “present, future, and probable beneficial uses” clearly reflect wording of the
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Water Code, Division 7) and mandate the
direct involvement of the Regional Water Boards in the cleanup and/or prevention of
water quality impacts from contaminated sites.
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The Department of Health Services has recently developed extensive technical guidance on
cleanup level determination for the prevention of toxicologic impacts on humans and other
“biological receptors of concern”.  The procedures in this guidance, entitled The California
Site Mitigation Decision Tree Manual,25 reflect the legislative mandates that govern the site
mitigation activities of DHS and, to a large extent, those of the U.S. EPA.  However, the
legislative mandate to protect all present and probable future beneficial uses of waters of
the State, contained in the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act and policies
promulgated thereunder, require the State and Regional Water Boards to approach site
mitigation from a somewhat different position.  The three main areas of difference between
the DHS and Water Board approaches to the cleanup question are summarized in Figure
14.  The State and Regional Boards must prevent even non-toxicologic endpoints of
contamination (e.g., taste and odor, recreation impairment) and endpoints that do not
involve biological receptors (e.g., industrial use).  The State and Regional Boards may
require cleanup to levels below those that appear to protect all beneficial uses of water in
order to account for the incompleteness of our current knowledge of environmental fate
processes and the effects of contaminants as well as to address the allocation of water
resources among potential users (i.e. if an individual is permitted to contaminate a body of
water up to the water quality goal, there exists no room for additional contamination).
Finally, the mandate to protect probable future uses of water require the State and
Regional Boards to seek cleanup of even on-site waters to levels that will permit their
future use.

For the reasons stated above, it is necessary for the State and Regional Boards to have a
methodology to determine cleanup levels from a perspective of beneficial use protection.
The Designated Level Methodology can fill this need.  The threat to water quality posed by
constituents of a contaminated soil is similar to the threat posed by constituents of a solid
waste in an unlined landfill or waste pile, as seen by comparing Figures 12 and 15.  These
two situations share the same environmental fate processes that govern constituent
attenuation and the same goal of beneficial use protection.  By applying analytical
procedures relevant to reasonable worst-case conditions at the site to determine the
concentrations of constituents that are potentially available for migration to water (see
Section 3.1 above) and by deriving site-specific Designated Levels for constituents of
contaminated soils, the necessity for cleanup or mitigative measures for water quality
protection should be apparent.

In many cases, the exceedance of Designated Levels by constituents of contaminated soils
does not necessitate soil removal and re-disposal.  It does indicate that mitigation measures
are necessary to prevent potential water quality impacts.

As in waste classification, Designated Levels derived for use as cleanup levels should
reflect site- and constituent-specific characteristics whenever possible.  The water quality
goals used in the assessment must be applicable to the present and probable future
beneficial uses of the water resource being protected or cleaned-up (see Section 3.2 above).
To reduce the level of uncertainty, extractable constituent concentrations from the soils
should be compared with Soluble Designated Levels whenever practicable.  The selection
of extractant (citrate buffer or deionized water) should reflect the potential for acidic
conditions at the site.  Finally, care should be taken to account for the combined effects of



Page 47Designated Level Methodology

combinations of constituents at the site, either on constituent mobility or on toxicologic
endpoints (see Chapter 4 of this report).

The Designated Level Methodology is not designed to account for all potential impacts of a
contaminated site (e.g., airborne migration of toxic constituents).  Therefore other agencies,
such as DHS and the Air Resources Board must be involved in site investigation and
decision making processes.  The Designated Level Methodology is intended to complement

Figure 14

MAJOR DIFFERENCES BETWEEN
THE DHS AND WATER BOARD APPROACHES TO CLEANUP

WITH RESPECT TO WATER QUALITY PROTECTION

      DEPARTMENT OF   STATE & REGIONAL
     HEALTH SERVICES     WATER BOARDS

End  points     Toxicologic  effects Any impact on present or
addressed:     on  humans  and  other probable future beneficial

    biological  receptors. uses of water, including
non-toxicologic effects
on biological receptors
and effects on non-
biological endpoints .

What criteria     Threshold effect level In the initial assessment,
are  applied:       for  non-genotoxic background .

    (non-mutagenic, car- Relaxed  under  certain
    cinogenic or terato- demonstrations  of
    genic) agents. responsible party,  but in
    10 – 6  risk  level for no  case  shall  beneficial
    genotoxic agents. uses  be  impaired.

Where     At the boundary of the Any and all waters of the
criteria  &     site  or  the  nearest State,  even  on-site   or
standards     point of current use. directly  under  the
are applied: source  of contamination,

due  to  the  probability  for
future beneficial  use.
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the procedures of these and other agencies to assure the protection of human and
environmental health and water quality.  Where one agency’s cleanup levels differ from
those of another for the same site, the more restrictive levels will protect both agencies
concerns and it is these levels that should guide the site mitigation effort.  It is, therefore,
imperative that all agencies with potential concerns be brought into the decision making
process as early as possible.

Figure 15

SOLUBLE DESIGNATED LEVEL FOR A CONSTITUENT OF SOIL
AT A CONTAMINATED SITE
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Water
Table
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Appendix I

CALIFORNIA WASTE EXTRACTION TEST (WET)

Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations,
Division 4, Chapter 30, §66700.

California Register 85, No. 2
12 January 1985
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Appendix III

A COMPILATION OF WATER QUALITY GOALS

Printed under separate cover
as of January 1990.

CONTENTS:

Selecting Water Quality Goals

Cross Reference of Chemical Names

Inorganic Constituents

Organic Constituents

Footnotes

References

Note: The Designated Level examples presented in earlier versions of Appendix III have been
deleted due to misapplication by persons who did not have access to the text of this report.
Designated Levels applicable to particular waste constituents and to a particular disposal
situation or site may be calculated from the Water Quality Goals presented in this Appendix.
The reader is referred to the text of “The Designated Level Methodology” for a discussion of
the derivation and proper use of Designated Levels.


