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1. INTRODUCTION 
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2. PROGRAM STATUS 
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summary of the data qualifiers are included in  Table 3. The data quality review found the 
results to be valid, reliable, and useable for decision making purposes with the listed qualifiers. 
No analytical results were rejected. 

3. STATISTICAL ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

Consistent with the CCR Rule and the SAP, a prediction limit approach [40 CFR §257.93(f)] was 
used to identify potential impacts to groundwate r. Tables and figures generated as part of the 
statistical analysis are provided in Appendix B. The steps outlined in the decision framework in 
the SAP include: 

•  Interwell versus intr awell comparisons; 
•  Establishment of upgradient dataset; 
•  Calculation of prediction limits; and 
•  Conclusions. 
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were found to have no significant trend. Sanita s was used to calculate static UPLs using an 
annual site-wide false positive rate of 0.1 with a 1-of-2 re-testing approach. 

A final UPL was selected for each analyte and compared to the October 2018 sampling results in 
the downgradient wells. A final lower prediction limit (LPL) was also selected for pH. For the 
one analyte following interwell analysis, the up gradient dataset was pooled prior to UPL 
calculations, resulting in a single UPL value per analyte. For the six analytes following intrawell 
analysis, a UPL value was calculated for each of the upgradient wells. For these wells and 
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All downgradient wells with initial exceedances we re examined for trends to assess the stability 
of concentrations. A summary of these trend test results are provided in Appendix B, Figure 4. 
None of the downgradient wells with potential SSIs have significant trends. 

4. RECOMMENDATIONS 

Currently, there are no plans to transition from detection monito ring to assessment monitoring. 
Consistent with the 1-of-2 re-testing approach described in the Unified Guidance and the SAP, 
initial exceedances may be re-tested within 90 days. Based on these re-testing results, if an SSI is 



 

 

Tables 

  



TOC Elevation 531.46 TOC Elevation 506.91 TOC Elevation 504.45 TOC Elevation 496.45

Sampling Event Sampling Event Dates
Depth to Water

(feet btoc)



12/6/16 to 

12/8/16

2/21/17 to 

2/23/17

3/28/17 to 

3/30/17

5/2/17 to 

5/4/17

6/20/17 to 

6/21/17

7/25/17 to 

7/26/17

8/29/17 to 

8/30/17

10/10/17 to 

10/11/17

4/4/18 to 

4/5/18

10/30/18 to 

10/31/18

JKS-31Downgradient Monitoring10 X X X X X X X X X X

Detection
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Statistical Analysis Tables and Figures 

Appendix B 

  



APPENDIX B - TABLE 1
Kruskal-Wallis Test Comparisons of Upgradient Wells

Calaveras Power Station
Fly Ash Landfill

Analyte N
Num 

Detects
Percent 
Detect DF

KW 
Statistic p-value Conclusion UPL Type

Boron 20 20 1 1 10.3 0.00131 Significant Difference Intrawell
Calcium 19 19 1 1 13.5 <0.001 Significant Difference Intrawell
Chloride 20 20 1 1 0.00571 0.94 No Significant Difference Interwell
Fluoride 20 15 0.75 1 10.9 <0.001 Significant Difference Intrawell
pH 20 20 1 1 9.86 0.00169 Significant Difference Intrawell
Sulfate 20 20 1 1 10.1 0.0015 Significant Difference Intrawell
TDS 20 20 1 1 9.61 0.00193 Significant Difference Intrawell

NOTES:

Non-detects were substituted with a value of half the detection limit for calculations
N: number of data points
DF: degrees of freedom
statistic: Kruskal Wallis test statistic



APPENDIX B - TABLE 2
Descriptive Statistics for Upgradient Wells

Calaveras Power Station
Fly Ash Landfill

Dtectls

Dtect Min ND Max ND

Dtect Median Mean

Dtect2



APPENDIX B - TABLE 3
Potential Outliers in Upgradient Wells

Calaveras Power Station



APPENDIX B - TABLE 4
Mann Kendall Test for Trends in Upgradient Wells

Calaveras Power Station
Fly Ash Landfill
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Appendix B - Figure 1
Unit: Fly Ash Landfill

Boxplots of Upgradient Wells



Appendix B - Figure 1
Unit: Fly Ash Landfill

Boxplots of Upgradient Wells

Analyte: pH Significant Difference

JK
S

-4
5

JK
S

-5
7

C
on

ce
nt

ra
tio

n 
(S

U
)



Appendix B - Figure 2
Unit: Fly Ash Landfill

QQ Plots of Upgradient Wells

Analyte: Boron
Wells: JKS-45

Intrawell Analysis



Appendix B - Figure 2



Appendix B - Figure 2
Unit: Fly Ash Landfill

QQ Plots of Upgradient Wells

Analyte: Chloride
Wells: JKS-45, JKS-57

Interwell Analysis
NDD Distribution

Normal Quantiles



Appendix B - Figure 2
Unit: Fly Ash Landfill

QQ Plots of Upgradient Wells

Analyte: pH
Wells: JKS-45

Intrawell Analysis
NDD Distribution

Normal Quantiles






