From: Mae Empleo

To: dkelly@warriors.com; CPC-WarriorsAdmin; Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy. Kate (CAT); Malamut, John (CAT); Nuru
Mohammed (DPW); Sanguinetti, Jerry (DPW); Sweiss, Fuad (DPW); Storrs. Bruce (DPW); Sanchez. Scott (CPC);
Jones, Sarah (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarle (CPC); tarr Aaron (CPC); Pearson Audrey(CAT)

john.rahaim@sfgov.org\\""@smtp106.biz.mail.bfl.yahoo.com; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); lonin. Jonas (CPC);

kaufhauser@warriors.com; Mlller@stradasf com; OS Supervisors; BOS-Leqislative Aides; Bohee, Tiffany

(CI1); Oerth, Sally (Cll); Kern. Chris (CPC); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); PeskinStaff (BOS); ngulo Sunny (BOS);

Chan. Connie (REC)

Cc: Osha Meserve; "Patrick Soluri"; Erik Ringelberg; Tom Lippe; susanbh@preservationlawyers.com; Calvillo, Angela
(BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Carroll, John (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Subject: Additional Materials - Golden State Warriors Event Center Project Appeals - December 8, 2015 Hearing Date

Date: Tuesday, December 08, 2015 3:25:09 PM

Attachments: Philip King Ltr 12.8.15.pdf

Press Coverage from Dec 2015.pdf
Storm Drain Lab Results.pdf

Importance: High

Good afternoon,

Attached please find the following documents regarding the December 8, 2015 appeal hearing for
the Golden State Warriors Event Center Project:

e Letter from Philip King;
e Storm Drain Lab results; and
e  Press Coverage from December

Sincerely,

Mae Ryan Empleo

Legal Assistant

Soluri Meserve, A Law Corporation
1010 F Street, Suite 100
Sacramento, CA 95814

@ tel: 916.455.7300 ® [E fax: 916.244.7300 * mobile: 559.361.5363 = <] email: mae@semlawyers.com

This email and any attachments thereto may contain private, confidential, and privileged material for the sole use of the
intended recipient.
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December 8, 2015

Mr. Tom Lippe

Law Offices of Thomas N. Lippe, APC
201 Mission Street, 12" Floor

San Francisco, CA 94105

Re: Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for Event Center and
MixedUse Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32.
SCN:2014112045

Dear Mr. Lippe:

Thank you for bringing to my attention the disparaging remarks that proponents of
the new Golden State Warriors facility have prepared. Apparently, they are
concerned about winning their arguments based on merit and are now resorting to
attempts to sully my reputation, as well as others.

First, | am not a full time consultant, but a college professor, and | only take cases
that | believe have merit. My analysis indicates what | believe many objective
observers with knowledge of the Bay Area would agree with—that the move of the
Golden State Warriors to San Francisco would shift a significant amount of revenue
from Oakland to San Francisco.

| stand by my opinion that the move would exacerbate existing urban decay, which
has also been identified by the City itself, and is detailed in my report.

It is true that | have prepared expert reports for a number of urban decay matters.
What is less well known is that | have turned down a significant number of
engagements because | thought the evidence of urban decay was weak or had no
merit. (I don’t have an official tally but I'd guess its close to 40%.)

Experts can and will disagree but | have no intention of participating in this type of
behavior.

Sincerely,

[s/ Phil King
Phil King
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Media Contact:

Singer Associates, Inc.

Sam Singer or Alex Doniach

Office: 415-227-9700

Cell: 415-336-4949; 415-806-8566

Email: singer@singersf.com; alex@singersf.com

Boies, Schiller & Flexner LLP
Edward Evans

Office: 212-446-2354
Email: eevans@bsfllp.com

3 December 2015

Mission Bay Alliance Targets Unlawful Agreement between UCSF and the

Warriors
Chancellor Acted lllegally by Signing Away UCSF’s Future Rights to Protect Itself from the
Arena’s Crippling Traffic, Noise, and Rowdy Fans

Snarled Traffic Could Block Emergency Access to UCSF Hospital

San Francisco — Representatives of the Mission Bay Alliance have sent a letter to UCSF Chancellor Sam
Hawgood, explaining that an agreement (called a memorandum of understanding or “MOU") entered
into between the Warriors and UCSF is invalid because the Chancellor had no authority to negotiate it or
sign on behalf of UCSF.

The letter warns of legal action to dissolve the MOU unless the Chancellor cancels the agreement. The
Mission Bay Alliance is hopeful that Chancellor Hawgood will realize the serious threat that the one-
sided agreement poses to USCF, its faculty, staff, students and patients and that litigation can be
avoided.

Sent by lawyers of the Mission Bay Alliance, a coalition of former UCSF executives as well as UCSF
donors, stakeholders, healthcare workers and neighbors, the letter describes the MOU as “one-

sided.” The letter explains how Chancellor Hawgood sold out UCSF by forfeiting its legal rights to
challenge future problems arising from the arena—in exchange for empty promises by the Warriors. No
matter how dangerous the traffic situation becomes, the MOU states that UCSF will give up its rights to
seek any remedies for damage caused by the Arena and Event Center. UCSF’s sole remedy under the
agreement is to request a meeting with the Warriors.

133



mailto:singer@singersf.com

mailto:alex@singersf.com

mailto:eevans@bsfllp.com



“The arena will create gridlock traffic in Mission Bay, destroying quality of life in the neighborhood,
threatening the educational mission of the University, and impairing the ability of patients to access life-
saving care at the Children’s Hospital,” says Bruce Spaulding, who works with the Mission Bay Alliance
and also served as a Vice Chancellor of UCSF. Mr. Spaulding was intimately involved in planning the
university’s Mission Bay campus. “Over the decades I've been affiliated with UCSF, I've never seen
anything like this; the agreement would prevent the Chancellor from carrying out the primary duty of his
office: to protect the University, its faculty, staff, and patients,” added Spaulding.

Josh Schiller, from the law firm Boies, Schiller & Flexner LLP, who represents the Alliance, said “the letter
shows that the picture that has been presented by the Warriors of UCSF ‘signing off’ on the Project is
completely false. For one, the Chancellor had no authority to sign the MOU. Further, the Mission Bay
Alliance Board includes some of the most committed donors and supporters of UCSF. The board
members took the significant step of writing this letter after every other effort to reason with the
Chancellor, the City, and the Warriors has failed.”

“UCSF expressed significant concerns about the arena project in a letter sent to the City in July,” said
Schiller. “They created a PR campaign hoping to reform the project to make it a ‘win win.” But the
problems remain. When you look at this agreement, it’s clear that the Chancellor was steamrolled in
negotiations.”

According to Osha Meserve, another attorney for the Alliance, “the Warriors’ owners tried to avoid
scrutiny of their project early on by signing side agreements after private negotiations. Now, their plan
is to hurry through the City’s review process so that the public doesn’t have enough information to
know what is being approved.” She cited back-to-back hearings on the same day, involving thousands of
pages of project documents, as evidence of the rushed approval.

The Mission Bay Alliance’s appeal of the environmental impact report is scheduled for hearing before
the Board of Supervisors on Dec. 8, 2015.

About the Mission Bay Alliance

The Mission Bay Alliance is a coalition of UCSF stakeholders, donors, faculty, physicians and the working
men and women of San Francisco who are concerned about the impact of the proposed Golden State
Warriors’ stadium on the future of the vibrant community and medical campus at Mission Bay. The
Alliance has joined a coalition of world-renowned scientists from UCSF and the U.S. National Academy of
Sciences and the California Nurses Association in calling the proposed Warriors’ Arena a “disaster” for
Mission Bay. For more information about the Mission Bay Alliance, visit www.missionbayalliance.org.

Related Coverage
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Mission Bay Alliance urges UCSF to dissolve Warriors arena agreement
By Laura Dudnick — December 3, 2015

The Mission Bay Alliance group that opposes building a Warriors arena in Mission Bay is threatening to
take legal action if UC San Francisco does not dissolve an agreement that opponents claim strips UCSF of
the ability to seek remedies for any damage caused by the arena.

Lawyers of the alliance sent a letter Thursday to UCSF Chancellor Sam Hawgood, warning that the
memorandum of understanding between the university and the Warriors that was executed Oct. 7, a
day before the Warriors finalized their purchase of the 11-acre property at Third and 16th streets from
Salesforce.com, eliminates many of UCSF’s rights related to the arena.

That means if there are traffic issues, like the overlap of a Warriors game with a nurses’ shift change at
UCSF in the evening, for example, the university is legally unable to take the issue to court, said Josh
Schiller of the law firm Boies, Schiller & Flexner LLP that represents the alliance.

“This is something the university has done that we think violates the public’s interest and the taxpayers’
interest,” Schiller said.

The alliance has also appealed the final environmental impact report for the arena, which is scheduled
to be heard by the Board of Supervisors on Tuesday.

The appeal highlights numerous concerns with the project, namely that events at the arena will create
traffic gridlock that won’t be eased by some $60 million in transit improvements planned for the area.
The project site is located across the street from UCSF’s three new hospitals, and just south of AT&T
Park and the San Francisco Police Department’s new headquarters.

UCSF officially endorsed the arena after city officials agreed to numerous transportation improvements,
including the establishment of a Mission Bay Transportation Improvement Fund to pay for more Muni
light rail vehicles and traffic officers, among other efforts to mitigate traffic, with revenue from the
Warriors arena.
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Warriors arena opponents fire shot against UCSF (Video)
By Ron Leuty — December 4, 2015

Opponents of the Golden State Warriors' plan to build a $1 billion arena in San Francisco's Mission Bay
are threatening to sue UCSF if the university doesn't invalidate an agreement that cleared the lane for
the development.

In a letter sent Wednesday night to Sam Hawgood, chancellor of the University of California, San
Francisco, Mission Bay Alliance attorney Joshua Schiller demanded that the university withdraw its
October memorandum of understanding with the Warriors "for the sake of the faculty, staff, and other
stakeholders in the future of UCSF."

The alliance hasn't filed suit, Schiller told the San Francisco Business Times. In fact, Schiller said the
alliance — a group made up of some current and former UCSF employees, alumni and donors — is giving
UCSF until the end of Wednesday to explain how it will "repudiate" the agreement or face legal action.

"We don't want to initiate litigation unnecessarily," Schiller said.

The Warriors want to move to the arena from Oakland in time for the tipoff of the 2018-19 National
Basketball Association season.

The alliance has challenged the 18,064-seat arena project largely because they claim the land should be
set aside for use by the university or by biotech companies. But the group has cited potential traffic and
parking problems as the means for stopping the Warriors development.

UCSF, whose campus is across Third Street from the proposed arena, also has had concerns about the
impact of traffic congestion on patients and families trying to reach its new women's, children's and
cancer hospitals in Mission Bay. The MOU between the university and the Warriors was a breakthrough
that set parameters for fixing potential traffic problems.

Yet in his letter to Hawgood, Schiller said the MOU "is a one-sided deal" that waives the university's
property rights "in exchange for empty promises from the Warriors."

See a copy of Schiller's letter here and a copy of the MOU here.

"To add insult to injury, you have signed up UCSF to 'actively and publicly support' the construction of
the arena," Schiller, a partner in the New York powerhouse law firm of Boies, Schiller & Flexner LLP,
wrote to Hawgood. "With respect, UCSF has never had a basketball team and the Golden State Warriors
already have cheerleaders."

"It smells really bad to us," Schiller told the Business Times.

The timing of the letter is curious, though, given that the Board of Supervisors is expected to vote

Monday on whether to approve the environment impact report for the arena development, which
includes two office towers, shops, restaurants, a parking garage and a Union Square-size plaza.
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The potential of a lawsuit around the UCSF-Warriors agreement wouldn't affect the EIR, Schiller said, but
Schiller acknowledged that it could influence how supervisors vote on the environmental report.
A suit attacking the UCSF-Warriors deal would represent a new legal tactic by the alliance, which Schiller

said has "associational standing" to sue UCSF because its membership includes people connected to
UCSF.

The alliance also has threatened to sue to overturn the EIR, if supervisors approve that report, and also

could take action on what essentially works out to a zoning issue: The city voted to allow the arena as a
"secondary use."

-
. N

Media Contact:

Sam Singer or Alex Doniach

Office: 415-227-9700

Cell: 415-336-4949; 415-806-8566

Email: singer@singersf.com; alex@singersf.com

7 December 2015

New Poll Shows Opposition Growing for Warriors
Arena in Mission Bay

San Franciscans Oppose City Funding, Express Concerns over Traffic,
Parking Impacts

SF Board of Supervisors to VVote on Project Tuesday

SAN FRANCISCO - San Francisco residents are growing increasingly concerned about traffic, parking and
other problems related to the proposed Golden State Warriors Arena in Mission Bay, with 59 percent of
registered voters in a recent poll opposing the arena once they learned the facts.

On Monday, the Mission Bay Alliance, a coalition of arena opponents, UCSF stakeholders and residents,

released a poll of 540 registered San Francisco voters conducted by EMC Research that found the
following:
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Based on what they know today about the proposed arena plan in Mission Bay, fewer than half of voters
say they support it:

Support —49 percent

Oppose — 42 percent

Don’t know — 10 percent

This is a 12 percent drop from a Warriors’-commissioned poll released in July, which showed about 61
percent of residents supporting the proposal.

Once voters became aware of the facts surrounding the proposed arena and the expected regional
impacts, including traffic gridlock, the lack of parking and clogged emergency access for adjacent UCSF
hospitals, support for the arena plummeted even more:

Support — 38 percent

Oppose — 59 percent

Don’t know — 3 percent

Parking and traffic ranked as the two most problematic impacts, with 65 percent of voters concerned
about traffic gridlock and 67 percent about a lack of parking in and around the arena.

Residents also aren’t happy about the proposed $60 million package to help mitigate overcrowding on
public transportation related to the arena. About $29 million of the package would be funded by
taxpayer money. The project also does little to alleviate the burden the arena will put on regional transit
like BART and CalTrain.

When asked, most voters support restricting the use of public funds to offset impacts of private
development projects, such as the proposed Warriors arena:

Support — 61 percent

Oppose — 32 percent

Don’t know — 7 percent

A majority of voters also support relocating the proposed arena from Mission Bay to Cesar Chavez/3"
Street, an alternative location proposed by the Mission Bay Alliance:

Support — 55 percent

Oppose — 38 percent

Don’t know — 8 percent

The message is clear: the more people learn about this project, the less they support it, said Pollster Alex
Evans.

Despite the Warriors’ claims of surging support, there’s a lot of movement “and a lot of movement away
from a Warriors arena in Mission Bay,” he said. “If | was on the Warriors’ side of this, | would be very
nervous.”

“The public is starting to ask serious questions about the impact this massive arena will have on the
quality of life in San Francisco,” said Bruce Spaulding of the Mission Bay Alliance, which commissioned
the poll. “Support for an arena drops the more city residents learn about the project and understand the
negative impact of an arena of this size for Mission Bay and San Francisco as a whole.”
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The poll, which was conducted between Nov. 30 and Dec. 6 and has a margin of error of 4.2 percentage
points, revealed that many voters are dissatisfied with the way the project has been handled by City
officials, who have come under fire for jamming the project through the approval process without
adequate time for full public review.

In fact, the poll shows voters believe the City is moving in the wrong direction.

When asked whether the City was moving in the “right direction” or was the “wrong track,” a majority
said it’s on the wrong track:

Right direction — 35 percent
Wrong track — 52 percent

The Board of Supervisors is scheduled to vote Tuesday, Dec. 8 on an appeal by the Mission Bay Alliance
of the project’s 5,000-page EIR and on the $60 million, taxpayer-funded transportation plan to help
mitigate the project’s impacts on traffic and public transportation serving Mission Bay.

The Supervisors’ vote follows a record-fast, rubber stamp approval process that has allowed the ill-
conceived project to sail through regulatory approvals without scrutiny. The Office of Community
Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) certified the project’s EIR on Nov. 3 — only 10 days after releasing
the 5,000-page document to the public.

The Mission Bay Alliance appealed certification on Nov. 13, citing significant yet overlooked impacts,
including traffic gridlock during the arena’s 225 annual events and the flawed transportation plan that
commits the City to using the general fund to try to address traffic and public safety impacts.

“Support for this arena is plummeting, and we hope our elected leaders get the message in advance of
making a major decision that will shape the future of this City,” Spaulding said. “The residents of San
Francisco want a fair process — and given this project’s high stakes and devastating impacts, they
deserve nothing less.”

SF voters teeter over Warriors arena
By Hannah Albarazi — December 7, 2015
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While the Golden State Warriors continue to eviscerate their opponents on the court, a new poll
commissioned by opponents of the Warriors’ proposed stadium in San Francisco’s Mission Bay
neighborhood shows increasing public opposition to the plan.

The new poll released Tuesday, commissioned by the Mission Bay Coalition and conducted by EDC
Research, found that fewer than half of the 540 registered voters polled supported development of the
proposed arena and commercial buildings at Third and 16th streets.

At 49 percent voter support, the Warriors’ proposed arena has seen a 12 percent decline in support
since a Warriors-commissioned poll, conducted by David Binder Research and released in July, showed
about 61 percent support for the development.

Alex Evans, president of EMC Research, said today that when voters were told about potential regional
impacts, such as traffic gridlock, parking shortages and clogged emergency access to the adjacent UCSF
Medical Center, support for the proposed 18,500 seat Warriors arena and mixed-use development
plummeted and 59 percent of voters polled expressed opposition to the project.

The release of the new poll comes one day prior to a public hearing and vote by the San Francisco Board
of Supervisors on whether to appeal the project’s Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
Certification, which was adopted by the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure in
November.

The Mission Bay Alliance, a coalition of UCSF stakeholders and San Franciscan voters concerned with the
potential negative impacts of the arena, is appealing the project’s 5,000-page Final Environmental
Impact Report, which was released on Oct. 23 and certified 10 days later by the Commission on
Community Investment and Infrastructure.

The Final Environmental Impact Report, which included an abundance of comments from the pubilic,
various agencies and the Mission Bay Alliance, also includes a $60 million plan to improve transportation
in the area and mitigate the impact the arena would have on traffic.

The final report includes roughly $20 million more toward transportation improvements than the draft
report and includes creation of a Mission Bay Transportation Fund comprised of project-generated
revenues to pay for city services and capital improvements needed to accommodate the arena.

Osha Meserve, an attorney with the Mission Bay Alliance, said today that she’s concerned the public
hasn’t had a chance to look carefully at the proposal, noting that there were only 10 days between the
public release of the Final Environmental Impact Report and certification of it by the commission.

Meserve said the proposed site of the arena, a former industrial area, contains contaminated soil, and
that the Final Environmental Impact Report doesn’t disclose the project’s projected emissions or
mitigation plans.

Meserve said the developers need to be held to high standards to ensure the health of the community:
“This doesn’t meet legal muster.”

If the Board rejects the appeal Tuesday, the Mission Bay Alliance plans to move forward with litigation
on the grounds that it violates the Clean Water Act.
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Critics: Opposition growing against W's Mission Bay arena
December 7, 2015

While the Golden State Warriors continue to defeat their opponents on the court this season, a new poll
commissioned by opponents of the Warriors' proposed stadium in San Francisco's Mission Bay
neighborhood shows increasing public opposition to the plan.

The new poll released Monday, commissioned by the Mission Bay Alliance and conducted by EDC
Research, found that fewer than half of the 540 registered voters polled supported development of the
proposed arena and commercial buildings at Third and 16th streets.

At 49 percent voter support, the Warriors' proposed arena has seen a 12 percent decline in support
since a Warriors-commissioned poll, conducted by David Binder Research and released in July, showed
about 61 percent support for the development.

Alex Evans, president of EMC Research, said Monday that when voters were told about potential
regional impacts, such as traffic gridlock, parking shortages and clogged emergency access to the
adjacent UCSF Medical Center, support for the proposed 18,500 seat Warriors arena and mixed-use
development plummeted and 59 percent of voters polled expressed opposition to the project.

San Jose Meveury News

Detractors say opposition to proposed S.F. Warriors arena is growing
Bay City News Service — December 8, 2015

SAN FRANCISCO - While the Golden State Warriors continue to defeat their opponents on the court this
season, a new poll commissioned by opponents of the Warriors' proposed stadium in San Francisco's
Mission Bay neighborhood shows increasing public opposition to the plan.

The new poll released Monday, commissioned by the Mission Bay Coalition and conducted by EDC

Research, found that fewer than half of the 540 registered voters polled supported development of the
proposed arena and commercial buildings at Third and 16th streets.
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At 49 percent voter support, the Warriors' proposed arena has seen a 12 percent decline in support
since a Warriors-commissioned poll, conducted by David Binder Research and released in July, showed
about 61 percent support for the development.

Alex Evans, president of EMC Research, said today that when voters were told about potential regional
impacts, such as traffic gridlock, parking shortages and clogged emergency access to the adjacent UCSF
Medical Center, support for the proposed 18,500 seat Warriors arena and mixed-use development
plummeted and 59 percent of voters polled expressed opposition to the project.

The release of the new poll comes one day prior to a public hearing and vote by the San Francisco Board
of Supervisors on whether to appeal the project's Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
Certification, which was adopted by the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure in
November.

The Mission Bay Alliance, a coalition of UCSF stakeholders and San Franciscan voters concerned with the
potential negative impacts of the arena, is appealing the project's 5,000-page Final Environmental
Impact Report, which was released on Oct. 23 and certified 10 days later by the Commission on
Community Investment and Infrastructure.

The Final Environmental Impact Report, which included an abundance of comments from the public,
various agencies and the Mission Bay Alliance, also includes a $60 million plan to improve transportation
in the area and mitigate the impact the arena would have on traffic.

The final report includes roughly $20 million more toward transportation improvements than the draft
report and includes creation of a Mission Bay Transportation Fund comprised of project-generated
revenues to pay for city services and capital improvements needed to accommodate the arena.

Osha Meserve, an attorney with the Mission Bay Alliance, said today that she's concerned the public
hasn't had a chance to look carefully at the proposal, noting that there were only 10 days between the
public release of the Final Environmental Impact Report and certification of it by the commission.
Meserve said the proposed site of the arena, a former industrial area, contains contaminated soil, and
that the Final Environmental Impact Report doesn't disclose the project's projected emissions or
mitigation plans.

She said the developers need to be held to high standards to ensure the health of the community.

"This doesn't meet legal muster," she said.

If the Board rejects the appeal Tuesday, the Mission Bay Alliance plans to move forward with litigation
on the grounds that it violates the Clean Water Act.
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Tuesday Must Reads: NFL May Help Develop Raiders Stadium in Oakland;

Support for Warriors' Arena in San Francisco Plummets
By Robert Gammon — December 28, 2015

Stories you shouldn’t miss:

1.

The National Football League may decide to help develop a new stadium for the Raiders in
Oakland, the Bay Area News Group$ reports. The NFL is reportedly interested in Oakland’s
Coliseum City plan, which would include housing, retail, and restaurants and bars, along with a
new Raiders' facility. The NFL’s interest in Oakland could be a signal that the league plans to
approve the relocation of the St. Louis Rams and the San Diego Chargers to Los Angeles — but
not the Raiders.

Support among San Francisco residents for plans by the Golden State Warriors to build a new
arena on the city’s waterfront has nosedived in the past six months, Bay City News reports (via
the Trib$), citing new poll commissioned by opponents of the proposed arena. The poll showed
that only 49 percent of San Francisco residents approve of the arena proposal — down by 12
percentage points since July. In addition, when told of the traffic problems the arena would
cause for UCSF Medical Center, residents' support plummeted to just 38 percent, with 59
percent opposed.

The Oakland City Council may declare an emergency shelter crisis tonight for homeless people
in the city, the TribS reports. The declaration would allow Oakland to convert nonresidential
buildings — like warehouses — into emergency shelters for the city’s 1,400 homeless people
living in tents or on the street.

The San Jose City Council, meanwhile, may establish a tent city for homeless people, the
Mercury NewsS reports. Last month, the City of Seattle opened a tent city for its homeless
population.

The Berkeley Unified School District has dropped its opposition to a plan to build a large housing
development in downtown after reaching an agreement with the developer of the proposed
eighteen-story high-rise, the Bay Area News Group$ reports. The deal calls for the developer to
address issues of noise, pollution, traffic, and construction hours that had concerned the school
board.

And Republican presidential frontrunner Donald Trump called for closing the US borders to
Muslims in the wake of the San Bernardino and Paris attacks, but his announcement was quickly
denounced by other GOP candidates, the AP reports (via SF Gate).
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Day Around The Bay: San Francisco Pension Costs Are Even Higher Than

Predicted
By Jack Morse — December 7, 2015

A $99 million budget deficit is projected for next year as city employee pension costs surpass
predictions. [Chronicle]

How Stephen Curry disrupted basketball as we know it. [SB Nation]

In other Curry news, Ayesha Curry tweeted about a lack of modesty in contemporary women's
clothing. This, as you can image, elicited a response. [ABC 7] [VH1]

Twitter released its list of the top tweets of 2015. One Direction pretty much owned it.
[Chronicle]

Big changes coming up at Yahoo, which will restructure its media division. [re/code]

A Santa Rosa animal sanctuary is set to close, which means animals need homes. [ABC 7]

The "Bike-Yield Law" was teed up today for a big Board of Supervisors vote next week.
[Examiner]

Three tech companies got $8.55 million in tax credits to create new jobs in San Francisco. [CBS
5]

Those opposed to the Mission Bay Warriors Arena claim more and more people are joining their
ranks. [NBC Bay Area]
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Erik Ringelberg

BSK Associates - Sacramento
3140 Gold Camp Drive Suite 160
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670

RE: Report for A5K1741 Soluri Meserve

Dear Erik Ringelberg,

Thank you for using BSK Associates for your analytical testing needs. In the following pages, you will
find the test results for the samples submitted to our laboratory on 11/19/2015. The results have been
approved for release by our Laboratory Director as indicated by the authorizing signature below.

The samples were analyzed for the test(s) indicated on the Chain of Custody (see attached) and the
results relate only to the samples analyzed. BSK certifies that the testing was performed in
accordance with the quality system requirements specified in the 2009 TNI Standard. Any deviations
from this standard or from the method requirements for each test procedure performed will be
annotated alongside the analytical result or noted in the Case Narrative. Unless otherwise noted, the
sample results are reported on an “as received” basis.

If additional clarification of any information is required, please contact your Project Manager,
John Montierth , at (800) 877-8310 or (559) 497-2888 x201.

Thanks again for using BSK Associates. We value your business and appreciate your loyalty.

Sincerely,

M —

John Montierth, Project Manager

Accredited in Accordance with NELAP
ORELAP #4021

A5K1741 FINAL 12072015 1441
Printed: 12/7/2015
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SWG-01 SWG-02
Reporting Reporting | Screening Level

Result Limit Result Limit Table & Units
Antimony MD 10 ND 10 0.27 mg/kg
Arsenic 5.5 2.5 4.6 2.5 43 mgz/kg
Barium 180 6.2 130 6.2 2000 mg/kg
Beryllium ND 1.2 ND 1.2 21 mg/kg
Cadmium ND 1.2 ND 1.2 0.36 mg/kg
Chromium 12 26 mg/kg
Cobalt 12 120 mg/kg
Copper 5 28 mg/kg
Lead 6.2 11 mg/kg
Mercury 0.5 MNA mg/kg
Molybdenum ND 12 ND 12 MNA mg/kg
Nickel N - 59 12 130 mg/kg
selenium ND 2.5 ND 2.5 0.63 mg/kg
Silver ND 12 ND 12 4.2 mg/kg
Thallium MND 2 MND 2 MNA mg/kg
Vanadium 12 7.8 mg/kg
Zinc 62 46 mg/kg

Table 6 Screen Levels: Ecorisk-Based Soil Screening Levels (Protection of Terrestrial
wildlife) Non-Volatile Chemicals from: DamianAppliedToxicology, LLC, 9/24/2015,
Updated Soil and Groundwater Screening Levels for the Golden State Warriors Arena
Construction Project in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area, San Francisco






BSI( A5K1741
Soluri Meserve

S SO c1ate S

Englneené/féboratorles )
Case Narrative

Project and Report Details Invoice Details
Client: BSK Associates - Sacramento Invoice To: BSK Associates - Sacramento
Report To: Erik Ringelberg Invoice Attn: Erik Ringelberg
Project #: E0906601S P 006 T 005 Project PO#: -
Received: 11/19/2015 - 10:00

Report Due:  12/07/2015

Sample Receipt Conditions

Cooler:

Default Cooler Containers Intact

Temperature on Receipt °C: 0.8 COC/Labels Agree

Received On Wet Ice

Packing Material - Bubble Wrap
Packing Material - Other

Initial receipt at BSK-SAC

Data Qualifiers

The following qualifiers have been applied to one or more analytical results:

BS0.0 Blank spike recoveries meet NELAP requirement for marginal exceedences. No material impact; no corrective acton
required.

BS2.1 Blank spike recovery was below acceptance limits; however, within the NELAP marginal exceedence acceptance criteria
of 4 SD.

BS3.0 BS/BSD RPD exceeded the acceptance limit. Recovery met acceptance criteria.

BS4.0 BS/BSD RPD exceeded the method acceptance limit as one of the blank spikes recovered outside limits.

MS1.0 Matrix spike recoveries exceed control limits.

MS1.1 Matrix spike recovery exceeds upper control limit. Reported results for parent matrix should be considered estimated due
to matrix interferences.

MS1.2 Matrix spike recovery exceeds lower control limit. Reported results for parent matrix should be considered estimated due
to matrix interferences.

MS1.3 Matrix spike recovery data unavailable or unreliable due to significant dilution required for matrix interferences.

SR4.1 Surrogate compound diluted outside of quantitation range due to matrix interferences. Recovery data unavailable or
unreliable due to dilution.

Report Distribution

Recipient(s) Report Format CC:

Erik Ringelberg FINAL.RPT

A5K1741 FINAL 12072015 1441

Printed: 12/7/2015
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BSK

Associates Soluri Meserve
Engineerg{Taboratories E0906601S P 006 T 005

Certificate of Analysis

Sample ID: A5K1741-01 Sample Date - Time: 11/17/15-16:18
Sampled By: Erik Ringelberg Matrix: Solid
Sample Description: SWG-01 Sample Type: Grab

BSK Associates Fresno

Metals
RL

Analyte Method Result RL Units Mult Batch Prepared Analyzed Qual
Antimony EPA 6020 ND 10 mg/kg 1 A514057 11/30/15 11/30/15  MS1.2
Arsenic EPA 6020 55 25 mg/kg 1 A514057 11/30/15 11/30/15
Barium EPA 6020 180 6.2 mg/kg 1 A514057 11/30/15 11/30/15 MS1.1
Beryllium EPA 6020 ND 1.2 mg/kg 1 A514057 11/30/15 11/30/15
Cadmium EPA 6020 ND 1.2 mg/kg 1 A514057 11/30/15 11/30/15
Chromium EPA 6020 110 12 mg/kg 1 A514057 11/30/15 11/30/15
Cobalt EPA 6020 15 12 mg/kg 1 A514057 11/30/15 11/30/15
Copper EPA 6020 100 5.0 mg/kg 1 A514057 11/30/15 11/30/15
Lead EPA 6020 160 6.2 mg/kg 1 A514057 11/30/15 11/30/15  MS1.1,

MS1.2
Mercury EPA 6020A ND 0.50 mg/kg 1 A514057 11/30/15 11/30/15
Molybdenum EPA 6020 ND 12 mg/kg 1 A514057 11/30/15 11/30/15
Nickel EPA 6020 150 12 mg/kg 1 A514057 11/30/15 11/30/15
Selenium EPA 6020 ND 25 mg/kg 1 A514057 11/30/15 11/30/15
Silver EPA 6020 ND 12 mg/kg 1 A514057 11/30/15 11/30/15
Thallium EPA 6020 ND 2.0 mg/kg 1 A514057 11/30/15 11/30/15
Vanadium EPA 6020 40 12 mg/kg 1 A514057 11/30/15 11/30/15
Zinc EPA 6020 390 62 mg/kg 1 A514057 11/30/15 11/30/15

Organics
RL

Analyte Method Result RL Units Mult Batch Prepared Analyzed Qual
Semi-Volatile Organics (Standard List) by GC-MS
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
2,4-Dichlorophenol EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
2,4-Dimethylphenol EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
2,4-Dinitrophenol EPA 8270C ND 9900 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
2,4-Dinitrotoluene EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
2,6-Dinitrotoluene EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
2-Chloronaphthalene EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
2-Chlorophenol EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
2-Nitrophenol EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
3,3-Dichlorobenzidine EPA 8270C ND 50000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15  BS2.1
4,6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
4-Bromophenyl phenyl ether EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
4-Chloro-3-methylphenol EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
4-Nitrophenol EPA 8270C ND 9900 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Acenaphthene EPA 8270C ND 100 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Acenaphthylene EPA 8270C ND 100 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Anthracene EPA 8270C ND 100 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Benzo(a)anthracene EPA 8270C 170 100 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Benzo(a)pyrene EPA 8270C 220 100 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15  BS2.1

A5K1741 FINAL 12072015 1441
Printed: 12/7/2015
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BSK

Associates Soluri Meserve
Engineerg{Taboratories E0906601S P 006 T 005

Certificate of Analysis

Sample ID: A5K1741-01 Sample Date - Time: 11/17/15-16:18
Sampled By: Erik Ringelberg Matrix: Solid
Sample Description: SWG-01 Sample Type: Grab
Organics
RL
Analyte Method Result RL Units Mult Batch Prepared Analyzed Qual

Semi-Volatile Organics (Standard List) by GC-MS

Benzo(b)fluoranthene EPA 8270C 410 100 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene EPA 8270C 210 100 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Benzo(k)fluoranthene EPA 8270C 170 100 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Bis(2-chloroethoxy)methane EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Bis(2-chloroethyl) ether EPA 8270C ND 9900 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Bis(2-chloroisopropyl) ether EPA 8270C ND 9900 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Butyl benzyl phthalate EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Chrysene EPA 8270C 260 100 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene EPA 8270C ND 100 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Diethyl phthalate EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Dimethyl phthalate EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Di-n-butyl phthalate EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Di-n-octyl phthalate EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Fluoranthene EPA 8270C 320 100 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Fluorene EPA 8270C ND 100 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Hexachlorobenzene EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Hexachlorobutadiene EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene EPA 8270C 120 100 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Isophorone EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Naphthalene EPA 8270C ND 100 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Nitrobenzene EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
N-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine (NDPA) EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
N-Nitrosodiphenylamine (as DPA) EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Pentachlorophenol EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Phenanthrene EPA 8270C 210 100 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Phenol EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Pyrene EPA 8270C 350 100 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Surrogate: 2,4,6-Tribromophenol EPA 8270C % Acceptable range: 41-200 % Qualifiers - SR4.1

Surrogate: 2-Fluorobiphenyl EPA 8270C 18 % Acceptable range: 46-144 % Qualifiers -  SR4.1

Surrogate: 2-Fluorophenol EPA 8270C % Acceptable range: 30-155 % Qualifiers - SR4.1

Surrogate: Nitrobenzene-d5 EPA 8270C 2% Acceptable range: 30-149 % Qualifiers - SR4.1

Surrogate: Phenol-d6 EPA 8270C % Acceptable range: 40-162 % Qualifiers - SR4.1

Surrogate: p-Terphenyl-d14 EPA 8270C % Acceptable range: 45-161 % Qualifiers - SR4.1

A5K1741 FINAL 12072015 1441
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BSK

Associates Soluri Meserve
Engineerg{Taboratories E0906601S P 006 T 005

Certificate of Analysis

Sample ID: A5K1741-02 Sample Date - Time: 11/17/15-16:18
Sampled By: Erik Ringelberg Matrix: Solid
Sample Description: SWG-02 Sample Type: Grab

BSK Associates Fresno

Metals
RL
Analyte Method Result RL Units Mult Batch Prepared Analyzed Qual
Antimony EPA 6020 ND 10 mg/kg 1 A514057 11/30/15 11/30/15
Arsenic EPA 6020 4.6 25 mg/kg 1 A514057 11/30/15 11/30/15
Barium EPA 6020 130 6.2 mg/kg 1 A514057 11/30/15 11/30/15
Beryllium EPA 6020 ND 1.2 mg/kg 1 A514057 11/30/15 11/30/15
Cadmium EPA 6020 ND 1.2 mg/kg 1 A514057 11/30/15 11/30/15
Chromium EPA 6020 55 12 mg/kg 1 A514057 11/30/15 11/30/15
Cobalt EPA 6020 ND 12 mg/kg 1 A514057 11/30/15 11/30/15
Copper EPA 6020 87 5.0 mg/kg 1 A514057 11/30/15 11/30/15
Lead EPA 6020 7 6.2 mg/kg 1 A514057 11/30/15 11/30/15
Mercury EPA 6020A ND 0.50 mg/kg 1 A514057 11/30/15 11/30/15
Molybdenum EPA 6020 ND 12 mg/kg 1 A514057 11/30/15 11/30/15
Nickel EPA 6020 99 12 mg/kg 1 A514057 11/30/15 11/30/15
Selenium EPA 6020 ND 25 mg/kg 1 A514057 11/30/15 11/30/15
Silver EPA 6020 ND 12 mg/kg 1 A514057 11/30/15 11/30/15
Thallium EPA 6020 ND 2.0 mg/kg 1 A514057 11/30/15 11/30/15
Vanadium EPA 6020 32 12 mg/kg 1 A514057 11/30/15 11/30/15
Zinc EPA 6020 340 62 mg/kg 1 A514057 11/30/15 11/30/15
Organics
RL
Analyte Method Result RL Units Mult Batch Prepared Analyzed Qual
Semi-Volatile Organics (Standard List) by GC-MS
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug’kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug’kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
2,4-Dichlorophenol EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug’kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
2,4-Dimethylphenol EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug’kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
2,4-Dinitrophenol EPA 8270C ND 9900 ug’kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
2,4-Dinitrotoluene EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug’kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
2,6-Dinitrotoluene EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug’kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
2-Chloronaphthalene EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
2-Chlorophenol EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug’kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
2-Nitrophenol EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
3,3-Dichlorobenzidine EPA 8270C ND 50000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15  BS2.1
4,6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
4-Bromophenyl phenyl ether EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
4-Chloro-3-methylphenol EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
4-Nitrophenol EPA 8270C ND 9900 ug’kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Acenaphthene EPA 8270C ND 100 ug’kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Acenaphthylene EPA 8270C ND 100 ug’kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Anthracene EPA 8270C ND 100 ug’kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Benzo(a)anthracene EPA 8270C ND 100 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Benzo(a)pyrene EPA 8270C 140 100 ug’kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15  BS2.1
Benzo(b)fluoranthene EPA 8270C 400 100 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15

A5K1741 FINAL 12072015 1441
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BSK

Associates Soluri Meserve
Engineerg{Taboratories E0906601S P 006 T 005

Certificate of Analysis

Sample ID: A5K1741-02 Sample Date - Time: 11/17/15-16:18
Sampled By: Erik Ringelberg Matrix: Solid
Sample Description: SWG-02 Sample Type: Grab
Organics
RL
Analyte Method Result RL Units Mult Batch Prepared Analyzed Qual

Semi-Volatile Organics (Standard List) by GC-MS

Benzo(g,h,i)perylene EPA 8270C 110 100 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Benzo(k)fluoranthene EPA 8270C ND 100 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Bis(2-chloroethoxy)methane EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Bis(2-chloroethyl) ether EPA 8270C ND 9900 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Bis(2-chloroisopropyl) ether EPA 8270C ND 9900 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Butyl benzyl phthalate EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Chrysene EPA 8270C 290 100 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene EPA 8270C ND 100 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Diethyl phthalate EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Dimethyl phthalate EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Di-n-butyl phthalate EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Di-n-octyl phthalate EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Fluoranthene EPA 8270C 270 100 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Fluorene EPA 8270C ND 100 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Hexachlorobenzene EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Hexachlorobutadiene EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene EPA 8270C ND 100 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Isophorone EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Naphthalene EPA 8270C ND 100 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Nitrobenzene EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
N-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine (NDPA) EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
N-Nitrosodiphenylamine (as DPA) EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Pentachlorophenol EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Phenanthrene EPA 8270C 140 100 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Phenol EPA 8270C ND 5000 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Pyrene EPA 8270C 260 100 ug/kg 99 A514061 11/30/15 12/03/15
Surrogate: 2,4,6-Tribromophenol EPA 8270C % Acceptable range: 41-200 % Qualifiers - SR4.1

Surrogate: 2-Fluorobiphenyl EPA 8270C 25 % Acceptable range: 46-144 % Qualifiers - SR4.1

Surrogate: 2-Fluorophenol EPA 8270C % Acceptable range: 30-155 % Qualifiers -  SR4.1

Surrogate: Nitrobenzene-d5 EPA 8270C 136 % Acceptable range: 30-149 %

Surrogate: Phenol-d6 EPA 8270C % Acceptable range: 40-162 % Qualifiers -  SR4.1

Surrogate: p-Terphenyl-d14 EPA 8270C % Acceptable range: 45-161 % Qualifiers -  SR4.1
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BSK

S S OClate S Soluri Meserve

Engineers¢Xaboratories

BSK Associates Fresno
Metals Quality Control Report

Spike Source %REC RPD Date

RL Units Level Result %REC Limits RPD Limit Analyzed Qual

EPA 6020 - Quality Control

Batch: A514057 Prepared: 11/30/2015
Prep Method: EPA 3050B Analyst: MAS

Blank (A514057-BLK1)

Antimony ND 10 mg/kg 11/30/15
Arsenic ND 2.5 mg/kg 11/30/15
Barium ND 6.2 mg/kg 11/30/15
Beryllium ND 1.2 mg/kg 11/30/15
Cadmium ND 1.2 mg/kg 11/30/15
Chromium ND 12 mgl/kg 11/30/15
Cobalt ND 12 mglkg 11/30/15
Copper ND 5.0 mg/kg 11/30/15
Lead ND 6.2 mg/kg 11/30/15
Molybdenum ND 12 mg/kg 11/30/15
Nickel ND 12 mg/kg 11/30/15
Selenium ND 2.5 mg/kg 11/30/15
Silver ND 12 mglkg 11/30/15
Thallium ND 2.0 mg/kg 11/30/15
Vanadium ND 12 mg/kg 11/30/15
Zinc ND 62 mg/kg 11/30/15

Blank Spike (A514057-BS1)

Antimony 110 10 mg/kg 100 113 75-125 11/30/15
Arsenic 98 2.5 mg/kg 100 98 75-125 11/30/15
Barium 100 6.2 mg/kg 100 100 75-125 11/30/15
Beryllium 100 1.2 mg/kg 100 100 75-125 11/30/15
Cadmium 100 1.2 mg/kg 100 100 75-125 11/30/15
Chromium 100 12 mg/kg 100 101 75-125 11/30/15
Cobalt 100 12 mg/kg 100 101 75-125 11/30/15
Copper 97 5.0 mg/kg 100 97 75-125 11/30/15
Lead 100 6.2 mg/kg 100 101 75-125 11/30/15
Molybdenum 100 12 mg/kg 100 102 75-125 11/30/15
Nickel 100 12 mg/kg 100 100 75-125 11/30/15
Selenium 100 2.5 mg/kg 100 103 75-125 11/30/15
Silver 51 12 mg/kg 50 101 75-125 11/30/15
Thallium 96 2.0 mg/kg 100 96 75-125 11/30/15
Vanadium 100 12 mglkg 100 101 75-125 11/30/15
Zinc 99 62 mg/kg 100 99 75-125 11/30/15

Blank Spike Dup (A514057-BSD1)

Antimony 120 10 mglkg 100 115 75125 2 20 11/30/15
Arsenic 100 25 mglkg 100 101 75125 2 20 11/30/15
Barium 100 6.2 mglkg 100 102 75125 2 20 11/30/15
Beryllium 100 1.2 mglkg 100 101 75125 1 20  11/30/15
Cadmium 100 1.2 mglkg 100 102 75125 2 20  11/30/15
Chromium 100 12 mglkg 100 105 75125 3 20  11/30/15
Cobalt 100 12 mglkg 100 103 75125 3 20 11/30/15
Copper 99 50 mglkg 100 99 75125 2 20 11/30/15
Lead 100 6.2 mglkg 100 103 75125 2 20 11/30/15
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BSK

S S OClate S Soluri Meserve

Engineers¢Xaboratories

BSK Associates Fresno
Metals Quality Control Report

Spike Source %REC RPD Date

RL Units Level Result %REC Limits RPD Limit Analyzed Qual

EPA 6020 - Quality Control

Batch: A514057 Prepared: 11/30/2015
Prep Method: EPA 3050B Analyst: MAS

Blank Spike Dup (A514057-BSD1)

Molybdenum 110 12 mg/kg 100 105 75-125 3 20 11/30/15

Nickel 100 12 mg/kg 100 102 75-125 2 20 11/30/15

Selenium 100 2.5 mg/kg 100 101 75-125 2 20 11/30/15

Silver 52 12 mg/kg 50 104 75-125 2 20 11/30/15

Thallium 97 2.0 mg/kg 100 97 75-125 1 20  11/30/15

Vanadium 100 12 mg/kg 100 103 75-125 2 20 11/30/15

Zinc 100 62 mglkg 100 100 75-125 1 20  11/30/15

Matrix Spike (A514057-MS1), Source: A5K1741-01

Antimony 49 10 mg/kg 100 ND 49 75-125 11/30/15 MS1.0 Low
Arsenic 110 2.5 mg/kg 100 5.5 102 75-125 11/30/15

Barium 430 6.2 mg/kg 100 180 248 75-125 11/30/15 MS1.0 High
Beryllium 100 1.2 mg/kg 100 ND 100 75-125 11/30/15

Cadmium 100 1.2 mg/kg 100 ND 99 75-125 11/30/15

Chromium 190 12 mg/kg 100 110 87 75-125 11/30/15

Cobalt 120 12 mg/kg 100 15 101 75-125 11/30/15

Copper 190 5.0 mg/kg 100 100 93 75-125 11/30/15

Lead 300 6.2 mg/kg 100 160 139 75-125 11/30/15 MS1.0 High
Molybdenum 110 12 mg/kg 100 ND 102 75-125 11/30/15

Nickel 250 12 mg/kg 100 150 101 75-125 11/30/15

Selenium 97 2.5 mg/kg 100 ND 97 75-125 11/30/15

Silver 49 12 mg/kg 50 ND 98 75-125 11/30/15

Thallium 90 2.0 mg/kg 100 ND 90 75-125 11/30/15

Vanadium 150 12 mg/kg 100 40 113 75-125 11/30/15

Zinc 490 62 mglkg 100 390 105 75-125 11/30/15

Matrix Spike Dup (A514057-MSD1), Source: A5K1741-01

Antimony 51 10  mg/kg 100 ND 51 75-125 4 20 11/30/15 MS1.0 Low
Arsenic 110 2.5 mg/kg 100 55 102 75-125 0 20 11/30/15

Barium 340 6.2 mg/kg 100 180 152 75-125 25 20 11/30/15 MS1.0 High
Beryllium 100 1.2 mglkg 100 ND 103 75-125 3 20 11/30/15

Cadmium 100 1.2 mg/kg 100 ND 102 75-125 3 20 11/30/15

Chromium 190 12 mg/kg 100 110 88 75-125 1 20  11/30/15

Cobalt 120 12 mg/kg 100 15 104 75-125 3 20 11/30/15

Copper 200 5.0 mg/kg 100 100 94 75-125 1 20  11/30/15

Lead 230 6.2 mg/kg 100 160 69 75-125 27 20 11/30/15 MS1.0 Low
Molybdenum 110 12 mg/kg 100 ND 102 75-125 0 20 11/30/15

Nickel 260 12 mg/kg 100 150 110 75-125 4 20 11/30/15

Selenium 110 2.5 mg/kg 100 ND 106 75-125 9 20 11/30/15

Silver 50 12 mg/kg 50 ND 100 75-125 2 20 11/30/15

Thallium 93 2.0 mg/kg 100 ND 93 75-125 3 20 11/30/15

Vanadium 150 12 mgl/kg 100 40 109 75-125 2 20 11/30/15

Zinc 480 62 mg/kg 100 390 89 75-125 3 20 11/30/15
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Metals Quality Control Report

Spike Source %REC RPD Date

RL Units Level Result %REC Limits RPD Limit Analyzed Qual

EPA 6020A - Quality Control

Batch: A514057 Prepared: 11/30/2015
Prep Method: EPA 3050B Analyst: MAS

Blank (A514057-BLK1)
Mercury ND 0.50 mg/kg 11/30/15

Blank Spike (A514057-BS1)
Mercury 2.2 0.50 mg/kg 25 87 75-125 11/30/15

Blank Spike Dup (A514057-BSD1)
Mercury 2.4 0.50 mg/kg 25 95 75-125 8 20  11/30/115

Matrix Spike (A514057-MS1), Source: A5K1741-01
Mercury 2.5 0.50 mg/kg 25 ND 88 75-125 11/30/15

Matrix Spike Dup (A514057-MSD1), Source: A5K1741-01
Mercury 2.7 0.50 mg/kg 25 ND 95 75-125 7 20  11/30/15
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BSK Associates Fresno
Organics Quality Control Report

Spike Source %REC RPD Date

RL Units Level Result %REC Limits RPD Limit Analyzed Qual

EPA 8270C - Quality Control

Batch: A514061 Prepared: 11/30/2015
Prep Method: EPA 3540C Analyst: KHH

Blank (A514061-BLK1)

1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene ND 100 ug/kg 12/03/15
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol ND 200 ug/kg 12/03/15
2,4-Dichlorophenol ND 100 ug/kg 12/03/15
2,4-Dimethylphenol ND 100 ug/kg 12/03/15
2,4-Dinitrophenol ND 1000 ug/kg 12/03/15
2,4-Dinitrotoluene ND 100 ug/kg 12/03/15
2,6-Dinitrotoluene ND 100 ug/kg 12/03/15
2-Chloronaphthalene ND 100 ug/kg 12/03/15
2-Chlorophenol ND 100 ug/kg 12/03/15
2-Nitrophenol ND 100 ug/kg 12/03/15
3,3-Dichlorobenzidine ND 650 ug/kg 12/03/15
4,6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol ND 500 ug/kg 12/03/15
4-Bromophenyl phenyl ether ND 100 ug/kg 12/03/15
4-Chloro-3-methylphenol ND 200 ug/kg 12/03/15
4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether ND 100 ug/kg 12/03/15
4-Nitrophenol ND 1000 ug/kg 12/03/15
Acenaphthene ND 100 ug/kg 12/03/15
Acenaphthylene ND 100 ug/kg 12/03/15
Anthracene ND 100 ug/kg 12/03/15
Benzo(a)anthracene ND 100 ug/kg 12/03/15
Benzo(a)pyrene ND 100 ug/kg 12/03/15
Benzo(b)fluoranthene ND 100  ug/kg 12/03/15
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene ND 100 ug/kg 12/03/15
Benzo(k)fluoranthene ND 100 ug/kg 12/03/15
Bis(2-chloroethoxy)methane ND 100 ug/kg 12/03/15
Bis(2-chloroethyl) ether ND 1700 ug/kg 12/03/15
Bis(2-chloroisopropyl) ether ND 330 ug/kg 12/03/15
Bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate ND 500 ug/kg 12/03/15
Butyl benzyl phthalate ND 100 ug/kg 12/03/15
Chrysene ND 100 ug/kg 12/03/15
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene ND 100 ug/kg 12/03/15
Diethyl phthalate ND 100 ug/kg 12/03/15
Dimethyl phthalate ND 100 ug/kg 12/03/15
Di-n-butyl phthalate ND 100 ug/kg 12/03/15
Di-n-octyl phthalate ND 100 ug/kg 12/03/15
Fluoranthene ND 100 ug/kg 12/03/15
Fluorene ND 100 ug/kg 12/03/15
Hexachlorobenzene ND 100 ug/kg 12/03/15
Hexachlorobutadiene ND 100 ug/kg 12/03/15
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene ND 100 ug/kg 12/03/15
Isophorone ND 100 ug/kg 12/03/15
Naphthalene ND 100 ug/kg 12/03/15
Nitrobenzene ND 100 ug/kg 12/03/15
N-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine (NDPA) ND 500 ug/kg 12/03/15
N-Nitrosodiphenylamine (as DPA) ND 100 ug/kg 12/03/15
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Spike Source

RL Units Level Result

%REC

%REC

AS5K1741

Soluri Meserve

Date

Limits RPD Limit Analyzed Qual

Batch: A514061

EPA 8270C - Quality Control

Prepared: 11/30/2015

Prep Method: EPA 3540C Analyst: KHH
Blank (A514061-BLK1)

Pentachlorophenol ND 1000 ug/kg 12/03/15
Phenanthrene ND 100 ug/kg 12/03/15
Phenol ND 100 ug/kg 12/03/15
Pyrene ND 100 ug/kg 12/03/15
Surrogate: 2,4,6-Tribromophenol 590 500 118 41-200 12/03/15
Surrogate: 2-Fluorobiphenyl 390 500 79 46-144 12/03/15
Surrogate: 2-Fluorophenol 380 500 75 30-155 12/03/15
Surrogate: Nitrobenzene-d5 320 500 63 30-149 12/03/15
Surrogate: Phenol-d6 420 500 84 40-162 12/03/15
Surrogate: p-Terphenyl-d14 380 500 77 45-161 12/03/15
Blank Spike (A514061-BS1)

1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 380 100 ug/kg 500 76 45-113 12/03/15
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 380 200 ug/kg 500 75 41-129 12/03/15
2,4-Dichlorophenol 430 100 ug/kg 500 85 31-142 12/03/15
2,4-Dimethylphenol 120 100 ug/kg 500 25 10-107 12/03/15
2,4-Dinitrophenol 290 1000 ug/kg 500 57 33-143 12/03/15
2,4-Dinitrotoluene 430 100 ug/kg 500 86 59-125 12/03/15
2,6-Dinitrotoluene 420 100 ug/kg 500 84 66-115 12/03/15
2-Chloronaphthalene 400 100 ug/kg 500 81 56-115 12/03/15
2-Chlorophenol 380 100 ug/kg 500 77 10-121 12/03/15
2-Nitrophenol 340 100 ug/kg 500 68 28-124 12/03/15
3,3-Dichlorobenzidine 220 650 ug/kg 2000 1 20-150 12/03/15 BS0.0 Low
4,6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol 250 500 ug/kg 500 50 30-135 12/03/15
4-Bromophenyl phenyl ether 450 100 ug/kg 500 90 56-113 12/03/15
4-Chloro-3-methylphenol 430 200 ug/kg 500 86 48-126 12/03/15
4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether 430 100 ug/kg 500 85 58-121 12/03/15
4-Nitrophenol 430 1000 ug/kg 500 85 65-113 12/03/15
Acenaphthene 9.0 100 ug/kg 10 90 54-108 12/03/15
Acenaphthylene 5.2 100 ug/kg 10 52 34-116 12/03/15
Anthracene 45 100 ug/kg 10 45 45-109 12/03/15
Benzo(a)anthracene 8.2 100  ug/kg 10 82 47-123 12/03/15
Benzo(a)pyrene 45 100 ug/kg 10 45 46-126 12/03/15 BS0.0 Low
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 9.7 100 ug/kg 10 97 42-156 12/03/15
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 10 100 ug/kg 10 102 10-200 12/03/15
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 9.4 100 ug/kg 10 94 46-142 12/03/15
Bis(2-chloroethoxy)methane 400 100 ug/kg 500 80 57-113 12/03/15
Bis(2-chloroethyl) ether 390 1700 ug/kg 500 79 25-135 12/03/15
Bis(2-chloroisopropyl) ether 380 330 ug/kg 500 75 36-128 12/03/15
Bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate 430 500 ug/kg 500 85 67-117 12/03/15
Butyl benzyl phthalate 390 100 ug/kg 500 79 67-118 12/03/15
Chrysene 9.0 100 ug/kg 10 90 49-120 12/03/15
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 12 100 ug/kg 10 115 10-200 12/03/15
Diethyl phthalate 440 100 ug/kg 500 88 56-140 12/03/15
Dimethyl phthalate 420 100 ug/kg 500 84 68-110 12/03/15
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Batch: A514061

EPA 8270C - Quality Control

Prepared: 11/30/2015

Prep Method: EPA 3540C Analyst: KHH
Blank Spike (A514061-BS1)

Di-n-butyl phthalate 420 100 ug/kg 500 83 68-108 12/03/15
Di-n-octyl phthalate 430 100 ug/kg 500 85 67-117 12/03/15
Fluoranthene 8.9 100 ug/kg 10 89 44-127 12/03/15
Fluorene 9.4 100 ug/kg 10 94 48-126 12/03/15
Hexachlorobenzene 450 100 ug/kg 500 90 55-118 12/03/15
Hexachlorobutadiene 380 100 ug/kg 500 77 41-117 12/03/15
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 10 100 ug/kg 10 102 10-200 12/03/15
Isophorone 380 100 ug/kg 500 77 53-141 12/03/15
Naphthalene 8.3 100 ug/kg 10 83 44-113 12/03/15
Nitrobenzene 410 100 ug/kg 500 83 45-117 12/03/15
N-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine (NDPA) 320 500 ug/kg 500 64 48-128 12/03/15
N-Nitrosodiphenylamine (as DPA) 410 100 ug/kg 500 82 30-161 12/03/15
Pentachlorophenol 410 1000 ug/kg 500 82 60-131 12/03/15
Phenanthrene 9.4 100 ug/kg 10 94 48-118 12/03/15
Phenol 400 100 ug/kg 500 79 27-120 12/03/15
Pyrene 7.7 100 ug/kg 10 77 31-146 12/03/15
Surrogate: 2,4,6-Tribromophenol 830 500 165 41-200 12/03/15
Surrogate: 2-Fluorobiphenyl! 390 500 79 46-144 12/03/15
Surrogate: 2-Fluorophenol 390 500 79 30-155 12/03/15
Surrogate: Nitrobenzene-d5 360 500 71 30-149 12/03/15
Surrogate: Phenol-d6 400 500 81 40-162 12/03/15
Surrogate: p-Terphenyl-d14 380 500 76 45-161 12/03/15
Blank Spike Dup (A514061-BSD1)

1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 380 100 ug/kg 500 77 45-113 1 30 12/03/15
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 420 200 ug/kg 500 85 41-129 12 30 12/03/15
2,4-Dichlorophenol 440 100 ug/kg 500 89 31-142 4 30 12/03/15
2,4-Dimethylphenol 350 100 ug/kg 500 70 10-107 97 30 12/03/15 BS3.0
2,4-Dinitrophenol 220 1000 ug/kg 500 44 33-143 27 30 12/03/15
2,4-Dinitrotoluene 420 100 ug/kg 500 84 59-125 2 30 12/03/15
2,6-Dinitrotoluene 420 100 ug/kg 500 84 66-115 0 30 12/03/15
2-Chloronaphthalene 420 100 ug/kg 500 83 56-115 3 30 12/03/15
2-Chlorophenol 400 100 ug/kg 500 81 10-121 5 30 12/03/15
2-Nitrophenol 330 100 ug/kg 500 65 28-124 4 30 12/03/15
3,3-Dichlorobenzidine 890 650 ug/kg 2000 45 20-150 120 30 12/03/15 BS4.0
4,6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol 190 500 ug/kg 500 37 30-135 30 30 12/03/15
4-Bromophenyl phenyl ether 450 100 ug/kg 500 90 56-113 0 30 12/03/15
4-Chloro-3-methylphenol 450 200 ug/kg 500 91 48-126 5 30 12/03/15
4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether 430 100 ug/kg 500 85 58-121 0 30 12/03/15
4-Nitrophenol 440 1000 ug/kg 500 89 65-113 4 30 12/03/15
Acenaphthene 9.4 100 ug/kg 10 94 54-108 5 30 12/03/15
Acenaphthylene 5.2 100 ug/kg 10 52 34-116 0 30 12/03/15
Anthracene 5.7 100 ug/kg 10 57 45-109 24 30 12/03/15
Benzo(a)anthracene 9.5 100 ug/kg 10 95 47-123 15 30 12/03/15
Benzo(a)pyrene 5.6 100 ug/kg 10 56 46-126 24 30 12/03/15
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Spike Source %REC RPD Date

RL Units Level Result %REC Limits RPD Limit Analyzed Qual

EPA 8270C - Quality Control

Batch: A514061 Prepared: 11/30/2015
Prep Method: EPA 3540C Analyst: KHH

Blank Spike Dup (A514061-BSD1)

Benzo(b)fluoranthene 9.1 100 ug/kg 10 91 42-156 7 30 12/03/15
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 9.2 100 ug/kg 10 92 10-200 11 30 12/03/15
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 9.0 100 ug/kg 10 90 46-142 4 30 12/03/15
Bis(2-chloroethoxy)methane 410 100 ug/kg 500 82 57-113 2 30 12/03/15
Bis(2-chloroethyl) ether 410 1700 ug/kg 500 83 25-135 5 30 12/03/15
Bis(2-chloroisopropyl) ether 390 330 ug/kg 500 78 36-128 3 30 12/03/15
Bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate 410 500 ug/kg 500 81 67-117 4 30 12/03/15

Butyl benzyl phthalate 370 100 ug/kg 500 75 67-118 5 30 12/03/15

Chrysene 8.9 100 ug/kg 10 89 49-120 1 30 12/03/15
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 9.9 100 ug/kg 10 99 10-200 15 30 12/03/15

Diethyl phthalate 450 100 ug/kg 500 89 56-140 2 30 12/03/15

Dimethyl phthalate 440 100 ug/kg 500 88 68-110 4 30 12/03/15

Di-n-butyl phthalate 430 100 ug/kg 500 86 68-108 3 30 12/03/15

Di-n-octyl phthalate 430 100 ug/kg 500 86 67-117 0 30  12/03/15

Fluoranthene 9.2 100 ug/kg 10 92 44-127 3 30 12/03/15

Fluorene 9.6 100 ug/kg 10 96 48-126 3 30 12/03/15
Hexachlorobenzene 460 100 ug/kg 500 91 55-118 1 30 12/03/15
Hexachlorobutadiene 390 100 ug/kg 500 79 41-117 3 30 12/03/15
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 9.3 100 ug/kg 10 93 10-200 10 30 12/03/15

Isophorone 390 100 ug/kg 500 79 53-141 3 30 12/03/15

Naphthalene 8.5 100 ug/kg 10 85 44-113 3 30 12/03/15
Nitrobenzene 410 100 ug/kg 500 82 45-117 1 30 12/03/15
N-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine (NDPA) 350 500 ug/kg 500 69 48-128 8 30 12/03/15
N-Nitrosodiphenylamine (as DPA) 520 100 ug/kg 500 104 30-161 23 30 12/03/15
Pentachlorophenol 430 1000 ug/kg 500 87 60-131 5 30 12/03/15
Phenanthrene 9.6 100 ug/kg 10 96 48-118 1 30 12/03/15

Phenol 420 100 ug/kg 500 83 27-120 5 30 12/03/15

Pyrene 7.7 100 ug/kg 10 77 31-146 0 30 12/03/15

Surrogate: 2,4,6-Tribromophenol 850 500 169 41-200 12/03/15

Surrogate: 2-Fluorobiphenyl 400 500 81 46-144 12/03/15

Surrogate: 2-Fluorophenol 420 500 83 30-155 12/03/15

Surrogate: Nitrobenzene-d5 360 500 73 30-149 12/03/15

Surrogate: Phenol-d6 420 500 84 40-162 12/03/15

Surrogate: p-Terphenyl-d14 370 500 73 45-161 12/03/15

Matrix Spike (A514061-MS1), Source: A5K1741-01

1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene ND 5000 ug/kg 500 ND 0 45-113 12/03/15 MS1.3 Low
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 1200 5000 ug/kg 500 ND 233 41-129 12/03/15 MS1.3 High
2,4-Dichlorophenol 760 5000 ug/kg 500 ND 153 31-142 12/03/15 MS1.3 High
2,4-Dimethylphenol ND 5000 ug/kg 500 ND 0 10-107 12/03/15 MS1.3 Low
2,4-Dinitrophenol ND 10000 ug/kg 500 ND 0 33-143 12/03/15 MS1.3 Low
2,4-Dinitrotoluene ND 5000 ug/kg 500 ND 0 59-125 12/03/15 MS1.3 Low
2,6-Dinitrotoluene 1100 5000 ug/kg 500 ND 212 66-115 12/03/15 MS1.3 High
2-Chloronaphthalene ND 5000 ug/kg 500 ND 0 56-115 12/03/15 MS1.3 Low
2-Chlorophenol 640 5000 ug/kg 500 ND 128 10-121 12/03/15 MS1.3 High
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Spike Source RPD Date

RL Units Level Result %REC imi RPD Limit Analyzed Qual

EPA 8270C - Quality Control

Batch: A514061 Prepared: 11/30/2015
Prep Method: EPA 3540C Analyst: KHH

Matrix Spike (A514061-MS1), Source: A5K1741-01

2-Nitrophenol ND 5000 ug/kg 500 ND 0 28-124 12/03/15 MS1.3 Low
3,3-Dichlorobenzidine ND 50000 ug/kg 2000 ND 0 20-150 12/03/15 MS1.3 Low
4,6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol ND 5000 ug/kg 500 ND 0 30-135 12/03/15 MS1.3 Low
4-Bromophenyl phenyl ether ND 5000 ug/kg 500 ND 0 56-113 12/03/15 MS1.3 Low
4-Chloro-3-methylphenol ND 5000 ug/kg 500 ND 0 48-126 12/03/15 MS1.3 Low
4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether ND 5000 ug/kg 500 ND 0 58-121 12/03/15 MS1.3 Low
4-Nitrophenol ND 10000 ug/kg 500 ND 0 65-113 12/03/15 MS1.3 Low
Acenaphthene 19 100 ug/kg 10 ND 191 54-108 12/03/15 MS1.3 High
Acenaphthylene 26 100 ug/kg 10 ND 95 34-116 12/03/15

Anthracene 44 100 ug/kg 10 ND 94 45-109 12/03/15
Benzo(a)anthracene 190 100 ug/kg 10 170 203 47-123 12/03/15 MS1.3 High
Benzo(a)pyrene 240 100 ug/kg 10 220 199 46-126 12/03/15 MS1.3 High
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 420 100 ug/kg 10 410 179 42-156 12/03/15 MS1.3 High
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 160 100 ug/kg 10 210 NR 10-200 12/03/15 MS1.3 Low
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 210 100 ug/kg 10 170 401 46-142 12/03/15 MS1.3 High
Bis(2-chloroethoxy)methane ND 5000 ug/kg 500 ND 0 57-113 12/03/15 MS1.3 Low
Bis(2-chloroethyl) ether ND 10000 ug/kg 500 ND 0 25-135 12/03/15 MS1.3 Low
Bis(2-chloroisopropyl) ether ND 10000 ug/kg 500 ND 0 36-128 12/03/15 MS1.3 Low
Bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate ND 5000 ug/kg 500 ND 0 67-117 12/03/15 MS1.3 Low
Butyl benzyl phthalate ND 5000 ug/kg 500 ND 0 67-118 12/03/15 MS1.3 Low
Chrysene 270 100 ug/kg 10 260 67 49-120 12/03/15
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 44 100 ug/kg 10 ND 352 10-200 12/03/15 MS1.3 High
Diethyl phthalate ND 5000 ug/kg 500 ND 0 56-140 12/03/15 MS1.3 Low
Dimethyl phthalate 240 5000 ug/kg 500 ND 48 68-110 12/03/15 MS1.3 Low
Di-n-butyl phthalate ND 5000 ug/kg 500 ND 0 68-108 12/03/15 MS1.3 Low
Di-n-octyl phthalate 280 5000 ug/kg 500 ND 56 67-117 12/03/15 MS1.3 Low
Fluoranthene 340 100 ug/kg 10 320 230 44-127 12/03/15 MS1.3 High
Fluorene 20 100 ug/kg 10 ND 65 48-126 12/03/15
Hexachlorobenzene ND 5000 ug/kg 500 ND 0 55-118 12/03/15 MS1.3 Low
Hexachlorobutadiene ND 5000 ug/kg 500 ND 0 41-117 12/03/15 MS1.3 Low
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 100 100 ug/kg 10 120 NR 10-200 12/03/15 MS1.3 Low
Isophorone ND 5000 ug/kg 500 ND 0 53-141 12/03/15 MS1.3 Low
Naphthalene 57 100 ug/kg 10 ND 114 44-113 12/03/15 MS1.3 High
Nitrobenzene ND 5000 ug/kg 500 ND 0 45-117 12/03/15 MS1.3 Low
N-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine (NDPA) ND 5000 ug/kg 500 ND 0 48-128 12/03/15 MS1.3 Low
N-Nitrosodiphenylamine (as DPA) ND 5000 ug/kg 500 ND 0 30-161 12/03/15 MS1.3 Low
Pentachlorophenol 2500 5000 ug/kg 500 ND 34 60-131 12/03/15 MS1.3 Low
Phenanthrene 230 100 ug/kg 10 210 231 48-118 12/03/15 MS1.3 High
Phenol ND 5000 ug/kg 500 ND 0 27-120 12/03/15 MS1.3 Low
Pyrene 400 100 ug/kg 10 350 516 31-146 12/03/15 MS1.3 High
Surrogate: 2,4,6-Tribromophenol 0.0 500 0 41-200 12/03/15 SR4.1
Surrogate: 2-Fluorobiphenyl! 200 500 40 46-144 12/03/15 SR4.1
Surrogate: 2-Fluorophenol -10 500 0 30-155 12/03/15 SR4.1
Surrogate: Nitrobenzene-d5 86 500 17 30-149 12/03/15 SR4.1
Surrogate: Phenol-d6 -10 500 0 40-162 12/03/15 SR4.1
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Spike Source %REC RPD Date

Result RL Units Level Result %REC Limits RPD Limit Analyzed Qual

EPA 8270C - Quality Control

Batch: A514061 Prepared: 11/30/2015
Prep Method: EPA 3540C Analyst: KHH

Matrix Spike (A514061-MS1), Source: A5K1741-01
Surrogate: p-Terphenyl-d14 -10 500 0 45-161 12/03/15 SR4.1
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Notes:

The Chain of Custody document and Sample Integrity Sheet are part of the analytical report.

Any remaining sample(s) for testing will be disposed of according to BSK's sample retention policy unless other arrangements are made in
advance.

All positive results for EPA Methods 504.1 and 524.2 require the analysis of a Field Reagent Blank (FRB) to confirm that the results are not
a contamination error from field sampling steps. If Field Reagent Blanks were not submitted with the samples, this method requirement has
not been performed.

Samples collected by BSK Analytical Laboratories were collected in accordance with the BSK Sampling and Collection Standard Operating
Procedures.

J-value is equivalent to DNQ (Detected, not quantified) which is a trace value. A trace value is an analyte detected between the MDL and the
laboratory reporting limit. This result is of an unknown data quality and is only qualitative (estimated). Baseline noise, calibration curve
extrapolation below the lowest calibrator, method blank detections, and integration artifacts can all produce apparent DNQ values, which
contribute to the un-reliability of these values.

(1) - Residual chlorine and pH analysis have a 15 minute holding time for both drinking and waste water samples as defined by the EPA and
40 CFR 136. Waste water and ground water (monitoring well) samples must be field filtered to meet the 15 minute holding time for dissolved
metals.

Summations of analytes (i.e. Total Trihalomethanes) may appear to add individual amounts incorrectly, due to rounding of analyte values
occurring before or after the total value is calculated, as well as rounding of the total value.

RL Multiplier is the factor used to adjust the reporting limit (RL) due to variations in sample preparation procedures and dilutions required for
matrix interferences.

Due to the subjective nature of the Threshold Odor Method, all characterizations of the detected odor are the opinion of the panel of
analysts. The characterizations can be found in Standard Methods 2170B Figure 2170:1.

The MCLs provided in this report (if applicable) represent the primary MCLs for that analyte.

Definitions

mg/L: Milligrams/Liter (ppm) MDL: Method Detection Limit MDA95:  Min. Detected Activity
mg/Kg: Milligrams/Kilogram (ppm) RL: Reporting Limit: DL x Dilution MPN: Most Probable Number
pg/L: Micrograms/Liter (ppb) ND: None Detected at RL CFU: Colony Forming Unit
ug/Kg: Micrograms/Kilogram (ppb) pCi/L: Picocuries per Liter Absent:  Less than 1 CFU/100mLs
Y%: Percent Recovered (surrogates) RL Mult: ~ RL Multiplier Present: 1 or more CFU/100mLs
NR: Non-Reportable MCL: Maximum Contaminant Limit

Please see the individual Subcontract Lab's report for applicable certifications.

BSK is not accredited under the NELAC program for the following parameters: NA**

Certifications: Please refer to our website for a copy of our Accredited Fields of Testing under each certification.

Fresno

State of California - ELAP 1180 State of Hawaii 4021
State of Nevada CA000792016-1 State of Oregon - NELAC 4021

EPA - UCMR3 CA00079 State of Washington C997-15
Sacramento

State of California - ELAP 2435

Vancouver

State of Oregon - NELAC WA100008-007 State of Washington C824-14a

A5K1741 FINAL 12072015 1441

Printed

QA-RP-0001-10 Final.rpt www.BSKAssociates.com

1 12/7/2015

AS5K1741

Soluri Meserve

| Page160f19 |






NN A

AS5K1741

L 11192015

B S KAS 92 9 3 Turnaround:  Standard

Due Date:  12/7/2015

BSK Associates - Sacramento

Printed: 11/19/2015 _5:06:41PM
Page 17 of 19 |











