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Appendix A-6
Response to NDEP Comments on SOP-16 Flux Chamber Source Testing
dated December 11, 2007
I.
GENERAL COMMENTS

1.
Please note that page numbers called out are based on the redline strikeout version.

Response: Noted. 
2.
Please confirm that the document date should be November 21, 2007 (cover page still shows the August 27, 2007 date) and that Dr. Schmidt authored this revision.  

Response: Yes, SOP-16 Revision 2 was prepared and submitted November 21, 2007. The latest revision of SOP-16, Revision 3, and these responses to comments, were prepared by Dr. Schmidt, and, dated and submitted January 4, 2008. 
3.
The SOP does not appear to reflect flux chamber investigations other than the originally planned on-site investigation.  Please update the SOP such that investigations other than the original on site investigation are adequately addressed.  Please note that specific investigations do not need to be identified.

Response: Agreed. The intent of SOP-16 was to create a technical guidance document that reflected the sample collection and analytical methodology that was to be used on all site work regardless of geography. SOP Revision 3 addresses this goal and the revisions should reflect this purpose. All of the geographic-specific information will be found in area-specific work plans or the Field Sampling Plans (FSPs).

Please note that SOP documents and work plans are meant to be ‘living documents’, to be updated periodically.  We have focused on the specific work plans and did not bring this version current to reflect changes in the program. In that spirit, there are potential changes currently in the making, which include the field research regarding assessing radon flux. SOP-16 Revision 3, for instance, still carries the ‘static chamber’ technology (AKA 5-gallon bucket) approach using activated charcoal sorbent canisters as an option to real-time radon monitoring in the dynamic flux chamber using the PTG-7RN radon detector. Currently, we need to carry both approaches until the tried and true but antiquated static chamber method can be replaced with the radon detector method, if proven. Likewise, the nomenclature and analytical menu currently in use as per the latest round of meeting and requested changes to the program have been incorporated (e.g., TO-14 nomenclature replaced by TO-15; TO-15 SIM short list at lowest RLs and TO-15 long list at the best possible RLs). 
II.
SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Section 1.0
Introduction

1.
Page 1, third paragraph – This paragraph is very confusing, does not address investigations such as the current off-site investigation, and doesn’t appear to add value to the SOP.  The NDEP recommends deleting this paragraph.  Please note that pre-remediation flux data can be used for purposes of post-remediation risk assessments if risks associated with the pre-remediation data are de minimis.  If not, the contribution of pre-remediation flux risks to pre-remediation risk (i.e. cumulative risk) should be considered when establishing cumulative remediation goals.

Response: Agreed. This paragraph has been removed from the document. BRC believes the reason this paragraph was added had to do with intended data use, which is often a topic included in APA work plans or SOP documents.
Section 4.0
Quality Assurance Objectives

2.
Page 8 (and other sections that discuss analytical methods), it is not clear why EPA Method TO-14 is still cited in the SOP.  EPA Method TO-15 provides a more comprehensive list of VOCs and NDEP recently provided an evaluation of the laboratory’s (EAS) reporting limits to BRC which supports the use of this method.  Please provide rationale for including both methods in the SOP.

Response: This is partly a ‘carry-over’ from historic application of the TO-14 versus TO-15 analytical methodology. Historically when cryo-trapping was used as the method for concentrating the air sample from the canister prior to injection into the GC, TO-14 was the method as opposed to TO-15 which allowed for sample concentration using a solid sorbent and thermal desorption. The cryo-trapping was better for attaining low, low level RLs and MDLs where the solid sorbent trapping and thermal desorption was better for a wide range of compounds including polar compounds that act like water. The revision herein reflects the current ‘state of the art’ for the method which is TO-15 SIM short list (lowest attainable RLs and MDLs for a short list of compounds) and TO-15 full scan analysis (best RLs and MDLs for a long list of compounds). 
3.
Page 9, Table 1, please note that EAS currently lists 86 analytes for EPA Method TO-15 yet Table 1 indicates that 70 target compounds will be reported.  Please identify the TO-15 analytes that will not be reported and provide rationale for excluding them from flux chamber investigations.

Response: The target list of 86 compounds is EAS’s full list available for analysis based on the number of standards that they have in house for compounds that respond as VOCs (vapor pressure) for analysis from a canister. Low detection limits, which are important, are achieved by limiting the number of compounds in the analysis. Seventy compounds have been selected and 16 eliminated from the list. The modified list is an effort to focus on compounds that may be found as related to known compound use on the site and compounds found in groundwater, and eliminate compounds that are believed to be unrelated or ubiquitous in the urban environment. The full list doesn’t really add any useful information and causes the analysis to be less sensitive. The main goal is to be able to identify the signature of any target plumes, provide data for exposure assessment, and insure that there are not unknown compounds that may be present.
4.
Page 11, first paragraph after bullets, reference is made to “this” testing effort.  Please revise this sentence to read “The data collection will include Level 3…”.  Also, please add a description of the most recently proposed radon data collection methodology in this and other sections that address radon data collection (e.g., Sections 2.2, 2.4, 5.1, 5.3, 9.4).  Alternately, it could be noted that this SOP will be revised pending the validation of the new, proposed radon data collection method.

Response: Agreed. The document has been revised to reflect this comment. Also, as noted above, potential changes currently in the making, which include the field research regarding assessing radon flux will be reflected in a future revision of this SOP.
5.
Page 13, Section 4.4, please delete references to “the post-remediation risk assessment”.  Please note that representativeness criteria are also dependent on source and exposure information as well as data distributions.

Response: Reference to post-remediation risk assessment has been removed. References to data distribution as well as source and exposure information have been added. 
6.
Page 30, Section 9.3.2 , Table 7, please provide rationale for the analytes listed for SIM analysis, as well as the need for the RLs listed.

Response: The 22 compounds selected for SIM analysis are believed to be those most likely to be detected as compared to the full list, based on historical data collection efforts. Like the selection of the 70 from the maximum available full scan list of 86, lowest detection limits are achieved by limiting the compound list for the analysis. The combination of using a reasonably comprehensive full list and a project-specific short list for SIM offers the ‘best of both worlds’, meaning what SIM and full scan TO-15 can afford. 
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