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Appendix A-2

1.
General Comment, it is the NDEP’s assumption that the SOPs have not changed, outside of the changes detailed in the response-to-comments (RTC) letter.  If this is not the case, please discuss this matter with the NDEP.

Response: NDEP is correct. Other than the following: standard formatting changes for consistency; abbreviation and spelling corrections; page numbering corrections; corrections to references; and corrections to ensure consistency between the SOP titles and the SOP list, no other changes were made to the document.
2.
General Comment, please consider including an SOP for PID screening techniques.  This SOP should describe the selection of bulbs for the PID and how this selection correlates to the site-related chemical (SRC) list.  Limitations of this technique should also be discussed (due to high ionization potentials of certain contaminants at the site).  This SOP could be expanded to include the use of Draeger tubes or other screening techniques, if applicable.  It is the belief of the NDEP that this SOP is necessary and should be tied to SOP-37; the project Health and Safety Plan (HASP); and other applicable SOPs.  This new SOP should list the other SOPs that need to reference this SOP.

Response: SOP-39, titled “Photoionization Detector (PID) Screening Procedure”, has been added to the list of SOPs and SOP document.
SOP-39 contains the following text regarding other SOPs that have reference the use of PIDs: “Other SOPs that reference use of PIDs are SOP-3 (Groundwater Monitoring Well Development), SOP-13 (Operating and Calibration Procedures - Field Equipment), SOP-14 (Field Documentation), SOP-17 (Soil Logging), SOP-18 (Soil Sampling for VOCs Using EnCore™ Samplers), SOP-30 (Field Analytical Procedure), and SOP-37 (Active Soil Gas Investigation).” 

In addition, the following has been added to each of the seven SOPs that reference use of PIDs: “(Note: see SOP-39 for additional information on PID principles and procedures.)” 
3.
General Comment, Introduction, this section should discuss how this document fulfills the requirements of a field sampling plan (FSP) as described by the USEPA.  Please include references to the applicable reference materials.  It is the preference of the NDEP that this document is referred to as an FSP in the future (for compliance with USEPA guidance).

Response: The title has been changed to ‘Field Sampling and Standard Operating Procedures’ to reflect its content. In addition, text has been added to the Introduction that references the following USEPA guidance documents regarding FSPs:

USEPA. 1988. Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies Under CERCLA. Interim Final. EPA/540/G-89/004. Office of Emergency and Remedial Response, Washington, DC. October.

USEPA. 2001. Guidance for Preparing Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs). EPA QA/G-6. EPA/240/B-01/004. Office of Environmental Information, Washington, DC. March.

USEPA. 2002. Guidance on Choosing a Sampling Design for Environmental Data Collection for Use in Developing a Quality Assurance Project Plan. EPA QA/G-5S. Office of Environmental Information, Washington, DC. December.

USEPA. 2006. Guidance on Systematic Planning Using the Data Quality Objectives Process. EPA QA/G-4
. Office of Environmental Information, Washington, DC. February.

Reference to field sampling plans, and the required elements of such plans, has also been added to the Introduction section. In addition, Section 2 References, has been added to the document. 
4.
SOP-0, Quality Assurance and Quality Control for Submittals to the NDEP, the NDEP has the following comments:

a.
General comment, please add a step to the review process to include the development of a tracking mechanism to document which team members completed quality checks on the submittal.  This documentation should be included in all future submittals as a sheet behind the CEM jurat.  In addition, it is requested that the CEM jurat page be dated by the project CEM when it is signed.

Response: The following sentence has been added to the final paragraph of this SOP “Sign-off by team members who have completed quality checks on the document shall be included on a sheet behind the CEM jurat.” The SOP already states in the 2nd to last paragraph, regarding the CEM jurat, that “…the date on which the document was signed, …”.
b.
Section 3.0, the SOP specifies that the reviewer will check drawings for “gross errors”.  It is requested that the reviewer check the drawing for “errors” not “gross errors” exclusively.

Response: The word ‘gross’ has been removed.
c.
Section 3.0, it is recommended that the reviewer check the drawings versus all applicable tables and text.  Drawings should correlate to the information being described in the tables as text.

Response: The first bullet of Section 3.0 has been changed to: “Review of all project drawings and designs to identify errors; conflicts between drawings, tables, and text; and omissions in detail, dimensions, and identification.”
d.
Section 4.0, please note that NDEP comments should be reviewed prior to generation of any part of the submittal.  This SOP states that “review comments, along with comment responses, shall be reviewed prior to submitting comment responses to the NDEP.”  It is the belief of the NDEP that this statement does not properly weight the importance of the review of the NDEP’s comments.  In addition, the entire document (calculations, drawings, text) should be checked to determine compliance with the NDEP’s comments and BRC’s responses, prior to submittal.

Response: The following sentence has been added to the final paragraph of this SOP “In addition, the entire document (including calculations, drawings, and text) shall be checked to determine compliance with the NDEP’s comments and BRC’s responses, prior to submittal.”
5.
SOP-16, the NDEP has the following comments:

a.
BRC has not responded appropriately to the NDEP’s previous comment #7a dated February 1, 2006.  The bullet has not been revised and no reference is provided for the reviewer to determine where to locate the documentation regarding the instrumentation that is being used.  BRC states that “The monitoring instrumentation has been provided.  It should be noted that this SOP was prepared by Dr. C.E. Schmidt, a recognized expert in the field of soil vapor flux sampling.”  The response should have stated that “The monitoring instrumentation has been provided in Section xx.xx and the bullet has been revised to include a cross-reference.”  Additionally, please note that Dr. Schmidt’s credentials were not in question as part of this comment and the statement provided by BRC is not an appropriate response.

Response: We believe the comment is referring to NDEP’s previous comment #7c. The following is the revision that was made to Section 5.2, page 14, 6th bullet, based on this previous comment “Monitor the outlet gas concentrations using an OVA and record data every residence time”. As stated previously in this section (1st paragraph of page 14) “The outlet line will include a sampling manifold for monitoring and/or collection of the gaseous specie of interest.”
b.
Section 6.4, page 19, please verify that the specified laboratories are included in the project QAPP, as applicable.


Response: Because of NDEP laboratory-certification requirements, it is anticipated that STL will be used for all air sample analyses. SOP-16 text has been revised to reflect the use of STL rather than Environmental Analytical Services (EAS) and Radon Testing Corporation of America. 
6.
SOP-38, the certificate of calibration that is provided as an attachment to this SOP is past due.  Per the SOP, calibrations should be performed annually, at a minimum.  Please insure that the equipment is properly calibrated prior to use.

Response: Comment noted. The equipment will be properly calibrated prior to use.
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