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Attachment A

Response to the NDEP Comments Dated February 2, 2006 on the Revised Periodic Groundwater Monitoring Plan for Groundwater Sampling and Analysis, dated January 2006

1.
Cover sheet, the cover sheet was placed behind the response to comment letter.  This issue has been evident on several submittals as of late and should be addressed.  Also, the cover sheet was not signed by Ranajit Sahu in the space that was provided.  Dr. Sahu should either sign in the indicated area or be deleted from the cover sheet.

Response: Dr. Sahu’s name has been deleted from the cover sheet and will be included on a separate page.

2.
Section 4.1, page 4-2, first bullet, the NDEP requires additional clarification on the following issues:

a.
BRC states “To establish baseline conditions – groundwater levels will be measured and water quality samples will be collected in areas where there is limited or no historical information.” (italics added for emphasis).  This statement seems to imply that analytical data and water level data will be collected in a limited number of wells to presumably fill data gaps.  The NDEP is concerned that BRC will be collecting a non-contemporaneous data set that may be difficult to draw conclusions from.  The NDEP expects that BRC will collect water quality and/or water level data in accordance with Figure 1-2 until further discussions are held with the NDEP on this matter.  All submittals need to be as transparent as possible for uniform understanding by all stakeholders.

Response: BRC has revised the Groundwater Monitoring Plan text per the NDEP comment to reference the collection of water quality and/or water level data in accordance with Figure 1-2 and Table 2-1.

b.
BRC goes on to state “Note: The complete GMP Analytical Program – Table 4-6 list of analytes will be sampled for during the next proposed sampling event (April 2006). (italics added for emphasis).  Based on this statement it appears that the entire analytical program is proposed to be implemented in April 2006 only and that some sub-set is proposed thereafter.  This is unacceptable.  The NDEP expects that the full analytical program will be implemented for a minimum of four quarters.  This expectation appears to be confirmed in Section 4.2 of the Groundwater Monitoring Plan (GMP).

Response: BRC has revised the Groundwater Monitoring Plan text per the NDEP comment to clarify the statement.

3.
Section 4.2, page 4-3, BRC discusses Table 4-2, the “detection matrix”, as being the basis for the GMP.  As has been discussed with BRC, the simple comparison of a detection versus a non-detect is not a means by which decisions will be made.  An expanded analysis, partially based on Table 4-3, will be required for the decision making process.  Detection limits, applicable water quality parameters, professional judgment and project goals are examples of other factors that will play into this decision making process.  It appears that these issues are adequately addressed in the following paragraphs of Section 4.2, however, the language discussed in the 2nd paragraph of the section is somewhat simplified and does not accurately portray the process.

Response: BRC has revised the Groundwater Monitoring Plan text per the NDEP comments to include examples of additional factors.

4.
Section 4.2, pages 4-5 and 4-6, BRC discusses other wells that are under consideration for inclusion in the GMP.  It is also the understanding of the NDEP that BRC will be installing additional wells on the north side of the site (as well as other locations as necessary) as part of the “Phase IV Drilling” that has been discussed previously.  It is the understanding of the NDEP that this drilling effort will be based, in part, on the 2005 “Willowstick” investigation that was conducted by BRC.  It would be helpful for the NDEP to understand when these investigations are planned to occur.

Response: BRC has revised the Groundwater Monitoring Plan text to address the issue of future drilling and monitoring events.
5.
Section 4.4, page 4-6, BRC states that the QAPP is under review by the NDEP.  This is not accurate.  The NDEP issued comments to the QAPP in December 2005 and is currently awaiting BRC’s response. 

Response: The Groundwater Monitoring Plan text has been revised in several locations to reference that the QAPP is being revised in response to the NDEP comments.

6.
Section 4.5.3, page 4-8, BRC indicates that the project Health and Safety Plan is currently being reviewed by the NDEP.  Please note that the NDEP does not have regulatory authority to review and comment on health and safety plans and will not be providing review comments to BRC.  This section should be revised accordingly.

Response: The Groundwater Monitoring Plan text has been revised to reference that the HSP has been submitted to the NDEP. BRC acknowledges that the NDEP will not be reviewing the HSP.

7.
Section 6.2.1, pages 6-1 and 6-2, it appears that this section does not match the format of the TIMET quarterly monitoring reports.  It is noted that BRC has not included the development of iso-concentration contours as party of the quarterly reports.  The number, format and frequency of the iso-concentration contours can be negotiated with the NDEP, however, BRC should assume that an iso-concentration contour map will be developed for each analyte until a reduced list of figures is negotiated with the NDEP.  Also, please note that, if legible, multiple analytes can be portrayed on a single figure.  It should also be noted that BRC has discussed the possibility of submitting electronic figures to the NDEP in ArcReader or a similar format, however, this agreement has not been finalized and BRC is encouraged to complete this negotiation.  Specifically, the NDEP needs to be provided with examples of electronic figures and may have comments to improve the format.

Response: BRC has revised the text to include isoconcentration maps within the appendices. Example ArcReader files have been submitted to the NDEP for their review and will be revised in response to any NDEP comments on these electronic figures.

8.
Section 6.3.1, page 6-3, BRC states that the project database is maintained and that it contains “data qualifiers resulting from data validation activties”.  The NDEP has not received any data validation reports to date.  By means of this comment the NDEP again requests that BRC initiate the submittal of data validation reports for the project data base.  In accordance with USEPA guidance all data that are to be used for this project should be validated.  The NDEP has provided guidance, via the July 11, 2005 letter and others, to BRC regarding data validation.  The NDEP again suggests that the format developed by TIMET and approved by the NDEP be used for the submission of data validation reports.

Response: Several data validation reports are currently being prepared by BRC and will be submitted to the NDEP. These data validation reports follow the report format developed by TIMET.

9.
Tables 2-1 and 4-2, these tables are difficult to read due to the font size, it is suggested that a larger paper size be used in the revised GMP.

Response: Per NDEP comments, Table 2-1has been re-formatted to fit on 11x17-inch paper. Table 4-2 was already formatted for an 11x17- inch paper.

10.
Table 4-3, the NDEP has the following comments:

a.
Due to errors in the previous version of this document the NDEP requested that BRC perform a thorough review of this table.  It is apparent that this has still not been completed.  Examples of errors that still exist in this table are detailed below.

b.
A Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) has not yet been promulgated for perchlorate and BRC has inaccurately portrayed this information.  A footnote should be provided that describes the significance of the 18 ppb number that is presented as it is not an MCL.

c.
The footnote for gross alpha should be clarified to note that gross alpha excludes the contributions from radon and uranium per the implementation rule for this MCL.

d.
BRC continues to represent the total trihalomethanes (TTHM) MCL as the MCL for chloroform.  This is incorrect and is not conservative.  BRC should include a footnote for each of the components of TTHM and evaluate these components in accordance with federal guidance.

e.
BRC continues to represent the combined radium-226/radium-228 MCL as the MCL for each component.  This is incorrect and is not conservative.  BRC should include a footnote to discuss this matter and evaluate these components in accordance with federal guidance.

f.
As discussed previously with BRC for the CAMU-area conceptual site model, detection limits should also be compared to the PRGs and MCLs in this table.

g.
The PRG and MCL for dioxin have not been included and should be.

h.
The MCL for fluoride is incorrect.

i.
Please note that the NDEP has water quality standards for some analytes (e.g.: pH) that are not presented due to a lack of PRG or MCL.  It is suggested that these water quality standards be addressed through a separate column or in the MCL column with a footnote (analogous to perchlorate).

j.
The quantitation limit for some compounds appears to be inaccurate (e.g.: 0 for hexavalent chromium).  Please address all instances.

k.
The tap water PRG for arsenic and hexavalent chromium and a number of other compounds are incorrect (presented as 0).  This same error is present for the MCL for a number of compounds.  Please address all instances.

l.
Please note that the NDEP has not comprehensively checked this table due to the number of errors and because it is the responsibility of BRC and the project CEM to perform QA/QC checks prior to submittal.

Response: a.
So noted. 

b. BRC has referenced the USEPA Assessment Guidance for Perchlorate, dated January 26, 2006 for Drinking Water Equivalent Level (DWEL) of 24.5 micrograms/liter. This is cited as a footnote on Table 4-3 and included as Attachment B in the text.  In addition, BRC has retained the NDEP provisional action level of 18 micrograms/liter.
c. through l.
BRC has revised Table 4-3 per the NDEP comments.
All changes to this Table including those made in response to NDEP’s comments are shown as shaded for ease of tracking.
   

11.
Tables 4-5 and 4-6 have not been reviewed as the site-related chemicals list is still in development and a revised submittal is expected from BRC in the near term.

Response: Tables 4-5 and 4-6 have been updated to reflect the final site-related chemicals list submitted to the NDEP on February 10, 2006.

