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1. General comment, this report lacks a “path forward” or “next steps” section.  BRC needs to not only present the data but also to draw conclusions and propose a path forward.

	Response:  A conference call meeting was held on March 20, 2009 to discuss NDEP comments.  The “path forward” as discussed by NDEP, BRC, and each entities respective consultants was as follows:
· Discontinue air monitoring at the off site locations and moisture-controlled areas, pending actions below.

· Supplement the existing air quality data with background sampling upwind and downwind of the plant sites.  Details regarding this are provided in Attachment A.

· Collect vehicle exhaust samples from the CAT and John Deere haul vehicles and a passenger truck to establish an emission profile for on-site vehicles.  Details regarding this are provided in Attachment B.
· Revise data tables to be more easily reviewed and interpreted; conduct additional quality assurance review to ensure accuracy and correct statistical formulas.
· Provide data to the NDEP from samples collected at the CAMU Slit Trench Area (Phase IIIC).  These are provided in Attachment C.  Based on this BRC proposes that the following analytes be eliminated for IIIC: TSP/Metals, asbestos, and Organochlorine Pesticides (EPA Method TO-4A).  BRC will continue to monitor for Dioxins/Furans (EPA Method TO-9A) and VOCs/SVOCs (EPA Method TO-13A) to continue.
· Revise summary reports to indicate that wind roses are provides for informational purposes only and will not be used to make upwind/downwind determinations.




2. General comment, regarding BRC’s position that the elevated concentrations are related to diesel exhaust, outdoor and indoor air concentrations of hexachlorobenzene (HCB) were measured in an urban area (Jacksonville, FL) and mean concentrations were 0.0002 ug/m3 and 0.0013 ug/m3 respectively.  The only data which shows air concentrations of hexachlorobenzene in the range of 0.009 – 0.2 ug/m3 or above is from the mid 1970s in areas around chlorinated solvent and pesticide manufacturing.  When no trucks are hauling, the air concentrations still exceeded the PRGs, yet the baseline sampling showed 99% of samples were below the detection limit.  Therefore, this could be an indication that site activity has increased the ambient air concentrations.  Conversely, the magnitude of difference between the samples was less than 3 fold during haul days versus non-haul day – except on 12/2/08, where the downwind sample was 10 times higher than the downwind concentration on the non-haul day.  Thus, it could be that since the baseline samples were not taken near the roadways the impact of normal traffic is not discernable.  It should be noted however, that most standard references like ATSDR toxprofile and Inchem do not cite diesel combustion as a source of HCB or 1,4 dichlorobenzene.  BRC should also consider the influence of the air stripper north of the BMI Corrective Action Management Unit and what effect this may have on the air samples.

	Response:  It is impractical for BRC to account for every possible source of HCB in the vicinity of the off-site air sampling stations.  Sampling conducted on the non-haul day demonstrated that the downwind site recorded a significantly higher concentration pointing to possible nearby source(s) of HCB.  BRC continues to believe that truck emissions can contain HCB – and will be collecting vehicle exhaust samples to support this.  In addition, the air stripper can also emit HCB.  Due to the location of the air sampling stations adjacent to Boulder highway and Warm Springs Road it is possible that vehicle emissions may have influenced samples during the non-hauling sampling event.  


3. General comment, due to the continued elevated levels of compounds in the upwind and downwind samplers the NDEP suggests the following:

a. BRC should select and install a sampler in a truly upwind location, remote from the BMI Plant Sites and the BMI Common Areas remediation project.  For example, the Basic Water Company reservoirs might be a feasible location.  Alternately, perhaps the south side of the TIMET facility or Tronox facility would be appropriate. 

i. The issue is that the BRC upwind and downwind samplers are so close to each other geographically that they may not be providing the most meaningful data.  

ii. For example, the upwind sampler during Phase IIIA was in close proximity to the decontamination pad and may have been influenced by idling trucks awaiting decontamination.

	Response:  See comment above.  BRC is proposing to install and operate 2 locations - upwind and downwind of the BMI plant sites.  See Attachment A. 




b. BRC should consider conducting a limited number of sampling events off of batteries and/or solar panels or some for of non-combustion based power.  The issue is that the generators may be skewing the sampling data with compounds that may not otherwise be present.

	Response:  The Phase I/baseline sampling was completed using small (specifically non-diesel) generators and no significant impacts were recorded.  Furthermore, the electrical requirements to power three Hi-Volume Polyurethane Foam (PUF) samplers and one asbestos sampler would require a bank of solar panels and batteries spread out over a large area or mounted on large secured poles.  This is not feasible as a practical manner.  


c. BRC should (as discussed in December 2008) collect samples of the truck exhaust.  Since BRC would be mobilizing specialized equipment for this effort it is suggested that BRC collect the following samples:

i. Several samples from a CAT truck exhaust.

ii. Several samples from a John Deere truck exhaust.

iii. Several samples from a non-diesel piece of equipment such as the generators and a passenger vehicle.

	Response:  BRC will comply.  Please see Attachment B.



4. Tables, the NDEP has the following comments:

a. Table 3, BRC needs to clarify how the calculations for the percentage difference between upwind and downwind samples are completed.

	Response:  Percent difference is calculated using the following formula to calculate percent difference (or percent increase in concentration) from upwind site to downwind site.

Equation:        (Downwind conc. - upwind conc.)/upwind conc. X 100 = Percent difference/increase




b. Table 5,  When comparing the dioxin/furan congeners to screening criteria, a total TEQ should be calculated based on all of the results and then compared to the preliminary remediation goal (PRG) for 2,4,7,8-TCDD.  NDEP has done that for the December data and has found that eight samples exceed the screening criteria.  BRC should go back and calculate the TEQ for the baseline data as a point of comparison.  Depending on the location, some ambient air samples (without a discernable source) may show average concentrations above the PRG. 

	Response: Total toxic equivalent (TEQ) values have been calculated for the background, off-site, and moisture-controlled monitoring data.  Total TEQs will be presented in the revised off site and moisture-controlled summary reports.    


c. Table 6, the NDEP has the following comments:

i. The highlighting on this table is inconsistent with the legend.  For example, concentrations that exceed a screening level are not always highlighted.

	Response: This error will be corrected in the revised report.


ii. It is interesting to note that the trend of the downwind sampler exceeding the upwind sampler (for 1,4-dichlorobenzenen (DCB)) continued on a non-hauling day.  This is a supporting line of evidence that vehicular traffic may be contributing to the 1,4-DCB concentrations..
iii. This pattern also appears to hold true for 1,2,4-trichlorobenzene (TCB), hexachlorobenzene (HCB)

	Response: BRC agrees with this general assessment that increases in DCB and TCB could be attributed to vehicle emissions.  However, this may also support the assessment that nearby sources could be impacting sample results in addition to vehicular traffic.  This line of reasoning would help to explain the increases in upwind versus downwind results during hauling.



1. General comment, it is not clear why this report is stamped “draft”.  It is expected that Deliverables will be considered “final” when submitted.

	Response:  This report was submitted as a draft with the expectation that NDEP would provide comments and expect a revised report.  The comments by NDEP will be addressed and the revised report will be submitted as Revision 1.




2. General comment, this report lacks a “path forward” or “next steps” section.  BRC needs to not only present the data but also to draw conclusions and propose a path forward.
	Response:  The report was submitted with conclusions as presented in Sections 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4.  The conclusions were summarized as such: there was a consistent lack of patterns that unequivocally proved that dry trench excavations negatively impacted the existing air quality.    

With regards to the metals data, the background/phase I monitoring demonstrated elevated levels of Manganese, Arsenic, and Cadmium with maximum concentrations of 0.66 ug/m3, 0.0019 ug/m3, and 0.0027 ug/m3, respectively.  The maximum Manganese, Arsenic, and Cadmium concentrations recorded during the moisture-controlled ponds excavation were 0.072 ug/m3, 0.0018 ug/m3, and 0.0065 ug/m3.  Cobalt was detected in six samples collected during the moisture-controlled pond excavation air monitoring; however, five of the six detections were flagged as being less than three times the uncertainty as reported by laboratory.

The asbestos results show a similar trend. The background/phase I monitoring recorded a maximum asbestos concentration of 0.0038 f/cm3.  The maximum asbestos concentrations recorded during the moisture-controlled ponds excavation was 0. 0020 f/cm3.    

With regards to the organic compound (PUF) sampling, the potentially large number of nearby emission sources call into question the lack of conclusive evidence.  The two chemicals that exceeded their respective screening criteria, alpha-BHC and Hexachlorobenzene were found in both the upwind samples and downwind samples.  

With regards to Dioxan/furans, total toxic equivalent (TEQ) values were calculated for all TO-9 sample results and four out of five upwind/downwind pairs had a higher TEQ at the upwind location.  Out of these five pairs, four upwind samples and three downwind samples exceeded the 2,3,7,8-TCDD PRG/MSSL of 0.045 ug/m3.    

The “path forward” presented by BRC will be discontinue, at this time, further air quality monitoring at the moisture controlled area based on the information presented above and the BRC response comments submitted for the Phase IIIA report.  If site conditions change that warrant additional evaluation, BRC will resume air monitoring at that time.


3. General comment, upwind/downwind determination.  Wind speed and predominant wind direction did not meet criteria for establishing the selection of downwind sample identification.  On at least 2 of the sampling days when the wind was blowing from the southwest (1/12-13/09 and 1/19-20/09), both BMI-06 and BMI-11 could have been considered downwind samples.  Therefore, it is difficult to interpret impacts from excavation.  For certain chemicals like alpha-BHC and hexachlorobenzene where background sources are minimal, it would be conservative to assume that detections above the health benchmarks are due to site activities.

	Response:  The criteria presented by BRC for establishing the upwind/downwind location was based on evaluating wind patterns and determining prevailing wind directions and wind speed.  The criterion of 5 m/s was not exceeded by any of the sample events.  However, the wind direction patterns were averaged over the entire sampling period. The average wind directions presented for the 1/12-1/13/09 and 1/19-1/20/09 sample events were 189.68 and 191.01 degrees, respectively.  Based on the location of site BMI-011 with respect to the moisture-controlled pond excavations, this would not be considered downwind.  An average wind direction in excess of about 220 degrees would be required for this site to be considered downwind.  Therefore, BRC disagrees with this assumption.  

BRC disagrees with the assumption that “detections above the health benchmarks are due to site activities.”  Wind patterns in conjunction with other site monitoring results i.e. off-site upwind results show that a nearby (off-site) source of alpha-BHC and hexachlorobenzene exist and could be impacting the upwind and downwind sample results.
As discussed in the Phase IIIA response to comments, BRC will provide wind rose diagrams for informational purposes only.



4. General comment, reviewing the  alpha-BHC, 4,4-DDE and hexachlorobenzene results and given that there no significant background sources of these chemicals has been demonstrated, it appears that the excavation is impacting the ambient air and that better dust control is necessary.  Although there are no standards for the TSP, it is an indicator of dust control and for all but one sampling day, the “downwind” sample is higher than the upwind sample, and for the one day, where it was not, it is not clear that the “downwind” designation is correct.

	Response:  See response comment above.  Based on additional air monitoring results, BRC believes there may be a nearby source of alpha-BHC, and hexachlorobenzene .  Regarding 4,4-DDE, air concentrations were captured at both the upwind and downwind sites at the moisture-controlled pond excavation and the off-site areas.  In fact, the upwind concentrations for 4,4-DDE were higher at the off-site sample location and the moisture-controlled pond excavation results were recorded just above laboratory detection limits and well below the health-based screening criteria.

Regarding TSP, the PAMP presented a PM10 “threshold” value of 50 ug/m3 in the difference between upwind and downwind concentrations as a standard for dust control effectiveness.  The maximum TSP concentration recorded during the moisture-controlled pond excavation was 30.12 ug/m3 at the upwind site.  TSP is a more conservative indicator of dust that PM10 so BRC feels that the dust control measures are being and have been appropriately implemented.

Regarding the upwind/downwind comment, please see previous NDEP comment and BRC response earlier.




5. Section 1, please noted that “NDEP” is the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection (emphasis added).

	Response:  This typographical error will be corrected in the revised report.



6. Section 3.2, the conclusion that “had the excavation work been the source of air emissions, a distinct pattern of higher downwind concentrations should have been observed for all metals” is  not correct.  It is known that there are background sources of some metals that can contribute to the concentrations seen at the various samplers – especially for manganese and arsenic.  Furthermore, this statement should be compared to the variability observed in the baseline samples.  In addition, due to the heterogeneous nature of the wastes disposed of in the BMI Common Areas, it is not clear why one would expect “all” metals to be elevated.
	Response:  The variability in the metals concentrations was discussed in a previous response.  The statement made regarding a distinct pattern for metals is based on the knowledge that the upwind/downwind analysis did not present any consistent trend or incremental increase from upwind to downwind.  In fact, a number of metals had significant decreases in concentrations.




7. Section 3.3, the NDEP has the following comments:

· TEQs should be calculated for the dioxin/furans. 
	Response: Dioxan/furans total toxic equivalent (TEQ) values were calculated for all five sample “events” using TO-9 sample results.  All TEQ values were above the screening criteria of 0.045 ug/m3 for 2,3,7,8-TCDD and four upwind/downwind pairs had a higher TEQ at the upwind location.  The sample event on 1/13/09 had only downwind samples due to a stolen generator at site BMI-11.  


· It is not clear why there are differing numbers of upwind and downwind samples.  Please explain. 
	Response: The only sample event that did not contain both upwind and downwind sample collection occurred on January 13, 2009 because the site generator was stolen at site BMI-11.  Site personnel had already set up and initiated the sample at site BMI-06 and then proceeded to site BMI-11 at which time it was discovered that the generator was stolen.



· Regarding alpha-BHC, the statement that alpha-BHC was detected in 5 of 9 sampling events is not correct.  It was detected in 8 of 9 sampling events.  Also, in the alpha-BHC column, the maximum value is not correct.  It is not clear why the increasing trend upwind to downwind for the alpha-BHC is not discussed.  Also, it appears that there are errors in the spreadsheets used to make the calculations that support BRC’s statements.
	Response: NDEP is correct.  There were in fact 8 out of 9 samples that had detections for alpha-BHC.  The maximum value for alpha-BHC is incorrect as well.  These errors will be corrected in the revised report.  It must also be noted that the term “event” was incorrectly applied; an “event” was synonymous with a sample date i.e. 1/16/09 and samples collected at both the upwind and downwind sites are represented as an “event”.  This error will be corrected in the revised report.  The spreadsheet error will be corrected in the revised report. 

The issue of increasing concentrations of alpha-BHC from upwind to downwind is acknowledged.  The increase could be attributed to site activities.  However, samples collected at the off-site sample locations had alpha-BHC concentrations in both the upwind and downwind samples with a 68 percent decrease in concentration from upwind to downwind for one sample event.  This points to the possibility that off-site sources may be impacting overall site-wide air quality.  Furthermore, only three out of eight samples exceeded the screening criteria of 0.011 ug/m3.




· Similarly for 4,4-DDE, the statement that it was detected 4 out of 9 sampling events is not correct.  It was detected in 5 of 9 sampling events.
	Response: NDEP is correct.  There were in fact 5 out of 9 samples that had detections of 4,4-DDE.  This will be corrected in the revise report.




8. Table 3, the NDEP has the following comments:

· The note regarding the purple highlighting” is cut off, please correct this.

	Response: This will be corrected in the revised report.


· The revised report should have text that specifically addresses what the site activities, wind speeds, etc. were on 1/16/09.

	Response:  Site activities on 1/16/09 consisted of material excavation, stockpiling, and hauling.  Wind conditions during the sample event were as follows: the average wind direction was 174.7 degrees; the average wind speed was 1.19 meters per second; The maximum hourly average wind speed was 4.9 meters per second. 


Attachment a

BAsic remediation company
background/off site air quality monitoring Scope of work

The proposed air quality monitoring will consist of air monitoring upwind and downwind of the BMI plant sites to evaluate plant emissions.  The proposed air monitoring schedule will be to collect two sets of 24-hour samples twice per week for 4 weeks resulting in 16 sets of air samples.  Each set of samples will be collected and analyzed for organochlorine pesticides, dioxins/furans, volatile organic compounds, total suspended particulate (TSP), metals, and asbestos.  The 16 sets of air samples will consist of 8 upwind and 8 downwind pairs.  

The proposed upwind location will be approximately 1 mile southeast of the BMI plant sites at the Basic Water Company Reservoirs and the downwind site will be located north of the BMI plant sites at the southeast corner of the CAMU site, currently designated as site CAMU-01.  The locations of the proposed sites are presented in Attachment A - Figure 1.  Each sampling station will be configured to collect air samples for a continuous 24-hour sample period.  Exact sample dates and time to be established, but the preliminary approach is to begin collecting samples in April and May 2009.  Quality assurance samples will also be collected and consists of one trip blank sample to be analyzed for all analytical parameters discussed above.

Air quality monitoring parameters will be consistent with the BMI Complex Phase III air monitoring approach. Samples will be collected, handled, stored, and analyzed using U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Compendium Methods TO-4A, TO-9A, TO-13A, I.O. 2.1/3.3, and NIOSH Method 7400.  All sample collection and handling will be performed by qualified Tetra Tech air sampling personnel.

Tetra Tech staff will be on-site for approximately one to two days to install the temporary sampling stations and program samplers.  After the initial sample collection, Tetra Tech staff will be onsite to remove the samples.  This process will be repeated for all eight (8) sample collection events over the duration of the four-week sample period.  At the completion of the monitoring effort, Tetra Tech staff will disassemble and remove the stations and all sampling equipment.  
After receipt of laboratory results, Tetra Tech will prepare a summary report of results and findings.  The report will be submitted to NDEP within four weeks of receiving all laboratory results.  All samples will be submitted to respective laboratories with the standard turn around time (TAT) of 10 working days.  
Each sampling station will be configured with the following air sampling equipment and sample media:

· Three identical Tisch Environmental Model TE-1000 Hi-Volume Polyurethane Foam (PUF) samplers configured to collect air samples using EPA Methods TO-4A, TO-9A, and TO-13A

· One BGI Inc. PQ100 Low-Volume sampler configured to collect air samples for TSP and metals using EPA Methods I.O. 2.3

· One SKC Inc. low volume pump configured to collect air samples for asbestos using NIOSH Method 7400 

All samplers will be calibrated and operated according to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) guidance, National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH), or Occupational Safety and Health (OSHA) methods.  All samplers are outfitted with timers to document conditions during sample collection.  A summary of sample parameters is presented in Table 1.
TABLE 1

BMI COMPLEX AIR SAMPLING PARAMETERS SUMMARY

	Analytical Parameter
	Equipment Manufacturer/ Model
	Sample Media
	Sample Frequency/ Sample Events
	Sample Handling Temperature/ hold time
	Laboratory/ Analytical Method

	Organochlorine Pesticides    (TO-4A)
	Tisch Environmental/TE-1000
	Polyurethane foam cartridge/102 mm quartz fiber filter
	24hr. cont. sample/twice per week for 4 weeks
	<4oC/7 days
	Air Toxics Ltd./Method TO-4A

	PCDDs/PCDFs (TO-9A)
	Tisch Environmental/TE-1000
	Polyurethane foam cartridge/102 mm quartz fiber filter
	24hr. cont. sample/twice per week for 4 weeks
	<4oC/7 days
	Frontier Ltd./Method TO-9A

	VOCs/SVOCs   (TO-13A)
	Tisch Environmental/TE-1000
	Polyurethane foam cartridge/102 mm quartz fiber filter
	24hr. cont. sample/twice per week for 4 weeks
	<4oC/7 days
	Air Toxics Ltd./Method TO-13A

	TSP/Metals
	BGI, Inc./PQ100
	47mm Teflon fiber filter
	24hr. cont. sample/twice per week for 4 weeks
	None/30 days
	Chester Labnet/ Method IO-2.1; Method IO-3.3

	Asbestos
	SKC, Inc.

224-PCXR8
	25mm mixed cellulose ester filter
	24hr. cont. sample/twice per week for 4 weeks

weeks
	None/N/A
	AES Laboratory/ NIOSH 7400


Notes:

<

=
less than

(C

=
degree Celsius 

cont.

=
continuous

hr

=
hour
mm

=
millimeter
N/A

=
not applicable
Attachment B

BAsic remediation company

vehicle emission sampling Scope of work

The proposed vehicle emission sampling will consist of collecting samples from three types of vehicles that travel on and between the Eastside and CAMU areas of the BMI Complex remediation site.  The proposed sampling approach is collect one set of 30-minute samples from each of the three vehicles during idle.  Each set of samples will be collected and analyzed for organochlorine pesticides, dioxins/furans, volatile organic compounds, total suspended particulate (TSP), and metals.

Each sampling system will be configured to collect in-line exhaust samples for a (up to) 30 continuous minutes.  Quality assurance samples will also be collected and consists of one trip blank sample to be analyzed for all analytical parameters discussed above.

Samples will be collected, handled, stored, and analyzed using U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Compendium Methods TO-4A TO-9A, TO-13A (all TO methods modified for low volume sampling), and Methods I.O. 2.1/3.3.  All sample collection and handling will be performed by qualified Tetra Tech air sampling personnel.

Tetra Tech staff will be on-site for approximately one day to set up and collect the samples.  At the completion of the sampling effort, Tetra Tech staff will disassemble and remove the sampling equipment.  

After receipt of laboratory results, Tetra Tech will prepare a summary report of results and findings.  The report will be submitted to NDEP within four weeks of receiving all laboratory results.  All samples will be submitted to respective laboratories with the standard turn around time (TAT) of 10 working days.  

Each sampling “train” will be configured with the following air sampling equipment and sample media:

· Three identical SKC Inc. low volume sample pumps configured and connected to low-volume Polyurethane Foam (PUF) cartridge configured to collect in-line exhaust samples that will be analyzed for EPA Methods TO-4A, TO-9A, and TO-13A (TO methods modified for low volume sampling)
· One BGI Inc. PQ100 Low-Volume sampler configured to collect in-line exhaust samples for TSP and metals using EPA Methods I.O. 2.3  and 3.3
All samplers will be calibrated and operated according to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) guidance, National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH), or Occupational Safety and Health (OSHA) methods.  All samplers are outfitted with timers to document sample flow and elapsed time conditions during sample collection.  

TABLE 1

BMI COMPLEX VEHICLE EMISSION SAMPLING SUMMARY

	Analytical Parameter
	Equipment Manufacturer/ Model
	Sample Media
	Sample Duration/Total volume
	Sample Handling Temperature/ hold time
	Laboratory/ Analytical Method

	Organochlorine Pesticides    (TO-4A)
	SKC Inc./Model  224-PCXR8 Low-volume pump 
	Glass low-volume PUF cartridge
	Continuous 30-minute sample/

approx. 150 L
	<4oC/7 days
	Air Toxics Ltd./Modified Method TO-4A

	PCDDs/PCDFs (TO-9A)
	SKC Inc./Model  224-PCXR8Low-volume pump 
	Glass low-volume PUF cartridge
	Continuous 30-minute sample/ approx. 150 L
	<4oC/7 days
	Frontier Ltd./ Modified Method TO-9A

	VOCs/SVOCs   (TO-13A)
	SKC Inc./Model  224-PCXR8 Low-volume pump 
	Glass low-volume PUF cartridge/ Tenax-TA mesh
	Continuous 30-minute sample/ approx. 150 L
	<4oC/7 days
	Air Toxics Ltd./ Modified Method TO-13A

	TSP/Metals
	BGI, Inc./PQ100
	47mm Teflon fiber filter
	Continuous 30-minute sample/ approx. 500 L
	None/30 days
	Chester Labnet/ Method IO-2.1; Method IO-3.3


Notes:

<

=
less than

(C

=
degree Celsius 
approx.

=  approximately
cont.

=
continuous

hr

=
hour

mm

=
millimeter

N/A

=
not applicable
PUF

=  polyurethane foam
Attachment C
BAsic remediation company

camu slit trench request for sampling reduction

This summary and request for reduction in air quality monitoring requirements for PUF TO-4, TSP/Metals, and asbestos monitoring at the CAMU Slit Trench area are provided with supporting air quality data and rationale.  All information is presented for discussion purposes.

The air monitoring stations are located on the north and south sides of slit trenches.  Site CAMUS1 is to the north and CAMUS2 is to the south.  And it is assumed that site CAMUS1 is downwind and CAMUS2 is upwind.  A summary of all analytical data is presented in Attachment C - Table 1.
Rationale for elimination of PUF TO-4 sampling:

The PUF TO-4 sampling conducted at the off-site and dry trench areas had recurring detections for alpha-BHC.  Thus far only one sample contained another TO-4 chemical, Gamma BHC and it was detected at just above the detection limit of 0.01 ug/m3 and was limited to one sample collected on 2/10/09.  It appears that alpha-BHC may be an area source and not limited to the Slit Trench activity.  Furthermore, of the 27 chemicals of concern contained in the TO-4 method, alpha-BHC and Gamma-BHC were the only chemicals detected for all Slit Trench monitoring.

Rationale for elimination of TSP/Metals and asbestos sampling:

TSP/Metals and asbestos sampling is currently being conducted at 4 locations at the CAMU site and consist of 2 Slit Trench sites and 2 perimeter sites.  Sampling near the Slit Trench was used to verify that additional metals were not being released in excess concentrations at the Slit Trench area.  The perimeter sampling is being conducted on a routine basis twice per week.  The data shows a very good correlation with the perimeter sites (where available) and the perimeter sites contain a greater percentage of samples that include a higher average and maximum concentration than the Slit Trench sites.  This may be the result of overall site-wide emissions that are being captured by the perimeter samples.  

The asbestos samples show a similar relationship and perimeter sampling will capture site-wide asbestos emissions.

All laboratory reports can be submitted electronically to support this request.
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