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Response to NDEP Comments Received February 23, 2009 on the Sampling and Analysis Plan for the Western Hook-Open Space Sub-Area dated January 2009
General Comments:

1. There are elevated levels of arsenic, manganese, dioxins/furans, and perchlorate in the historical data which makes it difficult to understand why there will be no remediation conducted prior to sampling. 

Response: As demonstrated in the revised Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP), consistent with general comment #2 below, comparisons are now made to a recreational use scenario, based on the proposed land use for this sub-area. This results in fewer exceedances, and causes this sub-area to be consistent with the approach for SAPs prepared for other sub-areas for the project. This SAP has been revised based on this proposed land use scenario.
2. The development plans show the intent for recreational use rather than residential.  Throughout the entire sampling and analysis plan (SAP), however, reference is made to residential risk assessment, and comparisons are made between the historical Site data and residential Basic Comparison Levels (BCLs).  There are additional references that allude to the intent to conduct a risk assessment using the data collected as outlined in this SAP to estimate the risk under a residential scenario.  These references need to be rectified so that it is clear that the intent of this SAP is to ultimately support risk assessment for a recreational-user scenario.

Response: The SAP has been revised to address the intended recreational use scenario for this sub-area, rather than a residential scenario. 

Specific Comments:

3. Page 1-3; last paragraph in Section 1.0, 1st sentence.  It is not clear what this sentence means.  Please rewrite or clarify.  Sampling procedures sounds like field sampling activities, although that does not appear to be the intent.  And, it is not clear what is meant by remaining contaminants will be determined.

Response: The subject text has been rewritten for clarification. 

4. Page 1-3; first paragraph in Section 1.1, 4th sentence.  Please note that the objective is to collect information to perform a risk assessment.  Site characterization is part of the process, but, as noted in the 2nd last sentence, the objective ultimately is risk assessment.

Response: The subject sentence has been revised to clarify the objective. 

5. Page 2-1; 2nd paragraph, 2nd sentence.  77 acres have been described, but the other 74 have not (note that they are described in Section 3, but they also need to be described here).

Response: The text has been expanded on page 2-1  to include a brief description of the remaining (74 acres) non-pond portion of the Site. 

6. Page 2-1; 2nd paragraph:  Please clarify where the aerial photographs depict an east-west trending linear feature.  It is not very evident.

Response: The text has been moved to the end of Section 2.3 (page 2-6), and reference to Figure 7 has been provided. In addition, the feature is identified on Figure 7. 

7. Page 2-2; 1st full paragraph, 3rd and 4th sentences.  It is not clear that the 4th sentence follows from the 3rd.  Please clarify why ecological receptors do not need to be addressed.

Response: The subject text, which as been moved to its own paragraph below its previous location (page 2-2), has been revised to clarify why ecological receptors do not need to be addressed. 

8. Page 2-2; 2nd paragraph.  The imported soils will probably not be “top soils” in the gardening context of that term.  They will just be fill material imported from other Sites.  The word “top” should probably be deleted.
Response: The word “top” has been removed from the subject sentence. 

9. Page 2-5; last paragraph.  Please clarify where the seeps are on the figure.
Response: The cited figure (Figure 7) has been revised to clearly indicate the seep locations. 

10. Page 2-5; footnote 5.  “Therefore” should be deleted from the beginning of the 2nd sentence.
Response: The subject sentence has been revised as noted in NDEP’s comment. 

11. Page 2-6; top.  Please clarify if there is a conceptual site model basis for the high arsenic levels at this Site.

Response: Text has been added to Section 2.3 (page 2-5) that explains that the Upper Muddy Creek formation may be found at the surface at this Site. Because background levels of arsenic are generally higher in this formation, this may explain, in part, the high arsenic levels detected at the Site. 

12. Page 2-7 to 2-9; Table.  The NDEP has the following comments:

a. It is unclear why this SAP compares pre-interim remedial measure (IRM) data to residential soil BCLs when this sub-area is targeted for recreational use.  This table and other areas of this SAP need to be reworked so that the goal of a recreational risk assessment is clear.  Comparison with residential BCLs might be reasonable if it is couched in terms of the problem (i.e., recreational risk assessment will be performed, but to get a handle on the historical data comparisons are made to residential BCLs, because they are available.  Alternately, BRC could use the risk based screening levels (RBSLs) that BRC derived for a recreational scenario.

Response: Given the planned recreational land use, in response to NDEP’s comment, the text has been revised to incorporate risk-based screening levels (RBSLs) developed for recreational land use based on the Closure Plan methodology, as part of the project QAPP, in place of those developed for residential land uses. 

b. Also, please add a column for the range of background concentrations, as applicable. 

Response: The table has been expanded to include a column presenting the maximum background concentration. 

13. Page 2-9.  The paragraph at the bottom of the page mentions that remediation is warranted for arsenic and asbestos.  NDEP could not locate the fiber count data or any information on what types of asbestiform fibers are present.  Please clarify.

Response: Because the results of asbestos analyses conducted on samples collected from the Site prior to this SAP are suitable neither for risk assessment nor site characterization purposes, they are not included in this SAP. A footnote has been added to the text on page 2-10 to explain this and that excavation of asbestos-containing soils was based on the visual observation of asbestos-containing materials in the soils. The revised approach to asbestos sampling and analysis proposed in this SAP has been designed to provide asbestos data usable for risk assessment.
14. Page 2-10; 2nd paragraph.  Related to the previous comment, this SAP has no discussion regarding the historical asbestos data other than basic acknowledgement that it exists and is a problem.
Response: See response to comment #13 above. 

15. Page 2-10; 2nd paragraph.  Please clarify the pond locations on Figure 2.
Response: Figure 2 has been revised to clearly indicate the ponds in which the IRM was conducted.  In addition, individual pond rows and pond identification numbers have been added for reference.
16. Page 2-10; 3rd paragraph.  Please clarify the evidence of tamarisk removal on Figure 2.

Response: Figure 2 has been revised to clearly indicate the ponds in which the tamarisk removal was conducted.

17. Page 2-12; bulleted list.  The NDEP has the following comments:

a. Some of the referenced figures are not very useful.  Many of the figures show categories of sample concentrations that are not distinguishable, in which case it is not possible to discern a spatial pattern.  This is in part because they are BCL based categories, when background or protection of groundwater based categories might be more appropriate.
Response: The comparison levels on the figures have been adjusted to reflect the recreational land use scenario, and are more specific to each individual chemical, including inclusion of protection of groundwater levels, where appropriate.
b. It is not clear how BRC selected the compounds that are listed in these bullets or how these compounds relate to the toxicity, fate and transport for their respective chemical classes.  It is necessary to provide this justification or discuss all of the compounds.  
Response: The text has been expanded to include a reference to the discussions of these listed constituents, which occurs later in the section. 

18. Page 2-13; last paragraph.  The description “an appreciably smaller number of samples…” should be removed.  The number is still about 50%, begging the question of what appreciably smaller means.  Exceedance of background is also still a concern.
Response: The term in question has been removed from the subject sentence. 

19. Page 2-14; 2nd paragraph.  Please list those locations where cadmium exceeds background.
Response: The text has been expanded to identify that the five reported cadmium concentrations higher than the applicable screening levels also exceeded background. In general, throughout this section, exceedances of background conditions are only listed when background ranges are higher then the BCL. 
20. Page 2-14.  It is not clear why sample locations are specified for chromium, selenium, and perchlorate, and not for other chemicals called out in this section.
Response: For all metals, unless the number of screening level exceedances was too large (i.e., more than 20), samples locations associated with these exceedances are listed in the text. For arsenic, the associated footnote explains this. For certain other metals with many screening level exceedances, the lists within the body of the text focused on those exceedances that were higher than the range of background concentrations. The examples cited in NDEP’s comment reflect those inorganic constituents for which locations are listed out in bullet form; however, a more careful reading of the other sections reveals that exceedances have been identified by location and reported concentration as described in this response. For any exceptions, the discussion has been expanded in the revised document to include specific sampling locations. This data presentation approach has been added as a footnote to this section in the revised document. 
21. Page 2-14;  Footnote.  The footnote on the bottom of the page is rather confusing.  Please rework this to clarify the sample naming convention. 
Response: The footnote in question has been relocated to the beginning of the section (page 2‑13), and expanded for clarification. 

22. Page 2-15; 2nd paragraph.  Please list those locations where iron exceeds background.
Response: The text has been expanded to clarify that the sole recreational RBSL exceedance for iron was higher than background. [Note: three other detections exceeded the background range.]
23. Page 2-15; last paragraph.  Please list those locations where manganese exceeds background.
Response: After revising the SAP to reflect a proposed recreational land use (which included making comparisons of detections to recreational RBSLs instead of residential BCL values) the paragraph discussion of manganese that is the subject of this comment has been removed, because there were no RBSL exceedances.
24. Page 2-16; 1st paragraph.  Please list those locations where mercury exceeds background.
Response: The text has been expanded to clarify that the sole recreational RBSL exceedance for mercury was higher than background. [Note: no other detections exceeded the background range.]
25. Page 2-20; PCBs paragraph.  Please clarify whether the PCB analysis was for Aroclors or PCB congeners or both.
Response: The text has been revised on page 2-21 to clarify that the PCB analyses were for the Aroclors. 

26. Page 2-22; 1st paragraph.  Please note that Uranium-233/234 also exceeds background.
Response: The text has been revised on page 2-22 to clarify that in addition to radium-226 and uranium-238, one uranium-233/234 detection exceeded the screening levels and background. 

27. Pages 2-23 through 2-25, bulleted list, please note that for compounds that do not have a United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Maximum Contaminant Level, it is necessary to compare to the NDEP BCL.

Response: The text has been revised to include comparisons to the NDEP residential water BCLs. 

28. Page 2-25; end of section.  It is not clear if any of these exceedances are cause for concern.  Please provide some interpretation.

Response: The text has been expanded to note that chemical occurrence in both the shallow and deep water-bearing zones beneath the Eastside and CAMU areas is currently being characterized separately and that a more detailed presentation of chemical occurrence patterns within these water-bearing zones (including comparisons to background conditions) and an assessment of the potential health risks will be provided upon completion of the on-going groundwater investigation, and the CSM for the Eastside and CAMU areas will be updated accordingly. 
29. Pages 3-1 to 3-10; Section 3.0.  The DQO section needs to be reworked such that it discusses what the primary focus will be (i.e., recreational scenario for risk assessment, not a residential scenario).
Response: The DQO section has been revised to reflect a focus on the planned recreational use (vs residential). 

30. Page 3-3; last paragraph.  It is not clear where the adjacent residential housing development as is specified in the last sentence of this paragraph.  Please clarify.

Response: The text has been revised on page 3-4 to identify future residential developments in the adjacent Western Hook Development and Galleria North sub-areas.
31. Page 3-6; 6th bullet.  Please change “it is not unknown” to not be a double negative.

Response: The subject text has been revised on page 3-6 to reflect the fact that it is currently not definitively known whether imported fill will be used on the Site. 
32. Page 3-9; Soil Vapor Flux.  The first sentence says that soil vapor flux will be derived from existing soil and groundwater conditions.  It is not clear what this means.  Flux chamber sampling seems to be part of the plan, in which case, surely, the soil vapor flux will be derived from these data.  Please clarify.
Response: The subject text has been revised on page 3-9 for clarification. 

33. Page 3-9; Section 3.4.5.  Please rewrite this section such that it outlines the scale of decision making for recreational use.  
Response: Although the proposed land use for the Site is recreational, as noted in this section the final redevelopment plans for the Site have not been completed. Therefore, recognition that the future land use will likely be recreational has been added on page 3-9, but the scale of decision making remains as residential. However, as noted in this section, if, as expected, the concentration distribution across the Site is statistically homogeneous representing a single population of concentrations for each chemical, then the decision unit will be the entire Site. 

34. Page 4-1; Section 4.1, 1st bullet.  Given that the statistical methodology report focused on residential scenarios, please clarify why a 3-acre grid is suitable for sampling if the risk endpoint is a recreational user.  If this is the preferred default for recreational to match the concepts behind the statistical methodology report, that is fine, but please clarify.

Response: See response to comment #33 above. Also, given an exposure area for a recreational land use is likely to be greater than that for a residential land use area, a 3-acre grid is considered adequate. A footnote on this issue has been added to this section.  
35. Page 4-2, last paragraph.  The rationale for sub-surface only sampling is not clear.  For the planned risk assessment, future receptors will be exposed to what is there currently at the surface.  Although the conditions might have changed, it might still be important from a risk assessment perspective to understand what is there currently.
Response: Because Pabco Road is a public road and the major access route to the Las Vegas Wash in this area, this stretch of the sub-area has been greatly disturbed since the Site was actively used for waste disposal operations. Therefore, because the objective of the field investigation is to identify and characterize the distribution of Site-related chemicals to evaluate soil and soil vapor conditions that may have been impacted at the Site from former activities, this objective is impossible to differentiate from subsequent activities for surface soil in this area (and similarly for the Beta Ditch adjacent to the City of Henderson WRF, where construction activities have eliminated this portion of the ditch). Therefore, BRC continues to propose the collection of subsurface samples only in these areas to characterize past Site activities. The above language has been added to this paragraph on pages 4-2 and 4-3.
36. Figure 8.  Given that the potential future human receptors are going to be recreational users and the site will be developed for recreational use, why are adult and child residents and indoor commercial workers indicated as potential future receptors?  Please clarify.
Response: Figure 8 has been revised to reflect a recreational use scenario for this sub-area.
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