Sampling and Analysis Plan for the Western Hook-Open Space Sub-Area
Appendix A
BMI Complex (Eastside), Clark County, Nevada

July 2009


Response to NDEP Comments Received June 2, 2009 on the Sampling and Analysis Plan for the Western Hook-Open Space Sub-Area dated May 2009
1. General comment, in response to General Comment #4 from the previous round of comments, several of the recreational risk-based screening levels (RBSLs) that were part of the May 20, 2009 Technical Memorandum – Development of Recreational Risk-Based Screening Levels (RBSLs), BMI Common Areas (Eastside) Site, Clark County, Nevada do not match up correctly with those listed on the figures in Appendix C.  For example, the recreational RBSL for cadmium is 1,100 mg/kg, but figures C-3 and C-4 show the RBSL as 2,249 mg/kg.  Other differences between the RBSLs listed in the technical memorandum and Appendix C include total chromium and Radium-226.  In addition, Radium-226 is being reported in Figure C-12 as mg/kg (it appears that this should be pCi/g).

Response: The latest draft of the Western Hook-Open Space Sampling and Analysis Plan (dated May 2009) was submitted to NDEP before the recreational RBSL Technical Memorandum was generated. The RBSLs associated with a recreational land use that were incorporated in the SAP were for (1) a recreational user, and (2) an outdoor maintenance worker, and were calculated in May 2009. The revised version of the report now references the May 20, 2009, recreational RBSLs in place of the April 2009 recreational RBSLs and the maintenance worker RBSLs have been updated to reflect current toxicity criteria and Closure Plan methods; corresponding changes were made in Table 1, the Appendix C figures, and in the main text.  

Figure C-12 has been revised to show the correct units.

In addition to the RBCL revisions, NDEP Leachate-based BCLs for protection of groundwater (LBCLs) and water BCLs were also updated in the revised SAP to reflect the most current values.

2. General comment, there are many instances in this revision where “Maintenance RBSL” is actually referred to as “Recreational RBSL”.  Other than a reference made in footnote 6 on page 2-8, there is nothing else in this report to indicate that “Recreational RBSLs” are actually “Maintenance RBSLs”.  The idea of switching these two is very confusing, considering both values are reported in the Tables section of this report.  It is requested that the correct RBSL is referenced when highlighting a point in the text.  For comparison purposes, the most stringent applicable comparison level should be used.
Response: For clarity, the specific RBSL (recreational user vs. outdoor maintenance worker) is now referenced in the revised SAP. 

3. General comment, there are several instances in which the scenario under consideration is described including residential exposure scenario aspects.  These need to be removed or modified throughout the report.
Response: BRC searched for references to residential exposures associated with the Site in the document, and revised or removed descriptions that were associated with residential land uses. For example, the discussion on page 2-2, fourth paragraph, to deed restrictions precluding use of private water wells by residences (and businesses) for drinking water, irrigation water, or other non-potable uses (e.g., washing cars, filling swimming pools) was revised to remove the references to residences and businesses, because the Site will not be developed into either of those land uses. Similarly, discussions regarding indoor air intrusion were modified to reflect the fact that Open Space land uses would not involve this migration pathway. 
The few other references to residential land use found in the document applied to off-site locations, where residential land use is planned.

4. General comment, the majority of this document focuses on soil sampling and there is a lack of discussion on soil gas or flux sampling.  It appears that the majority of this discussion appears in Section 4.0.  Please expand the discussion on soil gas or flux sampling.

Response: The discussion of and references to sampling media other than soil (i.e., soil flux sampling) have been expanded throughout the report. 
A footnote has been added on page 1-3 discussing the upcoming surface flux/soil gas comparison study that will be conducted for the project. Recommendations from this study will be implemented for this and subsequent sub-area SAPs. Note that this will only affect the sampling method, and does not change the sample locations or laboratory analytical methods and analyte lists.
5. Page 2-1, Section 2.1, and related Figures.  Figures 7 and 9 show seep areas.  One seep area is associated in part with the Open Space area that is the subject of this sampling and analysis plan (SAP).  However, another seep area is depicted in the area of the Galleria sub-area.  It would be helpful to see a map that shows the entirety of the seep areas, but not necessarily as part of this SAP.  Also, please confirm that the Galleria, and any other SAPs that need to do so, have identified the full extent of the sub-area specific seep areas.
Response: Potential evidence of historical seep areas has been observed only in the following three sub-areas of the Common Areas:

- The Western Hook – Open Space sub-area;

- The Sunset North Commercial sub-area; and

- The Galleria North sub-area. 


These potential historical seep areas are addressed in the SAPs specific to those sub-areas. The Western Hook – Open Space SAP includes a discussion of the presumed historical seeps within the Site in Section 2.3. No changes were made to the Western Hook- Open Space SAP in response to this comment.
6. Page 2-1, Section 2.1, 3rd paragraph.  Reference is made to an “unknown linear feature”.  It is not clear what this is, either by the description here, or on the figures.  Further discussion is provided on Page 2-6, however, here it is not clear what this refers to.  Please clarify here.
Response: The reference to the feature has been expanded on Page 2-6 for additional clarification. However, as noted in the text, this is an unknown feature, with no documentation or evidence found as to what it is. Therefore, no further discussion can be made regarding this feature. However, as noted on page 4-2, five sample locations have been placed within this feature.
7. Page 2-1, Section 2.1, 4th paragraph, last sentence.  The discussion about the potential effects of daylighting should be expanded to identify where with respect to important site features.  For example, did the daylighting occur in the ponds?  Or, does the northern portion of the site refer to areas north of the ponds?
Response: The subject text has been expanded to clarify the presumed locations of potential daylighting (i.e., former seep areas), with reference to Section 2.3 for further discussion.
8. Page 2-3, Section 2.1, 1st partial paragraph.  Indoor air does not seem to be part of any scenario for this Site.  Please clarify and refer to Figure 8, which does not include an indoor air pathway.
Response: Given the proposed land use for the Site, BRC agrees that indoor air should not be part of the exposure scenarios for the Site, as reflected by its absence on Figure 8. The subject text has been expanded on page 2-3 to clarify that this pathway would not apply to the Site because structures intended for human occupancy are not anticipated. 

9. Page 2-8 to 2-10, Section 2.4, Table.  The recreational RBSLs need to be checked carefully and modified as appropriate.  For example, the May20, 2009 Technical Memorandum – Development of Recreational Risk-Based Screening Levels (RBSLs), BMI Common Areas (Eastside) Site, Clark County, Nevada indicates that the recreational RBSL for arsenic is 36 mg/kg, but it is represented as 4.2 mg/kg in the text.  If the intention is to use the “Maintenance RBSL”, please do not call it a “Recreational RBSL”, it is confusing.
Response: See response to Comment #1. The recreational RBSLs in the subject text have been revised to reflect the values presented in the May 20, 2009, Technical Memorandum cited in the comment. In addition, for clarity, the specific RBSL (distinguishing between the recreational user and outdoor maintenance worker values [from the most recent project QAPP]) is identified in the revised text. 
10. Page 2-14, Section 2.8, Arsenic Sub-section.  The statement “…background concentrations for arsenic are appreciably higher than the screening levels; therefore, comparison to background concentrations is more appropriate that using the recreational RBSL…” is incorrect.  If the idea is to use the screening level that is the highest in terms of concentration, the recreational RBSL for arsenic (36 mg/kg) is greater than the maximum background concentration (7.2 mg/kg).
Response: The purpose of the comparison that is the subject of the comment was not to use the screening level (RBSLs) that was the highest in concentration, but rather the lowest (i.e., the maintenance worker RBSL). The statement has been revised on page 2-15 to clarify that the comparison being made refers to the outdoor maintenance worker RBSL (4.2 mg/kg), which is lower than background. 

11. Pages 2-14 to 2-23, Section 2.8, Antimony sub-section and all other chemical sub-sections, including the summary section.  The reference to “recreational RBSL” is misleading because this is actually the “maintenance RBSL”.  Each section needs to be rewritten to include the true recreational RBSL value.  The summary section on page 2-23 is particularly confusing.  The statement “The few recreational RBSL exceedances were associated with TCDD TEQ, perchlorate, arsenic, and iron.” is misleading.  The TCDD TEQ exceedances are true recreational RBSL exceedances (1 exceedance).  However the perchlorate, arsenic, and iron exceedances are actually maintenance worker RBSLs.
Response: The subject text has been revised to clarify whether the RBSL exceedances refer to the recreational user or outdoor maintenance worker RBSL.
12. Page 2-20, Section 2.8, Semi-Volatile Organic Compound sub-section. The reporting limits for n-nitrosodi-n-propylamine are not greater than the recreational RBSL.  Please clarify.
Response: The subject text has been revised on page 2-23 to indicate that the reporting limits for n-nitrosodi-n-propylamine are greater than the RBSL for the maintenance worker receptor, as opposed to the park user. 

13. Page 2-21, Section 2.8,  Polychlorinated Aromatic Hydrocarbons sub-section.  The reporting limits for benzo(a)pyrene and dibenzo(a,h)anthracene are not greater than the recreational RBSL.  Please clarify.
Response: The subject text has been revised on page 2-24 to indicate that the reporting limits for benzo(a)pyrene and dibenzo(a,h)anthracene are greater than the RBSL for the maintenance worker receptor, as opposed to the park user.
14. Page 2-22, Section 2.8, radionuclides sub-section.  A discussion of secular equilibrium would be appropriate herein.

Response: A discussion of secular equilibrium has been added to Section 2.8, pages 2-25 and 2-26. 

15. Section 2.9.  There does not appear to be a discussion of the radionuclide results for groundwater.  The radionuclide results all appear to exceed the BCLs presented in Table 2, including considerably elevated levels of both U-234 and U-238.
Response: The radionuclide BCLs were incorrectly provided in Table 2 of the prior version, and have been removed from the revised SAP. Because these screening levels have not been established, there are no BCL exceedances, and no discussion of radionuclide exceedances was warranted.  
16. Page 4-2, Section 4.1, 1st sentence under table.  NDEP suggests that BRC reword this sentence.  42 samples will be collected, rather than sample locations. Or, samples will be collected from these 42 locations.
Response: The subject sentence has been reworded on page 4-2 to indicate that 42 of the sampling locations are within the former seep areas. Because samples will be collected from more than one depth at each location, the number of samples associated with the former seep locations is greater than 42.
17. Appendix C figures.  Figure C-1 includes for direct comparison the maximum background value from the 2005 background dataset.  A note is included that the Upper Muddy Creek formation (UMCf) maximum is 24.8 mg/kg, considerably higher than the 7.2 mg/kg from the 2005 dataset.  It would be more helpful to have included the higher value directly in the plots, considering background comparisons will probably be performed against the UMCf background data.  In other Figures, the 2nd background level (for the UMCf background) has not been given.  This seems inconsistent.

Response: The Appendix C figures have been revised to show both the shallow and UMCf maximum background values, where applicable. In addition, for those analytes that had large relative differences between these values (arsenic and radium-226), an additional symbol was included on the figures to show those locations that exceeded either level. 
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