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Dear Mr. Dong:

The Nevada Environmental Response Trust (NERT) is pleased to present the Revised Electronic Data Deliverable
(EDD) for Parcel C Health Risk Assessment for Nevada Division of Environmental Protection (NDEP) review.
The revised EDD has been prepared in response to NDEP’s comments dated January 10, 2018. In addition,
NERT is also providing an annotated response to comments.

If you have any questions or concerns regarding this matter, feel to contact me at (702) 960-4309 or at
steve.clough@nert-trust.com.
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Response to Data Validation Summary Report and EDD for January 11, 2017
Parcel C Health Risk Assessment

Remedial Investigation Sampling April 2017

Nevada Environmental Response Trust Site, Henderson, Nevada

Attachment A

DVSR Review

1.

Section 1.0, sensitivity: The text states the laboratory reports results down to the MDL.
This statement should be revised to state that the results are reported to the SQL.

NERT Response: The statement has been changed to state that the laboratory reports
results to the SQL.

NDEP Reply: The sentence that follows the revised sentence still indicates the laboratory
reports results to the MDL; however, as the previous sentence properly states the
reporting basis as the SQL, no further edits are requested.

NERT Response: The sentence that follows the revised sentence is, “The laboratory uses
a formatter that reports estimated values down to the MDL.” This sentence is similar to
the revised sentence and will not be used in future DVSRs.

Sample and analyte counts: The sample and total result counts in the following
sections did not match the EDD. Please correct the text and/or EDD as necessary. As
these discrepancies may be related, they are reported together.

NERT Response: The previous EDD submittal contained additional “samples_Obsolete”
and “results_Obsolete” tables. The obsolete samples and results were included in the
submittal because they had been validated and included in the DVSR. When the obsolete
samples and results are included with the remaining samples and results, the majority of
the discrepancies below are resolved.

For clarity, in this revised EDD submittal, the two obsolete tables have been removed. The
obsolete samples and results are now included in the samples and results tables,
respectively. Both tables have an additional “Obsolete” column that is defined as a
Boolean. It is marked as True for samples and results that have been removed.
Combining the existing results with the obsolete sample results should make revising the
EDD and DVSR easier.

NDEP Reply: Thank you for the explanation. Although some counts still do not match
(see below), no further revisions to the DVSR are requested. However, it would be good
to document the final resolution to the discrepancies noted below (bold text). If any of
the counts noted below are found to be incorrect, we request a final response in order to
document the actual counts.

NERT Response: Please see responses below.

a. Section 2.0, VOCs: The text states there were 63 soil samples analyzed for VOCs;
however, the EDD has 61 soil samples. The total analyte count (soil+water) in the
text (4,695) also does not match the EDD (4,559 without surrogates).

NERT Response: There are 61 existing soil samples and 2 obsolete soil samples,
equaling 63 soil samples. There are 4,559 existing results and 136 obsolete results,
equaling 4,695 total (soil+water) results.

NDEP Reply: Agree with all except the number of existing samples. There appear to
be 64 existing soil samples.

NERT Response: The number of samples analyzed for VOCs has been checked in two
ways. The first is by listing samples that have results analyzed under method SW-
8260. The second is by listing samples that have results with the analytical suite of
“VOC”. Both methods yield a total of 61 existing soil samples and 2 obsolete samples,
for a total of 63 soil samples.

b. Section 3.0, SVOCs: The text states 36 soil samples were analyzed for SVOCs;

however, the EDD has 35 soil samples. The total analyte count (soil+water) in the
text (2,432) does not match the EDD (2,367 without surrogates).
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Response to Data Validation Summary Report and EDD for January 11, 2017
Parcel C Health Risk Assessment

Remedial Investigation Sampling April 2017

Nevada Environmental Response Trust Site, Henderson, Nevada

NERT Response: There are 35 existing soil samples and 1 obsolete soil samples,
equaling 36 soil samples. There are 2,367 existing results and 64 obsolete results,
equaling 2,431 total (soil+water) results. The text has been updated to 2,431 results.
NDEP Reply: Agree with all except the existing soil result count in the EDD
appears to be 2,368 and the total result count is 2,432.

NERT Response: After reviewing the EDD, we agree that the total result count is
2,432. It appears the octachlorostyrene result for sample RISB-45-10.0-20141121-EB
added to the revised EDD in response to NDEP comment 10c, had not been included in
the response totals.

c. Section 10.0, dioxins: The text states 35 soil samples were analyzed for dioxins;
however, the EDD has 34 soil samples. The total analyte count (soil+water) in the
text (925) does not match the EDD (900, excluding internal standards and results
qualified DNR).

NERT Response: There are 34 existing soil samples and 1 obsolete soil sample,
equaling 35 soil samples. There are 900 existing results and 25 obsolete results,
equaling 925 total (soil+water) results.

NDEP Reply: The number of existing and obsolete samples in the EDD matches the
text and above. The EDD, however, has 905 existing results and 930 total
results.

NERT Response: After reviewing the EDD, we agree that there are 905 existing
results and 930 total results.

3. General, field duplicate qualifications: A number of nondetect results and results
detected below the PQL were qualified for field duplicate RPD outliers. Given the
additional uncertainty in results reported below the PQL, these seem like unnecessary
qualifications. As a specific example, hexachlorobenzene results (Section 3.1.6) were
qualified as estimated, but both results were less than the PQL. Please consider removing
the qualifications from, at a minimum, the hexachlorobenzene results.

NERT Response: The qualifications for nondetect results and results detected below the
PQL associated with field duplicate outliers have been removed from the text. The DVSR
and EDD have been updated.

NDEP Reply: There appear to be single samples that retain the field duplicate
qualification while the other half of the pair is not qualified. Please check PCB 1 in M-
191-1.0-20141201-FD, PCB 159 in M-189-5.0-20141202, PCB 169 in RISB-41-
0.5-20141121 and PCB 209 in RISB-43-5.0-20141121. One metal result appears to
be similarly affected. Please check boron in RISB-39-5.0-20141121. Ifitis confirmed
these results should not be qualified, the qualifier (if necessary) and code can be corrected
prior to upload to the BMI database.

NERT Response: After reviewing the above mentioned samples it is confirmed that those
results should not have been qualified in the EDD. In the revised EDD, the field duplicate
qualification has been removed from final_validation_reason_codes and
final_validation_qualifier. The same correction has been made in the Trust’'s database.

4. Qualification counts: The number of results reported as qualified did not match the
EDD in a number of cases. Please correct the text and/or EDD as necessary.
NERT Response: The previous EDD submittal contained additional “samples_Obsolete”
and “results_Obsolete” tables. The obsolete samples and results were included in the
submittal because they had been validated and included in the DVSR. When the obsolete
samples and results are included with the remaining samples and results, the majority of
the discrepancies below are resolved.

For clarity, in this revised EDD submittal, the two obsolete tables have been removed. The

obsolete samples and results are now included in the samples and results tables,
respectively. Both tables have an additional “Obsolete” column that is defined as a
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Response to Data Validation Summary Report and EDD for January 11, 2017
Parcel C Health Risk Assessment

Remedial Investigation Sampling April 2017

Nevada Environmental Response Trust Site, Henderson, Nevada

Boolean. It is marked as True for samples and results that have been removed.
Combining the existing results with the obsolete sample results should make revising the
EDD and DVSR easier.

NDEP Reply: Thank you for the explanation. There are still a few discrepancies (bold
text). These are the result of differing numbers of specific qualifications (e.g., J+ and J-).
To eliminate this problem but retain the primary information, in the future, we suggest
only reporting the total number of qualifications for an issue (i.e., calibration). No text
revisions are requested.

NERT Response: In future DVSRs, only the total number of qualifications will be
reported for an issue.

a. Section 12.1.2, metals: The text states that 180 results were qualified for MS/MSD
recovery outliers and that 33 results were rejected. The EDD has 179 results qualified
and 32 results rejected.

NERT Response: The text was revised to note 140 results qualified as detected
estimated (J-) or non-detected estimated (UJ) due to MS/MSD recovery outliers, and
41 results qualified (J+) due to MS/MSD recovery outliers. These qualified results total
181. The EDD has 176 results and 5 obsolete results qualified due to MS/MSD
recovery outliers. These total 181 results, which is consistent with the text. There are
32 existing results and 1 obsolete result, qualifying 33 rejected results.

NDEP Reply: Agree with the total count. There are 133 results qualified J- or UJ
and 34 results qualified J+. The text does not account for the 14 results qualified
J.

NERT Response: The text in this section only discusses qualifiers applied due to
MS/MSD recovery outliers. The 14 results were qualified J after other qualifiers were
applied to these results using the qualifier hierarchy. Consistent with Neptune’s
response to Comment 13, in future DVSRs, only the total number of qualifications will
be reported for an issue.

EDD Review

1. 6 results for demeton, demeton-o and demeton-s in samples M-191-1.0 and M-191-5.0
were qualified as nondetected by the laboratory, but do not have a
“final_validation_qualifer” of “U.

NERT Response: The “final_validation_qualifier” of “U” has been added to the EDD.

NDEP Reply: These qualifications have been corrected. In the process of verifying this
correction, 302 records were identified with the same issue (qualified nondetect
by the laboratory but lacking a “U” final_validation_qualifier). The “U” qualifiers
can be added prior to upload to the BMI database.

NERT Response: In the revised EDD, the 302 records that had a lab qualifier of “U” but
did not have a “U” final validation qualifier have been updated. The field
final_validation_qualifier has been updated with “U” and final_validation_reason_code has
been populated with “nd”. The same correction has been made in the Trust’'s database.

2. The results table has 272 records where the analytical suite is RADS, but the
result_uncertainty and minimum_detectable_activity fields are null. Please provide the
result_uncertainty and minimum_detectable_activity for all radionuclide results.

NERT Response: Result_uncertainty and minimum_detectable_activity have been
populated for all RADS results.

NDEP Reply: This comment has been appropriately addressed.

NERT Response: While reviewing the EDD it was discovered that result_uncertainty had
been populated with an incorrect value. It has been corrected in the revised EDD.
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Response to Data Validation Summary Report and EDD for January 11, 2017
Parcel C Health Risk Assessment

Remedial Investigation Sampling April 2017

Nevada Environmental Response Trust Site, Henderson, Nevada

Additional EDD Comments

3.

The percent moisture results have a “validation_flag” of “T”, and “validation_stage” of
Stage 2B or Stage 4. There is no documentation in the DVSR to support the validation of
this analyte — the method is not listed in the introduction nor are the validation results
discussed in the text. Please verify the percent moisture results have been validated. If
these results were not validated, the EDD can be corrected, prior to upload to the BMI
database. In the future, if the percent moisture results are validated, please list the
method and discuss the results.

NERT Response: Percent moisture results were not validated. In the revised EDD,
validation_flag has been set to “F” and validation_stage to NULL for percent moisture
results. The same correction has been made in the Trust’'s database.

The dioxin and PCB congener TEQs and percent moisture results have “validation_flag” of
“T”, and “validation_stage” of Stage 2B or Stage 4. As these “analytes” are planned and
have been validated, the results should be included in the total analyte counts and the
calculation of percent complete. In the future, please include all validated analytes in the
analyte counts and percent moisture calculation.

NERT Response: In future DVSR submittals, dioxin and PCB congener TEQs will be
included in the total analyte counts and the percent complete calculation. For dioxin and
PCB congener TEQs, no EDD changes were necessary and none were made.

Percent moisture results were not validated. In the revised EDD, validation_flag has been

set to “F” and validation_stage to NULL for percent moisture results. The same correction
has been made in the Trust’s database.
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