
 

 
375 E. Warm Springs Road, Suite 200 • Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 • p: 702.668.3900 • f: 702.668.3932 • ndep.nv.gov 

Printed on recycled paper 
 

December 2, 2020 

Jay A. Steinberg 
Nevada Environmental Response Trust 
35 East Wacker Drive, Suite 690 
Chicago, IL 60601 

Re: Tronox LLC (TRX) Facility 
 Nevada Environmental Response Trust (Trust) Property 
 NDEP Facility ID #H-000539 

Nevada Division of Environmental Protection (NDEP) Response to: The Soil Background 
Evaluation Report, Nevada Environmental Response Trust Site, Henderson, Nevada  
 
Dated: February 27, 2020 
 

Dear Mr. Steinberg, 

The NDEP has received and reviewed the Trust’s above-identified Deliverable and provides comments in 
Attachment A.  A revised Deliverable should be submitted by 01/31/2021 based on the comments found 
in Attachment A.  The Trust should additionally provide an annotated response-to-comments letter as part 
of the revised Deliverable. 

 
Please contact the undersigned with any questions at wdong@ndep.nv.gov or 702-668-3929.  

 
Sincerely, 

 
Weiquan Dong, P.E. 
Bureau of Industrial Site Cleanup 
NDEP-Las Vegas City Office 
 
WD:cp 

EC:  
Jeffrey Kinder, Deputy Administrator NDEP 
Frederick Perdomo, Deputy Administrator NDEP 
James Dotchin, NDEP BISC Las Vegas 
Carlton Parker, NDEP BISC Las Vegas 
Steve Linder, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9 
Allan Delorme, Ramboll Environ 
Andrew Barnes, Geosyntec 
Andrew Steinberg, Nevada Environmental Response Trust 
Anna Springsteen, Neptune & Company Inc. 
Betty Kuo Brinton, MWDH2O 
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Brenda Pohlmann, City of HendersonBrian Loffman, lepetomaneBrian Waggle, Hargis + Associates 
Carol Nagai, MWDH2O 
Carrie Hunt, Olin Corporation 
Chris Ritchie, Ramboll Environ 
Chuck Elmendorf, Stauffer Management Company, LLC 
Dan Pastor, P.E. TetraTech 
Dave Share, Olin 
Dave Johnson, LVVWD 
David Parker, Central Arizona Water Conservation District 
Derek Amidon, Tetratech 
Ebrahim Juma, Clean Water Team 
Ed Modiano, de maximis, inc. 
Eric Fordham, Geopentech 
Gary Carter, Endeavour 
George Crouse, Syngenta Crop Protection, Inc. 
Greg Kodweis, SNWA 
Harry Van Den Berg, AECOM  
Jay Steinberg, Nevada Environmental Response Trust 
Jeff Gibson, Endeavour 
Jill Teraoka, MWDH2O 
Joanne Otani 
Joe Kelly, Montrose Chemical Corporation of CA 
Joe Leedy, Clean Water Team 
John Edgcomb, Edgcomb Law Group 
John Pekala, Ramboll Environ 
John Solvie, Calrk County Water Quasslity 
Kelly McIntosh,GEI Consultants 
Kirk Stowers, Broadbent & Associates 
Kirsten Lockhart, Neptune & Company Inc. 
Kim Kuwabara, Ramboll Environ 
Kurt Fehling, The Fehling Group 
Kyle.Hansen, Tetratech 
Lee Farris, BRC 
Marcia Scully, Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
Maria Lopez, Water District of Southern California 
Mauricio Santos，Water District of Southern California 
Mark Duffy, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9 
Mark Paris, Landwell 
Michael J. Bogle, Womble Carlyle Sandridge & Rice, LLP 
Michael Long, Hargis +  
Mickey Chaudhuri, Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
Nicholas Pogoncheff, PES Environmental, Inc. 
Orestes Morfin, CAP 
Paul Black, Neptune and Company, Inc. 
Paul Hackenberry, Hackenberry Associates, LLC 
Patti Meeks, Neptune & Company Inc. 
Peggy Roefer, CRC 
Ranajit Sahu, BRC 
Richard Pfarrer, TIMET 
Rick Kellogg, BRC 
R9LandSubmit@EPA.gov 
Roy Thun, GHD 
Steve Clough, Nevada Environmental Response Trust 
Steven Anderson, LVVWD 
Tanya O’Neill, Foley & Lardner L 
Todd Tietjen, SNWA 



Page 1 

Attachment A 
 

Except for those comments to the Response to Comments (RTCs) noted below, all responses are 
deemed acceptable. 
 
RTC to General Comment #1 The original Soil Background Evaluation Report has been split into two 
reports.  The first report, the Dataset Summary Report, is focused on the comparison of the new 
background data set with previous background data.  Because no changes to prior lithological 
assignments are being made and no data from different lithologies will be combined for the forthcoming 
comparison to Site data, statistical data analysis beyond a summary is not presented for lithologic units 
other than UMCf-fg1. 
The second report is the Site Soil Background Analysis, which will present the comparison between 
Site and background data and will be included as an appendix to the forthcoming RI Report for OU-1 
and OU-2. 
Comment on RTC #1 The intent of the original comment was to solicit a comparison of the new data, 
which is supposedly a different lithologic unit, to current background data.  This would identify if the 
new data are from a different lithological unit and would support NERT's decision to use the new data 
set.  If they are not statistically different, then these results can be added to the current set of background 
data. 
 
RTC to Specific Comment #10  The description of the shallow background data set has been revised.  
While it is acknowledged that NDEP allowed for the use of 101 samples (including the 6 ENVIRON 
samples) at the meeting of NDEP and the Trust on December 10, 2019, we have removed the 6 
ENVIRON samples from this dataset in accordance with this comment for consistency with prior and 
future risk assessments. 
 
Comment to RTC #10 The requested edits to the text describing the 19 excluded samples were not 
made nor was a discussion of the comment included in the response. 
 
RTC to Specific Comment #14  Field duplicates are discussed in Section 3.1 of the Dataset Summary 
Report, describing the statistical approach for comparing the RI UMCf data set to previous background 
data sets.  Section 2.3 of the report only addresses data usability from a validation standpoint. 
Comment to RTC #14 The inclusion of field duplicates as separate observations may be fine if they 
still demonstrate coming from a random sample. If, for example, the primary sample and field duplicate 
both show a lower concentration than other locations, then there is a problem with assuming 
independence which would bias the estimates for mean and variance. Please provide justification for 
the method in which field duplicates are used, with the inclusion of some exploratory data analysis 
regarding the field duplicates and the primary samples. 
 
RTC to Specific Comment #25 The Figure 4 series included in the new Dataset Summary Report has 
been revised to remove the lognormal lines.  The phrase “ideal lognormal distribution” was intended to 
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encapsulate the idea that the distribution line shown is mathematically ideal and therefore only 
approximates reality.  For the discussion of Site arsenic distributions in Section 1.4, this phrase has been 
replaced with “best-fitting lognormal distribution” for clarity. 
Comment to RTC #25 While a lognormal distribution may fit the data, it is an approximation and there 
is no scientific reason to justify why it would. It is more useful to compare the average concentration 
for both sets, and even with right (positive) skew data the distribution of the mean can be approximated 
with a normal distribution. 
 
New Comments 
 
General Comment 
The primary concern lies in the conclusion that the RI background data and the deep BRC background 
data from the same geologic unit should be combined for some metals and not others.  This conclusion 
is not supported by the statistical analysis, which instead suggests that these two datasets are quite 
different for several of the metals.  Some further justification is needed before these data are combined 
given the statistical results that are presented. 
 
Fatal Flaws. 
Specific Comment #1 Section 3.3 Summary and Conclusions 
The conclusions are not well supported by the statistical analysis.  Consequently, if this is the preferred 
conclusion then additional justification is needed.  It seems that the conclusion is based on a conceptual 
understanding that the UMCf-fg1 unit should have similar concentrations everywhere, rather than what 
the data suggest.  See comments on Figures below, but perhaps this warrants a spatial analysis of the 
new RI background data to see if the 5 locations and several depths show any spatial pattern that might 
help explain why the new RI data and the old BRC data are different.  It might also be worth looking at 
laboratory analytical method differences, if any.  The problem otherwise is that the statistical analysis 
as presented does not really support the conclusion. 
 
Essential Corrections 
Specific Comment #2 Section 1.4, 3rd paragraph.   
Please review and revise the text regarding the lognormal distribution.  The data should not be 
considered lognormally distributed.  It is recognized that they might approximately follow a lognormal 
distribution but as noted in RTC#25 above, distributional forms are statistical artifacts that allow simpler 
mathematical evaluation of data.  There is no physical reason that contaminant data actually come from 
a lognormal distribution, but they might be approximated by a lognormal distribution.  Please change 
the last sentence of this paragraph along the same lines (reference to “another lognormal distributed 
population” – none of these concentrations are drawn from a lognormal distribution, but the data might 
be approximated by such a distribution – if they were they would probably also be approximated by a 
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gamma distribution, or a Weibull distribution, or any other skewed distributional form, and also by a 
mixture of normal distributions (since any distribution can be approximated as closely as desired with 
a mixture of normal distributions). These are data – statistical distributional forms are used for 
convenience, not because they are real. 
 
Specific Comment #3 Table 6 and supporting text.  
The uranium chain radionuclides seem to show secular equilibrium, and yet some of them are consistent 
and some are inconsistent which does not make sense.  Note that the secular equilibrium statistical tests 
do not appear to have been run.  They should be run, even though it appears that the uranium chain 
isotopes will be shown statistically to be in secular equilibrium and the thorium chain isotopes will not 
because of the noted Ra-228 analytical issues.  Some further evaluation of the data should thus, be 
performed so that the secular equilibrium conclusions are consistent with the conclusions from the 
comparison tests.  Because secular equilibrium is obtained, either all the radionuclides in that chain are 
consistent, or they are all inconsistent. 
 
Minor Corrections 
Specific Comment #4 Section 3.3, 1st sentence 
Please revise this sentence because the lack of outliers is not a reason why these data reflect background 
conditions.  The 1.5x multiplier in a box plot is an approximation to identifying outliers based on a 
normality test.  This does not indicate that data beyond these whiskers are not real background data. 
 
Specific Comment #5 Section 3.3, 2nd sentence 
The term “variability” is too generic in this sentence.  Does this refer to standard deviation of the data, 
or range of the data?  It is expected that the range is greater when the data are combined, but what about 
the standard deviation, which addresses sample size when considering variability? 
 
Specific Comment #6 Section 3.3, final sentence, and additional conclusion discussions 
As noted in the Overall Comments, the conclusion is not supported by the statistical analysis.  That does 
not mean that the conclusion is unreasonable necessarily, it just means it is relying on the conceptual 
model and site knowledge rather than the statistical comparisons.  Hence, this conclusion needs to be 
justified and further support in a manner different than currently presented. 
 
Specific Comment #7 Figures 
Is it possible to include some figures that show the spatial distribution by depth interval?  This would 
help evaluate the locations for spatial trend.  There are only five locations so the possibilities are limited, 
but some bubble or intensity plots might be useful.  The purpose is to see if there are any spatial (or 
depth) differences that help explain why the new data are different from the old UMCf-fg-1 data. 
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