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LETTER FROM U S EPA REGARDING TRIAL BURN REPORT NCBC GULFPORT MS
8/18/1987

U S EPA REGION IV



UNfr£D STATES ENVJRONMENTAl. PROTECTiON AGENCY 

R':(i! ON I \l 

AUG J. R 1991 

Major Terry L. St.oddart 
Department or the ldr For~ 
rIO AFESC/~f 

ue COURT~ANc friAUT 
AT"'ANT~ G!Ollf(JIA I~au 

Tyndall Air For~ Base, Florioa 32403-6001 

REf Tr: .tal Burn Report 
Naval Construction Battalion Center, Gulfport, His~1sslpp1 
EPA I.D. Nw..ber 1t\S2 170 022 626 

Dear Major Stcddart: 

lYe have c:or:q;>let.ed our re-:/ i~1i of the trial burn report autJnitted July 23, 1987. 
Baled on t.his re~ ie"\1/ I we have determined t.hat the report is 1 ncatq)lete and 
a.dcHtional information is needed. Please subntt t.he follO\~ing, 

I. tiare CCfrPlete 1nfol.i!"..ation fran th~ analytical laboratory. specifically, 
rev.' da.ta (e.g., wa1ght.s, dilutions, day .. t:o-day operations) I laboratory 
chain-of-custody proo&jurea, GC/MS l~s f a."Id surrunary reports of OA.~ 
or QCC inspections are needed. 

2. Beoause DRE calculations and otherreportedresulte ware based on 
nondetect le..,ele founl1 in the various SL'I'ltl1e matrices, the ' 
assumptions an~ calculations performed in dete~.ining the minLmum 
detection liMits must be· presented. 

3. Section 12.2.5A of the W s~cifies that at least. two clean XM)a and 
at least two cle-an filters ehould be spik.ed with t:.hl!t PCl:l<~ to determine 
percent:. recovery. Accuracy valu&S for these Sl?iked .~les were not 
found in the date. pa.oket SlllTrl'lary t.ables. 

4. Sections l2.2.1A of the CAP specifies the analysis of at least one 
performance sample to assess the accuracy of the instrunental procedure. 
It is unclear whether this QC check was performe~. 

5. section 12(B).4 of the Ql-IP specifies thAt control charts be ~&l~rated 
frail check standa.rds run every 8 hourli; the anal~ticsl report fran 
ITC indicates that a continuin~ calibration standai.Q was anal~zed 
every 12 hours. please olar If;t this d iscrepar.cy • 

6. In the trial burn repOrt, Table 1 (page v) lists the ''iodified He~ 5 
tr-ain's analytical deteotion limit aB 0.01 ug/dsof. This cle.irn is 
misleading, since a sampling train's detection limit is estimated 
typically as a mass value (e.g., I ug, etc~). As noted in the t::lOOr.'.ent:. 
above, further discussion of detection limlts is needed. 
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7. Theot'lttical calcula.tions of the maximum volume t.hir auger w111 deliver 
a1: oiven t"'Jrlts.. The data should also be plotted on a Qraph (volume 
\12. rp1lS) for the. 5-6 rr;rn range using only the nur.'J:I6r of decilTial 
places consistent \~ith thaaocuracy of the auger speed cont~ller. 
Also, pleaae sum.it !:.he density of the trial bum sand and the native 
soU. 

I 
8. The data used to develop the graphs and the averages 1 tSt-eo in the 

tables. hlhen you carpare the sand teed rate aver~e-s on pa.gas 21 and 
the graphs on page 26 t they do not appear to agree. Sp.:veral othel.· 
parameters also do not:. seem to olosell' correlate. The information sub-

. mit ted may influence sane of th.e numbers reccmnend&d for permit ooncU­
tions. 

9. The DAS formula for calculating the sec residence time. 

10. The I»..S oats on tha ejeCtor licrubber nozzle control parameters (raw 
oata. a.nd graphs) I i.e. stearn pressure, draft and recirculation flow 
rate. 

11. The 00 strip ch&rts and DAS data for the Decerrber verification soil 
tests. ' 

12. The graphs for the 6011 feed rates and augar IF.s re-done using the 
same tune increments &0 that the data can be compared. 

In addition to the above, the issues outlined in our June 6, 19B7 letter 
must resolv~. If there are questionSf please contact I~B. Caron Falconer 
or Ns. Betty will til of my staff at {(04.) 347-3433. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~~ r::;::: H .. TObin, Director 
~t. Management Division 

cc, Sam Nabry, Mississippi Department of Nat.ural Resources 
John LouQhe&~,. E(;.&G 
Dan Haley t E:J.~ 


