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Dear Ms. Hanis, 

Bcauic of the extreme time consU&nts I have been unable to complete a thorough review of your 
10/24/97 document. Specifically, I have not verified that the plates and figures arc coincident with the 
data given in the tables. spot checking resulted in dttoaion of disagreement between the data provided iu 
the tables and that ponraycd on the plate. I would suggest a thorough verification review be conducted 
prior to uansmittal. In addition, I have made no suggestions that address the r&ability of the document. 
l did, however, rcvicw the technical correctness of the report and offer the following suggestions: 

On a general note; I realize that the Navy CLEAN program format requirements for documentation arc 
explicit regarding data tabulation. Howcvcr. I do not believe that these requirements would preclude 
inclusioh of summary tablts (or figures) within the body of the report. I believe that inclusion of such 
tables would aid the reader. Below I have included more explicit comments regarding the report: 

Plate 1: Although usable and informative, I feel that this plate is busy. 1 would suggest that you simply 
use a location map, with a “hits” tile. If you choose to make the location map page size, I would 
strongly urge you to have the figure immediately following the map. Another altemativc would be, to 
tabk the data on the plate. I did not vcriiy that data oil the plate, coincide with the data tables; this is true 
for all of the ligures in the rcpon. It should be noted. either on the plate, or in the body of the text that 
location T3OCi is not shown. Otlrr suggestions in&de; 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4, 

5. 

6. 

The “data box” for location T305 has a compound (4-M-2-P) that is not included in the 
lcgcnd. If this compound acronym is correct, it should be included in the legend. 
Because of the similarity of the symbols. I am unable to differentiate between the Septcmbcr 
and March push lccations. I would suggc$t you choose different symbols. 
The refused push locatiow are not correctly identified in the legend. This could bc 
rmedied by changing the kgend. 
There are two north arrows on the plate; I would suggest that the arrow located to the lefi ol 
v230 bc deleted. 
The c;rption box for the plnte is incarrect, not all locations are inside the plume; witmxs 
V235. 
The title box of the plate does not coincide with the Mc given in the drafI letter report of 
10/24/V. I would suggest you eiw delete the word “Summary” from Ihe plate, or add rhc 
word “Summary” to the report, This comment is also pertinent to all of the figures. 

Page 1, paragraph 1 -- I would suggest you mention your conclusions in the introduction. This 
familiarizes the reader with your conclu.sions “up front” and forces the reader to rt%cw your repon withir~ 
the context of those conclusions. 



OCT-27-97 16:51 FROM: USGS-VRD 

Pagel,pangraph3- YOU list three obwves of the field program, however your summary table (table 
I) Iists four. 

Page 6, conchsions - I would suggest that this &on in&& more specific information including: the 
general arca of the “plume” (citing specific wells, and push locations); and the arca ivhcrc the highest 
concentrations occur. once again, citing specifk push kntions within the plume I would also suggcs~ 
that the limitations of this date su be discus@ including the accuracy of the field GC, and the low 
canfxntration detcfxs at locations l-304 and T303. In light of the contaminant flow regime mentioned in 
your report, I would also suggest a discussion of the contaminants cncountercd in a few of the direct push 
locations. 

Finally. given the extrcmc time restmints, I must apolo@ for not fully reviewing this document. 
If you have ally questions pletMe give me a allI. 

Sincerely, 

@?v- 

CC: WhiCkS 

arobinsoll 

fbeth 


