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ViA FEDERAL EXPRESS AND E-MAIL TO

INFOQUALBUNGS. GOV

Geographic Information Oflice
L.8, Geological Survey

159 National Center

Reston, VA 20192

Re:  Complaint About Information Quality
Dear Sir or Madam:

Please find eaclosed a complaint and reuest for correction pursuant to the provisions of the U S,
Geological Survey's (uidelings for Fnsuring the Quality of Information Disseminated o the
Public and the underlying federal statute commonly known as the Data Quality Aet.

This document is submiticd on behalt of a number of allected parties including F.A. Mariani
Asphalt Co.. Gem Seal Group, Dalion Tnterprises, Tangent Rail Products, Coapers Creck
Chemical Corp.. Bonsal American, Surface Costings, lnc., The Brewer Company. Vance
Brothers, Inc., Star. Ine., and Velvelop Products.

Should you have any questions or need any information. please feel free o contact me as
coordinating counsel for these companies in eannection with this eomplaint and request at (512)
542-2134, at limothy. wilkinyzdbellp,com. or at the above address.
Very truly yours,
Bracewell & Gialjani LLP
. l'.ﬂ J' '
RN

~fimbthy A. Wilkins

/

T New York Wadwiniton, 1040 {swmdon Kazkhsran
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LIST OF AFFECTED PERSONS:

E.A. Mariani Asphalt Co.

Gem Seal Group

P.O. Box 75437

Tamnpa, F1. 33675

(813) 623-3941

Contact: Georpe Y. Mariani, Jr.

Dalton Enterprises

131 Willow Street
Cheshire, CT 06410
(203) 272-3221

Contact: Peter F. Dallon

Tangent Rail Products

101 W, Station Square Dr.
Pinsburgh, PA 15219
(812)232-2384

Contact: Mike Giocller

Coopers Creck Chemical Corp.

4884 River Road

West Conshohocken, PA 19248-2699
{610) 828-0375 ’
Contact: Al Murris

Bonsal American

8201 Arrowbridge Blvd.
Charloite, NC 28273
(704) 529-4845

Contaet: Jeff Lax

7836487831
Surface Coatings, Inc.
2280 Aubum Road
Auburn Hills, MT 48326
(248) 338-0333

Contact: John Camburn

The Brewer Company
1354 U5, Highway 50
Milford, OH 45150
{513) 576-6300
Cuntact: Chip Brewer

- Vance Brothers, Inc.

11.0Q. Box 300107

Kansas City, MO 64130-0107
{816) 9234325

Contact: Tim Vance

Staz, Inc.

1150 Milepost Dr.
Columbus. OH 43228
(614) 870-0744
Contact: Girish Dubey

Velvetop Products
366 Moffitt Blvd.
Islip. NY 11751
(631) 427-5904
Contact: John Walsh

Coordinating Counsel and Primary Contact for Affected Persons:

Timothy A. Wilkins

Bracewell & Giuliant, LLP

111 Congress Ave., Suite 2300
Austin, TX 78701

(512) §42-2134

Email: {imothy.wilkinstibyllp.com
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Geographic Information Oflice
U.8, Geological Survey

159 National Center

Reston, VA 20192

Subject; Complaint Ahout Information Quslity

Regarding:  “Concentrations of Polyeyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs) and Major
and Trace Elements in Simulated Rainfall Runaff from Parking Lots.
Austin, Texas, 2003

Publication Dale:  August 5, 2003
Publication Number: Open-Filc Report 2004-1208, version 2

Website Locatian:  htip://pubs.usgs.gov/o{/2004/1208/
ndf/2004%4961208ver2.pdf

Dear Sir or Madam:

This complaint and request for correction is submitted pursuant o the provisions of
the U.S. Gcological Survey Guidelines lor Ensuring the Quality of Information
Disscminated (o the Public, as well as the underlying statute, Section 515 of 1he Treasury
and General Government Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 2001 (Public Law 106-554;
HR-5658) (hercinaficr, the *Data Quality Act*), and the related directives of the Office of
Management and Budget, 67 Fed.Reg, 8452 (Feb 22, 2002) and the [J.S. Depariment of
the Interior.

The requesting parties, F.I. Mariani Asphalt Co., the Gem Seal Group, Dalion
Enterpriscs, Tangent Rail Products, Coopers Creek Chemical Corp., Bonsal American,
Surface Coatings Co., The Brewer Company, Vance Brothers, Inc,, Star, Inc., and
Velvelop Products (collectively, the "Affected Partics”), have been affected by the
information errors specified belaw by virtue of the erroneous dats and Interpretations
included in this report being presemted and serving as a major information source
considered by the City Council of the City of Austin, Texas in confunction with the
pussage of ¥ municipal ordinance banning certain products manufactured and distributed
by the Affected Parties. Public presentations of the crroncous information and active
promotion of media coverage of this infarmation through agency press releases has
further affected the Affected Panies by creating erroneous and exaggerated criticisms of
the Alfected Parties' products to the public at larpe and customers of the Affected Parties
throughout the United States.
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Basis for Complaint and Correction Request

By virtug of the nature of the information included i the subject report, the priority
and attention intentionally promoted by the agency and the actions of the City Council of
Austin, I'cxas, the Affected Parties asseri that the information being challenged mocts the
criterion of being "influential” information, subject to the requirements of:

1) US Ceological Survey Guidelines for Ensuring the Quality of Information
Disseminated to the Public (CSGS Guidelines):

N U.S Geologicel Survey Manual - Section 300.9 (USGS Manual),

3)  U.S Depuriment of the Interior Informution Quality Guidelines Pyrsuant to
Section 515 of the Treasury and General Government Appropriations Act for
Fiscal Year 2001 (DOT Guidelines), and

4} Office of Management and Budget Guidelines for Ensuring and Maximizing the
Quality, Ohjectivity, Uiility, und Integrity of Information Disseminated by
Federgl Agencies (OMB Guidelines)

The Data Quality Act directs that federal agencies "issue guidelines ensuring and
maximizing the quality, objectivity, utility and integrity of information (including
statistical information) disscminated” by those agencies and that such guidclines provide
"administrative mechanisms allowing affected pursons to seck and obtain correction” of
such information. The USGS Guidelines implementing this directive purport to
incorporate by reference the OMB Guidelincs and DOI Guidelines and specify thal the
“information quality definilions” published in these guidelines are adopted by USGS as
their definitions with respect to information quality maticrs. The USGS Manual provides
further agency-specific delails on the criteria that the USGS applics in determining the
quality of information products to be dissentinated.

Accordingly, we have relied upon the criteria and definitions specificd in the cited
guidelines and the USGS manual as the basis for identifying information meriting the
challenges made in this complaint. The criteria relevant to information quality include
wiility, objectivily and integrity. as defined and detailed {n the OMB Guidelines. 67
Fecd.Reg, at 8453,

With regard to “utility,” the OMB Guidclines staie that “when tansparcncy is
refevant for assessing the information's usefulness [rom the public’s perspective, the
agency must take carc o ensure that transparency has been addressed in ils review. 67
Fed.Reg, at 8459. The degree of transparency reguired is also specified: “With regard to
analytic results relatcd thereto. agency guidelines shall generally requirc sufficient
transparency ahout data and methods thut an independent reanalysis could be undertaken
by a qualified member of the public.” 67 Fed Reg. at 8460.

With rcpard 1o “ohjectivity” the OMB Guidelines direct that this applies
specifically and separately 1o both the presentation and substance of the informalion
being disseminated, Criteria for presentations include a requirement that information is
“pecurate, clear, complete, and unbiased,” 67 Fed.Reg. at $453. and specify that
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information be presenicd within its proper context. The substance of the information is
further required to be refiable. ‘The puidelines state that “date should have full, accurate,
transparent documentation, and error sources should be identified and disclosed to uscrs,™
67 Fed.Reg. 8459. Objectivity Is Amther specified to require the use of sound scicntific
methads — “the original and supporting data shall be gencrated, and the analytic results
shall be developed, using sound statistical and rescarch methods.” 67 Fed.Rep, 8439.

With regard to “integrity,” the USGS Munual specifics that this requires that “data
collecled are accurate and precise and the mcthods ef collection arc documented. The
interpretations are presented az honestly and straightforwardly as possible, without
apparent bigs.” USGE Manual 500.9 §5.A.

The USGS Manual also identifies a separate criterion termed “impartiality and
nonadvocacy,” that amplifics upon the term unbiased included within “objectivity™ by the
OMB, specified as follows: “the report prescnis facts and inlerpretations impartially for
others 10 use for their own purposes. Alternatives are evaluated rather than solutions
recommended. Advocacy positions arc avoided.... There is no implied adverse criticism
of ... the privaie sector.” USGS Manual 500.9 §5.C. Note the affirmative requirement to
avoid advocacy means thal agency stalf are instructed to directly consider whether the
preseniation ol information could reasonably be considered to be isking an advocacy
position and to actively scck 10 prevent this. A lack of intent to promotc an advocacy
position is not sufficient 1o meet the standard specified in the USGS Manual,

Based on the various definitions, the following set of ‘criteria and subcategories has
been organized and the bamsis for cach individual specific challenge speeificd
cormespondingly:

e Utility - transparency is’sufficient for reanalysis

*  Objectivity — presentation and substance must be:
o Accurate

Clcar

Complete

Unbiased

Set in proper context

(O + B ¢

a 0

Based an sound scicntific reasoning

o Integrily — informution must be:

o Acturate

¢ Precise

o Documented as to method used

© Presented with crror sources disclosed

o Presented siraightforwardly. with no apparent bias
» Impartiality and Nonadvocacy — requires that :
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O Interpretations and facts are prosented impartially
o Alternatives are evaluated

o Advocacy is avoided

o There is no implied eriticism of private sector

Nature of information and Statements Being Challenged

The objections being submitted ident fy significant crrors and/or omissions in study
design, methodological limitations and incomplete analytical steps that impair the quality
of the study described in the report to the extent that somc interpretations drawn from this
study are called into question. The objections also point out significant
mischarcterizations of background information and the results of the study as presented
by the namative text of the report. The flaws in both the implementation and reporting of
the study have afTected the Affected Partics becanse they have served to either minimizc
or conceal uncertaintics and emphasize findings and interpretalions that support the
position of parties with a previously acknowledged interest in bamning products of the
Alfected Parties. Becausc of the link between this study and a product ban, the
preparation of this report should be particularly carcful and thorough and correction of
identified errors and adequatc disclosure of the details of thg study sufTicient 1o allow
independent replication or reanalysis of the study should be made in 1 timely manner,

The errars and omissions detailed below fall into several categories. There were
intentional study design decisions and modifications in the field that served 10 bias the
subsequent results and constrain the anal yses 56 that findings sugpestive of AL
contributions being uniquely associated with one type of pavement sealer product (coal
tar-derived produets) were more likel y to be obtained. Altcrnate explanations specifically
indicated by the dats of the study were not disclosed and disenssed. In some instances,
the analyses did not follow gencrail ¥ accepted conventions regarding siatistical
tepresentations and excluded sumplos or individual results from analyses without
reasonable scientific rationale. Decisions regarding the summation of numerical values,
rounding, and the number of samples analyzed from different types of paved surfaces
were applied in manners that served 1o sclectively make the results from eoal tar-derived
sealer products appear io be of greatest potential concern, The report was also used as a
platform to repeat, lend agency credibitity and make a record of background information
from sources not considered religble in their own right by sciontists. This strategy serves
to ¢levate information not subjected to the rigors of sciemific and agency review by
creating 4 seemingly credible citation that cun be used subsequenly as a reference in
conjunction with repeating the information. In light of the agency’s interest in
maintaining credibility and requirement that the agency’s studies remain strictly scicntific
mvestigations and not set out to advocate for a policy position, clearly separating
information derived from the study itself from unrefiable statements in need of credibility
coartails is important. Another significant category of ohjections rclates to the omission

of deteils of the study implementation and analysis that effectively preciude a complete
independent reanalysis. Reporting studies in 2 manner such that other scientists can
repeal the investigation to independentt y replicate the findings is a fundamental tenct of
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scientific reporting, as recagnized by the inclusion of this specification in the
requirements of the OMB Guidelines, '

While the Affectcd Parties anticipate that some of the objections detailed below can he
addressed through the relatively straiphi-forward release of supplemental deiails or
explanations, there are a number of setious laws in how the study was caried out and
how it was reported. Updated analyses will be required ta address some objections and
uncertainties due to some choices in the field may be unavoidable and require forthright
disclosure, In light of the study presented in this reported being carried out with direct
assistance, direction and support from the City of Austin, which subsequenily used the
findings to substantiate its previcusly stated poal of identifying coal ar-derived pavement
sealer products uniquely as important urban PAII sources and banni ng this one type of
product, the implications of the corrections released in response to these objections with
regard to the use of this study in policy should be specified by the agency.

Specific Statements Being Challenged

1, USGS Statement

Page | - Abstract; paragraph 1
“Concentrations were similar for runoff and scrapin gs from the test plots”

*

Objection

This statement falls in the category of mischaracterizations of the acwal results and
findings of the study in the report text. The statcment is misleading and imprecise.
Concentrations of PAHs rcported in washoff samples from the coal-tar derived sealer test
plols were many times lower than the corresponding results obiained by scraping the
sealer.  Only for the asphall-based sealer test plat eould the rclative concentrations be
reasonably characicrized as similar (¢.g., sum of PAHs = 96 mg/kg for washofl' sample
and 110 mg/ky for scraping ~ Table 2). ~

Basis for Our Objection

This objection is bused on failure of the presented sutement to meet the criteria of
Objcetivity and integrity by vinue of:
o being inaccurate with regard to the coal-tar sealer test plot results,
o imprecise und unclear by virtue of implying similarity between the dissimilar
graups - coal-tar vs. asphalt scaled (est plots, and
o not being straightforward and containing an apparent bias by suggesting that the
simulated rainfall runofY from the coal-tar sealed test plats was as high in PAHs as
scrapings of the product itself,

P.89-11
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Relief Requasted

The senience should be rewritten to clarify that PAIIL concentrations were similar for
runoft and scrapings from asphalt-based sealer test plots but that concentrations in runoff
from coal-tar-based scaler test plots were much lower than in the corresponding
serapings.

2. USGS Statement

Page | — Introductivn; paragraph 2
“samples of creek hed sedimeni. .. had unusually elevated PAIT concentrations
(Austin American Statesman, 2003)

Objection

This statement falls in the category of being a representation that serves or intends 1o
clevate unrcliable information by including it in an agency report.  Citation of a
newspaper article as the wource for environmental sampling results and their
characlerization is not appropriete for a technical publication. Newspapers are not
generally recognized by scientists as & suitable source of data. Newspapers {ypically
report upon the wark conducted by others making them s secondary source, al best. With
regard 10 u technical report by a fedem] agency. relying on the characterization from a
secandary source that is not subjeet to the data quality requirements that accrue to the
agency is both inappropriate and unnccessary since the agency authors could readily
identify the primary source of any results they wished 1o cite since their study was donc
in cooperation with the municipal stafl involved in the sampling being characterized in
this staterment.

The choice to cite a newspaper anticle instead of the actual source of the underlying
resulls lends the appearance ol attempting to clevate the significance ol the results by
asseiuting them with generalized modia attention. This is & form of advocacy for the
importance/significance of the study.

Basls for Our Objection

This abjection is based on fajlure of the presented statcment to meet the criteria of Utility
and Impartiality and Nonadvocacy by virue of:
o being inadequately transparent with regard to the actual source of the results being
cited, preventing reviewers from assessing its data quality, and
o mmplicitly linking media attention to the signiticance of the tapic under study
instead of simply citing the primary source of results being mentioned.

Relief Requested

Properly qualified citations to primary sourees of recognized scientific expertise and
availsble to reviewers should be used throughout the report, -
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3. USGS Statement

Page | - Introduction; para graph 2
“prompting eity stalf o theorize that the scalers coating the parking lots
could be the cause (Austin American Statesman, 2003b).*

Objection

This statement falls in the category of being a representation that serves or intends to
elcvale unreliable information by including it in an sgeney report. Theorics presented in
4 newspaper anticle are of insufficient credibility to substantiate carrying oul a federa]
apency study and are ngt generally accepted by scientists as basis for esiablishing
research prioritics or hypotheses. Citations to relevant and appropriate peer-roviewed
scuentific publications should be used as the basis for introducing the findings/ltypotheses
that led up 10 the current study.

This statement Turthers the appearance of attempting to associate the study with media
attention and concerns, advocating for its significance,

Basis for Our Objection

This objection is based on failure of the presented statemen) to meet the criteria of Utility
and Impartiality and Nonadvocacy by virtue of:
o being inadequately transparent with rcgard to the credibility of the source be mg
cited, and
o implicitly linking media attention to the significance of the tapic under study
instead of imply eiting the primary source of resultx being mentioned.

Relief Requested

Properly qualified citations (o primary sources of recognized scientific expertise and
available 1o reviewers should be used throughout the report,

4, USGS Statement

Page 1 - Introduction: paragtaph 3} _
The most commonly used scalers have a coal-tar-emulsion bage”

Objection

The products referred 10 NCOrporale an ASTM-specificd distillate refined from coal tar -
RT-12; coal tar iwself is ot used as a base {or sealer formulation. The ¢hemistry and
environmental fate characieristics of RT-i2 differ from unrefined coal tar, so this is a
meaningfu} distinction that should be made wher mentioned in the report. The refining
process changes the mixtures of PAMs, relevant in particylar 1o the study, from that found
in coal ar and failure 1o specify that the study relates to RT-12-bused materials could

<g TOTAL P.11
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result in readers incorrectly presuming that the composition/characterisies of raw coal tar
arc applicable to interpretations of the study.

Basis for Our Objection

This objection is bascd on failure of the presenied statement to meet the criteria of
Integrity by virtue of;
o being imprecisc in terminology that is meaningful with repard 1 the specifie
chemicals/characteristics involved.

Relief Requested

The term “coal-lat-emulsion”™ should be replaced with “R1-12 emulsion™ or “coal-tar
derived emulsion” throughout the report and the distinetion between coal tar and RT-12
should be made clear in the Introduction.

5. USGS Statement

Page | - Introduclion; paragraph 3
“Reapplication is recommended about cvery 2 1o 3 years,"

-

Objection

This statemaent falls in the catcgory of being e representalion that serves or imonds o
elevale unreliable fpfermation by including it in an agency report, No source for this
specification iy provided and a signilicant distinction between different types of sealer
products is not made. This statement is not general knowledpe. Accordingly, proper
citation (o 4 reliable source is nccessary, :

Further, authors of “his study have stated publicly in presentations their understanding
that ) coal-tar der-ved sealers arc longer lasting than other products, and b) have
specified 2 typical approximate re-sealing interval of approximately § years for coal tar-
derived sealers versus 2-3 years for asphali-bused sealers.

Basis for Our Objection

This objection is based on failure of the presented statement to meet the criteria of Utility.
Objectivity and Inteprity by virtue of:

o failing to be sdequately transparent with regard 1o the source of the information in
the statement,

o failing 10 sel the statement in proper context reparding ihe diffetences in
anlicipated reapplication intervals among product types and the source/basis for
the recommendation, and

o being imprecise in specification with regard to which types of sealer producis the
specilied interval relates,

P.93-83

TOTAL P.83
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Relief Requested

Relevant distingtions between anticipaied longevity of different sealer products should be
made clcar and proper citations to the source of any specific recommendations should be
provided.

6. USGS Statemgnt -

Page 1 ~ Introduction; paragraph 3

“City of Austin statY estimate that about 660.000 gallons (2,500 cubic
meters) of coal-lar-emulsion besed sealers are used annually in Austin (City of Austin,
2004)."

Objection

This statement falls in the category of being a representation that SCIves ar intends to
elevate unrcliable information by including it in an agency report. The cited source is an
internct URL address which dacs not Jink to the prescntation indicated in the refcrence
list or any source to substantiate the quantitative information specified. The cited value
has heen specified by City of Austin staff in public sulcmenis, but no scientifically
based, transparcot derivation of this value hus been released in the media or credible
scientific publication. Specifying this estimate amounts (o repetition of an
unsubstantiated valuc Irom a presentation that cannot be verificd per the citation and

results in the appearance of attempting te create credibility for the vajue by inserting it
within an agency publication,

Bagis for Our Objection

This objection is bused on failure of the presenied stalement to meet the criteria of Utility,
Objectivity and Impartiality and Nonadvocacy by virtue of:

o being inadequately lransparent with regard 1 the potential for independent
reanalysis and verification of the cited valuc; '

o failing to establish sound sciemtific reasoning or basis for the stalemeny:

o failing to remain inipartial by adopting this estimate from a source presented as
credible which, in fact, does not include any quantitative derivation of the
specified value or appropriately reviewed publicatj on/release; and

o advocating on behalf of the City of Austin’s representation of the volume of
sealer used.

Relief Requested

Since the specified value is not available from any known source that includes a
technically substantiateq quantitative derivation and even attribution of the value 1o City

of Austin staff cannot be verified per the citation as presented. the sentence should be
delted in its entirety.

10
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7. USGS Statement

Page 2 — Introduction; paragraph 4

"Coal 1ar is 50-percent or more PAHs by weight (1U.S. Department of
lealth and Human Services. 2002), and coal-tar-emulsion-based scalers typically are 20-
t-35 pereent coal tar by weight”

Objection

This statement falls in the category of mischaracterization of information pertaining 1o
the PAH content of pavement scaler products in the rcport lext. The differences between
cwal tar, RT-12 and linished veuler products are not made clear with regard to the
progression (rom coal tar to a refined distilae (RT-12} and then an emulsion containing
RT-12, water and other additives, It is inaccurate (o specify a percentage of sealer
products being “coal tar'* when they are formulated from the refined distillate RT-12. No
source is cited with regard to the range of (inal fractions of PAHs in sealer products and
adequate specificity as to the corresponding product type is not provided. he distinction
beiween sealer product concentrates manufactured and distributed and the final product
dituted with water for usc by applicalors is not mude clear. The specificd values are
incorrect for commercial sealer praducts mixed and ready for application.

Basis for Our Objection i

This objection is based on failurc of the presented statement to meet the criteria of Utility
and Objectivity by virtue of:
¢ being inadequatcly transparent with regard to distinctions between coal tar and
scaler product Fonnulation!cumpusilion;
o being unclear and incomplete in specilying the stated percemtages in sealer
products as “coal tar” and [ailing to differentiate botween manufacturer
cancentrates and products diluted for application.

Relief Requesied

The composition of sealer products shauld be stated to contain the appropriate percentage
of RT-12. as opposed to unrefined coal tar, and the distinction should be clarified by
describing the process of distillation and then emulsification so that the stcps between the
ciled value for coal tar and the ultimate formulation of scaler products are clear. The
other components of the scaler emulsions, i.¢.. water and additives, should be spccificd
and the percentage water should be quantitatively specified so that veaders can reasonably
detive for themselves the differences between wet-weight and dry-weight measurements,

8. USGS Statement

Page 2 — Introduction; paragraph 4
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“Analyses of commercially available coul-tar-emulsion-hased sealcrs
indicated concentrations of total PAH (sum of 16 parenf PAHSs) ranging from 3 to 600
times greater that those in asphalt-emulsion-based sealers (City of Austin, 2004).”

Objection

This statement falls in the category of being a representation that serves or intends to
clevale unreliable information by including it in an agency report. Citing 2 City of Austin
presentation as a source of quantitative data, which obviously must be available from
some primary source that collected the corresponding  samples s inappropriatc

altribution.  Further, the URI. specificd in the citation does not link to the specified
presentation or das.

Basis for Our Objection

This abjection is based on failure of the presented siatement to meet the criteria of Utility
and Impartiality and Nonadvocaey by virtue of:

o being inadequately transparcnt with regard to the eredibility of the source being
cited and choosing to cite a secondary source when the primary source is
obviously available to the authors: and :

o advoeating on behall of the City of Austin’s interpretation of the subject sampiles,

Relief Requested

Properly qualificd citations (o primary sources of rccognized scientific expertise and
avallable to reviewers should he used.

8. USGS Statement

Page 2 - [ntroduction; paragraph §

“The purpose of this study was (o determine concentrations and lvads of
PAHs in runoff from different types of parking ot surfaces, and 1o the extent possible, to
determine to what deprec parki hg lot sealers are a source of urban PAHS.”

Objection

This siaternent falls in the category of mischaracterizations of the actyal results and
findings of the siudy in the report text. This represeration misstales the nature of the
resulls preseated in the repon, correspondingly overstating the potential inlerpretative
value of the report.  As indicated by the title of the report, the purpose of this specific
study was apparently limited to determining concentrations of constituents in simulaled

runoff. No attempt to compute or discuss load estimares nor relative contributions from
various urban sources is made in the report.

12



NOU-16-2886 12:55

Basis for Qur Objection

This objection is based on Failure of the presented statement to meet the crileria of
Objectivity and Intogtity by virtue of:
o not setting the proper context i which the reported results should be interproted,
i.8., as concentration information solely; and
o not being presented in a straightforward. unbiased manner in suggesting the report
could provide insights regarding PAH loading or relative source contributions.

Relief Requested

The statement of purpase should be moved down u paragraph within the section titled
"Purpose and Scope” and should be constrained to the nature of the results that are
actually included in the report.

10. USGS Statement

¥rge 2 -~ Purpuse and Scope; paragraph |
“Immediately before the be ginning of the study, & coal-tar-emulsion sealer
was applied 1o two of the iest plots™

-

Objaction

As specificd in the “Site Selection™ seclion of (he report, it was actually two differcnt
coal lar-derived scaler products of different product typcs that were applicd 1o
comesponding test plots. Clearly indicating this element of the study design is significant
for readers evalvating the variability in test plot results and recognizing two different
types of sealers are represented,

Basis for Our Objection

This objection is based on failure of the presented stalement to meet the criteria of
Objectivity and Integrity by virtue of:
o being incomplete with regard to not distinguishing that two scparate coal-tar
derived scalers were used: and
o not clearly documenting the method used in the study.

Relief Requested

Reword the scntenee to clarify and muke consistent with the subsequent section,

11. USGS Statement
Page 3~ Purpose und Scope: paragraph |

13
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“Three 1imes during the 2-manth period following applications of sealer, distilled
deionzeed (D1) water was applied to the siles”

Objection

This objection relates ta the category of omjtting information critical 1o the interpretation
and independent reanalysis of the study. This degree of speeification is incomplete with
regard to clements critical to the interpratation of the test plot results that are not further
expanded clsewhere in the materials and methods section of the report, Most significant
1o interpreting the test plot data is acknowledpement and diseussion of the curing fime
that was allowed prior 10 the first sampling event. This should he specified in the
narrative text and put in corresponding context regarding the expecied interval required
for complew curing. Further, it is important 1o interpreting the sudy design for reviewers
{0 understand the intervals between cach subsequent sampling event and whether all test

informalion nesded tv consider these factors from the text and have o derive {or
themselves the intervals using infarmation from two different tables, one of which is not
included within the body of the report.

Basis for Our Objection

This objection is based on failure of the presented statetnent o meet the criteria of
Objectivity and Integrity by virtue of:
- ¢ being incomplete with regard 1o nat specifying the relevance of curing time and
speeilic intervals prior 1o and betwcen sampling events; and
o notclearly decumenting vhe method used |n the study.

Relief Requested

12. USGS Stetement
Page 3 - Purpose and Scope: paragraph |

_ “Scrapings of the parking lot surface from most of the sites were
analyzed™

Objection
$ objection relates to the catcgory of omitting information eritical 1o the interpreiation

Thi
and indcpendent reana!ysis of the study. This degree of specification is incomplecte with
Tegard to clements critical 1o the interpretation of the test plot results that are not further

14



NOU-1e-2086 12:55 ' 7@36487A31 P.g7-14

oxpanded clsewhere in the materials and methods section of the report.  First, it s
significant that scrapings of the sealer on the test plots were taken substantially before the
first simulated rainlall washolT event and apparently after only 6-7 days [or curing, This
is significant 1o interpreting the relevance of the iest plot scraping data to the washoff
data collected afler the surfaces had further cured and would be expected to have changed
chemical composition. This difference in scraping vs. washoff sampling intcrval should
be made clear in the text and the amount of rainfall and nurmher of rainfall cvents
imervening should be speeified.

Next, the scrapings for certain of the in-usc parking lots also appear to have been taken
on different dutcs than the corresponding washof samples, The inlervals of these
differences and number and extent of inlervening rainfall cvents at each lot should be
clearly specified.

Third, the basis for excluding certain lots from the sampling program [or scrapings
should be explicitly stated and the cxcluded lots should be identified specifically instead
of stating the “most” were analyzed.

Basis for Our Objection
This objection is based on failure of the presenied statement to meet the criteria of
Qbjectivity and Integrity by virtue of: .

¢ being incomplew with regard to not specifying (he discrepancy between sampling
dates for scrapings versus washoff samples and relevant factors for the
intervening time period (rain and curing time);

o ot clearly documenting the method used in the study: and

o not disclosing error sources thut could contribute significantly to differences
between the washoff versus scraping sumpling resylts.

Relief Requested

The difference in dates for sampling scrapings versus washoft' should be specificd in text
and explained, the relevance of shorter curing intcrval and any intervening rain events

thould be discussed. and lots excluded {rom the scraping sample analysis should be
identified and explained.

13, USGS Statement
Page 3 — Purpose and Scope: paragraph 1
"Al a subset of sites, PAHs in the dissolved phasc also were analyzed.”
Objection

This abjection relates 10 the category of omitling informatiun criticat to the interpretation
and independent reanalysiy of the study, The iment and rationale for excluding some
sites from sampling of dissolved phase constituents should be made ¢lear. Tt is nol clear
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whether this was an element of the study design or represcnts a deviation from the field
sanpling plan. :

Basis for Qur Objection

This objection is bused on filure of the presented statement to meet the criteria of
Objectivity and Integrity by virtue of:
o being incormplete with regard to nol specifying which samples were excluded
{rom analysis; and
© not clearly clocumenting the method used in the study.

Relief Reguestad

The specific samples cxcluded from analysis of dissolved constituents should be
identificd in the tex: and rationale provided. '

14, USGS Statement

Page 3 - Site Select:on; paragraph |

“The City of Austin arran ged for 3 commercial pavement-sealing
company to apply a coul-tar sealcr (less than 34-percent coal wr by weight) 1o one site
(TARY and an asphalt sealer {less than 35-percent asphalt resin by weiphi) to one site
(PAV). An off-the-shelf coal-tar scaler (33-percent coal tar by welgh), of the type used
for homeowner upplication to residential drive ways, was applied to one site (MON) by
City of Austin staff following the manutacturer’s instructions.”

Objection

This objection relates to the category of omitting information critical (o the interprelation
and independent reanalysis of the study. This deseription of the methedology is deficient
in numerons details het would be required for another rescarch 1eam to duplicate the

First. the relationship between the City of Austin and the pavement sealing company
should be clarified. The form “arranged” doos not differentiate whether this company
wasd coniractor to the city or provided the work on g volunteer basis, This is significant
o the interpretations because the motivation and interesis of a commercial vendor ihat
provided services voluntarily could be pertinent ta potential conflict of intcres and
readers may eonsider this in evaluating the data and nature of the job done to apply the
sealer, :

The identity/affiliations and qualifications of the applicators should be disclosed along
with the source and revision date of the SOPs that werc followed, Again, these deiails
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could be obviously relevant to interpreting data quality, Citations should be provided to
the roievant SOPs and, if these are not available 1o reviewers through standard industry
governance badies (c.g., ASTM), they should be included as appendices (o the report.

The specific products and sources should be identified along with all handling and/or
modifications made o the formulaied scalers and the time imterval between the
preparation of the batches of cach sealer product and its corresponding use. Identifi cation
of chemicals used, purity grade and sources in cxperiments is required in standard
scientific publications and these appear in the materials and methods sections of
publications precisely because experienced rescarchers are able to inferpret the rolevant
quality implications of using specific grades of supplies from specific vendors,

The specific materials are particularly reievant for the commercially applied sealers
beeause these marerials are typically diluted, mixed and adulicrated with additives by a
supplier on a batch-by-bateh basis. The specific formylatian from the scaler concentrate
voluime, the amount of water. the nature and extent of mixing and the ideniity and
pupose of any additives should be disclosed. Any differonce borween grit/[riction
additives between the coal-tar derived product and the asphalt-based product should be
disclosed and discussed as (o their potential relevance for differential adherence and/or
washofY' properties. Any dillerences between the applications used for the test plots
compared to standa-d applications should bo disclosed and discussed as to their potential
relevanee (o interpretations — e.g. if friction/prit udditives.typically used in commercial
uses were excluded from the text plots. Also, any steps used to prepare or pre-real the
test plots prior to applying the sealer praducts should be disclosed so that their potential
tclevance to adherence can be considered by readcrs.

Anather factor critical to interpreting the results is the relative thickncsses of the sealer
fayers applied, as this will affeet significantly adhercnce, curing and washoff
characteristics. The raie of application by arca should he specified and the evenness of

Finally, given the fiilure to disclose fhe specific matcrials used on the test plots, it is
impossible for readers 1o interpret the application details underlying the statement that the
product was applicd “follawing the manufacturer's instructions.”™ The specific methods
and spprouches shau'd he disclosed. :

Basis for Our Objection

Thisobjection is based on failure of the presented statement to mect the criteria of Utility,
Objectivity and Integrity by virtue of:
o being inadequately transparent with regard 0 materials and methods used for
applying the ssaler products ta permit replication of the study;
o being incomplete in spec ifying relevant details of the experimental design and
implementation; and
¢ not documenting the methods ysed in the siudy.
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Relief Requested

The materials an¢ methods should be cxpanded to incorporate the specific details
mentioned ahave and to clearly disclose other significant aspecets of the study methods,

15. USGS Sta nt

Page 4 ~ Site Scleelion; paragraph 2
: “The: parking lots for the synoptic sampling were chosen by City of Austin
and USGS personnel to represent arange of surface types and sealer ages (Table 1),

Objection

This statement pravides insufficient detaif regarding the inclusion/exeiusion criteria, docs
nat specity the universe of lots from which the sample was obtained and is contradicted
by the specifications noted in Table | of the report. '

According to T'able 1, 6 out of the O scaled lots had been roscaled within 1-2 thonths
before the study began in August, 2003, All byt 2 of the lots had heen rescaled within 6
months prior 1o the start of the study. Considering that authors of the study have stated
publicly their undcrstanding that typical rescaling intervals are on the order of years, not
a few months, it is not accurate (o charactarize this sct of Iots as u representative “range
of ...sealer ages.™ [n fact, the lots chosen for inclusion were heavily overrepresented by

universe of government agency; municipal, school, and commercial lotg as specified in
the report. Accordingly, (his element of the study design should be disclosed,

Basis for Our Objection

This objection is based on failurc of the presented statement 1o mect the criteria of Util] 1y,
Objectivity |, Integrity and [mparialily and Nonadvocacy by virtue of:
o being inadequately transparent with regard to selection criteria for including
parking lots:
s failing to be complete and unbiased in implementing the study design per the
stated goal of sampling lots representative of a range of sealer Bges;
© nol adequately documenting ihe methods used: and
o not presenting the facts regarding the representativeness of the ages of seajer
reflected in the sampled logs impariially since the results from what are
predominantly newly scaled lots with limited curing time — from which washoff’

could be cxpected to be higher - are construed to be representative of scaled lots
overall,
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Relief Requestey

Details of the identification of the universe of luts from which the sample was chosen,
whether lots were inspected prior to their selection, inclusion/exclusion criteria and other
relevant details to properly characterize the sample of lots should be clearly disclosed.
The sentence should be reworded (o clearly state in the 1ext the number of lots thal were

newly resesled and the expected inerease in PAH levels in washofT from freshly sealed
lots.

16. USGS Statement

Page 4 - Site Sefec:ion: paragraph 2
"The: type of sealer used and date of sealer application were determined on

the basis of informetion provided by the property owner or mangger or from the company
that sealed the parking lot.™

Objection

wauld associate it with both asphalt and coal tar-derived scaler types. Accordingly, the
potential for misclassification of seslcr types due 10 the use of the term “coa)-tar™ i
significant. Also, even cxperienced technicians cannot eusily distinguish between coal
lar-derived and asphali-based sealer under varying conditions afier application. Calor-

to mimic the coler associuled with coal lar-derived products. This makes i1 unlikely that
tisclassification errors could have been relinbly caught during Feld inspections.
Potential date and surfpes lype uncertaintics should he identificd and discusscd,

Basis for Our Objection

This objection is based on failure of the prescnted statement 1o meet the criteria of
Objectivity and Integrity by virtue o[

© not providing appropriate context for readers to understand potential uncertainiies
in classification of the sample groups; and

o not adequately disclosing error sources in the presentation,
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Relief Requested

The potential uncertainties associated with classifying the sample groups by elicitation of
presumed reliable information should e identified in the matcrials and methods scetion
of the report and discussed subsequent] ¥ '

17. USGS Statement

Page 4 — Sample-Collcetion Methods: paragraph |
“Parking lots were sprinkled with simulated rainfall following a minimum
of § dry days."

Objection

This objection relates 19 the category of omitting information critical 10 the interpretation
and independent reanalysis of the study. The specification of 5 dry days preceding
sample collection is inadequate as a study design criterion duc to the prescnce of other
confonding actors that should have been addressed. For the test plots, critical [actors
include the number of rainfall events and amount of ruinfall in cach event that occurred
between the application of sealer and each sampling event. The dramatic decteases
cbserved between sampling reunds are substantiatly a funcrion of curing and washoff of
the removable mawerial in carlier sampling events. However, Intervening rain events
would clearly confound these faciors and should have been recorded and disclosed so that
reviewers can consider the carresponding cffects and uncertainties. It even appears the
individual test plots were subjected to different numbers/extent of rai nlall events between
sampling rounds (See commcht 19, below) within a given sampling round, further
illustrating the need 1o specify this information for each test ploL and each sampling
round,

Far the in-use lots, the number of rain events and smount of rain since the sealer was
applied should be spucified for at least thosc lots that had been sealed within 6 months of
the stan of the study and an explanation should note that for the 2 lots with sealer older
than this, the loss related (o curing and washofl would he ¢xpested to have been complete
prior to the sampling even.

Also, since the in-use lots were sampled on different days and somc painfal] events could
have laken place over only parts of the city, it is tiecessary 10 specify not only thar a

minimum number of dry days for vehicle particulaie to accumulate had passed, but to
disclosc how many days worth of aceumulation had, in luct, collected on cach of the lots
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Basis for Our Qbjection

This objection is based on failure of the presented stalement to meet the eriteria of Utikity,
Objectivity and Integrity by virtoe of:
o beiny inadequately lransparent with regard 10 obvipus confounding faclors that
would be of interest for re-analysis;
© nol being based on sound scientific reasoning with regard 1o gelting the inclusion
criterion as a minimum number of dry days instead of either a similar, or recorded
number of dry days; and
¢ notdisclosing information on differences In accumulation time that could be a
source of errors in interpreti ng the factors controlling particulate characteristics.

Relief Requested

The details identificd above as abvioux conlounding factors should be addressed by
specifically tabulating the rainfuli events, intervals and other relevant differences from Jot
to lot. These factors shouid be specifically evaluated in the Quantitalive analysis of the
study to determine 10 what extent they control/expluin the results obtained.

18. USGS Statement

Page 4 — Sample-Collection Methods; paragraph |

“The anly exception was the sampling of the test plots on August 12,
2003, when 25 liters of water on a 2.5- by 5-meter arca was used an all the test plots
except TAR, the test plat with a commercially applied coal-tar segler {the smaller volume
of water was used because it was immediately obvious that j nsufficient particulates were
available for analysis so samples for analysis of dissolved PAN only were collected)™

Objection

This objection falls in the category of information related to methods nat being disclosed
and serving to concesl study design choices tha promote bias in the results. This
explanation of the specified deviation from the study dasign is conlusing. unclear and it
implications with regard to the cffect of curing time and the iability to wash off
particulate using the rst sampling stratepy are never discussed,

itis apparent from this statement that the first planned washoft' sampling event for (he
test plots was on August 12, 2003 - after only 6-7 days of curing — and (hat the initia}
intent was to collecy particulate samples during this event, Apparently, afier detcrmining
that the amount of materia| that could be collected from the commerciglly applied coal
tarderived sealer tesi plot (TAR) was insufficient for analysis, the sampling desipn was
modified to apply less water an & smaller area for the sampling of the ather types af
scaler test plots. The specified rationale is that it was obvioys that insufficient particulate
wasavailable. Even if only smat) 4MOuRts of particulate had been washed from the T'AR
plot, it is not readily apparent why the amount of particulage on the other plois could he
presumed to be inadequate for analysis. There is no TedSON, a priori. o exclude the
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possibility that the particulatc levels would have been higher on the other plots on August
12" It is not clear that such a determination could have been reliably made by simple
visual obscrvation of the test plots. Had the same amount of water and arca been
sampled from these plots as was used on the TAR plot, sufficicnt material could have
been collected on the filters to permit analysis for the other three plots. In such a case, it
would have beer particularly relevant to report the concentrations from the other plots
ind 1o discuss the fact that rccovery was substantially different. i.c., lower. from the TAR
plt. Curing differences and ihe differing tackiness/adhesiveness of the between the
sesled surfaces al this early time point could have been relevant [actors affecting
particulate washoff,

The decision to limit the sampling event (or the non-TAR plots o less water and a
smaller arca served to reduce the amouni of particulate that could possibly be collected
from these plots. This prevenied the possibility that measurements tould have heen
deeetable for the non-TAR plots and the circumstanee where aumerical results would
have been reported for the other Jots, but would have been reported as (oo low to measure
from the TAR plot, Facing concerns about getting too little material for analysis, it
would scem that @ more obvious deviation in the field would have been to wash larger
areas with more water 1o ry o ultimately collect more particulate on the filters for
andlysis, More delail re garding the rationale and motivation for reducing the sample that
could be collected from certain {est plots should be provided since 1his modification
could be perceived 1o have been made to ensurc that higher paniculate levels were not
obhined for non-coal tar-based plots compared (o the TAR plot,

The possibility that measurable smounts of particulate could have been obtained from
other lots had the volume not been reduced is even supportcd directly by data reported in
Table 5 of the report, The suspended sediment concentration Teported in Table 5 for (he
MON test plot for Augnst 12" is similar to that reported for Scpiember 9" and actually
higher than that reported for September 26" from the same test plot, At these suspended
sediment concenirations, sufficient material was obviously obtained far analysis of
particulate on August 26" and September 9% - g presented in Table 2, Accordingly,
filtering  water from the August 12 sampling cvent with the same or higher
concentrations of parliculate could very well have yielded as much or more particulate
and been sufficient for analysis. This indicates the poteniial that, had the deviation not
been made, results might have becn obtained and reported for particulate from at loast
some of the test plots on August 12",

Based on the description of the method provided and the deviation made, it is not clear
how a determination was made to exclude analyses of particulaie from Avgust 12® from
the study. Since a suspended sediment concentration was messured, at least for the MON
test pint. suspensions conuining the washoff watcr and the resuliant parliculaie were

[or _armlysis of dissolved constituents, This mcans that filicrs containing the {ilcred
particulate must have actually been obtained for cach test plo. The MON suspended
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sediment concentration suggests (hat similar amounts of particulate should have been
coliccted on this filter as were collccted in subscquent sampling events wherc the
particulate was submiued for analysis, In these eircumstances, what basis was used o
decide that the particulate on the filter should not be analyzed for any of the August 12%
samples?  Were these filters submittcd w the analytical laboralory where such a
determination was made? Did the laboratory try' to analyz these filiers or obtain
preliminary analytical results from these Glters that have not been released? Did a
researcher in the fizld decide that insufficient material would be recovered in the lab and
ol even process the filters for analysis and, if so, upon what basis? Al these questions
remain open due Lo the limitcd detail provided regarding how the cvent on August 12"

was handled differenily than the subsequent events and lead to unecriaintics that should
be discussed,

Basis for Our Objection

This objection is based on failure of the prescated statement to meet the criteria of Utility,
Objectivity, [ntegrity and Impartiality and Nonadvocacy by virtue of:

o being inadequatcly iransparent with regard to the ratianale and specific course off
events that led to the exclusion of certain samples from the report:

o being incomplete and potentially biased with regard to reduwcing the sample
collection amount from iest plots other than the commercially applied coal tar-
derived scaler test plat; '

o lziling to adequately document the methods used and present possible sources of
etror; and

¢ failing te evaluate the alternative circumsiance that there might actually have heen
higher levels of particulate obtained from the tost plots other than the one of the
coal tar-derived plots first sampled on August 12,

Relief Requasted

The sequence of events thal ocourred in the field on Auogust 13 should be clearly and
completely described and the basis and rationale for including scraping sample resuits,
dissolved sample resubts and a suspended sediment concentration from onc test plot, but
nol reporting analytical results for particulate should be made reasonabie and clear. If
dilempls were made to analyze particulate from any of the filters obtained on this date,

they should be described and any preliminary testing that was altempied should be
discloxed.

19. USGS Statement

Page 4 - Sample-Colieetion Methods; paragraph 1
"In one instance it reined during the sampj ing, and actal rain{al runof{
was colleeted instead of (he sirulated rainfall (TAR test plot, August 26, 2003)."
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Objection

This sfatement falls in {he category ol mischaracterizations of the aetual study in ﬂlc
report tcxt. No results were reported for a sampling event on August 26, 2003. This

The substitution of rainwater for deionized, distilled water represents a major differcnce
in the solvent applicd 16 the test plots. The relative acidity and ionic content anticipated
for rain water, firgt of all, is more seflective of what actually affects sealed surfuces.
Further, pH and ionic characteristics of solvents are relevant to the function of filter
systems and it is not made clear whether they cited fiitration method has been validuted

and/or is rabust with regard to this change in solvent These factors incresse the
uncertainty associute with the repotied results,

Basis for Our Objection

1his objection is hased on failure of'the presented statement to mect the criteria of Utility
and Integrity by virtue of:

¢ being inadequately transparent with regard to the actual dates on which samples
were collected; and

0 not making clear the potential errors and differences associate with ch angingp the
collection solvent.

Relief Raquested

If ssmples were taken on August 26, 2003, the results should be disclosed. I (he
specified date is incorrect, it shauld be identified properly.

The applicability/reliability of the collection and filtration methods used sheuld be
discussed with regard 10 the change from deionized, distilled water to rainwater,

20. USGS Statement

Page 4 - Sample-Collcetion Methods; paragraph 2
“Samples ware filiered through 0.45-micron pore size,

polyetrafluoroethylene (¥ E} Glters following the methods of Mahler and Var Metre
(2003),"

Objection

This objection relates to the category of omitting information critical to the interpretation
and independent reanaiysis of the study. The description provided is insufficient ta allow
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Teviewers to determine specifically how the sam ples were processed and the ratignate for
choosing among the options presemed in the cited source,

The cited paper (Mabler and Van Metre, 2003) includes g multi-stage filtration option
that removes larger particulate matter prior 10 trapping the materig] for analysis. The
description provided does not mention whether this option was erployed and the
decision of whether or not to employ this step is relevant to interpreting the resulis from
the in-usc parking lots in patticular.

The cited source (Mahler and Yan Metre, 2003) also incorporaics methods using two
differont types of fillers — glass-fiber filters (GFF) and PTFI filters, Comparing resuits
between the types of filters, the paper reported that higher PAJ] toncentrations were
found when choosing PTFE filers, stating. “the difierence in PAH concentrations was
more siriking. with concentrations an sediments from the PTFE filier twa to three times
higher than those {rom the GFF filter™ (Mahler, B.J, & Van Metre, P.C, dreds, Frviran.
Contam. Taxicol (2003) 44: p, 290). One possible explanation for higher lcvels of PAHg
using the P'IFE fillers is that the filters are less efficient at trapping certain particulaie
and tend to selectively concenrate PAll-associnted particulate. aflowing other particylate
to pass through by virtue of size or chemical characteristics. This would resuh jn the
subsequent - analytical messurcments appearing higher than the actug sediment
concentralions as an artifact of the filtering methad, Because PAH tesults from the sameg
washoff sample would be Cxpected o 2-3 1imey higher using the PTFE (Uters, the
rationale for this choice should be made clear,

In conjunction with the use of PIFK [liers, the cited source {Mabhler and Van Moetre
2003) specifics that the filters cdn either be used one time and then sen for analysis or
processed and re-used, The description provided doeg not make clear which of these
Options was uscd.

Basis for Our Objection

This objection is based on failure of the presented statemen; 1o meet the criteria of Utility,
Objecrivity, and Integrity by virtue of:
o being inadequately transparent with regacd to the selectiong made among the
choices included in the cjted method;
o  being unclear and incumplete regard methodological choices tha could have led
to sample results being biascd high; and
o not documensing adequately the method uscd,

Relief Requested

it should bs discloged that, ameng the methods provided in the cited source, this choice
would be cxpected to yield 2 to 3 times highct measurements of PAIls,
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2], USGS Statement

Page 4 - Sample-Callection Methods: paragraph 2

“Bamples for analysis of suspended sediment concentration were collected
periodicaily from the churn prior to filiering 1o allow quantification of the mags of
sediment recovered in the sample,”

Objection
This objection relates to the category of omitting information criticul to the inerpretation
and independent reanalysis of the study. Insufficient details are provided regarding the
methad used for analysis of suspended sediment concentrations to allow revicwers 1
understand the associated error rates, There are several methods availabie for
determination of suspended sediment concentration - the two most common being
evaporation and filtration. The nature and magnifude of associated uncerainties diffar
between methods. Proper method selection is particularly critical at the very fow
suspended sediment concentrations measured for the test plots. Without knowing which
method was used, it is impossible to cvg uate the uncertainty in the measurcments
presented. Because the suspended sediment cancentralion data are subsequently used 1o
calculate the mass of sediment recovered in the runoff samples, knowledge of the
methodology for determining suspended scdiment concentration is critical for cvaluating
the accuragy of the computed amounts of sediment. :

In addition to the specific type of methodology used, there is no indication of the size of
the sub-sample coliceied from the churn, the pumber of samples aken fromy the chum,
nor the critical devail of whether multiple sample containers fram the field were
combined ito the chumn, The effect of samplc size on represcniativeness will depend
upun the effectivencss of the churmn a homogenizing the sample. The losy effective the
churn is, the greater the uncertainty that smaller sub-sarples accurately reflect bulk water
properties,

Basis for Our Objection

This objection is based on faijure of the presenied siatement to meet the criteria of Utility
and Integrity by virtue of*
©  being inadequatefy transparent with regard to the method used 1o detcrmine
suspended sediment soncentrations:
@ not documenting the methods used in the study; and
©  notdisclosing fuctors critical 1o the crror rates for suspended sediment
conceatration cstimates.

Refief Requested

The method and procedures used 1o determine suspended sediment concentrations should
be specificd slong with the appropriate citations, including specific details on how
individual sample containers and samples from the churn were handled and obtaincd with
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regard to reflecting the overall characteristics for the entire collected water volume, Data
vilidating the accuracy and reprodueibility of sub-sampling chumn contents 1o represen|
bulk watet properties should be presented. DifTerences between results from the first part
ol cach sarmple collection versus the Tat portion of the water collested should he
disclosed.

22. LUSGS Statement

Page 4 - Sample-Cotleetion Methods: peragraph 2
“The filiers were massaged inside of locking bags to remove retained
particles, and the recavered particles were shi pped as chilled sturries”

Ohjection

Insufficient detuil is provided regarding these steps of the method (o allow reviewers to
adequately evaluate methodological uncertaintios. The solvent and volume used in
conjunction with removing particutate from the [iiters for analysis is nat specified. The
basis for determining when this remaoval slep was complete and quality control
approaches are not deseribed. Steps taken 1o ensure that particulate from the varying
surfice types was removed with similar efficicncy in light of the possible differences in
sizc and commposition should be deseribed.

Basis for OQur Objection

This objection is based on failure of the presented statement to meel the eriteria of Utility
and Integrity by virtue of: _
o being inadequately Lransparent with regard (o the handling and processin g of the
filtered materiul; and
o not docurnenting adequately the methad used.

Relief Requested

Additional methodological and quality control details should be provided addressing the
agpects described ahove. -

a3. USGS Statement

Page 4~ Analytical Methods (PAHs in the Particulate Phase); paragraph |
“Surrogate compounds were added to the sample prior 1 extraction to
verify method recoveries.”

Objection

P.1B8-11

Insufficient delail is provided regarding this step of the method to-allow reviewers to

adequately cvafuate methodological and quality control uncertainties, The specific
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chemicals added w the samples shouid be identified and, in the “Quality Contro]
Samples™ section later in the reporl. surrogate recovery for the individual chemicals
added should be specified,

Basis for Our Objection

This objection is based on failure of the presented statement to meet the criteria of Uility
and Integrity by virlue of:

o being inadequately transparent with regard ta the processing of the extracts: and

©  not documenting adequately the method used,

Relief Requested

Additiona) methodological and quality control details should be ptovided addressing the
aspects described above.

24, USGS Statement

Page 5 — Analytical Mcthods (PAILs in the Particulate Phasc); paragraph 3
“If less than 25 grams was cxlracted, the MRL was raised aceord; ngly. In
some cases, MR1.s were raised because of background inte#ferences,®

Objection
Insufficient detail is provided regarding this step in (he quantification and qualification of
tesults allow reviewors to adequately evaluate uncertainties. This statemcent implies that
dilutions were used in canjunction with hackground interfercnce. i this is the case, it
should be specilied clearly that samples were diluted, and the relevant dilution factor
listed. Spevific saiples in which Teporting limits had to be increased due io cither
interference or insuflicient exuraction material should be identified or tabulated,
specifying which of the reasons for MRL uncertainty was pertinent to each sample.

Basis for Our Objection

This objection is based on failure of (he presented statement 1o meet the criteria of Utility
and Tniegrity by virtue of:
o being inadequately transparent with regard to the assignment of reporting and
detection limits; and
o not documenting adequatc] ¥ the method used.

Relief Requestod

Additiona] methodelogical and quantificaiion details should he provided addressing the
aspects deseribed ahove,
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25, USGS Statement

Pages - Analytical Methods (Quality-Control Samples); paragraph |
“two duplicale samples for anal ysis of particulate PAH were collected,
one from a site with extremely elevated particulate PAH concentrations”

Objection

This objection faily in (he Calegory of information rclaied to methods not being disclosed
and serving to conceal study design choices that promote bias in the results, The basis

for determining where duplicate samples would be collected and exactly what steps of the
methodology ure reflected in the duplicated analyses is not specified clearly. Duplicate
samples for quality control purposes can be ass| gned randomly to ensure against bias, or
they can be assigned to altempt W intentionally capiure a range of the possible
charicieristics and concentrations anticipated in the study. In this case, it is not clear
whether 1wo samples were intentionally collected from a lot with particularly high
panticulaie concentrations or whether the lot had been chosen in some other manner, [
the rescarchers had some type of prier knowledge about the PAN cancentratians expected
from the lots, this should be disclosed along with explaining what information served as
the besis for sclecting the lost from which duplicates werc collecied.

The sample collection. processing and cXtraction methods involved multiple steps and it
appears that multiple containers of washofl' water were collected in the field from
individual lows. Accordingly, o interpret the implications of the duplicate results, it is
significant to understand whether they were taken from two Scparatc cantainers, two
separaie filtration steps. or fronf two separate extractions in the analytical lab. Because
specified duplicate anatyscs ended up yiclding results that varied by more than 3-fold, it
is important 1o characterize the variability in the laboratory versug the sampling and
sample pracessing methods,

Basis for Our Objection

This objection is based on failure of the presented statement 1o meet the criteria of Utility
and Integrity by virtue of:

¢ being inadequately transparcnt with regard to selection of lots for leking duplicate
samples and the specific handl; ng of the duplicate samples; and
o not documenting adequately the method used.

Relief Requested

Additional methodological details should he provided addressing the aspects described
above,

26. USGS Statement

Page 5- Analytical Methods (Quality-Control Samples); paragraph |
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“ZPAHpuq Is defined here g the sum of coneentrations of 12 parent PAHs
(naphihalcne, acenaphthylene, acenaphthene, fluorene, phenanthrenc, anthracene,
[uoranthene, pyreng, benz(a)anthraceng, chrysene, benzo(a)pyrene, ang
d ibenzo{a,h)anthracene) and 2-methylnaphthalene™

This staement falls in the calegory of mischaracterizations of the acial methods of the
Study. Results arc not provided in the twxt nor Table 2 of the report for onc of the specific
compoinds specified o be sdded together 1o represone ZPAHp, 2-methylnaphihalene.
Further, the analytical method spparently ysed (USGS Water-Resources Investigations
Report 03-4318) docs not specify 2-methyinaphthalene 1o even be one of the specific
compounds that ¢an he identified vig thig method.  Either the definition and/or

The definition of IPAHy, is also incomplete and insufficiently glear regarding whether
individual resull thar were either qualificd due 1o Yuality contro] faitures o were below
the reporting and detection limits for the analyses were added inte esiimates of overall
PAH levels, Represcnting PAH concentrations hy adding 1ogether the resyy obtained
from vadous chemicals introduces uncertaintios in quantification and e inclusion or
cxclusion of qualified analytical results and Javels below reliable reporting limits is well
recognized o be a relevani fagior for understanding the overal) characierization, The
definition ang compulation of ZPAHpg, should be cxpanded so thyt it js dpparent how
these issues were dealt with and the associated uncertaintics should be diselosed and
discussed.

Basis for Our Objection

This objcction is bused on fai lure of the presentsd Slatement (o meet the crilerig of Ulility,
Objectivity and Integrity by virtus of
o being inadequately transparent with regard to the “omputation of the combined
measurement XPAH
o heing inaccurate by including a specific PAH compound in the stated definition

thal does not appear 10 be detected nor reported; and
© ot documenting adequately the method ysed,

Relief Requested

they should he incloded in the Ieport. (fdata arc available for other isomers or groups of
isomers, these shoud be identiffed clgar! y- The inclusion or exclugion of qualified resylts
and results below reporting and detection timits in computing the TPA Flnan values shoyld
be made c¢lear,
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27.USGS 8 11

Page 5 ~ Analytical Methods {Quality-Coniral Samples); paragraph 1

“For one of the duplicate sample. TPAH,,, differed by 8 percent (rolative percent
difference); or the second duplicate (samplc with clevated concentrations), EPAH .,
differed by 54 percent,”

Objection

This disclosure of error rates found in analyzing duplicate samples is incomplete with
regard to an clemeat eritical (o interpreting the significance of the finding. The large
discrepancy between the repeatability of results from the two duplicates means that the
degree of uncertainty in PAH measurements appears to be dependent upon the
concentration level in the sample.  The implications of a concentralion-dependant
analytical error rate are significant 1o interpreting the results presented in the report
because this would mean that there is much greater uncertainty about one subset of the

samples with higher PAII levels could be off by a factor of about twa-fold. Conversely,
there is a lot less uncertainty for sumples with lower PAH congentrations. Functionally,
this means that the tnieertainty associated with results from the scrapings and some of the
coal tar-derived sesler would be expected 10 be relatively high (c.g., a factor of twa),
while this uncertainty would be much lower for other samples. Substantial diflerences in
the nature of variance betwoen groups of samples also invalidate many routine statistical
comparisons and the apparent 2-fold unalytical error rate for samples with the higher
reporied results makes clear presentation of differential variance among samplc types
necessary for the statistical relevance of the reported differences to be interpreted.

Due o the correlation between cenlain groups of samples and the high analytical
uncenginties  and  the subsequent  complications for statistical cvaluations, the
concentration dependent nature of the error rate reflecied in analysis of duplicate samples
should be explicitly discussed, Further, after the results have been presented in the
repon, it should he acknowledged in the discussion and interpretation of these results that
the appavently elevated error rates affect samples from coal ar-gerived scaler lots and
scraping samples disproportionatel Y.

Basis for Our Objection

This vbiection is bused on fajlyre of the presented staternent o meet the criteria of Utility,
Objectivity and Integrity by virtue oft
¢ being inadequatcly transparent with regard to the implication of the different error
rates for the quplicate samples reflecti Ng @ concentration-dependent uncertainty;
o being incompletc in deseri bing a source of uncertainty discovered by the quality
control analyses included in the study; and
o failing to disclose that this crror source selectively affecied certain sample groups.

3
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Relief Requested

In the materials and methods section of the study where the duplicate sample error rates
are presented, a further statemem regarding the concentration-dspendent nature of the
ertor rates should be added. When the results from different groups of samples are
discussed later in the yeport. the discussion should inelude mention of the uncertainty in
comparisons between groups becausc of the approximately 2-fold error rate in
measurcments that affects certain groups of samples (i.e., coal tar-derived sealer lots)
sclectively,

28, USGS Statement

Page 5 ~ Analytical Methods (Quality-Control Samples); paragraph 2
“Recovery of the six spiked samples ranged from 6 1o 107 perceni with a
median of 76 percent.”

- Objection
the range of recovery for spiked sampleg Suggests substantially differential recovery
efficiency for the different samples used and/or surropate chemicals uscd as spikes. In
order for 4 reviewer to appropriately interpret this large range, diselosure of which

chemicals/samples corresponded to very poor rccovery and the distribution of
compound/sample-specilic recoveries is significant,

Basig for Our Obfection

This objection is based on luilure of the prescnted statement to meet the criteria of Utility
by virtue of: _
o heing inadequately transparent with regard 1o the specific spiked chemicals and
samples reflected in the wide range of recovery cfficiency.

Relief Reguested

To clarify the implications of the range of recovery for spiked samples, the details by
sample and surrogate chemical should be further described and presented in a table.

29, USGS Statement

Page 5 ~ Anaiytical Methods (Quality-Control Sumples); paragraph 2
“For the six laboratory blanks, an analyte was detected to 85 of 336
possible cases, but only 22 detected concentrations were greater than the MRL,®
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Objection
This disclosure that more than 25% o sample results could reflect contamination in the
laboratory increasing the actual reported valugs for the samples warrants more detailed
: presentation and has an obvious and critical implication was not addressed. First, the
1 specific PAHs thal appeared in samples due o lab or equipment contamination should be
i identificd. Further, those which appearcd in a blank above the corresponding MRL
i should be distinguished.

In addition 10 these clarifications, the fact that laboratery or equipment comamination
was obviously relevant to imerpretation of the sample results should have been addressed
by 1) marking or flaguing the relevant analytcs in the data wbles — the conventional
qualifier flag for blank contamination is “B”, 2) describing the usc of the corresponding
qualiicr in text, and 3) discussing specifically whether analytes containing blank
contamination were included in adding topether the compound-specific results to abtain
the presented values for summed PAHS present (SPAI Tpar and ZPAT L)

Basig for Our Objection

This objection is based on failure of the presenied statement to et the criteria of
Objectivity and Integrity by virtue of:

o being incomplete with regard 1o carrying over the quality conirol finding of
substantial iaboratory/equipment comamination into the presentation of the
sample results; and

o not adequately diselosing sources of error to the speeilic summation values used
to characterize the PAN levels in the samples.

Relief Requested

Additional detail on the specific PAIs found due lo laboratory or equipment
contamination should be provided as outlined above, A comresponding qualifier should
be added to the data and presented in summary tables provided. The implications of
including data qualified due to laboratory/equipment contamination in the summations of
PAHs for cach sample should be discussed,

30. USGS Statement

Page 5 - PAHs and Major and Trace Elements in Simulated Rainfall RunofF; paragraph |

“The “E™ qualificr alse precedes 2 concentration when it i3 loss than the
MRL., when the analyte failed the lab-spike criteria, and for ail of the al kyl-homologue
groups for which authentic standards are unavailable.”

Objection

This_ objection relates to the category of omitting information eritical (o the interpretation
and independent reanalysis of the study. The use of g single data qualifier to retiect three
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reasonably be characterized gs “estimaled,” the different basis lor this qualificalion is
relevant and should be made clear through the use of separate qualificrs that identify
specilic data quality or validation concemns, Data validation guidance and conventions are
mainiained by lederal agencies and this report should follow generlly understood and
accepted data qualifior lerminology.

In addition to Magging data for which the analyle failed the Jab spike criterion or the
result was below the reliable quantification limit, relevant resyls affected by laboratory

Basis for Our Objection

This objection is based on failure of the presented statement to meet the criteria of
Objectivity and Integrity by virtue of:
© not being complcte with regard to cstablishing distinct data qualifiers to address
the separate issues identified und defining/using al) relevant quelificrs; and

Relief Requested

Distinct and unique data qualifier flags should be defined and shown on the relevant
tabulations of data consistent with fodepa) agency requirements and guidance. tn
connection with the corrected handling of blank contamination, the qualifier
corresponding (o this quality control limitation should bo included and described along

31. USGS Statement

Page 6 ~PAHs (Runoft From Test Ploy); paragraph 1

“The probablc cifect concentration (PEC), the cancentration above which
adverse effects on benthjc binta are expected 10 occur mare ofien than not {(MacDonald
and others, 2000), is 22,800 ue/kg for LPAH,,,.” ' ‘

Objection
This statement falls in the category of mischaracterizations of the actual resuits and
findings of the study in the report text. This Statemeat incorrecily Specifics that the cited
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sediments suitable as habital for organisms. EPAM,,, as defined earlier in this report
coresponds 10 matetial washed dircetly ofT of paved surfaces that was separated by
filration steps ta yicld particulate matter slurrics that were analyzed. This js not
equivalent 1o streambed sediment and no previous publication has described or validated
a"probable effects concentration™ or other similar criterion applicable for comparisons {o
residue removed fram a flltering device,

Spetifying streambed sediment screening criteria 1o be applicable for characterizing
ZPAHpan is invalid because there are obvious differences between sediments and the filter
residue that are relevant o differential effacts on organisms. There is no basis 1o assume
that the particle sizc distribution of the filer residue s cquivalent to strcambed sediments.
Pariicle size iy a critical factor affecting exposure of organisms to chemicals because it
controls the surfuce arca relevant for direct contact with orpanisms and the extent to
which particles are ingested. There is also no basis to assume that the overall organic
carbon and the nature of that fruction is cquivalent between streambed sediment and the
residue collected from the filters. Organic carbon relationships contral the bioavailability
(ability of organisms to extract) of chemicals within sediment and sireambed sediment
would be expected 10 have dramatically different bioavailability than ihe material
collecied direelly from paved surfaces.

No attempt is reade within the report to charactorize the_proportionate relationship of
LPAHpan as a fraction of overall streambed sediment conlent. Therc iS no means for a
reviewer o apply & relevant conversion factor and determine the correct coneentration
that would be analogous to sediments for which screening criteria have been developed
and 16 make corresponding compatisons.

Adopling streambed sediment sereening concentrations for comparisons to the parking lot
filiered residue as done in this report implics that comparisons can be meamngfully made
withou! correcting for the differences in the particulate material. Further, dircetly slating
that there is an established probable cffeets concentration for XPAHpgn implies that this
type of material has heen specifically evaluated, The failure to point out the significantly
different basis in the derivation of the ciled PEC value and adopting its use in
comparisons to the residuc collected in this study improperly advocates for the relevance
of this value. The failure to reasonably characterize the dilTercnces hetween the residuc
analysed and streambed sediment is an omission which further suppesls that direct
comparisons using filter residue (rom paved surfaces are environmentally relevant.

Basis for Our Objection

This statement, falls in the category of mischaracterizations of the actua) results and
findings of the study in the roport text. This objection is based on failure of the presented
stalement 10 mect the criteria of Utility Objectivity, Integtity and Impartiality and
Nonadvocacy by virtue of:
o heing inadequately transparent with repard to applicability of streambed sediment
screening crileria to results {rom the residuc samplos analyzed in the study;
o being inaccurate in specifying that there is an established PEC for YPAHpn;
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© failing to present the relevant differences between the swdy's samples and
streambed sediment in a straightforward, unhiased manner,

o improperly advocating that filtered residue from paved surfaces be considered
cnvironmentally equivalent to streambed seditent; and

¢ failing to interpret the concentration resuls from the residue samples impartially,

Relief Requested

Comparisons of YPAHuq concentrations from the samples collocled in this study fo
sreambed scdiment screening crieria should he climinated since they are not analogous

macrials. No siatement that thers is a PEC established for ¥PAHyq should be made or
implivd.

32, USGS Statement

Page 6 - PAHs (Runoff From Test Plot); paragraph 1

“Congentration of TPAllyq exceeded the PEC in all samples except the
final sampie collected at the control sige.™ _

Objection

This comparison ¢! ZPAHpun resulls 10 the improperly cited PEC value does not serve 10
inform readers about the distribution of concentrations found in the study among types of
sumples. The fact that sample concentrations from all the sites excoeded the PEC points
oul (hat this is notv & uscful mepric for differcntiating among them, This statement serves
0 suggest that LPAl,, is somehow environmentally relevant, though the relationship of
this filtcred particulate to streambed sediment is not mentioned and, correspondingly, not
established in 4 quantitative manner. The lack of relevince of the cited PEC to the filter
residuc anatyzed in thig study is detailed in Comment 31, above,

8asis for Our Objection

This objection is based on failure of the presenied statement to meet the criteria of
Objectivity, Integrity and Impartialily and Nonadvocac ¥ by virtue of:
¢ [failing to interpret resuhs from the study in an unbiased manger;
o failing to present the relationship between the samples collotted in the study and
the streambed sediment for which the cited scroening eriteria was developed ina
straightforward, unbiased manner; and

© luiling 10 interprot (he concentration resulis from the residue samples impartially.

Relief Requested

The statement should be eliminated from the report in conjunetion with applving the
requested relief reparding Comment 3 1, above,
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33. USGS Statement

Page 6 —~ PAHs (Runoff From Parking Lots in Use); paragraph 1

*The average ZPAl i, conceatrations in runoff from parking lots in use
were 3,500,000 pg/kg (coal-tar-sealed lots), 620,000 ng/ky (asphalt-sealed lots), and
34,000 pp/kg (unscaled asphalt and concrete lots combined).”

Qbjection

This objection falls in the category of identifying a failure 1o follow generally accepted
conventions regarding statistical represcntations and the exelusion of results such that
bias could be introduced. The characierization in this statement is imprecise from a
statistical perspective and the selection of the swkward units of measure altempts to
imply that the Jargencss of the numbers is relevant to the sipnificance of the findings.

Further specilicity should be provided regarding the type of average prescated as the
difference botween means, medians and modes is significant to understanding
representations of the central tendency. Further, whether the computation was made
based on the assurmption of a norma! distribution of the daia should be specified (c.p.,
arithmetic vs. geometric mean),

Whenever a central tendency value for a group is presented, a represcniation of the
variance within that data should he caloulated via an appropriatc computation and
iccluded. A standard convention for scientific publication is to present a mcan with the
associated standard deviation, Reasomable scientific interpretations cannot be made from
amean value without understanding the variability within the values being averuged. For
example, presenting the results for the coal tar-derived sealer | Ol group as an “average™ of
3,500,000 ppkp conveys substantially different information than disclosing the
uncertuinty in the estimate and siating that the value was “3500 rlus or minus 3300
mg/kg” as teflected by the corresponding standard deviation,

Selecting micrograms per kilogram as the units in which 10 present results cads to
confusing rounding convenmions, makes the numbers, particularly in Table 3, unwieldy
and serves to suggest that the latpeness of the number is relevan( beyond being dictated
by the units that the rescarchers chose to use, Notably, when these same resulis were
rcleased in & separate publication intended specifically for a scientific journal audience
(Mahler, B.1. et al,, 2005, Knviron. Sci Technol, 39:5560), they were presented in units of
milligrams per kilogram. making the numbers easier to dilfercntiate and cvaluate.
Results in the USGS report version should bo presented in the same, milligram per
kilogram units for solid phasa (particulate and scraping) samples,

The rounding convention applied in conjunction with choosing 10 usc the Jarge,
microgram per kilogram values is confusing and serves to corfound replication of the
analyscs hy indopendent yeviewers, Specifically, it appears that a rounding convention
was applied to the compuiation of LPAH, for each individual sample prior to the
ciculation of an “average™ as an arithmetic mean. Thig resulted in EPAHpa for sumple
LBl a coal tar-derived sealer lot being rounded up to the nearest 100,000 - listed as
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2,000,000 pgskg vs, actual sum of 8,917.000 per Table 2 — while other lots were rounded
within the nearest 100 — sample ZLK, an unsealed lot, was rounded down [rom 7215
ug/kg to 7200, The average was apparently then computed from the already rounded
values, which serves to compound the introduced imprecision. This results in the final
presenlation of an “average” value of 3,500.000 vs, an actyul value of 3,435,000, which
should have rounded down to 3,400,000 using the same convention applied by the
authors for the coal tar-derived sealer lot L)),

showing precision down 1o the nearest thousand for unsealed fots (54,000 He/kg), while

rounding convention, not anziytical precision, Lxpressing units for these samples in
milligrams  per kilogram  wil| allow clearer numerical presentations.  Riporous
consistercy and convention in rounding should also be applied and individual valugg
should not be rounded priar 16 compuling derived values such as sums or averages.

Basis for Our Objection

This objection is based on failure of the presented statement to meet the criteria of
Objecetivity ang Integrity by virtue of: i
O notbeing inadequately transparent rogarding summarization g statistical
tharacterization of laborstory results; and

© ot being precise with regard to rounding conventions and the computatian of
values from previously rounded numbers,

Relief Requested

Charactetizations of group results should specify the type of average computed and
appear with the corresponding standard deviation, or other relevant charactetization of

34. USGS Staternent

Page 6 — PAHs (RunoiT From Parking Lots in Usc): paragraph 1
- “Differences betwoen types of surfacce were compared using the

nonparametric Kruskal-Wallis test: the hypothesis (no difference between groups) was
rejected forp< ..

TOTAL P.11
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Objection

This objection falls in the calcgory of identifying a failure o loliow generally accepled
conventions regarding statistical representations end the exclusion of results such that
bias could be introduced, The specified threshold for accepable Type [ oerror in

statistically significant when there is a high degree of variancesmong the results from
each group.  The rationale for choosing the less stringent statistica) threshold should he
specified.

Basis for Qur Objection

This objection is based op fuilure of the presented statement to meet the criteria of
Objectivity and Integrity by virtug of:
o failing to present sound s¢ientific reasoning for choosing siatistical significance

3. USGS Statement

Page 6 - PAHs (Runofy From Parking Lots ip Use); paragraph 1
“Dilfercnces betweoen concentrations from other £Toups were not
significant in Kruskal-Wallis tests ™

Objection

This objection falls in the caiogory of identifying a fajlure tq follow generally accepted
canventions regarding Siatistical representations and the exclusion of resules such tha(
bias could be introduced. ‘ailing o identify a statistical ly significan: difference when the
average for the asphalt-sealed Jotg Was more than 10-fold higher than that for ungealed
lots 620000 gy vs. 54,000 ppfkp, respectively) warrants additiona clarification,
Particularly since the coefticient of variation is much lower (~50%) for the asphait-scaled
lots compared 1o the other groups. The relative consistency of the results from the
asphaltlots and the fact thy the lowest resull for thig Eroup was more than 3-fold higher
than the highest vafue from the unsealed £roup suggests thut the mability to detect g
difference was likely a reflection of the statistical power of the st used, influenced
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primarily by sample size limitations, The failure to delect 2 difference between the
asphall group and unsealed lots, in contrast to the coal tar-derived sealer lots, relates
diretly to choosing 1o sample only three asphalt-sealed lots compared to six coal tar-
derived scaler fots. Since the sample size is likely the determinant factor in not detecting
-2 difference between the asphalt-sealed lots and unsealed lots, it should be made clear
that the test results were dependent upon this choice in study design,

It is important to provide appropriate context and explanation for the observable
distributions ol data produced in this study because the results have been used by other
agencies to specify controls on the use of coal tar-derived sealers that speeifically cxempt
asphalt-bascd sealers, Accordingly, findings that ¢an be poritayed o indicate that
asphali-based sealer samples were not different from unscaled lot samples, while PAH
levels were statistically higber in samples from coal tar-derived scaler lots scrve 10
substantiate differentiation between types of sealer products. Failing to point out that the
statistical {mdings in the study are likely the praduct of limitalions of the stanstical 1osty
used and choosing to sample different numbers of low of each type is an omission that
allows alher intercsted parlies to promote advovacy positions regarding coal tar-derived
versus asphalt-bused sealer produets, Since the study was undertaken callaboratively
with the City of Austin and city olficials had previously made public statements relevant
to imposing controls on coal (ar-derived sealers sclectively, the USGS directive to
proactively avoid advocacy requires that clarification should have been provided to limi
the potential for the stated inability 1o detect a statistical “difference with asphalt-based
scaiers (o be portraved as indicating that elevated PAH levels in washofT samples were
unique to coal tar-derived products,

Basis for Our Objsction

This objection is based on failure of the presented statement 10 meet the criteria of
Integrity and Impartiality and Nonadvocacy by virtue of:
0 not presenting an unbiased, straightforward ex planation [or factors likely
explaining the patiern of statistical findings reported;
¢ lailing to cvaluare alternative explanations for the statistica) findings that
identified the possible effeets of sample gize and study design in controlling the
statistical power of the evaluativ .
¢ fuiling to appropriately avnid an advocacy position with regard to the results
being portrayed 10 reflect conditions unique 10 coal tar-derived products; and
o containing implied criticism for coal tar-derived sealer products selectively in
comparison 1o other sealers and sources of PALs,

Relief Requested

A thorough discussion of the statistical power of the tests used, the relative variances
(e.g.. coefMicients of variation), and obvious facters such as sample size that control the
power of stalistical tests should be provided. The fact that the diffcrence between the
asphali-based sealer lots and unsealcd lots is approximately a factor of 1 0, but still not
determined to be statistically significant should be specified
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36. LISGS Statement

Page 6 - PAHs (Runoff From Parking Lots in Usc); paragraph |

“The concentrations of SPAT Tpan int runoff samples from parking lots in
us¢ are similar to concentrations in samplos from test plots with the same type of surface
(fig 4).”

Objection

This statement falls in the calegory of mischaracterizations of the actual results and
findings of the study in the report text. Specifying the results from the test plots being
“similar” 10 the comesponding 1ypes of in-ysc parking lots is not an uppropriaie
characterization given the differences observed and the differing degress of purportcd
similarity among the surface types. The average result reported for the asphalt-based
sealer lots was 620,000 uglkg. The arithmetic mean of the samples from the asphalt-
sealed test plots was 54,600 pe/kg. This 11-fold higher concentration for in-usc parking
lots contrasts with only & 2.5-fold increase between the average for the coal tar-derived
scaler lots and the coal tar-derived scaler test plots. More significantly, the results from
the unscaled surfaces differed in the opposite direction, with an average concentration for
the in-usc unsealed asphalt fots that is 4-fold lower than the average voncentration
oblained from the unsealed asphalt test plots. Dismissing these dilfercnees simply as al)
“similar” s an overly simplistic analysis thar serves to defleet consideration from
alternative explanations for the results obmined.

Suggesting the results v be “similar” by surface type serves to imply that the type of
sealer produut is the-only refevam determinant. Conversely, acknowledging the extent of
the differences would tend 10 Suggest that factors such as vehicle usc and the time
interval since a previous washoff process (i.e., rain gvents) could explain a significant
partion of the variability thal wus observed. The large increase in concentration between
whal is apparentiy direct] y duc to asphalt-based sealep particulaie: (asphalt-sealer test piot
results} and what is washed off in-yse asphalt-sealed lots document clecarly that vehicular

The graphic developed to substantiate the Statement that the results were simitar by
surface type — Figure 4 - only appears to illustrate this similarity by virlue of the sealc
chosen for the y-axis and the sive of the symbols used. The 11.fold and 4-fold
differences in oppasing directions identificd between test plots versus in-use parking lots
for asphalt sealed and unscaled surfaces, respectively, would actually appeer substantially

different if they were presented in numerical, tabular form instead of the type of graphic
scelected,

The significance of promoling the similarity of test plot results to parking lot resuits in
the interpretation relates to the usc of this study by other interested parties lo promote
advocacy positions regarding the primacy of coul tar-derived sealer products as the
explanation for PAH content agsoclated with parking lot runoiy, Since the study was
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undertaken collaboratively with the City of Austin and city officials had previously mude
public: statements relevant to imposing controls on coal tar-derived sealers sclectively, the
USGS directive w0 proactively avoid advocacy requires that alternative interpretations
should have been clearly acknowledged. Also. choosing to characterize the differing
resulis between test plols and in-use lots as “similar® when the relative difference for
asphalt-sealer was actually preater (11-fold) than the difference observed between coal
tar derived versus asphalt-based sealer in-usc lots (<6-fold) is an active intcrpretative
characicrization that serves to advance one conclusion (the primaey of scaler product type
for explaining parking (ot washolF material) and defleet artention from 1he alternatives
actually suggested by ihe data.

Basig for Qur Objection

This objection is based on failure of the presented statemenmt 1o meet the criteria of
Objectivity, Integrity and Impartiality and Nonadvocacy by virtoe of:
© ot seiting the reported results in appropriate context with regard to the
differences between test plots 2nd in-use lots versus the differences in surface
type:
o specifying the reported results as “similar” without a sound scientific basis for this
characterization:
O not presenting an unbiased, straiphtforward interpretation of the daia reporied;
¢ failing lo cvaluate shemative explanations for the pagern of results obtaj ned
between test plots versus in-use lots:
¢ failing to appropriately avoid an advocacy position with regard 1o the results
being portrayed (o reflect the primacy of coal tar-derived product as the
explanation for the resulis reported; and
o containing implicd criticism for coal tar-derived sealer producis selectively in
compurison to other sources of PATls.

Relief Raquested

A thorough discussion of the differcnecs observed between in-use lots and test plots
surfaced with the same types of products should be provided. The degree or relative
extent of the differences ohscrved should be comparcd and contrasted between in-yse
versus test plots of the same material and relevant factors that could reasonably explain
these results should be identificd und discussed. I'hc fact that increased PAHM
concenirations were observed when the {mpacis of iraffic were added 1o lots sealed with
either sealcr iype and the corresponding requirement for either 2 more concentraed
source to have contributed or a concentrating process or phenomenon to have occurred
should be discussed. The relevant distinction that concentrations on filtered particylate
maller, which can only increase due to the influence of 1 more concentrated source and
nol due simply to the accumulation of materiul. should be made clear.

37, USGS Statement

Page 6 — 8- PALIs (Runoff From Parking Lots in Usc); paragraph 1
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"YPAH,;, coneentrations in all runoff’ samples from parking loty exceeded
the PEC (22,800 Hykg)....”

Objection

Comparison of ZPAHpy concentrations from the filter residue 1o sereening  valoes
derived for sureambed sediment is irrelevant and inappropriate!y implies that the parking
lot residue is environmentally equivalent 1o streambed sediment. Sec Comments 31 and
32, above.

Basis for Our Objection

Relief Roquested .

The statement shouid be eliminated from the Teport in canjunction with applying the
requested relief regarding Commens 31 and 32, above. :

38, UsSGs Statament

Page8 - PAIts (Runoff From Parking [,at5 in Use); paragraph 2
“Only one sample from an asphalt-sealed lot was gnalyzed, so the
difference between seqjer tyPes could not be compared statistically. The average

-

This objection falls in the catcgory of identifying a failyre to follow genceally accepted
conventiong regarding statistical fepresentalions and the exelugion of tesults such thar
bias could be infroduced, The reason for choosing to present analytical results for only
one sample from un asphalt-sealed lot when additional samples were available shoyld be
disclosed and disenssed a5 an unceriginty related 1o study dosign.  Particujage matter
results were pregented for every Jot sumpled. Because of the method used in the
sampling and necessivy (o filier the washoff water from cach lot in order 10 obtain the
particulate. it would &ppear that filirate water mugy have been obuained from every ot
This suggests thay the waler samples were ohtained from each lot, byt noy aralyzed, or the
results were not pregented. Since resulis from wazer samples from all but one of the coal
tar-derived sealer Jors Were presented. but only one of the asphali-scaled and unsealed
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lots, the manner in which cerain samples were excluded from analysis of the water
should be explained.

The unspecified type of “average” value is presented for cogl tar«derived sealer fots
withoul a corresponding characlerization of variance such as the standard deviation, See
Comment 33, above. Presenting a purported average for the coal tar group alone serves
toimply that the results for this type of surface arc the most definftive and rcliable among
the groups. This circumstance is an outcome due 1o intentionally cheosing to exclude all
but one iot from the other groups from the water analysis, precluding the computation of
any type of central icndencey, or variance cstimae. Presenting an average for just one
gmup, the coal tar-detived sealer lats, also implics that this group alone warranted more
thorough consideration through the onalysis of multiple samples. Making il appear that
Hlrate from coal tar-derived sealer lots specifically was most significant to analyze and
present implies that these lots were somehow more relevant with regard to PAH washoff,
crealing an implied eriticism of this product subtype without actually analyzing
effectively differences among surface types.

Basis for Qur Objection

This objection is based on failure of the presenied statement to meet the criteria of
Objectivity. Integrity and Impartiality and Nonadvocacy by virtuc of:
¢ not being complete with regard to present ing results from all of the lots that were
sampled:
o not documenting the method used to selectively analyze certain water samples;
and
a implying criticism for ome of the surface types by singling it out for specialized
analysis and presentation.

Relief Requested

The basis, method and rationale for including results from a subset of the water samples
colleeted should be made clear.

The representation of the results from coal tar-derived lots should include the range,
specify the type of central tendoncy cstimate computed, and include the standard
deviation or other appropriate variance measure. It should he stated explicitly that the
study design and exclusion of all but one sample from each of the other groups precludes
presenting analogaus information for other surface types.

39, USGS Statement

Page & — PAHs (Runofl From Parking Lots in Use); paragraph 2

“Concentrations of TPAHy,, in runoff sam ples from parking lots in use
were similar to those from test plots with the same lype of sealer, except the SPAT Taiss
concentration in the runoff sample from the asphalt-sealed parking lot, which was about
four times greater than the average concentralions at the asphalt-scaled test plot (fig 5).”
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Objection

This statement falls in the calegory of mischaracterizations of the actual results and
findings of the study in the report text, This characterization of the patlern of results fails
10 mention a further ohviaus consistency that is relevant 1o interpreling the study results
overall.  The only difference Specified to be notable betwesn tost plot versus in-usc lot
tesulis for the same surface type is for asphalt-senled surfaces (~4-fold increase for in-use
lots). It was this same type of surface for which the largest difference was found between
test plots and in-use lots for the particulete samples (~11-fold fnereass for the in-use lotg),
This consistency between the increases in water and parliculaic sample results for

observation that either 2 PAH souree or concentrating process reluted to the vehjcle Use
or other characteristics of the in-use lots dominatces the PA[] coneentration pattern.  As
discussed in Comment 36, above, deflecting atiention away from increased PAH
concentrations associated with in-use lois versus test plots serves fo promote the sealer
type as the primary [actor conwolling the study results when the data actually
demonsirates that, at least for asphalt-scaled lots, an obvious alternative factor -
usehistory characleristics of the in-use lots ~ likely explains the paltern of results found.

Basis for Our Objection

This objection is based on failure of the presented staiement to muet the criteria of
Integrity und Impartiality and Nonadvocacy by virlue of:
0 nol presenting an unhiased, straightforward interpretation of the dag rcported;
o failing to evaduaie aliemative explanations for the pattern of results obtained
between test plots versus in-use lots; and
¢ failing 10 appropriatel ¥ avoid an advocacy position witk regard (o the resnlts
being portrayed to refiect the primacy of coal lar-derived proguct as the
explanation Jor the resulig reported.

Relief Requestey

A thorough discussion of the implication of the approximate 4-fold increase in disso)ved
PAH concentrations observad hetween usphalt-sealed test ploLs and the agsphalt-scaled in-
use lot should be presepted. This shouid discuss the alternative [actor that use

characteristics arc an obvious difference hetween the in-use lots versus the test plots that
could relate to PAH sources and concenirating phenomena,

40. USGS Statement

Page8 -~ PAHs (Serapings): paragraph 1

_ “EPAH,,, concentrations in scrapings from ali sealed fest plots or parking
lats exceeded the PEC (22,800 ug/kp).
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Objection

This sttement falls in the catogory of mischaracterizations of {he actual results and
findings of the study in the report text. Comparing a streambed sediment screeni ny level
to malerial (hat was nol even in paniculate form, but had 10 be scraped up with 2 metal
lool and then processed with organic solvents in the laboratory in arder 10 cxtract the
PAH coatent is clearly an egregiously irelevant analogy that is intended simply to imply
criticism for the scalor products. The adherent matcrial on paved surfaces is no way
environmentally analogous to particulate sireambed sediments and choosing to compare
the results obtained 10 a sediment sereening level impraperly attempts to imply such an
analogy. See Cotmments 31, 32, and 37, above.

Basis for Our Objection

This objection is based on failure of the presented statement 1o mect the criteria of
Objectivity, Integrity and Impartiality and Nonadvocacy by virlue of:
¢ lailing 10 interpret results from the study in an unbiased manner;
o failing 1o present the relationship between the samples collectad in the study and
the streambed sediment for which the cited serecning criteria were developed in a
sirsightforward, unbiased manner; and
o failing 10 interpret the concentration results from the residue samples impartially.

Relief Requested

The statanent should be eliminated from the report in conjunction with applying the
requested refief regarding Comments 31, 32, and 37, above,

41. USGS Statement

Page 9 - Major and Trace Elements (Metals) (Runoff from Parking Lots in Use):
paragraph |

“Lead and inc were the trace clements most elevated in particulates
washed from the parking lots on the busis of comparison to PECs. The PEC for lead was
exceeded insamples from some coal-lar-scaled parking lots (TCQ, OSI., LBJ, and UTN )
and in samples from both unseated concrete lots (LAC. LOW) bui the PEC was not
exceeded ineny of the samples from asphalt-sealcd or unscaled asphalt parking lots. The
PEC for zine was exceeded in samples from every parking lot except WWB (asphah-
sealed), ZLK (unscaled asphalt), and OSL (coal-tar-sealed)."

Objection

Comparisons to streambed sediment screening levels arc inappropriate for metals from
the particulyw samples collected, similar to the objections specified regarding PAHS in
Comments 31, 32, 37, and 40. ahove, The same hasis and reasons for the objections
relatcd to PAHs apply for the metals resulis as well.
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Basis for Our Objection

This objection is based on failure of the prosented statement to meet the criteria of
Objectivity, Integrity and Impartiality and Nonadvocacy by virtye of:
o [failing 10 interpret results from the study in an unbiased mannor
o failing to present the re) ationship between the samples collected in the study and
the streambed scdiment for which the cited serecning criteria were developed ina
Straightforward, unbiased manner; and
o failing to interpret the concentration results from the residue samples impartially.

Relief Requested

The characterizalions of the resulls for metals analysis should be made based on the
numerical values obained from different types of surfuces and comparisons between the
test plots versus the in-use lots, highlighting relative differences,

Comparisons of metals concentrations from the samplcs collected in this study to

strecambed sediment screening criferia showld be eliminated since they are not analogous
materials.

42, USGS Statement “

Page 2 ~ Table 1,

Column “Date sealant applied”

Objection

This abjection falls in the category of information re] aled to methods mot being disclosed
and scrving to conceal study design choices Lhat promote biss in the results. Because so
many of the lots were sealed in July or Jung of 2003, the level of date specification
provided is inadequate. When the ficld work for the study was initiated, spparently
arcund August 5, 2003, lots specified to have been scaled in July or June 2003 could have
cured lor anything from around 6 o 60 days. Such differences in curing time would be
of major significance to interpreting washoff results and the relative time for vehicic use-
related constituents to have accumnulated and cannot be evaluated without more

specificity regarding the dates sealant was applied.

Basis for Our Objection

This objection is based on failure of the presented statement o moet the eriteria of Utility,
Objectivity, and Integrity by virtue of

© Dbeiny inadequately ransparent with regard to the time interval between sealing
and sampling of in~use lots;

o being incomplete with regard lo the date specification in the column; and
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¢ luiling to present the crror usseciated with the siynificant differences in curing
time that could result from choosing newly scaled lots,

Relief Requested

Further resolution on the specific date of application should be provided, or footnoted and
disclosed if not available, for all of the recently sealed lots.

43. USGS Statement

Page 11 - Table 2.
Within footnote: “E, cstimated; <, less than;

Column “LPAHu"

Objection

This objection falls in the category of identifying a failure 1w follow generally accepted
conventions regarding statistical representations and the gxclusion of results such that
bias could be introduced. The footnote definitions are insufficiently specific and ¢lear.
According to the report text, the qualifier “E” is used for threc scparate data quality or
detection [imil circumstances — See Comment 30. The separate meanings of the qualifier
should be made clear on the tablc itself,

The definition for “<" is insufficicntly specific. It appears that results flagged with this
indicator were not detected at the method detcction limit, This should be speeified.

The results summed and presented in the column headed ZPAHpn should be rounded
consisicntly using siandard conventions subsequent 1o revising the units to present the
numbers on & clearer scale -- Se¢ Commem 33, above, :

As currently presented, rounding conventions are confusing and arc apparently not
applied consistently among sample types.

For the unsealed test plot:
* acalculated sum of 410,600 is rounded dewn to 410,000
*+ acalculated sum of 14,500 is rounded down to 14,000,

For asphalt-scaled in-usc lots:
» acaleulated value of 836,000 is rounded down to 830,000, and
¢ acalculated value of 775.500 is rounded down 1o 770,000,

While, fur the coel tar-derived sealed in-use lots:
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¢ acaleulated sum ol 8,917,000 pi/ke is rounded up to 9,000,000 — the “lwo digit”
sirategy apparently employed seemingly should have produced a rounded value of
8,900,000, and

* acalculated sum of 512,500 is rounded up 1o 320,000.

Since the coal tar derived sealer It values were seemingly rounded using a different
convention that other groups, the vound ing conventions that can produce the listed valucs
should be clearly described.

For ZPAllpay specifically, the handling of non-detects in caleulating the summation
column is not disclosed in the table or the text, Based on the presented value for the
unsealed test plot, ASP, it appears that concentrations below the detection Jimit were
assumed io be zero. ‘

In environmental studics, state and federal agencics typically 4o not permit the levels
that, in poim of fact, could be present slightly below the detection limit to be treated as
zero concentrations in the computation of summation valyes for PAHs or other types of
chemicals where multiple analyles are (ypically summed. A sandard convention is fo
substitute g value cqual 1 one-halfl the detection limit, or the detection limit iisclf
depending on the situation, for the specific analytes thal were elow the corresponding
detection limit. This ensures that compounds which may be prosent just below the
detection limit do actually eoniribute to the sum presented as the “overall PAH level ™

The choice to teated levels helow the detection limit of the laboratory as zero iy
significant 1o the . interpretation of the resulls because i1 disproportionately affects
different types of samples. ‘This choice serves to produce lower EPAH,,, values for
unsealed test ploty and in-use lots because values for mul tiple chemicals were completety
excluded by virtue of being below the corresponding detection fimit. [However, for (he
coal tar-derived sealer samples. numerical values were gencrally available for al]
individual compounds contributing 0 the sum, so no chemicals wers excluded from
summation,

Basis for Our Objection

This objection is based on failure of the presented stalement to meet the eriteria of Utifity,
Objectivity. and Integrity by virtue oft
¢ being inadequately transparcnt with regard to multiple definitions for & qualifier
and lack of specitying a detection limit or repariing limit threshold. and
o failing to apply rounding conventions in a clear and unbiased manner:
o failing to document the method used to handle non-detect values and apply
environmental agency conventions in sumnting multiple chemicals: and

o failing o present the error associated with excluding cettain chemicals from
summations for certain samples.
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Relief Requested
Feotnotes should be expanded and defined specifically us outlined above.

Rounding conventions should be disclosed and applied using standard cxpectations,

The summation of XPAMHgy, should be recomputed using standard conventions of
including surrogate values for non-detect results and statistical testing should be repeated
with the revised summation numbers.

44. USGS Statement
Pege21 ~ Tablc 3.

Within foomote: “F. cstimated; <, lesy than: * also

Cclumn “EPA[ ldiss”

Objection

Regarding footnote definitions, the objections raiscd with regard to Table 2 (Sec
Comment 43) apply to this table as well,

Regarding rounding conventions and handling of surragates, the points raised in
Comment 43 apply to this table as well, with the exception that exclusion of results below
detection limils was disclosed i the text for SPAH .

Basis for Our Objection

This objection is based on failure of the presented statement o meet the criteria of Utility,
Objectivity, und [ntegrity by virtue of:
¢ being inadequately transparent with regard to multiple definitions for a qualifier
and lack of specifying a detection limit or reporti ng limit threshold, and
o failing to apply rounding canventions in a clear and unbiased manner;
¢ failing to document the method used to handlc non-detect values and apply
environmentz! agency conventions; and
o failing io present the ervor associated with excluding ceriain chemnicals from
summations {or certain samples,

Relief Requested

Footnotes should be expanded and defined specifically as outlined above.

Rounding conventions should be disclossl and applied using standard expectations.
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The summation of TPAH,,., shoukl be tecomputed using staindard copventions of
including surrogate values for non-delect results.

48. USGS Statament

Page 24~ Table 5.

Column “Suspended sediment concentration™

Columns “Percent greater than 63 pm” and ““Percent less than 63 ym”
Column “Valume samplc represents (L)

Foomote 2: “Some samples colleoted beginning 9/26/05 froma ,.."

- Foomote 4: “Ipnored outlicr based on comparison of suspended concentration to mass of
sediment recovered during filtration.™ '

Objection

-

This ohjection falls in the category of identi fying a failure to follow generally accepled
conventions regarding statistical representations and the exclusion of results such that
hias could be introduced. There are a number of questions raised by the data

presentation format chosen for Table 5. As noted in Comment 21, specific methods used
for analysis of suspended sediment concentrations arc not disclosed in the (ext nor table,
Similarly, methods used to determine the percentage of particles greater than 63 pm and
pereentage of particles less than 63 um are not reported. No mention of usc of a method
forsize fractionation of particies is included in the methods sections of the report,

Footnote 4 suggests thal the mass of sediment recovered during (iltration was collected
and quantified. This leads 10 the question of whether the size fractionation was
performed on the mass of sediment recovered during filtration or the sub-sample of
matcrial collccted from the churn. As indicated betow, and by the authors® foothote 4,
sub-samples collocted from the chuen may not be representative of bulk solution
propertics. '

If the mass of sediment recovercd during filtration was indecd quantified, these data
should be presented alung with the volume of waler passed through the filter. The mass
of sediment recavered by the filter divided by the volume of water filtercd should provide
4 better estimate of the average suspended sediment concentration. Why was the average
suspended sediment concentration based. apparently, on a sub-sample from the ¢hurn,
which may or may not be representative of ihe bulk solution propertics, rather than
aciually measuring the mass of sediment recovered o the filer?
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Clearly, those sub-samples that are annotated by footnote 4 demonstrate that the authors
recognized that some sub-samples resulted in suspended sediment concentrations that did
not appear to be reprosentative of bulk solution properties, In facl, these data are
sufficiently non-representative thal the authors choose 1o “ignore” these data in their
calculations. The criteria used to determine when a sub-sample from the chum is
“ignored” is not specified and disclosed in the reporl, In one case, a low estimare is
ignored; but in another case, u high cstmale {s ignored. Ignoring the low estimate for
TAR (a coal tar sample) and ignoring the high estimate for NWR {an unscaled asphalt
samplc) serves to overestimate the relative contribution from the coal ar-derived sealer
lot compared to the unsealed lot. Also, the measured suspended sediment concentration
from an unscaled lot that was ignored (1004 my/L} was higher than all of the
concentrations from coal tar sealed lots. Ignoring this actually measured value and
specifying the average suspended concentration to be 323 mg/L. for this sample, leading
to & comespanding reduction in PAH mass calculated from this lot, should be justified.

- The choice to exclude the certain suspended sediment results identificd in Tablc 5 serves
to bius the subsequently computed PAII masses (Mahler et al., 2005) toward showing a
difference between unpaved and coal tar-paved lots. Withow adequate justification for
ignoring selected data, the appropriatencss of mtroducing this biasing factor cannot be
determined.

Footnatc 2 states that “some samples collected beginning 9/26/05 from a known volume
of total sample thus allowing calculation of volume-weighted mean concentration.™

There is an obvious error in the daie as no samples were collected in 2005, The actual
date does not, however, appear to he 9/26/03 because & volume weighted mean is
calculaied for lot TCQ, which was sampled an 9/7/03. Also, il is unclear why, among six
sampics collected carly in the stully (9/7/03 or 9/8/03), information was disclosed to
allow computation of a volume weighted mean for only one — Jot TCQ, the only coal tar
seaied lot umong these samples. Since the relevance of the volume of collection was
obviausly apparent to the rescarchery 41 the date of this carly sample, it is unclear why the
corresponding volumes would only be recarded for a conl tar sealed lot and the
compulations for other types of lots wouid, instead be based on the assumption that cach
callection container for a given lot was cquivalent,

It is unclear why the volume of the washoff water collected could not be regorded and it
Is relevant (o the inferpretation of the resubis that the volumes collected in each separatc
container, and the order in which they were collected, be disclosed. 1t should be
anticipated that particulate concentrations wauld be higher at the early part of the
callection compared 1o the end of the collection. Accordingly, the volume of each
sample collection container lor each sampling event should be added either a$ a separate
column or in & revision to the column labeled “volume sam ple represents (1).”

Currenlly, volumes arc not listed for many of the samples,

Because three difierent procedures were used 1o cstimate average suspended sediment
concentrations (i.e. single samplc, mean of two samples, and volume-weighted mean), an
additional layer of uncertainty is added to the interpretation of resubts. For example, two
sub-samples were collected from the runoff from the asphalt scaled lot SOC. The mean
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of the two samples is 606 m/1., the volume-weighted mean is 732 mg/L, and if only one
of the samples was used, the average suspended sediment concentration could have becn
reported as either 1,047 mp/l. or 164 mg/L. Any of these 4 values varying over 10-fold
could have been designated as the final suspended sediment concentration for this sam ple
using the choices available 1o the analysis. Thus, there is considcrable variability in the
value reported as the “average suspended sediment concentration™ depending upon which
ofthe three procedures is used to caleulate this value, Accordingly, the criteria for
stlecting the final valuc shouid be made clear.

It should be noted that average suspended sediment concentrations in 5 of § of the in-usc
coal tar-sealed parking lots were calculated using a volume-weighted mean: whereas,
average suspended sediment concentrations in only ! of 3 in-use asphalt-sealed parking
lotsand 1 of 4 in-use unsealed parking lots werc cstimated using this procedure. No
disclosure is provided that the three methods used to determine *average suspended
sediment concentration™ were applivd differentially among the types of lots sampled and
no justification is pzovided that this choice dacs hot introduce bias to the subsequent
computations of PAH mass.

Basis for our Objection

This objection is bascd on failure of the data table to ‘meel the criteria of Ulility,
Objectivity. and Integrity by virtue of:

o being inadecuately transparent with regard 1o sclection criteria for “ignoring” data
that was generated for determination of average suspended sediment
concentrations; ’

o [failing (o report the volume of water filtered and the mass of sediment recovered
during filtration;

o being inaccurate in describing which samples were sefeeted for application of a
volume-weighted mean 10 estimate the average suspended sediment
concentration;

o treating in-usc coal tar-sealed parking lois differently than in-use asphalt-sealed
and unsealed parking lots when estimating average suspended sediment
concentrations: and

o not documenting the method used to perfarm the particle size fractionation.

Relief Ragquested

The volumc of water fillered and mass of sediment recovered from the filter should be
reported for all samples. These data will aid in verification of the average suspended
sediment concentrations determined by sub-sampling of churn contents. The eriteria used
to determine if a sample should be excluded from estimation of the average suspended
sediment concentration must be documented and supported. The report should also
include 4 discussion of the uncertainty associated with treating in-usc coal tar-sealed
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parking lots differently than in-use asphalt-sealed and unsealed parking lots when
estimating average suspended sediment concentrations.

Conclusions

The objections described document significant omissions, study design factors,
methodological limitations, and interprctative statements that result in the report failing to
meet the requirements of the USGS quality contral manual and referenced requirements
from the USGS and associated agencies. These inadequacics in the quality of the
information presented have adverscly affecied the Affected Parlies.

To address the numerical details, the methadological detail necded, and appropriate
interpretution. the reporl requires substantial reanalysis of the re-computed results and
revision.

Tf additional ¢larification is desired regarding any specific objections, or there are
any questions from the agency, \he Affected Partios will be glad to provide additional
input. We look forward to receiving the acknowledgement and notice 1o this complaini
specified by the USGS puidelines and 1o resolving the requests for correction regarding
this report. We appreciate your consideration ol the matters addressed herein and request
that USGS promptly grant the Affected Parties the relief.requested in connection with
each of the items addrossed above as and to the extent required by the USGS, DOI, and
OMB Guidelines and the Data Quality Act.

Sincerely yours,

Ll &

y A. Wilkins
Bracewell & Giufiani, LLP
On behaif of the Affected Partics’
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