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Page 1 of the Executive Summary , section 0.1, last two linesof thefirgt paragraph: UCD and their
consultants continue to use extra words around describing nitrate. The wording, “ nitrate as nitrogen
(nitrate),” isingppropriate. All that needsto be said is“nitrate” Thisisawell-defined chemica species,
and there isno need to say “nitrate as nitrogen,” unless there is a concentration expressed with it.

On page 38 of the new inserts, first line, whereit sates, “ Nitrate results for PCU ...,” does not
specify whether theseresultsarefor nitrate or N. Thisisasituation where the units used must be specified.

Page 38, last two lines state, “ No other pesticides or PCBs were reported above CRDLs in
samples collected from surface water locations during 2001.” In any discusson of thistype, where
detection limits are indicated as not being exceeded, there is need to indicate the detection limits and
discuss the adequacy of the detection limitsrelativeto the USEPA CTR criteria. Therehasbeenachronic
problem at the LEHR stewith UCD and DOE using andyticad methodswhich do not have detection limits
that are sufficiently sendtive to measure pesticides and some other congtituents at concentrations at or
below the CTR criteria

On page 5 of the responses to comments, Patti Collins has noted a number of inconsgtencies in
the UCD LEHR annud report. These are the same kinds of chronic inconsstencies that have been
reported on by DSCSOC over theyears. UCD’ sannua reportsare doppily put together and inadequately
proofread, and, in genera, UCD has not taken the time it should to develop credible reports on the data
obtained.



