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Head , Environmental Program Branch
Environmental Division

Atlantic Division (LANTDIV), Code 182
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
1510 Gilbert Street

Norfolk, VA 23511-2699

Re:  Naval Station Roosevelt Roads - EPA ID # PR2170027203

1) EPA Comments on Report on Additional RFI Investigations for Operable Units (OUs)
#1, 6, and 7, dated May 6, 1998, and

2) Corrective Measures Study (CMS) Notification for SWMU #46/A0C C, SWMU #13,
and former “uncontrolled storage area” associated with SWMU #31/#32 area.

Dear Mr. Rakowski:

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 2 has completed its review of
the two volume report on Additional RFI Investigations for Operable Units (OUs) #1, 6, and 7
(the Report), transmitted on behalf of the Navy by Baker Environmental, Inc’s (your
contractor’s) letter of May 6, 1998. The report covers additional investigations conducted at
seven SWMUs (#6, 10, 13, 26, 31, 32, and 46), and three Areas of Concern [AOCs] (AOCs B, C,
and D), following the Navy’s submission of the initial Phase 1 RFI investigation Report in July
1996. These additional investigations were requested by EPA in order to more fully assess the
acceptability of the Navy’s no further action recommendations for six (all except SWMU #13) of
the above seven SWMUs, and AOC B. Additional investigations were recommended in the July
1996 draft RFI report for SWMU #13 and AOC C and D, to further characterize those three
areas prior to making a final recommendation as to wether or not further actions were warranted.
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EPA approves the Navy’s recommendation, as given in Section 4.0 of the Report, thata
Corrective Measure Study (CMS) be performed for the ditch sediments associated with SWMU
#13 and the combined SWMU #46/A0C C area. This letter shall constitute EPA’s notification
that CMSs are required for the ditch sediments associated with SWMU #13 and the combined
SWMU #46/A0C C area, Pursuant to Conditions E.5.(c) and E.5.(d) of Module III of the 1994
RCRA Permit (the Permit) for the facility, the Navy is required to submit CMS workplans and
Task I reports (refer to Appendix B “Scope of Work for a Corrective Measure Study” [CMS
Scope of Work] of the 1994 Permit) for the ditch sediments associated with SWMU #13 and the

combined SWMU #46/A0C C area, within 60 calender days after written notification that the
CMS is required.

As discussed in the Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (ANPR) on “Corrective Action
for Releases From Solid Waste Management Units at Hazardous Waste Management Facilities”,
published on May 1, 1996 in The Federal Register , Vol. 61, No. 85, pp 19431-19464, the CMS
does not have to address all potential remedies, and the CMS may incorporate usage of
“presumptive remedies”. If the Navy wishes to utilize such a “streamlined” CMS, omitting
certain portions/requirements described in Appendix B of the Permit (CMS Scope of Work),
and/or incorporating a “presumptive remedy” for either the ditch sediments associated with
SWMU #13 and/or the combined SWMU #46/A0C C area, please submit, within 60 days of
your receipt of this letter, either the actual “streamlined” CMS report(s), or an outline for each,

with the actual CMS report(s) to be submitted within 60 days of EPA’s approval of the
outline(s).

The focus of the “streamlined” CMSs for the ditch sediments associated with SWMU #13 and
the combined SWMU #46/A0C C area should be to describe fully (including appropriate
figures/maps, etc.) the proposed remedies and to confirm that they are protective of human health
and the environment, based on facility-specific conditions.

In addition, since unacceptable potential human health risks are indicated for current on-site
workers from possible dioxin exposure at the former “uncontrolled storage area” investigated as
part of the SWMU #31/#32 area, EPA cannot approve the no further action recommendation for
the SWMU #31/#32 area. That recommendation was based on an “industrial usage” restriction
being placed on the area, coupled with the contention in the Report that “The risk to current on-
site workers is mitigated by the fact that significant portions of the site are paved and where
unpaved, the material is hard packed and does not generally produce dust when windblown or
transited”. However, the “industrial usage” restriction would not eliminate unacceptable health
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risks to current or future on-site workers. In addition, the “mitigating factors” (covered by
pavement and “hard packed”’soils) cited in the Report are a) undocumented, and b) the mitigation
of the human health risks due to the “hard packed” nature of unpaved areas is questionable, as
discussed in the enclosed TechLaw Evaluation. Also, if the dioxin contaminated soils are not
cleaned-up, restrictions on soil excavation and management for those dioxin contaminated soils
appear warranted. Accordingly, this letter shall constitute EPA’s notification that a CMS is
required for the dioxin contaminated soils in the former “uncontrolled storage area” associated
with the SWMU #31/#32 area. As discussed above, a “streamlined” CMS and/or CMS based on
a presumptive remedy may be submitted for the dioxin contaminated soils in the SWMU
#31/#32 area. Please submit either a CMS workplan, or an outline for a “streamlined” CMS, for

the dioxin contaminated soils in the SWMU #31/#32 area, as described above, within 60 days of
your receipt of this letter.

In addition, EPA is not yet prepared to fully approve the no further action recommendations
made in the Report for the following: SWMU #6/A0C B area, SWMU #26, and AOC D. This is
due to deficiencies and/or data gaps in the Navy’s evaluations of possible risk scenarios, and
questions about the representativeness of certain background data used in support of no-further
action determinations. These deficiencies and/or data gaps, and concerns about certain
background data are discussed in the enclosed June 30, 1998 Evaluation of the Report prepared
by EPA’s contractor TechLaw, Inc (the TechLaw Evaluation).

In order to facilitate conclusion of the RFI Final report and the action/no-action determination
process for all of the above discussed SWMUs and AOCs, EPA requests the Navy to submit,
within 60 days of your receipt of this letter, a written response addressing all comments in the
enclosed TechLaw Evaluation (in addition to your submission of the CMS workplans or outlines
for “streamlined” CMSs, as discussed above). EPA will then evaluate and respond to the Navy’s
comments, prior to you having to submit any revisions to the Report.

Also, as indicated in previous correspondence, for any SWMU or AOC where the no further
action recommendation is based on restricted future site usage, i.e., “institutional control”, EPA
will require documentation of such “institutional control” (such as certification by the base’s
commanding officer, or some other enforceable document, of restricted future usage). Such
documentation is required for the SWMUs #6/A0C B area. However, as previously discussed
with Mr. Christopher Penny, of your staff, and at several Joint Interest Group meetings held
between EPA, the Navy, and the Puerto Rico Environmental Quality Board (PREQB), such
documentation may be submitted as part of a comprehensive CMS/CMI (Corrective Measures
Study/Corrective Measures Implementation) document, once all other issues regarding the final
decision for all SWMUSs and AOCs have been resolved.
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In addition, before any selected corrective measure can be considered fully approved as the final
remedy, EPA policy is that it must be public noticed, either as a modification to the existing

permit pursuant to 40 CFR §270.41 and .42, or in conjunction with issuance of a new/renewed
draft permit pursuant to 40 CFR § 124.10.

Please telephone Mr. Tim Gordon, of my staff, at (212) 637-4167 if you have any questions
regarding any of the above.

Sincerely yours,

Nl @777"’

Nicoletta DiForte
Chief, Caribbean Section
RCRA Programs Branch

Enclosure: TechLaw Evaluation dated June 30, 1998

cc: Mr. Israel Torres, PREQB, w/o encl.
Commander C.E. Cassidy, NAVSTA Roosevelt Roads, w/o encl.
Ms. Madeline Rivera, NAVSTA Roosevelt Roads, w/encl.
Mr. Christopher Penny, LANTDIV, w/encl.
Mr. Tom Fuller, Baker Environmental, w/encl.
Ms. Luz Muriel-Diaz, PREQB, w/encl.
Mr. William Goold (for Adam Balough), TechLaw Inc., w/o encl.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has requested support for technical review of
documents associated with the RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI) of the U.S. Naval Station
Roosevelt Roads (NSRR) located in Ceiba, Puerto Rico. TechlLaw has assigned this project to
TRC, a TechLaw Team member under the REPA Contract under Work Assignment No. R02020.

The NSRR is located on the east coast of Puerto Rico in the municipality of Ceiba,
approximately 33 miles southeast of San Juan. The primary mission of NSRR is to provide full
support for the Atlantic Fleet weapons training and development activities. NSRR is currently
operating under a Draft RCRA Corrective Action Permit that includes varying degrees of work at
28 Solid Waste Management Units (SWMUs) and three Areas of Concern (AOCs).

EPA requested the TechLaw Team to review the Draft RCRA Additional Investigations Report
for Operable Units 1, 6, and 7, Volumes 1 and 2, dated May, 1998.

The TechLaw Team’s report presents evaluations of the Draft RFI Report for Operable Units
(OU) 1,6, and 7. The method and objective of this evaluation are presented in Section 2.0.
General comments are presented in Section 3.0. Page-specific comments are detailed in Section

4.0. Editorial comments are present in Section 5.0 and recommendations are presented in
Section 6.0.

2.0 METHODOLOGY

Pursuant to the EPA Work Assignment Manager's (WAM's) Technical Directive dated May 8,
1998, the TechLaw Team reviewed the Draft Additional Investigation for Operable Units 1, 6,
and 7, In particular, The TechLaw Team focussed on Sections 2.0, 3.0, 4.0, and 5.0 with respect
to the adequacy and acceptability of investigation activities, conclusions and analytical results.
In addition, TRC compared the investigation methods and conclusions to three items 1) EPA
guidance and standards, 2) the work plan for OU 1,6, and 7, and 3) previous EPA comments

regarding the QU 1,6, and 7 Work Plan. Only outstanding issues are discussed within this
evaluation.

The following documents were considered during this review:

. Final RCRA Facility Investigation, NSSR, P.R. prepared by Baker Environmental, Inc.,
dated September 1995;

. Interim Final RCRA Facility Investigation Guidance, OSWER Directive 9502.00-60,
EPA 530/SW-89-031, May 1989;

. Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies Under
CERCLA, Interim Final, OSWER Directive 9355-3-01, October 1988;
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Conducting Remedial Investigations/Feasibility Studies for CERCLA Municipal Landfill
Sites, EPA/540/P-91/001, February 1991;

Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund (RAGS), Volume I: Human Health Evaluation
Manual; (Part A) Intenim Final, 540/1/-89, December 1989; and, Development of risk-

Based Preliminary Remediation Goals (Part B) publication 9285.7-01B, December
1991, PB92-963333;

EPA Region III Risk-Based Concentration Table, April 15, 1998,;

Human Health Evaluation Manual, supplemental Guidance: "Standard Default
Exposure Factors" OSWER Directive 928.6-03 (EPA, March 25, 1991);

Supplemental Guidance to RAGS: Calculdting the Concentration Term, (publication
9285.7-081, June 22, 1992);

Dermal Exposure Assessment: Principles and Applications (EPA 600/8-91/001B,
January 1992);

Health Assessment Document for 2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-Dioxin (T CDD) an

Related Compounds. Volumes I and III of I1I. Office of Research and Development,
EPA, 1994. '

Superfund Exposure Assessment Manual. Office of Remedial Response. EPA, 1988.
(EPA/540/1-88/001);

Exposure Factors Handbook. Office of Health and Environmental Assessment. EPA,
August 1997. (EPA/600/8-95/002Fa);

Final RCRA Facility Investigation, P.R. prepared by Baker Environmental, Inc.,
Addendum 2, dated February 28, 1997; and

Letter from USEPA addressing Addendums 1 & 2 to the Draft RCRA Facility

Investigation Report - Operable Units 1, 6, and 7, U.S. NSRR, P.R., to U.S. Navy, April
25, 1998.

GENERAL COMMENTS

Site features illustrated in figures presented in Section 2.0 appear to have been
significantly modified since the July 1996 Draft Phase I Report. The text should explain
the modifications to the site features. Building 112 depicted in Figure 5-1 of the July

1996 report is not illustrated in Figure 2-2 of the May 1998 report. In addition, several

2



figures have dark dashed lines, which are not identified in the legends. The figures must
be revised to clarify meaning of the dark dashed lines.

The human health risk assessment performed as part of the Draft Additional
Investigations Report for OUs 1, 6, and 7 (SWMUs 6, 10, 13, 26, 31, and 46 and AOCs
B, C, and D) complied with EPA guidance with several minor exceptions which are
discussed below in page-specific comments. However, many of the Navy's conclusions
and recommendations presented in Section 4.0 are not supported by the information
provided in the risk assessment. The no further action recommendations for SWMUs 6, -
26, and 31 and AOC D are not adequately justified. In addition, the Navy does not
adequately respond to comments #1 and #2 in EPA’s April 25, 1997 letter. The
comments presented concerns regarding the derivation of background concentrations and
additional exposure scenarios to be evaluated for SWMU 6, SWMU 26, SWMU 31, and

AOCD. These issues are summarized below in items A through E and page-specific
comments.

A. Derivation of Background Constituent Concentrations

The Navy’s response to comment #1 in EPA's April 25, 1997 letter, does not address the
concem regarding the derivation of site background constituent concentrations. As noted
previously by EPA, the site background data and the SWMU 26 background data both
include samples in which organics were detected. Xylene, PAHs, total HxCDD and
2,4,5-T were detected in the site background samples. Ten SVOCs were detected in the
SWMU 26 background samples. The detection of organic constituents suggests that the
background samples are impacted by human activity. Therefore, the inorganic
constituents detected may not represent naturally occurring conditions. The Navy must

evaluate the adequacy of the background data and present corrective actions to develop an
adequate background data set.

B. SWMU 6/AOC B

The Navy must revise the risk assessment to address concerns identified in Comment #2,
e and f of EPA's April 25, 1997 letter. Concerns were presented regarding the potential
exposure of future residents and current workers to accumulated/standing water in
Building 145 (where mercury was measured at a concentration of 22 ug/l). The Navy
must quantitatively assess risks to on-site workers and future residents through accidental
ingestion and dermal contact, to standing water in Building 145 and add the risks
calculated for these exposures to the other exposure risks at AOC B. If unacceptable
potential risk is indicated, a remedial work plan for cleanup operations must be submitted
prior to initiating on-site work. This issue must be addressed before the recommendation
of no further action at this site can be evaluated.



C. SWMU 26

The Navy must clearly demonstrate that the beryllium is due to native sources or the
Navy must revise the risk assumptions for beryllium and/or the basis of closure for
SWMU 26. The Navy has asserted that the concentrations of beryllium (and other
elements) are likely the result of background conditions. Beryllium is present in SWMU
26 surface soils at concentrations that would pose an unacceptable increased risk to future
residents. This SWMU is located in an area which, according to text on page 2-14, may
be used for base housing at some future point. If the Navy cannot demonstrate the
beryllium is naturally occurring, then, assuming otherwise valid risk assumptions for

beryllium and other identified contaminants, the no action alternative for SWMU 26 will
be unacceptable.

The no action approach to SWMU 26 is based in part on the assumption of background
conditions. This assumption appears to be inappropriate for two primary reasons. First,
the background data set developed for arsenic and beryllium for SWMU 26 may not be
valid. Ten different SVOCs were detected in both surface and subsurface background
soil samples at SWMU 26, which suggests that soil in this area was impacted by
anthropogenic activity and may not be representative of naturally occurring conditions for
SVOCs. By extension, the concentrations of other constituents may have been impacted
by anthropogenic activity. Second, the maximum detected concentration of beryllium
detected in both surface and subsurface background soil samples for SWMU 26 is 1,200
ug/kg. This is over 3 times greater than the concentration of beryllium in the site-wide
surface soil background database (360 ug/kg) and over 1.5 times greater than the site-

- wide subsurface soil background concentration (740 ug/kg). This data suggests that the
SWMU 26 "background" levels are elevated and are not representative of native,
mineralogically derived beryllium.

The second element of the Navy’s no action approach is the assumption that the area will
not be used for residential housing. However, text concerning SWMU 26 on page 2-14,

paragraph 2 contradicts this assumption by indicating this area could be used for a base
housing expansion in the future.

D. SWMU 31

Dioxin was detected at concentrations in soil samples collected from SWMU 31 which
exceeded EPA’s risk-based acceptable concentration range for on-site workers. Although
the Navy recommends an industrial land-use restriction on the SWMU to protect future
residents from exposure, this land-use restriction does not protect current workers.
According to the health and safety plan for this site, SWMU 31 is an area of "intense
vehicular activity" and easily accessed by base personnel. Vehicular activity may disturb
"hard packed" areas generating significant amounts of dust potentially containing
elevated levels of dioxin. Therefore current workers may be exposed to unacceptable



levels of dioxin. The Navy must justify the no further action recommendation in the
context of present use exposure scenarios. If the no action approach is not protective of
current site workers, then 1) the no action assumptions must be revised, or 2) Health and

Safety precautions including exposure monitoring, must be implemented to protect
current site workers.

E. AOCD

The Navy's no further action recommendation for AOC D is not acceptable since Phase |
sediment sampling results indicate that sediments present a potentially unacceptable risk
to recreational users and future residents. The Navy must summarize these risks in
Section 4.8 and indicate that conclusions regarding these risks are valid and are not
modified by the Phase I sample results. The Navy must also provide recommendations
for mitigating recreational user and future resident exposure to AOC D sediments.

3. Unacceptable risk based levels of dioxin compounds have been identified at various sites
at NSRR during the RFI. The identification of dioxin compounds at certain sites (i.e.
SWMU 1, 2, and 31, and AOC D) does not inherently correspond to the site specific uses.
A separate source of dioxins appears to have entrained dioxin contaminants into the air

pathway, depositing contaminants at various locations at the site. Two possibilities
should be considered:

1). Dioxin compounds may be present on-site at areas not yet discovered or sampled
for dioxins (1.e. areas of air borne deposition or secondary deposition from runoff
such as AOC D). This may have resulted in a more widespread and as of yet
uncharacterized areas of dioxin contamination at NSRR.

2). If a dioxin source is identified on-site as causing air borne contamination, the
impact area could be addressed as a separate segregated site. Certain sites within
the dioxin site could potentially be "closed", if a level of no significant risk was
demonstrated for the remaining site specific contaminants of concern and the site
use history did not support dioxin contamination.

The Navy must complete a study to investigate dioxin contamination detected across NSRR. All
dioxin data for NSRR should be correlated to identify a potential source for dioxins and the
potential migration pathways. A workplan should be prepared to address any data gaps
identified by EPA prior to implementation.



4.0 PAGE SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Page 2-2, Section 2.1.2.1 Parasraph 3 and 5 and Page 2-3, Section 2.1.2.3, Paragraph 3

The Navy states that "... three semivolatile organic compounds ... were detected in [background
surface soil] sample BGMWO01-00" (see Table 2-3) and "Trace concentrations of organic
compounds... were detected in the background subsurface soil sample set as shown in Table 2-4".
The presence of xylene, PAHs, total HxCDD and 2,4,5-T in the site-wide background data set is
a strong indication that the results are not representative of natural conditions. All samples with
detected organics must be eliminated from the organic compound background data set. This will
result in an organic background data set of three surface soil samples and three subsurface soil

samples. Average background levels must be recalculated and conclusions regarding risk must
be revised.

Page 2-14, Section 2.5.1, Parasraph 5

The Navy has not demonstrated that "...the concentrations (of arsenic and beryllium) are likely
the result of background conditions..." at SWMU 26. First, the background data set developed
for arsenic and beryllium for SWMU 26 may not be valid. Ten different SVOCs were detected
in both surface and subsurface background soil samples at SWMU 26, which suggests that soil in
this area was impacted by anthropogenic activity and may not be representative of naturally
occurring conditions for SVOCs. By extension, the concentrations of other constituents may
have been impacted by anthropogenic activity. Second, the maximum detected concentration of
beryllium detected in both surface and subsurface background soil samples for SWMU 26 is
1,200 ug/kg. This is over 3 times greater than the concentration of beryllium in the site-wide
surface soil background database (360 ug/kg) and over 1.5 times greater than the site-wide
subsurface soil background concentration (740 ug/kg). This data suggests that the SWMU 26
"background" levels are elevated and are not representative of native, mineralogically derived
beryllium. If the Navy cannot demonstrate that the beryllium is naturally occurring, then,
assuming otherwise valid risk assumptions for beryllium and other identified contaminants, the
no action alternative for SWMU 26 will be unacceptable.

In addition, with regard to the no further action approach advanced by the Navy for SWMU 26,
beryllium is present in surface soils at concentrations posing potentially unacceptable increased
risk to future residents. The no action approach relied on the assumption that no residents would
be present in the future. However, this SWMU is located at an area which, according to text on
page 2-14, may be used for base housing at some future point.

The Navy must clearly demonstrate that the beryllium is due to native sources and must revise
the risk assumptions for beryllium and/or the basis of closure for SWMU 26.



Page 2-20, Section 2.7.2, Paragraph 1

The text states that samples ACSS39 through ACSS41 were inadvertently labeled SWMU AOC
C instead of SWMU 46. No analytical data for these samples are presented in Table 2-31, Table
2-36, or Appendix D. The analytical data from these samples should be included.

Page 2-21, Section 2.7.3.1 and Figure 2-13

The extent of PCB contamination at SWMU 46 and AOC C has not been adequately delineated
and must be delineated via further surface and subsurface soil sampling. Figure 2-13 illustrates
an increase in PCB levels in soil at the location of soil sample AC-SS27. This increase in PCB
levels reflects an increase in contaminant levels at the perimeter of the site. Additional samples
should be collected to delineate the extent of PCB contamination.

Page 2-23, Section 2.8.2, paragraph 1 & 2

The text should report on the wipe sampling conducted at SWMU AOC C. Analytical results
presented in Appendix D indicate that Aroclor 1260 was detected in several samples at a

maximum concentration of 130,000,000 mg/wipe. The significance of the results must be
discussed.

Page 3-2, Section 3.1.1, Paragraph 2

The 1dentification and selection of chemicals of potential concern (COPCs) must consider
chemicals for which there are no toxicity criteria or EPA Region III screening values. The
detected concentrations of such chemicals must be carried through the risk assessment and
addressed qualitatively in the risk characterization and uncertainty sections of the risk assessment
text. For example, methapyrilene was detected in a SWMU 6 subsurface soil sample at a
concentration of 930 ug/kg. Although no Risk Based Concentrations (RBCs) are established for
this constituent, the chemical must be carried through the risk assessment.

Page 3-6, Paragraph 3 & 4

Total, rather than dissolved, inorganic results must be quantitatively evaluated in the human risk
assessment. It 1s not appropriate to assume concentrations from dissolved samples more closely
approximate exposure conditions at the tap, when the actual characteristics of a possible future

water supply are unknown. The Navy must revise the quantitative risk assessment to include
total inorganic results.

Page 3-6, SWMU 06/AO0C B

For clarity, the text should summarize subsurface soil analysis results and indicate that all
detections were below applicable residential RBC's. The detection of methapyrilene should be



presented and the potential increased risk, if any, posed by this chemical should be qualitatively
addressed in the uncertainty and risk characterizations sections. Methapyrilene should not be
eliminated from consideration simply because a toxicity value does not exist.

Page 3-13. Paragraphs 3 and 4

In Phase II, additional sediment samples were collected from two locations at AOC D that were
not sampled during Phase I. The results of these two new samples indicate the presence of
chemicals at concentrations less than or equal to that detected in Phase I samples. The text
should clarify that Phase II results were collected at new locations and should not be considered
duplicate results of samples collected during Phase I. The comparison of the Phase I data to the
Phase II data "in lieu of a risk assessment" is potentially misleading and may cause the reader to
infer that the Phase II data supersedes the Phase I data. The text must clearly indicate that the
risks estimated during the Phase I HEA are still valid.

Page 3-23, Paraoraph 3 and Page 3-53, Paragraph 2

The statement "The area will not be developed for personnel housing in the future.." is
inconsistent with page 2-14, paragraph 2, the text of which states, "The Building 544 Area is
located within the "Bundy" portion of the station. Bundy is a primary location for bachelor's
quarters and, therefore, it is possible that the Building 544 Area could be used for base housing

expansion at some point in the future." The text must be revised since residential development is
possible.

Page 3-31, Paraoraph 2

The Navy's derivation of the particulate emission factor (PEF) should be provided since it differs
from EPA's Human Health Evaluation Manual, Development of Risk-Based Preliminary
Remediation Goals (Part B), dated December 1991 (6.79 x 10° m*/kg vs. 4.63 x 10° m*/kg.

Page 3-48. Section 3.6.3, Paragraph 3

The reference to the 1989 Exposure Factors Handbook should be updated to EPA's Exposure
- Factors Handbook (EPA/600/P-95/002Fa), dated August 1997.

Tables 3-16., 3-17 and Appendix G

The guidance referenced by the Navy for the exposure input parameters for inhalation of
contaminated air states that "... 20 m® per 8-hour workday represents a reasonable upper-bound
inhalation rate for the occupational setting". The Navy, however, is using input parameters for
respiration rate and exposure time which result in an inhalation rate of 10m® per 8-hour workday.
The input parameters for respiration rate and exposure time must be changed to reflect an



inhalation rate of 20 m® per 8-hour workday for current on-site workers and future construction
workers.

Page 4-3, Section 4.3, Paragraph 1

The streamlined CMS proposed for SWMU 13 will be considered incomplete until an ecological

assessment demonstrates that a condition of no unacceptable risk to the environment has been
achieved.

Page 4-4, Paragraph 6 and Page 4-5, Paragraph 4

In order to support a no further action at SWMU 46 and AOC C a reliable background data set
must be used. Based on the detection of organics, the CMS for SWMU 46 and AQC C must
address elevated levels of arsenic and beryllium. The current background data set does not
appear to adequately represent natural soil conditions.

Page 4-5, Section 4.6 and 4.7

The additional proposed investigation activities must be documented in a work plan addendum
and submitted for review.

Page 4-6, Section 4.8

The no further action recommendation for AOC D sediments is not consistent with the Phase I
HEA which stated that AOC D sediments pose potentially unacceptable risks to recreational
users and future residents. The Navy must summarize these risks in Section 4.8 and state that
conclusions regarding these risks are still valid and must re-evaluate the no further action
recommendation. Recommendations for mitigating recreational user and future resident
exposure to AOC D sediments must be provided.

5.0 EDITORIAL COMMENTS

Table 2-43

Results presented in Table 2-43 need to be cross-checked with analytical results in Appendix D
and revised as appropriate. The data presented in Table 2-43 are not consistent with
corresponding data contained in Appendix D.

Figure 2-3

Sample identifiers BGW02-03 and BGW02-04 should be labeled BMW-02-03 and BMW-02-04
for consistency with sample identifiers in Table 2-10 and Section 2.



Page 3-5, Parasraph 3

Although TPH concentrations do not exceed Puerto Rico Environmental Quality Board (PREQB)
criteria, the Navy's statement "... due to a lack of toxicity criteria, TPH was not evaluated in the
selection of COPCs, nor was it evaluated in the risk assessment" must be revised to avoid future

misunderstanding. Any detected levels of TPH must be evaluated and concentrations which
exceed PREQB criteria must be addressed in the risk characterization section.

Table 2-43

The summary columns on page 4 of 4 must be revised. The summary columns indicate that 33
sample results were included in the data evaluation; however, results from only 27 samples are
presented on pages 1 through 3 of Table 2-43.

Page 3-9, Paragraph 1 (SWMU 46) and Table 3-5

The number of soil samples presented in the text and Table 3-5 is inconsistent with the number
of soil samples presented in Section 2.0 and Table 2-35 and must be revised as appropriate.

Page 3-10, Paragraph 5

The number of soil samples presented in the text and Table 3-27 is inconsistent with the number
of samples presented in Section 2.0 and Tables 2-36 and 2-37 and should be revised as
appropriate. The text and Table 3-7 indicate that 29 surface soil samples were collected;
however, Section 2.0 text and corresponding Tables 2-36 and 2-37 list 26 soil samples.

Table 3-4
The RBC's listed for total TCDF on this table are incorrect and must be revised.
Table 3-11

Table 3-11 indicates that no dioxin data was generated in Phase II. Since this is incorrect, the
table must be revised.

Page 4-1, Section 4.0, Paragraph 1

The text should summarize estimated risks and subsequent conclusions and recommendations
generated durning the Phase I HEA.

10



