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EPA's Comment 
D m  AW MONITORING DATA REPORT 

AUGUST 15,2005 THROUGH SEFTEMBER 30,2005 
FOR 

TIME CRlTICAL REMOVAL ACTION 
FORMER VIEQUES NAVAL TRAINMG RANGE (VNTR) 

VIEQUES, PUERTO RICO 
OCTOBER 2005 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

1. Analytical results for explosives may be questionable due to we of an inappropriate 
samdine method for semi-volatile comuounds. Additionally, based on the information 
pres&t& in the Air Monitoring Plan add this Report, it dog not appau that method 
q d t y  contra1 (QC) wes conducted in accordance Mathod 8095 and SW-846 protowls. 
Please clarify if method quality controls were conducted in accordance with Method 8095 
and SW-846 protocols. 

2. Figure 2-1 should depict the location where detonations were conducted in order to better 
evaluate samp~moni tor ing d t s  at the different monitoring stations. Please revise 
Figure 2-1 to depict the detonation I d o m .  

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

3. M o a  3.0, Data, page 51: The first paragraph in Section 3.0 indim monitoring 
station OP-1 was not operational during the monitoring period due to power outages at 
the site. The CH2M Hill respomes submitted in response to EPA and Puerto Rico 
Envitvlnmental Quality Board (EQB) comments on the Draft Air Monitoring Plan 
indicated that the E-BAM monitorJsamplsr was &sen because it was solarlbattq 
powered Please cldfy the reason why the sampler/monitor could not be 0-ed. 

4. Section 3.1, PMro Data, page 33: Section 3.1 states that the comparison of metals and 
explosives data to to risk-based concentrations provides a more direct assessment of 
impacts to human health and the environment. However, as mentioned in EPA, EQB, 
and Tehlaw, fnc. comments on the dmft and final Air Monitoring Plans, the 
samplimg/filter media used is not considered appropriate for the explosive/energetic 
compounds which are also semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOC), as well as 
elemental mercury. Please revise the Report to indicate. that the method used to culle~t 
the data were questioned by the R@atory Agencies involved, and that a direct 
assessment of impacts to human health and the environment using ~-~ 
concentrations may not be accurate. 

5. Sedbn 3.2, Met& Data, page 3 4  Section 3.2 r e f e w  Tables 3-2 and 3-3 for the 
tfiree highest &hour concentrations of metals during the reporting period. The referenced 
results are acniaIly found in Tables 3-3 and 3-4. Please revise the Report to corn  this 
eLmr* 

6. Section 4.1.1, Mow Preciiion, page 4-1: Section 4.1.1 states that 'Precision is 
determined for the PMlo monitor by conducting weekly flow checks." While this can be 



d to detenniole d o n  of the instnunent flow rate- it would not mvide arecision for 
thePMlodata. Tbisoouldbed~byusingcoll~sampl&asp~sedinthe 
Air Monitoring Plan. There is no c£ism&on of collocation of samplers in the report 
Please clarify &s deviation from the work p h  In addition, clarify v& 
comctive action was undextakea far the sampler for which the flow check data failed the 
p~cr i t er iad l eGk , to inc ludeany impac t son~  

Seetion 4.2, hboratory QAIQC, page 43: Section 4.2 states that "AU analytical data 
were reviewed based on criteria analogous to that set forth in the EPA National 
Fmriaml Guiaktims and the Air Monitoring Plan.'' U* significantly m a  
laboratory QC was conducted than was m t e d  in the Air Monitoring Plan 
(~~ spiking, MSIMSD, etc.), t .  would not be suff~uent information t~ conduct 
data validation in accdana with M o t i w d  Funcfional Guidelines. Please revise the 
Report to provide specific details on laboratory QC conducted and to describe what was 
reviewed as part of this analogous data didation m. 

Section 4.2.1, Metals, page 4-3: The fht p a t e  in Section 4.2 1 s W e ~  that 
"Accuracy is determined by the analysis of a MST refbence standard analyzed with each 
bat& of samples." However, varying c~centmtions of the different analyta in the field 
samples oould result in matrix e w  tbat impact tlte results. In response to Puerto Rim 
EQB comments on the draft Air Monitoring Plan, CH2M Hill stated tbat digestion 
followed by ICP analysis far metals would be used to evaluate the metals (XRF) method 
accuracy. Please clarify if this was done and present the data in the Report or revise the 
Report to explain the deviation 

Section 4.2.2, Expldie ResMile, page 4-3: Analysis of a NIST standatd alone is not 
sufficient to determine accuracy as it may not ~ocount for pofeatial matrix effects in the 
SaLd samples. SW-846 Method 8095 QC tequiFements indude surrogab= spiLing of all 
samples, matrix spike/matrix spike duplicates (MSAWD), Lab Control Samples, etc. 
The FinaZAir Monitoring Plan did not adequately ddmm QC for the method The lack 
of adequate method QC along with an inappmpriate sample collection method would 
d e r  tbis data as qwdonable. Related comments regarding QC criteria are included in 
comments submitted for the F i  Air Monibxbe Plaa Please darifv if SW-846 Method 
8095 QC requirements including surrogate spiki& of aU samples, m&x spilrelmatrix 
spike daptiwtes (MS/MSD], tab C o n t ~ ~ l  Samples, etc., tme used in addition to the 
-T standard. In addition, pleesle m*se the Report to specify the exixwtion method 
use& 

10. Seetion 5.0, Smmmary, page $1: In the third paragraph of S d o n  5.0, the mport 
mggests that elevated PMlo lmls observed on m b e r  9 and 10 may Bave been the 
result of volcanic activity in the Caribbean Basin. Please revise the Report to expound on 
the l d o n  of the activity relative to the Vieques site (e.g., dke.ction, dkww, prevailing 
whds, etc.). 



EQB's Comments 
Draft Report 

Time Critical Removal Action 
Former Viques Naval Training Range 

Air Monitoring Data Report 
August 15,2005 through September 30,2005 

Dated October 2005 

Introduction 

The Drafi Report Time Critical Removal Action Former Vieques Naval Training Range 
Air Monitoring Data Report, August 15, 2005 through September 30, 2005,_(AMDR) 
describes the monitoring program objectives; the monitoring sites; selected monitoring 
results, and quality assurancelquality control (QNQC) activities. 

The AMDR was reviewed for compliance with the F d  Air Monitoring Plan, Time 
Critical Removal Action, Former Vieques Naval Training Range, Vieques, Puerto Rico, 
September 2005, applicable EPA monitoring guidance and regulations, as well as 
standard industry practices. 

Air quality data generated by the current air monitoring program are not acceptable due 
to the deficiencies identified. These deficiencies should be adequately addressed prior to 
conducting further blow-in-place (BIPs). 

General Comments 

1. The AMDR describes the monitoring program objectives, the monitoring sites, 
selected monitoring results, and quality assurancelquality control (QNQC) 
activities. The format and timeliness of the remrt generallv conform to standard . u d 

air quality monitoring reporting requirements. However, computer compatible 
files of all final, valid data collected during the monitoring period should be 
included with this and future AMDRs to f&ilitate independent review of the data 
and results. 

2. The description of site activities is generally acceptable such that potential 
influences to the monitoring results can be interpreted. Overall, however, 
insufficient data are presented to enable independent verification of the results. 
Nonetheless, the following deficiencies are noted and suggest that corrective 
action to the program is warranted: 

The siting of the instrumentation, both in regards to representativeness of the 
rooftop locations for meteorological data collection and the design of the 
network for capturing plumes caused by activities in the LIA is not 
demonstrated. 



-on of the appropriateness of fieid data collectian techniques and 
laboratory analyses for the compounds of concern, especially the semi- 

The reported data capture rate is below both the rquhments ofthe Air 
Monitoring Plan aud the EPA standlad for ambient particulate measurement 
field programs. 

The lack of a collocated PMlo monitor, as discussed in the Air Monitoring 
Plan and as required by EPA for monitoring prograins intended to 
dem- NAAQS compliauce, prohibits objective d-on of 
network precision. 

The lack of compliance with QAIQC audit scheduling and the lack of 
reporting of results of audits ( p e d m  and systems) as requid in the 
quality asfllrance program in the Aii Monitoring Plan must be corrected. 

Documentation of the appropriateness of the field data collection techniques 
and laboratory analyses for the compounds of concern, especially the semi- 
volariles has not been pmented. 

3. It appears that BIPs have taken place when one or more air quality monito~~ are 
not operational. Provide justification for continuing to conduct open detonations 
while air monitoring station(s) were not operational, The justification should 
discuss this decision in the context of protecting public health and environment. 

Spedk Comments 

Seetien 2 0 Monitoring Sii'es 

1. Section 2.0. w e  2-1 -A  demonstration mast be pwnted  hi the monitoring 
sites do, in faot, capture the plumes from the LIA. This demonstcation should 
include, at a minimum, air quality/now modeling, monitoring data analysis andlor 
field measurements, such as tracer/ flow visualizaton d n g  smoke generators. 
The demonstration should be presented in a special report or be i n c W  in the 
AMRR being prepared for the period Oc60ber through December 2005. 

2. Section 2.2. Paae 2-1 - The actual height of the monitors above grade should be 
provided rather than the range of "2 to 7 meters." 

3. Section 3.0. ume 3-1 - The description of site activities should include all 
activities that could impact air quaIity monitoring results. Were there any other 
such activities or events (e.g., road maintenance, brush clearing, etc.) that might 
influence monitoring results? If no other activities (e.g., road maintenance, brush 



clearing, etc.) were conducted, then the text should state "no other activities were 
conducted that would influence results." 

4. Section 3.0, pwe 3-1 - The text should be expanded to describe the fire of August 
17 to 18 and the ways in which the fue might have influenced monitoring results. 
Provide information in the report on the size of the fire, the types of materials that 
burned (munitions, brush, etc.) and how it was extinguished. 

Section 3.1 PMlo Data 

5. Section 3.1 - National Ambient Aii Quality Standards (NAAQS) have been 
promulgated by the EPA Administrator to be protective of human health and the 
environment. These standards are established following an exhaustive technical 
review of the scientific literature by the Clean Air Scientific Advisory Committee 
(CASAC) regarding the consequences of exposure to the criteria pollutants, 
including PMlo. CASAC consists of independent senior scientists whose role is 
to assess the risk of pollutant exposures and recommend concentrations that are 
protective of health. The statement "Furthermore, PMla is a measurement of the 
particulate concentrations in the air and are [sic] not a direct measurement of risks 
to human health and the environment'' should be struck here and in the Summary 
Section. 

6. Section 3.1 - Figure 3-1 shows reported 24-hour average concentrations for the 
period August 15 through 19, with a BIP on August 17. The indicated PMlo 
concentrations are low and appear to be near background levels following the BIP 
and the subsequent fire from August 17 to 18. According to Section 3.0, the 
monitor at OP-5 was out of operation from August 18-25, however this figure 
shows data for OP-5 on August 18 and 19. Please clarify this apparent 
discrepancy. Also, OP-1 reports wind speed and direction for this event (see 
Table 3-5) but no concentrations. Again, according to Section 3.0, the monitor at 
OP-1 was inoperative due to power failure. Please clarify why meteorological 
data were available at OP-1, but concentration data were not available. It appears 
the plume h m  the BIP and subsequent fire either missed the monitors completely 
or produced concentrations so low they were not detectible above the background 
concentrations, which is unlikely. Since a fire that lasted 20 hours should have 
produced enough particles to be detectible, it appears the plume missed the 
monitoring array completely. Given a reported 24-hour average wind speed of 
2.8 mls and an estimated distance of approximately 1,000 meters from the fire to 
the air monitoring stations, it would take approximately 10 minutes for the plume 
h m  the f i e  to reach the monitoring stations. Monitor placement should be 
reviewed as described above to ensure that plumes during all easterly wind 
conditions will be captured. 

Also, all f d  data reported should be made available for review in a readily 
readable electronic format (e.g., Excel spreadsheet), including the shortest 
averaging times available for the PMlo and meteorological data (hourly, as 



described in Section 5.0 or shorter, 15-minute averages as described in Section 
6.1). Note that Section 9.3.1 of the AMP calls for hourly PMlo and 
meteorological data to be reported in the AMDR. The sample data repoEt shown 
in Appendix G of the AMP appears to provide example howly average and real- 
time c o ~ m  data wery 15 minutes. Clarify why hourly and 15-minute, 
real-time co~umtration data were not provided in this mprt. Provide data 
collected in the format as shown in the Appendix G of the AMP with samp1'q 
date and time indicated. Note tbat the data reported should be pmvided 
elec$onically. 

7. F i  3-2 - Figure 3-2 shows reported 24-hour average w n ~ o n s  for the 
period August 21 through 27, with a BIP on August 25. The indicated PMIO 
concentrations are low and appear to be near background levels fillowing the 
BJP. Only the Boathouse monitor was online for this period. Again, there is no 
indication of a plume h the BIP impacting the monitor. S i  the collection of 
24-how average concentratbns is not likely to detect short-dwation elevations in 
c o ~ t r a i i o n s ,  clarify why 24-hour avemge concatrations are being mparbd. 
The report should digcuss the impact of collecting 24hour averages on the data 
results. Shoa BY- time data should be collected, analyzed and Rported to 
aid in detednhg if the monitor was within the phnne. Also, &at averaging 
time data should be collected in the future coincident with BPS (taking into 
account travel time &om the LIA to the air monitoring stations) to provide 
supportingdocumentationtbattheairmonitoring~~areintetsectingthe 
PI- 

8. F i  3-3 - Figure 3-3 shows reported 24-hour average wncentrations for the 
period September 3 through 10, with a BIP on September 8. Drtta are not shown 
for OP-5 prior to September 7, even though Section 3.0 indicates this monitor was 
online after Augugt 25. Please clarify this app- diacrepaucy. 

9. No data or documentation has been provided to date either in the AMP (Sept 
2005) a in this first AMDR regding the current status of EPA's evaluation of 
this method for measurement of metals in ambient air. Also, the QAIQC seetion 
of this report states that all QAIQC results were within accqtaMe limits for the 
first sampling quarter. Provide data to support this claim. 

Documentation has not been provided to support the use of the ~~ 
sampling and analysis methodology cwrently employed f a  measurement of 
metals in amb'int air. Provide the d a d  validation data as well as the QA/QC 
data associated with lab analyses conducted during the la quarter of the program. 
Without this information the results reported earnot be viewed as acceptable 
and/or r e p r e e v e  of metals concentrations present in ambient air. 



The methodology employed for sampling and analyses of metals continues to be 
inappropriate for the measurement of elemental gaseous mercury in ambient air. 
The method in current use is most appropriate for the measurement of particulate 
associated mercury in air provided it is present in the non elemental or ionic form. 
The report should be revised to clarify that the method employed is appropriate 
for the collection and analysis of nonelemental and ionic forms of mercury. 

10. Section 3.2 - Table reference should be "Tables 3-3 and 34." 

1 1. Section 3.2, awes 3-5 and 3-6 - The detection limit for each compound should be 
presented on Tables 3-3 and 3-4 either as a separate column (see Table A-1), or 

b y T  
rting Non-Detects as "detection limit" (i.e., for Cu, report "<0.004 

~ p / m  1. 

12. Section 3.2, awe 3-5 - Include nickel in Table 3-3 (see Table A-I). 

Section 3.3 Explosive Residue Data 

13. Section 3.3 - Include all supporting documentation regarding the status of EPA's 
evaluation of this method for measurement of explosive residue target compounds 
in ambient air. Thus far, no documentation has been offered to EQB/TRC to 
demonstrate that the methods in use are actually under investigation by EPA for 
measurement of explosive residues in ambient air as stated by the preparers of the 
Vieques TCRA AMP in prior responses to questions posed by TRC on this same 
issue. The method as proposed is not appropriate for measurement of some of the 
explosive residue target compounds listed in Table 3-1 of the September 2005 
AMP. Without data addressing to the precision and accuracy of the proposed 
sampling and analysis method for explosive residues, the sampling and analyses 
methods continue to be inappropriate and unacceptable and the results reported 
cannot be viewed as acceptable andlor representative of explosives concentrations 
in ambient air. Please provide appropriate documentation to address these issues. 

14. Section 3.3 - Using the technical literature, show that ambient concentrations of 
the explosive residue target parameters determined using the Teflon tape sampling 
and analyses methods are representative of true ambient concentrations. 

Section 3.4 Wind Speed and Direction 

15. The indicated wind speeds are generally low (Boathouse with the longest period 
of record reported an average wind speed of 1.9 m/s). The long term average 
wind speed reported at Roosevelt Roads, the closest readily available wind 
observing site, is only 3.6 m/s (1945-1990). This suggests that Light winds, which 
may not have enough energy to lift the plumes over the ridge where the monitors 
are located, are common in the area and that the plumes may instead be diverted 
around the ridge. Possible wind steering around the ridge may be indicated by the 
-30 degree wind direction shear between OP-1 and the Boathouse as seen on 



Table 3-5. Again, a demonskdon of adequacy of the monitoring system 
plscement must be provided. 

16. Section 3.4 - The locations of the wind sensors on the roofbps of the 0- 
wsts and boathause do not oonfm to EPA Metmmlo9ical Monitoring Goidance 
ibr lbdawrv Modeliiae Amlicatiom ('EP~-454/~-99%l5) and it is likely that 
the reported wind speed and Mans are not representstive of the VNTa site. 
The lack of defensible wind dk4on and sp&d i n f o d o n  finther confounds 
effoEts to demomtmts that the air monitoring stations are inkmating BIP plumes. 
Please state why the wind observations should be considered lepresentative of air 
flows between the LIA and the monitoring locations. 

17. Section 3.4 -Wind directionis indicated on Table 3-5 as %id winddirection in 
degrees north of westn. Revise the report to provide wind M o n  in stadad 
metemo1ogicai conwdon with wind blowing from the no& to the south as 0 
degrees,windfromtheeasttothewestas90degrees,windfrsmthesoutbtothe 
northas 180degrees,etc. 

Section 4 0  Q ~ R s ~ r ~ a c e  and Qurrlity C-I AdWes 
Section 4.1 F W  Qm 

18. Section 4.1.1. m e  4.1 - Field precision data is critical to the mxegs of this 
mmam. Collocated sauwlers should be in place throughout the entire term, not at a I& date to be deteani;led as noted by the report's p&anm. The spare EBAM 
system, as called for in S d o n  8.1 of the AMP, should bave been placed in 
~cpiattheorrtsetofthepgnlmandusedatall~thatsampleswerebeing 
collected for PMlo, metals or explosive midues. The collocated monitoring 
station must be p M  in d c e  ASAP to demo~tmk the monittnhg network 
precision. A 5 m ~ s h o u f d b e a v d a b l e a s a ~ s o t b a t o p l e d t h e c u r m t  
systems can be dedicated to collocated sampling. 

19.Sedion4.1.1.~a~e4.1 -The~~&torf lowcheoksmAugust22and 
September 9 found that the instnrment was beyond the +2 percent -1e flow 
range. Clarify wtaether the flow rates were adjusted to be within @~cations at 
these times. 

20. Table 4-1 and Section 4.1.2 - Table 4-1 and Section 4.12 indicates that on 
SeDtember 7 the Boathowe. monitor was ont of compliame with flow standards 
&lished in the QA plan and was not recalibrated-until September 10. Data 
prior to the recalibration should be footnoted with mpct to this non-mmplianf 
flow audit and the report should discuss the lmcatahty of the data collected while 
the monitor was out of compliance. 

21. M i o n  4.1.3. page 4-2 - The W a l  perfonnanoeaaud was conducted on A* 
3,2005. Asecond audit was scheduled for December 21-23,2005. This does not 
codom to Section 8.7.1 of the F d  Time Critical Removal Action Air 



Monitoring Plan, September 2005 (AMP): "Quality assurance documents also 
require performance audits for particulate monitoring to be conducted every 3 
months:. .". Data recorded beyond the specified audit schedule should be flagged 
as "suspect." 

22. Section 4.1.3, Dage 4-2 - Copies of the EBAM CalibrationlFlow ChecMAudit 
Data F o m  (AMP Section 8.7.3) should be included with the AMDR. 

23. Section 4.1.3, page 4-3 - No initial audit results are presented for OP-1 . Clarify 
whether an audit was conducted within 30 days of the start-up of OP-l as required 
in AMP Section 8.7.1. 

24. Section 4.1.3. page 4-2 - No audit results are presented for the meteorological 
monitoring equipment. EPA generally requires meteorological monitoring 
systems to be audited upon installation and semi-annually thereafter. Clarify 
whether QA audits of the meteorological equipment have or will be performed. 

25. Section 4.1.3. page 4-2 -No audit results for the initial systems audit specified in 
AMP Section 8.7.1 are presented. Results for the systems audit must be provided. 

Sectwn 4.2 Laboratory Q w C  

26. Section 4.2.1, parre 4-3 - Results for NIST reference material analyses, "second 
source standard" analyses and replicate samples should be presented in the 
AMDR. 

27. Section 4.2.4. page 4-4 - Data recovery is listed for the quarter; however, Section 
9.3.1 of the AMP specifies that both monthly and quarterly data completeness will 
be reported. Clarify why monthly reports are not included and whether they will 
be in future reports. 

28. Section 4.2.4, page 4-4 - Data capture/completeness of 55% for the report period 
is well below the completeness goaVobjective of 80% identified in the report as 
well as the September 2005 TCRA Final Air Monitoring Plan (AMP) page 8-2. 
This level of performance for this critical monitoring program is unacceptable. 
This report should address improvements or modifications that will be made to 
ensure that the data captureIcompleteness meets the data objective. Any 
conclusions made in this report should address the significant uncertainty 
associated with the use of limited data. 

It remains unclear how an assessment of data capture/completeness can actually 
be performed as part of the current monitoring program. The AMP still does not 
provide data quality objectives in terms of precision and accuracy for the 
proposed sampling and analyses methods. Hence it is not clear how a 
completeness goal of 80% can be met for metals, explosive residues and PMlo 
measurements. The plan preparers should provide data quality objectives in terms 



September 2005 Flnal V ~ O I I  of the TCRA AMP states that a data complebfss 
obistideaal of 80% wiU be maintained Section 4.24 of the report gtates &at 

BrFMlo. Thedim, the rrSLkft4 camot be carmot be viewed as acmptd11e .and/or 
rep;liesetltative ofPMl0 concentratms in dent air. 

IfPMlo data recovery (the sole sample coketion anethad) was macsqtable, the 
data completemm for metats and explosive residues wss also likely una~wptabla 
Provide su-g d o c u m d o n f o r  the data recovery fbr metals aad e~p1Bsive~ 
a n d ~ t h i s ~ c i e n c y i n t h e r e p o r t .  Dafarecoverymwxtbeadhssedfor 
data c o l l d  during this report period as. well as dtniog all subsequent reporting 
*. 

29. Section 4.2.4. Daee 4-4 - Data completeness for this reporting p i a d  was not 
provided for met& aad explosive r e s i h  Provide documentation on data 
completeness for agency dew. 

30. Scction 5.0, m e  5-1 - Clarify whether vessels approach closer than 4 miles to the 
LIA. If so, the discussion in the 6rst paragrsph of this section should be modified 

3 1. M o n  5.0. Paee 5-1 - Surmnary indicates that the dmated PMIO wncmtrations 
seen on Sepfember 8 and 9 may be dtle to v o l c ~ c  emptbs in the C a r i b h  
Basin on September 8. Please provide the l d o m  ofthe e q d h r n  and any other 
T C ~ V ~  hfkII%&oEl the tCaWpOrt of the V O ~ ~ C  phMB t0 VlCXl~es. 
Attached is a Raw Data Report from EPA's Air Quality System [A@) for the 
PMlo monitor at Fajardo Lighhuse covering the period S e p k m k  2 through 9, 
2005. Note that the regional PMlo c m c e n ~ ~ l l ~  meaPured at Fajardo Lighthouse 
generaUy track the data presented for the Former Vieques Naval Tmhhg Range 
(VNTR) quite well, igclud&g the eo-tration pealc on Septenber 8 and 9. This 
indicates that the air monitoring st&m are aptdug re&nal air quality. 
However, ,there is no indimtion in the data rqmtd by the VTNR air mDnitodng 
statims that the plume from the BIP impcicted the Vieqw manitoring locations. 
Shaa averaging time data should be examined to determine i f t b  monitor was 
within the plume. Ifit m o t  be demomhted through data analysis, -ble 
flow modeling, field flow visualizatio~m or tracer studies that the plumes from the 
BPS are capturd by the monitoring mtwork, the network must be re-designed to 
meamre the plume collce-. 

32. MOP 5-0. w e  5-1 - Provide Wher details on the volcanio activity alluded to 
inthefidparagrplph. 



Appendix A CompIete AnaQticaI Results 

33. Provide computer compatible files of hourly (or shorter averaging time, if 
available) meteorological and PMloconcentration data for the full period of 
record. 

34. Provide QA documentation to support the discussion in Section 4. 

35. Amendix A, w e  A-1 - In Table A-1, a nickel concentration is reported below 
the 8-hour target reportingfhon-detectible" limit. Please comment. 

Additional Comments 

1. The EPA monitor siting criterion stated in the Draft Final AMP is as follows: 
"The distance fiom the sampler to an obstacle, such as a building, must be at least 
twice the height of the obstacle above the sampler." This criterion was deleted in 
the Final AMP. Siting a particle monitor on a roof can be in accordance with 
EPA siting criteria; however siting a meteorological monitoring station on a 
rooftop requires that the instnunents be located well above the aerodynamic wake 
zone induced by the structure. EPA recommends meteorological instruments be 
located to avoid the aerodynamic wake at a height approximately 2.5 times the 
height of the building. This requirement has not been incorporated in the siting of 
the air monitoring stations, resulting in the air monitoring stations being located 
within the aerodynamic wake zone induced by the structures upon which they are 
located. Please explain why the instnunent siting is appropriate. 

2. The audit frequency for meteorological equipment as stated in the Draft Final 
AMP was every six months, but was changed to annual audits in the Final AMP. 
EPA meteorological monitoring guidance calls for meteorological monitoring 
audits each six months. Clarify why this air monitoring program does not follow 
EPA guidance requirements. Considering the operational problems that have 
occurred, clarify why annual audits are considered appropriate. 

3. If the EBAM is in an "out of control" condition, the Final AMP gives the data 
manager discretion to accept the data (see Section 9.2.2.1 of the Final AMP), 
whereas the Draft Final AMP prescribed that such data were invalid. Clarify the 
limits and guidance used by the data manager to identify and invalidate out of 
control data. The report should document the basis for acceptance of all suspect 
data. 

4. An objective of the AMP, as stated in Section 1 .O, is to determine whether 
monitored concentrations exceed NAAQS. NAAQS for PMlo are determined as 
block 24-hour averages for the short-term standard and using all valid recorded 
data for the annual (long-term) average. To demonstrate that operations on the 
site do not cause an excedance of NAAQS, data reporting and averaging must 
conform to 40 CFR Part 50 and Appendix K. Please ensure that data processing 
and reporting conform to 40 CFR Part 50 for PMlo. Where the monitoring 



p r o m  does not confom to 40 CFR Part 50, please explicitly note the deviation 
and the reason for non-compIiance. 

The following coxmtive actions should be immediately undertaken to ensure adequate 
data are collected 6mm the monitoring p r o g m ~  

a "Prove-out" shoald be condwted to demonstrate monitoring locations capture 
emissions &om the LIA 

a Increase the data capture so that it meets the requirements of the Air Monitoring 
Plan and the EPA for ambient particulate meawrement fieId programs. 



UNITED STATES l3NVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
AIR QUALITY SYSTEM 

RAW DATA REPORT 

(81 102) PMlO Total 0-lOum STP 
SITE ID: 12-053-0003 POC: 1 
COUNTY: (053) Fajardo 
(00000) Not in a city CITY: 
SITE ADDRESS: FAJARDO LIGHTHOUSE,FAJARDO 
SITE COMMJiNTS: REMOTE SITE TO MEASURE SAHARA DUST. 
MONITOR COMMENTS: 
SUPPORT AGENCY: (0889) Puerto Rico E f i v i r o ~ n d  Quality Board 
MONITOR TYPE: SLAMS 
COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS METHOD: (063) HI-VOL SAIGMW-1200 GRAVIMETRIC 

REPORTING ORG: (0889) Puerto Rim Environmental Quality Board 

STATE: (72) Puetto Rico 
AQCR: (244) PUERTO RlCO 
URBANIZED AREA: (7440) SAN NAN, PR 
LAND USE: FOREST 
WCATION SETTING: RURAL 
REPORTFOR: 2005 

Jan. 3,2006 
CAS NUMBER: 
LATITUDE: 18.383333 
LONGITUDE: -65.619444 
UTMZONE: 20 
UTM NORTHING: 203447 1 
UTM EASTING: 223222 
ELEVATION-MSL: 0 
PROBE HEIGHT: 7 
DURATION: 24 HOURS 
UNITS: UGICU METER (25 C) 
MIN DETECTABLE: 4 

Note: Qualifier codes with regional concurrence are shown in upper case, and those without 
regional review are shown in lower case. An asterisk ("*") indicates that the region 
has reviewed the value and does not concur with the qualifier. 

QUALIFIER CODES: 
Qualifier Code Qualifier Description Qualifier Type 
c VOLCANIC ERUPTIONS NAT 
u SAHARA DUST NAT 
Note: Qualifier eodes with regional concurrence are shown in upper case, 

and those without regional concutrence are shown in lower case. 


