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Dear Mr. Everett:  
 
Michael Baker, Jr., Inc. (Baker), on behalf of the Navy, is pleased to present you with the response to 
comments on the Draft Full RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI) for SWMU 9 – Area B, Tank 214 Area 
(July 14, 2009).  The response to comments made on the Full RFI and subsequent re-evaluation of the 
data collected during the Full RFI, as well as previous investigations, indicate that the extent of 
contamination in the subsurface soil, sediment, and groundwater has not been fully defined.  It has been 
determined that additional sampling of these media is needed to complete the field work requirements for 
a Full RFI. 
 
On November 4, 2009 a conference call was held between the Navy, Baker, and Mr. Tim Gordon of the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to discuss the path forward for SWMU 9.  The following 
sequence of events was agreed upon by all parties: 
 

1. The Navy will submit responses to EPA and Puerto Rico Environmental Quality Board (PREQB) 
comments along with the proposed plan for additional sampling.  Revisions to the Draft Full RFI 
Report will be suspended until the additional delineation of contamination is completed. 
 

2. Upon EPA approval, the Navy will conduct additional subsurface soil, sediment, and 
groundwater sampling. A discussion of proposed additional sampling is provided below.  
Initiation of the additional work will begin once the Navy approves a formal scope of work and 
secures the necessary funding for project implementation. 
 

3. The additional sampling results as well as modifications outlined in the attached response to 
comments will be incorporated into the Draft Final Full RFI Report. 

 
Additional Sampling 
 
Additional sampling is proposed to further delineate contamination in the subsurface soil, estuarine 
wetland sediment, and groundwater at SWMU 9.  The procedures given in the Final Full RCRA Facility 
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Investigation Work Plan for SWMU 9 (February 29, 2008) will be followed to conduct this additional 
investigation.  The following items outline the additional work proposed for SWMU 9.  Please refer to 
Figures 1 and 2 for sample locations, and Tables 1 and 2 for the sample matrix (sample 
designations/media, sample depths, and laboratory analyses) and quality assurance/quality control 
(QA/QC) samples: 
 

 A total of eight soil borings are proposed east and west of Tank 214, as shown on Figure 1 to 
further delineate subsurface soil contamination.  Note that the location of the borings may be 
adjusted in the field, as needed to allow for better characterization of potential migration 
pathways (i.e. topographic low areas or swales, proximity to the estuarine wetland, etc.).  The 
depth interval from which the sample will be collected will be established in the field.  Each 
sample will be analyzed for Appendix IX volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and total 
petroleum hydrocarbon (TPH) diesel range organics (DRO)/gasoline range organics (GRO). 

 

 Groundwater monitoring wells are proposed for installation in four of the eight borings, as shown 
on Figure 1.  Groundwater samples will be collected from each of the four newly installed wells.  
Groundwater samples will be analyzed for Appendix IX VOCs and TPH DRO/GRO.  Top of 
casing elevations will be determined for each newly installed well.  Additionally, although not 
specified in the response to comments, groundwater samples will also be collected from existing 
wells and analyzed for the same parameters above to provide a comprehensive data set. 

 
 A total of 75 sediment samples will be collected from the estuarine wetland area from a depth of 

0 to 0.50 ft bgs (see Figure 2).  The sediment samples will be analyzed for TPH DRO.  Sediment 
samples 9SD129 through 9SD131 and 9SD136through 9SD138 will be additionally analyzed for 
vanadium to address the lack of delineation data gap recommended in the Full RFI.  Sediment 
samples 9SD177 through 9SD181 will be additionally analyzed for lead due to an elevated lead 
detection from the CMS investigation. 
 

If you have questions regarding this submittal, please contact Mr. Mark Davidson at (843) 743-2124. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
MICHAEL BAKER JR., INC. 
 

 
Mark E. Kimes, P.E.          
Activity Coordinator          
               
MEK/lp             
Attachments 
 
cc:  Ms. Debra Evans-Ripley, BRAC PMO SE (letter only) 

Mr. David Criswell, BRAC PMO SE (letter only) 
Mr. Mark E. Davidson, BRAC PMO SE (1 hard copy) 
Mr. Pedro Ruiz, NAPR (1 hard copy) 
Mr. Carl Soderberg, US EPA Caribbean Office (1 hard copy) 
Mr. Felix Lopez, US F&WS (1 hard copy) 
Mr. Anthony Scacifero, TechLaw, Inc. (1 hard copy)  
Ms. Willmarie Rivera, PREQB (1 hard copy) 
Ms. Gloria Toro, PREQB (1 hard copy) 



1 

NAVY RESPONSES TO EPA COMMENTS DATED AUGUST 31, 2009 AND 
PREQB COMMENTS DATED AUGUST 27, 2009 

 
EPA AND PREQB COMMENTS ON THE 

DRAFT FULL RCRA FACILITY INVESTIGATION REPORT 
SWMU 9 (AREA B, TANK 214 AREA) DATED JULY 14, 2009 

 
 

EPA COMMENTS DATED AUGUST 31, 2009 
 
(EPA comments are provided in italics, while the Navy responses are provided in regular print.) 
 
EPA GENERAL COMMENTS 
 
1. Based on review of the groundwater sampling data presented on Figures 6-9 and 6-10, it 

appears that the extent of contamination has not been defined to the north, northwest, and 
east of Tank 214. According to the figures, concentrations of constituents of concern (COCs) 
were detected in exceedance of Regional Tap Water Screening Levels for Groundwater and 
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) at wells 9SB41, 9SB42, and 9SB44. In addition, no 
samples were collected downgradient (north and northwest) of these wells. Further, COCs 
were detected at 95B53 above the Tap Water Screening Levels, and no samples were 
collected downgradent to the east. Therefore, it is unclear what the bounds of contamination 
are for the site. Revise the Draft Full RFI Report to propose additional investigation north, 
northwest, and east of the aforementioned wells in order to fully define the extent of 
groundwater contamination at the site.  

 
Navy Response to EPA General Comment No. 1:  The Navy partially agrees with this 
comment.  The extent of contamination is considered defined to the north and northwest based on 
the following rationale.  As part of the Phase I RFI conducted in March of 2007, groundwater 
samples were collected from eight temporary wells (9GW00, 9GW01, 9GW06, 9GW09, 9GW13, 
9GW16, 9GW17, and 9GW25).  Five of these temporary wells (specifically 9GW00, 9GW01, 
9GW06, 9GW09, and 9GW16) were located downgradient to the north/northwest of wells 
9SB41, 9SB42, and 9SB44.  With the exception of 1,1,2-TCA (which was not detected during the 
Full RFI) detected in sample 9GW01, there were no COCs detected above screening criteria in 
the groundwater samples collected from these five downgradient temporary wells.  During the 
Full RFI, monitoring wells 9SB44 and 9SB47 were installed in close proximity to Phase I RFI 
temporary well locations 9SB/TW13 and 9SB/TW17.  Benzene concentrations detected in 
groundwater samples collected from monitoring well locations 9SB44 (5.1 µg/L) and 9SB47 (2.3 
µg/L) during the Full RFI (January 2009) were an order of magnitude less than benzene 
concentrations detected in groundwater samples collected from temporary well locations 
9TW/SB13 (17 µg/L) and 9TW/SB17 (24 µg/L) during the Phase I RFI (March 2007).  
Therefore, no further groundwater sampling was proposed for the areas north and northwest of 
Tank 214 during the Full RFI, and the extent of groundwater contamination has been defined to 
the north and northwest.  This additional information from the Phase I RFI will be included in 
Sections 6.5 and 7.1. 
 
However, the Navy agrees that the extent of groundwater contamination to the east of wells 
9SB41, 9SB42, and 9SB44 has not been fully defined based on further review of data obtained 
during the Full RFI, as well as data obtained from previous investigations.  Therefore, the Navy 
proposes additional groundwater sampling to the east and northeast of 9SB50, east of 9SB51, and 
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east and southeast of 9SB53 as shown on Figure 1.  It is proposed that this sampling effort would 
be in the form of an additional data gathering exercise prior to the finalization of the Full RFI. 
 
2. Sections 6.3 and 7.1 conclude that the distribution of total petroleum hydrocarbon (TPH) and 

gasoline range organics (GRO) in subsurface soils is “limited in extent” and that the results 
suggest a leak or multiple leaks from Tank 214. The sections go on to state: “the lateral 
extent of subsurface contamination has been fully delineated.” However, the analytical 
results from the subsurface soil samples are only compared to screening levels based on 
human exposure, and there is no assessment of whether the subsurface soils may be a 
continuing source of contamination to the underlying groundwater that flows toward the 
adjacent estuarine wetland. A review of the available file information indicates that the soil is 
a potential source of future groundwater contamination and the extent of contamination is 
not limited in extent. For example, a review of the logs for multiple borings surrounding the 
former tank, including 9SB39 through 9SB42, 9SB44, 9SB47, 9SB50, and 9SB52 through 
9SB55, shows elevated photoionization detector (PID) readings in subsurface soils, many 
with the contamination starting approximately 8 feet below ground surface (bgs). Nearly all 
of the borings have PID readings greater than 2,000 parts per million (ppm). In addition, 
most of the boring logs identify “hydrocarbon odors” where the elevated PID readings were 
found. Also, Table 6-3 shows elevated concentrations of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) 
and TPH at several of these intervals. For example, see the analytical results for 9SB41 at 9 
t-11 feet bgs, where ethylbenzene and xylenes were detected at 2,800 parts per billion (ppb) 
and 2,300 ppb, respectively, and 9SB50 at 9-11 feet bgs, where ethylbenezene was detected at 
1,700 ppb and TPH at 1,600 ppm. There are several other examples of VOC and TPH 
detections at similar depths (9-11 feet bgs). Furthermore, boring log 9SB48, the boring log 
closest to the estuarine wetland, and also the boring log where the saprolite was present 
closer to the ground surface (2 feet bgs), the PID reading was 2,300 ppm in the one (1) to 
three (3) foot interval, suggesting that the contaminated subsurface soil may extend from the 
former tank area toward the wetland to the north.  

 
Based on the information above, it does not appear that the lateral extent of the subsurface 
contamination has been delineated. Potential contamination has not been delineated in the 
subsurface soils between the borings described above and the estuarine wetland to the north, 
northwest, and northeast. This is a concern since the subsurface soils could be a continuing 
source of contamination to the underlying groundwater. Further delineation of subsurface 
soil contamination appears warranted for several reasons, including: first, as mentioned 
above, groundwater contamination has not been delineated to the north, northwest, and east 
of the site; second, groundwater is flowing radially toward the estuarine wetland; and third, 
potential contamination in the subsurface soils adjacent to the wetland have not been 
delineated. 

 
Navy Response to EPA General Comment No. 2:  The Navy partially agrees with this 
comment.  The Phase I and Full RFIs acknowledge the presence of subsurface contamination in 
the vicinity of the former tank.  Specifically, the groundwater analytical results from the RFIs 
demonstrate select VOCs exceeding screening criteria primarily in the vicinity of the former tank.  
There were no VOCs detected above screening criteria in the groundwater samples (with the 
exception of 1,1,2-TCA) collected from downgradient temporary wells located north/northwest 
(closer to the shoreline) during the Phase I RFI.   There were no VOCs detected above criteria in 
groundwater samples collected from the outermost temporary wells located west of the former 
tank during the Full RFI.  These VOCs were also detected in the subsurface soil in the vicinity of 
the former tank.  Therefore, it is concluded that the subsurface VOC contamination has been 
delineated and is localized to the former tank area.  However, as shown in the Full RFI, TPH is 
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the primary COC in the subsurface soil.  TPH-GRO contamination extends north/northeast from 
the former tank area toward the estuarine wetland, while TPH-DRO was detected to the west.  
During the Phase I RFI, subsurface soil samples were obtained near the shoreline to the northeast 
(locations 9SB22 and 9SB28) and the northwest (locations 9TW/SB00 and 9TW/SB09) of the 
former tank facility.  TPH was detected at concentrations just above the total TPH screening 
value only at locations 9TW/SB09 and 9SB22.  However, it is not certain how close to the north, 
east, or west shoreline the TPH subsurface contamination may extend.  Therefore, it is 
acknowledged that further characterization of TPH is warranted to the north, east, and west of the 
former tank area.  Subsurface soil samples are proposed to be collected and analyzed for TPH 
during the installation of the monitoring/temporary wells proposed for the additional data 
gathering exercise prior to the finalization of the Full RFI (refer to response to EPA General 
Comment No. 1) as shown on Figure 1.  Additionally, further investigation of the estuarine 
wetland to fully delineate the extent of contamination (as recommended in the Full RFI) is 
proposed as illustrated on Figure 2.   
 
3. According to the Draft Full RFI Report, several deviations were made from the work plan, 

which included no collection of subsurface soil samples at five (5) locations, collection of 
only one (1) subsurface sample at two (2) locations, and no collection of a groundwater 
sample from one (1) location. Text has not been included to discuss the significance of these 
deviations. Revise the Draft Full RFI Report to comment on the significance of these 
deviations and discuss whether or not they resulted in any data gaps. In particular, provide a 
discussion as to whether the lack of a sample from well location 9SB50 resulted in a data gap 
in the delineation of groundwater contamination at the site and revise the recommendations 
for further investigation, as necessary. 

  
Navy Response to EPA General Comment No. 3:  Sections 6.3 and 6.5 will be revised to 
include a discussion of the significance (i.e., whether or not they resulted in data gaps) of certain 
deviations from the Work Plan, specifically not collecting subsurface soil samples at five 
locations, collecting only one subsurface sample at two locations, and not collecting a 
groundwater sample at 9SB50.  It is noted that the lack of a groundwater sample from well 
location 9SB50 did result in a data gap in the delineation of groundwater contamination northeast 
of the tank area.  Please see the Navy response to EPA General Comment No. 1 for 
recommendations for further investigation. 
 
EPA SPECIFIC COMMENT 
 
1. Section 7.2, Recommendations, Page 7-2: The first paragraph of this section refers to the 

extent of vanadium contamination in sediment around  sample location 9SD92 and 
polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbon contamination in sediment around sample location 
9SD96. It appears the sample location IDs have been reversed. Revise this section to address 
the discrepancy.  

 
Navy Response to EPA Specific Comment No. 1:  Section 7.2 will be revised to correct this 
typographical error. 
 
PREQB COMMENTS DATED AUGUST 27, 2009 
 
(PREQB comments are provided in italics, while the Navy responses are provided in regular 
print.) 
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PREQB GENERAL COMMENTS 
 
1) According to the Full RFI Work Plan: “Up to 20 surface soil samples will be collected from 

20 soil boring locations and will be analyzed at a fixed-base laboratory.”  The report stated 
that 21 samples were collected from 19 soil-boring locations.  Table 3-1 of the RFI Work 
Plan repeats sample location 9SB49.  It does appear that this repetition causes a confusion 
regarding the soil sampling locations quantity.  Please clarify to avoid this fact to appear as 
a Work Plan deviation. 

 
Navy Response to PREQB General Review Comment No. 1:  Section 4.1 will be revised to 
state that Table 3-1 of the RFI Work Plan inadvertently listed a surface soil sample twice 
(specifically 9SB4900) and that there is no deviation from the Work Plan. 
 
2) The work plan included a section to discuss the decontamination processes to be carried at 

the field activities.  If no decontamination was performed it should be clearly explained at the 
report as a well-justified deviation from the work plan. 

 
Navy Response to PREQB General Review Comment No. 2:  In order to minimize the need 
for decontamination procedures, disposable sampling equipment was used to the extent 
practicable.  However, Section 4.0 will be revised to discuss the decontamination procedures 
conducted during field activities. 
 
3) On Table 3-1 and Page 3-6, Section 3-4 of the work plan, the presented number of sediment 

samples to be collected is 43.  Not withstanding, on page 3-1 of the same work plan the 
number is 42.  Also, on Figure 3-2 of the work plan sample number 9SD109 is not included 
and the number of samples is 42.  Please clarify and present it as necessary into the 
deviations from the work plan. 

 
Navy Response to PREQB General Review Comment No. 3:  Forty-two sediment samples 
were collected as part of the Full RFI investigation.  Page 3-1 and Figure 3-2 of the Work Plan 
were correct in identifying the number of sediment samples to be collected as 42.  Therefore, the 
list of deviations presented in Section 4.0 will be revised to include that the Work Plan incorrectly 
stated in Table 3-1 and on page 3-6 that 43 sediment samples would be collected.  
 
4) Use of the Lowest Available EcoSSLs in COC Screening of ERA Steps 2 and 3a.  Although 

the Final RFI Work plan dated February 28, 2008 had stated that surface soil COCs would 
be selected using Eco-SSLs, where available, it did not specify that only the EcoSSLs for 
plants and invertebrates would be applied selectively, rather than using the lowest of all 
available Eco-SSLs. USEPA ‘s original intent in developing the Eco-SSLs was for the lowest 
available of all Eco-SSLs for plants, soil invertebrates, birds, and mammals to be used in 
COC selection. Since avian and mammalian Eco-SSLs are often lower than plant and soil 
invertebrate EcoSSLs, please apply the lowest of all available EcoSSLs during COC selection 
of the new ERA using the cumulative analytical dataset. This will assure that no soil COCs 
that pose a screening-level risk to wildlife receptors are omitted prematurely during Steps 2 
and 3a of the ERA.   

 
Navy Response to PREQB General Review Comment No. 4:  The Navy partially agrees with 
this comment.  In addition to ecological soil screening levels (Eco-SSLs) for terrestrial plants and 
invertebrates, the following eco-SSLs also will be considered for use as soil screening values: 
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 Eco-SSLs for avian herbivores 
 Eco-SSLs for avian ground insectivores 
 Eco-SSLs for avian carnivores 
 Eco-SSLs for mammalian herbivores 

 
The Navy does not believe it’s appropriate to use Eco-SSLs for mammalian ground insectivores 
or mammalian carnivores.  In the case of Eco-SSLs for mammalian ground insectivores, there are 
no mammalian ground insectivores on Puerto Rico (insectivorous mammals are limited to aerial 
insectivores [bats]).  As discussed in Guidance for Developing Ecological Soil Screening Levels 
(USEPA, 2005) aerial insectivores and arboreal insectivores were excluded from Eco-SSL 
development because they were not considered appropriate (i.e., they do not have a clear or 
indirect exposure pathway link to soil [indirect exposure pathway involves ingestion by 
carnivores of prey that have direct contact with soil]).  With regard to Eco-SSLs for mammalian 
carnivores, there are no carnivorous mammals on Puerto Rico.  Furthermore, with the exception 
of bats, the terrestrial mammals represented by potentially complete exposure pathways are 
limited to nonindigenous, nuisance species (i.e., Norway rat, black rat, and mongoose) that have 
been implicated in the decline of native reptilian and bird populations.  Eco-SSLs for mammalian 
herbivores are considered appropriate for consideration as soil screening values based on the 
presence of fruit-eating and nectivorous bats on Puerto Rico.  
 
5) Use of Wildlife EcoSSLs in Wetland Sediment COC Screening of ERA Steps 2 and 3a.  COCs 

such as lead were previously identified for avian receptors as being site-related based on 
exceedances of background lead concentrations in both terrestrial soils and sediments of 
mangrove wetlands and associated intertidal mud flats that are diurnally and/or seasonally 
exposed. Thus, the conceptual site model (CSM) for the new ERA should include both upland 
soil and wetland sediment exposure pathways for avian (and perhaps mammalian – native 
bats) receptors. Since USEPA guidance for the use of Eco-SSLs acknowledges their 
applicability to intermittently exposed soils and sediments of vegetated wetlands or mud flats 
and precedents exist for this application of EcoSSLs at other Navy sites in Puerto Rico (e.g., 
using lower of sediment ESVs or Eco-SSLs), please plan to apply the lower of the avian (and 
perhaps mammalian) EcoSSLs during wildlife COC selection for estuarine wetland sediments 
in the intertidal or non-tidal reaches of estuarine wetland habitats. This approach is intended 
to complement, not replace, the use of marine sediment ESVs to identify COCs for benthic 
macroinvertebrate communities in the new ERA.   

 
Navy Response to PREQB General Review Comment No. 5: The Navy disagrees with this 
comment and offers the following points of clarification.  The estuarine wetland habitat (black 
mangrove and red mangrove communities with saturated sediments or sediments covered by 
overlying water) will be evaluated using a unique list of upper trophic-level receptors that are 
likely to forage in this habitat (i.e., invertebrate consumers such as the spotted sandpiper and 
piscivores such as the belted kingfisher, green heron, and/or great blue heron).  Furthermore, 
exposures to upper trophic level receptors (terrestrial and semi-aquatic) will be quantified using 
dietary exposure models, not Eco-SSLs.  It is noted that material collected from white mangrove 
communities lacking saturated soils will be evaluated as soil.   
 
6) Further investigation and sampling should be conducted to speciated lead in soil and 

sediment, since historic use of this site included the storage and potential release of AVGAS, 
which contains tetraethyl lead, a far more toxic form of lead than inorganic lead.  The new 
human health and ecological risk assessments should include the speciation data for soil and 
sediment, a current data gap for the facility investigation. 
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Navy Response to PREQB General Review Comment No. 6:  Comment noted.  While it is 
acknowledged that tetraethyl lead (TEL) is a primary component of AVGAS (a known 
contaminant at SWMU 9) and possibly present in SWMU 9 soil and/or sediment, the Navy will 
not include analysis of TEL in the Full RFI for the following reasons.  The GC/MS technology 
available for speciation of TEL from other organic and inorganic lead compounds provides a 
method detection limit (MDL) of 3,200 µg/kg and a reporting limit (RL) of 20,000 µg/kg for 
solid samples.   Noting the magnitude of these detection limits, TEL is not likely present at these 
levels, and consequently would not be detected by the analytical method.  Additionally, the 
Regional Screening Levels (SLs) for TEL for residential and industrial soil are 0.61 µg/kg and 6.2 
µg/kg, respectively.  Clearly, the detection limits provided by the method will not meet the 
human health screening criteria, and as such, it would likely not be possible to differentiate 
between lead species for human health purposes.  The lowest available ecological benchmark for 
"Lead and Compounds" is 30.2 mg/kg, the value currently used to screen inorganic lead in 
sediment.  Again, since the TEL detection limits are so high, it would not likely be possible to 
differentiate between lead species for ecological screening purposes.  Also, please see the Navy’s 
response to PREQB Page-Specific Comment No. 30. 
 
7) The report indicates that two field blanks were collected from laboratory-grade deionized 

water and NAPR potable water (the sources of water used for equipment rinsate samples).  
The work plan stated, “Field blank samples consist of the source water used in equipment 
decontamination procedures. At a minimum, one field blank for each source of water must be 
collected and analyzed for the same parameters as the related samples.”.  “A field blank 
sample undergoes the full handling and shipping process of an actual sample.  It is designed 
to detect sample contamination that can occur during field operation or during shipment.  
Field blanks are prepared in the field using certified clean water (HPLC-grade carbon-free 
water for organic analysis or deionized water for inorganic analysis), preserved in the same 
manner as other collected samples, and then submitted to the laboratory for analysis.”.  The 
manner of collecting and handling the field blank is appropriate, not withstanding the 
interpretation of the usefulness varies from PREQBs understanding.  The field blanks 
intentions are to detect possible contamination of the samples during preparation at the field, 
due to ambient conditions, this sample is often called Ambient Blank.  For these reasons 
PREQB have been reiterating that although the rinsate samples could be shared by multi-site 
field investigation, this could not be applied to field blank samples. 

 
Navy Response to PREQB General Review Comment No. 7:  As stated in the text, the two 
field blanks (JAN09-FB01 and JAN09-FB02) were collected at the beginning of the multi-site 
field investigation.  The field blanks were collected using the same sources of water that was used 
to collect equipment rinsate blanks specific to each SWMU.  However, since the field blanks 
were not collected at SWMU 9 during the sampling event, it is acknowledged that the results of 
JAN09-FB01 and JAN09-FB02 only address laboratory sources of contamination and not the 
ambient conditions encountered in the field.  For future multi-site field investigations at NAPR, 
field blanks will be collected at each SWMU at the time samples are being collected.   
 
8) A discussion of the compounds detected on the Quality Assurance/ Quality Control (QA/QC) 

samples is presented in a brief and indirect manner through the document.  For the 
convenience of the reviewer and to clearly document Navy claims (acetone detections for 
example) a discussion of those detections (in the QA/QC samples) should be directly included 
in the text of the report. 
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Navy Response to PREQB General Review Comment No. 8:  Section 6.6.1 will be revised to 
elaborate on the compounds detected in the QA/QC samples.  As appropriate, discussion of the 
QA/QC sample results will also be included in other portions of the text (e.g., Section 6.4 in 
which the sediment analytical results are discussed). 
 
9) It is not clear from the report if the vertical extension of contamination if being considered 

fully defined, since discussion focused on the lateral extension.  It could be inferred by the 
surface and subsurface depths, but should be also discussed in the report. 

 
Navy Response to PREQB General Review Comment No. 9:  The text will be revised to 
discuss the vertical extent of contamination in soil.     
 
PREQB PAGE-SPECIFIC COMMENTS 
 
1) Page 4-2, Section 4.0 Please include the lack of purging at temporary wells 9TW42 and 

9TW48 in the list of work plan deviations.  According to the field notes (Darrin Hupe 1/20/09 
and Joe Burawa, 1/22/09), indicator parameters were not measured for these wells.  In 
addition, a reduced number of bottles were filled at 9TW48.  Please update this section to 
include these deviations. 

 
Navy Response to PREQB Page-Specific Comment No. 1:  The list of deviations presented in 
Section 4.0 will be revised to include the items mentioned in the comment. 
 
2) Page 4-2, Section 4.1 

a. The second paragraph incorrectly identified that a field duplicate sample was 
collected from sampling location 9SB05.  The correct sample location number 
should be 9SB50.  Please revise. 

b. According to the chains-of-custody in Appendix A, three vials were collected for 
GRO analysis at each soil sample location.  Please clarify in the text of this 
section the procedure used for the collection of soil samples for GRO analysis, as 
was done for VOC analysis. 

c. Please clarify in the text how the samples were frozen in the field, the 
temperature used for freezing, and how the frozen VOC samples were shipped to 
the laboratory in a manner to maintain their frozen state. 

d. Please clarify in the text the procedure used for the collection of subsurface soil 
samples for VOC and GRO analyses. 

 
Navy Response to PREQB Page-Specific Review Comment No. 2:   
  
 a. The text will be revised to state that the field duplicate was collected from sample 

location 9SB50. 
  
 b. The GRO soil samples were collected using one 40-ml vial containing methanol 

and two 40-ml vials containing laboratory supplied deionized water.  This will be 
clarified in the text sections that three vials were collected for GRO.  (Note:  The 
analysis was conducted in accordance with the appropriate methods.  EPA 
Method 8015B outlines the various ways a sample may be introduced into the 
gas chromatograph and includes reference to EPA Method 5035A.  EPA Method 
5035A outlines allowable preservation options in Appendix A, Table A-1.  This 
table specifically includes the option to use deionized water and freezing.   The 
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laboratory’s preservation procedures are consistent with those outlined in this 
table.) 

 
 c. As requested in the comment, Section 4.1 will be modified as follows for 

clarification:  “As a precautionary measure, the two vials containing the 
laboratory supplied deionized water were frozen in a refrigerator freezer within 
24 hours following sample collection and then shipped to the laboratory in a 
cooler packed with ice.”  The freezer utilized for freezing the samples did not 
contain a thermometer.  Therefore, the exact temperature is unknown. 

 
 d. The text will be revised to state that the same procedure was used for the 

collection of subsurface soil samples for VOC and GRO analyses as was used for 
surface soil.  

  
3) Page 4-3, Section 4.1 Figure 4-1 was not included in the electronic version of this draft 

report.  Please provide. 
 
Navy Response to PREQB Page-Specific Review Comment No. 3:  Figure 4-1 was 
inadvertently left out of the electronic copy.  It will be provided in the electronic document 
online, with the responses to comments, and in the Final Full RFI Report. 
 
4) Page 4-3, Section 4.2, Paragraph 1 The text states that 4-1/4 inch inside diameter hollow 

stem augers (HSAs) were used to install the permanent monitoring wells.  However, 
according to the field log book notes and the boring logs, 3-1/4 inch inside diameter HSAs 
were used.  Please clarify this apparent discrepancy. 

 
Navy Response to PREQB Page-Specific Review Comment No. 4:  The typographical error in 
the text will be corrected to reflect the 3-1/4 inch inside hollow stem auger size as shown on the 
boring logs and in the field log book notes. 
 
5) Page 4-3, Section 4.2 On the second sentence of the third paragraph of the page it is 

indicated that field parameters were obtained with appropriate instrumentation during 
sample.  Please include the specific instrumentation used at the field to measure the field 
parameters.  Also, indicate the appropriate laboratory supplied containers used to place the 
groundwater sampling according to the third sentence of the same paragraph. 

 
Navy Response to PREQB Page-Specific Review Comment No. 5:  The text will be revised to 
state that a YSI 556MPS Meter was used to measure the field parameters.  The paragraph will 
also be revised to list the appropriate laboratory supplied sample containers. 
 
6) Page 4-4, Section 4.4 Please clarify in the text the procedure used for the collection and 

transport of sediment samples for VOC and GRO analyses. 
 
Navy Response to PREQB Page-Specific Review Comment No. 6:  Section 4.4 will be revised 
to state that the same procedure was used for the collection of sediments samples for VOC and 
GRO analyses as was used for surface soil. 
 
7) Page 4-5, Section 4.5 This section discussed the Investigation Derived Waste (IDW).  It 

indicated that “…the soil cuttings from the subsurface soil sampling, as well as for the 
monitoring wells, were placed back into the boring from which they came, unless 
contamination was present.”.  Please clarify how the presence of contamination was 
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determined during the field activities.  This section should be enlarged to include more 
details regarding the management of the IDW.  The information should be, but not limited to, 
sampling, storage, and disposition of the waste.  According to the text, the removal and 
disposition of the IDW was scheduled for June 2009, hence, evidence of appropriate 
transportation and disposition could be added to the report. 

 
Navy Response to PREQB Page-Specific Review Comment No. 7: IDW was removed from 
the site and disposed in July 2009.  The text will be revised to provide additional detail regarding 
IDW handling and containerization procedures and to indicate the disposition of the IDW.  
Disposal documentation will be included in Appendix A. 
 
8) Page 4-5, Section 4.8, Paragraph 1 According to the text, groundwater samples were 

collected using polyethylene and silicone tubing.  According to the Region 2 low-flow 
groundwater sampling procedure, polyethylene tubing is not allowed when sampling for 
organic parameters and silicone tubing is not listed as an option in the Region 2 procedure.  
Silicone tubing is known to have sorption and desorption issues for organic compounds 
which cause a negative bias to the analytical results.  Polyethylene tubing can leach 
plasticizers into the sampled water, can sorb organic contaminants from the sampled water 
and later desorb the same contaminants into samples.  Please explain why this deviation 
occurred and qualify the data accordingly. 

 
Navy Response to PREQB Page-Specific Review Comment No. 8:  The Navy concurs with 
this comment.  Future groundwater samples to be analyzed for organic compounds will be 
collected using Teflon-lined polyethylene tubing.  It is important to note that for this Full RFI, the 
equipment rinsate samples did not indicate the addition of organic compounds to the sample 
results. 
 
9) Page 4-8, Section 4.10.5 The approach of collecting rinsate blanks for multi site 

investigations, in this case the Phase I RFI activities for SWMU 60 (Former Landfill at the 
Marina), and SWMU 70 (Disposal Area Northwest of Landfill) were being sampled 
simultaneously with the SWMU 9 (Area b, Tank 214 Area) and one rinsate sample was 
collected per day per piece of sampling equipment.  This approach is being accepted by the 
PREQB.  Nevertheless, this is not PREQB interpretation of the proposed rinsate samples 
collection at the work plan, hence, this should be listed as a deviation. 

 
Navy Response to PREQB Page-Specific Review Comment No. 9:  Comment noted.  
However, the approach of collecting rinsate blanks for multi-site investigations will not be listed 
as a deviation since the procedures for collecting equipment rinsate samples (i.e., collected from 
analyte-free water rinse of decontaminated equipment, collected daily depending on the type of 
sampling equipment used, analyzed for the same parameters as related samples) discussed in the 
Work Plan were followed. 
 
10) Table 4-1 Please revise the Comment column for groundwater sample 9GW41 to state 

“permanent well” instead of “temporary well”.  This is consistent with Section 4.2 of the 
report as well as the associated boring log. 

 
Navy Response to PREQB Page-Specific Review Comment No. 10:  Table 4-1 will be revised 
to state “permanent well” instead of “temporary well” for groundwater samples 9GW41. 
 
11) Table 4-2 Please add TCLP VOCs to the list of requested analyses for JAN09-IDW01.  
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Navy Response to PREQB Page-Specific Review Comment No. 11:  Table 4-2 will be revised 
to add TCLP VOCs to the list of requested analyses for JAN09-IDW01. 
 
12) Page 5-1, Section 5.1, last paragraph Please provide a reference to the section of the report 

that further describes the nature and extent of petroleum impacts observed at this sediment 
sample location 9SD78. 

 
Navy Response to PREQB Page-Specific Review Comment No. 12:  The last paragraph of 
Section 5.1 will be revised to reference the field log book notes of Adam Gailey for further 
description of sediment sample location 9SD78. 
 
13) Figures 5-2 to 5-4 Please review the data presented in Figures 5-2, 5-3, and 5-4 for 

consistency and revised as appropriate.  For example, in Figure 5-2 point 9SB41 is located 
between the 110 and 115 ground surface elevation contours.  In Figure 5-3, the elevation of 
9SB41 is identified as 108.93.  In Figure 5-2, point 9SB44 is located on the 110 ground 
surface elevation contour, but in Figure 5-4, the elevation of 9SB44 is identified as 107.67.    
Figure 5-3 illustrates that at the location of intercept with B-B’, the saprolite has an 
elevation of 107 ft MSL and is overlain by Silty Clay.  However, at the same point in Figure 
5-4 (intercept with A-A’) the saprolite is illustrated with an elevation of 101 ft MSL and 
overlain by Sandy Clay.  Additionally, line of Section A-A’ terminates at location “E2SS3” 
and Line of Section B-B’ starts at location “E2SS3.”  However, these points are over 120 feet 
apart.  Revise the figures and/or clarify in the legend(s) as appropriate. 

 
Navy Response to PREQB Page-Specific Review Comment No. 13:  The Navy acknowledges 
that there are differences in the elevation data presented on the site mapping.  The topographic 
contours are from mapping provided by the Base and may contain substantial error (the source of 
the contours and their accuracy is not known).  The contours are provided to illustrate the overall 
topography of the SWMU.  However, the monitoring well locations and elevations have been 
determined with a survey-grade DGPS with an accuracy of approximately 0.1 feet horizontal and 
0.02 feet vertical.  The differences in mapping sources accounts for the discrepancies identified in 
this comment for locations 9SB41 and 9SB44.  Note that the Base mapping topographic contours 
have not been adjusted to match the surveyed well locations/elevations.  A note will be added to 
Figure 5-2 indicating that the topographic contours may not be accurate.  
 
The saprolite location illustrated on cross sections on Figures 5-4 will be revised to be consistent 
with Figure 5-3.  
 
“E2SS3” refers to the line separating the wetland area from the upland area; the location of this 
line is correctly shown on cross-sections A-A’ and B-B’.  The E2SS3 wetland will be labeled on 
Figure 5-2. 
 
14) Page 5-3, Section 5.2.4, paragraph 2 The source or basis for the effective porosity value of 

30 percent for the saprolite should be provided. 
 
Navy Response to PREQB Page-Specific Review Comment No. 14:  The effective porosity 
value of 30 percent is based on professional judgment and information provided in Freeze and 
Cherry (1979).   
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Reference:  
 
Freeze, R. Allen and John A. Cherry. 1979. Groundwater.  Prentice Hall Inc., 1979. 
 
15) Page 6-1, Section 6.1 Please clarify why Soil Screening Levels (SSLs) presented in the RSL 

table were not used to evaluate the potential for soil contamination to be a continuing source 
for groundwater contamination.  Although risk screening is part of the human health and 
ecological risk assessment process, the nature and extent of contamination and potential 
migration pathways also need to be determined.  Please add a section that discusses 
exceedances of the SSLs and the migration of contaminants from soil to groundwater. 

 
Navy Response to PREQB Page-Specific Review Comment No. 15:  Comment acknowledged.  
However, the analytical data from the Full RFI Investigation were screened against the screening 
values that were outlined in the EPA Region II and PREQB approved Final Phase I RCRA 
Facility Investigation Work Plan.  The use of SSLs to screen analytical data will be considered in 
future investigations conducted at SWMU 9. 
 
16) Page 6-1, Section 6.1.1 The USEPA updated the RSL table in April 2009.  Since this report is 

still in draft form, please update the screening using the current version of the table, or 
discuss the updates and whether any changes to the RSL table impacts the results of the 
human health risk screening.   

 
Navy Response to PREQB Page-Specific Review Comment No. 16:  The Regional Screening 
Levels used in the screening of SWMU 9 analytical data in the Draft Full RFI will be updated to 
reflect the most current version of the RSL Table in the Final Full RFI Report.  
 
17) Page 6-2, Section 6.1.2.1 The first sentence states that “USEPA ecological soil screening 

levels (Eco-SSLs) for terrestrial plants and invertebrates were preferentially used as soil 
screening values. The lowest of the available Eco-SSLs should be used, as noted in General 
Comment 1. Since Navy proposes to perform a new ERA, commencing with Step 1, please 
apply the lowest of all available Eco-SSLs during the COC screening process.   

 
Navy Response to PREQB Page-Specific Review Comment No. 17:  Please see the Navy 
response to PREQB General Comment Nos. 4 and 5. 
 
18) Page 6-2, Section 6.1.1.2 An MCL Goal (MCLG) is calculated to protect human health, 

consistent with the exposure scenario presented in the second to the last sentence of this 
section.  An MCL is established as close to the MCLG as is technically feasible, and many 
MCLs are set above the calculated MCLG, so are not necessarily protective of the exposure 
scenario presented in the second to the last sentence.  Please revise the text accordingly. 

 
Navy Response to PREQB Page-Specific Review Comment No. 18:  Section 6.1.1.2 will be 
revised as follows: 
 
“Federal Drinking Water MCLs are enforceable standards for public water supplies promulgated 
under the Safe Drinking Water Act and are designed for the protection of human health.  MCL 
Goals are calculated based on laboratory or epidemiological studies and apply to drinking water 
supplies consumed by a minimum of 25 persons.  They are designed for prevention of human 
health effects associated with a lifetime exposure (70-year lifetime) of an average adult (70 
kilograms [kg]) consuming 2 liters of water per day.  MCLs consider both the MCL Goal and the 
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technical feasibility of removing the contaminant from the public water supply.  Accordingly, 
MCLs are established as close to the MCL Goal as technically feasible (USEPA, 2008b).” 
 
19) Page 6-3, Section 6.1.2.1 The fourth bullet on this page states that the MHSPE soil standards 

used to identify soil COCs had assumed a soil TOC content of 2.0 percent. Please explain 
why soils were not analyzed for TOC and consider collecting TOC data to enable site-
specific adjustments of these soil ESVs before performing the COC selection process in the 
new ERA.   

 
Navy Response to PREQB Page-Specific Review Comment No. 19:  The soil samples were 
not collected and analyzed for TOC because the intent of the investigation was to provide a 
conservative evaluation.  Given that (1) an assumed organic carbon content of two percent 
represents the minimum TOC that can be considered when adjusting MHSPE soil standards, and 
(2) no organic chemical was detected at a concentration greater than MHSPE soil standards used 
as soil screening values (see Tables 6-1 and 6-2 of the draft report), the Navy does not believe 
further action related to this comment is necessary. 
 
20) Page 6-4, Section 6.1.2.2, & Appendix D The discussion of the AET marine sediment quality 

guidelines states that “For those chemicals lacking a literature-based, bulk-sediment 
toxicological threshold, EqP-based benchmarks were used as sediment screening values.” In 
Appendix D, it was stated that the EqP-based sediment screening values were derived using 
the EPA default assumption of a 1 percent organic carbon content for sediments.  Please 
explain why sediments were not analyzed for TOC and consider collecting TOC data to 
enable site-specific adjustments of these EqP-based sediment benchmarks before performing 
the selection of sediment COCs for the benthic macroinvertebrate community in the new 
ERA.   

 
Navy Response to PREQB Page-Specific Review Comment No. 20:  Sediment samples were 
not collected and analyzed for TOC because available analytical data for estuarine wetland 
sediment collected at Areas A/B during previous investigations (i.e., Final Corrective Measures 
Study Investigation Report for SWMU 9 [Baker, 2003]) showed that an assumed TOC content of 
1.0 percent would provide a conservative estimate of EqP-based toxicological thresholds 
(sediment collected and analyzed for TOC during the CMS investigation had a mean TOC 
content of 6.4 percent). 
 
References: 
 
Baker Environmental Inc. 2003. Final Corrective Measures Study Investigation Report for 
SWMU 9, Naval Station Roosevelt Roads, Ceiba, Puerto Rico. April 25, 2003. 
 
21) Page 6-5, Section 6.1.2.3 Please add text and footnotes in Table 6-6 to explain why Puerto 

Rico Water Quality Standards (PRWQS) were not applied as surface water screening values 
instead of the national Ambient Water Quality Criteria (NAWQC), indicating either that 
PRWQS are unavailable, the same as the NAWQC, or higher than the NAWQC, so that the 
lower, most protective available criteria were used. 

 
Navy Response to PREQB Page-Specific Review Comment No. 21:  Puerto Rico Water 
Quality Standards (PRWQS) applicable to coastal/estuarine waters have been established for ten 
Appendix IX metals (antimony, arsenic, cadmium, copper, lead, mercury, nickel, selenium, silver, 
and zinc), six Appendix IX organochlorine pesticides (4,4’-DDT and metabolites, endosulfan, 
endrin, gamma BHC, methoxychlor, and toxaphene) and one Appendix IX SVOC 
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(pentachlorophenol).  Values are located within the water quality standards regulation 
amendments dated March 28, 2003.  A review of the amended regulations indicate that standards 
established for aquatic life within coastal/estuarine water bodies represent National Ambient 
Water Quality Criteria (NAWQC) published within the document entitled National 
Recommended Water Quality Criteria – Correction (USEPA, 1999). 
  
As shown in Table 4-1, SWMU 9 groundwater data was analyzed for Appendix IX VOCs, Low 
Level PAHs, and TPH DRO/GRO.  As noted above, PRWQS do not apply to any chemicals in 
these analytical suites and; therefore, they are not applicable as potential screening critieria.  
Section 6.1.2.3 will be revised to note that PRWQS were not considered for use as a source of 
potential groundwater screening values for this reason.      
 
References: 
 
USEPA. 1999. National Recommended Water Quality Criteria - Correction. 1999. Office of 
Water. EPA 822-Z-99-001. 
 
22) Page 6-8, Section 6.2 In the fifth paragraph, it is stated that “lead exceeded its background 

screening criteria at five locations” but “did not exceed...ecological surface soil screening 
values at any location.”  Lead did exceed its avian and/or mammalian EcoSSL at several 
locations; therefore, please revise this sentence to acknowledge the exceedances of the avian 
and/or mammalian Eco-SSLs for lead at numerous locations.   

 
Navy Response to PREQB Page-Specific Review Comment No. 22:  Please see the Navy 
Response to PREQB General Comment No. 4. 
 
23) Page 6-8, Section 6.2 and Table 6-1 Section 2.2 states that “…The USTs were constructed in 

the 1940s for the storage of aviation gasoline (AVGAS) for piston-driven airplanes…”  
AVGAS contains tetraethyl lead, which is significantly more toxic than inorganic lead.  
Therefore, tetraethyl lead should be included as a chemical of potential concern (COPC) and 
further investigation and sampling conducted to determine the nature and extent of tetraethyl 
lead contamination. 

 
Navy Response to PREQB Page-Specific Review Comment No. 23:  Please see Navy response 
to PREQB General Review Comment No. 6. 
 
24) Page 6-7, Section 6.1.3 and Tables 6-1 to 6-6  PREQB’s Underground Storage Tank 

Regulations lists a value for each TPH fraction (i.e., 100 ppm for TPH-GRO and TPH-DRO 
in soil, and 50 ppm for these fractions in groundwater).  Although Section 6.1.3 discusses 
screening TPH-GRO and TPH-DRO to the total TPH criterion (which is the same as the 
criteria for TPH-GRO and TPH-DRO), the tables indicate that values for TPH-GRO and 
TPH-DRO have not been established, which is not correct.  Please revise the tables to 
include the criterion for TPH-GRO and TPH-DRO. 

 
Navy Response to PREQB Page-Specific Review Comment No. 24:  Tables 6-1 through 6-5 
list the total TPH criterion for soil of 100 mg/kg under the column titled “Regional Screening 
Levels Residential” with a footnote indicating that the value represents the Puerto Rico 
Environmental Quality Board recommended screening value for TPH in soils.  Table 6-6 lists the 
TPH screening criterion for groundwater of 50 mg/L under the column titled “Regional Tap 
Water Screening Levels” with a footnote indicating that the value represents the Puerto Rico 
Environmental Quality Board recommended screening value.  The confusion may come from the 



14 

notation provided in Table 6-2 where the footnote (specifically, footnote no. 4) is placed after the 
Total TPH entry in the leftmost column, and “NE” appears in the two columns of screening 
values.  The “NE” is entered in place of the total TPH soil screening value because this value was 
not considered an ecological screening value.  However, the footnote clearly states that the total 
TPH value is 100 mg/kg.  No revisions to the tables are necessary. 
 
25) Page 6-13, Section 6.5, last paragraph  Please provide a discussion of whether benzene has 

been adequately delineated in groundwater, similar to the discussion for other contaminants 
detected in groundwater and in other environmental media. 

 
Navy Response to PREQB Page-Specific Review Comment No. 25:  Please see Navy response 
to EPA General Comment No. 1. 
 
26) Tables 6-1 to 6-7 & Appendices A and B  The laboratory reported all nondetect results down 

to the method detection limit (MDL) instead of the reporting limit.  Typically, the MDL is a 
statistically derived value that is not accurately verified by the laboratory analysis.  The 
reporting limits (or quantitation limits) are accurately verified by laboratory analyses of 
standards at the unadjusted reporting limit. Table 3-2 of the February 29, 2008 RFI Work 
Plan and Table 4-3 of this report present the required reporting limits for this program, not 
the MDLs.  It should be noted that reporting limits are typically 3-5 times higher than MDLs 
prior to adjustment for sample-specific parameters, etc.  Please revise Tables 6-1 through 6-
7, the tables of sample results presented in Appendix B and the tables of IDW results 
presented in Appendix A to reflect the reporting of nondetect results down to the reporting 
limit instead of the MDL.   

 
Navy Response to PREQB Page-Specific Review Comment No. 26:  This issue is currently 
awaiting resolution pending the outcome of the Response to Comment Letter for the Draft Phase I 
RFI for SWMU 60 (Former Landfill at the Marina) dated September 25, 2009.  Once this issue is 
resolved, the final response will be applied to this document.  The Navy position is that no 
revisions to the text or tables are proposed. 
 
27) Page 7-2, Section 7.1  Please add text to the last paragraph of this section summarizing the 

results documenting that benzene and ethyl benzene concentrations detected in groundwater 
do exceed the NAWQC. Please also discuss the implications of these exceedances for further 
evaluations to be performed in the new ERA. For example, will mixing and dilution estimates 
be performed for tidal inflows/outflows within the receiving estuarine wetlands to refine the 
ecological risk evaluation? 

 
Navy Response to PREQB Page-Specific Review Comment No. 27:  Text will be added to the 
last paragraph of Section 7.1 discussing the benzene and ethyl benzene concentrations detected in 
groundwater at concentrations exceeding the NAWQC and potential implications of those 
exceedances for further ecological evaluations.  It is noted that these two VOCs were not detected 
in any surface water sample previously collected from the estuarine wetland habitat at SWMU 9 
(Area B, Tank 214 Area) (Baker, 2003).   
 
References: 
 
Baker Environmental Inc. 2003. Final Corrective Measures Study Investigation Report for 
SWMU 9, Naval Station Roosevelt Roads, Ceiba, Puerto Rico. April 25, 2003. 
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28) Page 7-2, Section 7.1  Please correct the typographical error in the third sentence of the first 
full paragraph on this page - the sample identifications provided in the third sentence should 
be reversed as sample 9SD96 is associated with the vanadium contamination and 9SD92 is 
associated with the PAH contamination. 

 
Navy Response to PREQB Page-Specific Review Comment No. 28:  The typographical error 
will be corrected. 
 
29) Page 7-2, Section 7.1   PREQB concurs with the recommendations provided in this section 

(incorrectly numbered as Section 7.1) that further investigation under this CMS is needed to 
further delineate the site contamination above screening levels for several previously 
identified COCs, such as vanadium and LLPAH in sediment. As noted in prior comments, 
supplemental sampling to evaluate the potential releases of and ecological risks from organic 
lead in soil and sediments is also warranted. It is recommended that the additional sampling 
proposed to further delineate the spatial extent of selected COCs in soil and sediment be 
designed also to sample/analyze for tetraethyl versus inorganic lead in a subset of those 
areas with significantly elevated concentrations of total lead, relative to background to cost-
effectively establish a correlation between tetraethyl and inorganic lead concentrations.  
Please revise if the fifth sentence of the first paragraph is referring to this report, if it is, 
instead of reading: “Further investigation under this CMS…”, it should read: “Further 
investigation under this RFI….”. 

 
Navy Response to PREQB Page-Specific Review Comment No. 29:  Section 7.0 will be 
revised to correctly number the recommendations section as Section 7.2.  Since additional 
investigation is proposed under the Full RFI (see Navy response to EPA General Comments No. 
1 and No. 2), the fifth sentence of the first paragraph will be revised to read, “Further 
investigation under this RFI….”.  Concerning supplemental sampling for TEL, please see Navy 
response to PREQB General Review Comment No. 6. 
 
30) Page 7-3, Section 7.1  The third paragraph of this section (incorrectly numbered as 7.1) 

states that: “Toxicity test results indicated that there is no clear dose-response relationship 
between lead concentrations and amphipod response (survival, growth, and reproduction).” 
The purported lack of evidence that lead may be a toxicity driver for any observed adverse 
effects of site-impacted sediment offers further justification for supplemental sediment 
analyses to determine what fraction of the detected lead, if any, may consist of organic lead. 
Such data would facilitate further considerations of the relative toxicity of inorganic vs. 
organic lead to the burrowing amphipod test species (Leptocheirus plumulosus) and the 
benthic macroinvertebrate community. 

 
Navy Response to PREQB Page-Specific Review Comment No. 30: As discussed in the 
Navy’s response to PREQB General Comment No. 6, such analyses would provide little if any 
benefit in the Full RFI.  However, the need to evaluate TEL in the baseline ecological risk 
assessment (BERA) will be considered. 
 
31) Appendix A 

a. Field Log Book Notes: None of the field notes related to groundwater sampling recorded 
the actual flow rates used during purging and sampling.  In all cases, notes state 
“pumped ½ speed”, “pumped ½ or less speed”, “pump speed is ~ 2/3”, or “pump speed 
– full”.  It is unclear what these notes signify and how they correlate with actual flow 
rates.  Therefore, it is unclear if the samples were collected at a flow rate of 100-250 
mL/minute, as required in the EPA Region II SOP.  Please clarify. 
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b. Soil Boring Logs: Please correct the dates on the boring logs for 9SB52 (1/17/09) and 
9SB49 (1/21/09).  

 
Navy Response to PREQB Page-Specific Review Comment No. 31:   
 
 a. As indicated by this comment, the field notes do not quantify the actual pumping flow 

rate.  This information will be recorded for subsequent field events.  
 
 b. The dates on the boring logs for 9SB52 and 9SB49 will be corrected. 
 
32) Appendix C 

a. The text discusses how the data validation guidelines were modified for blank 
contamination actions because the lab reported results down to the MDL instead of the 
reporting limit.  The validation modification used causes positive results between the 
MDL and the reporting limit to be qualified as nondetect at the reported concentration.  
This is not consistent with the Region 2 validation guidelines which require that positive 
results between the MDL and reporting limit be qualified as nondetect at the reporting 
limit when affected by blank contamination.  The methodology used in this report causes 
the blank-qualified nondetect results to have lower reporting limits which are not 
technically accurate.  Please follow Region 2 guidelines for blank qualification.  This 
comment affects VOC, PAH, TPH-GRO, and TPH-DRO sections in all data validation 
reports as well as associated data tables.  Please revise accordingly. 

b. SDG NAPR44001-1: The validator qualified results for select metals in sediment samples 
from SWMU 9 in this SDG based on the MS and matrix duplicate results of soil samples 
from SWMU 60.  It is not appropriate to use data results from another matrix and site to 
qualify sediment data for SWMU 9.  Please revise the validation report and associated 
data tables accordingly. 

c. SDG NAPR44015-2:  The validator qualified results for antimony in sediment samples 
from SWMU 9 in this SDG based on the MS results of a sediment sample from 
CABSED01.  It is not appropriate to qualify data using results from a different site.  
Please revise the validation report and associated data tables accordingly. 

d. SDG NAPR44015-3: The validator qualified results for antimony in subsurface soil 
samples from SWMU 9 in this SDG based on the MS results of a surface soil sample from 
CABSS04.  It is not appropriate to qualify data using results from a different site.  Please 
revise the validation report and associated data tables accordingly. 

e. SDG NAPR44044-1: The validator qualified results for select metals in surface and 
subsurface soil samples from SWMU 9 in this SDG based on the MS, matrix duplicate, 
and serial dilution results of a sediment from SWMU 9.  It is not appropriate to qualify 
soil data using sediment results.  Please revise the validation report and associated data 
tables accordingly. 

f. SDG NAPR44077-3, page 6: The low recovery of phenol-d5 in sample JAN09-FB02 
should not cause qualification of all SVOC results, as was performed.  As per the Region 
2 data validation guidelines, the low recovery affects the results for the acid compounds 
only.  Please revise the data validation memo and any associated tables accordingly. 

g. SDG NAPR44155-2: The validator qualified results for select metals in surface soil 
samples from SWMU 9 in this SDG based on the MS and matrix duplicate results of a 
soil from CAB SB01-02.  It is not appropriate to qualify data using results from a 
different site.  Please revise the validation report and associated data tables accordingly. 
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Navy Response to PREQB Page-Specific Review Comment No. 32:   
 
 a. Please refer to Navy Response to PREQB Page-Specific Review Comment No. 26.  At 

this time, no revisions to the data validation reports or data tables are proposed. 
 
 b.  The samples were qualified based on MS data that was provided by the laboratory as 

associated with those solid samples.  These spikes were batched, digested and analyzed 
with samples of both sediment and soil matrix.  Because the QC samples were prepared 
and analyzed with the field samples (both sediment and soil), the QC samples were 
associated with those field samples for qualification. 

 
 c. The samples were qualified based on MS data that was provided by the laboratory as 

associated with those solid samples.  These spikes were batched, digested and analyzed 
with samples of sediment matrix from both sites.  Because the QC samples were prepared 
and analyzed with the field samples, the QC samples were associated with those field 
samples for qualification. 

 
 d. The samples were qualified based on MS data that was provided by the laboratory as 

associated with those solid samples.  These spikes were batched, digested and analyzed 
with samples of soil matrix from both sites.  Because the QC samples were prepared and 
analyzed with the field samples (both surface and subsurface soil), the QC samples were 
associated with those field samples for qualification. 

 
 e. Please refer to response to PREQB Page-Specific Review Comment No. 32b. 
 
 f. Concerning sample JAN09-FB02 (SDG NAPR44077-3), the worksheets state the correct 

qualification "J/R, acid"; however in typing the report "acid fraction" was not added to 
the statement and all compounds were qualified instead of only acid fraction compounds.  
Appendix C will be revised to include the corrected data validation report pages and 
Form I.  Applicable data tables will be revised accordingly. 

 
 g. The samples were qualified based on MS data that was provided by the laboratory as 

associated with those solid samples.  These spikes were batched, digested and analyzed 
with samples of soil matrix from both sites.  Because the QC samples were prepared and 
analyzed with the field samples, the QC samples were associated with those field samples 
for qualification. 
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Subsurface Soil Samples(2)

9SB56-XX(1) TBD X X X

9SB57-XX(1) TBD X X X

9SB58-XX(1) TBD X X X

9SB59-XX(1) TBD X X X

9SB60-XX(1) TBD X X X

9SB61-XX(1) TBD X X X

9SB62-XX(1) TBD X X X

9SB63-XX(1) TBD X X X

9SB63-XXD(1) TBD X X X Duplicate

9SB63-XXMS/MSD(1)
TBD X X X Matrix Spike/Matrix Spike Duplicate

Sediment Samples
9SD109 0-0.5 X
9SD110 0-0.5 X
9SD111 0-0.5 X
9SD112 0-0.5 X
9SD113 0-0.5 X
9SD114 0-0.5 X
9SD115 0-0.5 X
9SD116 0-0.5 X
9SD116D 0-0.5 X Duplicate
9SD116MS/MSD 0-0.5 X Matrix Spike/Matrix Spike Duplicate
9SD117 0-0.5 X
9SD118 0-0.5 X
9SD119 0-0.5 X
9SD120 0-0.5 X
9SD121 0-0.5 X
9SD122 0-0.5 X
9SD123 0-0.5 X
9SD124 0-0.5 X
9SD125 0-0.5 X
9SD125D 0-0.5 X Duplicate
9SD125MS/MSD 0-0.5 X Matrix Spike/Matrix Spike Duplicate
9SD126 0-0.5 X
9SD127 0-0.5 X

Fixed Based Analytical Lab Analysis

SWMU 9 - AREA B, TANK 214 AREA
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Fixed Based Analytical Lab Analysis

SWMU 9 - AREA B, TANK 214 AREA

TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ADDITIONAL SAMPLING AND ANALYTICAL PROGRAM

FULL RFI REPORT
NAVAL ACTIVITY PUERTO RICO

Sediment Samples (continued)
9SD128 0-0.5 X
9SD129 0-0.5 X
9SD130 0-0.5 X
9SD131 0-0.5 X
9SD132 0-0.5 X
9SD132D 0-0.5 X Duplicate
9SD132MS/MSD 0-0.5 X Matrix Spike/Matrix Spike Duplicate
9SD133 0-0.5 X
9SD134 0-0.5 X
9SD135 0-0.5 X
9SD136 0-0.5 X
9SD137 0-0.5 X
9SD138 0-0.5 X
9SD139 0-0.5 X
9SD140 0-0.5 X
9SD141 0-0.5 X
9SD142 0-0.5 X
9SD143 0-0.5 X
9SD144 0-0.5 X
9SD144D 0-0.5 X Duplicate
9SD145 0-0.5 X
9SD146 0-0.5 X
9SD147 0-0.5 X
9SD148 0-0.5 X
9SD149 0-0.5 X
9SD150 0-0.5 X
9SD151 0-0.5 X
9SD152 0-0.5 X
9SD153 0-0.5 X
9SD153D 0-0.5 X Duplicate
9SD154 0-0.5 X
9SD155 0-0.5 X
9SD156 0-0.5 X
9SD157 0-0.5 X
9SD158 0-0.5 X
9SD159 0-0.5 X
9SD160 0-0.5 X
9SD161 0-0.5 X
9SD162 0-0.5 X
9SD162D 0-0.5 X Duplicate
9SD163 0-0.5 X
9SD164 0-0.5 X
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Fixed Based Analytical Lab Analysis

SWMU 9 - AREA B, TANK 214 AREA

TABLE 1
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Sediment Samples (continued)
9SD165 0-0.5 X
9SD166 0-0.5 X
9SD167 0-0.5 X
9SD168 0-0.5 X
9SD169 0-0.5 X
9SD170 0-0.5 X
9SD171 0-0.5 X
9SD171D 0-0.5 X Duplicate
9SD171MS/MSD 0-0.5 X Matrix Spike/Matrix Spike Duplicate
9SD172 0-0.5 X
9SD173 0-0.5 X
9SD174 0-0.5 X
9SD175 0-0.5 X
9SD176 0-0.5 X
9SD177 0-0.5 X
9SD178 0-0.5 X
9SD179 0-0.5 X
9SD180 0-0.5 X
9SD180D 0-0.5 X Duplicate
9SD180MS/MSD 0-0.5 X Matrix Spike/Matrix Spike Duplicate
9SD181 0-0.5 X
Groundwater Samples
9GW56 NA X X X
9GW57 NA X X X
9GW58 NA X X X
9GW59 NA X X X
9GW59D NA X X X Duplicate
9GW59MS/MSD NA X X X Matrix Spike/Matrix Spike Duplicate

Notes:

ft bgs - feet below ground surface.
NA - Not Applicable.
TBD - To be determined in the field

(1) XX - The designator for the depth interval from which the sample will be collected (i.e., 01 = 1-3 ft bgs, 02 = 3-5 ft 
bgs, etc.).  This will be established in the field.
(2) - Although two subsurface soil samples are proposed per boring, additional subsurface soil will be collected if areas of 
staining or other indicators of contamination are encountered at multiple depths.  In this event, the number of QA/QC 
samples will be adjusted.
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Trip Blank Samples

9TB01 X(1) X(1) GRO only

9TB02 X(1) X(1) GRO only

9TB03 X(1) X(1) GRO only
Equipment Rinsate Samples
9ER01 X X Stainless Steel  Spoon or Macro Core Liner
9ER02 X X Split Spoon Sampler or Macro Core Liner

9ER03 X X
Petite Ponar Dredge, Acetate Sediment Liner, 
Stainless Steel Spoon, or Aluminum Pie Pan

9ER04 X X Polyethylene and silicon tubing
Field Blank Samples
9FB01 X Lab Grade Deionized Water
9FB02 X Store Bought Distilled Warer
IDW Samples
9IDW01 X X Aqueous
9IDW02 X X Solid

Note:
(1) - The analysis required for this sample will be dependent on which samples are being accompanied in the cooler.

Aqueous Samples Analysis Requested
Solid Samples 

Analysis Requested

QA/QC and IDW SAMPLES

TABLE 2

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ADDITIONAL SAMPLING AND ANALYTICAL PROGRAM

FULL RFI REPORT
NAVAL ACTIVITY PUERTO RICO
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