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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This document presents the Corrective Measure Study (CMS) Fnd Report for Solid Waste
Management Unit (SWMU) 53 at the Naval Station Roosevelt Roads (NSRR), Celba, Puerto
Rico. The report has been prepared under the Corrective Action provisions of the Station’s
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) permit (RCRA/HSWA Permit No.
PR2170027203). This report has been prepared by Baker Environmental, Inc. (Baker) under
contract to the Atlantic Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command (LANTDIV).

1.1 Requlatory Framework

In 1943, NSRR was commissioned as a Naval Operations Base. NSRR continued in this status
until 1957 when it was redesignated a nava station with the mission of providing full support for
Atlantic Fleet weapons training and development activities. Until 1993 dl environmenta
operations, with the exception of underground storage tanks (USTs), were conducted under the
Comprehensive Environmenta Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) regulations
as part of the Department of the Navy’'s (DoN) Instalation Restoration (IR) Program. On
October 20, 1994, a Find RCRA Part B permit was issued by the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) Region Il to the Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office
(DRMO), NSRR. This corrective action provisions of the permit required RCRA Facility
Investigation (RFI) activities at 25 SWMUs and 3 Areas of Concern (AOCs). Two additional
SWMUs were identified during May of 2000 bringing the totdl to 27 SWMUs and 3 AOCs.

RCRA regulations provide a pocedure to investigate and remediate areas that may have been
affected by arelease of hazardous wastes. The first steps for investigating a site are the RCRA
Fecility Assessment (RFA) and the RFI. These assessments and investigations are studies on a
property to determine if there has been a release of hazardous waste and to quantify any releases
that have occurred. If these studies determine that a release has occurred, a CMS is performed
to identify the most appropriate corrective measure for a given site.

A RFA was performed in 1988 and updated in 1993 by A.T. Kearney, Inc. for the USEPA to
identify SWMUs and AOCs, and to assess the potential for the release of hazardous constituents
from any areas or units. The RFA identified 52 SWMUs and 4 AOCs, and recommended
additiona investigation at 25 of the SWMUSs and three of the AOCs.

Building 64 (Mdaria Control Building) at SWMU 53 was firg lisged as a SWMU in the May 31,
2000 RCRA Quarterly Progress Report (Baker, 2000a). Attachment 2 of the aforementioned
report contained the Phase | Environmental Assessment Report for SWMUs 53. A Draft
Sampling and Anaysis Plan (SAP) was submitted for SWMUs 53 and 54 on August 4, 2000
(Baker, 2000b), and was approved by the USEPA on October 10, 2000. The associated field
investigation was conducted in December 2000 in accordance with the EPA approved sampling
and analysis plan. The Draft Sampling and Analysis Report for SWMUs 53 and 54 was submitted
on April 11, 2001. The EPA commented on this report on July 5, 2001, requesting that a RFI
work plan be submitted to further delineate contamination found at SWMUs 53 and 54, as well as
the submission of a Final Sampling and Analysis Report. The Find Sampling and Analysis Report
was submitted on August 27, 2001 (Baker, 2001a). The Final RFl Work Plan for SWMUs 53 and
54 was submitted on December 6, 2001 (Baker, 2001b), and was approved by the EPA on
January 3, 2002. The fidd investigation was conducted in February and March 2002 in
accordance with the EPA approved RFI work plan. The Draft RFI Report for SWMUs 53 and
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54 was submitted on July 17, 2002 (Baker, 2002), and subsequently approved by the EPA on
September 19, 2002 pending the performance of a CMS.

The EPA requested that the Navy submit a Draft CMS Work Plan within 60 days of receipt of
their letter for SWMUs 53 and 54. The CMS Work Plan for SWMU 53 was to incorporate the
delineation of the chlordane and heptachlor epoxide contamination in the surface soil, as well asto
present a proposal for the remova of chlordane, heptachlor epoxide, arsenic, lead, and 4,4-DDT
contaminated soil throughout the site. A Draft CMS Work Plan was submitted on November 27,
2002. The EPA commented on this report on February 19, 2003, requesting that a revised CMS
work plan be submitted. On March 7, 2003, a Find CMS Work Plan was submitted for SWMUs
53 and 54 (Baker, 2003a). The CMS investigation a8 SWMU 53 was conducted on March 23,
2003, after the Navy received verba acceptance on the proposed sampling methods presented in
the Find CMS Work Plan mentioned above. The EPA provided written approval on the CMS
work plan on June 3, 2003. This investigation report focuses on the objectives outlined in the CMS
work plan. It is attached as Appendix A to this CMS Final Report.

1.2 Intent of the Focused CM S

The purpose of aCMSistypicdly:

to identify and evauate remedia aternatives that may be used to address a
release at afacility;

to justify the recommended corrective action based upon technical, human health,
and environmental considerations;

to determine clean up levels;

to provide a system for reporting compliance regquirements and use this system to
document remediation activities; and

to provide information pertinent to the remedial design.

A highly focused or streamlined CMS is appropriate for facilities that have “sraightforward
remedia solutions’ where standard engineering solutions can be applied that have proven
effective in smilar situations (USEPA 1994). The area that is the focus of this report has only
one impacted media: soil (surface and subsurface soil). Because the SWMU is located on the
idand of Puerto Rico, there are limited technologies that are time and cost effective in treating the
impacted media. Also, the extent of contamination at this site has been fully characterized, and
was found to be limited. Therefore, the screening of clean-up technologies, normally conducted in
a CMS, will not occur. The remedy selected and documented in this CMS will provide the
quickest remediation of the SWMU.

1.3 Goals of the Corrective M easur e Pr ocess

The goa of this CMS is to identify the appropriate technica approach needed to address
contamination in the surface and subsurface soil a8 SWMU 53. The contaminant levels in the soil
will be reduced to levels at or below the clean up goals established in this CMS. This CMS
establishes the framework for the remediation of SWMU 53 by providing remedation gods, a
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selected remediation method, and other information that is pertinent for the preparation of the
remedia design and ultimately SWMU clean up.

1.4 Organization of the Report

This report is divided into eight sections. Section 1.0 of this document includes this introduction, as
well as the regulatory framework, intent of the focused CMS, and the goals of the corrective
measure process. The description of current conditions, including general site description,
previous RCRA activities a8 SWMU 53, and summary of site conditions are included in Section
2.0. Section 3.0 presents the screening-level ecological risk assessment and step 3a of the
baseline ecological risk assessment. The ecological corrective action objectives (CAOs) are given
in Section 4.0. The establishment of the human health CAOs is presented in Section 5.0. Section
6.0 presents the recommendations and justifications of the focused remedy for SWMU 53, while
Section 7.0 presents the technical approach to the corrective measure implementation. The
references for this CMS Fina Report are provided in Section 8.0.
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Revised: November 24, 2003
2.0 DESCRIPTION OF CURRENT CONDITIONS

This section of the report provides an update to the information describing the current situation at
SWMU 53, as well as the known nature and extent of contamination as documented by the
Sampling and Analysis Report (Baker, 20014), the RFl Report (Baker, 2002), and the Corrective
Measures Study Investigation Report (Baker, 2003b). An update of the previous RCRA activities
a SWMU 53 including previous response activities, are also provided. Figure 21 presents the
regional location map showing NSRR in conjunction to the rest of Puerto Rico. Figure 22
presents a site location map of SWMU 53 in relation to the base.

2.1 General Site Description SWMU 53 — Building 64 (M alaria Control Building)

SWMU 53 is located a NSRR as shown on Figure 22. The Maaria Control Building (Building
64) was built in 1942 and condemned in 1980. The building is presently unoccupied and lies on
approximately 1/8 acre. The building structure itsalf is 21 feet by 18 feet in dimension, and
occupies about 10 percent of the total SWMU 53 acreage. This SWMU is located on a gentle
dope (approximately 57% grade) from southeast (up gradient) to the northwest (down gradient),
approximately 200 feet away from Forrestal Drive. Figure 2-3 presents a site plan for SWMU 53.
The building was utilized to store pesticides, such as adrin, and dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane
(DDT). It is not known if stocks of pesticides were maintained in the building for the entire
duration. Although no direct evidence exigts, it is assumed that mixing and other preparation for
pesticide use was aso performed at the building. No wastes are known to have been disposed of
at the unit and there are no known releases related to this unit. No other use of the site was
identified. The information gathered from the visua site inspection by Baker and environmental
staff at NSRR revealed that there are no known wastes dumped at this facility, nor is there any
evidence of source contamination (Baker, 2000c). Baker observed signs of possible past leakage
of chemicds on the storage shelves inside the building, and identified migration pathways along the
floor leading to the outside. With this information, along with the activities known to have taken
place at this SWMU, asite characterization was performed to determine whether a release of
hazardous waste including hazardous constituents has occurred, is likely to have occurred, or is
likely to occur.

2.2 Previous RCRA Activitiesat SWMU 53

Numerous environmental investigations have been conducted at NSRR; however, this section
deds only with those associated with SMWU 53. Table 2-1 presents a summary of all
investigations conducted at SWMU 53 as described in the following subsections.

2.2.1 Phasel Environmental Assessment

A Phase | Environmental Assessment Report was prepared by Baker for SWMU 53 and
presented in the May 31, 2000 RCRA Quarterly Progress Report, as mentioned in Section 1.1.
This report consisted of a description and characterization of the site, as well as a site history and
a description of surrounding land uses. This report also documented any sengtive receptors if
present within the site area, and described any releases of hazardous materias if gpplicable.

2.2.2 Sampling and Analysis I nvestigation

A Draft Sampling and Analysis Plan was submitted for SWMUSs 53 and 54 on August 4, 2000
(Baker, 2000b), and was approved by the USEPA on October 10, 2000. The work proposed in
this plan consisted of the collection of 15 surface soil samples, including three duplicate samples,
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and seven subsurface soil samples in the SWMU 53 vicinity, as well as four wipe samples within
Building 64. The soil borings were advanced to depths ranging from two feet to ten feet below
ground surface (bgs). The soil samples were analyzed for pesticidesPCBs and Appendix 1X
Metals, while the wipe sample were analyzed for pesticides/PCBs only. The purpose of this
investigation was to determine whether a release of hazardous waste including hazardous
congtituents has occurred, is likely to have occurred, or is likely to occur. The associated field
investigation was conducted in December 2000 in accordance with the EPA approved sampling
and analysis plan.

The Draft Sampling and Analysis Report for SWMUs 53 and 54 was submitted on April 11, 2001.
It was concluded in the report that it was likely that there was a release of contaminants to the
surface soils in the vicinity of the Mdaria Control Building. Results indicated the presence of
pesticides, arsenic, and lead in the surface and subsurface soils at SWMU 53. Wipe samples also
indicated the presence of pesticides on the concrete pad within Building 64. A RFI was proposed
a SWMU 53 to ddineate the 4,4-DDT, lead, and arsenic contamination in the surface and
subsurface soils. The EPA commented on this report on July 5, 2001, requesting that a RFI work
plan be submitted to further delineate contamination found at SWMUSs 53 and 54, as well as the
submission of a Final Sampling and Analysis Report. The Final Sampling and Analysis Report
was submitted on August 27, 2001 (Baker, 20014a).

2.2.3 RCRA Facility Investigation

A Find RFlI Work Plan for SWMUs 53 and 54 was submitted on December 6, 2001 (Baker,
2001b), and was approved by the EPA on January 3, 2002. The work proposed in the RFI work
plan consisted of the collection of 16 surface soil samples, inluding two duplicate samples, as well
as 16 subsurface soil samples, including two duplicate samples, in the SWMU 53 vicinity. The soil
borings were advanced to depths ranging from two to four feet bgs. The soil samples were all
screened in the field for DDT and lead, with a select number of samples sent to the mainland
laboratory for analysis of DDT and lead for confirmation purposes. All soil samples collected
were sent to the mainland laboratory for arsenic analysis. The objective of this investigation was
to assess the environmental impact of past operations at this site. The field investigation was
conducted in February and March 2002 in accordance with the EPA approved RFI work plan.

The Draft RFl Report for SWMUs 53 and 54 was submitted on July 17, 2002 (Baker, 2002) and
subsequently approved by the EPA on September 19, 2002 pending the performance of a CMS.
It was concluded in the RFI report that three of the primary chemicas of potentia concern
(COPCs) identified in the Sampling and Anaysis Report had been delineated. However,
additional constituents were detected in samples collected on the outer edge of the investigative
area during the 2002 RFI, and therefore, have not been delineated. It was proposed that an
additiond field investigation be conducted to delineate chlordane and heptachlor epoxide within the
surface soil.  Once this field investigation would be completed, a CMS would be conducted to
develop remedid aternatives for the pesticides and metals that are present in the soils at SWMU
53.

2.2.4 Corrective Measures Study Investigation

A Find CMS Work Plan for SWMU 53 was submitted on March 7, 2003 (Baker, 2003a). This

work plan incorporated the dedineation of the chlordane, heptachlor epoxide, heptachlor, lead,

copper, and zinc contamination in the surface soil. This work plan aso presented those tasks

required to evauate lead, zinc, copper, arsenic, chlordane, 4,4 -DDT, and heptachlor epoxide as

COPCs for soils & SWMU 53. The work proposed in the CMS work plan consisted of 26
2-2



surface soil samples, including three duplicate samples, in the SWMU 53 vicinity. Six surface soil
samples, including one duplicate sample, were analyzed for chlordane, heptachlor, and heptachlor
epoxide, while 15 surface soil samples, including two duplicate samples, were analyzed for lead,
copper, and zinc. Four surface soil samples (53SS12, 53SS14, 53SS15, and 53DD16) were
collected but not analyzed in the laboratory because delinegtion of the target constituents had
already been achieved. Therefore, the analysis of these samples was not necessary. The CMS
investigation at SWMU 53 was conducted on March 23, 2003, after the Navy received verbal
acceptance on the proposed sampling methods presented in the Final CMS Work Plan mentioned
above.

The Draft CMS Report for SWMU 53 is submitted as Appendix A to this report. It was
concluded in the CMS Investigation Report that the concentrations of chlordane, heptachlor, and
heptachlor epoxide were delineated during the CMS investigation. Although the lead, copper, and
zinc results were all below the listed USEPA Industrial and Residential RBCs, their concentrations
exceeded the NSRR Ecologica Surface Soil Plant and/or Invertebrate values. There appears to
be a potential risk to site plants and invertebrates as a result of the levels of the abovementioned
three metals. It was proposed that a CMS report be completed to develop remedia aternatives
for the abovementioned pesticides and metals that are present in the surface and subsurface soil
a SWMU 53.

2.3 Summary of Site Conditions

The following subsections describe the current conditions at SWMU 53. Figures 24 through
Figure 2-7 present the current extent of contamination in both the surface soil and subsurface soil
media, as well as wipe sample results from the concrete pad of Building 64. In addition, Appendix
B contains the composite summary of anaytical data for SWMU 53 from the three
aforementioned investigations.

2.3.1 Surface Soil Results

Surface soil was characterized in each of the three field investigations mentioned above in Section
2.2. The organic detections that have been documented within the surface soil at this site include
4.4 -dichlorodiphenyldichloroethane (DDD), 4,4 -dichlorodiphenyldichloroethylene (DDE), 4.4 -
DDT, ddrin, chlordane, heptachlor epoxide, heptachlor, and kepone. Severa inorganic
congtituents have been evaluated and found to have postive detections. Only arsenic, lead,
copper, and zinc were determined to be of concern at this site (Baker 2003a, 2002). During the
preparation of the CMS Report (this report), it was determined hat chromium may pose an
ecological risk at SWMU 53. Therefore, this constituent was added to the list of COPCs (see
Section 3.0). The results of these constituents from each investigation are presented in the
following subsections. Figures 2-4 and 2-5 present the postive detections of all organic
constituents and the positive detections of the inorganic COPCs during all the investigations.

2.3.1.1 Sampling and Anaysis Investigation

SWMU 53 surface soil sample results were compared with several criteria. Organic compounds
detected in surface soil samples were compared with their respective risk-based concentrations
(RBCs) for both industrial and residentid conditions as determined by EPA Region |11 (EPA,
2000). Inorganic compounds were compared against the RBCs and the base background
analytical data. The background screening criteria was determined by taking twice the average of
each constituent detected in the four base background surface soil samples and eight base

2-3



Revised: November 24, 2003

background subsurface soil samples. In the case of a non-detect, one-half the detection limit was
used to calculate the average. This background value was determined in accordance with EPA
guidance (EPA, 1999). This background value was determined in accordance with a phone
conversation with Ms. Gina Ferreira (EPA, 1999).

A total of 15 surface soil samples, including three duplicate samples, were collected during this
investigation as presented in the Final Sampling and Analysis Report (Baker, 20018). 4-4'-DDD,
4-4 -DDE, 4,4 -DDT, Heptachlor, and Heptachlor epoxide al contained positive detections within
the samples collected. 4,4’ -DDT was the only pesticide detected which exceeded any of the
listed screening criteria for surface soil. It should be noted that this sample was located of f of the
down-gradient side of Building 64. No other pesticides were detected above the screening
criteria (See Figure 2-4.)

A total of 15 different metals were detected in the surface soil samples collected during this
investigation. Of the fifteen different metals detected, the five that are a concern at this site are
arsenic, copper, lead, zinc, and chromium. Arsenic, chromium, and zinc were the only three listed
which exceeded the residential RBCs. Four out of the twelve arsenic detections were aso in
excess of the industrial RBCs. Lead was detected above the USEPA soil screening value of 400
milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) in five of the eight samples collected, while there were no
detections of copper above any of the listed criteria. (See Figure 2-5).

2.3.1.2 RF Investigation

SWMU 53 surface soil sample results presented in the following sections were compared with the
same criteria as the surface soil resultsin Section 2.3.1.1.

A total of four surface soil samples were analyzed for pesticides by the mainland laboratory during
this investigation as presented in Draft RCRA Fecility Investigation Report (Baker, 2002). 44 -
DDE, 4,4 -DDT, ddrin, chlordane, kepone, heptachlor, and heptachlor epoxide were positively
detected within the samples collected. Chlordane, heptachlor epoxide, and kepone were the only
constituents of those mentioned above to exceed the residential RBCs. Execeedances of these
three constituents occurred in sample 53SB14-00, while exceedances of chlordane and kepone
occurred in sample 53SB09-00, located north and west of Building 64, repectively. Figure 24
presents the concentrations detected within the surface soil aa SWMU 53. The kepone
exceedances mentioned above were not presented in the write up found in the Fina RFI Report
submitted September 30, 2002. Due to the RBCs for both industrial and residential receptors for
kepone not being established until October 2002. Therefore, kepone did not exceed any RBC
values at that time. During the development of the Draft CM S Investigation Report dated July 23,
2003, and concurrently, the Draft CMS Fina Report, the RBC values for kepone were utilized
[360 and 80 micrograms per kilogram (ug/kg), respectively]. Thus the reasoning for Figure 24
presenting the results for kepone at sample location 53SB09 and 53SB14 as exceedances.

Arsenic and lead were the only two metals anadyzed in the subsurface soil during this
investigation. Arsenic was the only constituent of the two that exceeded the residential RBC. It
should be noted that the arsenic results did not exceed the two times the average detected
background criteria.

Based on the results of the 2000 field investigation mentioned in Section 2.3.1.1, samples collected
for the 2002 RFl investigation were analyzed in the field for DDT and lead for delineation
purposes. |f positive detections of lead above 400 parts per million (ppm) or DDT above 1 ppm
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were detected then additional samples were obtained another 10 feet away from the previous
location. This methodology continued until the site was characterized for lead and DDT in soil. A
total of 15 samples (including 1 duplicate) were anayzed in the field using the Envirogard® DDT
in Soil Test Kit and Lead Check test kits. There were no detections above 0.2 ppm for DDT
using the Envirogard® DDT in Soil Test Kit for either the surface or subsurface soil. One Lead
Check test kit surface soil sample (53SB07-00) contained a detection of lead above 400 ppm.
However, a sample ten feet northeast of 53SB07-00 (53SB14-00) did not contain a detection
above 400 ppm. The Lead Check test kits did not detect lead above 400 ppm for subsurface soil.
A minimum of four surface soil samples and four subsurface soil samples screened in the field
were submitted to the mainland laboratory for confirmatory anadysis of 4,4'-DDT and lead. One
hundred percent correlation was achieved with the test kits and the laboratory confirmatory
andysis for 44 -DDT, while eighty-eight percent correlation was achieved for lead. Therefore,
44 -DDT and lead were both delineated at this site during the RFI investigation.

2.3.1.3 CMS Invedigation

The SWMU 53 area surface soil sample results presented in the following sections were
compared with severa criteria.  Organic compounds detected in surface soil samples were
compared with their respective RBCs for both industria and residential conditions as determined
by EPA Region Il (EPA, 2003). The organic results were also compared to their respective
NSRR Ecologica Surface Soil Screening Vaues. The ecological screening criteria was used to
help determine potential risk to ecological receptors at the site for use in Section 3.0 of this report.
The inorganic compounds detected in the surface soil samples were compared with their
respective RBCs, as well as their corresponding NSRR Ecological Surface Soil Plant and
Invertebrate values. This ecological screening criteria was also used to help determine potential
risk from metals to ecological receptors at the site.

A total of six surface soil samples, including one duplicate sample, were analyzed for heptachlor,
heptachlor epoxide, and chlordane during this investigation as presented in Draft CMS
Investigation Report (Baker, 2003b). Heptachlor epoxide and chlordane were the only two
constituents positively detected within the samples collected. Chlordane was the only constituent
of the two mentioned above, to exceed screening criteria (NSRR Ecological Surface Soil
Screening Values). The exceedance of screening criteria occurred in only one sample (53SS07),
located northeast of Building 64.

It should be noted that lab analyses were not reported or validated for any other constituents than
heptachlor, heptachlor epoxide, and chlordane. Since kepone and 4,4 -DDE were also listed as
detected in the Sampling and Andysis Investigation, and may be a COPC for ecological risk,
unvalidated results of these two anaytes were able to be obtained from the laboratory. These
results will be used for delineation purposes only and not for any risk assessment calculations.

Copper, lead, and zinc were the only metals anayzed in the surface soil during this investigation.
All three metals were positively detected in the samples that were collected. Copper and zinc
exceeded both the NSRR Ecologica Surface Soil Plant and Invertebrate values, while lead only
exceeded the NSRR Ecologica Surface Soil Plant values.

2.3.2 Subsurface Soil Results

Subsurface soil was characterized in the Sampling and Anaysis Investigation and the RFI
Investigation only. The COPCs that have been documented within the subsurface soil at this site
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based on their detections, include 4,4’ -DDT, heptachlor, chlorobenzilate, arsenic, lead, copper, and
zinc. The results of these congtituents from each investigation are presented in the following
subsections. Figures 26 and 27 present the positive detections of all organics and any inorganic
congtituents of potential concern during al investigations.

2.3.2.1 Sampling and Analysis Investigation

SWMU 53 subsurface soil sample results presented in this section were compared with the same
criteria as the surface soil resultsin Section 2.3.1.1.

A total of seven subsurface soil samples were collected during this investigation at SWMU 53, as
presented in the Find Sampling and Analysis Report (Baker, 20018). Only one pesticide: 4,4 -
DDT was detected in only two of the seven samples collected. The two positive detections of
44 -DDT were below the screening criteria. It should be noted that these detections were from
the soil borings located off of the down gradient side of Building 64. (See Figure 2-6.)

Twelve different metals were detected in the subsurface soil samples during thisinvestigation. Of
the twelve different metals detected, the four that are of a concern at this site as mentioned
above, are arsenic, copper, lead, chromium, and zinc. Arsenic and chromium were the only metals
of the five that exceeded any of the listed criteria. It should be noted that these results were
below its corresponding two times the average detected background criteria.  The detections of
copper, lead, and zinc did not exceed the industrial nor residential RBCs.

2.3.2.2 RFI Invedtigation

SWMU 53 subsurface soil sample results presented in the following sections were compared with
the same criteria as the surface soil in Section 2.3.1.1.

A tota of four subsurface soil samples were analyzed for pesticides by the mainland laboratory
during this investigation as presented in Draft RCRA Facility Investigation Report (Baker, 2002).
Heptachlor and chlorobenzilate were the only constituents postively detected within the
subsurface soil. However, the detections of both were below all screening criteria. Figure 26
presents the concentrations within the subsurface soil at SWMU 53.

Arsenic and lead were the only two metas andyzed in the subsurface soil during this
investigation. Arsenic was the only constituent of the two which exceeded the residential RBC.
It should be noted that the arsenic results did not exceed the two times the average detected
background criteria. Figure 2-7 presents the concentrations of arsenic and lead, as well as copper
and zinc, within the subsurface soil at SWMU 53.

2.3.3 Wipe Sample Results

A totdl of four wipe samples from the concrete pad within Building 64 were characterized during
the Sampling and Analysis Investigation only. The four wipe samples were analyzed for
pesticides/polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). 4,4 -DDD, 44 -DDE, and 4,4'DDT were detected
in al four wipe samples collected. Figure 28 depicts the results of the wipe sample analyses as
well as their locations.
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TABLE 2-1

SUMMARY OF PREVIOUSINVESTIGATIONS

SWMU 53, BUILDING 64 (MALARIA CONTROL BUILDING)
CORRECTIVE MEASURES STUDY FINAL REPORT
NAVAL STATION ROOSEVELT ROADS, CEIBA, PUERTO RICO

Report for SWMU 53

previous two field investigations, as well as lead copper,
and zinc within the surface soil. 22 surface soil samples,
including three duplicate samples were collected.

I nvestigation Date Conducted Scope Results
Phase | Environmental 2000 To perform a records search, site description and | Building structure was in poor condition, and was
Assessment characterization, site history and description of | condemned in 1980. Staining was only evident on the
surrounding land uses, an inventory of sensitive receptors | wooden shelves inside the building. Pesticide odor
at the site, and description of know or suspected releases. | noticed inside the building and adjacent to the northern
side of the building. Exterior of the building was
heavily vegetated with a clearing in the vegetation
running adjacent to the overhead electrical line that
intersects the site.
Sampling and Analysis Plan 2000 To provide work plans for proposed Sampling and
Analysis Investigation.
Final Sampling and Analysis 2001 15 surface soil samples, including three duplicate | Results indicated the presence of pesticides, arsenic, and
Report samples, 7 subsurface soil samples, and four wipe | lead in the surface and subsurface soils at SWMU 53.
samples were collected. Wipe samples also indicated the presence of pesticides
on the concrete pad within Building 64.
Final RCRA Facility 2001 To provide work plans for proposed RFI.
Investigation Work Plan
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