
UNiTED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION IV 

APR 2 7 1992 345 COURTLAND STREET. N.E. 
ATLANTA. GEORGIA 30365 

QWD-RCRA/FF 

Mr. R. D. Nelson 
Natural Resources and Environmental 

Affairs Officer 
United States Marine Corps 
Marine Corps Air Station 

_ Cherry Point, North Carolina 28533-5001 

RE: RF1 Draft Final Report Review: Units 5, and 17 
Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point 
NC1 170 027 261 

. 
Dear Mr. Nelson: 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) , Region IV, has 
reviewed the Draft Final RF1 Report (Units 5 and 17 only), 
dated May 1991, submitted by your facility pursuant to the 
Section 3008(h) Consent Order. Our review included 
consideration of both the Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act (RCRA) and the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) requirements. 

Based on the review, EPA is hereby approving units 5 and 17 for 
the Corrective Measures Study (CMS), and the Marine Corps Air 
Station shall commence work and implement the tasks required by 
the workplans in accordance with the requirements, 
specifications, and schedule as stated in the workplans 
approved by EPA. A draft CMS report for units 5 and 17 will be 
due on or before October 27, 1992. 

The review of the Draft Final report by EPA generated several 
comments concerning Unit 17. Additionally, the health, 
environmental, and risk assessment portions of the report were 
reviewed by an EPA contractor, and the comments may be found in 
Attachment I. On or before June 15, 1992, the Marine Corps Air 
Station must submit the Final RF1 report that incorporates or 
addresses these comments. 

The EPA has the following comments concerning Unit 17: 

Unit 17 

1. To further understand the extent of contamination and 
the context of the report contained within the Unit 17 
discussion, a unified numbering system should be developed and 
implemented. In reviewing the sections of the report referring 
to Unit 17, the reader could not determine the location of the 
samples due to a repetitive and complex numbering system. 
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2. Figure 6-3 of the report illustrates concentrations of 
PCB's, however, it does not include the creek and several 
points beyond the shaded area. In addition, as stated above, 
the data used to illustrate the extent of contamination could 
not be determined from the figure. 

3. Groundwater samples were analyzed for PCB's, however, 
*were not analyzed for the constituents listed in 40 C.F.R. 
Appendix IX. These constituents should be addressed in the 
report. 

Failure to submit the above reports by the due dates will be 
considered a violation of the consent order, and may result in 
EPA taking appropriate action to obtain compliance. 

Should you have any questions concerning this letter, please 
contact Ms. Rebecca Hoffmann of my staff at (404) 347-7603. 

Sincerely yours, . 

Joseph R. Franzmathes 
Director 
Waste Management Division 

cc: N. Johnson, NAV Fat Engr Command, Norfolk VA 
Jerome Rhodes, NC DEHNR 



MEMORANDW 

DATE: March 3, 1992 

SUBJECT: Review of Draft Final RCRA Facility Investigation 
Report: Units 5, 10, 16, and 17 for Department of 
the Navy.Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point, 
North Carolina 

FROM: Krista L. Jones 
IKq- 

Scientist 

TC: LCichae! Arnett 
?,CRX Compliance 3ec:i.z” 

THROUGH: A~ Elmer Akin 
I * 

@z- 
Xealth Assessment Offiz?r 

REFERENCE: TID 04-9201-064 
ZSAT-4R-5011 

per yocr rec:L?s$, 1 have reviewe< tk.? zrafi Fi-F.1 SrG3 '.:ri:i::- - d. . . . - -. 

Investigation Report for the Departxenk of the Navjr Ez.=i,?,e lC~r> A:r 
Station facility in Cherry Point, North Carolina. As z2qu2s:3t, my 

review focused on Units 5 and 17; therefore, Secticns 4 an5 5 ~2~2 

given only a C'iiSOry review. However, any general cxzer\.ta or: the 
health _ ___ and es-.rironmental assessmanr, and/or t52 ‘0 z- s ” 1 i r- 2 r i -Tr -a.- 
assessment (ccnments on Section 2) xiii aiso apply C= ‘-*; r,: L,3 ail,“. ‘d .-- 
: - (Sectiazs 1 2nd 5). The f 211 C:;Z.?.g EUIT?bP_itd SCZX.2Z-‘13 ‘,...? . 3 . . . -e - -3 ,.c: -2 

. ‘-‘L’)3.;=- .- -.-, 11-J”‘-” L- tc, tk-2 -_ -- e-w -..-... contract=:. 

3.1 Section 2.4.2, page 2-21, paragraph 2. A representatl*le 
concentration for each chemical of concern was calcuizte? hy 



- . 

usi& Equation 11.6 of Statistical Methods for En ironmental 
gollution Monitorinq (Gilbert, 1987) to arrive Lt the 95% 
upper contidence limit for normal distributions. However, 
environmental data often come from a lognormal distribution 
which is highly skewed to the right (i.e., “hot spots”). To 
accodnt for this deviation froma normal distribution, Chapter 
13 of this book presents methods for estimating the mean, 
standard deviation, and confidence limit for lognormal 
distributions. Equation 3.13 should be used to calculate 
representative concentrations for each chemical of concera. 
Also, a one-sided limit should be used instead of a two-sided 
limit. _ 

4.1 Secticn 2.4.3, page 2-27, Table 2-1. The Health-Adviqory C.Z~Z 
should be changed to reflect the iir.ated November 1491 va:~~s 
(the table uses data from the Nzvenber 1990 report). T h 2 
*appropriate reference doses aAd slope factors should alss is . 
listed in the carcinogenic risk ar.6 hazard quotient tables fcr 
each unit. 

5.1 Section 2.4.3, page 2-30, Table 2-4. Relative slope factors 
were assigned to benzo(a)anthraceae, benzo(a)fiuorantk.ene, 
chrysene, and dibenzo(a)anthracen= based on a slope factor af 
11.3 kg-day/mg for benzo<a)pyrust. Regior- iv >aas v~PG-~’ ‘J - -------_ 
adopted a toxicity equivalency factor methodology fsr 
carcinogenic PAHs based on the relative potency cf c==r’r 
compound to the potency of benzoCa)pyrene. This apFr=ac:? 
should be incorporated into the document. The at tachei msno 
cutlines this methcdoln--: -9a as wei! 32 other new interim ?>Gi=r;: 
IV Guidance. 

Section 2.4.4.2, page 2-33. ‘I‘:?ree separate popuiaticns r?*:::L 
be considered when eval*dati>S; exposrzre tc soil : (1) bass? 
personnel; (2) adclescent trespassers; a aii- s: 3 : 

maintenance/construction workers. Base personnel who are act 
involved in maintenance activities may also be exposed c:3 
surficial soil while at the work place. All three pop::a:l::s 
should be carried through the quantitative risk assessment so 
that cancer risks and hazard indices are calculated for each 
individual population. “Standard Default Exposure Factcrs” 
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8.1 

9.1 

(OS& Directive 9285.6-03 March 1991) provides standard 
defat values for the commercial/industrial setting. .- 

Unless there are site-specific reasons for not &valuating 
exposure to base personnel during a normal work day (other 
than during maintenance or construction), the following 
exposure assumptions should be used for each population: 

Population EF ED IR SA BW LT 
Base Personnel 250 25 -50 3,160 70 70 
Adolescents 12 7 100 2,260 50 70 
Maintenance 260 1 480 3,160 70 70 

Represe?.tati.Ie soi 1 ccp*=s- i" -.. -- a ficns appear to be based on 
sanFl es t :C a A w-w rr..-‘..-,a 
be: ow : .z,-,< ,,;;;,“, , 

P-T? 1--‘a; at. depths of iess thar, 3 feet 
3:s:~ deep are tke -~ti!l$y lines at &’ I- ;. 2 

faci!it:I? ;f utility Ilz2s a--c dceger than 3 feet, *he- b,.W.. 
e:cpos*crs EO deeg2r azi!s skc-lid is eva:Lattd for the 
rr=4-+ecar.ze/ ~constr~cti2~~ 1;0p-iilation as well as .b.-.. - exposxe to 

the surficial soil. Also. in accordance with the new interim 
Region I'i Guidance (see attached memo;, the soil adherence 
factor shouid be changed to a value i. the 0.2 tc 1.2 
mg/square cm. range azk the absorpticn factcrs should be 
changed ts 1.C~ fcr cr~=~~cs ar,d 0 '9 zT~ i---,;anics. .A.7 -w- *.I-- 

The foilowing comments relate to Tables 2-6 through 2-9 and 
the associated text. 

Section 2.4.4.2, page 2-40, paragraph 3, third sentence. The 

sentence should be changed to road "Exposure duration is only 

_ ,-- --.----- - ---- - ----- -- 

:I,,g ,_:. I..~r~-,:rfre21 --ika-I,!,..ky I-,~, 
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?g&; ‘t 
Ud ea% .-. or 
appi%ch 

the calculation of a lifetime cancer risk. The 

for carcinogens is based on the assumption that a 
high dose received over‘jta short time is equivalent to a 
correspondingly low dose spread over a lifetime. ‘Therefore, 

when calculating carcinogenic risk for adolescent trespassers, 
an exposure duration of seven years (ages S-14) will be used 
in conjunction with the lifetime value of 70 years. 

10.) 

-7 ‘8 -a., 

12.) 

Section 3.4.3, page 3-47, paragraph 3. Methylene chloride was 
detected ’ i .? set! iment during the preliminary site 

investigation. There is no further mention cf methylene 
chloride in the document. Please provide an explanation for 
2: imlilatins this ccnpcund from the discussion when considering 
t h e effe3ce-s F 0, s edizent on environmental rece?tcrz. 

. 

zecti~n 3.6, pf-ge z-4”. AlthouGh most cf the ;-~i--i~**=’ soi! *a...-, -U.-e- 
,~~--.ri=,e>ts pz 23t e:<ce= d their respective asti;r! :e*~els in 
t ‘r e 3 c r 0 e n 2 n g :eTrel health assessment, the oversll r-is!< may 
,&il? 3--r- *eem tlhat a CM is required since there ;;ere so many 
Cr-&e- - MI I Ilt*zer.ts detected In the soil. In accordar,ce >;ith Section 
?.’ es -.f.-. s.. a..- : 1.7 c; m- _, ;L- 4cI--ul. of the chemical mixtures shculd be. 
completed before the chemicals that do not e:ceeZ their 
respective acticn levels are excluded frxn the baseline risk 
-,z=a==-s-~ . -w----...-.-- * 

Schticks 3.7.3. The reviewer was able to du_=:icate the 
carcinogenic risks and hazard quotients for soil expcsure at 
TJ2i t 5 * 3cweller , the exposure doses listed in Table 3-16 only, 
-‘mm. 2i.“vJ p-a-.r-i m z-z;. “-.- V.i..” -r.s.- - -7 L2f31cts (intakes that are averaged cqrer the 

’ A r Terlc, 0, *.9r,.-q-,-l) v,,_Iv-r- -, . These intakes are only a~;r.zpria:e for 
a-: M z.- cc: 3::.1,~ ----s--r;--,-an;c effect:. ’ The ilf%tine izt=kes A-r-r-.e- --*.‘j”-** 
’ _ LaSr2- - *- - : > .M .> =..=.d= VA,-2 ,-r--S..-& ..-A- _._ - -. -m-.J -L. =*,a- 3 Ffz:---L,; ;f 7:‘: 

\. * .<. ..: 3 c = : .= -- I c, .; 1 -2 _ - d-d, -_-- 
‘5: A; me- =I--1 2 --. - , : - s_-_* - -‘,,,..,L,..A hi= 

5.- -- ‘- -- _-__ .& -mm ?.,,a we,- .# a-v m-E? -i-s 52 *-a- z..I~m~.*“~ s -2.‘” - - -.-- 
.: - . . . . -a‘-‘ _ - - *. . - A2 _-- e -,eFo..: ” : -‘= --- *s,i -=2;.: :.. -,,-- .,i Z.d . . . . . --_ ..____ 2 -.--. _ ZTS.. -;-- -- - - -.--- _ 

5: 52 ---.-- --. _. d - -....w-- - 

13.) Sec:icy. 3.3.1.2, ;.3.;e Z-64. The WI fsc-:ses xt sci!: LL3t are i --we - 

less t 'r.ar. f i *.' 2 5 2 e ', belou land surfa,ze (bls). x1 thouc;? 

9rgasi :z conta.minaats were infrequently detected a? depths 
greater than five feet bls, the text should include an 
explanation in this section as to why leaching tests will not 

-.------- -_ ..----.- -- 

..! mTr:! ;::vwxnai Tdnolq. inc. 
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be to assess the potentia- 1 for release of contaminants to 
gr water from the deeper soils (5.5 - 10 feet bls). There 
is atsment in Section 2.4 that mentions that these tests 
ma conducted. 

14.) Pages 6-l through 6-4 were missing from the document. 

15.) Section 6.4.1, page 6-12. paragraph 3, fifth sentence. The 
North Carolina clean-up goal for PCBs is 5,000 ug/kg and the 
EPA standard for nonresidential areas is 10,000 ug/kg. The 
units should be changed in the documer,t. 

16.) Section 6.4.1, page 6-12. PCBs were detected in 14 of 17 
surficial soil samples (O-O.5 ft) and 4 of 5 shallow 
subsurface soi! saa;Ies (2-2.5 ft>. xas were not Setec’led i2 
the single deep subsurface soil sazqie (3-3.5 ft) that was 
collected. Iiiswevrr, tke deeg sample was collected frcn ::?e 
boring that also did .o.ct have a*‘zl$ SL the shallow subs-~rfzct 
SC-2 ;’ depth. SA”“$ 4t -*lb - 3CZ.S were datect=d i.-, 4 2;: t t ;. 2 5 
s..c, I--‘!ow stlbsulrface 332: locatiszs, F’1 is reconmeG:d -that 
additional soil san?!es be co!!e:tsd frsa the 2.5 - 3.5 Zt 
depth interval to fzliy delineate t:?$ exter.t of csztanination. 
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New Interim R 

* * 
euion IV Guidance: 

. 
As an interim procedure, until more definitive Agency 
guidance is established, -Region IV has adopted a toxicity 
equivalency,factor (TEF) methodology for carcinogenic PAHs ' . 
based on each compounds relative potency to the potency of 
benzo(a)pyrene (BaP). The,following TEFs should be used to 
convert each cPPH concentration to an equivalent 
concentration of BaP: . 

ComDo&d TEF 
Benzo(a)pyrene ix 
Benzo(a)anthracene 0.1 
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 0.1 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 0.1 
Chrysene 0.01 
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene . 1.0 
Indeno(l,2,3-c,d)pyrene 0.1 

. 
Also, EPA's CRAVE Workgroup has verified a new caEfer slope 
factor (CSF) for BaP. The CSF is 5.8 (mg/kg/day) . 

(2) The following absorption factors (including the soil matrix 
effect) should be used in determining the risks associated 
with dermal exposure to contaminated soils. * 

1.0 3 for organics 
0.1 3 for inorganics 

. 

(3) The soil to skin adherence factors given in EPA's Risk 
.Assessment Gu'dance to Superfund (RAGS) are 1.45 mg/cm2 
to 2.77 cxn~ . 
range s d bl changed to 0.2 to 1.0 mg/cm . 

Because of new data in thi? area, this 

Agency-wide dance in these areas is pending. 

. 


