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Naval Air Station, JAX

Navy Facilities Engineering SE
Installation Restoration, SC IPT '
Attn: Charles Cook |

PO Box 30

North Ajax Street, Bldg 135
Jacksonville, FL. 32212-0030

And -

Commanding General

Marine Corps Recruit Depot

Natural Resources & Environmental Affairs
Attn: Tim Harrington

PO Box 5028

Parris Island, SC 29905-9001

SUBJ: EPA Review of the Marine Corps Recruit Depot (MCRD), Parris Island, Site 3 Proposed Plan
D1, Rev 1, MCRD, Parris Island South Carolina (August 2010).

Dear Sirs:

- The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has completed its expedited review of the
subject document and is providing some limited comments in order to be responsive, to the Navy’s request
so that they can prepare a Draft Final version in a timely manner. As a general matter, the Draft

- Proposed Plan (PP) does not look like what EPA had anticipated based on previous versions
provided by the Navy and earlier EPA comments. If modifications to the PP had been made by
following previous comments as suggested with additional text on fish tissue info belng added
then fewer EPA comments would have been generated. These EPA comments should allow the
Navy/MCRD to proceed with modifications which should result in a document that is closer to
meeting EPA’s expectations. However, since sufficient time was not allowed for review, EPA
may still have concerns with the revised document. Therefore, the Navy/MCRD should consider
allowing for informal review of the revised document prior to submittal in order to avoid
submlttal of a D2 Wthh EPA cannot approve w1thout conditions.

-
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If there is any way EPA can assist in helping you to address these commients, please do not
hes1tate to call. Tcanbe reac{led at (404) 562 9969

Smce !.ely,

Ll /f/éw/ma%u

o - . Lnla Llamas
Senior RPM I
Federal Facilities Branch ,
Superfund Division "¢

cc: Meredith Amick, SCDHEC
‘Annie Gerry, SCDHEC _- S et e
- Mark Sladic, TtNus g E T T e e s




EPA REGION 4 COMMENTS

-For the. Marme Cotps Recruit Depot: (MCRD)
: Pams Island,:South. Carolma

be taken in layman's terms This is to make 1't easy for the pubhc to understand ask
,_:questlons or make comments.on the proposed plan Reyvise the. PP accordln ly,j taklng 1nto

:. ;'éadopted ‘the modifications/add ns'belng made to the 1nter1m remedy, and the newfr ; medy
determmatlons being made. Unlike the textbox, the discussions on Page 3 descrlblng the

e Adoptlon of the Interlm Remedlal Actlon as Fmal (w1th shght modlﬁcatrons)
> Slope Stablhzatlon and Erosron Control (Adopted/Completed)

“o Update Base Master PlanleIS and EMS on LUC boundarles and land use
restrictions (i.e., no res1dent1al use, etc) v » |

= Inspect Cover Integrity (Modlﬁed)

)

-1 Momtor Leachate from landflll ‘with GW wells 1n51de the umt boundary

'} No Actlon for Sedlmentsﬂ(New)
N No Action for Surface Water,(N,ew)




3.  Public Comment The d1scuss1on on Page 2'in the last paragraph before “Srte Background”
could be worded better. The final remedy is adoptmg earlier actions performed under the
IROD along with some modifications, and sorme new No Action determmatlons The public

- can comment on any aspect of the final remedy, 5o téchnically they could comment on the
earlier components as implemented.. The Navy should describe the interim action’ as :

: -completed and justify adoption of it as final.. For example; in.the discussion of the infetim
remedy on Page 3, describe these actions as being completed and state whether'the Remedial
Action Objectives' (RAOs) are being'mét or not'as justifieation for adoptron of the interim

: remedy as fmal It should be consrdered as to where thlS drs_cussron is mostapproprrate '

4.~ Use of unfamlllar terms and reference '; ) ( ‘
: Page 3;last Par:; ' Page' 8, 2nd:Par. of Sun mithary of Slte Risks - Fish Trssue“" ete. ) the'teXt states
. consumes more fish than CERCLA established fish mgestlon rates " It is unclear what is
'mtended by thrs statement Please clarrfy, or use no )

. certain. places in the PP (for example Page 3; last sentenc
text makes statements such as /{However; thége risks are “similar t 'ose calculated for the
reference location.” This descrlptlon is too vague.” To better reflect the cotnparisons between\ N

the two, the sentence should be reworded as ,are,srmrlar to, but exceed, those from the

reference locatron i e Ll v 5 gl S el PR e e e

(1

6. Statements ertaining to Sedlment' and/or Surface Water med1a as ot resultm’ in
unacceptable risks. - I various places throughout the PP | ge 2 textbox bullets; Page
3, first Par. after the bullet list; Page 6; first Pat. of Post-IRA Human Health Risks: Page 8,
- first Par. Post-IRA Sediment Risk Conclusions: Page 17, bullet forf"No Actlon for Sediments;
j?Page 12, No Action for Stiface! ‘Water) the text makes sth
- human health or ecologrcal risks exists; ;7] These statemen”‘
modified to. read “ g

contammatron is related to sedlments and/or surface water and should the text should reﬂectv
that as well; - et LE R . }

Scope and Role of Th1s Actlon Sectlon v The f1rst sénternce’ states “f1fty-f1ve (55) srtes being
investigated. Under the ausprces of CERCLA . Theé FFA had 29 s1tes hsted and 8
MRP sites are being. added Please correct theis atement

Lack of Summar y of Site' Rlsk Surface Water On page 8, “after the sedlment conclusrons
but before the fish tissue dlscussrons the Navy should add a ‘discussion of the sité risk for
surface water as captured in the Tech Memo concluswns for surface water ’Phls 1nformat10n




© must be present in the Proposed Plan to-support-a determination that no further actron is-
needed for surface water. - N 7 RO

A ency Roles in Anal sis of Flsh,Tlssue On: Page 8; first Par. of Summary of Site’ Rrsks -
:Fls_f Tissue, the text mentions analysis. of fish tissue.included;DDE and DDT:in:addition to
‘DDD andrdroxm-lrke PCBs-at: the request of U.S. EPA‘: “This should be revised to state that
. DDD, :of ] PA:and NOAA; and PCBs |
-oat the request.of; CDHEC based on' recommendatlons of ATSDR. “In-order:to address
- SCDHEC's request for PCB analysis, EPA's gurdance requrred the analysis:of PCB:
congeners. This allowed for approprrate detection limits and for comparison against
screening | levels for fish tissue.” :Also correct this if similar text oecurs elsewhere in the
pec1f1c Agencres and srmply describe what

10. Receptors found to be at p_otential risk. The PP text in a f‘ewlplace‘s lmentions the receptors
. for which potentlal I‘lSkS exists However the. language'-lls,. confusmg and vague with respect

reference locatlon‘ and the 3™ Battalion Pond is anthropogenlc background rather than that
resultmg from any Site 3 related release(s).” The Tech Memo discusses much uncertainty
: i used to.make an argument o

. ‘ ,'"w,entral unacce table | rrsks were. stlll generated by COCs wh1ch were detected in
sedrments above background and these COCs could not be ehmmated from, cons1derat10n

based on reported waste disposal practices for the landfill. Therefore, the landfill cannot be

ehmlnated as the source for these acontamrnants Please modlfy the text to:alsoreflect-this - -

o ‘textbox page 12 bullet etc. )‘and d1scusses Landf1ll Leachate asa Slte R1sk bemg evaluated'
(Page 11.) The clarifications made on- the last conference:call pertaining to GW were not -
} ?properly conveyed in the Proposed Plan .As is, theplan | 1nd1cates @ No“Action determ1nat10n

underneath: the waste unit w1ll not need to be restoredto'meet MCLs srnce s it is not expected
-t be: used;av d 'nkrng water supply GW momtorlng would contlnue a part of the_ﬁnal L

+ 5




13.

“*This'would address ma 1 tenance of the cap pertalnmg to
as m\itlgatmg erosron ' :

14.

" identifi

' f1sh v1a consumptlon Then state that an act1 n ;

:LUC Ob'ectlves The PP mentions' LUC obJectlves to’ "prowde notrce to" indivi

15.
* Mother'than recreational f1sh1ng based consumptron of flsh " may result 1n I'ISkS ’However

disposal-unit).. The PP should be modified to reflect this, mcludmg, but not hmlted to the
following issues: :

" N
. Therefore the: d1scussron in "Summary ‘of Site Rrsks Landfill Leachate" probably
':should bé moved up frontin the "Site Background" or: "Slte Characteri

- but not as 51te r1sk belng evaluated The summary of 51 (

’.t.’

remedy and wrll be contmued Tt does | not need to

“ - beidentified in the Text Box ‘on’ page 2'or'in‘a major bullet'on’ Page 11, asa major
component but rather as a sub-bullet under Adoption of Iriteritn Remedy (See Final
Proposed Remedy comment above )

e "The LUCs are’ anoth ' IROD component that is belng adopted as fmal w1th some sl1ght
»modlflcatlon (1 e '

asa major component but rather as a sub- bullet under Adoptlon of Interim Remedy
Some of the LUCs for the Site were to address no intrusive actiyities on the landfill,

> mcludmg activities'suich-as GW drmklng well installation; etc. Addltlonal GW
monrtormg wells: would be allowed as approved by EPA and SCDHEC (See Fmal

/ '%Proposed Remedy comment above )

Malnte'

See Site'l ROD:for example".' This is in'addition to LUCs;

Remedral Act1on Ob’ectlves (RAOS). liscuss
adoption of the Interim RAOs as fxnal and 1dent1fy them (from the IROD) You'may o

describe here again, how the RAOs are belng met or not and are consrdered::protectlve An
additional RAO should be'developed to contro' human exposure t chem1c s o

the Tech Memo mdrcates' in;

2 . creational
flsherst Therefore, the proposed LUG Objective does not sufflclen y m1t1gate unaCCeptable
risks and needs to bé'revised. EPA is w1111ng to negotlate th1s LuC objectlve language -
Additionally; a return is- missing for the last LUC o Jectlve perta y 10 extraction or any
use of the groundwater beneath the site.” This objectrve needs to be addressed as descrrbed in

the comment&above pertarmng to groundwater and leachate o o _k o

16.

Engmeered Control The format of the PP with’ respect to LUCs' and Engmeered Controls is

confusing sitice erectlon/postlng of 'signs is one of the LUCs that is ‘part of that remedy




S
1

component. - Detailed discussions of the LUCs should be indented to allow the reader to

,qulckly recognize them as part of the LUC component. The signs technically are an

“engineered control” but for purposes of communicating to the public, it is unnecessary to
parse the types of LUCs, such institutional controls, administrative controls, engineered

~controls, or governmental controls. EPA prefers that the term LUCs be used in the PP as one

_of the remedy components and the Navy identify the actual-controls that'will be employed

17.

18.

19.

While EPA. agrees. the current sign language regarding fish consumption needs:to be rev1sed
the proposed sign language is not aceeptable. Unacceptable risks were also calculated for
some recreational receptors, and the sign may not sufficiently alert fishers. ' Remove the sign
language from the Proposed Plan. EPA has provided the Navy and SCDHEC with examples
of language that is acceptable and if needed is willing to work with the FFA parties to
develop sign language that is acceptable to all parties. The specific language for each may be
negotiated in the LUC Remedial Design. Consistent with an earlier comment, EPA
recommends the PP call for modification of one of the LUCs in the form of signs with
updated sign language, accompanied by risk communication efforts.

Targeted Risk Communication. In the Preferred Final Remedy “Targeted Risk
Communication should be a sub-bullet, along with LUCs, under the bullet for Adoption of
the Interim Remedial Action (IRA). See comments above and example of the tiered approach
for addressmg remedy components. .

Inst1tut10nal Controls. As stated above in several comments, EPA prefers that the term LUCs .

be used in the PP as one of the remedy compornents and the Navy identify the actual controls
that will be employed. The erection of signs with revised language related to fish ‘

-consumption, along with existing signs to prevent unauthorized intrusive activities and

sWi'mming, the update to the Base Master Plan, GIS, and EMS along 'with deed/lease -
restrictions in the event of property transfer are the LUCs that will be employed as part of
thiswwemedy. Other than the revised language on the signs to address fish consumption, the PP
probably doesn’t require the level of detail for each of the administrative controls provided
since that can be included in the ROD and LUC RD. Addltlonally, the PP needs to explain -
that the LUCIP appended to the IROD is going to be superseded by a LUC RD issued after

the Final ROD since the use restrictions and actual LUCs are somewhat different than what

the LUCIP prov1des
Conclus1ons This paragraph should be reworded to better describe the conclus1ons that lead
to the Preferred Final Remedy, and that remedy in summary form. :




