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North Ajax Street
Jacksonvnlle' FL

Commandmg General
Marine-Corps | Recrult Depot LI pueani e e
Natural Resources & Envnronmental Affalrs
Attn: Tim Harrington
PO Box 5028 -

Parris Island, SC 29905 9001

SUBJ:" EPA Review of the Techmcal Memorandum Post-Interim' Constructlon RlSk Assessment
for Site 3 - Causeway Landfill; Mirine Corps Recruit'Depot (MCRD), Parris Island, South
Carolma (July 2010). o o _ \

Dear Sirs: -+ -




o

somewhat supported by the lines of evidence presented in'the Téch Memo. Furthermore,. .
contaminants other than PCBs also generate poténtial unacceptable risks for fish consumptlon
There is also mention of uncertainties associated with.consumption rates of individuals .
However, information gathered by:the Navy mdrcates that highly exposed individuals; who fish
from the 3 Battalion Pond do exist, . T 1 of Consu it )
suggests subsistence level consumption. EPA’s national guldance pertammg to the use of
chemical data in fish advisories recommends that if sufficient actual data regarding site-specific
consumption rates does not exist, default values should be used. Therefore, EPA supported the -
.use of the default subsistence fisher consumption.rates in this evaluation, and the Partnering
Team agreed. EPA has determined this consumption rate should be considered the Reasonable
Maximum Exposure (RME) scenario which should be evaluated for risk due to fish consumption.
at this site. The Tech Memo presents analysis using the fish tissue data gathered whlch shows -
potential unacceptable risks due to fish consumption, in not only the RME scenario, but also ©
others whom consume fish in substantially less quantities. Therefore, EPA expects the Navy to.
propose a remedy in the form of Land Use Controls (LUCs) to address risks due to flsh '
consumption.

to the Site 3 Causeway Based on the information presented in the Tech Memo, there
human or ecological potential unacceptable risk related to the sediments or the surface ‘water,
other than that due to fish consumption (to be addressed by LUCs). Therefore, EPA expects a '
recommendation for No Action for sediments and surface water. . ‘
And lastly, EPA understands this Tech Memo, in combination wnth the prevrous ‘
Remedial Investigation, supports selecting the interim remedial actions ‘as Final, 1nclud1ng the
associated land use controls and long-term monitoring of the groundwater beneath the waste unit
‘(as an indicator of cover effectiveness). A requirement for maintenance of the soil cover should
be added. Therefore EPA expects the Navy to recommend adoption of the 1nter|m remedy asa ..
final remedy for soils and waste at Site 3, with slight modifications. o b
In order for this Tech Memo to be considered final, the following condition

CONDITIONS:
Change pages should be submitted to address the following condltlons N

1.

Section 4.3 f.Pa e'27'.: Please explain here. and in Table 11 if the results are dry welght
or wet welght for ease of comparlson 10 hterature or other data sets, - § sl s

2. Section 5.1, PaggBO. In the f1r's‘t_ paragraph on Page:30:

. Change “CERCLA established fish ingestion rates” to “other fish -
- Ingestion rates” or clarlfy this statement. o
Ve “In'the last sentence of the paragt aph (begmmng “Subsequent L
REE discussions...); “CERCLA ep ‘ofs” should be changed to “the selected
iy ﬂ"";exposure scenarlds A '

i

. Sect1on 3, 1 , Pa\e 33 In the last paragraph PI‘lOl‘ to, Sectlon 3.2 the te?lt mentlons o

:PCBs at the request of U S E .
1ncluded DDD DDE and DDT




SCDHEC's request for PCB analysrs, EPA's guidance requlred the: analy51s of PCB
- ‘congeners:. This:allowed for appropriate detection litnits and: for" companson éagamst
‘ r.-,ascreemng levels for ﬁsh tlssue 2 Also, correct this 1f snmllar text: eurs elsewhere in,

' Sectlon 5.3, Page 34. The text mentrons flsh tissue’ concentratlons as bemg wet
;,.,werght Please mdlcate 801 on Table 13 1f thrs is the case. il

Sectlon 5. 4 1, Page 35 The text references Tables 14 14A and 14B; Howe’ ‘there
is little information regarding Table 14. Table 14 includes “Total PCBs (non-dioxin
like” and “Total PCBs (dioxin like).” These terms are contradictory to the analy31s
obtained. The table includes a non-dioxin like Total PCB exposure point
concentration.  This appears to be.an etror. Analyses were not performed for the non-
dioxin like PCB- congeners (p. 46) -Also, -since non-dioxin like PCBs were not
analyzed for, “Total” PCBs canriot be addressed. It appears 14A and 14B represent -

| _what was analyzed and calculated Delete Table 14 and remove references to it.

Section 5.6.3, Page 40. At the -end: of the first paragraph a reference is made to Tables‘

“18A and 18B”.- However; there:i$ o réference to “Table 18”. Table 18 is located
just before Tables 18A and 18B. Table 18 does not include sufficient information to

. differentiate it from the other tables, yet it presents. results which are in conflict with
. 18A and/or 18B. 1t appears Tables 18A and 18B represen 'results i it a' ’“'ordance w1th

\

EPA guidance. Delete Table 18 and any references to 1t ifitfiefe

‘Furthermore, the non-cancer results for child subsmtence frsher (19) and adult

subs1stence fisher (8) from the RAGS tables in Appendix H differ from those in Table
18A (17and 7 respectlvely) Please reconcile the dlfferences

. Section 5.7.-Page 43, last paragraph Delete the last sentence in the paragraph

regardmg ‘typical” CERCLA evaluatlons CERCLA evaluations are s1te speclflc

Sectron 5.8, Page 47, First Bullet at the bottom. This bullet discusses the comparrson

of the results of the risk characterization of Site 3 .vs. the reference pond. The text in
this bullet seems to overstate the similarities of the compatisons as compared to the
discussion in Sectron 5.6.3, which states, the “statistical analyses...show mixed
results when considering whether or not Site 3 dioxin-like PCB concentrations are
statistically greater than those detected in the reference area.” Please use this
statement of uncertamty in the summary bullet in Section 5.8.

. Section 7.1, Page 64, next to last sentence before 7.2 Replace “at the request of

EPA” w1th “m accordance w1th EPA guldance ”

. Sectlon 7.2.1 Pa ,e 65’ second Dara ra h. The flI‘St sentence states the rrsks “are

comparable "This descrrptron is too vague. “To better reflect the comparisons
between the two the sentence should be reworded to*, are comparable to, but

\




exceed, those, from the’reference location.” In the second sentence, deléte “and -
statrstlcal comparisons”. In the same sentence; Mercury is:omitted from the. list of
.| primary risk drivers.: Add. mercury and-describe its comparison by factorsg ‘Thenradd
" anew last-sentence that states, ‘However, a statistical analysis.of the two data: sets
- showed mixed results when considering whether or not Site:3 dioxinslike PCB: =
, concentratlons are statlstlcally greater than those detected m the reference area.”
Th1s concludes EPA’s conditlons for approval If there is any way EPAc can 1 assist
in helping you to address these condrtlons please do not hes1tate to call I can be reached
at (404) 562- 9969 L I APLE o e O TIE ot 1

X ;:»Sincerely,f' TR S

: »-,Llla Llamas
Senior RPM .

<+ Federal:Facilities Branch i ./ =

~.Superfund Division

cc: . Meredith Amick, SCDHEC * - -
Annie.Gerry, SCDHEC - .o
Mark Sladic; TtNus




