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Steven G. Kisner 
Secretary 
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C. Earl Hunter, Commissioner 

Promoting and protecting the health of the public and the environment 

November 15,2010 

Commanding Officer 
NA VF AC Southeast 
ATTN: Mr. Charles Cook, P.E. 
PO Box 30 
Ajax Street North, Bldg 135 
Jacksonville, Florida 32212 

RE: Technical Review of the Site 3 Proposed Plan D2 and Technical Memorandum 
Marine Corp Recruit Depot (MCRD) 
Parris Island 
SC6 170022762 

Dear Mr. Cook: 

M. David Mitchell, MD 

Glenn A. McCall 

Coleman F. Buckhouse, MD 

The Division of Waste Management of the South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control 
(Department) completed the review of the Site 3 Proposed Plan D2 and Technical Memorandum both received 
September 30, 2010. The Department reviewed the documents with respect to applicable sections of the South 
Carolina Hazardous Waste Management Regulations (SCHWMR) and the Federal Facilities Agreement. 
Based on review of the September 30,2010 document the Department provides the following risk assessment 
comments for the record, and no response or revision is necessary. Please note if any additional revisions to 
the September 30, 2010 documents are made, the Department reserves the right to provide additional 
comments. 

The Department's comments are based on the information presented by MCRD to date; any information found 
to be contradictory may require further action. If you have any questions regarding this issue, please contact 
me at (803) 896-4218. 

Sincerely, 

Meredith Amick,. P.E., Environmental Engineer 
Corrective Action Engineering Section 
Division of Waste Management 

cc: 

Tim Harrington, MCRD Parris Island 
Annie Gerry, Hydrogeology 
Priscilla Wendt, SCDNR 
Russell Berry, EQC Region 8, Beaufort 

Lila Llamas, EPA Region 4 
Tom Dillon, NOAA (via email) 
Mark Sladic, P.E., TtNUS 
Lisa Donohoe, MCRD Parris Island 

SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL 
2600 Bull Street· Columbia, SC 29201 • Phone: (803) 898-3432 • www.scclhec.gov 

BOARD: BOARD: 
Paul C. Aughtry, III 
Chairman 

~~§~E C 

C 
Henry C. Scott 

Edwin H. Cooper, III 
Vice Chairman 

Steven G. Kisner 
Secretary 

PROMOTE PROTECT PROSPER 

C. Earl Hunter, Commissioner 

Promoting and protecting the health of the public and the environment 

November 15,2010 

Commanding Officer 
NA VF AC Southeast 
ATTN: Mr. Charles Cook, P.E. 
PO Box 30 
Ajax Street North, Bldg 135 
Jacksonville, Florida 32212 

RE: Technical Review of the Site 3 Proposed Plan D2 and Technical Memorandum 
Marine Corp Recruit Depot (MCRD) 
Parris Island 
SC6 170022762 

Dear Mr. Cook: 

M. David Mitchell, MD 

Glenn A. McCall 

Coleman F. Buckhouse, MD 

The Division of Waste Management of the South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control 
(Department) completed the review of the Site 3 Proposed Plan D2 and Technical Memorandum both received 
September 30, 2010. The Department reviewed the documents with respect to applicable sections of the South 
Carolina Hazardous Waste Management Regulations (SCHWMR) and the Federal Facilities Agreement. 
Based on review of the September 30,2010 document the Department provides the following risk assessment 
comments for the record, and no response or revision is necessary. Please note if any additional revisions to 
the September 30, 2010 documents are made, the Department reserves the right to provide additional 
comments. 

The Department's comments are based on the information presented by MCRD to date; any information found 
to be contradictory may require further action. If you have any questions regarding this issue, please contact 
me at (803) 896-4218. 

Sincerely, 

Meredith Amick,. P.E., Environmental Engineer 
Corrective Action Engineering Section 
Division of Waste Management 

cc: 

Tim Harrington, MCRD Parris Island 
Annie Gerry, Hydrogeology 
Priscilla Wendt, SCDNR 
Russell Berry, EQC Region 8, Beaufort 

Lila Llamas, EPA Region 4 
Tom Dillon, NOAA (via email) 
Mark Sladic, P.E., TtNUS 
Lisa Donohoe, MCRD Parris Island 

SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL 
2600 Bull Street· Columbia, SC 29201 • Phone: (803) 898-3432 • www.scclhec.gov 



i'I" 
BOARD: BOARD: "" 

Elizabeth M. Hagood 
Chairm\ill., . 

HenryC. Sc~tt 

EdwinH.Cooper, III 
Vice Chai'i'man ... '. 

PaulC.Aughtry, cIIl' 

GleI).jl A.i f,1cCaiL 
SteveniG;'Kisner) '" ". :' .,:. :.: '. . ,-I" -.,": 

Secretary 

. '; ." '" Prom~tiJ:tgqlJd~rote4i~gthe heaLth.,,?t 

Y'o;<~bleman E Buckhouse,MD 

MEMORANDUl\{ ., ' ... '., .. ...' ... ,. 

TO:"" . , Merecl'ith Amick, t:n~ironlnentah:ingineyring.A~sociate' 
. . Corrective Action Engineering Secti'op." , , 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE: 

.Divi~ionofWasteManagemenf. , 
Bureau of Land and Waste Management 

Kent Krieg,Risk Assessor 
Corrective. Action Engineering Section 
DivisiOIfof:W asteM~ageinenr· ; 
Bureau of Land and Waste Management 

November 12,2010 

Marine C()rpsRecruit Depot 
Parii.s Jsland,. South Gamlina 

- - .', . ~'. '-- ' . " . '. -', ',.-~ -. ..'~-
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; The above referenced documents ;by Tetra Tech NUS, Inc. and Departmen~ of thE; Nayy 
have been reviewed: The De,:partment(DHEC) does not agree with concTusionscoming' fmm 
these dOGumentsandconsistently expressed concerns' over the years on how the investigation. 
was proceeding. On many occasions,these concerns were not addressed"satisfaftorily; therefor,e, 
the Department has thefollowing riskrelatedcomments:,"': ....", .. ", .' " 

General Comments for both documents: 

j' 

1. The overall objective of the project, based on the 9/09 QAP medtihih1intit~s,WJs to fisk' ,;, 
communicate the acceptable number of meals (using back-calculation}to the. 
fisherwoman. The Department was concerned with the elevated risk levels presented in 
·the'inaccurate,fish·ingestiOI\l;rnp~eJ~~,c-:rh~rt:;fpr~i, . .DHEc,.reqll~~t~q;*qtlJat;ftsh/JiS~kl~,9alCl 
to provide individuaLriskcornmunic(ltiohta,tlie highly 'exposed indiYidual,Jtj~lth~H: " 

2 .. ~~. 
:' iP;c1~vi<tl]l'l.Jj~ 'r~pre~,¢pt,aFi y~( R.f;~,,~xis~tlJ.g.s~1;>sif>!e,~x~ fI~~~rp8P}l~~tiqlf" .. T~ep~Barwlent 
, feels ~hat:Weon~j identi:(ied,:sul:>,si~telJ.~e,fi,£'hepY()lll'an' i~P:9mof~ ;t,}lanCll}e,J¥pes1:R~ 
,$Gen,arioQu1Her,aridsho'llldhay;eb,eeneliminated fromthCl~E. '. $.c~ording; 'toEP~ ,'. " 
guidan~e,~p~pulati()n.: suiiv~y Sh01ildhav~ been.. p~ayided to, the, dntirefishing conirnunity 

. in order to' determine if a subsistence fishing population reall yexisted at Site 3 ~ as has 
. ., ....... ' . been,done onotherNPL ~itesjnSouthCarolina. .... . . ". . .... . .'. . •..... '., .' '., 
SOD TH CAR OL IN ADE P,ARTME NT ,0 ,F:'HEA LTH.AND ,ENVIRON MEN TA LGO N TROL 

2600 Bull street; Columbia,SC29201 ~':Ph6ne:(803jS9S-3432 Jwww.s'cdhec.gov 
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The Dep~rtment requested the analysis ofA~ochlot .1254 ~s part of the fish tissue 
investigation since Arochlor 1254 was identified in the original human health risk, , ' 

""J. 

"'assessment. 2009 fish tissue, analysis only included a limited data set oftheWorld' He'alth 
., ' :Organizatiori dioxiil2liKe'PCB'cOngenettEPX'G'uidance;discuses'ih~Gon,c~ms.ot ' . .. 

" congener analysis in samples collected inl~t~r stages of siteinvestigatiofi's sh2h: asth~ 
post-remedy fish tiSslle smnIjlln'g. ]~;P A>Ou'idancesuggestsif co'ngener' ~alysis is 
determined to be cost effective and comparable, then Arochlor analysis should also be 
evaluated simultaneously to calculate total PCBs. ;bHECbroughttheir concerns tothe 
Team regarding thelack of Arochlor 1254 data, and was later provided additional fish 
tissue analysis of Arochlor 1254. The results of this Arochlor 1254 fishfissueanalysis 
were non-detect. This information was not presented in the Tech Memo or Proposed 
Plan,and, if presented, would support the conclusionthatPCB congeners are from 
anthropogenic sources and the concentrations ofArochlor-12~4 hayedecreasedat Site 3. 

4. As presente'd,it isuncertainif there is'historical' s~~fte ~:attribution fo~PCBc()ngeners at 
the site due to having historical Arochlor data and present dioxin-like data. Due to the 
lack of presented current Arochlor data., itisrecommended that the original PCBCOC, 
Arochlor 1254, be evaluated during the 5 year review. By providing this analysis, a direct 
comparison to historical values can be rnade,as well as, support to make PCB Arochlor 
conclusions. 

5; The Department feels that the presented risk assessments in the Technical Memo 
coritradict each other., As stated, there is no risk to ecological receptorsorhuman health 
from contact withsurface water aridsedimellt, yet :fish consumption is related to sediment 
andlorsurface water contamination. Since the surface water andsedimen{are the. 
pathways for contamination to migrate to the fish population and the ddcumehts state 
these pathways no longer exist, then risk to the fish should also be negated. This broken 
migration pathway also shows the likely influence of anthropogenic ,background vyithin 
the Site 3 dataset: 

6. TheDepartment does not think that the fish analyzed are representative of the local 
seafood diet. Multiple fish used inthe analysis are above the legal" regulated limits set by 
SC DNK In addition"theprocessing of the fish filets for analysis may notrepresent the, 
recommended, normal procedure for anglers such as removing the belly flap,'back fat, 
and skin. As stated by the FDA,USEP A,and DHEC, trimming the fat off the fish as 

. well as cooking the fish can reduce the amount of PCBs by over 50%. These 
uncertaintieswete not addressed in the Technical Memo. . 

7. The team was not in agreement on the presentation of the anthropogenicbackgrOlllld data 
as well as the interpretation of the reference values. The Departmentfeels,based onEPA 
guidance,thatthe background dataset is comparable to Site 3. DlIEC believes that the. 
riskpresentedinthe Technical Memo is not related to Site 3 but represents anthropogenic 
background r,isk in the ,coastal Beaufort area. In addition, the data shoWs PCB values far . 
below the FDA's action level of2 ppm, which has beenu~ed at other sites across the 
nation~' c. i, " . .: ' , 

8. The DepClrtmentbeiieve~ th~t theove1'lY conservative nature of thisriskassessmerit 
:prOvldesacc:eptableuncei't~iriti;thattheriskto:human1iea1th.ftofu'.the,ingestion'Qflish· ; 

c'.; '.'Yr6mlSite.;:fi~witliiritherisk~managbnenftaiige'., These •• uncertalri.nes"flre ... discus~ed:in the 
TechhicalMemo' CiOeument ·bilt' h6ttaken intO: a:t:cotintinthe

c

6verallcoiic1usioii' aller'" 
Propdsec(PlarLlilthe Department's opini()fl, the proposedp()stingofrio£ishing is overly 
conservative and unneceSsary. However, DHECaccepts the Navy's decision to be overly 
conservative and protective of human health. 

If you need any further information, feel free to contact me at (803) 896-4262. 
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