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UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS
MARINE CORPS AIR STATION
CHERRY POINT, NORTH CAROLINA 28533-8001

mgsz% UFER ™
LN
18 Jun 92

Mr. John C. Lank, Jr., P.E.

Chief, East Unit, Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act

Waste Compliance Section

United States Environmental
Protection Agency, Region IV

345 Courtland Street, N.E.

Atlanta, GA 30365

Dear Mr. Lank:

As required by your letter dated April 27, 1992, and as requested
in our letter dated May 14, 1992, we are pleased to submit
responses to your comments on the Draft Final Resource and
Recovery Act Facilities Investigation (RFI) Report for RFI Units 5
and 17 for Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point, North Carolina.
Receipt of your approval of this response submittal will be
considered the Final RFI Report for Units 5 and 17 and will allow
us to proceed to the Corrective Measures Study phase for these
units. Submittal of a Final Report document for RFI Units 5 and 17
will be prepared upon receipt of the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency comments on the balance of the units (RFI Units 10 and 16)
contained in the RFI Report dated May 1991. Once all comments are
received we will incorporate our responses to your comments from
all four units into a single Final RFI Report.

If you have questions or comments, please contact Renee Henderson
or myself at (919) 466-4598/4599.

Sincerely,

/,

R.YD. NELSON

Natural Resources and
Environmental Affairs Officer
By direction of the
Commanding General

Encl:
(1) Response to Comments -
Units 5 and.17
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RESPONSE TO COMMEMNTS ~ UNITS 8 AND 17
J. Frangmathes Comments

1. To further understand the extent of contamination and the
context of the report contained within the Unit 17 discusaion,
a unified numbering system should ba developed and
implenented. In raviewing the sections of the report.
refarring to Unit 17, the reader could not determine the
location ©f the samplas due to a repetitive and complax
numbering system.

Response: During the 1990 field investigation, field personnel
. . inadvertently assigned sample numbers starting with %oi#
instead of with the next sequential number as was done at
other sites. At the time of report preparation,
HALLIBURTON NUS considered changing the sample numbering
scheme to a sequential one, howaver, this would result in
some amount of confusion regarding sample chain of
custody forms, £ield notebooks, laboratory reports, etc.,
all of which are maintained in the project files for
future referance. HALLIBURTON NUS will provide
additional details regarding this numbering scheme in the
body of the report, as well as making the figures more
legible to clear up some of the confusion.

2. Pigure 6-3 of the report illustrates concentrations of PCB's,
however, it doas not include the creek and several points
beyend the shaded area. In addition, as stated above, the
data used to illustrate the axtant of contamination could not
be determined from the figure.

Response: Sample results in the creek were not included in this
figure, which was intended to show only those general
locations at which PCB concentrations sxceeded 1, 5, and
10 mg/kg, because all concentrations in the sediment
samples collected from Schoolhouse Branch wers below 1
mg/kg. State and EPA cleanup goals are 5 and 10 mg/kg,
raspectively. One sample oollected in 1985/1987
contained 1.1 mg/kg total PCBs, but this sample is
contained within the shaded arsa for greater than 5 ng/kg
(178D05a) .

The data used to genarate this figure were contained in
Table 6=6. A reference to this table will be added to
the text when the figura is mentioned.

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

Response: Earlier sampling at Unit 17 was oonducted for priority
— pollutant analyses. The most recent investigation
focused only on PCBs since thess compounds were found to
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be the most sigrificant site-related contaminants. This
tocul' was with EPA concurrence on the Work Plan.

K. Jones Comments

1.

Bection 1.4.1, page 2-30, paragraph 3, first sentence. The
sentence should be changed to read "Even if no individual
chamical exceeds its action level in a particular medium, the -
total risk from all contaminants may need to be assessed to
deterxine whether a CNS may be required."

Response: The revision as requested changes the intent of the

2.

sentence. The mention of the need for a CNS is in the
last sentence of this paragraph. The sentencsa will be
revised to read as follows: "Even if no individual
chemical exceeds its action level in a particular medium,
the total risk from all contaminants may not exceed 107
(EPA, July 27, 1990).%

Section 2.4.2, page 2-21, paragraph.l. No background soil
samples were c¢ollected during the RFI; thersfore, site
analytical data wers compared with metal values obtained from
literary sources. The literature values presented in Table 2-
3 are the mean values for metals in the eastern United States.
Typical metal ranges for a more region-specific area (i.e.,
Craven County) should be used. EPA prefers site-specific
background data.

Responsa: Four background soil samples were collected in the

northern part of the Air Btation for tha 1992 RFI that
wvag conducted on 21 units listed in the Adninistrative
Order on Consent (submitted to the EPA at the end of
April 1992). Thess data will be added to Table 2-3 to
provide supplenmental data on background concentrations of
metals in soil at MCAS, Cherry Point. No more site-
specific literature values were found during the
preparation of the RFI report.

In addition, tha taxt describing this table will bs
modified to read as follows: "No background soll samples
were collected at any of the sites at MCAS, Cherry Pcint
during this investigation. Howaver, a subseguent field
investigation conducted for 21 other SWMUs included four
background scil samples. Table 2-3 presents arithmetic
and geometric mean concentrations for metals in soils of
the eastern United States that are found in the
literature, as well as the average of the results for the
subssquently collected background samples.”

Section 2.4.2, page 2-21, paragraph 2. A reprasentative
concentration for each chemical of concern was calculated by

using Equation 11.6 of mnumz_mm:_nf.xm:nmnm
Pollution Monitoring (Gilbert, 1987) to arrive at the 95%
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upper corfidence 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
acocount for this deviation from a normal distribution, Chapter
13 of this book presents methods for estimating the mean,
standard deviation, and oconfidence limit for lognormal
distributions. Equation 23,13 (wic) should be used to
calculate reprasantative concentrations for each chemical of
concern. Also, a one-sided limit should be used instead of a
twvo-sided limit.

Response: While it is true that environmental data often coma from
lognormally distributed data sets, in many instances, the
distribution can be normal. A test for data distribution
would first be required, and in many cases, ths typical
(simple) test (e.g., the Bhapiro-Wilk W-test) is
inconclusive regarding distribution. This requires the
contractor to proceed toc a nonparametric test for data
distribution prior to applying the appropriate test for
distribution. While all of this is technically corract,
the approach taken by HALLIBURTON NUS is more
conservative for several reasons.

First, using the upper confidence limit on the arithmetic
average (assuming normal distribution) results in a
higher concentration than by using the geometric mean
(assuning lognormal distribution). The geometric mean
for a given sample set is always less than the arithmetic
avarage, and hence the calculated upper confidence limit
is higher using the normal distribution equation than the
confidence 1limit on the geometric mean using the
requested equation for lognormally distributed data.

Second, using a two-sided upper 95% confidence limit is
the sane as using a one-sided upper 97.5% confidence
limit, In addition, HALLIBURTON NUS only used the upper
1imit rather than the upper and lowar limit for the two-
sided test, and did not present a range ¢f concentrations
as the two-sided limit calculates.

Third, Risk Assesszent Guidance for Superfund does not
specify one~- or two-sided tasts, it only requires that

. the upper 95% confidence limit be used. The Region IV
supplenmental guidance published in March 1991 was not
available to this contractor at the time of report
preparation (submitted to the Navy for review in April
1991 and submitted to the regulators in May 1991).

HALLIBURTON NUS can ensure that the approach taken is
nore conservative than the March 1$91 guidance and has
not resulted in underestimating potential risks to
recaptors. Text to this effect will be added to Section

2.4.2.
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Section 2.4.3, page 23-27, Table 2-4. The Health-Advisory data
should be changed to reflect the updated November 1991 valuas
(the table uses data from the November 1990 report). The
appropriate reference doses and slope factors should also be
11:§.d ji% the carcinogenic risk and hazard quotient tables for
each unit.

R.lpohlo: Table 2-4 was prepared in April 1991, and all dose-

response parameters and Health Advisories were current

for that time. The table will be updated to raeflact the

nost current numbaers available from IRIS and the Health
" Advisory summary tables from November 1991.

Section 2.4.3, page 2-30, Table 2-4. Relative slope factors
were assigned to Dbenzo(a)anthracens, benzo(b)fluoranthene,
chrysene, and dibenzo(a)anthracene (sic) based on a slope
factor of 11.5 kg-day/ for bensgo(a)pyrene. Region IV has
recently adopted a toxicity equivalency factor methodology for
carcinogenic PAHs based on the relative potency of each
compound to the potency of benzo(a)pyrene. This approach
should be incorporated into the document. The attached memo
outlines this methodology as well as other new interim Region

IV Guidance.

Response: Table 2-4 will be revised to reflect the updated cancer

6.

slope factor for benzo(a)pyrene (5.8 kg-day/mg), as well
as the Region IV guidance on toxicity equivalents as
provided in a February 1992 memorandum. All subsequent
tables on which risks were presented will be ravised to
raeflact this new toxicity information.

Section 2.4.4.1, page 2-28. There is no nention of the
potential for inhalation exposure as a result of either of the
following mechanisms: (1) volatilization and/or particulate
enissions from contaminated surface soil or (2) volatilization
of contaminants in groundwatar during household use (l.e.,
cooking or showering). Although these exposure routes are not
specifically addressed in the RFI Guidance for the health and
environmental assessment process, these pathways should at
least be discussed in the baseline risk assessment.

Response: Volatilization is not a significant exposure route at

this wsite, given the low concentrations of volatile
organic chemicals in the surface soil, the sandy nature
of the soll (which would promote volatilization from old
surface spills), and the age of the sites. Text will be
added to this section that discusses volatilization and
the reasons that it is felt to be insignificant at thesa

sites.

Particulate enissions will be addressed for a
construction scenario in which adult personnel are
assumed to be exposed at the frequency, etc., requested
in Comment 7. This scenaric would result in higher risks



7.

CP-6B0LT- 3.0/ b /I8 )92

than for the maintenance scenario, primarily because
under the defined scenario exposure is limited to surtace
soll only. The units are all currently vegatated, and
fugitive dust emissions would be minimal. In addition,
no one actually works all day outside in these areas.
Text to this effect will be added to the new section
descriding the inhalation exposure scenario.

Volatile enissions from groundwater, as wall as dermal
contact, will be added for adult residents under the
scenario for the future residential use of groundwater.
Table 2-7 will be expanded to include the appropriate
sxposure input parameters shown below:

Inhalation rate = 14 L/min

. Exposure time = 15 min/day, 350 days/year

. Exposure duration = 10 years based on 2 to 3
tours of duty for military personnel '

. Exposed skin surface area = 19,400 cm?

. Dermal permeability constant = 1E-03, as per
Conment 8, assuming that all chemicals are
resent in dilute solution and that their flux
s controlled by that of water .

Even when only ingestion was adressed, there were no
"gray areas" in the risk. That is, risks were above 10°*
when ingstion alona was conaidered, thereby prompting a
CMS. It should ba noted that, at these four units under
discussion in this report, that the groundwater is either
acceptable for potable use or it is not, even when only
the ingestion route of exposure is addressed. The
addition of the inhalation and dermal pathways does not
change the conclusions of the groundwater investigations
for Units 10 and 16, which is that groundwater is of
unacceptable quality for potable use and that a CMS is
needed. Cleanup goals are not calculated in the RFI
portion of the investigation. EPA guidance on
development of Preliminary Remediation Goals will be used
as a first cut for this task in the CMS.

Section 2.4.4.2, page 2-39. Three separate populations should
be considered when svaluating exposure to soil: (1) base
personnel ; (2) adolascent traspassers; and {(3)
maintenance/conatruction workers. Base personnel who are not
involved ir maintenance activities may also be exposed to
surficial socil while at the work place. All three populations
should be carried through the gquantitative risk assessment so
that cancer risks and hazard indices ars calculated for each
individual population. "Standard Default Exposure Factors"
(OSWER Directive 9285.6~03, March 1991) provides standard
dafault values for the commercial/industrial setting.

Unless there are site-specific reascns for not evaluating

__ exposure to bass personnel during a normal work day (other
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+han during maintenance or construction), the following
exposure assumptions should be used for sach population:

Ropulation EF ED IR SA BN LI
Base Personnel 250 28 50 3,160 70 70
Adolaescants 12 7 100 2,360 50 70
Maintenance 260 1 480 3,160 70 70

Representative soil concentrations appear to be based on
sanples that were collected at depths of less than 3 fset
below land surface. How deep are the utility lines at the
facility? If utility lines are desper than 3 feet, then
sure to desper solils should ba evaluated for the
mgntmncn/con-tmction population as well as exposure to the
surficial soil. Also, in accordance with the new interinm
Region IV Guidance (sea attached memo), the soil adherence
factor should be changed to a value in the 0.2 to 1.0
mg/square cm. range and the absorption factors should be
changed to 1.0% for organics and 0.1% for inorganics.

Response: Regarding the first portion of this comment on the three
receptor groups that should be evaluated, the following
response is offered: There are no station personnel
permanently assigned to any of these facilitiea under
investigation, and in fact, Units 10 and 16 are well
removed from buildings. A construction scenario will be
added to the baseline risk assessments for Units 5 and
17. It should be noted that at Unit 10, the only
excesdance of an action level was one detection of
dieldrin in a 10 to 12 foot deep sample, and that at Unit
16, none ¢f the analytes detected in the soil samples
exceeded the action lavals. The personnal exposure
scenario will be modified to 50 days/year, 8 hours/day
(400 hours/ysar). This is highly conservative given the
fact that the only unit which is close to station
buildings is Unit 5, which is located near a warshouse
facllity at which pecple are present only 1 to 2
hours/day (a total of 250 to 500 hours/year). The
ingestion rates, etc., are based on a full working day.

Soil samples collected from depths of less than about 3
fest were considersd as "surface" soil samples for the
routine personnel exposure scenarios, while all soil
sanplas collected from depths of up to 10 faet (which is
a typical EPA default depth) were considered for the
construction personnel exposure scenarios, even though
construction projects at the station rarely involve
excavation to this depth. Trus surface soil samples
(i.e., 0 to 3 inch depth) wers not collected at any unit

presented in this report.

-An average gt the recommended soil adherence factor range
(0.6 mg/cm®) will be used in conjunction with the
reconmended absorption factors of 1.0 ¥ and 0.1 % for all
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dermal contact acenarios. The intake and risk tables in
Sections 3 and 6 were revised accordingly.

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

Table 2-6. This tabla should reflect exposure assumptions for
the three populations listed in Comment #7. 1In addition to
the changes listed above, a more specific rationale should be
given for the selection of a PFI value of 0.10. )

Table 2-7. According to "Standard Default Exposure Factors"
and the RFI Guidance, a child population does not need to be
evaluated for ingestion of groundwater. Dslete the ingestion
rate and body weight references for children. (NOTR: This
conment was clarified with J. Xeller of ManTech on 06/08/92,
at which time HALLIBURTON NUS was instructed not to evaluate
children for any potential groundwater exposure route as the
risks are always lower than for adults.) )

Table 2-8. ¥hy was the maximum concentration detected in
surface water used in the calculation instead of the upper

confidence limit?

Table 2-9. Chemical-specific PC values should be used when
the data are available, otharwise the PC for water should be
used. The PC for water is 1E-03. Once again, why was the
maximum concentration in surface water used?

Response: Table 3=6 will be revised to include the proposed

receptor groups, with modifications as discussed in the
response to Comment 7. The rationale for the 0.1 FI term
(L.e., 10 mg/day) was revised to reflect the exposure
frequency of only 1 to 2 hours/day instead of 8 hours.

Table 2=-7 will be revised to eliminate references to
child receptors.

Table 2-8 indicates that the maximum surface water
concentrations were used for the surface water aexposurs
scenarios. The rationale varies for different sites and

will be clarified in the text, as followi:‘

. Unit 85 =~ No surface water samples wera
collected in 1991, theraefora the maxima from
preceding investigations were used to aveid
underestinating potential risks.

] Unit 10 = No more than 3 surface wvater samples
were collected from any one water body. In
fact, the only metals that exXcesded a human
health criterion (arsenic and marcury) were
found in only one of two samples collected
from Slocum Creek. With small sample sets,
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the upper 95% confidence limit can exceed the
naximunm detectad concentration, therefore the
naxima were used.

. Unit 16 - Two sanples wvera oollected from
Sandy Branch and two samples were collacted
from Slocum Cresk. Only chloroform exceeded a
human health c¢riterion, therafore tha sane
rationale regarding small sample sets applies

. Unit 17 = No surface water sanples were
collacted.

Table 2~9 used a 1988 EPA value for the dermal permeability
constant for water under the assumption that the flux of
dissolved chemicals (at low concentrations) is controlled by
the flux of water rather than by flux of a pure chemical. It
is inappropriate to apply a permeability constant for pure
chemical on the skin to a situation such as that which is
encountered at théese units where the concentrations of
chemicals is so low. See above discussion for tha use of the
maximum surface water concentrations in the calculations. The
permeability constant will be revised to 1E-03 cm/hr, and all
risk/intake tables will be revised accordingly.

Section 2.4.4.2, page 2-40, paragraph 3, third santence. The
sentence should be changed to read "Exposure duration is only
used for the caloulation of a lifetime cancer risk. The
approach for carcinogens is based on the assumption that a
high dose receivad over a short time is equivalent to a
correspondingly low dose spread over a lifetime. Therefore,
when calculating carcincgenic risk for adolescent trespassers,
an exposure duration of seven ysars (ages 8-14) will be used

in conjunction with the lifetime value of 70 years." '

Response: Text was modified as reguestad.

10.

Section 3.4.3, page 3-47, paragraph 3. Methylene chloride was
deteacted in sediment during ‘the preliminary site
investigation. Thare is no further mention of methylene
chloride in the document. Pleass provide an explanation for
elinminating this compound from the discussion when considering
the effects of sadiment on environmental receptors.

Rupcnu:' Methylene chloride was detected in the single upstream

sediment sample collected prior to 1990. However, these
data wera not subjected to data validation, and the
concentration of 11 ug/kg could potcntiall¥ be a result
of laboratory blank contaminatioen, Volatile organics,
particularly in an upstrean sample, could not be related
to the site. In addition, this low concentration is
highly unlikely to result in adverse ecological effects
if it were present and not a laboratory contaminant. The
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EPA concurred during the preparation of the Work Plan for
this Unit that volatile organics were not site-related
and would not be evaluated further in the RFI.

11. Section 3.6, page 3-47. Although most of the individual soil
constituents did not exceed their respective action levels in
the scresening level health assessment, the overall risk may
still deem that a CMS is reguired mince there were sc many
constituants detected in the soil. In accordance with Section
2.4.1, an evaluation of the chamical mixtures should be
completed before the chemicals that do not exceed their
respective action levels are excluded from the baseline risk
assessmant. .

Response: The onset of toxic or carcinogenic effects is unlikely to
occur at Unit 5 from the presence of ssvaral other
analytes at concentrations below the action levels.
Table 3-14 shows that the maximum concentrations of thase
other chemicals were, with two exceptions (lead and
vanadium), at least one order of magnitude below ths
action lavel and in many cases two or more orders of
magnitude below. In addition, the action levels are
based on the assumption of constant exposure in a
residential setting, which was considered unlikely to
occur at this facility since it is neither slated for
closure nor does the current master plan call for
development of housing in any of these areas. Therefore,
while there may be multiple chemicals detected at these
units (particularly Unit 5), the onset of adverss human
health affects is highly unlikely and therefore also
unlikxely that corrective measures would be regquired for
contaminantas other than the PCBs (which are present at
concentrations greater than the state cleanup goals)
since the chemicals considered in the risk assessment do
not pose an unacceptable risk under current land use
conditions. :

12. S8ection 3.7.3. The reviewer was able to duplicate the
carcinogenic risks and hazard quotients for soil exposure at
Unit 5. However, the exposure doses listed in Table 3=-16 only
show chronic daily intakes (intakes that ars averaged over the
period of exposure). These intakes are only appropriate for
calculating noncarcinogenic effects. The lifetime intakes
(intakes that are averaged over a lifetime of 70 years) should
also be presented in all exposure doss tables throughout. the
document so that carcinogenic risk can be readily verified.

¥When calculating risk from dermal exposure, toxicity values
that are axpressed as an administered dose (reference dose and
cancer slope factors) must be converted to an absorbed dose.
Rafer to Appendix A of the Risk Assessment Guidance for
Superfund, Volume I, for guidance on how to make this
conversion. A tablae should be included in the risk assessnent
that summarizes the adjusted toxicity values and absorption
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rate to make the adjustment, This commant applies to the
calculation of risk for all units.

Response: All lifetime intakes are presented in the spreadsheets in

13.

the appendices. HALLIBURTON NUS will add a footnote to
each of the intake tables indicating that the doses
presented are the chronic daily intakes, and that the
lifetime intakes can be found in the appropriate
appendix. In addition, the appendices containing the
lifetime intakes will also be refersnced in the text.

With respect to the second part of the comment regarding
the conversion of toxicity parameters for dermal
exposures, the following information is offered. While
HALLIBURTON NUS is familiar with Appendix A of Rimk
Assessment Guidance for Supaxfund, two alternative
approaches are possible. First, without absorption
information available for many of the chemicals of
concern at these units short of requesting such
information from ECAO (which can take months and often
requires the direct intervention of EPA personnel for a
contractor), we can make some assumptions. Absorption of
many of the halogenated aliphatics is almost complete
(e.g., 90 to 100 &), while information on other chemicals
is mparse to nonexistent in the literature/IRIS.
Therefore, since RAGS proposes the use of a 5 %
absorption for metals to be conservative, the 5 & figure
can be applied across the board. This would reduce the
reference dosas by a factor of 20, which would increase
the Hazard Quotient by a factor of 20. The same increase
would apply to the cancer risk.

The sacond option is in line with the latest dermal
absorption guidance document BEPA Headquarters (Rexmal
EX sure Asgesgment: Principles ang A ations, EPA
60/8=91/011b), published in January 1992, which offers
the following solution: to use the oral slope factors
and reference doses directly and to offer a strong
statement regarding the uncertainties involved in doing
so (page 10-10). :

qefal”

HALLIBURTON NUS proposes to add footnotes to the risk
tables to present the risks multiplied by a factor of 20
to account for some conservative dermal absorption
assumptions, with appropriate text in tha discuasion on
dose-response parameters. However, an additional
statement will be added to the uncertainty discussion in
Section 2.4.5 that discusses this issue.

Section 3.8.1.3, page 3-64, The RFI focuses on solls that are
less than five fest below the land surface (bls). Although
organic contaminants were infrequently detected at depths
greater than five feat bls, the text should include an -
explanation in this section as to wvhy leaching tests will not
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be used to assess the potantial for release of contaminants to
ground water from the deeper soils (5.5 = 10 feet bla). There
is a statement in Bection 2.4 that mentions that thase tests
may be conductad.

Response: At Units 5 and 17, the primary contaminants that will
drive the corrective measures are the PCBs in soil.
However, PAHs and AQieldrin were found at maximum
concentrations greater than the soil ingestion action
level. All these compounds are very insoluble, and are
not likely to be found in the groundwater (see Table 2-4
of the RFI report and the associated taxt). Fourteen
soil saxples wera collected from depths of greater than
5.5 feot, and the following contaminants were detected:
gamma~BHC in two samples at a maximum concentration of
8.1 pg/kg and heptachlor epoxide in one sample at a
concentration of 5.8 ug/kg. Based on these results,
there is minimal potential for leaching of contamination
at this site. '

14. Pages 6-1 through 6~4 were missing from the document.,

Response: Hopefully the reviewer was provided with copies of the
first page of text and two figures that make up the first
four pages of this section from another review copy
provided to the EPA., HALLIBURTON NUS apologizes for any
inconvenience this may have caused.

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 document.

Response: The text will be changed to reflect the proper units for
the cleanup goals. ,

16. Section 6.4.1, page 6~12. PCBs were detected in 14 of 17
surficial soil samples (0-0.5 f£t) and 4 of 5 shallow
subsurface soil samples (2-2.5 feet). PCBs were not detected
in the single deep subsurface soil sample 3-3.5 ft) that was
collected. However, the deep sample was collected from the

- ‘boring that also did not have a hit at the shallow subsurface
soil depth. B8ince PCBs wars detected in 4 out of the 5
shallow subsurface soil locations, it is recommended that
additional soil samples be collected from the 2.5 +«3.5 ft
dapth interval to fully delineate the extent of contamination.

Response: Additional scil sampling is felt to be unnecessary at
this site prior to baginning the CMS. The deapast soil
sanple collected at this site (178017-0335) was found to
not contain PCBs. In addition, the shallower sample from
this boring (178017-0325) 4id not contain PCBs. However,
the surface sample collected from this location (178017~
0005) contained the fourth highest concentration of PCBs
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(average of 10,000 ug/kg in duplicate samples). This
boring is also located in the area of overall highest PCB
concentrations located Iimmediately upstream of the
oil/water separator. All of the soil collected from
depths of 2 to 2.5 feet contained less than $ ng/kg total
PCBs, which is thae stata ocleanup standard in
nonresidential areas, This area would be included in the
remediation. If additional sampling is necessary, it may
loue1 performed during the design phase rather than delaying
e QMS,



