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Nr. Jerry Stamps, Engmeermg Assoclate ’ Navy/Marines May 2004

Comments from :
S Hazardolis Waste Permitting Section
S . Division of Hazardous and Infectious Waste Management
Bureau of Land and Waste Management .

SCDHEC June 23, 2003,

Based'on meeting mlnutes

smce August 2003.

General Comment A-comparison: to Industrial-Use .SOIl ‘PRGs is presented for Sites 5, 9,

18C, 27, and 35. - The Department does. not agree with-the approach of assessing sites to.

lndustnal standards Accordlng to the Department’s Bureau of Land and Waste Management
Assessment and Remedlatlon Criteria, all sites must be assessed to-residential standards (i.e.
ReSIdennal Use Sorl PRGs). - This document was developed as a means of ensuring a
conSIStent methodology concerning: the assessment of corrective actlon sites within South

Carolina. . Consequently, please remove compansons to |ndustr|al standards from this’

N

document

Resg'onse- All sites were assessed to residential standards. Sites'under a currentindustrial
setting. 'were - also compared to mdustrlal standards ~as. well as. residential standards.
Residential development of these areas is not currently under consnderatlon by the Depot and
is‘not likely to be considered inthe future. Consequently, comparison to industrial standards
. was deemed appropriate. Furthermore this. practice is consistent with the mternal SCDHEC,

memorandum referenced by the reviewer SCDHEC 1995.. On page 2 of the memorandum, it

is stated:

“Inherent in-the risk-assessment process is an assumption of future exposure scenarios.
The exposure scenario assumptions may be based on a.future residential use or
cont/nued industrial use of the property in question.” ‘

\ Additlonally, on-page 3 of thei SCDHEC internal memorandum:‘

‘MCRD should unders’tand» that the intent of

| the comment:was to point out the fact that
- the sites Were not fully-delineated during the' |

CS/Stphase. As outlined in the Bureau’s
Assessment and Remediation Criteria, the
MCRD can choose to delineate-the SWMUs
based on residential: screening levels
{PRGs) or approved background levels. . -
After fully delineating the site, a-risk
assessment (qualitative-and/or quant|tat|ve)

| can be conducted to account for various

exposure scenarios. Once COCs are ;

| -identified, the MCRD can present welght of

evidence to support their recommended final
remedy. Howeéver, it is important fo note
that sites where an-industrial level
remediation is selected will require land use
controls:to assure that the-exposure

-assumptions used to select the remedy

remain consistent for the life of the remedy .

Itis |mportant that the assessment is

| complete prior to conducting a risk

assessment.or recommending a final

remedy for a site. Dunng or after completion :
of the risk assessment it is-appropriate to
consider land use controls-asatoolin
makinga risk management.decision fora

less than residential clean up.” Certain

| exceptions have been made to allow a’

facility to assess.a site to industrial

screening levels (PRGs).- This scenario was
appropriate due to the fact that the area was
historically heavily industrialized, the site is

-As stated in Sect|on 1.2 of th.e

SI/CS. Report, the purpose of
the SI/CS was to‘determine

| whether contaminant releases
| -have occurred -and-whether.

further-investigation‘or action is

- requnred versus full dellneatlon

SCHDEC has objected to-

- comparison of site
characterization 'sample results
- to industrial PRGs; and-

Navy/MCRD has.agreed to drop

| the comparisonin:a revised
 ‘document.. ‘Remaining
. comparisons to residential

PRGs, SSLs'for migration to

| “groundwater (DAF=1),.and EPA

- Region 4-ecologic screening <«
criteria for all sites; and

' comparisons to site -
background, SSLs-for migration

to air, for most sites, will remain.

expected to remain industrial in the future




.

“The Bureau will also-allow remediation to industrial risk-based concentrations provided

- appropriate institutional ‘contr‘ols are applied to- the site. " Institutional ‘controls ' are

s neceséary for remediation: to industrial risk-based concentrations to ensure the industrial
exposure assumptions remain applicable to the site.”

As a result, analytical data from Sites 5 and 9 ar'ld SWMUs 27 and 35 analytical data were.

,additiona'lly compared to industrial criteria. Please note that these sample results indicate a

“worst-case scenario” because a: biased sampling approach was used.. Under a blased

samplmg approach (commonly used for. S} .and RFA sampling: activities), samples are |
: collected in-areas where contamination s likely to ”pe the highest (e.g., source areas. and

) mlgratlon pathways) The companson of: analytical results indicates that even under these
“worst-case scenarios,” minimal nsk to industrial receptors are present at Sites 5 and 9 and
'SWMUs 27 and 35.

due to past contamination, the site was
within a larger area ‘of contamination where
aresidential use restricion had already

been placed. In this situation; industrial use °

restrictions areinherent during investigation
and as .aportion of the:final remedy

Due to the environmental settlng, and
relatively lowlevels of contamination

throughout the' MCRD, this type-of exception |

is not applicable. Therefore, as mentioned
above, the sites must be.assessed to’
residential PRGs:or an approved
background level: prior to-making any
determination regardmg a site remedy. The

.response 10.this comment and. all others
*should be revised accordingly.

General: - The purpose of Conflrmatory Sampllng (CS) is to determine the- presence or
absence of contamination. The Department believes: it to be premature to select land use
controls based upon limited: sampllng as prowded in.a CS. Firstof all, contamination detected
“above residéntial standards. during the CS stage indicates the need-to proceed to an RCRA
Facilities lnvestigation (RFI). Secondly, land use controls ‘are necessary- for -areas- of
contamination in excessr of the acceptable tisk range. assuming a“residential scenario. With
these two points. in mind, -an RFI -is necessary to fully dehneate the nature and. extent of
contamlnatlon prior to-the selectlon of land use controls asa part of the-final remedy in order
o determlne the extent of the property requiring land use controls. Consequently, those
- specific sites for which fand use controls were proposed must proceed to an RFI. Pending the
results of the .RFI, it may be determined that the risk posed by these sites is within the

acceptable risk range and land-use controls will not be necessary.

Furthermore, -the selection of land use controls is to_ be conducted in conjunctlon with the_
selection of the final, remedy. By selectmg land use controls at this stage of the corrective
action process the land use controls themselves become the final remedy This is contrary to

The Department does: not-concur with the
rationale that the recommended land use. .
controls were not intended to'serve as a
final remedy.for the site. ' However; the
Department concurs that add|t|onal
investigation is needed based on the results
from'the CS/SI sampllng atSWMUs 4, 5, 7,
9, 16,13, and soil removal at SWMU 27.

- The Depariment interprets “actlvme_s in

support of clean closure” to be -
recommendation. of further investigation.

o . Site/SWMU 4--no analytical samples
were taken around Hummock, which
is indicated as a potential location of
the fire-training pit. Thougha .
reasonable approach for verifying
any potential gross contamination,
the-lack of visual evidence is not .,
sufficient evidence to Jjustify no
samples. Please indicate why no

-samples were analyzed from this
area to assess potential -

The intent of ‘activities in

 support of clean closure’ is site-

specific-and'is described in
detailin the bulletlistinthe -
original Response in column 1
of thistable.

-+ Site/SWMU4 - Per
the workplan, -
Appendix:C relates .
results of a test pitting
mvestlgatlon and

identifies locations for

two soil samples
which were-collected
in the next phase of
field work.. . Appendix
C also described that
the -depth- horizons for
the samples would be
determined by PID.
There-was no special
provision for surface
soil sampling.




-

the intent of‘ the Ia’n‘duse controls as outlined in EPA RegiOn 4 policy Assuring Land ‘Use
. Controls at Federal Facrlrtres dated Aprrl 21 1998, which states “We continue to regard LUCs

prlmanly as .components .of,or - enhancements to, remedies: which employ treatment that
' reduces: toxicity, mobrlrty, or volume as-a prrncrpal element.” One must also consider that by
selectrng the. land use controls at this stage (i.e., land-use controls as the final remedy) the
publrc partrmpatron in'the selectron of the final remedy-is crrcumvented

Resgon The land- use controls suggeste’d'for“\\s’ites ‘5 and 9 and SWMUs 27 and 35 were.

not rntended 16 be afinal: remedy As stated in the conclusrons for these srtes reevaluation of

the srtes/SWMUs would .be consrdered in the-event that residential development of the areas ‘

were fo be consrdered However based on comments from U.S; EPA and other regulatory
r "agencres the Navy/Depot has revised the: initial. recommendations of the Sl sites: The Navy
: recommends activities to support clean.closure at Sites 4, 7, 9/16, 13C, and 27 within the next

2 years an’'RI/RE} for Srte 5 and.no- action/no further actron at this time at SWMU- 35 The:| .

recommendatro/ns are further detalled as follows. -

L Site 4‘,-— No actidn/no further action is recommended for both soil and groundwater.
lOrganic compounds ‘were  not deteoted in ‘su’bsurface soil’ and groundwater
. Addrtronally, detected. rnorganrc compounds were below or just above established
: ‘MCRD Parrrs isiand scil background values or below federal MCLs. Consequently,
clean closure for this srte is sought
e i Site’5= Due to the: potentral presence of wastes in the subsurface portion of the site,
an RI/RFlis. recommended to determine whether wastes are present
e Srte 7= To support clean closure- of the ‘site; -an Extended Sl is recommended for
groundwater Extended S activities' would consrst of installation and samplrng of
_one:permanent. monitoring well 50 feet downgradient of the former-fire training pit.
" Groundwater sam‘pling parameters would consist of VOCs, SVOCs, and inorganics.
~Soil remov,al is-recommended. ‘ _ ' _
. Sitef9/Site'16 = To support clean ,closure of the site, an Extended Sl followed by a
Focused FSis recommended. Extended Sl activities would consist' of :

z Sampling of soils underneath the ‘concrete ‘slab south of Building 835 where ‘

contamination. The background data-'
used to-eliminate COPCs was'not
approved by the Depariment for use:
atthese:sites. Please refer to Susan
Byrd’s evaluation of the response to
risk assessment comments for further
detail. - Additionally, there is'not
rationiale provided for not analyzrng

- surface soil.samples.

Site/SWNU-5- The Department -._

- ‘agrees with the recommendation for
~an‘RIRFI:: However, the discussions
~ of industrial PRGs should be

removed since they are-not relevant
to the decision to further investigate.

Site/SWMU 7- The Department

agrees-with the recommendation for

-an extended CS/SI. This -

investigation shouild include a scils
investigation to delireate the nature

-and extent of contamination.

Addrtronally, the fate of the piping ",
shotild be determined in the
investigation. -

Site 13C/SWMU 13- The Department

-agrees withthe recommendatron for

an extended CS/SI. However, the

" _discussions ofindustrial PRGs
' should'be removed since they are

not relevant 1o the decision to further
investigate.
SWMU 27-1n order for the

: Department to concurwith'asoil

removal at this site, additional
information is:needed. The nature

‘and extent'of contamination (vertical -
and horizontal) should-be delineated .| .

prier.to- or-during.a soil removal. The
environmental setting at the site
needs clarification.  Specifically, a
map detailing the paved verses non-
paved areas should be provided.

. Additionally, please clarrfy why only.a .
" portion of the parade deck was
~“investigated during the. CS/Sl.

SWMU 35- The Department does not

Site/SWMU 5 —
~discussion of -,

industrial PRGs will
be.removed..
Site/SWMU 7 =An

. -extended CS/Sl'has
-occurred and is:

currently being

-interpreted.: During-

the workplan

..~approvals for the-

additional field work,

-"MCRD:-and Navy.

.. ‘agreedtoworkwith . |
" the Partnering Team:
‘o :address. the buried -

pipe-prior to
requestrng
concurrence with a

final corrective action.

Site 13C/SWMU 13—

" Anextended CS/SI

has.occurred and is’
currently being .

“interpreted. - The
-discussion-of -
“industrial PRGs wrll

be removed.

S SWMU27 =
. “Additional nature and .

extent data will be

“collected during the

soil removal. A map

- |dentrfy|ng
" paved/unpaved areas -

will be provided.

_Finally, the workplan
specified three soil. -

samples to be
collected based on’
locations of historic
transformer storage;

Lversus:an ¢

investigation to

include representation

of all parade’deck




paints were formerly stored.
- Installatlon of three plezometers to determine groundwater flow d|rect|on
- Installatlon ‘and sampllng of -orie- monitoring well 50 feet downgradlent of the

srte Sampllng would be performed for VOC, SVOC; pestlmde and morganlc ,

analyS|s .

o Site 13C — To support.clean closure of? the site, an Extended Sl is. recommended.

ExtendedSl sampllng activities would consist of installation of pem,ranent momtonng

wells,_ (three total) in ‘the vicinity of temporary well locations PAI-b4-GW-01, PAI-04-

GW-02, and PAI- 1SC‘GW 02. - - The “monitoring wells . would be-'sampled for

< _lnorganlcs based on exceedances observed from previous S| samplmg Addrtlonally,‘
based on' discussions -during. the December 2001 Partnenng Team meeting, four

- surface water. samples will be collected from- Ballast Creek- adjacent to the site. Two
i samples W|lI be callected during; high tide to represent potential surface water inflow
into’ the mon|tor|ng wells - and- two: samples will be collected during. low. tide to
represent potentlal groundwater rmpacts to the surface water The samples will be
composrtes collected .over an approxrmate 2-hour penod The:« samples will be

o analyzed fori lnorganlcs

o SWMU 27 - Soil removal is recommended. - Public partICIpatlon with this actlonr

would be.solicited through the publlshlng of a Proposed Plan followed by a public
[ comment periad. .
o SWMU35=No act|on/no further action is recommended at this time. SWMU'35'is
an active RCRA unit and .soil will"be addressed upon frnal closure of the SWMU
. (We. note that EPA has recently already indicated that they have a different
‘recollection of the conclusion developed for this site).

agree with the recommendation for

no further action at this site:’ Since

- .the site‘is :an active DRMO there'is
" potential for-additional releases

based on current operations.
Therefore, the Department cannot
make a no further action
determination at this time. Typically,
the Department defers a final :

decision on similar sites untilthe site. - g

operations cease; and the potential
for additional release no Ionger
exists: At that time the nature and
extent of contamination is
determined.

areas. ..
SWMU-35 - MCRD
and Navy will defer
recommendation ‘on
this site-until site":
operations.cease.
EPA has collected:
additional sampling
data that will be

incorporated into the

report revision.. .

Comment: General. As_ stated in ‘comment #2, the detection of contarninants :above |

residential Standards- necessitates the need for an RFI. The Department has determined that

- an-RFl is necessary for sites 5, 9, 27, and 35. ,inorder to define the nature and extent of

‘ contamination. The Department is willing to discuss this at the next Tier I Team Meeting.
Response: As ‘stated. in the' response to bvcom‘ment 2, the Navy/Depot hasrevised the

recommendations of the Sl sites. The Navy recommends activities to support clean closure at

Response to General Comment 3.
See evaluation-to General-Comment #2

See response to General
Comment #2.




- Site'9 and SWMU 27 within the next 2 years an RI/RFI for Slte 5, and o action/no further |

action at this time at SWMU 35.

Comment: ‘Figure 42 Sectlon 4.1 references Figure 4 2 to demonstrate the progresswn of
fill. act|V|t|es at Site' 5. However such progressron is not clearly identified in said flgure

" Please clarify. . : 4 : N
.Response
of il actlvrtles however, this progressnon is not'demonstrated as clearly in the plctures after
reproduction. The next to-the last sentence of the first paragraph of Section 4.1 will be
deleted. . Additionally, Figure 4-2 will be removed from the report.

Agreed The quality of the onginal photographs dlstmgmshes the progress:on'

Besponse to Comment #4 -

See evaluation to General Comment #2
regarding SWMU-7. Though-a magnetic

~ survey was not conducted to-determine the

location of the pipes, additional information
is needed. - Since the pipes were a part of
the fire training activities, and the'MCRD has
not provided evidence that the piping has
been removed, and no longer serves as a
potential source.of contamination, the
extended CS/Sl should mvestlgate the
piping.

-

See response to General
Comment #2. :

Comment: Section 5:1 Page 5-1 3rd paragraph. Please describe if @ magnetic survey was

conducted to determine the location of the pipes-{(if they remain underground) to ensure that
the correct area was |nvest|gated i

‘Resgonse :
Training Pit. was- identified through hlstorlcal aerial photographs and confirmed through an

A magnetlc survey was not conducted. The Iocatlon of the Page Field Fire

lnterwew with.a fire flghter who trained in the area in the early 1970s This information will be
added to Sect|on 5.1,

Comment: Sectlon 6 7, Page 6—10 Th|s sectlon is- recommending a pathforward for Site 16 ]

WIthOut presenting data to support this recommendatlon If a recommendation is to be made,

please‘incorporate the supporting data. S -

Response:
Step.condticted: by McClelland Engineers. Information from this report was summarized-in the

Site 16:was investigated in 19838‘du'rtng the Remedial Investigation Verification

textof Section:6.0-as follows: : . >
. Site'Background lricluded in Section 6.1
e RIVS Sampling Results and Recommendatlon Sectlon 622
e . Sampling Iocatlons -'Figure 6-1. '
o Subsurface soil boring.logs —Appendix A
However, the results of the Site 16 sampling wrll be also added as a table similar in fonnat as

Table 6-3. Furthermore raw analytlcal data will be added to Appendlx A.

-

\




. Comment Page 6-10, footnote typographlcal error. Please revise the phrase “no-furthef’ to

7. —
“no-further actron"
Response Agreed ‘ , )

8! Comment Section 9.6.1.2, Page 9-6, 2nd paragraph. “This section states that, “phthalates R‘esgonse to‘rComment £8 The.subject statement will be
are ubIQUItOUS in'the enwronment due to plastlc wastes” If this were true, the Department IP ;5352;?2:;?6 ﬁg&%ﬁ;ﬁi;’;i;fﬁiﬁe removed'f\rornmth‘e d00ument.
‘would observe a more widespread phthalate problem throughout the <corrective action sites | the explanation: provided:- Therefore, it is EPA has callected some
within-the state of South. Carollna Consequently, the Department does not agree with the ::ﬁ?& Zje?rgfnjttr:]; Lg]ceufntzlﬁmirg d?t?onally, aﬂ?g:’?:cl;apgggg ﬁ?tf)athheat
statement |n quest|on Furthermore though the Department recognizes that phthalates may| ‘see-evaluation of General Comment #2 report revision.:
be detected due to. sample handling procedures and laboratory analysis, such' cases: must be regarding SWMU 35. _ '
proved: T . s h
Res Eonse Phthalates are a man-made chemical that are used to help make plastics soft" ‘

‘and flexrble and: can be found in-commen products such as shower curtains, raincoats, bowls,
car mtenors vmyl fabncs floor tiles.. For the one phthalate '(di-N- butyl phthalate) that -
exceeded a screenmg criterion at SWMU 35, specific uses include_use in insect repellant, .
aftershave lotion; hair products and food packagmg Due:to their numerous commercial uses,

) phthalates are:widespread in the environment (ATSDH 1992)." :

'>=Please note:that the ‘recommendations for thrs site are belng mOdIerd to reflect the current
active status

9. Comment Section 9.1, Page 9-1. Please state what types of materials-are ‘stored at the |

DRMO salvage yard during-current operatlons '
Flesgonse The followmg text will be added to thls sect|on “The type of wastes that may be
accumulated at the srte consist of paint, pestlcrdes batterles fuels; used oails, transformers,

. capacitots, and-other similar wastes from MCRD Parris Island.

Comments from Susan Byrd, SCDHEC Risk Assessor

1.

-~ Comment: The Confirmatory Sampling Report presents' Marine Corps-Recruit Depot (MCRD). |

Parris Island soil background values for inorganic analytes as screening critefia. - The soutce
of these background values.is the Tetra Tech NUS .Inc. (1999) MCRD Parris Island Site 3
Remedial: Investigation' (RI)/RCRA Facilities Investigation (RFI). -Please provide information
regarding the locations of these samples and a description .of the soil type and sample type

- Original: Comments 1 and-6 request
additional background information. The
" response to comments states that the
information will be attached as Table 4-
1-and Appendix H. No attachments

-The additiorial information will

be submitted. The information.

s the same: as was provided
andaccepted-as Appendix H to-

help. conclude the November

(i-e., surface soil, ‘subsurface soil, or sediment). - Since MCRD: currently does not have an

were included in the respohse to

2004 RI/RF! for Site/SWMU 45.




‘approved background study, the-samples-used for background comparrson may not be of a

comparable nature to'the samples collected at SWMU 53.
Response: “Table 4-1'— Summary- of Detected ‘Background- Concentratrons and Appendrx A-

- 12~ Background Sample-Description; Locations; and. Supporting. Collection Data - from the

RFI/RI for Site/SWMU 3 are attached to thrs letter and-will be packaged as an appendrx to the

" 8l/CS Report. .
.In_addition, Appendix H - Technlcal Memorandum for Determrnatlon of Typical- DDT

Application - Rates from the  RI/RF! for 'Site/SWMU 1" and - Appendix F-4 — Technical
Memorandum-.for ‘Determination:: of Typical Facility Pesticide - Concentrations from the
Site/SWMU- 3'is also attached ‘to-this letter and will be included in the previously indicated
'SI/CS Report appendrx

commenits. - Before the comment
resolution can be completed, the
Department requests that the addltlonal
information be submitted.

=

Comment Itiis not: appropnate to.use EPA Reglon 9 Industrial PRGs in the screening stage
of-corrective action in‘order-to eliminate Chemicals of ‘Potential Concerns (COPCs).
Response: - Agreed — based on Partnenng Team agreement at the November 11-12 meeting:

. However, the Navy did |nd|cate a: desire to continue to Use rndustnal screenlng values: for -

|Ilustratrve purposes ‘The team did not-object.

3.

‘SWMU 4 = DredgeSporIs Area Fire Training Pit:"

r

Comment; 3.7 Conclusrons/Recommendatrons ‘Pp-3-10
Background valties from SWMU:3 may-not be;appropriate to use for SWMU 4. Please prowde

‘ - additional information to justify that a valid. comparison can be made (see Comment #1).

Resmns .See tesponse to General Comment 1.

4.

SWMU 5u—~-Former,Pa|nt~ Shop Dlsposal Area:

Comment: 6.1 Surface Soll, pp: 4-4

Itis not appropriate to.use-industrial screening: values (see Comment #2)

Resgons See response‘to General Comment 2

Comment 461 1:VOGCs, pp.-4-5 ‘

Detected concentratlons of VOCs are consrdered to be laboratory contarninants, however,
EPA gmdance on - commbon Iaboratory contaminants is. not used -to justify this conclusion.
Please: revise the report to-include applicable information, as describéd-in ‘Risk Assessment

‘Guidance:. for - Superfund (RAGS); to defend this -conclusion, -ircluding concentration.

requirements-in.-method blanks: ‘Pléase revise the text accordingty.‘

L
Response: The text will be revised to rndlcate that the subject VOCs may be laboratory

*- contaminants.. The confirmatory evaluation proposed by SCDHEC is beyond the scope of this
document.  The conclusion drawn.in this' section ‘of:the document will ‘be revised to state |
‘Because of the low:con¢entrations and: low rate -of -occurrence of VOCs observed-in surface

soils at this:site, and because VOCs were. not detected-in-adjacent sediment, VOCs in soil will
not be considered further.” Note that the site is being retarned for-an RFI/RI.

Original Comments 5, 11 and 18
request additional information’prior to - -
justifying that VOCs-originated as

" laboratory-contaminants.. ‘According to.

EPA-guidance; the level of the common

lab contaminant detected in the sample - |

should be compared to theJevel -
detected in the blank sample. If the
blank contains detectable levels of
common lab-contaminants; then the
sample results should be considered

positive only if the concentrations in the . ‘

sample exceed 10 times:the maximum

amount detected in any blank. 1fthe

SMWU 5 is being retained for

an RI/RFL. The EPA's ‘5x and

| 10x rule will. be Used'in that

investigation:to'make

“determinations ‘about laboratory

contamination.. Forthe revised»

_SI/CS report, the text:will be
“ revised to state that the subject

VOCs ‘may’ be laboratory
contaminants.




" blank eontains one or more compounds |

that are not considered common lab .
contaminants, then the results should. -

be considered positive only if the

compound in the site sample exceeds

+ five times the maximum-amount

detectedin any blank." Please include
laboratory blank.information-in

relationship/to EPA’s “5x'and 10x rule”.

6. COmment 461 3Pestrcrdes/PCBs pp 4-7 ‘
. The  text 'states that: “Because. pesticide  concentrations . are conS|stent with typical

with this” ‘conclusion. . “No “typical concentrations: “related -to prior base-wide pesticide
apphcatlon are given or referenced othet than the SWNMU 3 RFI.

accordlngly .
Resgon : See Response to General Comment 1.

" concentrations: found throughout MCRD Parris. Island related: to prior. base-wide pesticide '
. appllcatron pestICIdes in:soil:will not be conSIder,ed further”. The Department does not-agree | -

In-order to justify a base- |
. wide pesticide application exemption; additional data needs to be presented, |nclud|ng records
of types of pestncndes used dates of use, storage, and appllcatlon rates. Please revise the text‘

- Original Commients 1 and-6 request.

additional background information.  The
response to commenits states'that the

“information will be attached as ‘Table-4-

1 and Appendix H. ‘No attachments
were:included in the response to
comments: Before the.comment
resolution can be:completed; the
Departiment requests that the addltlonal
mformatlon be submitted.

“TFhe addltlonal information will '

be submitted.: The information .

1-is'the same as was:provided
and: accepted as Appéndix H to

help:conclude the November

| 2004-RI/RFI for Site/SWMU 45;

7. Comment. 461 4 Inorganlc Pp-4-7 :
A statement is-made"that: “Because Site '5 is located- in :an lndustnal area and only minor
exceedances “of industrial-use soil PRGs: were  observed, inorganics in soil will not be
- considered further for human health purposes”.
- screening :(see-Comment #1). ‘Pléase refrain from using qualitative terms. Tike “only: minor
exceedances” in. the future. - The Depattment does not agree with: this conclusion. - Please
‘revise the text accordlngly ey
Resganse. ‘The'subject sentence wrll be:deleted from the document.

Industrial ‘PRGs: should not: be used for

8. . .Comment: 4.7 Concliisions/Recommendations, pp.4-10 :

The'text states: “Under current industrial conditions; chemicals'in the 'soil and sedrment at Site
-5 only: pose-a.minor. threat.to human health”; ‘The Departrent does not understand the-intent
“of this statemant. If an- lndustnal cleanup:is: intended for this SWMU, it must be taken through
the Corrective Meastres Study (CMS) phase, with Land Use Controls (LUCs) as part of the
final remedy.: Please explain the intent of this statement.

Response: ' The statement can be deleted. The Partnerlng Team preVIoust agreed that an
RF{/Rlis requwed for this site.

. SWMU 7 - P‘age Field Fire Training Pit:

9, Comment 5:6.1 Subsurface Sotl pp. 5-6
- “The Department does:-not- agree with taking the average concentratlon of :an initlal and
- duplicatesample and using the ayerage value for screening purposes. Please revise the text
accordingly.
Response: . The sentence will be  revised as- shown
chromium’s soil o- groundwater value of 2 mg/kg and ESV of 0.4 mg/kg, however the average

These concentratrons exceed -




!

and 5.9 mi /k ) are each approxrmately equal to the srte background concéntration of 6.2

:»mg/kg

i esults for thls samgle and its duglrcate (6 3 makg |

[T

Comment 5:6.2 Groundwater Pp-5-8 :

Please refrain: from makrng qualitative statements like “few |norganrc analytes exceeded
human health screening : criteria” in the future.
conSIdenng inorganicsin groundwater Please revise the text accordingly. .

.:Response: The:conclusion drawn in thrs section, of the document will be revrsed to-state

‘Becduse -of the -fow. congentrations. and low rate of ‘oceurrence: of inorganics observed in

‘ groundwater at this site, and becaiise coricentrations did  not- exceed ESVs, organics in

groundwater ‘will-not‘be considered - further’ Note that the site .is- being retained for an

" extended Sl including: instaliation and sampling.of an:additional. permanent monitoring well.-

This is. not sufficient justification -for- not

SWMU 8 Parnt Waste Storage Area and SWMU 16 Pestrcrde Rinsate Disposal Area::

1:1 .

“‘Chloroferm:ar

. doeument.

-groundwater; consequently VOCs-in' soil- will not be consrdered further.’

Comment: 6611VOCspp 66 .

conclusion {see Comment #5).. The Department cannot agree wrth this concIUSIon as stated.

- Please revise the text accordingly. ,
*Resgon : The-téxt will be ‘revised to.indicate that the subject VOCs "may’ be- laboratory

contamrnants The confirmatory. evaluation proposed by SCDHEC is:beyond the scope of this
The conclusron -drawn-in ‘this ‘section of the document will be revised to state
‘VOCs were detected at lowlevel' concentrations in"soil and were not detected in Site 9

being. retalned for excavatlon

L)

1 tetrachloride -are. concluded to be Iaboratory contamrnants but EPA
‘gurdance for.-determ ing -commion. laberatory contaminants is:inot ‘followed ‘to justify- this

‘Note that the site is

Original Cornments 511and 18"
‘request addrtronal mfonnatron prior to.

justifying that VOGCs originated as {
laboratory-contaminants. According to

EPA guidance, the level of the common
. lab-contaminant detected inthe sample

should be compared-o the level
detected inthe blank sample. “if the -
blank contains detéctable levéls of

.- commonlab:contaminants, then the-

sample résults:should-be considered

- positive-only if the concentrations in the |

sample exceed 10 times the maximum
amount detectedin any blank. If the

blark containg one or more-compounds |-

that are not considered common lab
contaminants, then the fesults should
be considered positive only ifithe

. compound in-the site sample exceeds

five-times the maximum.amount

. detected in any blank. - Please include

laboratory blank information in
relationship’to EPA’s “5x and 10x rule”.

Site 9 is being retainedf for -

‘| exeavation.: The.EPA's ‘5x and
1 10x rule will-be'used in the.

confirmation report foliowing

.. that action fo make.
. determinations about:laboratory .
contamlnatron ‘For the revised

SI/CS report; the text will be
revised'to state that the subject
VOCs. ‘may’ ‘be laboratory
contaminants.. -

12.

Comment: 6.6.1.2.8VOCs, pp: 6-7
The text states: “Runoff from-Boki‘and Atsugi Street are a likely source of PAHs at Site 9”

The Department does not:concur with this conclusion. ~Not enough information is’ provided

regardlng -control sampllng ‘and . anthropogehic background to justify: this decision. PAHs
should be'retained in'the REl. - Please revise the text accordingly.
Besporise: - In- the ‘text: cited by SCDHEC, ‘likely’ will be replaced with . pOSSIbIe A

confirmatory evaluation suggested by SCDHEC is beyond the 'scope-of this document. - The

conclusion for this site already proposes excavation, as previously agreed by the Partnering .

~Team. Excavatron will be- evaluated in a Focused Feasrbrlrty Study: For whatever active




remedy is ultimately selected; conflrmatron sampllng, |nclud|anAHs w1l| be necessary

118,

Commient: - 6.6.1.3.Pesticides; pp. 6-8
Do not use-industrial PRGs for-screening. Revrse text ‘accordingly. Pestrmdes and a PCB

_' - ‘exceeded residential PRGs and ESVs, therefore these chemicals must be taken through the
" RFl.phase.

:Response:. The d|scu53|on already mcludes comparlson to both' residential and lndustnal
PRGs; and no-potential COPCs are eliminated based on comparison to industrial values. The
© conclusion for this site already proposes éxcavation, as previously agreed by the Partnering |

Team. *Excavation will be-evaluated in a'Focused Feasibility ‘Study: -For whatever active

. remedy.is ultimately ¢ selected conf|rmat|on sampling, |nclud|ng PAHs and pesticides, will be

necessary.-

4.

.Comment: 6.6.1.4 lnorganlc pp- 6-9:

Pledse refrain from- using qualitative statements: llke glven .-minor.exceedances of industrial-

use: human health screening .criterion, inorganics W|Il not. be considered further for soil” for

justifying cleanup decisions.. The departmernt does: not concur with screenmg out chemicals
that-exceed residential screening criteria or ESVs. ‘Pledse revise text accordingly.

.- Response:  The:sentence. cited by. SCDHEC will be revised as follows: “Inorganics will not be

-considéered further for.soil.” Regardrng SCDHEC’s concern about screening out inorganics, the
’conclusron for this ‘sife_already:proposes excavation, as previously. agreed by the Partnering
Team. Excavation will-be evaluated in & Focused Feasibility Study. This remedy would-be
antlcrpated to address the low concentration'i inorganics.

15..

Comment: ‘6.7 Conclusions/Recommendations, pp. 6-10 i

The Department ‘does ‘not: agree with the decision to screen out contamlnants based on
industrial: PRGs. Please-revise text accordingly. -.

Response: - Section 6.7 does not discuss.the screenrng out of contammants The conclu3|on
for: this: site "already. proposes ‘excavation; as previously. agreed by the Partnering Team.
Excavation will be evaluated in a Focused FeaSIbl|lty Study.

’1 6.

.1 Surface Soil; pp: 7-7

‘Commient:. 7. )
Do:not use industrial PRGs for sereening. Revrse the:text accordmgly

Response: The ‘discussion alréady. includes comparison:to both residential and industrial PRGs,
and-no potential COPCs are eliminated ‘based on'comparison-to industrial valueg/ The conclusion
for this site-already. proposes groundwater and surface water samplmg, and sediment samphng, as
previously-agreed by the Partnering Team.

17,

Comment: 8.6 SI/CS and Historic Analﬁ ical Results, pp.-8-3

Do notuse. use indusfrial PRGs for screening. ‘Revise: the text accordingly.

Response:: The discussion already includes comparison to both residential and industrial
PRGs; and only two detections of BaP are indicated-as exceeding-a residential use PRG while
being.below the industrial PRG. However, PAH detections at this site ‘are already,identified as

likely attributable ‘to-asphalt, and this. is the reason’ provided for screening out PAHs. The.
conclusion . for thrs site - already proposes soil.-excavation, as prev10usly agreed by the

Partneting Team.

18.

Comment:: 8:6.1 VOCs, pp 8-4 ‘
Chloroform ‘and  carbon tetrachloride are:-concluded to be laboratory contaminarits but EPA
guidarice fof determrnrng common laboratery contaminants is not.followed in order to justify

- this conglusion (seé: Comment #5). - The Department cannot agree WIth this conclusion as
stated. Please revise the text accordmgly .

Original Comments 5, 11.and 18

" requiest.additional information prior to
- justifying that VOCs originated'as

laboratory contaminants. ‘According-to

EPA guidance, the level of the commion

[ SWMU 27 is being retained for
| excavation. The EPA’s ‘5x-and

10x rule will be used in-the
confirmation report following
that action to-make

10
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‘Resgonse. ‘The text will be reVIsed to |nd|cate that the subject VOCs ! may be laboratory

contaminants.  The confirmatory evaluation proposed by SCDHECG .is beyond the scope of this

- document. " The. conclusion drawn in this section -of: the dociment will be revised to state

‘Because of the low concentrations and low rate of occurrence.of VOCs observed in soils at
this site; VOCs in ‘soil ‘will not-be considered further.” ' Note that the site is already being
retained for excavatlon by prior agreement of the Partnering Team.

‘ Iab'contaminant detected in the sample
-~should be compared to the level .
_detectedin'the blank-sample. lfthe

blank contains detectable levels of
common lab contaminants, then the
sample results should be-considered

positive only if-the concentrations in the.

sample exceed 10 times the-maximum
amount detected in any blank. [f the

/

“’blank contains one or more compounds:
_ that are not considered common lab

contaminants, thefi the restilts should

: be-considered positive only if the

compound in the site sample exceeds.

- five-times:the maximum:amount:

detected in any blank. Please include
laboratery blank information in

v relationship to EPA’s “5x and 10x rule”.

determrnatlons about Iaboratory
contamination. . For the revised

SI/CS report, the text will be

revised 1o state that the subject

VOCs ‘may’ be Iaboratory
contamrnants

19.

Comment: 8. GZSVOCs pp: 84 s
Detections ™ of - SVOCs ' that -were -above reS|dent|aI PRGs SSLs and ESVs cannot be

e dismissed and must be'retained in an RFI.- Please revise the text accordingly.

Resgons PAH detections -at this ‘site are already:identified as likely atiributable to asphalt,

“and this. is the reason Pprovided for screening -out:PAHSs. The conclusion for thls site already
‘- proposes. soil excavation, as previously agreed:by the Parinering Team -

20:

21.

Comment: '8:6.3 Pesticides/PCBs; pp. 8-6

The “text- conicludes ‘that, ‘because’ pesticide - concentrations “are consrstent with typlcal

concentrations found throughout MCRD' ‘Parris. |sland: related to base-v/vrde pesticide
application; pesticides in‘soil will not be considered further. - The: Department does not agree
with"this: ‘conclusion. - No “typical. concentrations related” to -prior base-wide pesticide’
appllcatlon" are: given-or referenced; other than the SWMU 3 RFL. In order to justify a-base-
wide pesticide application exemption, additional data needs to be presented, including records
of types of pesticides" used dates of use, storage and’ application rates. 'Revise the text
aocordlngly :

Resgonse See Response to General Comment 1.

Commernit: 8.6.4 Inorganics, pp. 8-6 :
The Department.does not agree with taklng the average concentrations and usmg the average

value for screening purposes. Alsa, the-Department does: not understand the significance of

" chemicals being .detected “only 3 and’ 1.9, times greater than ‘established soil background
“¢oncentrations”. See Comment. #1 regardmg background. Also," if a chemical exceeds

background at another SWMU, it ¢annot be dismissed without additional justification, certainly

. not-by stating that it .is only 3 or 1.9 trmes some background value. Please revise the text

accordingly.

Response: The discussion: containing ‘3 and 1.9. tlmes will be deleted. The conclusion for ‘

this site already proposes soil excavation, as previously agreed by the Partnenng Team.

22. Comment 87Conclusrons/Recommendatlons pp.8-7

The work plan was designed

Original Comment 22 regarding SWMU

11



Six chemlcals exceeded their respective SSL values — antrmony, arsenic, chromium, selenium,
benzo(a)anthracene; and benzo(b)flouranthene. Pleage provide justification -for. not sampling
subsurface soils and groundwater, given the leaching potentral forthese chemrcals

Resgons The area is asphalt paved. Wrthout precrprtatlon there is no mechanlsm to drive

leaching or migration from surface soils.

27 and Comment 25 (SWMU .35) v
discuss SSL exceedances that require
further-evaluation.  The Department
does not.concur with the rationale
provided in-the response that-an
asphalt cover prevents leaching from
surface soils. The Department does
not consider asphalt-covers to be: .
permanent barriers. Also, based onthe
mfonnatron provided, the areas of
asphalt covers at SWMU 27 ard 35
may increase the Ieachrng potential
and contaminant migrationto any -

nearby, down-gradient grassy areas.

“primarily around identifying PCB

releases.- As stated in the
workplan, PCBs do not readily
migrate to-subsurface sorls or
groundwater

: SWMU 35 — DRMO Salvage Yard:

23: Comment '9.6.1:Surface Sorl pp.. 9 5 .

. Again, it is inappropriate to screen.against industrial reuse values: See Commient #2.
Response:  The' discussion already includes' comparison, to both residential-and industrial
PRGs; and only one detection of 4,4'-DDT, one Aroclor and . one detection. of .arsenic.are

: mdrcated as.exceeding a residential use PRG while beéing below the industrial PRG. However,
pesticides/PCBs “and “metais “are’.not. being screened out at thissite. Note that in other

~comments to this document; EPA has indicated that the site should be retained for evaluation
of capping:or excavation by prior agreement of the Partnerrnjgj eam.

1-24.- Comment: 9.6.1:1 VOCs, pp. 9-5
.. Detected concentrations: of VOCs. d@re considered to be laboratory contamrnants however
EPA gurdance on’common . laboratory contarminants is not used 16 - justlfy this conclusion.

Please revise the report to-include applicable information, ‘as described in Risk Assessment .

Guidance for Superfund (RAGS), to defend-- this . conclusion,
requirements in'method-bianks. - Please revise the text accordingly.
Besponse:: The text will-be: revised to indicate that the subject VOCs ‘may’ be Iaboratory
contaminants. - The confirmaitory evaluation proposed by SCDHEC is beyond the scope of this
document. - The conclusion. drawn in this section of the document will be revised to state

including - concentration

‘Because ‘of the low concentrations -and: low rate. of occurrence of VOCs observed in-soils at

this- site, VOCs'in sou will-not be considered further.: Note that'in other comments to this
“document, :-EPA has: indicated that the:sité should be retained for: evaluation of capping or

excavation by prior agreement of the Partnerin ring Team.
25.. Comnient: 9.6.1:4 inorganics, pp. 9-8
" Several - inorganic. -analytes ‘exceed their respectlve SSL values. . Please explain. why
.-subsurface son was:not sampled as part of the confirmatory sampling event

Qons The area is mostly asphalt paved Without precipitation, there is no mechanism to
dnve leaching or migration from surface soils.

Original:Comment 22 regarding SWMU
27 and Comment-25 (SWMU 35)
discuss SSL exceedances that réquire
furthet evaluation. The Department
does not concur with the: rationale
provided in the response that an
asphalt cover prevents leaching from
surface soils. The Department does

- The work plan vvas designed

primarily around identifying tead
releases. As stated in the
workplan, lead in inert (metallic)
form'was not expected to

| migrate.
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not consider asphalt covers to be
permanent barriers.  Also, based on the
information'provided, the areas of
asphalt covers at: SWMU 27 and 35
may increase the leaching potential
and contaminant migration to any
nearby, down-gradient grassy areas.

-26. Comment: 9.6.1.3 Pesticides/PCBs, pp. 9-6-
It is inappropriate to- dismiss 4,4'-DDT because it is less than its industrial-reuse PRG Please
_revise the text accordingly. :
Resgons See response to comment 23.

2r Comment 9.6.1.3 F’estrcrdes/PCBs pp 9 6
"The Department strongly disagrees with:the staternents: “Only one PCB detection exceeded
an industrial-use soil PRG and pesticide’ detections: did not exceed industrial-use soil PRGs.
Therefore, ‘under: current: industrial conditions, .chemicals at SWMU 35 soil do not pose a
srgnlflcant threatto hiiman heatth.” This impliés that the MCRD is- pursuing an industrial reuse
cleanup with associated land userestrictions: That would be a final remedy decision, which is

- accordingly:
Resgonse. ‘The sentence stanlrQTherefore WI|| be deleted

inappropriate-at the conflrmatory sampllng phase of correctlve action. Please rewse the text-

The text states that' chloroform,  di-n-butyl phthalate 4,4-DDE, 4.4-DDT, dieldrin, - Aroclor-
1254, Aroclor-1260, antimony, arsenic, cadmium, chromium, ‘copper; ‘iron, lead, manganese,
meércury, seleniurn, silver,-and zinc ‘were detected.at concentrations above “background” (see
Comment #1) and-a human: health*and/or ecological screening criterion. However, the text

arsenic, are below industrial-usg soil PRGs, the: soils do-nt pose-a‘threat to-human health.
Then, later in the report; the final recommendation for this SWMU is a request for no further
action. . Pledse ‘be -advised that any cleanup to levels other than those for residential,
unrestricted  reuse ~must include LUCs. The Department does not concur with this
récommendation. Please revise the text accordingly.

Response: In other.comments-to this document, EPA has |nd|cated that the site should be
retained for evaluation of capprng or excavation by-prior agreement ‘of the Partnerlng Team
The Partnering Team will need to resolve this issue.

later goes ‘on to state that, since all of the above compounds; ‘except for Aroclor-1254 and’

‘Comments ‘from:‘ Don Hargrove, SCDHEC Hydrogeologist

13




GENERAL COMMENTS

1. Comment: MCRD (and the assocrated environmental contractors) should be- advised that any
documents whiich. contain geologic |nterpretat|ons must be stamped and signed by a
. Professional Geologist (P.G.) registered with the State of South Carodlina. ' This includes: all

official ver'sions ‘of the documents in question (e.g., DRAFT, DRAI:-‘I'_ FINAL, FINAL). These.

» documents include; but are not: limited to, monitoring. well approval requests, work plans and/or

' addendums that 'propose monitoring wells (both temporary. and permanent) or contain any

geologic- or’ hydrologic interpretations; as well as reports and/or addendums that contaln

geologic or hydrologic interpretations. . ’ ’

.. From this - date forward; any-documents ‘submittedito ‘the Division of Hydrogeology that meet

the criteria Ilsted above, but are not stamped and signed by a State certified P.G., will not be

" reviewed by the Division: of Hydrogeology MCRD wnll be notified that an unstamped

document has been submitted, and that the review will be postponed untll a stamped version
“has been recewed by the Division of Hydrogeology

gonse Acknowledged “Asigned certlflcatlon sheet is-included with.this Ietter

1) Response Acceptable

2. Comment. It-i5 -not ‘appropriate to recommend land-Use controls as a final remedy for these

SWMUs at this stage of the process. The analytical data generated during this CS/SI shows
the presence of contammatlon at some of these SWMUs As ‘such, further investigation is |
necessary to delineate nature and extent of contamination at any of the SWMUs where land
use controls have been recommended in this-report.
Resgonse
Navy/Depot has revised-the initial recommendations of the Sl sites. The Navy recommends |
activities to support clean, closure at Sites 4, 7, 9/16,~13C, and 27 within the next 2 years,.an
RI/RFI for" Site' 5, and no action/no further action at' this time . at SWMU 35. - The
recomvmendations are further detailed as fdllows

Based on comments from U.S. EPA and other regulatory agencies, the

s Site: 4 — No action/no’ further action 'is recommended for both sotl and groundwater
Organlc compounds were not detected in subsurface soil-and: groundwater Additionally,
detected i inorganic compounds were below or-just above establlshed MCRD Parris Island
soil background values-or below federal MCLs Consequently, clean closure for this site

2) Site 4 Tt should be clarified

whether reference to “established
MCRD. - ‘Parris Island " soil |
background: values™ refers to the

actual background values. OR -a
5 Gy . .
:compadrisont  to. . two-times the
background value.

Site 5: Accepted.

Site .7: The Tier 1 team should meet " to
discuss the  path  forward - for this ‘Site.
Specifically, the scoping of additional
investigation(s) should be discussed, as well

‘as. 'when . -and ‘how’ remediation can' be

recommended.

Site 9/Site 16: The Tier | team should meet
to-discuss-the .path forward for this Site with
respect . -to" scoping™ .of ‘additional
investigation(s). ‘

Site 13C: The Tier | team should meet to-
discuss the path forward for this Site with .

- Site-4: The comparison isto

‘established MCRD Parris
Island soil background values’.
The background data set was
provided and ‘accepted as

- Appendix H-to help conclude

the November 2004 RI/RFI for

-] Site/SWMU 45
+'Site 7 and Site 13C: The

Partnering Team collaborated -
ori the design-of the next phase
of the investigation, which .
occurred in September, 2004.
The data is currently being
evaluated. '

Site 9/Site 16: Navy/MCRD: wili

‘work with the Partnering team to

scope the path forward.

'SWMU 35: Unitil the SWMU is

no longer in use by MCRD, the
SWMU will remain open.
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is'sought. - :

Site 5.~ Due to.thé potential presence of wastes in the subsurfacé portion of the site; an
‘ : Rl/RFl |s recommended to determine whether wastes-are present ‘

Site' 7 = To support clean closure of the site; an Extended Sl is recommended for
groundwater Exterided. Sl"activities would. consist ‘of lnstallatlon and sampling of one
permanent monitoring - well 50 - feet downgradrent of the former fire training "pit.

k Groundwater sampling parameters would conS|st of VOCs SVOCs, and inorganics. Soil

removal is recommended i

" Site 9/Site 16 - To support clean closure of-the site; an Extended ‘S| followed by a

Focused'FSiis recommended Extended Sl activities would cconsist of :

- - Sampling. of soils underneath the concrete slab south of BU|Id|ng 895 where
‘pa|nts were formefly stored. ‘

- Installation of three piezometers to determine groundwater flow direction

- Installatron and sampling of one monltonng well 50 feet downgradient of the |

' site. Samplrng would be performed for VOC SVOC,  pesticide, and |norganrc
~analysis.

" Site13C — To support clean closure: of ‘the:: site, an Extended Sl'is recommended:

"Extended Sl sampllng activities would consist' of “installation. of permanent monitoring
wells (three total) in the- vicinity -of temporary-well Iocat|ons PAI-04-GW-01, PAI-04-GW-
02, and PAI-13C:GW-02.. The momtonng wells would be sampled for inorganics based

" . .on exceedances observed from previous Sl sampllng A plezometer will be installed in

the landfill area to be used to confmn the groundwater flow direction: Additionally, based
on discussions during-the December 2001 Partnering Téam mieeting; four surface water
samples will be collected, from Ballast Creek adjacent to the ‘site. Two samples will be
. collected during high tide to represent potential surface water inflow into the monitoring
wells and two samples will be collected during low tide to represent potential groundwater
impact's to the surface water.- The samples will 'be  composites, collected over an
! _approxrmate 2-hour’ penod The samples will be analyzed for inorganics.
SWMU 27 — SOII removal is recommended. Publlc partrcrpaﬂon with thls action would be
solicited through the publ|sh|ng of a.Proposed l?lanfollowed by-a publlc comment period.
SWMU 35"— No action/no_ further action is recommended at this time. SWMU 35 is an

respect T scoping - of - additional

investigation(s). .

'SWMU 27: Accepted.

SWMU. 35: The Departrnent does not concur

with the current recommendation.. SWMU.
"35 s still an active:SWMU. Unitil this SWMU

is no longer in use-by MCRD the SWMU:
should remain-open.
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act|ve RCRA:unit and:soil wrll be' addressed upon fmal closure of the SWMU (We note -

that EPA has recently already indicated that they have a dn'ferent recollectlon of the
conclusron developed for this Slte)

COmment Screening -to industrial-use - scenarios: is. inappropriate: in this ‘phase ,of the

' |nvest|gat|ve process Conf|rmatory Sampling -sereening should be to residential-use. - This
‘methodology: is consistent with alt facnl|t|es statewide. )
Resgonse Please see the response to-Mr. Stamps Comments 1 and 2;

_8) The Division of Hydrogeology will defer to
.the’ Division- of Hazardous “and Infectious

Waste Management on :Stamps Comments
#1 and #2

Please see responses to Mr.

Stamps comments #1 and #2,

SPECIFIC COMMENTS
Comment; List of AcronymS' This list should be revised to include “RI VS.”

N ‘ N ~

Res| esponse: R Vs wilt be defined in: the” acronyms ‘section” as Remed|al Investrgatlon
o Ver|f|cat|on Step. :

1) Response.Acceptable. :

-~comment: Sectlon 3. 1 S|te Descr|pt|on (for:Site 4—Dredge Sporls ‘Area Fire Trammg Plt) The |
estlmated volume' of 20 OOO gallons used durmg the 20: hlstory of this site. does not match |

~volumes calculated usrng the 300 to 400 gallons pertraining; session estimate stated earlier in
the text. :If. 300 to 400-gallons were used per month for-a period of 20 years the total volume
' would be between 72; 000: and. 96 000 gallons. Please revise the text so that more accurate

’ y(and consistent) estlmates are glven L

Response: - The- information was taken from the Initial Assessment Study (NEESA 1986).

. NEESA ma‘de an assumptlon,that.a certain percentage of the liquids brought to the area were

-~ gither spilled ‘during 'handling,‘-.overllowed the plt, or saturated the pit. soils prior to or- after

- burning. - This. is-how the 12000 {sic 20,000) gallon value ‘questloned by the reviewer was |

- derived.. To: alIevrate confuswn the fifth.sentence of the second paragraph on Page 3-1 wilt be
deleted: :

" .2)- Response Accept'able.

" Comment: Section 3.3. 4 Temporary Menitoring Well Installatlon This sectlon specmes that
.a thin bentonite grout was added through. the'PVC pipe-as the well casmg and screen was
~ removed from thie boring.” There are a couplé of issugs that should be discussed:

‘a) Bentonite should: nof-be used in the abandonment of monitoring wells or. boreholes :

The. portlon of-the borehole above the watertable will-not retain enough pore water to keep the

bentonite ‘hydrated. The bentonite will mevntably crack durmg desiccation, the_reby creating a |

preferential mlgratlon pathway -from the ‘surface to the water table: “Grout used in well
abandonment should only consist of pure cement grout No sand ‘or bentonlte should be

3) a) Response Acceptable. 1

b) The response to this.comment is
acceptable for'this document only.
MCRD should note-that R.61-71 of the

* South Carolina Well Standards were
revised on 26-April 2002. These -
revised'Well Standards'contain very
specific requirements for:abandonment
of DPT menitoring wells (R.61-71.H.3). .
All-future use of DPT methods for

- installation of temporary-or permanent
monitoring wells must follow these
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added tothe mlxture ,
b) Accordlng to the text the grout was added to the well by means of pounng the slurry

- down the welI casing and expectlng it to transfer: through the well screen into the borehole. *

This is. not an acceptable ‘method of abandonment. First of all, a grout mixture that is thin
enough to easily pass thought a 0.010” well screen will be s0-thin that severe shrlnkage will

occur during cunng It has not been:specified that every abandoned well was revisited after 24 |

hours to.add addltronal grout as needed. ' Itis very I|kely that these wells remain as open
pathways from: the surface to the surficial’ aqun‘er Secondly, to ensure that the grout that is
added to the well does not get ‘thinned by mlxmg with groundwater, the grout sholild be force-

|njected into the well from the bottom of the borehole: until pure grout-reaches. the ground .

surface

Al of the: temporary monltonng wells installed-at Slte 4 should be lnspected After mspec’ﬂon 1
a detenmnatlon on the. efflcacy of the abandonment method used can'be made: . Additional .

abandonment mlght be requnred Since lt has been specmed in this document that all the

temporary. monitoring. wells mstalled as part of CS/SI- for various sites  across -MCRD, this’
comment appliesito‘those sites as Well- Any temporary monitorring,‘well abandoned using this '

. method must, be inspected, and possibly re-abandoned. .
Response: a) As stated in the comment, the well. regulat|ons (R.61-71.10) call for a-neat
cement grout for well abandonment The well regulatlons (R.61.71.6) also allow for the use-of
a bentomte-cement grout ‘a neat cement, a-sand cement, and concrete to fill the annular
'space ‘above the seal to the surface during well installation. Dunng the field event in question,
~a bentomte-cement grout (less than 5 percent bentomte) was used during the temporary well

,abandonment process To clarlfy it is understood ‘that a 100 percent ‘bentonite grout is |-

lnappropnate for the abandonment process for the reasons ment|oned This technrque was
‘notused. The term *bentonite’ grout“ will be changed-to "bentomte-cement grout.”
"b) Dring: the field events, the well screens were installéd to no more than approxlmately 4

feet befow the:water table. The bentonite-cement grout vvas poured through the DPT rods/well

screen at an elevatlon above the ground surface thereby creating the: necessary pressure, and
‘ then allowed o settle before contlnumg the process.  The grout was added until it-appeared at
ground surface ‘The: DPT rods/well' material were removed-and the boreholes: topped off with

grout untll settlement céased: ‘The borings were mspected after 24-to 48 hours by the driller

requirements.
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- and again by the fleld geolog|st prior to'leaving Parns lsland after completlon of all field work at |
- which time nione-of the bonngs required additional grouting; thereby, confi inming that the grout

was not too'thin.

Comment: Sectlon 3.6.1, So‘il
a) Comment First Paragraph second sentence: Typograph|cal error “packground valves.”
by Comment This appears 16 be the first section in this report that dlscusses comparisons
with mdustrlal -use PRGs Itis unacceptable to screen usmg |ndustnal values The decision to
-use residential vs: lndustnal risk values comes Iater in the: |nvest|gat|ve process. . This
Confirmation Sampllng Report should be rewsed to exclude any compansons to industrial-use
. PRGs. - '
Response: g
a) Background valves will be replaced W|th background values.
. b) Please see the response to:Mr. Stamp 's: Commients 1 and 2.

4)  a) Response Acceptable.

b) The Division of Hydrogeology will
defer fothe Division of Hazardous and
Infectious Waste Management on
Stamps Comments #1 and #2.

b) ‘Please see responses to Mr..

Stamp’s comments #1-and #2.

,‘Comment Table3- 1, ‘Soil/Sediment Analytical Resuits:
a) This table should ‘be tevised to-explain‘that the term-“MCRD Pi. BACKGROUND?” refers to
two times the background: concentratlons measured from selected sites at MCRD.

‘ b) The term “Typlcal Facrlrty Conc.™is not applicable to this table since all of the results are for- |

metals analyses ;
¢) The*J? quahfler shotld be defined in the legend.

“d) lt is mapproprlate to highlight only those detections that exceed both background AND
huranhealth-and/or ecologlcal screening criteria. . Any . result that exceeds any of the five
screenlng criteria listed in thils table should be. hlghllghted ‘

e) This comment should be applled as appropriate. to every table in this report

' Response: \ c

‘ ~.a) -Agree. ~This explamahon will be added as -a footnote to the table. Please note that

background' equals two times the mean concentration of background samples The calculation

represents an approxrmate upper bound of normal metal distribution in media. N

b) Agree “Typical Facility Conc.” will be removed from the-column heading.

c) - Agree. The “J>qualifier will be défined in the footnotes as.an estimated value.”

dy .- A, background -value set has been established at MCRD ”Parris Island to identify

5) . .a) Response Acceptable.
b) Response Acceptable.
c) Response Acceptable.
d)' It 'should' be clarified whether |
. reference to- “established MCRD |
Parris - Island.- soil ~background
values”  refers to the - actual
background - values”™ OR  a-
comparison .-to - two-times  the:
background value.
€)‘Response Acceptable.

d) The comparison-is:to
‘éstablished MCRD Parris
Island soil background values’.
The background data set was

“provided-and dcceptedas -
| -Appendix H to. help conclude

the:November 2004-RI/RFI for -
Site/SWMU 45.

concentrations that fall- within the range ‘of naturally occurring concentrations. . Results
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“that fall within this range are not contamination. 'No change is proposed to the tables.
e) Acknowledged

Comment: Sectlon 4.1, Site Descrlptlon (Former Paint Shop Drsposal Area) This section
mentions-a smail pump house™{Structure 160A), but does not elaborate on it any further. The

- text should: be reVIsed to includé some desctiption aboutthe function this pump house serves.

‘Responsge:
Former Paint Shop Disposal Area. The pump house is'not related to prior operations at Site 5.

“The pump house is mentioned as: a means of referencmg the location of the |

6)

Activities - associated with - the
pump house might be relevant,
depending: on. what function the
pump- house performs. = Whether
the 'pump. house is or is not
related to prior operations at Site
5 is not.relevant. Judging whether
the pump house could:be affected
by contamination from" Site 5 is
relevant. To  “answer this

- comment;"MCRD simply needs fo
state’ how: they- use. this pump

house.

i

" Response:

‘Comment:- Table 4?2, Sedimert Analytical_ Results: There is| no_discussion in the text
conoerningthe fact .that every metals -result in - this tabl‘e has a “J” qualifier, while also |

exceeding twice the' measured background concentration. This area should be resarnpled
Thelab performing the -analyses should be made aware that the reportmg limits must be below
the two tlmes background concentrations for all-of the metals analyzed.

The analytical results were qualified as estimated values ) beoause the

sediment.sample contained less than 30 percent ‘solids. - This: low solids content is typical of .
‘sediments. Analytical laboratories take into account the percent solids content of a sample

when deriving anaiytical results:- in this derivation the.result obtained by the laboratory is
divided by the percent solids content ofa sample to- conservatively obtain the reported result.
As a result of this calculatron the reported result is biased high. ‘When the. percent solids

content of the sample is less than-30 percent; a J qualifieris :assigned to the result.

7

The information included. in this
response should be added to.the

- text in -order to explain the J
- qualifiers, and lend eredibility: to
" the analytical resuls.

The information in the responsé
- will-be added to the text.

‘Comment: Section 4:6.1.1, VOCs: The discussion’ concerning ‘carbon tetrachloride and.

chloroform being vl‘aboratory or field artifacts is not substantiated enough to discount the results
for these constituents: -It‘is possible that since Site 5'is the former paint shop disposal area,

- carbon tetrachloride could be site related. Ifitis proven that these hits are in fact'laboratory or |

field “artifacts; ‘then:'some disclission is ‘needed to describe how™ this kind of sample
contamination will be avoided:in:the future. The Tier | Team should discuss this issue further.
The relevance of the previous findinge and the conclusions drawn from those. findings should

8)

Respbnse Acceptabie.
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be discussed as weII
Response: The Navy acknowledges that the VOC detections in the 1995 samples may be
site related Samples collected from 1998 to'the present at MCRD Parris lsland sites have not

resultedin_ similar results indicating -the “current ‘field procedures are adequate.- These | '

chemlcals wul be further addressed in a planned RI/RFI for this site:

Comment: Sectlon 5.1, Site Description (Page Field Flre Training Pit): The first sentence in

" the last paragraph is mrsleadmg;. The -area within the boundaries.of Site 7 probably are not

currently used for Marine Corps training activities. This is a relatively small area stirrounded

bya short concrete -walll,-and: completely overgrown with dense pine tree growth “Marine

Corps activity in or around-Site 7 should be verified, but I'believe it would be more accurate to

state that dunng Marine training, mlhtary personnel routlnely walk past this area, but do not |
enterit.

Resgon Because thls site rs ‘within the deS|gnated tra|n|ng area, the site can be used for
training actrvmes No changeto the text is proposed.

9)

o ‘ :
This site is-an active SWMU, and

as such, access: to the site should
be- restricted’ to ‘reduce exposure

Tisk.. MCRD should take steps to

ensure’ and ‘maintain  security at

_this’ SWMU so that recruits and
- personnel-fraining in this area-are

not exposed to risk as associated
with. - this:: SWMU.
currently .no signs to warn people
about this-area, and there .is no
fencing to keep people out of the

.area.  MCRD needs to maintain |

some. form of security at this
SWMU as [ong as it is'active.

There are

70.

Comment Sectlon 5.6.2, Groundwater: The Maximum Contamlnant Level (MCL) Irsted in this
section is not: accurate The proposed MCL of 10 Og/L was not adopted and is not appropnate
at this time. This section should be revised to show the current MCL for Arsenlc, 50.0g/L.
ResgonSe: Agree.” The statement (referencing a proposed MCL of 10 Og/L) was accurate at
the time of the submittal of the draft document (February 2001'). Since the time of sub_mittal
and issuance of the reviewer's comments in June 2001, the:proposed MCL has been revoked.
The report will- be revised to reflect the'current MCL.

‘1' 0)' Response Acceptable.

11.

~ Response: .
a) Please see the response to'comment 10.

Comment Sectron 5.7, Conclusmns/Recommendatlons
a)y Comment: 10 should be applred here as well\.
b) Based on-the results of VOC and PAH analyses, further inVestigation is warranted.” The,

recommendation-should be‘revise_d’(see comment 7).
S

by As discussed in the response to Mr. Stamps general comment 2, the recommendatlons
section will be revrsed to recommend installation and sampling of one monltorlng well 50

~11) a) Response Acceptable.

b) The Division of Hydrogeology will
defer to the- Division of Hazardous and
Infectious Waste Management on
Stamps Commenits #1 and #2.

Please see responses to Mr.
Stamp’s comments #1-and #2.

-
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feet 'downgradient of the fcrmer fire training pit. Groundwater.sampling parameters would
consrst of VOCs; SVOCs and morganlcs Soil removal is recommended in the forested
portron of the srte o

12

Comment Flgures 6-1, and 6- -2, (Slte 9: Palnt ‘Waste Storage Area and Srte 16- Pestrcrde
Rinsate Drsposal Area):. The up- gradrent well located south of Sites 9 and 16 and east of the
current pest|0|de facility, is not depicted on these frgures. Please revise the frg,ures to include
this monrtonng well. . L .
Qonse Monrtorlng well Pl 09- GW-01 01 was placed in a Iocatron suspected 1o be
upgradrent of Site’ 9. A monrtorrng well upgradlent of Site 16 was net installed. This
information-will be added to Section 6.3.1.

12) This - comment -concems. - the

monitoring well that was installed
‘environmiental -
‘nvestigation ‘activities -associated

prior o

with ‘this. report. . The well: is

-located -out -in-the figld, south of

the: pesticide facility that MCRD: is
currently using. The well is not
-associated: with- Sites' 9 or 16 (as
*far as I'know). The comment asks

that  information . ‘about - the [
. existénce of that well be included |
in this report as part of the current |
conditions of the area surroundrng .

Sites 9'and 16.

The well location will be added

to:Figures 6-1 and 6-2 once itis
field verified. e

13.

; COmment Section 7.7, Conclusrons/Recommendatrons (Srte 13C-Inert Drsposal Area C):

a) If the-argument is going: to be made that the berylhum exceedance is due to hrgh turbidity, a
more- compellrng argunient should be presented. - Comparrsons of the turbidity readlngs |n
Table 7-1.versus. the analytlcal results. in-Table 7-3 .do not support- this argument. The
beryllrum exceedance in-PAI- 04 GW-01-01 came-from a:sample with'a turbidity reading of 146

' 'NTUs,, while PAI-13C- GW-02-01 yielded a non -detect result for beryllium from a sample with a

turbidity re‘ading of 514: NTUs. - The argument for-exclusion of the beryllium result should: be
either revised to ]ustlfy ‘the conclusron or deleted from the text.
b) The presumptlon that the exceedences of the Region 4 surface water ESVs (saltwater—

" chronic) by copper, mercury, and zinc would “...likely attenuate o below ESVs” should be

deleted. from the‘text: The surface water screening values cannot be exceeded at the point of
entry ‘into- the 'surface water body. To date, MCRD has riot- sampled groundwater at the
sedrment/surface water interface. The groundwater samples taken to date clearly show ESVs

C L exceedences Further -evaluation of the groundwater is necessary

- Response -

a) The phrase “and collected from ........ turbidity” will be deleted from the text

_b) - As drscussed in the response to general comment number 2; the recommendatrons

’ 13) a) Response Acceptable. -
b). This response.does not address the. .-

comment..-Any:revision to this section.’
must include the deletion of text per. -
this.comment. The term "likely. -
attenuate” is'not substantiated with
compeliing data, nor:s it likely that it
can be. Everithough MCRD plans to

2 Jurther investigate Site 13C, this

commenit should. be noted for future
reference.

The'_terrn ‘vlilv(ely attenuate’ wilt
be removed from the revised
CS/SI'Report, and will'not be

|- used in the write-up for the

September 2004 additional
investigation. . ST
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section will be changed to‘recommend the collection of four surface water samples from .

the eastemn inlet of Ballast Creek. Additionaily, permanent monitoring wells (three ‘total)

would be install'ed in the Vicinity of temporary well locations PAI- 04-GW-01 PAI- 04-GW-'

02, and- PAI 13C-GW-02. The monitoring wells would be sampled fori morganlcs based
con exceedances observed from previous Sl samphng

14 Comment: Sectlon 8.6.1, VOCs (SWMU27-EqU|pment Parade Deck SAA); Comment 8 applies
here-as welI The oniy difference is that because this site is the Equipment Parade Deck
Sateliite Accumulation Area (SAA) thls area could have had any. number of various items
stored that contain the contaminants in ‘question, and. therefore could have introduced these
‘ contammants fo.the environment. - The argument for discountlng the carbon ‘tetrachiloride and
' chloroform: findings must be substantiated: .
Resgonse
these VOCs can be determined durlng conflrmatory testing:

Agree. Since this site is targeted for an excavation the presence. or absence of

14) Response ‘Acceptable.

15" Comment: Tabie 81 Surface” Soil ‘Analytical ‘Results: This table indicates that six (6)

constltuents exceeded the 8SLs:for migratlon to groundwater A groundwater investigation is.

necessary
'Resgonse

recommended at- SWMU 27. Removal ‘of the top layer of soil would lessen the chance for

As dlscussed in the: response to general comment 2, a soil ‘removal is |-

~15)

The' response -does not- address
the comiment adequately.  Soil -

removal can eliminate the source
area  for . further . groundwater
contamination, *but '
ascertain the nature and extent of

groundwater contamination.  This |-

it does ' not

Groundwater wil be evaluated
during:or prior to the soil -,
removal at SWMU 27,

potentlal contaminants to migrate o groundwater . comment stands.
-16. Comment Section 9.6.1.1, VOCs (SWMU 35-DRMO Salvage Yard) Same as comment 8. 16) Response Acceptable.
o Resgonse Please see the response:te Comment 8. ' 'v . I '
17.- Comment: Section 9.6.1.2, SVOCs: The statement that “...phthalates are ubiquitous in the " 17). The ,statement in_question is | The subject statement wiII'kbe»

environment_.due to plastic wastes and ‘common laboratory - contaminants” is invalid, -and
should be removed from the text. Plastic wastes are not ubiquitous. in the environment. The
possibility that phthalate detectlons might be the result of Iaboratory contamination-does not
suppott the clalm of ubiqurty

Resgonse: Please see the response Mr. Stamps’ comment number 8.

laboratory

“...phthalates are ubiquitous.in the
environment due-to-plastic wastes

- and -common laboratory
. contaminants.” = It ‘should be
explained how deeming

something “a common laboratory |

contaminant” ~can support the

claimfor ubiquity.  The response.

“mention common
_contamination, and
therefore: does not address this
portion ‘of the -original- comment.

does not

The response would help -to rule |

removed:from the document.

EPA has collected some
additional sampling data that

“will be incorporated into the

report revision.

out a positive detection if the site’
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in. question. had no- previous

history " that indicated . the
possibility of a release of the
contaminants in question.
However,- if the site in question
. routinely . dealt -with various
materials: © that = cannot- be
" completely: documented, or the
site. -accepted. . waste - from
numerous. sources, or the- site

" _activities raise the p?)ssibility of .
the contaminants past use and.

cannot ‘document that they were
never used  there, any positive
detection is; presumed to be site
related. 1f MCRD wishes to make
the -argument. that these ' positive
detections are not site related,
they . ‘must substantiate = that

argument. - - Simply citing - one"

.ATSDR source is not sufficient. .

The original-comment still stands,
Information regarding the Site(s) in

.question should be presented.that

shows no risk of releases from the
contaminants in question. If this
information-cannot be presented, the
contaminants should be considered site
related: The argument that laboratory |

contamination is an indicator of ubiquity

is invalid, and should be deleted from
the text. ;
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