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1,-

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 4 

CERTIFIED MAIL 

SAM NUNN ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER 
61 FORSYTH STREET, S.W. 
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303 

September 25, 2007 

RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

4SD-FFB 

Commander, Southern Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command,Southeast 
Attn: Mr. Charles Cook 
Building 135 
Naval Air Station 
Jacksonville, FL. 3221-2 

/ 
And 

Commanding General 
Marine Corps Recruit Depot 
Attn: Dr. Heber Pittman, NREAO 
P.O. Box 5028 
Parris Islahd, SC 29905-0028 

J ! 

SUBJ: EPA Review of the OU3 Draft Proposed Plan for a Final Remedy - MCRD, Parris Island, S.C. 

Dear Sirs: 

The V.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 4 has completed review of the subject 
document. This document has'been reviewed (or compliance with CERCLA and the EPA guidance on 
decision documents. As agreed to gn the Tier I Team conference call regarding this Proposed Plan (PP or 
the Plan), EPA is submitting only generalized comments which will help to redirect the NavylMCRD to 
re:vise/reorganize the Plan to better meet EPA's decision document guidance and t6 better align with the 
actions actually being proposed (see attached). EPA understands that the Navy/MCRD will submit a 01 
rev 2 of the Plan for review and comment. At that time EPA will comment on specific language changes 
if needed. In general, when revising this draft, please keep in mind ,l:hat information required to be' 
included in the PP to support the adoption of the interim remedial action as finaI,'implementation of the 
LUCs, and continued ground water monitoring, are based on different site areas (within the cover .vs. 
outside the cover), as well as data sets.and timeframes (pre-remedial.vs. post-remedial), than the No 
Action for Sediments \:tetermination. Since a D 1 rev 2 will be submitfed for review and comment, EPA 

\ 

would not expect or require extensive responses to most of these comments, nor is it necessary to include 
exact revised language for our consideration. Please call with any questions regarding these comments. 

\, 

cc: Meredith Amick, SCDHEC 
Jo Bower, SCDHEC 
Mark Sl~dic, TTNus./ 

~.i,,.elY, LP 
Jf,4 (:7) :tL/~aA-) 
Lila Llamas, RPM 
Federal Facilities Branch 
Superfund Division 
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\ " , 

EPA Comments on the Draft Proposed Plan for SitelSWMU 3 at 
MCRD Parris Island; SC 

, , " , 

General Comments 

1. Overall most of tllecqntent in this Proposed Plan is useful and :pro'vides information 
required by.the NCR However, ~here are.sonie. areas that are not' entirelyconsi~tent with 
the EPA '(Juide to Preparing Superfund Proposed Plans, Records 'ojDecision, and Other 

" Remedy SelectiqnDoc"ements, [OSWER 9200.1~23P, July 1999](hereiI?-after referred to as 
the Decision Dqcum,ent Guide) fOtIllatforaPropdsed Plan, For example, there'should be 

, a PreferredAlterna!iv~ (QrPreferred FinalRemedy) Section that describes the' 
components.of the final action, how it wiUachievetheRAOs, as wen as how it. addresses 

, princfpalthre~t wastes. " i 

2. As discussed during teleconferences and explained in e~mail messages, the EPA believes 
, that the proposed Final ~el11edy for Site 3is slightly different than what the Navy has 
pr,esented il) the dr&ft Proposed Plan with respectto "No FurthetAction" components. 
The EPA agrees the Interim Rel11edial Action (IRA) was the Dest alternative for Site 3 
andth,~ final, action essentially adopts the IRA as the Final Action alongiwithisome 
additi0tIaI11l1oc;lified components. In addition, since the IROD deferred the sediments 
o~tside. the immediate Site3,:area (andperhapsothe surface water-'-'see bel()w) to the Final 

. 'Action, the EPA believes\tis appropriate to include.a decision ·dn t11e sediments in the 
'. s~me, CERCL..,A ROD. EssentialJy, this Proposed Plan is present'ing two distinct decisions: 

1) Final Action for Site 3; and 2) No Action for sedimentsdeferred'bytheIROD . 

.The EPA sllggests tha~ the proposed final remedy consis~s ofllie'following Components . 

• , Ad~ptioRoftheInterimRemedial Action (IRA) as the Final Action with the addition 
of,lTlaintenance of the landfill cover; 

• Implementation of the Jand, use controls (LUCs)and annual site' inspections; , 
t. ,.,' '., ! 

• Monitoring (annual) of groundwater to continue assessing the Contaminant levels in 
, surface water recharge to/ensure remedy remains protective. ; and , 

• No Action for the sediments located outside the capped area ba~ed upon the 
determination that th~teis not an unacceptable risk to hUrflal1 health at th~ 
environment from the residual contamination (no action ne6essaryfot protecti,Qn); 

3. The proposed.Plan includes a proposal to cease collection of samples fromwlells ~round 
this site. At this time, EPA disagrees 'with this proposal. ' "." 

( 

, There are currently four monitoring wells around Site 3 -Causeway Laridfill, including 
p AI-03, MW~O 1 SR,P AI-03~ MW ~02DR, P AI-03~ Mw -03SR,and P AI~03-Mw ~b4SR. 
S~mpleS have been collectedannuaUy, except in 2005, from these wells o~er thelast five 
years, ,per a 200 1. Interim Record of Decision. While;anlal yticaI tesuhs frQm wdls 'MW-

'02DR, MW~03SR, and MW-04SRsince 2001 havebe~ni.inteinarkab'te with respect to 
drinking water standards, the results from well MW-OlSRhave indicated noteworthy 
levelsl of contamination. Specifically, samples collected from MW~OlSRhave' , 

, consistently indicated concentrations ofbellzeneranging from 42.6parts per billion (ppb) 
to 146 ppb) .Likewise, chlorobenzene concentrations haveconsi'steritlyran~ed from 800 
ppb in a diluted sample to 1260 ppb. These data indicate an increase from the pre-

. remediallevek The most recent groundwater monitoring data was presented in draft 
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,-\ . 

EPACQrnmf!lltson theDraftPropo$~d Plan/or SitelSWMU 3at 
. . MCRD Parris Island, SC 

fonn and had not been compared to any relevant value with respect to surface 'water for 
potential ~cological concerns. 

) 

~ase4Qn th~;RJdhe groundwatenlppears'tobe hon'-potable:due tohighsaHriity and 
,.exce~sive :Total Dissolyed Solids CI?DS); The RI indicates th~trt!charge of contaminated 
,ground'Y:;tter to the ~'-lJface water and/or sedimentsis,'~notsignificant", butthis appears to 
be based on th~.lack 'of ground:waterCOCs :being in the surface \vater' samples taken, as 
opposed t()"allyspecifiotone of infhiencebeing identified and studied. Altern(itively, the 
presenceo( elevated contaminant levels.iilg'eneral·couldbe·an indicator as to whether or 

;;,p.ot tlIe, rell},eqyis.effective and protective~ with respect to the IRODRemedial Action 
Objectives (RAOs), most specifically to "Eliminate the migration Of cOCs from the fill 
material to sediment, surface water, and groundwater." , 

• , t - : ~ 

buetoJbejncr~a$ed levels of some ,hazitrdousconstituerits irisrunples collected from 
weU~;(lfOllcnd Sih;~ ;Jrrnonitoting' shOl.,ld .continue. It is a.cceptable to EPA to continue 

.anp.!Jal GQIlectiQI1.Q£samples' from these wells .. ' However,' criterfa whiCh measure 

.e,ffectiyen~~s.W1dprotectivehess of the remedy need to-be established:" EpA would 
suggest a cdteJ;'ionsuch as "stabilized.or;decreasingtrends in confaminants;" Ifafter five 
more years ofcontilllled 1110nitoring it is -corifitIhedthat the seleCted remedy reni(iins 

. prOlectlveofhumanhealth and theenvironmenVas compared,to the es(a.blished criteria, 
tQ,en,I;PA would be willing t@ 'consider a ; prbposal to reduce; or poientiall y eliminate, 
furtnerffi,onitotinglltthattime; ;, . . ,. 

Recommendedpathforwarcl::Criterianeedto be discUssed and established byilie team. 
Then based on the agreed to criteria, a discussion should be held as to whether or not 
monitqripg; Iltreds to be: continued.: If monitoring is to be coIitimied; 'revise the Proposed 
Plan as directed in these comments, but the,exitstl'dtegy arid other detai,lscould be 
finalized.in the l{ OD ~' And if monitoring -is .not to befcontirtued, the clataaI1d infonnation 

: u.~edtoll}~e)his ,decj,~i(jn,qeeds to be disqussed-in,the PP to support discontinuing 
monitoring. Eit~er way, the ,Proposed PlaI1shQuldberevised accordingly. 

4. State,fuentsin the 'Srie3R~medi~i Investigation Report (RI) and the Site 3 Interim ROD 
(Ig(?I)) appear to be iP: cH~Qic~,\;Vit~/each other. The RI slates; "Because of the transient 
Ii'ature of surface water, water quality concerns would be better addressed through 
management o(sediment flnd,soil. .. As such, surfacewaJerdoes not need to be considered 
directly in a FS/CMS." The !ROD states, "Surfac~ water ,at this site has been slightly 
impacted by site contaminants. The proposed interim remedy will prevent future 

: migration of contaminan,tsfrom the ,soils and WilsteS to the surface water. The: surface 
'Jw~ter Q(Site3 williJe furtheraddr~ssydwiththe remaining contam:imited sediments.'" 

; EPf\'il!1derstands here that the! "remaining" seqJrnentsare thbse s.ampled ,after the 'interim 
'~ction WIlS tflken,. The RJilPpear~tQ indicate that no action is needed for surface water. 
'.TIle mOD aPI)~ars to .indicate thllt the surface. wat~r,wi11be addressed in;the fhial ROD. 
Itis riot clear, based on these statements, and the lack of specific 'statements inthe RI 
conclusions regal'dingsUrfllce ,water .risk .levels and the need or lack of need toremediate, 
as to Whether ~rn6ithere is'an unacceptat>lerisk in>surface·wa.terthat needsremetiiation. 
-/Pleasec~arify. B,asedQ!1 tbe response ~o this comment; an additional component 
regardingsurface'water may be needed, in order to either take an action O'rsupport,no 
aCtion. Ifoneisn~ededeither. ~ay, the component would need t6 be added to the list of 
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I, 

tPA,Comments on the,Draft ProposedJ'linfor SitelSWMU 3 at 
MCRD,Parns lSlahd, Be 

bull~t!!dcomponeQts,in General Comment #2 above and all tolftments referencing back 
to GeneralComment#2 would also'be referencing thisadditioriafbomponent. ' 
Additionall y, yqur,responsehereneeds:, tocorreHlte with' EPA cbmments 'pertaining to 
surface water relatedLUCs (see Specific Comments.) 

, '1 '-
~ " .. , 

, ;.-;",,". "I r ,<- ( " 

Specific ,Comments,; 

, ,,-i i" "'. 

, I 

1. Finfll Re11let/y,PrPpos4rSummary,text box,.~'Page 2.:... Change the':bulleted components 
90psistent With, the~bullets provided above in General Comment 2:' ;:! 
, t,. . I '1" .' ' '1'j f ~ '( ~ , ,,'. f 

2. ' .scgQ~a,~d. Role~fthis Proposed Action, Pa;ge 4 .:... Ch~ngethe title of this 'Section to 
Scope and Rale ofthe,A,ction arid indicate that iSite'3 is OU3.AIso,'t>leaseadd'some 

,c ),(",:~!!:YlgWU,~~t,h~t~p~s~tib,es ,that there\is,an' FFA!,signedby all. thteeparti~sthat gov~ms the 
,admipist,ra~ion of :the CERCLA: remedial 'investigationlreinedtaH\.ction process at MCRD. 

, , c' .".. ,-. ", "< ", . ,', ,> 

. t '; ~ 
\} .',' . ~,,! ~,-

3. SCQP~a1J4ll,ole of this P~()Posed Action, Pag~ :5' .... The·btilleted components of th~ 
proposed :final r~m¢dy sh<!>.ulq ,be Jocated:in the'Preferreditlternative (or P:;'eferr~d Final 

" R~medy) Sec,ti9Q, A~cordingly, ~cut 'and'pasfe' 'these bUllets'and':reviseto make consistent 
with the EPA description in General ComrnentW:2i Itl :addi;tibh, the paragraph explaining 
the LUC implementation strategy should be relocated into the Preferred A.lt'ernatiye 
Sectiot;l." ' ",: ' , :,'j:, ,'", , , ,,;, ",':' ",', 

,,4, ,!$,lflTfr'9.QTy Q/$.iI(!Rtsks; Page, 5, ~ The .Information pfdViaetli iti·thi~ P6rtioif'bf'the " 
docurnentl}eeds to sUmmarize'the residual iisksanhe:site 'pbst'- lRA(whidl i:ses~entiall y 

,the saple.a,sprerIRA.;exceptnow' they are,covered,ahd;'l~ the:dtiV~f forfuftVcsj,'as 
'well as dooull1ent,that there is nolan uriAcceptablei.risklfdHhe sedimerits;riithe'areas 
. d~ferred"by'the IRA. See,Chapter 3.3;5;ofthe·EPA~s DeCi'si6n'DocumehtGuicle:forthe 
{,WeS of key informati9h,that should 'be,irtcluded ifithis' Sectidn6f!the"Proposed' Plan. 
Basically. the ,N~vy ne~dsJP: summarize' the .results orthe 'eadit!rBnselii1e 'Risk 
Assessment(s),' and the:land- and groundwater- use assumptions used in the analysi,s. 

\' .~\ "~:." ,\' ' ~L' -,:( "~i>:' '.-~ ,~;i·',;f· 

: Spe9ific~HY, tl1ere;,should be language referencing: data that :lhdicktesth,e'statu'si bfihe 
groun~hvater (surficial ,aquifer) a'snori~ potabte due to high TDS/saHhity~)'rhis' ~rbi1osed 
'J?lan mu~t incl~4~a summary,ofJh€igrolmawater' daUl'from'the :rRA'R'VF§,taridp~rhaps 
d:;ita ga,thereq in the 5 y~ars post-IRA,tosupport this deterrllinatioti of'grottrldw~tet as 
non-potable. In addition, there should be reference to,the most rec.~nt sycJjgtent data and 

,risk determ,n~,t~o~; maqebYithe NavyIMCRE> and apptovediby'lhe"re'gUlatdrs, that t~ere 
are nQ,sit~ ,ris~~"with r~~pe~t to the contaminated sediinents~' [See' Coffinleitt '#7, b'eI6w] 

,- . - :'~ ; \; i.:'· ;:" ;;i.<: ' ,"' . " y: ; 
, , _\', ~4' , 

5. Summ,ary,of Sit~ Risks, Pag~ $- The subsections under this Sectiori shouH:l'beirtdented 
,andlorJtaiic;i~,ed tphighlight thaVthey. are'indeedshbsectioh's oftHisS~ctio~.lliorder to 
" better distinguish the No Action'forsediments from the 'sitefi'sks that remain at S tte· 3 

,'" (~p,<:l requ;~~~ LVCs )col,1siger separating 'any discussion' of the 'se'dihtetit' samplIng: :afid 
)lnal ysis into its own subsection. ,. '!,' '," ',' , 
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,admipist,ra~ion of :the CERCLA: remedial 'investigationlreinedtaH\.ction process at MCRD. 

, , c' .".. ,-. ", "< ", . ,', ,> 

. t '; ~ 
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3. SCQP~a1J4ll,ole of this P~()Posed Action, Pag~ :5' .... The·btilleted components of th~ 
proposed :final r~m¢dy sh<!>.ulq ,be Jocated:in the'Preferreditlternative (or P:;'eferr~d Final 

" R~medy) Sec,ti9Q, A~cordingly, ~cut 'and'pasfe' 'these bUllets'and':reviseto make consistent 
with the EPA description in General ComrnentW:2i Itl :addi;tibh, the paragraph explaining 
the LUC implementation strategy should be relocated into the Preferred A.lt'ernatiye 
Sectiot;l." ' ",: ' , :,'j:, ,'", , , ,,;, ",':' ",', 

,,4, ,!$,lflTfr'9.QTy Q/$.iI(!Rtsks; Page, 5, ~ The .Information pfdViaetli iti·thi~ P6rtioif'bf'the " 
docurnentl}eeds to sUmmarize'the residual iisksanhe:site 'pbst'- lRA(whidl i:ses~entiall y 

,the saple.a,sprerIRA.;exceptnow' they are,covered,ahd;'l~ the:dtiV~f forfuftVcsj,'as 
'well as dooull1ent,that there is nolan uriAcceptablei.risklfdHhe sedimerits;riithe'areas 
. d~ferred"by'the IRA. See,Chapter 3.3;5;ofthe·EPA~s DeCi'si6n'DocumehtGuicle:forthe 
{,WeS of key informati9h,that should 'be,irtcluded ifithis' Sectidn6f!the"Proposed' Plan. 
Basically. the ,N~vy ne~dsJP: summarize' the .results orthe 'eadit!rBnselii1e 'Risk 
Assessment(s),' and the:land- and groundwater- use assumptions used in the analysi,s. 

\' .~\ "~:." ,\' ' ~L' -,:( "~i>:' '.-~ ,~;i·',;f· 

: Spe9ific~HY, tl1ere;,should be language referencing: data that :lhdicktesth,e'statu'si bfihe 
groun~hvater (surficial ,aquifer) a'snori~ potabte due to high TDS/saHhity~)'rhis' ~rbi1osed 
'J?lan mu~t incl~4~a summary,ofJh€igrolmawater' daUl'from'the :rRA'R'VF§,taridp~rhaps 
d:;ita ga,thereq in the 5 y~ars post-IRA,tosupport this deterrllinatioti of'grottrldw~tet as 
non-potable. In addition, there should be reference to,the most rec.~nt sycJjgtent data and 

,risk determ,n~,t~o~; maqebYithe NavyIMCRE> and apptovediby'lhe"re'gUlatdrs, that t~ere 
are nQ,sit~ ,ris~~"with r~~pe~t to the contaminated sediinents~' [See' Coffinleitt '#7, b'eI6w] 

,- . - :'~ ; \; i.:'· ;:" ;;i.<: ' ,"' . " y: ; 
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5. Summ,ary,of Sit~ Risks, Pag~ $- The subsections under this Sectiori shouH:l'beirtdented 
,andlorJtaiic;i~,ed tphighlight thaVthey. are'indeedshbsectioh's oftHisS~ctio~.lliorder to 
" better distinguish the No Action'forsediments from the 'sitefi'sks that remain at S tte· 3 

,'" (~p,<:l requ;~~~ LVCs )col,1siger separating 'any discussion' of the 'se'dihtetit' samplIng: :afid 
)lnal ysis into its own subsection. ,. '!,' '," ',' , 
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?: Summ(lry 0'[ S.ite11.;isks,Pag~ 5,'"':'This Section should include the standard langiiage 
explaining the.basisJo,l'j t;aldngfinalaction with Tespect to Site' 3 (exdud'ing the ' 

, ?, sedirpents). "n~:e,t~r~nc~!?ec;:;~iOfM)ocument Guide Highlight J ;;2' on Page 3'~4] : 

7. Sediment Sampling and Analysis Performed outside Sediment Area4, Page 6 - This 
subsection should be re-titled as Sediments and present the basis for the No Action 
decision based upon the data/characterization gathered to date. Consider adding a text 
box that,chronologically lists and summarizes the sampling events and results along with 
any docul11en,.tati!~p to ,~,upportt4,e'No Action determination, In partieUlar; ihe' EPA 
suggests theN avy n~issue the PQst~Construction Risk'Assessment document, 'and include 
as an addendum '()r appendix the EPA Data Summary Report, for the sediments with 
,conclusions aJldr~co,nunenq~tionfor;I'.fo Action for EPA and SCDHEC apprOV51I.This 
~oc~!l)ent, or;som~,thing "ery similar; ll1ustbe.approved befottfissuance of th'eHnal 
RODso 'lsJoheincluded in th¢'AdministrativeRecord, The Risk Assessment ee\ten if 
stil,! ~j)r.afi'4Rcum~n.t)',flJqpg~iin, :an yother rl0cu~ents/repoi1sthatsupporf the No 
Action deCision (e.g. EPA's Data Summary Report), should be listed in the References 
S~ftion Qfthe Propose4P;tflIl .• ; Additj<mall y" if the "Ove.rsighloFieldReedtd RepOrt" 

" , ref(mmced her~ isthe,~~meas the Ep,A DataSummary'rep'brt,delete the associated 

'. \"-

" '. ,sent~q<;e. Th(!E~A,r~P9J:!did notmakecQoclusions'or-recommendations'; OtherWise, 
pl~ase p:rovidethe Overs,igbtdqcqItlent you ate referencing.'" \," 

~ ~')' • ." , ., " , '~'. ' ' < 

-;" ' . 

8.Remed~i Action Objectives, P~ge 7 - There are residual risks at the site from the buried 
wastes and thus LUCs are required for the final remedy to remain protective. However, it 
is u1,1cJe~nQ EJ;l Awhether,,l'isk~, remain in the.·surfacewater to warrimtthe l1se restrictions 
.igeniifie~)ne th,e IROPLUCIR sl,!ch ;~snoswimminglwading within 200fL 'of the' 
c~use\VaY1,!nO sub~ist~n~e fisning,'eto; ,Consequently i the RemedliifActioh ObjecriveJ 
Sectiouis,hould at alJlinimum,iAclu~e' the LUC Performance Objectivesfhat are relevant 
given cu'f!"tlnt"site,conditi()ns.r'fheseLUQ ObjeCtivesshould'be the same ihatwouldbe 
,,inclllqe9,irphe,~U.~Rem~,dial;Design;riot·neoessarily those presented'iIltheIROD . 
. Also,in~ludeanRAO !thataddressestheneed for continued groundwater monitoring. 

". ' ., . '~ '.. ". " '., . ,-\. . , I.. ',' " 

AddHionaIly,as'suming the~urface water related LUCs are to be implemented herein, 
explain, pow MCE.P will enfor9~theiprohibit.ionof.subsisterlce fishihg while allowing 
reH~,<;ttiqnalfis,hing., If Bas.~t UA'lits; ,are,ro' be: utilized,~ reliite the B as'e' lithifs'to the risk 

., ass,essmeqt approacll utUize;d:ill\theJ~;l, ;,$ econdl y; 011 the' associated LUC Figure, please 
" cladfyth~~UC bounqarie.s .vs. S,i~e, bOMndaries~a:tidexplainhowthey were placed. 

-.(" 

9. I'rf!erred Fi~a(R,ew~dy,;J.>age7 .... AS'statedabove, thisSection shduldbe included in 
the Prop~s~d PI,~nw,ith:an'~J\Planation' why other remedial' a:lternatives'were not 
considered necessary. Namely, the IRA was the best choice to' contain the buried waste 

'" . qnqcOlltjnues to .be t,he be~t r~ll1edy considering the addition ·of. the ma.intenari:ce 
',cGotllPonent, algpg·with continued LUCs andlgrouridwater monitoring tbproted human 

health and, the environment .• In,additiQn, there should be fairly'detaileddescrip't!ortfor 
" e~ch,' of the, re~ed y. cOp1pon~nts that are .summarized in the· bullets, pro'vidediiiGeneral 
Comment #2 above. ' 

to. Preferred Final Remedy, Page 7 - Please add this paragraph to the end of this Section: 
"Since hazardous substances will remain at the site above levels that allow for unlimited 
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exposure and unrestricted use, the Navy will review the final remedial action no less than 
every five (5) years per CERCLA Section 121(c) and the NCP at 40 
CFR300.4309f)(4)(ii). If results of the five-year reviews reveal that remedy integrity is 
cqmpromised and protection of human health is insufficient, then the additional remedial 
actions would ~e evaluated by the parties and implemented by the Navy." 'I 

11. Community Participation, Page 17,- Consider r~locating this Section to before the 
Figures. Please add the following paragraph as an introduction: "State concUrrence with 
the Preferred Final Remedy was obtained through the review and approval of documents 
in the Administrative Record file. COQ!munity acceptance will be determined through the 
publication of this Proposed Plan and solicitation of their input on tpe Preferred Final 
Remedy during public comment period. During the public comment period, the Navy, 
EPA and SCDHEC welcome comments and/or suggestions on the Preferred Final 
Remedy." Then refine the statements on Page 2 of the Proposed Plan pertaining to 
soliciting or not soliciting public cornmenrbased on the changes to this Plan and as 
appropriate. 
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