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From: Llamas.Lila@epamail.epa.gov

To: Sladic, Mark

Cc: charles.cook2@navy.mil

Subject: RE: Site 27 UFP QAPP EPA Comments

Date: Monday, August 09, 2010 9:55:38 AM
Attachments: MCRD Site 27 SAP_May 2010 EPA Comments.doc

Here it is. | sent them to Charles just now, but guess | should have
copied you. Sorry....

Lila

(See attached file: MCRD Site 27 SAP_May 2010_EPA_Comments.doc)

From: "Sladic, Mark" <Mark.Sladic@tetratech.com>
To: Lila Llamas/R4/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 08/09/2010 09:46 AM

Subject:  RE: Site 27 UFP QAPP EPA Comments

Thanks Lila. Will you be able to send a Word version? Thanks. MS

————— Original Message-----

From: Llamas.Lila@epamail.epa.gov [mailto:Llamas.Lila@epamail.epa.gov]
Sent: Monday, August 09, 2010 9:27 AM

To: charles.cook2@navy.mil; llamas.lila@epa.gov; Sladic, Mark;
timothy.j.harrington@usmc.mil; mmcrae@TechLawlnc.com;
AmickMS@dhec.sc.gov; darrel.pittman@usmc.mil; Kelly.Taylor2@ch2m.com;
GerryAM@dhec.sc.gov; KRIEGKM@dhec.sc.gov; lisa.donohoe@usmc.mil;
Claggett, Libby

Cc: Stacey French; joe bowers

Subject: Site 27 UFP QAPP EPA Comments

Hi folks,

These went out late last week. Let me know if you have questions.
Thanks,

Lila

404-562-9969

(See attached file: MCRD Site 27 SAP_May 2010_EPA_Comments.pdf)
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY



REGION 4




Atlanta Federal Center


61 Forsyth Street, SW




Atlanta, Georgia  30303-8960



August 5, 2010

CERTIFIED MAIL


RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED


4SD-FFB


Naval Air Station, JAX


Navy Facilities Engineering SE


Installation Restoration, SC IPT


Attn:  Charles Cook


PO Box 30


North Ajax Street, Bldg 135


Jacksonville, FL 32212-0030


And


Commanding General


Marine Corps Recruit Depot


Natural Resources & Environmental Affairs


Attn:  Tim Harrington

PO Box 5028



Parris Island, SC  29905-9001


SUBJ:
EPA Review of the Draft Site 27 – Equipment Parade Deck Motor-T Site Characterization Sampling (SAP) for Marine Corps Recruit Depot (MCRD), Parris Island, South Carolina (May 2010) 

Dear Sirs:



EPA has reviewed the Site 27 Draft SAP and has generated comments.  These comments were generated knowing that the Navy has already proceeded at risk with field work.  Therefore, EPA’s comments have been framed to clarify the record, but may not get into deficiencies that may otherwise have been noted.  Since the data is being gathered without an approved SAP, the Navy may be asked to return to the field.  Additionally, since data is already being gathered, there is little need to attempt to resolve concerns pertaining to objectives, decision rules, etc. which are normally critical to designing a data gathering effort in a way which meets the needs of all those concerned.  Rather, these issues can be worked out when necessary.  


GENERAL COMMENTS:

1. Since the Navy has proceeded at risk, comments are being provided to clarify the record in certain cases, however, since a finalized SAP was not approved prior to the Navy proceeding to the field, the Navy may have to return to the field at some point in the future to provide data which the regulators require.


2. EPA now understands the Remedial Investigation (RI) data gaps are to be addressed in the Site 55 SAP, therefore, comments previously submitted regarding the RI Phase I and II work plans, as well as feedback on Vapor Intrusion issues, would apply to that SAP.  However, recognize that some of the data gaps identified actually pertain to the area within the Site 27 boundary.  Regardless, the data gaps should be filled in one SAP or the other.  Please refer to previously submitted comments, emails, meeting minutes, etc. as appropriate.  EPA understands the Navy believes all items have been addressed, but please ensure this is the case.

3. Given one of the purposes of the Motor-T investigation is to provide data which will allow decision-making with respect to obtaining approval for moving forward with construction of the Motor-T facility, previous comments and communications pertaining to construction of the Motor-T facility as it relates to Sites 27, 55, 9 and 16 and what would be required to obtain approval would apply here in general.  Be sure to include data gathering efforts to address comments and fill data gaps as necessary.  Please refer to previous comments, emails, meeting minutes, etc. as appropriate. EPA understands the Navy believes all items have been addressed, but please ensure this is the case.

4. Given the DQOs address the Site 27 Conceptual Site Model (CSM), unresolved comments on the previously submitted Site 27 CSM document would apply here in general, to DQO sections which address the CSM.  See previously submitted comments, emails, meeting minutes, etc. as appropriate.  EPA understands the Navy believes all items have been addressed, but please ensure this is the case.

5. The problem statement has been revised to address the “clay layer smear zone”, but characterizes it as being “just above the water table.”  EPA’s belief is that the “smear zone” may include the clay layer, and any area below that which would extend to just below the top of the water table.  Please ensure that the investigation addresses these areas.  Modify the DQO worksheets to address the clarified “smear zone” location.

6. Due to the elusiveness of the LANPL and the variety of contaminants it may contain, it is advised that a variety of field techniques be utilized to target soil sample depths within the smear zone, in real time in the field, as opposed to relying on a guideline of “just above the water table”, which could result in the LNAPL being missed.  This applies at Site 55, and just across the border of Site 27 downgradient from PAI-27-SO-28, MW11 and FMP 12.  EPA has recommended a variety of investigative technologies that could be applied along a continuum of soil core in order to target specific subsample locations. Of these technologies, the FLUTe ribbon is the least expensive (but also potentially least effective).  EPA understands the Navy has agreed to use the FLUTe ribbon, along with the other techniques.  Modify the DQO worksheets to address this issue.

7. In general, there is insufficient information to determine if a proper investigation of the smear zone will take place.  EPA expects the soil core to cross the clay layer and go into the water table some distance, regardless of whether this is “6-8 feet bgs” or further.  Modify the worksheets to address this.

8. If a reaction is seen on the Flute ribbon, or by the PID, field test kits should be applied and an analytical sample should be taken and held.  DDT and Field test kits should confirm the need to analyze a sample at this location.  If no hits are found on the ribbon, or from the PID, or DDT/TPH test kits, an analytical sample may not be necessary. 


9. Additional details were provided regarding field investigation procedures.  These should be included in the revised document, along with details about investigating the smear zone. 

10. Figures:  EPA has previously requested that MIP locations be included on maps and figures.  Preliminary field data already shows the MIP data appears to correlate with field data.  The available MIP data may provide more additional vertical delineation information than what is being obtained from the field.  Find a way to include the MIP data points on a map with the proposed sample locations for 27/55.  Include MIP locations with positive responses on Figures in the future, showing the locations of the MIP data points in relation to the other site investigation locations.  Estimate locations if necessary.  Revise Figures 10-3, 10-4, and 17-1 to include positive response MIP locations.  

11. EPA commented previously on several additional soils and groundwater samples being needed south of the Site 27/55 border.  This has been addressed in part, but EPA expects the step out samples to address remaining concerns.


SPECIFIC COMMENTS:


12. SAP Worksheet #’s 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7:  Based on a review of the Sampling and Analysis Plan, Site 27 – Equipment Parade Deck Motor-T Site Characterization Sampling dated May 2010 (SAP), the following worksheets were found not to be compliant with the Uniform Federal Policy for Quality Assurance Project Plans, EPA-505-B-04-900A dated March 2005 (UFP QAPP Manual): SAP Worksheets #1, #3, #4, #5, #6, and #7.  The non-conformances are presented below.  


· SAP Worksheet #1, Title and Approval Page, is incomplete, signatures and no dates are provided;


· SAP Worksheet #3, Distribution List, is incomplete as to be determined (TBD) is listed for the Field Operation Leader (FOL) and the Site Safety Officer (SSO);


· SAP Worksheet #4, Project Personnel Sign-Off Sheet, is incomplete as TBD is listed for the FOL and the SSO, and no signatures or dates are provided;


· SAP Worksheet #5, Project Organizational Chart, is incomplete as TBD is listed for the FOL;


· SAP Worksheet #6, Communication Pathways, is incomplete as TBD is listed for the FOL; and


· SAP Worksheet #7, Personnel Responsibilities and Qualification’s Table, is incomplete as TBD is listed for the Feasibility Study (FS) Engineer, the SSO, and the FOL.


Ensure that the final SAP includes this missing information for the record.


13. EPA previously provided the following comment:  “SAP Worksheet 10, Section 10.2.2, Petroleum Hydrocarbons Removal – Site 55 (2001 and 2003), Page 10-3:   This section discusses that petroleum hydrocarbon LNAPL and water were removed from the FOV, Site 55, in 2001 and again in 2003.  This section indicates that free product and water removal from the vault were conducted as a previous investigation and removal action.  However, it is not clear from the text whether the removal of free product and water was conducted as a CERCLA clean-up removal action as indicated in this section.  The volumes of free product and water removed during 2001 and 2003 and their disposition were not reported in this section.  Additionally, subsurface soil most likely contaminated due to the presence of free product in the FOV would have had to have been excavated to some depth below the ground surface to facilitate the installation of the FOV.  As such, the soil volumes removed and ultimate disposition of the soils was not reported in this section.  If the Navy is intending for the free product removal being conducted as a CERCLA “previous investigation and remedial action” the volumes of free product/water and soil removed from Site 55 and their ultimate disposition should be included in the SAP.  Alternatively, provide a brief statement as to the type of operational action which occurred and disposition of soils/materials removed, as well as provide a reference of where the detailed data and information can be located.”

The Navy replied that the action was taken as a maintenance activity and that additional details would be provided later.  Please advise when and in what manner the Navy will provide information pertaining to disposition of the soils and water removed.   

14. Worksheet #10, Conceptual Site Model, Figure 10-5:  In Figure 10-5, the arrow indicating the positioning of the LNAPL points to the top of the perched water table.  However, as discussed in EPA’s previous comments, the more likely location of the LNAPL is on top of the water table just below the clay layer.  Please add an arrow to indicate this location as well. 

15. Worksheet #10, Conceptual Site Model, Section 10.3.1, par.2:  The text makes statements about what is not considered Principal Threat Waste (PTW) on site.  The Conceptual Site Model is not the appropriate place to make this determination.  EPA expects this determination to be made after the investigation is complete, when additional data and information is available.  In accordance with EPA’s Guide To Principal Threat and Low Level Threat Wastes (OSWER 9380.3-06FS November 1991) and the NCP, a variety of factors play into the determination of what constitutes PTW.   Please modify the text language.

16. Worksheet #10, Conceptual Site Model, Section 10.3.2:  The Navy’s response to EPA’s previous comment # 16 does not completely capture the “focus” of the investigation (see EPA’s discussion on objectives of the investigation in the remainder of RTCs).  However, the response goes on to address EPA’s concerns with respect to investigation of LNAPL, and the text in this section does as well, as it pertains to the Conceptual Site Model.

17. Worksheet #10, Conceptual Site Model, Section 10.3.3, Human Health Receptors and Exposure Pathways:  The text is not consistent with the risk scenarios presented in Figure 10-5, Conceptual Site Model.  Figure 10-5 does not include the human health risks to the hypothetical future resident.  Revise the worksheet and/or figure to resolve the conflict.


18. Worksheet #10, Conceptual Site Model, Section 10.3.3, Human Health Receptors and Exposure Pathways, Appendix C:  According to the Table of Content, Appendix C is reportedly the Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) Methodology.  The text in this section does not reference Appendix C, as perhaps it should.  Also, Appendix C does not contain the HHRA methodology, but rather appears to contain a duplicate of Appendix D information.  Please provide the subject HHRA methodology.

19. Worksheet #10, Conceptual Site Model, Section 10.3.3, Human Health Receptors and Exposure Pathways:  The discussion on HHRA also discusses Eco Risk Assessment.  Either revise the title of this subsection or create a subsection for Eco risk, even though it states an Eco risk assessment will not be conducted.  In that discussion, add a sentence that states if it is found that contaminated groundwater has reached the marsh area and is surfacing or discharging to surface waters, an eco risk assessment may be necessary.

20. Worksheet #11, Data Quality Objectives, Site 27, Section 11.1, Problem Statement:  The text indicates that unacceptable risks to construction workers, future industrial workers, or hypothetical future residents from exposure to environmental media within Site 27 would be determined.  However, Figure 10-5, Conceptual Site Model, does not include the human health risks to hypothetical future residents.  Additionally, the human health risks to the current maintenance worker are illustrated in the figure but not mentioned in the text of Section 11.1.  Revise the SAP so the various risk scenarios evaluated are reported consistently throughout the SAP text, figures, and tables. 


21. Worksheet #11, Data Quality Objectives, Site 27, Section 11.1, Problem Statement:  The problem statement falls short of capturing everything that needs to be addressed at Site 27.  EPA’s previous discussion on objectives of the investigation and the Navy’s responses more fully address the breadth and depth of the problem being addressed and objectives of the investigation.  (See RTCs in the front of the document.)  However, since the field work has been completed at risk, it is not necessary to revise the statement at this time except as requested in other comments herein.


22. Worksheet #11, Data Quality Objectives, Site 27, Section 11.2, Information Inputs, item number 2, Page 31 of 120:  The text lists the use of a PID as a field screening method, but Appendix B does not describe the actual application of the method.  For the record, in Appendix B please describe how the PID was used in the field to obtain a near continuous screening.   


23. Worksheet #11, Data Quality Objectives, Site 27, Section 11.2, Information Inputs, item number 2, Page 31 of 120:  The text states Oil-In-Soil  will be used, but EPA previously recommended a variety of methods which would provide a continuous screening along the core (See previous EPA comments).  Since the issuance of this draft document, the Navy agreed to the use of the FLUTe ribbon, the least expensive method recommended.  Please include it in the list of field screening methods and provide instructions for use in Appendix B.   


24. Worksheet #11, Data Quality Objectives, Site 27, Section 11.2, Information Inputs, item number 4, Page 32 of 120:  The text states that groundwater samples will be analyzed for volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs), polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB), pesticides, and target analyte list (TAL) metals, and soil samples will be analyzed for target compound list (TCL) VOCs, SVOCs, PCBs, pesticides and TAL metals.  However, multiple worksheets such as SAP Worksheet #18 and #20 do not appear to include pesticide analysis for groundwater samples.  Please modify Worksheets 18 and 20 to address pesticide analysis for groundwater samples.


25. Worksheet #11, Data Quality Objectives, Site 27, Section 11.2, Information Inputs, item number 4, Page 32 of 120:  The text states that groundwater samples will be analyzed for volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs), polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB), pesticides, and target analyte list (TAL) metals, and soil samples will be analyzed for target compound list (TCL) VOCs, SVOCs, PCBs, pesticides and TAL metals.  However, multiple worksheets such as SAP Worksheet #19, Analytical SOP Requirements Table, SAP Worksheet #23, Analytical SOP References Table, and SAP Worksheet #24, Analytical Instrument Calibration Table, include analyses for diesel range organics (DRO) and gasoline range organics (GRO).  According to SAP Worksheet #11, DRO and GRO analysis is not a required data need.  Revise the SAP to remove information regarding chemical analyses that will not be performed and ensure consistency of the analyte list throughout the SAP.  Provide an explanation of your reasoning used to resolve the inconsistencies.

26. Worksheet #11, Data Quality Objectives, Site 27, Section 11.2, Information Inputs, item number 5, Page 32 of 120:  The text indicates a comprehensive list of the relevant environmental and medium-specific risk-based screening levels and regulatory criteria will be used as Project Action Limits (PALs) during this investigation.  The text further states that positive detections from the EnviroGuard DDT test kit which has a method detection limit (MDL) of 0.2 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) will result in collection of step out soil samples.  However, the PAL for DDT as listed in SAP Worksheet #15, Reference Limits and Evaluation Table, is 0.067 mg/kg.  As such, it is not clear how the step out sampling will be defined to achieve the PAL of 0.067 mg/kg when the DDT test kit has a MDL of 0.2 mg/kg.  Additionally, item number 2, Page 31 of 120, indicates the EnviroGuard DDT field test kit will be used for delineation of DDT or “other chlorinated hydrocarbons such as chlorobenzene.”  The chlorobenzene PAL listed in SAP Worksheet #15 is 0.062 mg/kg.  However, the worksheet does not indicate the MDL for chlorobenzene.  As with DDT, it is not clear how step out sampling will be defined in order to achieve the respective PAL based on chlorobenzene results from the DDT test kit.  Revise the SAP to address this issue.


27. Worksheet #11, Data Quality Objectives, Site 27, Section 11.4 Analytic Approach:  The Characterization Decision Rule states that if PTW is identified in the Site 27 boundary, then the team will consider what type of response action is appropriate for the Site.  In addition to the presence of PTW, ALL contamination present within Site 27 must be considered to determine if a remedial/removal action is necessary prior to the start of construction of the Motor-T Area.  Many factors may feed into this decision, and may be too complex to address in a simple decision rule.  Since the Navy has already proceeded at risk, EPA recommends the data be presented in a report and the impact of the data discussed therein based on all objectives of the study. (see EPA’s previously clarified objectives, as well as those of others.)      


28. Worksheet #11, Data Quality Objectives, Site 27, Section 11.4 Analytic Approach:  The Characterization Decision Rule states that if PTW is not identified in the Site 27 boundary, then no immediate response will be needed prior to construction of the Motor-T Area.  EPA cannot agree to this limitation.  There may be contamination other than just PTW at concentrations which would require remediation/removal prior to the start of construction.  Once the data is in, the team will need to discuss if ANY remediation/removal needs to take place prior to the start of construction.  Since the Navy has already proceeded at risk, EPA recommends the data be presented in a report and the impact of the data discussed therein based on all objectives of the study (see EPA’s previously clarified objectives, as well as those of others.) 

29. Worksheet #11, Data Quality Objectives, Site 27, Section 11.4 Analytic Approach:  In the Delineation Decision Rule, add “semi-confined” to the parenthetical statement after “… below the” and before “water table.”

30. Worksheet #11, Data Quality Objectives: Site 27, Page 34 of 120 of SAP:  The second complete paragraph states that currently the extent of dissolved phase contaminants in groundwater is delineated.  However, Figure 10-4, Groundwater Exceedances 2007 and 2008 Samples, indicates exceedances of the residential tap water regional screening level (RSL) for pesticides and VOCs were measured in perimeter monitoring wells, particularly west and downgradient of Site 27.  Therefore, the extent of dissolved groundwater contamination appears loosely constrained and not fully delineated.  Additional details are needed to clarify how the current extent of dissolved groundwater is delineated.


31. Worksheet #11, Data Quality Objectives, Site 27, Section 11.4 Analytic Approach:  In the Delineation Decision Rule it is stated that the temporary well clusters were added specifically to determine if LNAPL is present.  For clarification, from EPA’s perspective, this was not necessarily the only reasoning for the placement of these wells.  The wells may show LNAPL, or they may not.  The wells should also be able to show if the contaminated groundwater concentrations in the area are indicative of contamination which has spread from Site 55, or has been contributed by a second source in the area, as proposed by other agencies in team discussions.  Additionally, soil cores in the area could indicate the presence of LNAPL.  This second part of the decision rule is unnecessary.  Please remove the decision rule or modify it in a manner acceptable to EPA.


32. Worksheet #11, Data Quality Objectives, Site 27, Section 11.4 Analytic Approach:  The Risk Assessment Decision Rule will be reviewed fully after the risk assessment methodology has been presented in Appendix C.  While portions of the rule sound reasonable, it is unclear if EPA can agree with the last sentence in the second paragraph without knowing more about whether leaching to groundwater is considered as part of the human health assessment methodology.  Sources contributing to groundwater contamination would likely need to be addressed.


33. Worksheet #14, Summary of Project Tasks, Soil Sampling:  The second paragraph states the soil borings will be advanced to an estimate of 8 feet bgs.  The soil boring should be advanced past the clay layer and into the saturated soils below the surface of the semi-confined water table, regardless of the feet bgs.  If the clay layer is not encountered within a reasonable depth according to where nearby cores encountered the clay layer, then the core can be stopped.  


34. Worksheet #14, Summary of Project Tasks, Soil Sampling:  Update the third paragraph to include the FLUTe ribbon, since that has been decided already.

35. Worksheet #14, Summary of Project Tasks, Temporary Well Installation:  Wells should be installed in which the screens intersect the semi-confining clay layer, whether they be considered shallow or not.


36. Worksheet #14, Summary of Project Tasks, Groundwater Sampling and/or water level Measurements:  Wells should be checked for LNAPL prior to purging or any disturbance.


37. Worksheet #16, Project Schedule/Timeline Table:  Table is blank and the work project timelines and schedules are not known.  Revise the worksheet to include this information.


38. Worksheet #17, Sampling Design and Rationale, Soil Sampling:  The plan does not indicate that subsurface soil samples will be collected from the clay layer and/or the saturated zone at/just below the surface of the semi-confined water table.  This is not consistent with other SAP worksheets (or as comments instruct).  Revise this section of the SAP to be consistent with SAP Worksheet #11, Data Quality Objectives: Site 27, Section 11.3, Study Area Boundaries; Section 11.4, Analytic Approach; and SAP Worksheet #18, Sampling Locations and Methods/SOPs Requirements Table, which indicates soils samples will be collected from the saturated zone of concern.  Clarify in all of these worksheets that the investigation area is to include the clay layer and the saturated soils just below, regardless of whether this is within the 6-8 feet bgs area or not.   


39. Worksheet #18, Sampling Locations and Methods/SOPs Requirements Table, Page 64 of 120:  The bolded text indicates “…30 samples to be collected from 12 locations….”  However, SAP Worksheet #17, Sampling Design and Rationale, Soil Sampling, Page 61 of 120, states that soil borings will be installed “…in 15 locations…”  For consistency, revise the relevant worksheets to provide the correct number of sample locations across the Motor-T Area. 


40. Worksheet #18 and #20:   These tables do not accurately present the analysis in that pesticides have been omitted from groundwater analysis.  Please correct the tables.

41. SAP Worksheet #32, Assessment Findings and Corrective Action Responses:  The worksheet does not indicate that EPA should be notified of significant corrective actions.  Revise the worksheet to indicate that EPA will be notified of significant corrective actions. 


42. Figure 10-6:  The legend in Figure 10-6, Cross Section B-B’, indicates the groundwater elevation is referenced to “feet below top of casing”.  However, the scale in the cross section indicates the elevation is referenced to “feet above mean sea level”.  Additionally, the word “Site” is misspelled in the figure title.  Revise the figure as needed to address these issues.


43. Figure 17-1, Proposed Sample Locations:  The figure was not included with the SAP hard copy.  For completeness, revise the SAP to include this figure.


EPA has reviewed this document recognizing the Navy has already proceeded at risk in the field; therefore, additional detail may have been necessary which is no longer needed.  EPA expects the Navy to meet future concerns/needs as may become necessary.  If there are any questions on these comments, please do not hesitate to contact me at (404) 562-9969.


Sincerely,


Lila Llamas


Senior RPM


cc:
Meredith Amick, SCDHEC



Annie Gerry, SCDHEC



Mark Sladic, TtNUS 
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