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CERTIFIED MAiL ,',. " ,,', ' 
REttJRNlfficEWfREQUESTED ," 

. :. ~" .", '. '." . '" .. ' : ~ . )i: . 

Naval AirStation,JAX, 
NJ~y~a~iHti~~Engiije~ring'SE;' , 
Installation ~.estoratiori:, sttpt ", >, ' "~c 
Attn: ~. Cb~le~'¢qpK.... '.' ',", i , 

PO Box30 '" 
North Ajax, StreeJ, J3ldg P5.,. ' 
JacksonyiIle,a' 3~2i ~-063l) ," ' 

And 

C6illlnandingG~nerat ,. 
Mari1J.~;<;pms ~~sn* Peppt. ' " "', ' 
Natural Resources & Environmental Affairs 
Attn: Tim Harrington 
POBox 5028 
Parris Island, SC 2990$~~001 

< ; "'~ 
.' ,I 

.'''' . ," 

.~ , T 

, (i" J" ~ 

, d .' 

sinn:' EPARevieW ofthe technMiIMe'mdhl~duiR POst~Ii1terimC6nst~ction~lsk Assesstrtent 
for Site 3 - Causeway"LandfiU;Matine COrPs'RecruitDepot(MCRD), Pams'Islarid,''South 
Carolina (July 20iO). > \ 

'J~ , },' 'r,' 

Dear Sirs:" ' 

The U.S,., E~vi~om:nentalProtecJipn,Agency!(EI?A~lha,s<;ompleted itsre\:'iewof the' 
Techni!;al Memorandum PosH~teri~Con&ih~cti~m Risk Asse~slllentJor;Site.3 ,7; Causeway 
Landfill (tech Memo) as aD2 Re~ 1 docllIneriC EPA fi~ds thaQhedocument is sufficient for its 
intended purpose, a!1d may be considered final provided a fe~ chahges ar~;imld~in accordance 
with th\! Gonditipnslisted beloW. ,; ,,' ' .', """, "; <:, ,:, ';", ,',' d,' ;', ,," '.,. ' " t, , ,"""" 

'Rega~ding the flsh,coHstlInp,t~dn patHw~y'Hali(~t~ti''lh' theTechM~it16, E~Arecognizes 
,the tlt1ce'itairidMiasso6i'~t~d witWastuHy'su~h'as;this;butguidah'ce dalls'fordecisions :ba~ea'()n ' 
whatist1onsltl~red pr(j~e'ctrve,df hlitlHlnnetrithand the\'envirbtifuJht. A:lth6ogh' arguQ1ents :ate 
rtradeWt'thedoctiolerii'wh'ich;po irltout 'the potefttialtHat'PCBciontamimints f6i.lhdih;tne, fish" 
sampleq'.are ·not' site' rei atetl; i this(is';notcOrifirmed, with statistical ·anal ys'is'oflned:lta, 'arid','is'bnly 

, - 1 

" -1 --
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somewhat SUPflortecl;by theJ tites of. evidenc:e' presented, in the Tech Memo. Furthermore, " 
contaminants other than PCBs also ge~~"~t~Jwtel)tial unacceptable risks for fish consumption. 
There is also mention ofuncertfl,i,mie,s associ"teq Wm1H9psumption rate,sof inclividua.J~;",,';,J:~' , 
However, information gatheredJw·the Na,vy,\,ndica,tes that highly exposed ,individqals~who,tlsh 
from the 3rd Battalion Pond<iQ,~xfs~,'The le,YeJ.Pf~ollsqmption jndicatec!hytheinfo..ma#o,O', 
suggests subsistence level cOllsumption. EPA"s'natiot:a:rguidance pertaining to the use of ' ' 
chemical data in fish advisories recommends that if sufficient actual data,regarding site-specific 
consumption rates does not exist, qefault value,s shoulpbe used. Therefore, EPA supported the 

,use of the default subsistence fisher cc5ns'umpiion ' rates in this evaluation, arid the Partnering 
Team agreed. EPA has determined this consumption rate should be considered the Reasonable 
Maximum Exposure (RME) scenario which should be evaluated for risk due tofishconsumption 
at this site.' The Tech Memo presents analysis using the fish ti,ssue <iat",gatheredwl1ic:t, Sho,ws' 
potential unacceptable risks due to fish consumption, in not only' the'RME' scenario,but also " 
others whom consume fish in substantially less quantities. Therefore, EPA expects the Navy to 
propose a remedy in the form of Land Use Controls (LUCs) to a(jdress risl<.s dqe JP Hsh, 
consumption.' ' '" , ' ' , 

Furthermore, the Tech Memo discusses analysis of sediments andstitfac~ wateJ~ adjacent 
to the Site 3 Causeway. Based on the information presented in the tecitMetno; there iShO' " \ . I' 1:. ' ."" , _ '," ': '! ;', ,'" .'~ r,; - _ _ ~ : .. ~ 

human or ecological potential unacceptable risk related to the sediments or the surr,ace water: 
other than that due to fish consumption (to\b~ addressed by LUCs). Therefo~e,EPAeXpects,a, 
recommendation for No Action for sediments and surface water. , ' ' " " , ",' • ' 

And lastly, EPA understands this Tech Memo, in combinatiqn with' ~iie pi~vioUSi' , 
Remedial Investigation, supports selecting the interim remedial actions as Finl1l; includir(g tfie 
associated land use controls and long-term monitoring of the groundwater beneath the waste unit 
(as an indicator of cover effectiveness). A requirement for maintenance of the soH cover sho~ld ' 
be added. Therefore EPA expects the Navy to recommend adoption of the interim rem,ed,yas a 
final remedy for soils and waste at Site 3, with slight modifications. , , ,'" , ," 

In order for this Tech Memo to be consid~red fin~~, thefolloWi?g ~:~h~itionsmust be met: 

CONDITIONS: 

Change pages should be submitted to address the following cotldifio,il~.' 

L ,Sectio1l1.3;,~age~7· .. ",Ple~s,e ~xpIAinhere,aI').cl in Table,Jlifthe r.esults are dry weight 
or ~.etweight,fqre,a.syqfcomparison,to ~iterature. ()r,otlter;dat~sets!" 

2. Section 5.1. Page 30. In the first paragraph on Page 30: 

• Change "CERCLA established fish, ingestion rates" to "other fish 
ingestion rates" or clarify this statement. 

:.lli thtda.sf.seI1tenceoftli"e' paragrapn (beginnirig"Subs'equent ,'I' 

" discussions: ~ . );'''CERCLA f~ceptdrs" snQuldbe' cli~uiged;to"t\le 'selected , 
expo'sure s~eiuu:ios." ' "if; '" " ' 

, . ) ... ' _ .,y)."\'. >:~>;. L .-;/ ; .. , '- -'~~',' f_-,~" <, ' ' 
3. Section 5.1. Page 33, In the lastpaXagn~pn ptipr to$ectip115,l"the textlIlentions 

, allaI},§isqf f~sh tis,suei~clllde4; J?J)~a,JldP PT,~p. ~~c(itipn to ppP·~'~J,I)4· diox,~ll'; like 
PCBs,. ,at,tpe x~qllest of U.S .EP ~,': ,Tb:,is sho,\tlJd ,be;xeyjseg to. stale ,that aUl;llYsi&.,:, '," ' 
included npp, DOij, and.pDT \'aHherequest?f U.S.(Efc~and;N.p,~,and.'P¢lls at 
the request ofSCDHEC base~ onrecemmendatlons'of;,ATSDR; In order to address 

( 

\ 

r 

somewhat SUPflortecl;by theJ tites of. evidenc:e' presented, in the Tech Memo. Furthermore, " 
contaminants other than PCBs also ge~~"~t~Jwtel)tial unacceptable risks for fish consumption. 
There is also mention ofuncertfl,i,mie,s associ"teq Wm1H9psumption rate,sof inclividua.J~;",,';,J:~' , 
However, information gatheredJw·the Na,vy,\,ndica,tes that highly exposed ,individqals~who,tlsh 
from the 3rd Battalion Pond<iQ,~xfs~,'The le,YeJ.Pf~ollsqmption jndicatec!hytheinfo..ma#o,O', 
suggests subsistence level cOllsumption. EPA"s'natiot:a:rguidance pertaining to the use of ' ' 
chemical data in fish advisories recommends that if sufficient actual data,regarding site-specific 
consumption rates does not exist, qefault value,s shoulpbe used. Therefore, EPA supported the 

,use of the default subsistence fisher cc5ns'umpiion ' rates in this evaluation, arid the Partnering 
Team agreed. EPA has determined this consumption rate should be considered the Reasonable 
Maximum Exposure (RME) scenario which should be evaluated for risk due tofishconsumption 
at this site.' The Tech Memo presents analysis using the fish ti,ssue <iat",gatheredwl1ic:t, Sho,ws' 
potential unacceptable risks due to fish consumption, in not only' the'RME' scenario,but also " 
others whom consume fish in substantially less quantities. Therefore, EPA expects the Navy to 
propose a remedy in the form of Land Use Controls (LUCs) to a(jdress risl<.s dqe JP Hsh, 
consumption.' ' '" , ' ' , 

Furthermore, the Tech Memo discusses analysis of sediments andstitfac~ wateJ~ adjacent 
to the Site 3 Causeway. Based on the information presented in the tecitMetno; there iShO' " \ . I' 1:. ' ."" , _ '," ': '! ;', ,'" .'~ r,; - _ _ ~ : .. ~ 

human or ecological potential unacceptable risk related to the sediments or the surr,ace water: 
other than that due to fish consumption (to\b~ addressed by LUCs). Therefo~e,EPAeXpects,a, 
recommendation for No Action for sediments and surface water. , ' ' " " , ",' • ' 

And lastly, EPA understands this Tech Memo, in combinatiqn with' ~iie pi~vioUSi' , 
Remedial Investigation, supports selecting the interim remedial actions as Finl1l; includir(g tfie 
associated land use controls and long-term monitoring of the groundwater beneath the waste unit 
(as an indicator of cover effectiveness). A requirement for maintenance of the soH cover sho~ld ' 
be added. Therefore EPA expects the Navy to recommend adoption of the interim rem,ed,yas a 
final remedy for soils and waste at Site 3, with slight modifications. , , ,'" , ," 

In order for this Tech Memo to be consid~red fin~~, thefolloWi?g ~:~h~itionsmust be met: 

CONDITIONS: 

Change pages should be submitted to address the following cotldifio,il~.' 

L ,Sectio1l1.3;,~age~7· .. ",Ple~s,e ~xpIAinhere,aI').cl in Table,Jlifthe r.esults are dry weight 
or ~.etweight,fqre,a.syqfcomparison,to ~iterature. ()r,otlter;dat~sets!" 

2. Section 5.1. Page 30. In the first paragraph on Page 30: 

• Change "CERCLA established fish, ingestion rates" to "other fish 
ingestion rates" or clarify this statement. 

:.lli thtda.sf.seI1tenceoftli"e' paragrapn (beginnirig"Subs'equent ,'I' 

" discussions: ~ . );'''CERCLA f~ceptdrs" snQuldbe' cli~uiged;to"t\le 'selected , 
expo'sure s~eiuu:ios." ' "if; '" " ' 

, . ) ... ' _ .,y)."\'. >:~>;. L .-;/ ; .. , '- -'~~',' f_-,~" <, ' ' 
3. Section 5.1. Page 33, In the lastpaXagn~pn ptipr to$ectip115,l"the textlIlentions 

, allaI},§isqf f~sh tis,suei~clllde4; J?J)~a,JldP PT,~p. ~~c(itipn to ppP·~'~J,I)4· diox,~ll'; like 
PCBs,. ,at,tpe x~qllest of U.S .EP ~,': ,Tb:,is sho,\tlJd ,be;xeyjseg to. stale ,that aUl;llYsi&.,:, '," ' 
included npp, DOij, and.pDT \'aHherequest?f U.S.(Efc~and;N.p,~,and.'P¢lls at 
the request ofSCDHEC base~ onrecemmendatlons'of;,ATSDR; In order to address 



'. 

SCDHEc<'s.request forpell ~alysis; EPAJsguidancere'quited thefuialysisofiPCB 
~conge~ers; .... This>allowed .forapprb~rHite:~~teGti~.~:~im~f~ .~dif?r'~?TP~~so?j~~ai?~t 

,;' .screenmgde:v:els for·: fish; tIssue}'i , Alsoicorreet thfS Ifslmrlar text 'occurs· else\:VHere Ill, 

; thedocu~etit.'Otheiwisejiremove' all referenoes to specificAgenci'eS'ahtlsilllplyi; , 
destdhenwliat:was'doneaIid'for,whaqiurppse:;'" ,i . . .. 

"""', I. ,': :~:,~,: :; j ,<' j -1.- "', .'i " /, .' ":' 

4. Section5,3,Page 34: The text mentions Jish tissueconcentrationsas'being "Yet 
. ~eight..Ple~se· indicatesoiotl· Tablelikifthisrls ,the0ase~ .',; , 

{(-< ! J'U 

5. Section 5.4.1. Page 35. The text references Tables 14, 14A and 14B>H:owevetdnere 
is little information regarding Table 14. Table 14 includes "Total PCBs (non-dioxin 
like" and "Total PCBs (dioxin like)." These terms are cOhtradictory to the analysis 
obtained. The table includes a,nbn~dioxin like Total PCB exposure point 
concentration. This appears to b~ an error. Analyses were not performed for the non
dioxin lik,~ ,PCB~,9ngeners (p. tl6~;. Also, ,since non-dioxin like PCBs were not 
analyze'd,ifo1-, "'tbtal"'PCBs canriot'beadrlressed.It appears 14A and 14B represent 
what was analyzed and caIculatedlDelete Table 14 and remove references to it. 

6. Section 5.6.3, Page,40~Atthe,ehd;o£the first paragraph a reference is made to Tables 
"18Aand 18B". However;,theteismo;reference to "Table 18". Table 18 is located 
just before Tables18A and 18B. Table 18 does not include sufficient information to 
differentiate it from the other tables, yet it presents results which are ih conflict with ( 
18A and/or 18B.It. appears Tables 18A and 18B" repr€sehtJt'estlltsifi a~H0fa~tice with 
EPA guidance. Delete Table 18 and any references to if,irftHet~ arelaiiy;~ u . 

~"';>'3 ? 

Furthermore, the non-cancer results for child subsistence fisher (19) and adult 
subsistence fisher (8) from the RAGS tables in Appendix H differ from those in Table 
18A (17° and 7 respectively). Please reconcile the differences. 

7.' Section 5.7, Page 43, his! paragraph. Delete the last sentence in the paragraph 
regarding "typical"CERCLA evaluations. CERCLA evaluations are site-specific. 

8. Section 5.8, Page 47, First Bullet at the bottom. This bullet discusses the comparison . . -., , 

of the results of the risk characterization of Site 3 . vs. the reference pond. The text in 
this bullet see~s to overstaf'ethe' silIiilarl:tfes'ofthe coriipittisonsasc~ompa:red-totfie 
aiscussion in Section 5.6.3, which states, the "statistical analyses ... show mixed 
results when considering whether or not Site 3 dioxin-like PCB concentrations are 
statistically greater than those detected in the reference area." Please use this 
statement of uncertainty in the summary bullet in Section 5.8. 

9. Section 7.1, Page 64, next to last sentence before 7.2. Replace "at the request of 
EPA" 'rith "in accordance with EPA guidance." 

10. Section 7.2.1, Page 65, second paragraph. Thefirst sentence states the ri~ks "are.· 
c9mp~lfabre". This description is too vague. Td better refled .the comparisons 
between th~two~ th~ s¥htence should oec(!}vorded to" ... are comparable to, but 
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exqeed, tho$~JrQin th~;r.efereneeaocation';' In the second seritence,delete ~~and 
statistical c()IIlP,artSQI1s",.' JI1,the'same 'sentence" Mercury is,omitted from the . list of, 

: ' Pf~Ill~yris~, QJ'i;VeFs.,' A~dmefcury and, describe. jts ~omparisorrhy f~ctbr$."; Then add 
a. new..laSk§entence Olat. sli,ltes;.!~H()weyer, . a slatistical.'apalysis;;t1)f the two data· sets 

, showed mixed' results wh~n consi<.iering ,whether ornotBite,3dioitiIl.tlike 'PC1R 
concentrations are'statistically greater than those detected irtthe reference area)'· 

, " 

This concludes,~EPA' s conditions: for approval. i Ifthere 'is any wayEP A can assist 
in helping you to address these conditions, please do not hesitate to call. I can be reached 
at,(4Q4) 562.,9969. ' . i· 

cc:, 

,~ ", 

Meredith Amick·SCDHEC 
," -' - :' . "'. '. . ". .,~.-. ~, .,' 

Annie Gerry, SCDBEe 
Mark Sladiq TtNus y--

-,:·t-· 

. ' ; 

;i:: -

.SeniorRPM 
c Federal: Facilities BranGh 
.superfund Division 
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