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MEMORANDUM REGARDING NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC
ADMINISTRATION COMMENTS ON APPENDIX B OF MASTER WORK PLAN VOLUME 3 OF

3 MCRD PARRIS ISLAND SC
12/17/1997

NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION



ILo\, oo- 0003 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Natlonal Oceanic and Atmospheric AdmInIstration 
NATIONAL CJCEN SERVE 
oFFicEoFocEAN RESOURCES CUN!3ERVATON AND ASSESSMEM 
- kdAllWALs RESPONSE AND ASSESSMENT DNlSl()N 
tsoAsT~REsouRcEscooFlDINATloNsf?ANcH 
c/o US. Environmental Proiaction Agency, Region 4 
Waste Management Divisii 
61 Forsyth Street, AtIanra. GA 30303 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Disuibution 

FROM: Tom Dillon, Ph 

SUBJECT: NOAACRCR&wofMasterWarkPlan-PaxzisIslanclMCRF 

DATE: 17Dec97 

The U.S. Department of CommedNaGonal Oceanic and Atnxxpheric Administration 
(NOAA) appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on Appendix B, Volume 
XII, Master Work Plan, Marine Corps Recruit Depot, Parris Island, South 
Carolina. If you have any questions contact me at (404) 562-8639, FAX 404-5628662 
or tom.dillon~haunat.noaa.gov. 

Major Comments and Recommendations: 

1. Follow, as closely as possible, EPA’s 1997 guidance for conducting 
Ecological Risk Assessments at Superfund sites. The Master Work Plan (Mwp) 
currently cites an outdated (1994) v&on of EPA’s ecorisk guidance. Figure B-l in the 
MWP should mimic Exhibits I-2 and I-3 of EPA (1997) unless there are compelling 
reasons not to do so. These reasons should be discussed in Appendix B of the MWP. 

2. Comparison to screening values should occur in Step 2 only. The MWP 
currently screens media concentrations in Step 1 and ingested doses in Step 2. Both 
screens should occur in Step 2 as per EPA 1997. 

3. Step 1 should require site visit(s) and habitat characterization. As 
currently written, the MWP does not require a site visit until step 5. This is too laze in the 
process. Srep 1 should include a site visit as well as a description of the environments 
setting. The laner need not be exhaustive but should indicate the size and types of h&tats, 
potential receptors, chemical release mechanism(s) as well as a rudimentary pathways 
analysis. 

4. Post-screening uncertainty is reduced by coIlecting site-specific 
information, not by changing elements of the risk screen. Portions of 
Appendix B suggest that if the risk screen shows unacceptable risk, the process will be 
altered by chulging the underlying assumptions and data inpurs to m&e the results less 
unccrkr~ The appropriate way to reduce post-screening uncereainty is by coikcting site- 
specific information. This is the guidance contained in EPA 1997, cspouscd by EPA 
Region 4 and recommended by NOAA. 
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Other Comments 

@age, paragraph9 be>: 
B-l, 2, 8 Add “d resource trusts” to list of partnen 

B-l, 3, 10 “wells” should be “values’? , 
B-l, 4, 3 Sentence “When such . ..I* is unclear. All screening values should be the 
chronic NOAEL. This value can be estimati by dividing achronic LOAEL by 10. If no 
chronic values are available, a chronic NOABL can be estimated by dividing an appropriate 
acute LOABL by 100. 

B-4, 3 Delete last sentence. All screening should be conducted in Step 2. 

B-6, 1 The term “bioaccumulate” is used inappropriately. 

B-13, 2 See EPA 1997 for what constitutes an acceptable assessment endpoint 

B-16 Consult with EPA Region 4 to see if an sediment BR-L is still an acceptabIe 
substitute for a food-chain-based screening value. 

B-17, 5, 3 

Table B-3 

Substitute “assessment endpoint” for “resources to be protected”. 

Define the column headings “Screening Value” and ‘Effects Value”. 

Table B-S Provide reference for source of Dutch soil screening values. 

Distribution: 

Karen S. Atchley, Bechtel Environmental, Inc. : 
Don Hargrove, South Carolina Depastment of Health & EnvironmentaI cOnno 
Tim Harrington, Parris Island MCRD 
Kenneth Lapicrre, EPA Region 4 
Susan Peterson, South Carolina Deparrment of H&h & Bnvironmental Control 
Art Sanford Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Southern Division 
Mark P. Speranza, Brown & Root Environmental 
Lynn Wehman. EPA Region 4 
Priscilla Wendt, Sooth Carolina Department of Natural Resources 

1 ,I 
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