
Reisch, Timothy A CIV NAVFAC MID ATLANTIC 

From: Parsons, Rymn CIV NAVFACENG 09CC 
Sent: Friday, March 10, 2006 3:37 PM 
To: Reisch, Timothy A CIV NAVFAC Lant 
Subject: FW: EPA comments on NNSY, Site 17, ROD 
Signed By: Verifying the signature. Click the icon for details. 

Attachments: NNSY Site 17 ROD-020106--arc com.doc 

NNSY Site 17 
!OD_020106--arc c.. 

Forwarded. Please pass it on to Paul. Would like to review your comments 
before we reply to EPA. I have to away from 13 to 24 Mar. See you when I 
get back. R/Rymn 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Parent .Suzanne@epamail.epa.gov [mailto:Parent.Suzanne@epamail.epa.gov] 

Sent: Friday, March 10, 2006 15:32 
TO: Parsons, Rymn CIV NAVFACENG 09CC 
cc: Franklin.GreysonOepamail.epa.gov 
Subject: EPA comments on NNSY, Site 17, ROD 

Hi Rymn-- 

Attached are our comments on the ROD. Our RPM Greyson tells me that it 
needs to go to Tim Reisch and Paul Landin at CHlMHILL 
(plandinKH2M. corn) : 

--Suzanne 

(See attached file: NNSY Site 17 ROD-020106--ore com.doc) 
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Do you have to use the acronym CIA? RODS are public documents. CIA means 
something different to most people. If it’s a very commonly used acronym at NNSY 
(everyone knows what it means and refers to that area solely as the ‘TM”) and every 
figure uses “the CIA” to denote that location, then I guess okay. Otherwise, I really 
recommend just using the words and no acronym. 
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I see that this entire section was lifted from the ROD guidance. I am editing for consistent 
copy edit style within this document. 
~~‘:iiit;~~~~~~~~~~~~d~~~~~~,~ i~~~~,~~“~~~~~“~~~~~~;:~~ij~~;‘,~~~~~~~~ 

the 







because n 

No action would be implemented under Alternative 1. For Alternative 2, the Navy has 
proven capability to restrict access to specific areas within the installation and to conduct 
periodic monitoring of the facility. Alternative 2 is easily implemented by the Navy. 



Therefore, t 





and provides the best balance of tradeoffs in terms of the balancing criteria while also 
considering the statutory preference for treatment as a principal element and bias against 
offsite treatment and disposal, and state and community acceptance 

I every 5 years thereafter, 

and the environment 

CHZM HILL. 2005. Human Health Risk Assessment Summary Site 17, Building 195 and 
Vicinity, Norfolk Naval Shipyard, Portsmouth, Virginia. Prepared for the Department of the 
Navy, INaval Facilities Engineering Command, Atlantic Division, Norfolk, Virginia. 
November 2005. 
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Please check. I presumed that this document was prepared under the same contract as 
the 2002 document immediately below. I understand that this document is a memo 
included in the FFS, which is cited above. I include it here as a stand-alone document 
because it is specifically cited in the ROD. If you have concerns about the public being 
able to find the document, you could add “(Appended to Baker 2006.)” at the end of the 
citation. 




