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Sawyer, StephanieNBO 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

All, 

Friedmann, WiliiamNBO 
Wednesday, March 10, 20104:53 PM 
Sawyer, StephanieNBO; Kappleman, WiliiamIWDC; Warren, RoniIWDC; Cook, LauraNBO 
Forshey, AdamNBO 
FW: NWS-Yorktown Site 28 EPA review of the draft Proposed Plan 
EPA comments on Site 28 10-09 Draft Proposed Plan.doc 

Follow up 
Completed 

The attached file is for the No Action Proposed Plan for Site 28. This was the PP which was considered too technical, yet 
none of the comments I was seeing is indicating this. What is of most concern are two general areas. One is the 
comment regarding the rationale for no HH risk based on individual chemical His. This is not the first time we have seen 
such a comment and we have been able to adjust the language. 

The second issue is t he response that BTAG expects from their comments. 
Bill 

- --- --------------------
From: Thomson.Bob@epamail.epa.qov [mailto:Thomson.Bob@epamail.epa.qov] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 10,20104:12 PM 
To: Friedmann, William/VBO; tom.kowalski@navv.mil 
Cc: Forshey, Adam/VBO; wmsmith@deq.virqinia.qov 
Subject: NWS-Yorktown Site 28 EPA review of the draft Proposed Plan 

Attached, please find EPA's comments pertaining to the review of the Navy's October 2009 draft Proposed Plan for Site 
28, the Building 28 X-Ray Facility and Drain Field, located at the Naval Weapons Station Yorktown NPL site. 

Robert Thomson, PE, REM 
Office of Federal Facility Remediation 
US EPA - Region 3 
215-814-3357 
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1 Introduction 

Draft Proposed Plan 
Site 28: Building 28 X-Ray Facility and Drain Field 

Naval Weapons Station Yorktown 
Yorktown, Virginia 

October 2009 

lhis Proposed Plan describes fer-the preferred alternative for Environmental Restoration Program 
(ERP) Site 28, the Building 28 X-Ray Facility and Drain Field, at Naval Weapons Station (WPNSTA) 
Yorktown, Yorktown, Virginia (the "Site"). The preferred alternative for remedial action at the Site is No 
Action for soil, groundwater, sediment, and surface water. lhis alternative was selected following 
completion of a Remedial Investigation (RI) and Step 7 of tke Ecological Risk Assessment (ERA) 
~that demonstrated that all site media poses no unacceptable risk to human health and ecological 
receptors. Because there are no lmGcceptable ri3.ks at the site from exposure to soil, grolmd ..... ater, 
Gediment, ilnd sarfuce ..... ':ter, eVil luatioR of other remedial actio!: illtemiltive.iis !:ot nccecenry. 

lhis Proposed Plan is issued jointly by the United States Navy (Navy), the lead agency for 
environmental restoration activities at WPNSTA Yorktown and the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA) Region 3, the lead regulatory agency. The plan has been coordinated 
with the Commonwealth of Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (VDEQ), the support 
regulatory agency. 

lhis Proposed Plan will be available for public review and comment at the Virgil I. Grissom Public Library 
(366 DeShazor Drive, Newport News, Virginia 23608, (757) 369-3190) during a 3O-day public comment 
period that includes a public meeting and fulfills public participation responsibilities as required under 
Section 117(a) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 
(CERCLA), as amended, and Section 300.430(£)(2) of the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution 
Contingency Plan (NCP). The Navy and USEP A Region 3, in consultation with VDEQ will make the final 
decision on this plan for Site 28 for all media after reviewing and considering all information submitted during 
the 3D-day public comment period. 

In addition to presenting a preferred alternative for Site 28 media, this Proposed Plan summarizes 
previous ~uperfur:dJ:CERCLA investigations that have been conducted at the Site. Information __ -
documenting environmental inv~~tigati~~s -at Site-28 -i~ a;ailabl~ to-th~ p{;:bli~ ~ th~ Ad~i~istr;iti~e- - - - -
Record (AR) file for WPNSTA Yorktown. Details regarding the dates of the public comment period, the 
date and time of the public meeting, and the location of the AR are included in the text box below entitled 
"Please Mark Your Calendar." In addition, a glossary of key terms is provided at the end of this Proposed 

Comment [hi]: Is it assumed that the public 
knows Superfund and CERCLA are the same 

Plan; glossary terms are identified in bold print the first time they appear. 

Please Mark Your Calendar 

Public Comment Period 

Month d - Month d, 2009 
201 0 

The Navy will accept 
written comments on this 
Proposed Plan during the 
public comment period. To 
submit comments or obtain 
further information, please 

Attend the Public Meeting 

Day, Month dd , 2009-201 0 at X:OOpm 

Place - York County Public library - Yorktown 
8500 George Washington Highway Yorktown, 

Virginia 23690 

The Navy will hold a public meeting to 
explain the Proposed Plan. Verbal and written 

, thing? 
, ~~------------------------~ Comment [S2Ri]: Good point. Rather than 

introduce Superfund, we'll make a change. 





and downgradient of the three culverts draining into the tributary (seven locations). In addition, 
thirteen surface soil samples were collected from the tributary banks to the left and right of each 
downgradient surface water/sediment sampling location. 

Surface soil data was used to conduct a preliminary Human Health Risk !ScreeningJI'UIR8),which , . __ - -{ Comment [hS]: Acronym unnecessary 

identified potential unacceptable human health risks to future child residents due to combined exposure 
to several inorganics. However, because Ino individual contaminant ~<ls_ f.otlJlcl ~o_p'o_s~ tlIlaccETt<l~I~ , .. 
risk, it was concluded that it was unlikely that exposure to surface soil would cause adverse human 
health effects. 

Surface water and sediment data was used to conduct a Screening-Level Ecological Risk Assessment 
(SLERA), which identified potential unacceptable risks due to exposures to inorganics (primarily silver) . 
Based upon these results, a Remedial Investigation (RI) was recommendedL and SSA 10 was renamed 
as Site 28. 

Round One Remedial Investigation Report, Sites 27 through 30 (Baker, 2005) 
In 2000, an RI was conducted to close remaining data gaps and aid in the completion of a Human 
Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) and a ~tep 3a ~~~e}i!l~ .E~,?logicill. ~i~~ ~!'s.e~s.Dl~nt JIJ~lt~): _ 
Subsurface soil, groundwater, sediment, and surface water samples were collected during this 
investigation. 

The HHRA, performed during the Round One RI (Baker, 2005), expanded upon the surface soil data 
collected in the SSP (Baker, 2001) and included subsurface soil and groundwater samples in the 
analysis. The HHRA identified potential unacceptable human health risks to future child residents 
from exposure to arsenic, iron, and vanadium in surface and subsurface soil and from exposure to 
chromium and iron in groundwater. Based on the fact that ro single contarnrnant ClEceeded Iffiity and 

Comment [h6]: Not ok. The HI is based on 
cumulative risk, not risk posed by anyone 
individual contaminant. If the Baker 2001 
report was based on a contaminant-specific 
analysis, then the conclusion is not supportable. 
PJease review the docwnent and see if there is a 
rational for this conclusion that complies with 
the NCP and EPA's risk guidance (because that 
rationale doesn't.). (In fact, an HIiRA based on 
risk posed by single chemicals conflicts with 
Step 4 of the HHRA text box later in this PRAP.) 

Comment [h71: (1) 3a or 3A? 3A is 
capitalized in the ERA discussion, 4 paragraphs 
below. (2) These steps mean nothing to the 
public. Is it really necessary to explain the 
specific step? If so, the steps will have to be 
explained in this PRAP so it's understandable to 
the public. 

th~ co.nc~ntt:.a.!i9Ils.. ~(a!l.cSlIlta~an!s_ (:!e!e.c!e~:lin soil a,ndgrSltl11ci~at~r_ ~er~ 1:>~19"",_ 'Y!'r-J?!' p... , Comment [58]: Deleted text, immediately 
background concentrations, no additional evaluation or action was recommended. below, is not a justification for taking no action. 

If the HI based on all COCs is less than one or if 

The ptep 3a IB!!~-, c:~n_d~c:t~ci f,?r .agtliltic. <1!19 .t~I!e.s!ria} !t<ll>i~a!s, ~d_eJ1tifie.d. sily~r_ a,s _tllc, Prirn!l-ry __ . . . . the HI to anyone target organ is less than one, 
THEN that would be a basis for deciding that 

contaminant in sediment and surface water that posed potential unacceptable risk to tcrreGtrial lower ' , , ,=n_o_ac_ti_' o_n_is_n_ec_essary_.,;..t_o_ab_a_te_ns_· _k_a_t t_h_e _si_te_. -=( 
trophic::-level terrestria l populations and communities. No unacceptable risks were identified for either '. ( Comment [h9]: 3a or 3A? 

aquatic or terrestrial upper trophic::-level receptors. Based on these results it was recommend.ed tha t '-----=---=---------------' 
additional sediment and surface water samples be collected from the tmnamed tributary WffC 

rcconunendcd either prior to or as a part of a Step 7 BERA. 

Ecological Risk Assessment - Step 7 (CH2M HILL, 2008) 
In the ~tep 3A ~ERP..." silyer was identifiedas a P Slt,eJ1tial ecological risk driver in lovv:er::tro}Jhic level 
terrestrial and aquatic communities; therefore ~EP A Process was contirlued through Step 7 (Risk 
Characterization) of the ERA proces3. Surface soil, sediment, and surface water samples were collected 
along the length of the tmnamed tributary downgradient of Site 28 and along a nearby reference reach 
(i.e., a section of stream similar in nature to the unnamed tr.ibutary, but un impacted by 
contaminants) for site·specific comparison. 

Potential risk to ecological receptors in terrestrial habitats was dctenRiP.ed assessed by comparing soil 
concentrations with risk screening values (conservative values above "'RieR aRwhich an ecological 
effect will occur). Soil concentrations were also screened against base·wide background concentrations 
and reference reach concentrations to assess if exceedances of screening values were the result of 
naturally occurring conditions. Finally, modeled dietary intake of indicator species was tiCreened 
wHflcompared to ingestion screening values while soil toxicity testing was conducted with 
earthworms to determine if concentrations present we-fe-ma v be harmful to invertebrate terrestrial 
~eceptors. 

Potential risk to ecological receptors in wetland/ aquatic habitats was determined by comparing 
sediment and surface water concentrations with risk screening values. Sediment and surface water 
concentrations were also screened against base-wide background concentrations and reference reach 

.. ' _. -- -{ Comment [hlO]: 3a or 3A? 

._ .- - Comment [hll]: Please add another sentence 
here and at the end of the next paragraph (or 
beef up the last paragraph of this section) to 
make a substantive conclusion. How was it that 
the SERA concluded that no unacceptable risks 
were present? All COCs were below screening 
values? . 



concentrations to assess if exceedances of screening values were the result of naturally occurring conditions. 
Finally, modeled dietary intake of indicator species (animals selected to nv resent those likely to be exposed 
to til(' contaminJted media) wa-s-wc rc r;crecned compared with ingestion screening values while sediment 
toxicity testing was conducted with frogs and surface water toxicity testing was conducted withJssc~scd 
usin g linvertebrate~ ~d~ ~s!t !o. dete~e)!: c:.o!l<:en!ra!!ons present ~e!e.. ~_~ !o. t~ rrl!~;tridl aqua tic ~ ~ ____ _ -
Ireceptor{ ____ ~ ~ ~ __ _____________ _ . __ ~ ~ ~ ~ _ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ___ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ _ ___ ., , 

The Step 7 BERA identified no unacceptable risks to terrestrial, wetland, or aquatic ecological receptors 
related to the Site. As a result, no clean-up goals were required dcvc.lopcd and no action was 
recommended for ecological receptors. 

3 Site Characteristics 

Site 28 consists of Building 28, the surrounding terrestrial area, and a portion of the unnamed tributary. The 
topography at the Site ranges from approximately 65 to 40 feet above mean sea level (msl) and slopes 
steeply northeast toward the unnamed tributary. The Site receives surface water runoff from the access 
road and surrounding wooded area, all of which drain into the tributary. 

The unnamed tributary meanders along a defined channel through a flat-bottomed floodplain until it 
reaches Felgates Creek near Site 2, approximately one mile downgradient of Site 28. The floodplain 
varies in width from 60 to 100 feet and consists of a freshwater emergent wetland. Deciduous forest 
consisting of dense canopies surrounds the tributary on the upland ravines along its length. 

Surface soil at the Site are composed m ostly of fine sand and silt/clay. The depth to groundwater 
(Cornwallis Cave Aquifer) is be tween 5 and 14 feet below ground surface with flow northeast towards 
the unnamed tributary. There is no current or expected future use for groundwater at the site. Potable 
water at WPNST A Yorktown is supplied by the City of Newport News Waterworks. 

4 Scope and Role of Response Action 

WPNSTA Yorktown was placed on the Nationa] Priorities List (NPL) in October 1992. An FFA, signed in 
1994, identified 16 Sites for RI and 19 Site Screening Areas (SSAs) for the Site Screening Process (SSP). 
Subsequent to the FFA, 6 additional SSAs were identified for consideration under CERCLA. Site 28 is one 
of 24 sites at WPNSTA Yorktown currently in various stages of being investigated, addressed and / or 
closed out in accordance with CERCLA and the NCP. A summary of how the Navy, in partnership with 
the USEP A Region 3 and VDEQ, is addressing all CERCLA sites at WPNSTA Yorktown is provided in 
the Site Management Plan, which is updated annually and available in the AR file. 

5 Summary of Site Risks 

An assessment of potential human health and ecological risks were evaluated and documented in the 
Round One RI (Baker, 2005), and the Step 7 BERA (CH2M HILL, 2008). Based on the RI, there are no 
unacceptable human health risk~ from exposure to all site media. Following completion of the Step 7 
BERA, no unacceptable ecological risks were identified from exposure to all site media. 

~otential risks from exposure to site media are summarized belo~. A<!di!!o.n~~ inforrna!i<?~ ~e];~IA~g __ _ ' _- .' 
human health and ecological risks, as well as how they are calculated, is included in text boxes within 
these sections. 

Comment [BTAG12]: You should specify 
which ones. 

Comment [h13]: Add a sentence to make a 
substantive conclusion 

Comment [h14]: This statement conflicts with 
the last sentence of the previous paragraph. 
Please edit to clarify or resolve the conflict. 



What is Human Health Risk and How is it 
Calculated? 

A Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) estimates 
the likelihood of health problems occurring if no cleanup 
action were taken, and consists of the following four­
step process: 

Step 1.: Analyze Contamination 

Step 2: Estimate Exposure 

Step 3: Assess Potential Health Dangers 

Step 4: Cha racterize Site Ris k 

In Step], comparisons of the concentrations of site 
chemicals to scientific studies on the effects those 
chemicals have on people help determine which 
chemicals pose the greatest threat to human health. 

In Step 2, the Navy considers different ways people 
might be exposed to chemicals, the concentrations, 
how often, and how long they may be exposed to 
determine a "reasonable maximum exposure" (RME) 
scenario that portrays the highest level of human 
exposure that could reasonably be expected to occur. 

In Step 3, the Navy uses the information from Step 2 
combined with toxicity information to assess potential 
health risks. The Navy considers two types of risk: (1) 
cancer risk, and (2) non-cancer hazard. The likelihood 
of any kind of cancer resulting from a contaminated site 
is generally expressed as a probability; "1 in 10,000 
chance" (for every 10,000 people that could be 
exposed, one extra cancer may occur as a result of 
exposure). For non-cancer health effects, the Navy 
calculates a "hazard index" (HI), that is the ratio 
between the "reference dose," (the dosage at which no 
adverse health effects are expected), and the RME (the 
estimated maximum exposure level). A "threshold level" 
(HI less than 1) exists below which non-cancer health 
effects are no longer predicted. 

In Step 4, the Navy determines whether site risks are 
high enough to cause health problems for people at or 
near the site. The results of the three previous steps are 
combined, evaluated, and summarized. trhe Navy adds 
up the potential risks from the individual contaminants 
and exposure pathways and calculates a total site rist{ _ 

WHAT IS ECOLOGICAL RISK AND HOW IS IT 
CALCULATED? 

Comment [515]: See? Risk management 
decisions are not based on risk posed by one 
individual contaminant. 



An Ecological Risk Assessment (ERA) evaluates the 
potential risks to plants, animals, habitats, and 
communities, and is conducted using a step-wise 
process (as outlined in Navy and USEPA ERA policy 
and/or guidance), that includes decision points where 
agreement among stakeholders is reached to 
determine if the process should continue or terminate. 
The process continues until a final decision has been 
reached (i.e., remedial action if unacceptable risks are 
identified, or no further action if risks are acceptable). 
The process can also be iterative if data needs are 
identified at any step; the needed data are collected 
and the process starts again at the point appropriate to 
the type of data collected. An ERA has three principal 
components: 

1. Problem Formulation establishes the goals, 
scope, and focus of the ERA and includes: 

Compiling and reviewing existing information on 
the habitats, plants, and animals that are present 
on or near the site. 

Identifying and evaluating area(s) where site­
related chemicals may be found (source areas) 
and at what concentrations. 

Evaluating potential movement (transport) of 
chemicals in the environment. 

Identifying possible exposure media (soil, air, 
water, sediment). 

Evaluating if/how the plants and animals may be 
exposed (exposure pathways). 

Evaluating routes of exposure (for example, 
ingestion ). 

Identifying specific receptors (plants and animals) 
that could be exposed. 

Specifying how the risk will be measured 
(assessment and measurement endpoints) for all 
complete exposure pathways. 

Risk Analysis which includes: 

Exposure Estimate - An estimate of exposures 
concentrations. This includes direct exposures to 
lower trophic level receptors (organisms low on 
the food chain such as plants and insects) and 
upper trophic level receptors (organisms higher 
on the food chain such as birds and mammals l, 
and indirect exposures (exposures via the food 
chain) for upper trophic level receptors. 

Effects Assessment - The concentrations of 
chemicals at which an adverse effect may occur 
are determined. 

3. Risk Calculation or Characterization: 

The first two steps are used to estimate potential 
risk to plants and/or animals by comparing the 
exposure estimates with the effects thresholds. 

Also included is an evaluation of the uncertainties 
(potential degree of error) that are associated 
with the predicted risk estimate and their effects 
on ERA conclusions. 



5.1 Soils 
The HHRA identified potential unacceptable non-cancer hazards (HI> 1.0) for future child residents 
due to the combined exposure to arsenic, iron, and vanadium in both surface (HI = 1.05) and 
subsurface (HI = 1.49) soil under reasonable maximum exposure (RME) assumptions. Indi~'idual 
!!hazard quotients (HQ) for individual contaminants can be found in Table 2. Although the total 
hazard index (HI) for these media exceeded unity, no individual eentamiRaRt ef ceRcem (COC) posed 
u~:aEceptable risk and risk to each individual target organ was below USEP A's target level. In addition, 
all contaminant concentrations detected during sampling activities were below WPNST A Yorktown 
base-wide background concentration, indicating that past activities at that location did not cause the 
contaminants to be present there; therefore, no further investigation is warranted and no action is 
necessary to address human health risk from soil associated with Site 28. 

The three principal components of an ERA are 
implemented as an 8-step, 3-tiered process as follows: 

1. Screening-Level ERA (Steps 1-2; Tier 1)­
The SLERA conducts an assessment of ecological 
risk using the three steps described above and 
very conservative assumptions (such as using 
maximum chemical concentrations). 

12 

3. 

Baseline ERA (Steps 3-7; Tier 2) - If potential 
risks are identified in the SLERA, a BERA is 
typically conducted. The BERA is a reiteration of 
the three steps described above but uses mere 
site-specific and fea!istiG-more typical exposure 
assumptions. as "'ell as aggitional methogs not 
Incluge9 in the ~ lER,\ , such as consideration of 
backgFoun9 concentrations.IThe BERA.~ 
~usually includes the collection of site­
specific data (such as measuring the 
concentrations of chemicals in the tissues of 
organisms, such as fish) to address key risk issues 
identified in the SLERA. 

Risk M anagement (S tep 8; Tier 3) - Step 8 
develops recommendations on ways to address 
any unacceptable ecological risks that are 
identified in the BERA and may also include other 
activities such as evaluatin remedial alternatives. 

The site-specific Step 7 BERA (CH2M HILL, 2008) 
identified no unacceptable risks to terrestrial 
communities or populations from exposure to site soil. 
No contaminant concentrations exceeded screening 
values, background concentrations, and reference 
concentratio~ ~ s_urfa<::~ soil~ In ad~tio!\ th~!E!sl,1~t~ ___ _ -
of toxicity testing indicated that surface soil was not 
chronically toxic to lBwer-invertebrate terrestrial 
receptors, represented by earthworms. Visual 
inspection of the vegetation present along the 
unnamed tributary displayed community structure 
and diversity consistent with the reference area and 
showed no. signs. of stress (e,g.,leafdiscolora.tioI1, 
dieback, invasion by non-native or opportunistic 
species). No unacceptable risk was identified and no 
adverse impacts to ecological receptors were observed 
for Site soil. No action is warranted for Site 28 to 
address ecological risks from site soil. 

5.2 Groundwater 
The HHRA identified potential unacceptable non­
cancer hazards (HI > 1.0) for future child residents due 
to the combined exposure to chromium and iron due 

to ingestion of groundwater (HI = 1.34) under RME assumptions. Individual HQs can be found in 
Table 2. Although the total HI for groundwater exceeded unity, no indiYil~lld eoe poned unacceptable 
ri sk ,md risk to each individual target organ was below USEP A's target level. In addition, all 
contaminant concentrations 

detected during sampling activities were below WPNSTA Yorktown base-wide background 
concentration; therefore, no further investigation is warranted, and no action is necessary to address 
human health risk from groundwater associated with Site 28. 

Comment [5171: Is this related to reference 
reach? 

Comment [BTAG161: Per EPA guidance, 
consideration of background is a risk 
management function~ not a risk assessment 
function. EPA Region 3 BTAG sticks with this 
interpretation as chemicals present at 
background concentrations may stiU 
significantly influence toxicity of site -related 
contaminants (and elimination of these 
compounds often literally means that they are 
never considered when one attempts to assess 
what is happening at the site. While chemicals 
present at background concentrations should 
not be considered as "risk drivers" and the 
focus of BERA investigation, compoW1ds 
present at or below background conditions 
should only be completely eliminated at Step 8. 



Table 2 - Human Health Risk Assessment Slimmal1/ 

I 

Contaminant 

Arsenic 

Surface Soil Iron 

Vanadium 

Arsenic 

Subsurface Soil Iron 

Vanadium 

Chromium 
Groundwater 

Iron 

Exposure Point 
Concentration 

5.67 mg/kg 

14,462 mglkg 

21 .7 mg/kg 

8.3 mglkg 

25,800 mglkg 

22 mglkg 

0.0337 mglL 

2.18 mglL 

Maximum Base-wide 
Background Concentration 

63.9 mg/kg 

46,400 mglkg 

64.7 mg/kg 

42.7 mg/kg 

51,100 mglkg 

70.3 mg/kg 

49.6 mg/L 

48.2 mg/L 

Hazard Quotient 

0.13 

0.32 

0.32 

0.19 

0.57 

0.32 

0.87 

0.47 



The BERA concluded that ecological risk evaluations for groundwater was not necessary since 
there is no direct ecological exposure to groundwater and potential risk from exposure to 
surface water and sediment were directly evaluated. 

5.3 Sediment 
No unacceptable risks to human health from sediment were identified during any round pf risk 
screenin~~c()nducted, and thu~J}o further action is necessary to address human health risk 
from sediment at Site 28. 

The Step 7 ERA detected silver concentrations above risk:-screening values, background 
concentrations, and reference reach concentrations in surface sediment. No chemicals exceeding 
all of these criteria were ifidentified in site subsurface sediment samples. Toxicity tests for silver 
performed with frogs indicated reduced growth in the tributary downgradient of Site 28; 
however, it was concluded that these deviations were not statistically significant from the 
results from the reference reach. Although silver concentrations present in surface sediment 
exceeded all screening criteria, based on the resu lts of the toxicity tests conducted using frogs, 
no unacceptable risk is posed to Iwetland/ aquatic receptors <!~e_t~ ~il,:,e! ~~~c~!I~r"l~~~s.:.~~s~<i ____ -
u pon the weight-of-evidence, no unacceptable risks were identified for sediment, and no 
further action is warranted to address ecological risk from sediment at Site 28. 

5.4 Surface Water 
1N0 unacceptable risks to human health from surface water were identified during any round of 
risk screening conducted . ~o further action is necessary to address human health risk from 
surface water at Site 28. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

The Step 7 ERA detected total silver in exceedance of screening values, background 
concentrations, and reference reach concentrations in surface water. No chemicals exceeding all 
of these criteria were ifidentified in dissolved surface water samples, indicating that the 
concentrations of total silver may be associated with suspended lParticulate~. tr()~i9'!y ~e.?t..s J~r _ _ _ 
silver performed with invertebrates and fish showed reduced growth in the tributary -
downgradient of Site 28~ however, these deviations were not statistically significant from the 
results from the referen~e ~each.-Although -total sil~er con~entr~i:io~s present in s~rface ~ater 
exceeded all screening criteria, based on toxicity tests, no unacceptable risk is posed to 
Iwetland/ aquatic receptors ~ue to silver concentrations. Based uyon the weight-of-evidence, no 
unacceptable risks were ide~tified fo~ -s~if~~e-~~ter~ ~~d ~o furthe~ ~ctio~-is ~~iT~~ted -to - - - - "'" 
address ecological risk from surface water at Site 28. ' 

'6 Preferred Alternative 

Because no unacceptable risk to human health and the environment was identified, the preferred 
final alternative for all media at Site 28 is No Action. No Action is warranted based on a review of all 
information that demonstrates there are no unacceptable risks to human health and the environment 
due to soil, groundwater, surface water, and sediment at Site 28. Because there are no unacceptable 
risks, evaluation of remedial action alternatives is not necessary. 

Under the No Action alternative, no response actions will be performed at Site 28 and no restrictions 
on land use or exposure are necessary. The Navy may reconsider No Action for Site 28, or consider 
evaluation of other alternatives if public comments or additional data indicate another alternative 
warrants consideration. 

6.1 Commonwealth Acceptance 

Comment [h18]: What is risk screening? 
What steps in the "How is the HHR calculated" 
text box were done to detennine if sediment 
poses an unacceptable risk to human health?? 
Add more text to explain how this conclusion 
was determined. 

Comment [h19]: Wetland and aquatic 
receptors Q!: only the aquatic receptors in the 
wetland? 

Comment [BTAG20]: Frankly, this is pretty 
shaky weight of evidence for the sediment. 
Frogs may not be the most sensitive receptor for 
this contaminant and media. If you have info 
showing this, you should state that. It's not a 
convincing argument. 

Comment [521]: What is risk screening? 
What steps in the "How is the HHR calculated" 
text box were done to determine if sediment 
poses an unacceptable risk to human health?? 
Add more text to explain how this conclusion 
was determined 

Comment [h22]: What is the significance of 
this finding? If silver is suspended, not 
dissolved, does it pose a different risk? 

, Comment [BTAG23]: You've got reduced 
growth for three classes of receptors? 

The weight of evidence discussion needs to be 
beefed up. 

Comment [h24]: Oarify what receptors you 
mean 



The VDEQ supports the no action altemativethat No Action is necessarv a t this Site. The VDEQ's 
final concurrence with -!:he--Rl':-l.o Aaction alternative will be provided following the-review of all 
comments received during the public comment period. 

6.2 Community Acceptance 
Community acceptance will be evaluated after the public comment period and will be fully 
evaluated in the Record of Decision (ROD) that will follow this Proposed Plan. 

7 Community Participation 

The Navy and USEPA Region 3, in consultation with VDEQ, will make the final decision on this 
approach for Site 28 after reviewing and considering all information and comments submitted 
during the 30-day public comment period. The public comment period for this Proposed Plan will 
extend from day/month to day/ month, and a public meeting to discuss the Proposed Plan will 
be held day / month/ time at XXXXX. Details regarding the public comment period and public 
meeting are included in the text box in Section 1 entitled "Please Mark Your Calendar." The Navy 
will summarize and respond to all comments submitted during the public comment period in a 
responsiveness summary that will be included in the final decision document, the ROD! 
whichflbH will follow this Proposed Plan. This Proposed Plan and the ROD will become part of 
the AR file for WPNSTA Yorktown. 

Public participation is encouraged since the preferred alternative presented in this Proposed 
Plan may be modified or another alternative selected based on new information and/ or public 
comments received. The public is encouraged to gain a more comprehensive understanding of 
Site 28 and the Navy'S Environmental Restoration Program by attending this and other public 
meetings advertised in the Daily Press and Virginia Gazette newspapers and accessing 
information included in the AR file . Minute~ of allJ)ublic meetiJ1gs will be included in the file: _ 

During the comment period, interested parties may submit written comments to the 
following address: 

Mr. Tom Kowalski P.G. 
NA VFAC MIDLANT, Code EV3 
9742 Maryland Avenue 
Building N-26, Room 3208 
Norfolk, VA 23511-3095 
Phone: (757) 455-6618 
Email: !+om.kowalski@navy.mil 

For further information, please contact: 

Mr. Rob Thomson, P.E., R.E.M. 
USEP A (Region 3) 
1650 Arch Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
Phone: (215) 814-3357 
Fax: (215) 814-3025 
Email: !+homson.QIffib@epamail.epa.gov 

Mr. Wade Smith 
Virginia Dept. of Environmental Quality 
629 East Main Street, 4th Floor 
Richmond, VA 23219 

- Comment [h25]: CERCLA requires a 
transcript, not minutes. See CERCLA Section 
117(a)(2). 



Phone: (804) 698-4125 
Fax: (804) 698-4234 
Email: wade.smith@deq.virginia.gov 

Glossary 

Administrative Record (AR): Site information is compiled in an Administrative Record and 
placed in the general ERP information repository for public review. 

Background: The concentration of a naturally occurring or manmade contaminant, such as a 
metal, found in groundwater, soil, sediment, and surface water in areas not affected by spills, 
releases, or other site-specific activities. Background concentrations of some inorganics and 
other contaminants are often at levels that may pose a risk to human health or the environment. 
These background-related risks should be considered (i.e., subtracted) when calculating the risk 
posed by site conditions. 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 
(CERCLA): A Federal law, commonly referred to as the "Superfund" Program, passed in 1980 
and amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986. CERCLA 
provides for cleanup and emergency response in connection with existing inactive hazardous 
substancewasfe disposal sites that endanger public health and ~;L1fety or the environment. 

Contaminants of Concern (CDC): A chemical that, based upon comparison to regulatory 
screening criteria, has potential to pose unacceptable risks or hazards to receptors at the site. 

Ecological: Refers to plants and animals in the environment. 

Ecological Index (EI): Ecological effects are evaluated by dividing the chemical concentrations 
present at the site with the Ambient Water Quality Criteria set by the Clean Water Act to 
determine the EI. If the EI is greater than one, then the release is potentially harmful to aquatic 
life. 

Ecological Risk Assessment (ERA): An evaluation of the risk posed to the environment if 
remedial activities are not performed at the site. 

Environmental Restoration Program (ERP): The Navy, as the lead agency, acts in partnership 
with USEPA Region 3 and VDEQ to address environmental investigations at the facility 
through the ERP. The current ERP is consistent with CERCLA and applicable state 
environmental laws. 

Freshwater Emergent Wetland: A nontidal wetland with salinity of less than 0.5 ppt, water 
depth less than 2 meters, and is not adjacent to a shoreline. 

Groundwater: Subsurface water that occurs in soil and geologic formations that are fully 
saturated. 

Hazard Index: The sum of hazard quotients for substances that affect the same target organ or 
organ system. 

Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA): An evaluation of the risk posed to human health 
should remedial activities not be implemented. 

Inorganics: Refers to a variety of inorganics found in soil, sediments, surface water, and 
groundwater that mayor may not be Site-related. 

Media: Soil, groundwater, surface water, or sediment at the Site. 





Soil: A mixture of organic and inorganic solids, air, water, and biota which exists on the earth 
surface above bedrock, including materials of anthropogenic sources, such as slag, sludge, etc. 

Surface Water: All water naturally open to the atmosphere (rivers, lakes, reservoirs, ponds, 
streams, impoundments, seas, estuaries, etc.) 

Topography: the detailed description of the physical features of an area. 

Toxicity Testing: A test where the effects of exposure to a given chemical is tested on an 
indicator species. Testing measures variables such as survival, growth, and reproduction. 

Tributary: A small stream or river, which enters and increases the volume of the receiving river, 
lake, or reservoir. 

United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEP A): The Federal agency responsible for 
administration and enforcement of CERCLA (and other environmental statutes and 
regulations), and with final approval authority for the Selected Remedy. 

[unity: The point at which the numerator and denominator in a ratio are equal. For risk 
management, the ratios are designed so that unity is the point at which risk becomes 
unacceptableL _ _ _ _ __ _______ _____ __ _ __ __ ___ ___ _ . _____ _ __ ._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - Comment [h27]: Needs to be linked to AI 

- concept 
Virginia Deparhnent of Environmental Quality (VDEQ): The Commonwealth agency 
responsible for administration and enforcement of environmental regulations. 


