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Appendix A: Public & Agency Comments on the DEIS

This appendix contains the comments received on the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren
Division’s (NSWCDD) draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Outdoor Research,
Development, Test and Evaluation Activities. The Notice of Availability of the NSWCDD DEIS
was published in the Federal Register on August 17, 2012 starting a 45-day comment period that
closed on October 1, 2012. The DEIS was available for review on the NSWCDD website or by
request from NSWCDD’s Public Affairs Office. During the comment period, three public
meeting/hearings were held in: Newburg, Maryland, King George, Virginia, and Montross,
Virginia. In addition, the document was distributed directly to officials of federal, state, and local
governments, citizen groups and associations, and parties who had expressed an interest during
the EIS scoping process.

Oral and written comments provided during the public meetings/hearings, as well as comments
submitted via mail, e-mail, or fax during the public comment period, were evaluated and
responses prepared.

To facilitate the organization of the comments and the preparation of responses to the comments,
the transcripts and comments are identified by a three-part code as follows:

1. The first part of the code refers to the origin of the comment: federal agency (code ‘F’),
state agency (code ‘S’), local government (code ‘L’), non-government organization (code
‘NGQO”), and public (code ‘P’). The letters/faxes/e-mails/oral comments (referred to as
letters) were numbered based upon chronological order (i.e., first comment received was
001).

2. For written comments containing multiple comments (such as a letter from an agency that
makes a number of separate points), specific comments were identified and numbered
based on their order within the document. (i.e., the first comment was numbered 1°).
Specific comments were marked on the transcript/letter/e-mail/fax.

3. A sub-number was added to categorize comments by subject, based on sections of the
DEIS as follows: 0.0 General, 1.0 Purpose and Need, 2.0 Alternatives including the
Proposed Action, 3.0 Affected Environment (by resource), 4.0 Environmental
Consequences (by resource), 5.0 Cumulative Impacts, 6.0 Protective Measures, 7.0
References, 8.0 Distribution and Notification List, 9.0 List of Preparers and Reviewers,
10.0 Appendices (Divided into 10.A, 10.B, etc.), and 11.0 Comments that Pertain to
Multiple Sections. Note that comments that do not pertain to any particular section were
placed in the 0.0 General category.

For example, the first comment received on August 21, 2012 came from a member of the public
and focused on NSWCDD’s safety record. Applying the numbering scheme described above,
this became comment P001.1-3.8. The PO01 represents the first public commenter, the 1 the
specific comment (there is only one in this e-mail), and 3.8 refers to the Health and Safety
section in the DEIS where this issue is addressed.

Comments are summarized and categorized by subject in a comment matrix that begins on the
Page A-3. The order of the comments in the matrix is first federal agency (code ‘F’), followed by
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state agency (code ‘S’), local government (code “L’), non-government organization (code
‘NGQO”), and public (code ‘P’).

Following the comment matrix are the original versions of the comments received as transcribed
oral testimony and written comments at the public hearings, and as letters, faxes, and e-mails
received during the DEIS comment period. The numbered comments in the comment matrix are
keyed to individual comments in the original versions of the comments.
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NSWCDD Outdoor RDT&E Activities

Comments Received and Responses to Comments
Draft Environmental Impact Statement Outdoor Research, Development, Test & Evaluation Activities
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren Division, Dahlgren, Virginia

Name/Agency ComE CommEt Comment Response
Number Category
Federal Agency (code ‘F’)

Cindy Schulz, US F001.1-0.0 General The Virginia office of USFWS no longer Comment noted and website consulted.
Fish and Wildlife provides environmental reviews, but has
Service developed a website to assist in project

reviews.
Peter E. Dargle, F002.1-0.0 General Fort AP Hill is in receipt of the DEIS and has Comment noted. The Navy responded below to Fort A.P. Hill's
USAG Fort A.P. Hill initiated review of the document to ensure all subsequent comments, numbered F005.1 through F005.5.
Commander associated Fort AP Hill information contained

in the document is current & valid.
Barbara Rudnick, F003.1-0.0 General USEPA has concerns with impacts to air, Commented noted. The Navy responded below to USEPA’s
US Environmental water, biological resources, environmental specific comments, numbered F003.2 through FO03.55.
Protection Agency, justice, children’s/human health, and
Region 111 cumulative impacts. USEPA rated the DEIS an

EC-2, indicating that we have environmental

concerns and there is insufficient information

to fully assess the environmental impacts.
Barbara Rudnick, F003.2-2.0 Alternatives USEPA is not certain that the Proposed Action | The DEIS contains the analyses and comparisons that provide
US Environmental would not pose an impact to human and the basis of the negligible impacts to human health and the
Protection Agency, environmental health at the quantities environment. Please see responses to specific FOO3 comments
Region IlI proposed. below.
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N A Comment Comment C t R
ame/Agency NS Category ommen esponse
Barbara Rudnick, F003.3-2.7/4.0 | Alternatives, There is no distinct reason for selecting As stated in EIS Section 2.7, Alternative 2 is the Navy’s
US Environmental RSIP Alternative 2 as the Preferred Alternative, as Preferred Alternative because it would optimize NSWCDD’s
Protection Agency, both alternatives meet the Navy’s goals. activities on ranges and the Mission Area, without significantly
Region I USEPA suggests a more conservative increasing environmental impacts, and thereby would improve
approach, such as phasing in of increased NSWCDD'’s operational capability and flexibility to provide
activities, and questions whether the additional | mission support to the Navy and to the other services and
increase in activities would be worth the added | organizations.
risks to the environment and human health.
Text was added to EIS Chapter 2 clarifying that increases in
some activities, such as the chem/bio simulant testing, would
occur gradually. However, based on the nature of RDT&E, the
rate of increase cannot be predicted.
As stated in the EIS, Alternative 2 would not result in increased
risks to the environment and human health from any of the
RDT&E activities, regardless of whether increases occur all at
once or in stages.
Barbara Rudnick, F003.4-2.0 Alternatives, What is the ratio of bullets fired indoors versus | The EIS focuses only on outdoor RDT&E activities. The bullets
US Environmental small arms outdoors for each alternative? discussed in the EIS would be fired outdoors for all alternatives.
Protection Agency, firing
Region I
Barbara Rudnick, F003.5-2.0 Recovering Is it possible to capture bullets fired at river While NSWCDD does capture bullets fired at targets on land, it
US Environmental bullets targets so that they do not enter the river and would be almost impossible to capture bullets fired at river
Protection Agency, sink to the bottom? targets because of the small size of the bullets and the large
Region Il area in which they may land.
Barbara Rudnick, F003.6-2.6 Inert and For Alternative 2, what percent of bullets fired As noted in EIS Section 2.5.1.2, because of the nature of
US Environmental explosive into the Potomac River would be inert and RDT&E, it would be difficult to project the future percent of live
Protection Agency, bullets what percent would be explosive? vs. inert bullets because program testing requirements evolve.

Region I

Nevertheless, our goal is to use inert bullets as much as
possible for all firings and to minimize the use of live bullets in
order to minimize environmental impact.

Most bullets fired are inert. Explosives are only used to tip some
20 mm and larger bullets. The Marine Corps program that
would drive future increases in small-arms testing would use
smaller 7.62 mm or 9 mm bullets, which cannot accommodate
tipped explosives and are all inert. Therefore, the percentage of
explosive-tipped bullets used is expected to decline in the
future.
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NSWCDD Outdoor RDT&E Activities

N A Comment Comment C t R
ame/Agency NS Category ommen esponse

Barbara Rudnick, F003.7-1.5/2.0 | EM energy Proposed activities using electromagnetic NSWCDD coordinates with the Navy and Marine Corps

US Environmental activities energy should be evaluated by and Spectrum Center, which is responsible for ensuring access to

Protection Agency, coordinated with the Federal Communications | and effective use of the EM spectrum in national security and

Region I Commission (FCC) for safety. military operations and coordinates with the FCC. For activities
involving HERO, HERF, HERP, and EMI, NSWCDD is the
Navy’s expert in confirmed safe exposure levels and ensures
that the proposed activities do not pose a danger to the public.

Barbara Rudnick, F003.8- Chemical Chemical simulants proposed for use are not Comment noted. NSWCDD has a proven health and safety

US Environmental 1.5/2.0/4.0 simulants, without risk and even relatively non-toxic process for protection of human health and the environment. A

Protection Agency, guantities and | chemicals can cause harm at high-enough risk hazard assessment (RHA) is prepared for every testing

Region I exposure doses. The important point is the quantity of operation, and those determined to be potentially hazardous

simulants being released and who is being require a standard operating procedure (SOP). The SOP and
exposed. pre-test validation ensures worker safety and restricts

individuals not involved in testing from access to test areas. No
elevated exposure is expected to anyone outside the restricted
test areas.

Barbara Rudnick, F003.9-4.0 Chemical There is no information on possible human As described in the response to comment F003.8, NSWCDD

US Environmental simulants, receptors, although the predicted has a process in place to protect human health and the

Protection Agency, human concentrations are high enough to produce environment. SOPs specify protective measures to be taken for

Region I receptors adverse effects in exposed individuals. RDT&E activities. No elevated exposure is expected to anyone

outside the restricted test areas. As described in Section 4.4.1,
the SOP for this type of test includes the provision that anyone
with the potential for exposure to elevated concentrations within
restricted test areas will be equipped with personal protective
equipment (PPE) in the event of an unexpected incident, such
as a spill or wind shift.

Simulants are released as a vapor, which requires a large
amount of dilution, resulting in low simulant concentrations to
challenge detection equipment.
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Comment
Category

Comment

Name/Agency NS

Comment

Response

F003.10-4.4 DEM

concentration

Barbara Rudnick,
US Environmental
Protection Agency,
Region I

Figure 4.4-1 indicates that the DEM
concentration in air decreases to zero after
about five minutes, but this is not supported by
Table 4.4-2.

Forty-eight modeling scenarios were run for DEM. Each
scenario modeled maximum concentrations and dispersal
distances using a combination of possible release heights,
quantity of simulant, droplet mass median diameter, wind
speed, and air temperature. A summary of the modeling
scenarios (runs) is presented in Appendix J of the EIS. Table
4.4-2 presents the maximum concentration modeled after 10
minutes from all 48 test runs. For DEM, run 030 had the highest
modeled air concentration after 10 minutes, so it is listed in
Table 4.4-2.

Figure 4.4-1 presents a representative run, DEM test 029. This
run is not listed in the table because it did not have the highest
maximum DEM concentration of the 48 runs presented in
Appendix J. This figure was presented to provide a
representative run showing a quick return to background levels.
Text was added to the EIS to clarify that many different
scenarios were run for each simulant.

F003.11-2.5 Chemical
simulants

safety

Barbara Rudnick,
US Environmental
Protection Agency,
Region I

USEPA recommends the Navy 1) provide
adequate worker safety (personnel protective
equipment), 2) conduct real-time air monitoring
during release activities, and 3) restrict
individuals not involved in testing from areas
affected by releases.

As described in the response to comment F003.8, NSWCDD
has a proven process in place to protect human health and the
environment. SOPs and pre-test validations ensure worker
safety and restrict unauthorized individuals from the test area.

The SOP for simulant testing lists measures taken to provide
worker safety protection, including providing PPE for personnel
in the test area in the event of unplanned incidents or wind
shifts. Individuals not involved in tests are restricted from
release areas.

Use of the detector being tested, such as the Joint Service
Lightweight Stand-off Chemical Agent Detector (JSLSCAD), is
preferable to real-time air monitoring because it can detect
lower concentrations of simulants. Detectors will be tested
indoors prior to being tested outdoors. Therefore, no additional
air monitoring is planned.

Barbara Rudnick, F003.12-2.5
US Environmental
Protection Agency,

Region I

Biological
simulants,
pathogenicity

Bacillus atrophaeus and Aspergillus niger are
pathogenic to humans. If available, non-
pathogenic simulants should be used instead.
If not, the precautions described in the

As described in Section 2.5.4.6, NSWCDD would only use

biosafety level 1 (BSL-1) organisms, defined by the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention as well-characterized strains of
viable microorganisms not known to consistently cause disease
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Name/Agency

Comment
Number

Comment
Category

Comment

Response

previous comment should be considered,
although they may not fully protect individuals
from future exposures. Of particular concern
are sensitive individuals who are more at risk
than healthy adults.

in healthy adult humans and of minimal potential hazard to
laboratory personnel and the environment. People with
compromised immune systems may react to them, but most
people do not.

The USEPA's Aspergillus niger Final Risk Assessment, dated
February 1997, states in the Summary of Risk Integration
section that "Aspergillus niger is worldwide in distribution and
has been isolated from numerous habitats. Humans are
continually exposed to A. niger spores and vegetative forms on
foodstuffs and in the air. The vast majority of strains of A. niger,
especially those used in industrial fermentation, have a history
of safe use. While there are sporadic reports to the contrary,
most isolates have not been documented to be serious
pathogens of humans, animals or plants. Specific strains may
produce certain mycotoxins or may elicit allergic responses
among workers. Those limited instances of adverse effects
seem to be associated with a limited number of strains. With
proper characterization of industrial strains, use of those with
potential for such effects can be avoided.”

Bacillus atrophaeus produces spores that serve as surrogates
for B. anthracis, the causative agent for anthrax. It has been
used for many years in this role and is the most frequently used
simulant for anthrax (Borden Institute et al., 19972; Edgewood
Chemical Biological Center, 2004°; Greenberg et al., 2010%).

SOPs similar to those for chemical simulants would be in place
for testing of biological simulants. As described in the
responses to F003.09 and F003.11, the SOP for this type of

! Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. 2009. Biosafety in Microbiological and Biomedical Laboratories (BMBL) 5th Edition.

? Borden Institute, Walter Reed Army Medical Center; Office of The Surgeon General, US Army; US Army Medical Department Center and School; US Army Medical
Research and Materiel Command; and Uniformed Services University of the Health Sciences. 1997. Textbook of Military Medicine, Medical Aspects of Chemical and

Biological Warfare.

3 Edgewood Chemical Biological Center. 2004. Production of Bacillus Spores as a Simulant for Biological Warfare Agents. U.S. Army Research, Development and

Engineering Command, Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD.

4 Greenberg, D.L., J.D. Busch, P. Keim, D.M. Wagner. 2010. Identifying experimental surrogates for Bacillus anthracis spores: A review. Investigative Genetics 1:4.
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Comment Comment

Name/Agency Number Category

Comment Response

test includes the provision that anyone with the potential for
exposure to elevated concentrations within restricted test areas
would be equipped with PPE, including respirators, in the event
of an unexpected incident, such as a spill, or wind shift.

As described in Section 4.4.2.2, individuals with compromised
immune systems or respiratory conditions would not serve as
personnel on the release boat because they would not qualify
for respirator use. Therefore, no high risk individuals would be
potentially exposed to biological simulants.

Barbara Rudnick, F003.13-2.5 Chem/bio What are the interactions of interferents, The interactions of interferents, smokes, and obscurants with
US Environmental simulants, smokes, and obscurants with the proposed the proposed chemical and biological simulants outdoors over
Protection Agency, interactions chemical and biological simulants and what and near water are not well known. The purpose of these tests
Region I are the risks? USEPA suggests that the Navy is to study how the capability of detectors in estuarine/marine
conduct real-time air monitoring during release | conditions is affected by simulants. Interactions between
activities. interferents and simulants are of concern because interferents,
smokes, and obscurants can reduce the ability of detectors to
distinguish between chemical and biological agents and other
compounds. For example, use of soot in tests with biological
simulants Bacillus subtilis and ovalbumin resulted in a
significant number of false positives and false negatives, when
the rate without the use of soot was insignificant (Gottfried et
al., 2008°).

The use of interferents, smokes, and obscurants is not
considered to increase risks to human health and the
environment, as there are no known toxicological interactions
between interferents and simulants.

Stand-off detectors such as the JSLSCAD would be used to
remotely detect simulant vapors (see Section 2.5.4). No
additional air monitoring is planned.

® Gottfried, J.L., F.C. De Lucia, C.A. Munson, and A.W. Miziolek . 2008. Standoff Detection of Chemical and Biological Threats Using Laser-Induced Breakdown
Spectroscopy. Applied Spectroscopy Vol. 62(4):353-363.
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Comment Comment
Name/Agency Comment Response
Number Category

Barbara Rudnick, F003.14- Air quality, USEPA questions whether proposed increases | Chemical simulant concentration exposure levels would not

US Environmental 3.4/4.4 chemical in chemical simulants would produce the same | increase between the No Action Alternative and the action

Protection Agency, simulants results as air quality analyses at No Action alternatives. Under Alternatives 1 and 2 the number of chemical

Region I Alternative levels. tests would rise to allow the testing of more types of chemical
simulants, but there would be no change from the No Action
Alternative in the quantity of simulant used for each test.
Concentrations of vaporized chemical simulants would rapidly
return to background levels — below detection levels — after
each test. Tests would be spaced in time and place to minimize
exposure levels in any one area.

Barbara Rudnick, F003.15- Air quality, Will the Navy continue to conduct air quality The Navy would continue to model simulant concentrations and

US Environmental 3.4/4.4 chemical modeling and testing for chemical simulants distributions applicable for each event planned. Detection of

Protection Agency, simulants and how frequently? If measurable results are | chemical simulant vapors would occur at every event as the

Region I found, what actions would the Navy take to detectors being tested are designed to detect very low

ensure the safety of human health and the concentrations of simulants.
environment?

Measurable results, given the sensitivity of the detectors, would
be well below concentrations that could impact human health or
the environment. Human health and the environment are
protected by selecting low toxicity simulants and deploying
them in small quantities to ensure that the experiments do not
pose risks.

Barbara Rudnick, F003.16- Air quality, It seems difficult to assume that the same air The frequency of simulant tests would increase from a

US Environmental 3.4/4.4 chem/bio quality impact determination as resulted from maximum of 12 events (zero events for biological simulants)

Protection Agency, simulants historical modeling and testing at the No under the No Action Alternative to a maximum of 60 events

Region I

Action Alternative levels would result from
analyses for a maximum increase of 483
percent for chem/bio defense events.

(could use either biological or chemical simulants) for
Alternative 1 and 70 events (could use either biological or
chemical simulants or a mixture) for Alternative 2. Because
simulants are rapidly dispersed as aerosols into the
environment, have low toxicity, are not tested repeatedly in one
area, and standard operating procedures would be followed to
protect human health and the environment, the increase in
frequency would not result in a change from the No Action
Alternative for chemical or biological simulant concentrations.
Standard operating procedures would be followed to protect
human health and the environment. Emission increases for
other activities would be negligible and would not interact with
or affect simulant concentrations.
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Name/Agency CmmE CmmEn Comment Response
Number Category
Barbara Rudnick, F003.17- Chem/bio As the basis is unknown for the statement A detailed search was conducted for research on the
US Environmental 4.4/4.0 simulants, “There is no research on synergistic effects synergistic effects between/among the particular low-toxicity
Protection Agency, synergistic between low toxicity chemical and BSL-1 chemicals and biological simulants that would be used for these
Region I effects biological simulants most likely because given | tests. As stated in the EIS, there is no research on synergistic

the low level of risk from both elements no
synergistic effects are expected,” it cannot be
assumed that impacts would not occur.

effects between low toxicity chemical and BSL-1 biological
simulants most likely because given the low level of risk from
both elements, no synergistic effects are expected.

Preliminary research indoors in the laboratory is conducted at
NSWCDD before tests are performed outdoors. Therefore, if
there were any synergistic effects from combining the chemical
and biological simulants, it would be apparent in the indoors
tests. Outdoor tests would only be performed with combinations
of chemical and biological simulants that have been safely
tested together indoors.

A Chemical and Biological Defense Program (CBDP)
Programmatic EIS (US Army, 2004) was prepared to evaluate
the impacts of the military’s nationwide CBDP. The
Programmatic EIS determined that impacts at NSWCDD from
the chemical simulant testing (no biological testing had taken
place) were negligible. All observed effects from both chemical
and biological defense programs at the eight example sites
covered in the Programmatic EIS, including NSWCDD, were
insignificant. The EIS concluded that potential risks to CBDP
laboratory workers, public health, and the environment are and
will continue to be mitigated by adherence to benchmark
guidelines and regulations, including those of the Department of
Defense (DoD), the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
(CDC), US Food and Drug Administration, National Institutes of
Health (NIH), US Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), US
Department of Agriculture (USDA), US Department of
Transportation (USDOT), and the USEPA, and by developing
and following appropriate SOPs.
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N A Comment Comment C t R
ame/Agency NS Category ommen esponse

Barbara Rudnick, F003.18- Air quality, The Navy should disclose at what threshold There are no federal or state thresholds for any of the chemical

US Environmental 4.4/4.0 impact there would be concern for air quality impacts. | or biological simulants that would be used. Levels of simulants

Protection Agency, threshold would only be elevated in the test area. Within the test area,

Region I simulant vapors would rapidly disperse to background levels.
Prior to each chem/bio operation, coordination takes place with
NSF Dahlgren, the Maryland Department of the Environment,
and the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (VDEQ),
as applicable, concerning the types and quantities of simulants
proposed for use (Section 6.2.2). These agencies have not
expressed concern about air quality impacts.

Barbara Rudnick, F003.19- Chemical and The DEIS should discuss risks to human See response to comment FO03.17.

US Environmental 4.4/4.8 biological health as a result of chemical and biological

Protection Agency, simulants interactions.

Region I interactions

Barbara Rudnick, F003.20- Air quality Discuss whether the Navy plans to monitor As discussed in F003.11, chemical simulants are detected

US Environmental 4.4/4.0 monitoring and | and analyze air monitoring during release (monitored) during all release events. The same procedures

Protection Agency, analysis events. would also apply to biological simulants and chem/bio simulants

Region I used together. Therefore, no additional air monitoring is
planned.

Barbara Rudnick, F003.21- Biological At Alternative 2 levels, considering the quantity | Although up to 70 chemical and biological simulant test events

US Environmental 4.10/4.11/4.14 | simulants, of biological simulants and number of annually could occur under Alternative 2, the likely testing

Protection Agency,
Region I

water quality

biological defense events proposed, USEPA
guestions whether there will be negligible,
cumulative impacts over time to water quality
and aquatic resources.

schedule would take place over two-week periods followed by
long periods with no testing. Not all tests would include
biological simulants.

Sequential tests would not be conducted at the same location.
This procedure would minimize any cumulative impacts
because the concentration of biological simulants would quickly
return to background concentrations. None of the biological
simulants that would be tested are known to adversely affect
water quality or aquatic resources. See also the response to
F003.16.
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Name/Agency

Comment
Number

Comment
Category

Comment

Response

Barbara Rudnick,
US Environmental
Protection Agency,
Region I

F003.22-4.10

Simulants,
water and
wetlands

How long can simulants remain in the
environment, and what spacing of time is
required to ensure that the land and water
areas are not exposed multiple times to the
same simulant?

The length of time that chemical and biological simulants
remain in the environment varies depending on the degradation
time of the chemical compound and the biological organism
(e.g., spores may be dormant). All chemical and biological
simulants are low toxicity compounds or organisms. Simulant
tests are designed to minimize deposition on land and water
areas. Chemical simulant vapors and biological simulant
powders released into the air rapidly disperse in the
environment and are diluted to concentrations below detection
levels. To provide additional protection, chemical and biological
simulant tests are spaced in time and location so that no one
area is exposed multiple times to the same simulant in the near
term. See also responses to F003.14, F003.16, and F003.21.

Barbara Rudnick,
US Environmental
Protection Agency,
Region I

F003.23-4.10

Simulants,
water and
wetlands

Is simulant dispersal greater in moving water
and, if so, will impacts be greater in resources
with less water movement, like wetlands?

As discussed in the response to F003.22, chemical and
biological simulant tests are designed to minimize deposition on
land and water areas. While simulant dispersal is faster in
moving water — in the river — no simulant release points would
be located close to wetlands, such as the ones along Gambo
Creek or pockets along the shoreline of the river.

The minute amounts of simulants that could reach nearshore
areas or wetlands would be very low, generally below detection
levels and well below concentrations that have been shown to
cause adverse effects. As discussed in Sections 4.10 to 4.14,
any impacts would be negligible and short-term and would not
adversely affect water resources. This conclusion is valid for the
Potomac River, creeks, wetlands, and all water resources in the
area.

Barbara Rudnick,
US Environmental
Protection Agency,
Region I

F003.24-4.10

Simulants,
wetlands and
floodplains

With respect to chem/bio simulants entering
wetlands and floodplains, there is a question
as to the cumulative impact to resources from
the quantity of chemical and biological
simulants proposed in addition to potential
runoff from land-based firings of munitions and
detonations of explosives.

Chemical and biological simulant tests are designed to
minimize deposition on land and water areas. Concentrations of
chemical and biological simulants reaching wetlands and
floodplains would be well below detection levels and levels that
could harm the environment.

A Range Condition Assessment (RCA) evaluated all land-based
ranges where munitions operations are conducted and found
RDT&E operations at the land ranges to be in overall
compliance with applicable environmental regulations and
program requirements (see Section 3.7.6). Any impacts from
ordnance tested on land-based ranges would be negligible.
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Name/Agency CmmE CmmEn Comment Response
Number Category

These potential effects combined with the negligible effects
from chemical and biological simulant testing over water would
result in negligible cumulative impacts to wetland and floodplain
resources, as neither testing activity would adversely impact
water resources.

Barbara Rudnick, F003.25-4.10 Simulants, What threshold of chem/bio simulant There are no federal or state water quality thresholds for any of

US Environmental water, concentration would pose a concern for the chemical or biological simulants that would be tested. All

Protection Agency, wetlands, and surface water, water quality, and wetlands, chemical and biological simulants are low toxicity

Region I floodplains and what contingency plan would the Navy compounds/organisms.

implement if its activities do result in
considerable impact to resources?

As displayed in Table 3.8-5, the levels at which chemical
simulants may cause adverse effects are well above
concentrations that aquatic organisms would be exposed to by
chemical simulant tests. Most of the toxicity values listed in this
table are based on exposure through ingestion or inhalation —
pathways that are unlikely to occur from incidental exposure to
simulants settling on the water surface.

The maximum predicted chemical simulant concentrations
modeled were compared to aquatic toxicity values in Section
4.11.1.4. All modeled maximum exposure concentrations were
orders of magnitude below effects levels, showing that
threshold or target levels for effects would not be reached.

It should be emphasized that the chemical simulant
concentrations presented in Appendix J are the maximum
concentrations modeled for each simulant and would be
present for very short time periods (the concentration listed is
after 10 minutes). For each test, before biological simulant
releases for biological detector testing takes place, biological
simulant modeling will be performed when the quantity and type
of simulant and the dispersion method have been determined
based on priorities and needs.

Impacts to water or biological resources from increased levels
of chemical and biological simulant testing would be negligible
and would not adversely affect resources.

Appendix A

A-13

June 2013




Final Environmental Impact Statement

Name/Agency CmmE CmmEn Comment Response
Number Category
Barbara Rudnick, F003.26-3.10 Water quality Does Virginia sample water quality in the In the vicinity of NSF Dahlgren and the PRTR, the State of
US Environmental sampling Chesapeake Bay and the Potomac River Maryland has jurisdiction over the Potomac River to the low
Protection Agency, closer to NSWCDD than the MDNR monitoring | water mark on the Virginia side of the river with the exception of
Region I stations? the entrances to creeks, bays, and shoreline indentations that
lie in Virginia. Therefore, Virginia does not sample water quality
in the Chesapeake Bay and the Potomac River closer to NSF
Dahlgren and the PRTR than the MDNR monitoring stations.
Barbara Rudnick, F003.27-3.10 Water turbidity | As data from the USGS monitoring station The subject discussion in EIS Section 3.10.1.2 does not
US Environmental near Washington, DC were used in the address a poor correlation between the sampling station near
Protection Agency, turbidity analysis and the analysis indicated Washington and the three downstream stations. The analysis
Region I negligible correlations for the three indicated moderate to high correlation between discharge
downstream stations, can this be considered a | (using data for the station near Washington) and turbidity at the
fair account of the turbidity in the PRTR? two stations upstream of the MDZ, whereas it indicated
negligible correlation between the two parameters for the three
stations downstream of the MDZ.
The subject discussion was revised to improve its clarity.
Barbara Rudnick, F003.28-3.10 Water quality, With reference to the health of the benthic As stated in NSWCDD's Environmental Policy (Section 6.1 of
US Environmental benthic communities and the B-IBI scores in the the EIS), the Navy has made a commitment to “Ensuring
Protection Agency, community Potomac River, because of significant efforts pollution prevention, preservation of our land, Chesapeake Bay
Region I to improve the health of the Chesapeake Bay, | sustainability, and protection of natural and cultural resources.”
the Navy should discuss its commitment to
monitor its activities in terms of water quality As described in the response to F003.25, there are no federal
and water resources. or state water quality thresholds for any of the chemical or
biological simulants that would be tested. RDT&E activities are
constantly monitored to ensure that they follow protocols for the
protection of human health and the environment.
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Barbara Rudnick, F003.29- Munitions How does the Navy remove munitions that are | As part of each land-based energetic material operations SOP,

US Environmental 3.7/4.11 removal, exposed on the ground surface or partially munitions and debris are cleared as a post-test requirement by

Protection Agency, wetlands buried, and does the Navy remove munitions qualified ordnance personnel. NSWCDD’s Range Management

Region I from wetlands? Plan and the Navy’s Operational Range Clearance Policy for
Navy Ranges6 includes requirements for such activities as the
removal, disposal, and recycling of unexploded ordnance
(UXO0), range scrap, and debris. Generally, existing NSWCDD
procedures comply with the operational range clearance policy.
As shown on EIS Figure 3.10-8, there are no wetlands in areas
of the ranges where ordnance testing occurs. Therefore,
munitions do not enter wetlands, and there is no need to
remove them from wetlands.

Barbara Rudnick, F003.30- Detonations, What percentage of the proposed increase in One hundred (100) percent of the proposed increase in

US Environmental 2.6/4.11 aquatic detonations would occur in the EEA Complex detonations would take place on the Churchill and Harris

Protection Agency, invertebrates and what percentage in the PRTR? Ranges on the EEA with no increase in detonations on barges

Region I on the PRTR.

Barbara Rudnick, F003.31-4.11 Munitions, Discuss the possibility of munitions fired into Individual benthic organisms may be buried if located at the

US Environmental aquatic the PRTR burying organisms within sediment. | point where a projectile enters the sediment or directly adjacent

Protection Agency, invertebrates to it, but the benthic invertebrate community as a whole would

Region I

be only minimally impacted, and localized impacts (e.g.,
increased turbidity) would be temporary. Benthic communities
in the target areas are adapted to living in a turbid environment
due to the high annual sediment accumulation rates, ranging
from 0.50 to 0.75 in per year, with higher rates within the tidal
portion of the Potomac River and lower rates in the estuary
near the river's mouth (Knebel et al., 19817). Locations where
projectiles enter the sediment would be rapidly recolonized by
individuals from neighboring areas.

®The Navy's Operational Range Clearance Policy for Navy Ranges (OPNAVINST 3571.4) is available at: <http://doni.daps.dla.mil/OPNAV.aspx.>
7 Knebel, H.J., Martin, E.A., Glenn, J.L., Needell, S.W. 1981. Sedimentary Framework of the Potomac River Estuary, Maryland. Geological Society of America Bulletin

92(1):578-589.
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Barbara Rudnick,
US Environmental
Protection Agency,
Region I

F003.32-4.11

Air and water
monitoring

With respect to aquatic biological resources,
does the Navy propose air and water
monitoring of chemical simulants to evaluate
impacts over time?

The Navy does not propose air and water monitoring of
chemical simulants.

In 2003, water samples were collected immediately after a test
under conditions similar to those proposed for future testing. No
chemical simulant was detected in the water. Because of the
rate of flow of the river, it is unlikely that further monitoring
would detect any simulants related to NSWCDD’s RDT&E. The
Maryland Department of the Environment determined that
modeling suggested that the potential for aquatic toxicity was
negligible during simulant testing (Carlson, Kent, pers. comm.,
July 7, 2003).

Barbara Rudnick,
US Environmental
Protection Agency,
Region I

F003.33-
4.11/6.0

Adaptive
management

In the context of chemical simulant use, has
the Navy considered an adaptive management
approach to ecosystem management and
incorporated it into the Proposed Action?

The Navy has incorporated adaptive management into their
Guidelines for Preparing Integrated Natural Resources
Management Plans for Navy Installations (September 1998) on
the basis that management actions should be treated as a
scientific hypothesis to be tested. As more information becomes
available, management actions are measured against the
desired result and modifications may be necessary to achieve
the objectives.

Although there is no clear need for an ecosystem adaptive
management approach for chemical and biological simulant
testing because exposure concentrations would be
nondetectable or detectable only at background levels, adaptive
management for simulant testing would be considered if
management actions are not meeting objectives.

Barbara Rudnick,
US Environmental
Protection Agency,
Region I

F003.34-4.12

Birds, ingest
bullets

Did the Navy consider the possibility of birds
ingesting bullets or projectiles?

The Navy considered the possibility of birds ingesting bullets.
However, the bullets NSWCDD is using and would use in the
future have not contained lead for 10 years (the DEIS
incorrectly stated that lead was being used). Therefore, even if
a bird were to ingest a bullet, the metals in the casing would not
be bioavailable and would not be absorbed by the bird before
being excreted.

The possibility of any creature’s ingesting an intact large-caliber
gun projectile was not examined as projectiles would be deeply
buried in the sediment. Even if a projectile were found at the
surface of the sediment, it would be much too large for
incidental ingestion by anything living on or near the Potomac
River.
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Barbara Rudnick, F003.35- Lead in bullets | Discuss whether bullets and projectiles contain | As described in the response to F003.34, bullets currently used

US Environmental 4.12/4.0 and projectiles | lead and, if so, discuss impacts to the at NSWCDD and that would be used in the future do not

Protection Agency, environment and biological resources. contain lead. Historically, lead was a component of some of the

Region I large-caliber munitions and was selected as one of the
munitions constituents evaluated in Appendix F of the EIS. The
findings summarized in Tables 4.11-5, 4.11-6, 4.11-11, 4.12-1,
and 4.13-1 indicated no adverse impacts to aguatic organisms,
fish, or wildlife from lead or any other munitions constituent.

Barbara Rudnick, F003.36-4.12 Biological The basis of the determination that BSL-1 The ubiquitous presence of some of the biological simulants

US Environmental simulants biological simulants are already naturally that may be used in testing strongly suggests that these

Protection Agency,
Region I

present in the area is not clear and needs
more information.

organisms are likely to be found on the PRTR. For example,
Bacillus subtilis is a widely adapted bacterial species capable of
growing within many environments including soil, plant roots
and the gastrointestinal tracts of animals (Earl et al., 2008).
Population levels of 10° to 10’ per gram of soil have been
estimated for this species (USEPA, 1997). Bacillus globigii is
also commonly found in soils, dust, air, water and wet surfaces
(CRI, 2004).

Based on the widespread distribution of Bacillus species, it is
assumed that one or more species of this genus of bacteria
would be present in the area.
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Barbara Rudnick, F003.37- USFWS input EPA commented that although the USFWS . . T — '
US Environmental 4.12/4.0 has not yet responded to the text cited below The Navy coordinated with the USFWS' Virginia Field Office

Protection Agency,
Region I

on page 4-173 for the DEIS, the Navy's effort
to coordinate, their input or concurrence is
important.

“The use of chem/bio simulants would have
negligible impacts on Potomac River birds.
Based upon previous events and the modeling
presented in Sections 4.4.1.2 and 4.11.1.4,
simulant concentrations that Potomac River
birds would be exposed to are predicted to be
are well below levels that would cause toxicity
to them. The use of BSL-1 biological simulants
would have no effects on birds, as some of
these organisms are already naturally present
in the area.”

and Chesapeake Bay Field Office on the potential presence of
ESA-listed species or suitable habitat for those species in the
proposed project area.

Text was added to Section 4.14 stating that “A USFWS Virginia
Ecological Services Field Office online project review of the
Proposed Action conducted by NSWCDD determined that the
Proposed Action may adversely affect the sensitive joint-vetch
(Wray, January 23, 2013; see Appendix G page G-83). This
determination was the only outcome possible in the online
review process, because suitable habitat exists for the sensitive
joint-vetch within NSF Dahlgren and no recent surveys have
been conducted that demonstrate that the species is not
present on the installation. The USFWS Virginia Ecological
Services Field Office concurred with the determination on
February 19, 2013 (Drummond, February 19, 2013; see
Appendix G page G-101). However, based on site- and project-
specific information, the Proposed Action would have no effect
on this species.”

Note that a biological assessment was prepared that
investigated the impact of the proposed action, inclusive of
chemical and biological simulant testing, on five aquatic species
that occur within the PRTR and are on the Endangered Species
List: the shortnose sturgeon, Atlantic sturgeon, green turtle,
Kemp's ridley turtle, and loggerhead turtle. The National Marine
Fisheries Service concurred that the proposed action may
affect, but is not likely to adversely affect these species.
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Barbara Rudnick, F003.38-4.13 Semi-aquatic Would bullets impact the habitat of semi- Semi-aquatic mammals such as muskrat, river otter, mink, and

US Environmental mammals, aquatic mammals and would the animals be at | beaver are relatively unlikely to be found at the water’'s edge of

Protection Agency, bullets risk? a land range because of the high level of human activity. If they

Region I are occasionally found on the shoreline of the range, they are
unlikely to be directly affected because only about 10 percent of
the bullets fired enter the river and most of those would be
immediately buried, isolating bullets from movement and
exposure pathways. Bottom sediments would be temporarily
disturbed, but habitats would not be impacted.
When firing at targets in the river, NSWCDD employs protective
measures to ensure that impacts to wildlife during testing are
avoided when possible or are minimized. Before an activity
begins, trained observers look for wildlife in the target area or
test area, and alert operators if any are present. Either the test
is postponed temporarily or the wildlife is startled to encourage
movement out of the area. Trained observers watch for wildlife
that may move into the target area or operations area during
tests, and the test is stopped while they clear the area.

Barbara Rudnick, F003.39- EJ The methodology used to identify The methodology was revised consistent with the approach

US Environmental 3.2/14.2 communities environmental justice (EJ) communities recommended in USEPA Region llI's relevant comments. The

Protection Agency, creates a major underestimation of areas of revised discussion is presented in Section 3.2.4 of the EIS.

Region I potential EJ concern.

Barbara Rudnick, F003.40- EJ There seems to be confusion as to the use of The use of minority and low-income population plus 20 percent

US Environmental 3.2/14.2 communities state or county minority or low income was corrected. The revised discussion is presented in Section

Protection Agency, population plus 20 percent. 3.2.4 of the FEIS.

Region I

Barbara Rudnick, F003.41- EJ analysis The identification of the EJ population is so The methodology was revised consistent with the approach

US Environmental 3.2/4.2 flawed that it makes the analysis inaccurate recommended in USEPA Region IlI's relevant comments. The

Protection Agency, and invalid. The analysis needs to be redone. revised discussion is presented in Section 3.2.4 of the EIS.

Region I

Barbara Rudnick, F003.42- EJ The correct application of the percent minority | The use of minority and low-income population plus 20 percent

US Environmental 3.2/14.2 communities or low-income population percentage plus 20 was corrected. The revised discussion is presented in Section

Protection Agency, percent of the value should be used. 3.2.4 of the EIS.

Region I

Barbara Rudnick, F003.43- EJ analysis In addition to state percentages, county County percentages were added and are used both for

US Environmental 3.2/4.2 percentages of minority and low-income comparison and to define minority and low-income community

Protection Agency,
Region I

populations should be used for comparison.

of concern thresholds.
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Barbara Rudnick, F003.44- EJ analysis Census tracts within the study area should be | Tables and figures were added to Section 3.2.4 to identify the
US Environmental 3.2/14.2 identified and their demographics should be census tracts and present their relevant demographics.
Protection Agency, used in the analysis.
Region I
Barbara Rudnick, F003.45- EJ population In addition to the statistics for each minority A column that provides the total minority populations as
US Environmental 3.2/4.2 population that were presented separately, it percentages of the total county, study area, and state
Protection Agency, may be helpful to add a column combining the | populations was added to Table 3.2-5.
Region I minority populations.
Barbara Rudnick, F003.46- EJ data It would be helpful to present tables with data Tables were added to Section 3.2.4 that provide relevant
US Environmental 3.2/14.2 at the census tract or block group, county, and | demographic data at the census tract, county, and state levels.
Protection Agency, state levels that show percentages of minority
Region I and low-income populations, appropriate data
for children and the elderly, and any other
appropriate demographic.
Barbara Rudnick, F003.47- Protection of Provide the rationale for the census tract value | There is no established protection of children benchmark or
US Environmental 3.2/14.2 children plus an additional 10 percentage points as the | threshold. The Navy chose the census tract value plus 10
Protection Agency, populations protection of children’s benchmark. percent as the protection of children threshold because we
Region I judged this to be a substantial, but conservative (i.e.,
stringent/protective) increment that would be indicative of
unusual concentrations of children. The 10 percent increment
indicates 13 census tracts—about 22 percent—out of the 59
occupied tracts in the study area as having unusual
concentrations of children.
Barbara Rudnick, F003.48- EJ analysis As the methodology used to identify EJ The methodology was revised consistent with the approach
US Environmental 3.2/14.2 communities is flawed, it cannot be determined | recommended in USEPA Region IlI's relevant comments. The
Protection Agency, if other aspects of the assessment are valid. revised discussion is presented in Section 3.2.4 of the EIS.
Region I
Barbara Rudnick, F003.49- EJ analysis The EJ analysis needs to be done at the The EJ analysis was done at the census tract level. Block
US Environmental 3.2/4.2 census tract level or preferably at the block group-level data is not yet available from the 2010 Census.
Protection Agency, group level.
Region Il
Barbara Rudnick, F003.50- Protection of The statement that the Proposed Action would | The protection of children discussion in EIS Section 4.2 was
US Environmental 3.2/14.2 children not disproportionally affect children as RDT&E | revised to explain that, based on the analyses presented in the

Protection Agency,
Region I

activities would not have a greater effect on
children than adults, appears to disagree with
the breadth and scope of EO 13045, as
children may suffer disproportionately from
environmental health risks and safety risks.

EIS on air quality, noise, health and safety, and surface water,
no disproportionate environmental health and safety risks
specific to children are expected.
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Barbara Rudnick, F003.51- Protection of It is not clear how the Navy came to the The protection of children discussion in EIS Section 4.2 was
US Environmental 3.2/14.2 children conclusion that no high or disproportionate revised to explain that, based on the analyses presented in the
Protection Agency, adverse impacts would be borne by children in | EIS on air quality, noise, health and safety, and surface water,
Region I census tract 8758.01, despite an unusual no disproportionate environmental health and safety risks
concentration of children. specific to children are expected.
Barbara Rudnick, F003.52-4.8 Health impact Considering the significant increase in activity | A Public Health Assessment (PHA) of NSF Dahlgren was

US Environmental
Protection Agency,

Region I

assessment

proposed, the unknown threshold of exposure
which may negatively impact human health,
the wide span of potential impact, and the
cumulative impacts from other activities in the
area, the Proposed Action warrants
consideration of a health impact assessment.

conducted in 2006 by the Agency for Toxic Substances and
Disease Registry (ATSDR, 2006). The purpose of the
assessment was to determine if community members could
come into contact with NSF Dahlgren-related environmental
contaminants and evaluate whether that contact could cause
adverse health effects. ATSDR did not identify any potential
exposure that would be expected to cause health effects for the
local community.

The screening level human health risk assessment provided in
Section 4.8 of the EIS found that ordnance activities posed no
increase in risk to people, supporting the findings of the PHA.
The number of projectiles fired into the PRTR will not increase
under the preferred alternative, so there would be no change to
any of the conclusions. Risks from electromagnetic energy and
high energy lasers would be limited to the personnel in the
immediate vicinity conducting the tests and are covered by
SOPs. Potential impacts from chemical and biological simulants
have been covered in detail in the responses to F003.8 through
F003.25 and would not impact human health. Therefore, the
conclusion of the PHA, as quoted below, is still valid. “In
general, people do not have significant access to the
environmentally contaminated sites. The occasional exposure
that does occur is expected to be well below levels of health
concern.”

Given the PHA and the screening level assessments contained
in the EIS, a Health Impact Assessment (HIA) to identify the
potential health effects of a new proposed action, it is not
required, as there are no human health impacts to local
communities expected, inclusive of minority, tribal or low—
income communities. Cumulative impacts from other activities
in the area would have no impact or negligible or minor
recoverable impacts (see Table 5-3).
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Barbara Rudnick, F003.53-5.0 Cumulative It would be helpful to depict the contributing A new figure — Figure 5-1 — that depicts the locations of the
US Environmental impacts projects on a map. contributing actions was added to EIS Chapter 5.
Protection Agency,
Region I
Barbara Rudnick, F003.54-5.2 Cumulative Considering that ongoing activities by other NSWCDD coordinates with Marine Corps Base Quantico, Fort
US Environmental impacts agencies are contributing to the incremental A.P. Hill, and NAS Patuxent River concerning noise impacts
Protection Agency, increase in impacts to resources, is there a from ordnance use. NSWCDD coordinates airspace use with
Region I coordination effort among organizations— NAS Patuxent River. Coordination with respect to water quality,
especially DoD agencies—to monitor impacts? | air quality, and protected species takes place with state
agencies. .
Barbara Rudnick, F003.55-3.10 Buffering The text box that defines buffering capacity is The missing text was restored in Section 3.10.1.2 of the EIS.
US Environmental capacity missing text.
Protection Agency, definition

Region I
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Lindy Nelson, US F004.1- Recovery of The information in Chapters 2 and 4 on how NSWCDD'’s Range Management Plan and the Navy's
Dept of the Interior | 2.0/4.11-14 materials, the ordnance, chemical, and biological Operational Range Clearance Policy for Navy Ranges8 includes
chemical materials will be recovered after they are requirements for such activities as the removal, disposal, and
composition of | discharged and the chemical composition of recycling of unexploded ordnance (UXO), range scrap, and
ordnance ordnance is not sufficient to assess the debris on land ranges (see response to comment F003.29).

potential to affect fish and wildlife populations.

Ordnance tested on the PRTR is not recovered. The potential
discharges from ordnance were evaluated in detail. Appendix F
contains detailed fate and transport modeling of munitions
constituents. A screening-level ecological risk assessment was
then performed to assess potential effects of munitions
constituents from ordnance testing on aquatic life, fish, and
wildlife. Table 4.11-11 provides ratios of modeled fish
concentrations to fish screening toxicity concentrations and
Tables 4.12-1 and 4.13-1 present hazard quotients calculated
for representative bird and mammal receptors to assess the
potential to affect wildlife. The screening level ecological risk
assessment determined that ordnance RDT&E activities posed
no increased risks to fish or wildlife.

Chemical and biological simulants would not be recovered. A
comparison of exposure levels of chemical simulants to
toxicological effect levels was performed, as summarized in
Table 4.11-13. All exposure concentrations were orders of
magnitude below effects levels. The Maryland Department of
the Environment has determined that modeling suggests that
the potential for toxicity following chemical simulant testing is
negligible (Carlson, Kent, MDE, pers. comm., July 7, 2003).

The biological simulants proposed for testing are present
naturally in the environment (see response to comment
F003.36) and do not pose a risk to fish and wildlife. The
increase in these organisms from simulant testing is miniscule
in relation to overall levels (e.g., Bacillus subtilis population
levels are estimated to be 10° to 10’ per gram of soil) and
would not affect fish and wildlife populations.

®The Navy’'s Operational Range Clearance Policy for Navy Ranges (OPNAVINST 3571.4) is available at: <http://doni.daps.dla.mil/lOPNAV.aspx.>
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Lindy Nelson, US F004.2- Chemical We suggest that the chemical content of the A detailed analysis of chemical content is provided in Appendix
Dept of the Interior | 2.0/4.9-10 composition of | ordnance be identified along with its effect on F. Munitions constituent concentrations were compared to
ordnance water and sediment composition. water and sediment quality guidelines in Tables 4.11-5 to 4.11-
8. The comparisons of modeled concentrations to water and
sediment criteria and guidelines showed that all concentrations
were well below target levels.
Lindy Nelson, US F004.3-4.10- Chemical The DEIS should describe how long the A screening-level ecological risk assessment was performed for
Dept of the Interior | 14 composition of | ordnance will remain in the environment, the fish and wildlife, as described in the response to F004.1.
ordnance potential for ingestion by wildlife or fish, and
the cumulative impact of the material on land, There are no munitions ranges near wetlands and therefore,
wetlands, and in water, and the effects of the there would be no direct effects on wetlands from RDT&E
proposed higher frequency of exposure. activities as described in the response to F003.29.
The potential for ingestion of bullets by birds is discussed in the
response to F003.34. The increase in small-caliber projectiles
would not adversely impact wildlife or fish. The number of large-
caliber projectiles is consistent between all alternatives and
consequently there would be no difference in frequency of
exposure from ordnance. Fish and wildlife exposure to other
activities would be minimal and increased frequency would not
impact fish or wildlife.
Lindy Nelson, US F004.4- Chem/bio We suggest that the DEIS provide the As described in the response to F003.25, maximum predicted
Dept of the Interior | 4.4/4.10-14 simulants expected concentrations of chemical and chemical simulant concentrations were compared to aquatic
concentrations | biological simulants in air and water, toxicity to | toxicity values in Section 4.11.1.4 and were orders of
exposed organisms, duration of exposure, and | magnitude below levels at which adverse effects may occur.
potential cumulative effects of the proposed
higher frequency of exposure. Biological simulant modeling will be performed before outdoor
testing takes place when information on the quantity and type of
simulant and the dispersion method for each test have been
determined. In addition, biological simulant detectors will be
tested indoors prior to outdoor testing.
There would be no cumulative exposure to chemical or
biological simulants, as any exposures would be brief, limited to
5 to 10 minutes, and would occur at different places and times
so that the likelihood of repeated exposure is miniscule.
Kristine L. Brown, F005.1-5.1 Natural The information on Fort A.P. Hill's 1993 Fort A.P. Hill was contacted and new information was noted in
USAG Fort A.P. Hill heritage biological diversity inventory is not current and | Section 5.1.4.
resources a re-inventory was completed after the FEIS

was published.
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Kristine L. Brown, F005.2-5.2 ACUB Only cite the approximately 35,000-ac Army The subject discussion in EIS Section 5.2.1 was revised
USAG Fort A.P. Hill acreages Compatible Use Buffer (ACUB) goal, as the accordingly.
per-priority zone acreages are not current.
Since 2006, ACUB has contributed to the
permanent preservation of approximately
10,000 ac. All ACUB projects undergo NEPA
review.
Kristine L. Brown, F005.3-5.2 Potomac land The Northern Virginia Regional Conservation Correspondence with the Virginia Department of Conservation
USAG Fort A.P. Hill conservation Forum has not met for some time and may not | and Recreation confirmed that the regional forum no longer is
be active. active; the last meeting having been held in 2010. The subject
discussion in EIS Section 5.2.2 was revised accordingly.
Kristine L. Brown, F005.4-3.5 Noise Were PK15 noise levels modeled; if not, why? | Peak sound pressure level (PK) 15 levels (peak noise from
USAG Fort A.P. Hill modeling firing a gun or a detonation that will not be exceeded 85% of the
time) were modeled early in the EIS process. However, given
the BNOISE2 model limitations when using a water-reflective
propagation surface where the detonation occurs, the PK15
contours were overly conservative, particularly after the air
shock wave reached the land and then propagated over the
land surface. Therefore, based on comparison between the
measurements and the model-predicted levels (e.g., see Table
3.5-11), the Navy determined that the PK50 metric (half the
time a gun will create a peak noise above this level and half the
time below this level) is more representative of the event peak-
noise conditions around the range evaluated in the EIS. The US
Army Center for Health Promotion and Preventive Medicine
(CHPPM), the agency which oversees the implementation of
BNOISE 2 for individual projects, concurred with this
determination.
Kristine L. Brown, F005.5-3.5 Gun-firing It would be very beneficial to Fort A.P. Hill to The Navy added Fort A.P. Hill to the list of individuals and
USAG Fort A.P. Hill noise be notified prior to the firing of 8”/55 guns, as entities to be notified prior to NSWCDD's firing of 8"/55 guns.

our northern-boundary neighbors could report
to Fort A.P. Hill associated noise complaints.
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State Agency (code ‘'S’)
Glen A. Smith, S001.1-0.0 General The DEIS was received and the MdTA has no | Comment noted.
Maryland comments at this time.
Transportation
Authority
Linda C. Janey, S002.1-0.0 General The DEIS was received and passed on to the Comment noted.
Maryland State Maryland departments of Natural Resources,
Clearinghouse the Environment, Transportation, St. Mary’s
and Charles counties, and the Maryland
Historical Society, They have been requested
to provide comments by September 18, 2012.
Amanda R. Degen, | S003.1-0.0 General The Proposed Action is generally consistent Comment noted.
Maryland Dept of with our plans, programs, and objectives
the Environment contingent upon certain actions being taken as
noted in the following comments.
Amanda R. Degen, | S003.2-4.7 Petroleum Above ground or underground petroleum The Proposed Action does not involve installation of petroleum
Maryland Dept of storage tanks storage tanks must be installed and storage tanks. NSF Dahlgren manages petroleum storage tanks
the Environment maintained in accordance with applicable state | in accordance with applicable state and federal laws and
and federal laws and regulations. regulations, as described in Section 3.7.3.3.
Amanda R. Degen, | S003.3-4.7 Petroleum If the Proposed Action involves demolition, The Proposed Action does not involve demolition.
Maryland Dept of storage tanks above ground or underground petroleum
the Environment storage tanks, their contents, and any
contamination must be removed.
Amanda R. Degen, | S003.4-4.7 Solid waste Any solid waste generated must be properly NSF Dahlgren disposes of and/or recycles generated solid
Maryland Dept of disposed of at a permitted solid waste waste in accordance with Navy and Virginia regulations. Waste
the Environment acceptance facility or recycled. management is covered in Section 3.7 of the EIS.
Amanda R. Degen, | S003.5-4.7 Hazardous Facilities that generate or handle hazardous NSF Dahlgren and NSWCDD have in place a number of
Maryland Dept of wastes wastes or propose to do so should contact the | programs, plans, and processes to safely use, transport,
the Environment Waste Diversion and Utilization Program. handle, store, and dispose of hazardous material and
hazardous waste, as described in Section 3.7.3.
Amanda R. Degen, | S003.6-4.7 Environmental | As the Proposed Action may involve The Proposed Action does not involve rehabilitation,

Maryland Dept of
the Environment

site
assessment

rehabilitation, redevelopment, revitalization, or
property acquisition of commercial, industrial
property, MDE’s Brownfields Site Assessment
and Voluntary Cleanup Programs that involve
environmental site assessment may provide
valuable assistance.

redevelopment, revitalization, or property acquisition of
commercial, industrial property.
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Robert Sadzinski, S004.1-0.0 General The Proposed Action is generally consistent Comment noted.

Maryland Dept of with our plans, programs, and objectives

Natural Resources contingent upon certain actions being taken as
noted in the following comments.

Robert Sadzinski, S004.2-4.1 Coastal zone Maryland recommends the No Action Comment noted.

Maryland Dept of management Alternative to minimize coastal resource

Natural Resources impacts and coastal use conflicts.

Robert Sadzinski, S004.3-4.1 Coastal zone Note that the Maryland coastal consistency Comment noted.

Maryland Dept of management determination navigation comments focus on

Natural Resources the noise policy.

Robert Sadzinski, S004.4-4.1 Coastal zone A Charles County commenter noted a potential | Per the response to comment L004.1, boat traffic from the

Maryland Dept of management use conflict with a marina and development proposed marina would be able to proceed along the Maryland

Natural Resources project on the Maryland side of the Potomac shore when range restrictions are in effect because the range
River. boundary does not extend to the shoreline (see Figure 1-5 of

EIS). Because Range Control works with boaters to minimize
delays by allowing vessels to cross the river during test breaks
and set-ups, crossing the river usually results in only a short
delay. The additional hours during which access to the PRTR
would be restricted are not expected to materially alter the
conditions for recreational boating on the Potomac River, as
described in Section 4.2. Further, NSWCDD has ongoing
communications with the developer of the planned Villages at
Swan Paint.

Robert Sadzinski, S004.5-4.1 Coastal zone Increased training and testing activities may The RDT&E activities are not expected to significantly alter the

Maryland Dept of management conflict with other activities in the Potomac conditions for marine commercial freight movements,

Natural Resources River, such as recreational and commercial commercial fishing, or recreational boating on the Potomac
fishing, recreational boating, and War of 1812- | River, as described in Sections 4.2.2.2 and 4.2.3.2. Likewise,
related events. increased activities are not expected to significantly alter the

conditions for War of 1812-related events.

Robert Sadzinski, S004.6-4.12 Bald eagle The Department of Natural Resources no As discussed in Section 3.14.4, NSF Dahlgren’s bald eagle

Maryland Dept of nests longer tracks bald eagle nests; therefore, the management practices are outlined in the installation’s Bald

Natural Resources

applicant should refer to the National Bald
Eagle Management Guidelines and should
consult with the US Fish and Wildlife Service.

Eagle Management Plan and are implemented in cooperation
with VDGIF and USFWS to ensure protection of the species
and compliance with the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act.
Management includes the protection of documented nesting
and foraging habitat, the monitoring of nesting activity and
success, and the enforcement of the Bald Eagle Protection
Guidelines for Virginia developed by the USFWS and VDGIF
and the National Bald Eagle Guidelines. Requests for
deviations from these guidelines must be approved by USFWS
and VDGIF.
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Robert Sadzinski, S004.7-4.12 Waterfowl Facility is near a waterfowl concentration and The Proposed Action does not involve construction of water-
Maryland Dept of concentration staging area. If there is to be construction of dependent facilities.
Natural Resources and staging water-dependent facilities or an increase in
area noise levels, please contact the Wildlife and The proposed increase in detonations on the EEA’s Harris and
Heritage Service for technical assistance. Churchill Ranges and in small-arms firing on the Machine Gun
Range would lead to minor noise impacts. However, noise
modeling of Alternative 2 indicates that 65 A-weighted day-night
average decibel noise levels would not extend beyond the
Harris and Churchill Ranges within the EEA and would extend
only slightly from the Machine Gun Range into the creek. These
resulting noise contours are barely different from the No Action
Alternative levels. Large-caliber gun noise levels would not
change but on up to 10 days a year would extend farther
downriver than under existing conditions. The resulting potential
impacts to waterfowl would be negligible.
Robert Sadzinski, S004.8-4.5 People It may be beneficial to initiate a group of NSF Dahlgren and NSWCDD have ongoing meetings with
Maryland Dept of impacted by people impacted by increased noise levels to surrounding communities, including the Swan Point and Cobb
Natural Resources noise recommend workable solutions. Island homeowners associations, and the Colonial Beach
mayor and chamber of commerce, to discuss activities and talk
about potential noise impacts from those activities.
Robert Sadzinski, S004.9-4.1 Beach habitat Beaches on the site provide likely terrapin and | The Proposed Action does not involve construction that would
Maryland Dept of horseshoe crab spawning habitat; therefore, disturb beaches. As discussed in Section 4.9, ground
Natural Resources disturbance to the beach should be minimized. | disturbance from explosive detonations would be confined to
the EEA ranges. Other RDT&E activities would not result in
ground disturbance. Based on the relatively limited number of
PRTR usage hours requiring range control boats and the small
number of boats deployed, the impact from boat wakes is
anticipated to have negligible impacts on shoreline sediment
erosion.
Robert Sadzinski, S004.10-4.11 Largemouth This area of the Potomac River is downstream | The Proposed Action does not involve shoreline erosion control
Maryland Dept of bass of pristine largemouth bass habitat. If shoreline | projects.

Natural Resources

erosion control projects are warranted, we
request that the DNR Fisheries Service be
contacted.
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Robert Sadzinski, S004.11-4.11 Submerged Submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) is There is little SAV present in the MDZ and upper LDZ and few
Maryland Dept of aquatic adjacent to the site. Impacts to SAV should be | plants are found in deeper waters of the PRTR where most
Natural Resources vegetation avoided and impacts in the vicinity of SAV large-caliber gun projectiles would be fired, as discussed in
beds should be minimized. Section 4.11. Therefore, the potential for direct hits of
vegetation, disturbance of vegetation adjacent to direct hits, or
settlement of shell fragments onto plants in the PRTR is limited.
It is unlikely that the SAV community would be affected by the
increase in any of the RDT&E activities, as direct contact with
these activities would be limited-to-none and any indirect effects
would be negligible.
Robert Sadzinski, S004.12-4.2 Commercial Increased exclusion of commercial and The additional hours during which access to the PRTR would
Maryland Dept of fishing recreational boaters may significantly impact be restricted are not expected to materially alter the conditions
Natural Resources some commercial fishermen. Therefore, we for marine commercial freight movements, commercial fishing,
recommend soliciting comments directly from or recreational boating on the Potomac River, as described in
this group, and a web-based and text message | Section 4.2. NSWCDD's range website posts river and creek
system with river and creek restrictions restrictions regularly. Efforts to survey fishermen for the EIS
updated daily. met with few responses; however, those fishermen that did
respond indicated no issues with NSWCDD's activities.
Robert Sadzinski, S004.13-4.11 Qyster bars Natural oyster bars are near the property. As described in Section 4.11, there is a low probability for direct
Maryland Dept of Impacts should be minimized and the hits, as there are few oyster bars in the fairly deep waters of the
Natural Resources department will provide specific primary target areas (oyster bars are found closer to shore in
recommendations upon request. shallow areas). The proposed action would have negligible,
long-term, direct and indirect, negative impacts on oyster bars,
as described in Section 4.11.
The MDNR was contacted for specific recommendations and
provided mapping of natural oyster bars, SAV beds, and
waterfowl concentration areas in the vicinity of NSF Dahlgren
(maps of oyster bars and SAV beds were included in the DEIS).
Mr. Sadzinski indicated that the comment concerning specific
recommendations is more applicable to shoreline projects
involving construction than this EIS, which does not include
construction.
Robert Sadzinski, S004.14-4.10 Sea level rise The site is highly susceptible to sea level rise; | As the Proposed Action does not involve construction of

Maryland Dept of
Natural Resources

therefore, we recommend a proactive plan to
address sea level rise.

facilities, a proactive plan to address sea level rise is not
pertinent to this EIS.
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Robert Sadzinski, S004.15- In-river habitat | The Potomac River in this vicinity is very Disturbance of sediments when projectiles impact the river
Maryland Dept of 4.11/4.14 important striped bass and anadromous fish bottom results in localized, short-term increases in levels of
Natural Resources species spawning habitat, and Atlantic suspended sediments that would not affect levels of suspended
sturgeon may occur. Disturbance to in-river solids found in the water column, as discussed in Section 4.11.
habitat should be seasonal and minimized, As the Proposed Action does not involve construction, there
and, generally, no instream work likely to result | would be no instream work likely to result in suspended
in suspended sediments is allowed between sediments.
15 February and 15 June, inclusive.
Robert Sadzinski, S004.16-4.2 Navigation The US Coast Guard should be consulted 33 Code of Federal Regulations § 334.230 authorizes the
Maryland Dept of concerning Potomac River mainstem boating Commander, NSWCDD to restrict access to the PRTR danger
Natural Resources modifications. zones. Consultation with the US Coast Guard is not required,
but a copy of the DEIS was sent to the Coast Guard for review.
No comments were received.
Robert Sadzinski, S004.17-4.11 Fish and Recommend continued fish and shellfish As described in Sections 4.8, 4.10, and 4.11, the results of the
Maryland Dept of shellfish tissue | tissue analysis to determine if increased human health and ecological Range-Specific Screening-Level
Natural Resources analysis activities will be detrimental to fish. Risk Assessment (RSSRAS) indicate that input of munitions
constituents of potential concern from munitions testing in the
PRTR are orders of magnitude below concentrations that could
cause adverse effects to human health or the environment. As
the use of large-caliber guns and projectiles would remain at
current levels, impacts to surface waters would not increase. No
further analyses are required at this time.
Robert Sadzinski, S004.18-4.10 Point and Investigate and rectify point and nonpoint Hazardous materials and waste management at NSWCDD are
Maryland Dept of nonpoint pollution areas. described in detail in Section 3.7 of the EIS. There are no point
Natural Resources pollution or nonpoint pollution areas of concern at NSWCDD.
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Robert Sadzinski, S004.19-4.13 Magnetic and Determine (model) the potential effects to As discussed in Section 4.13.1.2, EM energy dissipates
Maryland Dept of electric field wildlife due to magnetic and electric field exponentially with distance from the energy source; hence
Natural Resources exposure exposure. wildlife outside the test area would encounter very low doses of
EM energy. The magnetic field levels modeled are shown in
Figure 4.8-1, well below IEEE exposure limits at 80 feet, which
is set at the guideline for time-varying magnetic field exposure
to pacemakers of 0.833 Gauss (see Section 4.8.1.2).
Although there are no controls to exclude wildlife from the
safety zones during activities, spotters do watch out for wildlife
prior to a test, and the test is stopped if animals are sighted.
The probability of wildlife’s entering test areas at the exact time
of emission or firing would be very low.
EM energy activities under all alternatives would have
negligible, short-term, direct, negative impacts and no indirect
impacts on NSF Dahlgren’s wildlife.
Maryland Dept of S005.1-4.1 Plans, The Proposed Action is consistent with our Comment noted.
Planning programs, and | plans, programs, and objectives.
objectives
Maryland Dept of S005.2-4.1 Plans, The Proposed Action is consistent with the Comment noted.
Planning programs, and | Maryland Economic Growth, Resource
objectives Protection, and Planning Act; the Smart
Growth and Neighborhood Conservation
Policy; and our plans, programs, and
objectives.
Maryland Dept of S005.3-4.1 Plans, The Proposed Action is consistent with the Comment noted.
Planning programs, and | requirements of Maryland Code, State Finance
objectives and Procurement Articles 5-7B-02, 03, 04, and
05 concerning priority funding areas.
Maryland Dept of S006.1-0.0 General As far as can be determined at this time, the Comment noted.
Transportation Proposed Action has no unacceptable impacts
on the plans or programs of the department.
Maryland Historical | S007.1-4.6 Historical The Proposed Action would have no adverse Comment noted.
Trust properties effect on historical properties.
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Roberta Rhur, S008.1-3.14 Conservation The Little Creek, Gambo Creek, Gambo Creek | As discussed in Section 3.14.4, NSF Dahlgren’s bald eagle

Virginia Dept of sites, bald South, and Tetotum Flats Conservation Sites management practices are outlined in the installation’s Bald

Conservation and eagle are located within the project area and have all | Eagle Management Plan and are implemented in cooperation

Recreation been given a biodiversity significance ranking with VDGIF and USFWS to ensure protection of the species
of B5, which represents a site of general and compliance with the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act.
significance. The natural heritage resource of Management includes the protection of documented nesting
concern at these sites is the bald eagle, which | and foraging habitat, the monitoring of nesting activity and
is classified as threatened by the Virginia success, and the enforcement of the Bald Eagle Protection
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries Guidelines for Virginia developed by the USFWS and VDGIF
(VDGIF). The Department of Conservation and | and the National Bald Eagle Guidelines. Requests for
Recreation recommends coordination with the | deviations from these guidelines must be approved by USFWS
VDGIF to ensure compliance with the Virginia | and VDGIF.
endangered Species Act.

Roberta Rhur, S008.2-3.14 Natural area There are no State Natural Area Preserves Comment noted.

Virginia Dept of preserves under Department of Conservation and

Conservation and Recreation’s jurisdiction in the project vicinity.

Recreation

Roberta Rhur, S008.3-3.14 State-listed The Proposed Action would not affect any Comment noted.

Virginia Dept of plants and documented state-listed plants or insects.

Conservation and insects

Recreation

Roberta Rhur, S008.4-3.14 Natural Contact the Department of Conservation and Comment noted.

Virginia Dept of heritage Recreation for natural heritage information

Conservation and information updates if a significant amount of time passes

Recreation updates before it is utilized.

Roberta Rhur, S008.5-4.10 Stormwater As no construction is proposed, the Division of | Comment noted.

Virginia Dept of management Stormwater Management has no comment.

Conservation and

Recreation

Roberta Rhur, S008.6-0.0 General Virginia Department of Conservation and Comment noted.

Virginia Dept of Recreation divisions other than the Divisions of

Conservation and Natural Heritage and Stormwater

Recreation Management, whose comments are noted
above, have no comments regarding the
Proposed Action.

Ellie Irons, Virginia | S009.1-4.10 Water It appears from the DEIS that impacts to water | Comment noted.

Dept of resources, resources would be negligible and likely would

Environmental wastewater not require permitting. Wastewater generation

Quality would not increase and the Navy's sewage

treatment plant would continue to meet current
and future wastewater requirements.
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Ellie Irons, Virginia | S009.2-4.10 Surface water, | Recommends that surface water and wetland NSWCDD is committed to protecting the environment while
Dept of wetlands impacts be avoided to the maximum extent carrying out its mission, and avoids surface water and wetland
Environmental practicable, and recommends practices to impacts to the maximum extent possible. As the Proposed
Quality minimize unavoidable impacts with respect to Action does not involve construction, the recommended impact
crossing streams, operating machinery and minimization practices do not apply, except for employing
construction vehicles, constructing trenches, measures to prevent spills. An NSF Dahlgren spill-prevention
excavating wetlands, designing erosion and control and countermeasures plan is in place for NSWCDD
sedimentation controls, placing heavy facilities and was last updated on September 29, 2009.
equipment in wetlands, restoring temporarily-
disturbed wetlands, storing material
temporarily in wetlands, marking non-impacted
surface waters near clearing, grading, or filling
activities, and employing measures to prevent
spills of fuels or lubricants into state waters.
Ellie Irons, Virginia | S009.3- Surface water, | Providing all necessary Virginia Water Virginia Water Protection Permit authorizations are not
Dept of 4.10/10.H wetlands Protection Permit authorizations are obtained required, as the Proposed Action does not involve excavation,
Environmental and complied with, Department of draining, filling or dumping, flooding or impounding, or
Quality Environmental Quality, Northern Regional significant alternation or degradation of wetlands; or water
Office concurs that the Proposed Action will be | withdrawals, dredging, or discharge of fill in surface waters.
consistent with the requirements of the VWPP
program and thus consistent with the Wetlands
Management enforceable policy of the Virginia
Coastal Zone Management Program.
Ellie Irons, Virginia | S009.4-10.H Surface water | The Department of Environmental Quality, Comment noted.
Dept of Northern Regional Office does not disagree
Environmental with the Navy’s determination that the
Quality Proposed Action would be consistent with the
Point source Pollution Control enforceable
policy of the Virginia Coastal Zone
Management Program.
Ellie Irons, Virginia | S009.5-10.H Subaqueous The Virginia Marine Resources Commission Comment noted.
Dept of lands did not respond to the Department of
Environmental Environmental Quality’s request for comments
Quality and, as such, did not disagree with the Navy's

determination that subaqueous lands would
not be affected.
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Ellie Irons, Virginia | S009.6-3.7/4.7 | Hazardous The Department of Environmental Quality, NSWCDD and NSF Dahlgren implement federal and state
Dept of materials and Division of Land Protection and Revitalization regulations for control of waste material. NSF Dahlgren
Environmental waste reviewed its database and found a number of administers an ongoing Installation Restoration Program (see
Quality management waste facility sites. The proximity of the sites EIS Section 3.7.4) that investigates potential impacts of solid
and potential impact to the project should be waste management units.
evaluated further.
Ellie Irons, Virginia | S009.7-4.7 Hazardous Encourages the Navy to implement pollution The Proposed Action does not involve construction. NSF
Dept of materials and prevention principles in all construction Dahlgren and NSWCDD have in place a humber of programs,
Environmental waste projects and facilities, including the reduction, plans, and processes to safely use, transport, handle, store,
Quality management reuse, and recycling of all solid wastes and dispose of hazardous material and hazardous waste, as
generated. Generation of hazardous wastes described in EIS Section 3.7.3.
should be minimized and hazardous wastes
should be handled in accordance with NSF Dahlgren implements a waste-minimization plan aimed at
regulatory requirements. reducing the use of, controlling, and managing hazardous
materials and reusing and recycling solid wastes. All waste is
handled in accordance with VDEQ regulatory policy.
Ellie Irons, Virginia | S009.8- Protected The Virginia Department of Agriculture and Comment noted.
Dept of 3.14/4.14 species, Consumer Services did not respond to the
Environmental farmland Department of Environmental Quality’s
Quality preservation requests for comments.
Ellie Irons, Virginia | S009.9-3.4/4.4 | Air quality, The Navy should contact King George County | Open burning is allowed in King George County. NSF Dahlgren
Dept of open burning officials to determine what local requirements uses open burning for fire control measures, which also
Environmental exist concerning open burning. supports NSWCDD’s RDT&E activities. Open burn/open
Quality detonation (OB/OD) units are monitored and managed in

accordance with VDEQ guidance and the RCRA Subpart X
Permit, as described in Section 3.7.

Ellie Irons, Virginia | S009.10- Aviation The Virginia Department of Aviation did not Comment noted.
Dept of 3.1/4.1 respond to the Department of Environmental

Environmental Quality’s requests for comments.

Quality

Ellie Irons, Virginia | S009.11- Regional The George Washington Regional Comment noted.
Dept of 3.1/4.1 concerns Commission did not respond to the

Environmental Department of Environmental Quality’s

Quality requests for comments.

Ellie Irons, Virginia | S009.12- Local concerns | King George County did not respond to the Comment noted.
Dept of 3.1/4.1 Department of Environmental Quality’s

Environmental requests for comments.

Quality

Appendix A

A-34

June 2013




NSWCDD Outdoor RDT&E Activities

N A Comment Comment C t R
ame/Agency NS Category ommen esponse
Ellie Irons, Virginia | S009.13-10.H Coastal zone Based on review of the Navy’s consistency Comment noted.
Dept of management determination, and the comments and
Environmental recommendations submitted by agencies
Quality administering the enforceable policies of the
Virginia Coastal Zone Management Program,
the department concurs that the Proposed
Action is consistent, to the maximum extent
practicable, with the program. The Navy must
ensure that the actions is constructed and
operated in accordance with all applicable
federal, state, and local laws and regulations,
and the department encourages the Navy to
consider the Advisory Policies of the program.
Virginia Dept of S010.1-4.14 Protected Recommends that the Navy coordinate with As discussed in Section 3.14.4, NSF Dahlgren’s bald eagle
Game and Inland species, bald the department and with the US Fish and management practices are outlined in the installation’s Bald
Fisheries eagle Wildlife Service regarding any activities Eagle Management Plan and are implemented in cooperation
resulting in bald eagle habitat alterations within | with VDGIF and USFWS to ensure protection of the species
660 ft of any active bald eagle nest, or within and compliance with the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act.
the designated concentration zone along the Management includes the protection of documented nesting
Potomac River upstream of NSF Dahlgren. and foraging habitat, the monitoring of nesting activity and
success, and the enforcement of the Bald Eagle Protection
Guidelines for Virginia developed by the USFWS and VDGIF
and the National Bald Eagle Guidelines. Requests for
deviations from these guidelines must be approved by USFWS
and VDGIF.
The Potomac River Bald Eagle Concentration Area is adjacent
to the Upper Danger Zone (UDZ), on which RDT&E activities
not involving ordnance occasionally would take place. The
Proposed Action would not result in bald eagle habitat
alterations within the designated concentration area.
Virginia Dept of S010.2-4.14 Protected Although increased activities generating more | The establishment and increase in the bald eagle population on
Game and Inland species, bald frequent loud noise may temporarily affect the installation over the last 25 years supports this comment.
Fisheries eagles nesting, roosting, or foraging eagles, those

occupying territory at Dahlgren likely are
habituated to loud noise emanating from
Dahlgren.
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Virginia Dept of S010.3-4.14 Protected Recommends adherence to the currently- NSWCDD’s RDT&E activities are guided by the Integrated
Game and Inland species, bald approved integrated natural resources Natural Resources Management Plan, Naval Support Facility
Fisheries eagles management plan for Dahlgren, including Dahlgren, Dahlgren, Virginia (NSF Dahlgren, 2007), including
adherence to protective measures for bald the protective measures for bald eagles and their habitats. In
eagles and their habitats. addition, as discussed in Section 3.14.4, NSF Dahlgren’s bald
eagle management practices are outlined in the installation’s
Bald Eagle Management Plan and are implemented in
cooperation with VDGIF and USFWS to ensure protection of
the species and compliance with the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act.
Virginia Dept of S010.4-4.11 Anadromous As the Potomac River, Upper Machodoc The Proposed Action does not involve construction, restoration,
Game and Inland fish use areas | Creek, Gambo Creek, and Williams Creek or relocation activities.
Fisheries have been designated anadromous fish use
areas, recommends that any construction,
restoration, or relocation activities within these
waters be coordinated with the department
and with NOAA Fisheries.
Virginia Dept of S010.5-4.11 Anadromous Recommends adherence to the currently- NSWCDD’s RDT&E activities are guided by the Integrated
Game and Inland fish approved integrated natural resources Natural Resources Management Plan, Naval Support Facility
Fisheries management plan for Dahlgren, including Dahlgren, Dahlgren, Virginia (NSF Dahlgren, 2007), including
adherence to protective measures for protective measures for anadromous fish and their habitats.
anadromous fish and their habitats.
Virginia Dept of S010.6-10.H Fisheries The Proposed Action is consistent with the Comment noted.
Game and Inland management fisheries management section of the Virginia
Fisheries Coastal Zone Management Program, provided
the Navy adheres to all necessary best
management practices.
Virginia Dept of S011.1-4.6 Historic The Navy has consulted on the Proposed Comment noted.
Historic Resources properties Action and the department believes that the
action will have no adverse effect to historic
properties listed in or eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places and the Virginia
Landmarks Register.
Virginia S012.1-4.10 Drinking water | The Proposed Action is not likely to affect Comment noted.

Department of
Health, Office of
Drinking Water

drinking water resources.
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Local Government (code ‘L")

St. Mary’s County, LO01.1- County plans, Forwarded a copy of the St. Mary's County The St. Mary's County Regional Airport Master Plan Update

Board of County 3.1/4.1/5.0 aviation Regional Airport Master Plan Update executive | executive summary was reviewed, and discussions regarding

Commissioners summary for review and incorporation into the | the county’s plans for the regional airport were added to EIS

final document record. Section 3.1 and Chapter 5.

St. Mary’s County, LOO1.2- County plans, The County intends to ensure that the Comment noted. The Proposed Action would not change the

Board of County 3.1/4.1/5.0 aviation Proposed Action does not impact either hours that special use airspace (SUA) is restricted annually and

Commissioners current or future availability of instrument is not expected to have any direct or indirect impacts on civilian

approaches and other airspace or operational aviation. A discussion was added to Chapter 5.
matters concerning the regional airport.

St. Mary’s County L002.1-4.5 Noise Notes lack of noise monitoring locations for the | Noise-measurement sites are located around NSF Dahlgren
monitoring upper Lower Danger Zone bordering St. and along the PRTR Middle Danger Zone (MDZ) to monitor
locations Mary’s County. peak-noise levels during gun-firing and detonation events.

Large guns are mostly fired into the MDZ and, as proposed, no
more than 10 days a year into the upper Lower Danger Zone
(LDZ).

NSWCDD is investigating establishing a noise measurement
site on Cobb Island, which would be closer to the upper LDZ
than existing measurement sites. Also, NSWCDD uses hand-
held noise meters to augment permanent noise meters and has
the flexibility to monitor noise levels farther downriver than the
fixed noise measurement stations.

Charles County L003.1-0.0 General The Proposed Action is generally consistent Comment noted.

with our plans, programs, and objectives
contingent upon certain actions being taken as
noted in the following comments.

Steven R. Ball, L004.1-4.2 Boat traffic, Increased RDT&E activities could have Boat traffic from the proposed marina would be able to proceed

Charles County marina adverse effects on Swan Point. Activities could | along the Maryland shore when range restrictions are in effect

Dept of Planning & proximity cause conflicts due to the future increase in because the range boundary does not extend to the shoreline.

Growth
Management

boat traffic in the test range and the proximity
of the new Swan Point marina to the test
range.

Because Range Control works with boaters to minimize delays
by allowing vessels to cross the river during test breaks and
set-ups, crossing the river usually results in only a short delay.
The additional hours during which access to the PRTR would
be restricted are not expected to materially alter the conditions
for recreational boating on the Potomac River, as described in
Section 4.2. Further, NSWCDD has ongoing communications
with the developer of the planned Villages at Swan Point.
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Steven R. Ball, L004.2-4.5 Noise, Calls attention to concerns raised by residents | As noted in the response to comment S004.8, NSWCDD has
Charles County vibration, night | of the Potomac River communities of Cobb developed a noise management program that aims to minimize
Dept of Planning & testing Island and Swan Point regarding noise, noise impacts. Additional night testing would be limited to laser
Growth vibration and the addition of night testing. and non-ordnance activities. No ordnance is currently fired or
Management detonated at night, and no nighttime ordnance use is proposed
in the future.
Under the Proposed Action, large-caliber gun firing, which is the
noisiest activity, would not increase in the future. The annual
number of small-arms firings and detonations would increase,
but the noise impacts associated with these two types of
activities are projected to remain primarily within the boundaries
of the installation.
Gary B. Whipple, LO05.1- County plans, Per the Regional Airport Master Plan Update, Discussions regarding the county’s plans for the regional airport
St. Mary’s County 3.1/4.1/5.0 aviation, in conjunction with the FAA and the Maryland were added to EIS Section 3.1 and Chapter 5. The use of the
Dept of Public cumulative Aviation Administration, the county is working SUA for NSWCDD'’s RDT&E activities is not expected to have
Works and impacts to achieve an airport reference code any direct or indirect impacts on civilian aviation.
Transportation designation of B-Il, with a non-precision
instrument (NPI) approach of 1/2 mi for
Runway 11, which will be extended by 1,200 ft,
and an NPI approach of 1 mi for Runway 29.
Gary B. Whipple, LO05.2- County plans, Consistent with the county’s comprehensive Discussions regarding the county’s plans for the regional airport
St. Mary’s County 3.1/4.1/5.0 aviation, plan, the county intends to encourage were added to EIS Section 3.1 and Chapter 5. The use of the
Dept of Public cumulative development of commuter air travel services SUA for NSWCDD'’s RDT&E activities is not expected to have
Works and impacts and shuttle connections to airport with any direct or indirect impacts on civilian aviation.
Transportation regional, national, and international
connections to provide, in part, a certified,
precision all-weather approach system.
Gary B. Whipple, LO05.3- County plans, Forwarded a copy of the current, August 2012 | Discussions regarding the county’s plans for the regional airport
St. Mary’s County 3.1/4.1/5.0 aviation, Airport Layout Plan. were added to EIS Section 3.1 and Chapter 5. The use of the
Dept of Public cumulative SUA for NSWCDD'’s RDT&E activities is not expected to have
Works and impacts any direct or indirect impacts on civilian aviation.
Transportation
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N A Comment Comment C t R
ame/Agency NS Category ommen esponse
Non-government Organization (code ‘NGO’)
Bob Elwood, NGOO001.1-4.8 | Biological Can biological simulants be genetically The small quantities of BSL-1 biological simulants used would
Potomac River simulants differentiated from the naturally-occurring not be genetically distinct, and there is no need to identify them
Association organisms and, if needed, identified as as originating from NSWCDD.
originating from NSWCDD biological defense
activities?
Bob Elwood, NGOO001.2- Cumulative What is the difference between no significant ‘Negligible impact' indicates that an environmental impact is of
Potomac River 4.0/5.0 impacts impact and negligible impact, and have a low intensity or severity. ‘No significant impact' indicates a
Association whole lot of negligible impacts ever become a | determination that an environmental impact is of comparatively
significant impact? low concern, given the low intensity of the impact and
considering where the impact occurs.
The various impact determinations, of negligible or other
intensity or severity, reached in the EIS are for independent
resources and, for the proposed RDT&E activities, are not
cumulative across resources. However, multiple impacts to a
single resource resulting from multiple actions potentially are
cumulative and, therefore, are evaluated in Chapter 5 of the
ElS.
Norman Chlosta, NGO002.1-2.0 | DoD budget What Department of Defense budget The EIS presents the expansion of RDT&E activities that could
Swan Point assumptions is the Navy making with respect be conducted with full funding. Available funding for RDT&E will
Property Owners to funding the proposed increased RDT&E dictate the actual increases.
Association activities?
Norman Chlosta, NGO0002.2-2.0 | Chem/bio Why can Ben Gay-like simulants simulate Methyl salicylate, or oil of wintergreen, is used in many
Swan Point simulants toxins and how does the Navy make that household products such as Ben Gay. Methyl salicylate has
Property Owners extrapolation? What is the worth of doing this also been used as a simulant for chemical warfare agents
Association kind of testing when there is no known link? because as a vapor in the air, laboratory tests show that it
responds like a known chemical warfare agent — mustard gas —
to an infrared detector. Use of low-toxicity simulants allows
NSWCDD to develop technology to counter chem/bio terrorism
by developing early detection and warning systems.
Norman Chlosta, NGO0002.3-2.2 | Alternatives What are the program managers’ future Parameters such as projected global threats, homeland

Swan Point
Property Owners
Association

development

requirements analyses based on? Are they
based on threats or wishful thinking?

security, and technological developments influence the RDT&E
that will take place in the future. Flexibility is required in RDT&E
to accommodate those requirements.
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Name/Agency CmmE CmmEn Comment Response
Number Category

Norman Chlosta, NGO002.4- Night and bad | What is the basis for doing night testing and As noted in Section 1.1, some activities (but none using

Swan Point 1.0/2.0 weather testing | bad weather testing? ordnance) would take place under conditions in which activities

Property Owners are now rarely/never conducted, such as at dusk, dawn, and

Association night and in adverse weather, to ensure that equipment and
materials work effectively, even in less-than-ideal conditions.

Public (code ‘P’)
Philip Lehman P001.1-3.8 Health and Discuss NSWCDD's safety record over NSWCDD'’s commitment to health and safety has resulted in an
Safety perhaps the past 5-10 years as it relates to excellent safety record. EIS Section 3.8 includes the following

range activities: noise complaints, structural
damage, wildlife and human ilinesses/
injuries/deaths related to release of simulants,
EM, laser or ordinance - both worker and non-
employee (community) related.

information “Thanks to this commitment to safety, there have
been no fatalities attributable to NSWCDD’s RDT&E activities in
more than 40 years.” Based on review of records for the past 10
years, there have been no illnesses or injuries attributable to
outdoor activities. This information was added to EIS Section
3.8.

There have also been no adverse effects to fish or wildlife
populations related to RDT&E activities in the last decade.

Noise and vibration monitoring was conducted at six historical
properties along the PRTR in November 2009 (see Appendix D)
and included wall vibration measurements. Maximum vibration
levels measured at the six historical structures were found to be
below 0.5 in/sec, the level at which minor structural damage
may begin to occur. This monitoring program confirmed that no
buildings beyond NSF Dahlgren or along the PRTR experience
vibration levels that could result in structural damage.

To monitor and control noise from its outdoor RDT&E activities
and, thereby, reduce noise complaints from surrounding
communities, NSWCDD has developed and implemented a
noise management process, which is summarized in Section
3.5.3.5 and reproduced in full in Appendix C. The Public Affairs
Office closely monitors and records any complaints involving
noise and vibration (structural damage).
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Name/Agency

Comment
Number

Comment
Category

Comment

Response

Jean Public

P002.1-11

The
Environment,
Biological
Resources,
and Protected
Species

There should be no growth in destruction
caused by the Navy. The Navy should be
training in America without hurting the
environment. The fish and turtles should not
be bombed and killed.

The Navy is committed to protecting the environment, as stated
in our policy for Environmental Protection, Natural Resources,
and Cultural Resources Programs (SECNAVINST 5090.8A): “In
support of the national defense mission and to restore, protect,
and enhance the quality of the environment for current and
future generations, it is Department of the Navy policy to
integrate environmental protection, natural resources, and
cultural resources programs considerations into all Department
of the Navy operations and activities, as appropriate.”

Following this policy, NSWCDD provides valuable habitat for a
wide range of terrestrial and aquatic species, as discussed in
EIS Sections 3.11 to 3.14.

Section 4.11 evaluates potential impacts on fish from ordnance
testing and concluded that the probability of a direct hit by a
projectile would be low and impacts to fish would be negligible.
No aircraft bombs have been tested in the Potomac River Test
Range since 1957 and therefore there is no danger of aquatic
life being bombed.

Ordnance testing under all alternatives does not overlap with
the distribution of sea turtles (see Figure 4.14-1) and
consequently there would be no possibility of a sea turtle’s
being hit by a projectile.

Peter M. Fahrney,
M.D.

P003.1-0.0

PRTR testing

Personal opinion is that ballistic testing on the
PRTR should be phased out.

Comment noted.

Peter M. Fahrney,
M.D.

P003.2-3.4

Release of
explosives or
toxins into air

Concern about explosives or other toxins
being released into the air periodically at
Pumpkin Neck.

The occasional smoky plumes seen at Pumpkin Neck — the
EEA — result from the burning of kerosene and gasoline, used
for fast cook-off tests of munitions. They are not associated with
explosive detonation. The fuels are added to water in a 30-ft-by-
30-ft pan and are burned beneath ammunition to test their
stability. On average, NSWCDD uses approximately 2,500 gal
of kerosene and 40 gallons of gasoline for each fast cook-off
test, which occur about six times a year. Emission products
from burning kerosene and gasoline are the same as the
emission products from an oil fired furnace or a gasoline
engine.
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Name/Agency CmmE CmmEn Comment Response
Number Category
Virginia O’Brien P004.1-4.12 Ordnance and | Will all bullets be recovered or will there be an | See response to comment F003.35-4.12/4.0.
wildlife indoor range instead? Concern about lead in

increased small arms fire impacting wildlife in
the area.

Belinda and Kevin P005.1-4.5 Noise and Would like to know what procedures exist for The Navy follows NSWCDD Instruction 5100.6, “Outdoor Noise

Keller vibration homeowners to follow if homes are damaged Management Process” (contained in Appendix C), in an effort to
by ordnance testing. As after years of repeated | minimize noise and vibration effects on the surrounding
vibrations all structures will suffer. communities. The Public Affairs Office (PAO) closely monitors

and records any complaints involving noise and vibration. There
is a toll-free number 866-359-5540 for noise comments and
questions. Each noise complaint is investigated and appropriate
changes to the noise management process are evaluated and
implemented as necessary. Complaints follow the process
identified in NSWCDL Instruction 5726.1A, “Community
Inquiries or Complaints Related to Test Range Operations and
Ordnance-Related Noise and Damage.” If a property is
damaged, the owner can file a "Tort Claim for Damages" with
the Navy's Tort Claim Unit in Norfolk.
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N A Comment Comment C t R
ame/Agency NS Category ommen esponse
Belinda and Kevin P005.2-0.0 General The EIS does not provide the confidence Comment noted. We have tempered many of the impact
Keller needed to support expansion. As stated, statements with qualifiers such as “negligible” based on
findings are inconclusive, indecisive, and experience with the same or similar tests or on research on the
repetitive: ". . . may affect, but is not likely to effects of the type of tests proposed. In most cases, the
adversely affect . . ." When something is negligible amount of impact take place when the test occurs
deemed not likely, a possibility remains. and it is fleeting. We also consider the environment where the
small amount of impact may occur in weighing the severity of
For us, the consequences of current activities the impact — for example, Dahlgren’s land ranges regularly
are minimally tolerant, and most emphatically sustain impacts from testing and further testing does not impair
we do not favor expanding activities at dusk, any precious resources. Similarly, the size of the Potomac River
dawn, night, and in inclement weather as and daily flushing greatly lessens the impact on any one area.
proposed. We weigh many factors in making these judgments, and even
though “negligible” may not convey absolute certainty, using
modifiers like these attests to the decision making process we
have gone through in arriving at each and every conclusion and
our reluctance to assert that no impact would occur when a very
small amount may.
With respect to testing at dawn, dusk, night, and in inclement
weather, additional testing would be limited to lasers and non-
ordnance activities. No ordnance is currently fired or detonated
at night, and no nighttime ordnance use is proposed in the
future.
Lasers are being tested now over water in these conditions with
little impact on the public other than to cause vessels transiting
the mouth of Upper Machodoc Creek to pause for short periods.
Adding other non-ordnance (non-explosive) tests in the future
would have similar effects.
Charlotte Simpson P006.1-4.5 Noise and Concerned about noise and vibration, and NSWCDD is investigating placing a noise meter on Cobb
vibration would like to see a monitor on Cobb Island full | Island. Any noise and vibration complaints should be reported
time. to the NSWCDD Public Affairs Office at 866-359-5540.
Charlotte Simpson P006.2-4.5 Noise and | object to night testing. Comment noted. No ordnance would be tested at night, so
vibration there would be no noise from gun firing or detonations. As
noted in the response to comment P005.1, some night testing
of lasers takes place now with little effect on the public.
Charlotte Simpson P006.3-4.5 Noise and | know that the Navy will come down and look | See responses to comments P005.1 and P006.1.
vibration at cracked windows and broken stuff, but |

have never heard of the Navy paying for
anything.
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Name/Agenc CEHETS (TS Comment Response
gency Number Category b
Warren Veazey P007.1-1.6 Notice of range | The Navy should post at public marinas NSWCDD provides a pamphlet to marinas that describes the
restrictions notices, with a map of the range, informing jet range and gives Range Control contact information. We also

skis and boats of testing so as to avoid having
to stand down.

maintain a website that provides: the Range Schedule; a toll-
free Range/Weapons Testing hotline for daily information on
range activities (877-845-5656) and test schedules. This
information is available at:
http://www.navsea.navy.mil/nswc/dahlgren/RANGE/rangesched
ule.aspx

Warren Veazey

P007.2-4.4/4.8

Fast cook-off

A friend of mine who lives just down river, is
concerned about the big plumes of diesel
smoke when NSWCDD does burns on
Pumpkin Neck, although the plumes have not
yet come over his house.

See response to comment P003.2.

Warren Veazey P007.3-1.6 Railgun A sound meter should be used during railgun Comment noted. Both internal and external installation noise
firings and firings should be announced to sound levels are taken during most railgun firings. Personnel in
employees at NSF Dahlgren. areas that could be affected by railgun firing noise are notified

the day of the firings and before each firing.

Dreda Newman P008.1-1.6 Monitoring How is the use of chem/bio simulants and Testing of chem/bio simulants and lasers would take place on

lasers going to be monitored by other entities
than the Navy?

Navy ranges. As they would be contained on these ranges,
there is no need for additional monitoring by other entities.

As a protective measure, prior to each chem/bio operation,
coordination takes place with NSF Dahlgren Environmental and
the Maryland Department of the Environment and the Virginia
Department of Environmental Quality, as applicable, concerning
the types and quantities of simulants proposed for use (Section
6.2.2).

Dreda Newman

P008.2-1.6/4.8

Accidents and
deaths

Is the public informed of accidents or deaths
on NSF Dahlgren?

See response to comment PO01.1.

Christopher
Wiggins

P009.1-1.6

Aircraft

Maybe it would be prudent to inform the public
if aircraft are being used.

Comment noted.
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In addition to the No Action Alternative, the Navy proposes two action alternatives,
Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 (the Preferred Alternative). Alternative 1 includes annual
increases of 325 percent in small arms firing, 5 percent in detonations, 20 percent in EM energy
events, 108 percent in laser events, 400 percent in chemical/biological events, and 16 percent in
PRTR hours of use above recent levels. Alternative 2 includes annual increases of 400 percent
in small arms firing, 21 percent in detonations, 39 percent in EM energy events, 142 percent in
laser events, 483 percent in chemical/biological events, and 33 percent in PRTR hours of use
above recent levels.

EPA understands the purpose and need for the proposed action for the Navy’s Outdoor _
RDT&E activities. However, as a result of our review of the DEIS, EPA has concerns with
impacts to air, water, biological resources, environmental justice, children’s/human health and
cumulative impacts. A detailed description of these concerns is presented in the Technical
Comments (enclosed) for your consideration. EPA rated the DEIS an EC-2 (Environmental Fo03.I|
Concerns/Insufficient Information), which indicates that we have environmental concerns
regarding the proposal and that there is insufficient information in the document to fully assess
the environmental impacts of this project. A copy of EPA’s rating system is enclosed for your
information. -J

Thank you for providing EPA with the opportunity to review this project. EPA would
appreciate the opportunity to discuss some of the topics and questions raised in the Technical
Comments. If you have questions regarding these comments, the staff contact for this project is
Karen DelGrosso; she can be reached at 215-814-2765.

Sincerely,

; /‘éi ‘.,‘,,,__/g\---—‘-~ ;'/ i—*’”'é?\-_w

.’}”'

Barbara Rudnick
NEPA Team Leader
Office of Environmental Programs

Enclosure (2)

& Printed on 100% recycled/recyclable paper with 100% post-consumer fiber and process chlorine free.
Customer Service Hotline: 1-800-438-2474
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Chemical Simulants

While it is true that the chemicals proposed for use in the DEIS have low-to-moderate
toxicities, they are not without risk (some more than others). Even chemicals that are designated
as "relatively non-toxic" can cause harm at high enough doses. So, the important point is not so
much which chemicals are being used, as how much of those chemicals are being released and
who is being exposed.

There is no information in the report on possible human receptors, but Section 4 of the T
DEIS does provide modeled data on the maximum concentrations expected for a few of the
chemical simulants. The predicted concentrations are very high, both at the time of release and
10 minutes later -~ high enough to produce adverse effects in exposed individuals, such as |
irritation (respiratory, eye, and dermal). (Note that Figure 4.4-1 indicates that the concentration
of DEM in air decreases to zero after approximately five minutes, but this is not supported by

F003.8

Fo00%.9

Fo003.10

Table 4.4-2, Modeled Maximum Air Concentration after 10 Minutes.) -

To allow the military base to fulfill its task, EPA recommends the Navy 1) provide
adequate worker safety (in the form of personnel protective equipment), 2) conduct real-time air
monitoring during release activities and 3) ensure that individuals not involved in testing are
restricted from areas affected by releases.

Biological Simulants

A few of the biological agents proposed for testing are, in fact, pathogenic to humans;
these are B. atrophaeus and Aspergillus niger. 1f available, other similar, non-pathogenic
simulants should be used instead. If not, the steps described above for chemical simulants
should be considered. Note, however, that some organisms can persist in the environment for a
very long time; consequently, these precautions may not fully protect individuals from future
exposures. Of particular concern, are the impacts to sensitive individuals who are more at risk -
that the “healthy adult” used in your analysis.

Page 2-21 states, “All of the sensor-testing described in the preceding section could be
repeated with the introduction of interferents, smokes, or obscurants, Examples of these include
fog oil, PEG 200, poly alpha olephin, paints, fuels, and cleaners.” What is the interaction of
these chemicals with the chemical and/or biological agents proposed? What are the risks?
Again, EPA suggests that the Navy conduct real-time air monitoring at the time of release. _j

Air Quality

As stated on page 3-55, “Consequently, the general conformity rule does not apply to the
Proposed Action within this nonattainment area since no change in emissions would occur.™
Page 3-59 states, “All chemical simulants previously used and proposed for future use are not
considered criteria pollutants under the CAA and are not hazardous air pollutants.” In addition,
“Concentration levels modeled in 2002 for cach simulant were within available NIOSH

?:4’? Printed on 100% recycled/recyclable paper with 100% post-consumer fiber and process chlorine free.
Customer Service Hotline: 1-800-438-2474

F003.1|

Fo0%.12

Fo03.13
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appropriate application of the mathematics. This created an unfair and unreasonable burden upon
the population that is unacceptable at any level.

The identification of at risk populations is so flawed that it makes any assessment
inaccurate and invalid that has been done. This assessment needs to be redone with appropriate Foo3.4l
calculations, and the rethinking of much of the methodology.

a. The comect application of the percent minority or low income population
percentage plus 20% of the value should be used throughout this document.
b. All benchmarks should be recalculated. .
¢. County percentages should be used for comparison to percentages of minority and |
low income populations in the respective states as values for comparison, Fo03.4%
d. Census tracts within the study area should be identified, and the demographics of ] Foo3.4Y
those census tracts used in the analyses. .
e. In addition to the statistics for each minority population that were presented
separately, it may also be helpful to add a column combining the entire minority FOOB."]E
populations found in a given census tract.
f. It would be helpful to have tables with data at the census tract or block group
level for the study areas that show percentages of minority and low income
populations along with the state and county averages, all minority percentages Foo2 Hb
combined, low income population percentages and the state and county averages,
appropriate data for children, the elderly, or any other appropriate demographic
for the study.

1L

Foo342

The calculations used to benchmark children in the study area uses the same incorrect and
unacceptable mathematics. The error for the children’s benchmark was the value plus an
additional 10 percentage points. Why? Why not 20? Why not 30? Why not 57 Please provide the
rationale. The use of the methodology is incorrect and seems arbitrary. Foo347

It cannot be determined if other aspects of the assessment are valid since the assessment
methodology used to identify areas of potential Environmental Justice concern is flawed. Fo03.4H%

Environmental Justice is something that needs to be assessed at the local level. The
assessment requires you to know what is going on at the community level. Using county level
data does not assist in identifying communities of concern. The communities in question will be
too small to be identified through county level assessment. The assessments need to be done at
Fooz 49
the census tract, or preferably at the block group level.

Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks

Page 4-25 states, “The RDT&E activities conducted by NSWCDD would not
disproportionally affect children, as activities would not have a greater effect on children than
adults.” This statement seems to disagree with the breath and scope of Executive Order 13045, Fo03.50
Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks. As stated in Section 1
of the EQ, “A growing body of scientific knowledge demonstrates that children may suffer

€ Printed on 100% recycled/recyclable paper with 100% post-consuser fiber and process chlorine free.
Customer Service Hotline: 1-800-438-2474
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Section 5.2.5, The Summary of Cumulative Impacts Relative to the Proposed Action,
presents a discussion of cumulative impacts to resources. Considering that other
agencies/activities are ongoing and contributing to the incremental increase in impact to Fo003 .54
resources, is there a coordination effort among organizations to monitor resource impacts,
especially with the DOD agencies?

Miscellaneous

Page 3-270, the “Buffering capacity” definition in the blue box is not complete; it is
missing text. Foo03. 55

€% Printed on 100% recycled/recyclable paper with 100% post-consumer fiber and process chlorine free.
Customer Service Hotline: 1-800-438-2474
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requested that Joe Love (MD DNR Fisheries Service, black bass biologist) be -J S004.10
contacted at 410-260-8257.

5. Submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) is also adjacent to the site, although it
appears to be limited in distribution, it is important in erosion control, water
quality benefits, and fish habitat. Therefore, impacts to SAV should be avoided, S004.])
and if impacts are proposed in the vicinity of SAV beds, impacts should be
minimized. .|

6. Increased exclusion of commercial and recreational boaters due to increased naval
warfare activities as stated in your DEIS may significantly impact the livelihood
of some commercial fishermen, therefore we recommend contact the Potomac
River Fish Commission, obtaining a list of licensed fishermen and soliciting SOD"I. 12
comments directly from this group to more accurately assess this impact.
Recommend a web-based and text message system with river and creek
restrictions updated daily, allowing recreational and commercial boaters access to
the latest up-to-date information. ]

7. Natural oyster bars are also near the property, any potential impacts should be
minimized but the Department will provide specific recommendations upon So04.13
request.

8. According to our inundation maps, this site is highly susceptible to sea level rise
and therefore we would recommend a proactive plan to address sea level rise SMI"H
using the framework outlined on the State's vulnerability to sea level rise
webpage: http://www.dnr.state.md.us/bay/czm/sea_level rise.html

9. The Potomac River in this vicinity is very important striped bass and anadromous |
fish species spawning sites. Fish species in this area may also include Atlantic
sturgeon, a potentially federally protected species, as such; disturbance to in-river
habitat should be both seasonal and minimized. Generally, no instream work Sood.15
likely to result in suspended sediments within the water column is allowed in this
area of the Potomac River between 15 February and 15 June, inclusive, of any

year. ol
10. The USCG should be consulted concerning Potomac River mainstem boating |
modifications. SooY.1e
11. Recommend continued fish and shellfish tissue analysis to determine if the 3

increases in the Center’s activities will be detrimental to the fish in the area. This 5001“7
should consider different life stages especially the older fish in the system. .
12. Investigate point and non-point source pollution areas and rectify these areas. ] SooH.18
13. Determine (model) the potential effects to wildlife due to magnetic and electric
field exposure. ] So04.19

Concerning the above general comments, please contact:

Robert Sadzinski,

Environmental Review Unit

Maryland Department of Natural Resources
Tawes State Office Building, D-2
Annapolis,MD 21401

410-260-8312
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