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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This Site Management Plan (SMP) for the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) in Kittery, Maine
was prepared by the U.S. Departfnent of the Navy (Navy). The SMP serves as a management
tool for planning, reviewing and setting priorities for all environmental investigative and remedial
response activities to be conducted at the facility within the Navy/Marine Corps Installation

Restoration (IR) Program. Ultimately, the SMP serves as the schedule for ir’qplementation of the '
IR Program at PNS. The SMP is updated annually to revise priorities and schedules of activities
as additional information (including funding) becomes available. This version of the SMP
presents the rationale for the sequence of future investigation and remediation activities and the
estimated schedule for completion of these activities. The use of a SMP allows for annual
adjustment in scheduled activities for reasons such as Federal budgetary co'nstraints, changes in
scope of investigation/remediation activities or other unanticipated events. These changes are
governed by the Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) for PNS. The FFA establishes the roles and
responsibilities of the Navy and United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) and
serves as an Interagency Agreement (IAG) for the completion Qf all necessary investigation and

remedial actions at PNS.

The following section summarizes the location, mission, operations history, and environmental

activities history at PNS.

1.1 FACILITY LOCATION AND MISSION

Situated within the town limits of Kittery, Maine, PNS is located on an island in the Piscataqua
River referred to on National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) nautical charts as

Seavey Island, with the eastern tip given the name Jamaica Island. Attached by a rock

_causeway is Clark's Island which is not industrialized. The Piscataqua River is a tidal estuary

which forms the southern boundary between New Hampshire and Maine. PNS is located at the
mouth of the Great Bay Estuary (commonly referred to as Portsmouth Harbor). The Great Bay
Estuary and Site Location are shown on Figure 1-1. The Facility Map is included as Figure 1-2.

PNS is engaged in the conversion, overhaul, and repair of submarines for the Navy. PNS has a
history dating back to 1800 when the facility was established. The first government-built
submarine was designed and constructed at PNS during World War I. A large number of
submarines have been designed, constructed, and repaired at this facility from 1917 to the

present. PNS continues to service submarines as its primary military focus.

Section 1 FY01 SMP Rev. 1 1-1
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1.2 HISTORY OF HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL, ENVIRONMENTAL .
INVESTIGATION AND REMEDIATION ACTIVITIES

The following is a description of the history of hazardous Wast_e disposal, environmental
investigation and remediation activities performed prior to when the Federal Facility Agreement

was signed forPorlsmguth Naval Shipyard.

Years of shipbuilding and submarine repair work at PNS have resulted in hazardous substances
being released into the soils, groundwater, surface water and sediment on ‘and around Seavey
Island. As a result, in\/estigation and remediation activities have been performed under the IR

Program.

The purpose of the IR Program is to identify, investigate, assess, characterize, and clean up or
control releases of hazardous substances; and to reduce the risk to human health and the

- environment from past waste disposal operations and hazardous material spills at Navy/Marine

Corps activities. Investigations of hazardous substance releases at PNS began in 1983 when
the Navy completed an Initial Assessment Study (IAS) (Weston, 1983) that identified and
assessed sites posing a potential threat to human health and the environment. The final phase
of this study was completed in 1986 with the issuance of a Final Confirmation Study (FCS),
(LEA, 1986), which evaluated the sites identified in the Initial Assessment Study to confirm the

presence of contamination.

The U.S. EPA became involved with PNS in 1985 When the agency rquested_ information on
PNS's hazardous wastes and conducted a visual site inspection under the authority of the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). Since 1988, the Maine Department of
Environmental Protection (MEDEP) has also provided oversight of investigation and remediation
of PNS. RCRA provides "cradle to grave" trécking of hazardous substances, from generator to
transporter for treatment, storage, or disposal. RCRA activities are conducted in four phases:
the RCRA Facility Assessment (RFA); the'RCRA Facilities Investigation (RFl); the Corrective.
Measures Study (CMS); and the Corrective Measures Implementation (CMI) Plan. Until the mid-
1990s, investigations at the PNS were conducted under RCRA authority. Effective May 31,
1994, PNS was included on the National Priority List (NPL). Subsequently, the studies have
been conducted under the authority of the - Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), commonly known as Superfund.

1-5



The PNS sites were evaluated by U.S. EPA under Superfund's Hazard Ranking System (HRS),
used to determine the relative threats posed to the public health and environment by sites
. contaminated with hazardous substances. Under the HRS, a score is developed based on the
potential for hazardous substances to spread from the site through air, surface water, and
groundwater. Additional ranking factors include population, waste characterization, and potential
damage to natural resources. Based on the HRS evaluation, PNS was proposed for inclusion on
the U.S. EPA's NPL in June 1993 and added to the NPL in May 1994. Since then, U.S. EPA has
coordinated the transition from RCRA to the CERCLA/Superfund process to ensure the
uninterrupted and continued progress in the investigations. Ongoing work still meets the intent of
the Hazard and Solid Waste Amendments (of 1984) (HSWA) Permit, but the ongoing onshore
study to develop and evaluate remedial activities is entitled as a Feasibility Study (CERCLA
terminology) and combines both RCRA and CERCLA criteria. Consistent with the transition from
RCRA to CERCLA, the Solid" Waste Management Unit (SWMU) terminology has since been
replaced with "site”. Refer to Section 3.0 of this report for a description of the RCRA and
CERCLA processes. The U.S. EPA, the MEDEP and the Navy will continue fo work toward site
cleanup under CERCLA. Among other things, the FFA establishes the roles and responsibilities
for the U.S. EPA and the Navy, sets deadlines, and establishes a mechanism for resolution of
disputes. The FFA also provides for participation of the State in the process even though they
have chosen not to be a party to the FFA.

The RFA (Kearney & Baker/TSA, 1986) identified 28 potential SWMUs located onshore and
offshore of PNS. These are waste management sites that were known to exist or sites where
known or potential releases of hazardous wastes or hazardous constituents occurred. After the
28 potential SWMUs were examined in greater depth, 15 were eliminated from further
investigation, leaving 13 SWMUs. As a result of the RFA findings, in March 1989, the U.S. EPA
issued a Corrective Action Permit under the RCRA Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of
1984 (HSWA Permit) (U.S. EPA, 1989) that required the PNS to mvestlgate the 13 SWMUs

(sutes) and take appropnate corrective action.

In 1994, the USEPA directed that the onshore and offshore components of work required by the
HSWA permit be separated, because the onshore portion of the study was being delayed by the
more complex offshore investigation.

1.2.1 Onshore Studies

In accordance with the HSWA Permit requirements, a RCRA Facilities Investigation (RFI) was
performed. The RFI consisted of several phases of investigations spanning from October 1989

1-6
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to February 1992. The results of the RFI were then assembled into the RFI Report
(McLaren/Hart, 1992b). The RFI "Approval with Conditions” was issued by the U.S. EPA in
March of 1993. The Addendum to the RFI report (McLaren/Hart, 1993) partially responded to the
U.S. EPA "Approval with Conditions" however, many requirements of the "Approval with
Conditions" called for additional field work to resolve data gaps. Subsequently, the RFI Data
Gap field work was conducted during June/July of 1994. Results are presented in the RFI Data
Gap Report (Halliburton NUS, 1995c¢) and are considered supplemental to the RFI report..

Analytical data collected during the RFI for surface and subsurface soils, groundwater, surface
water and ambient air were evaluated in accordance with the U.S. EPA Superfund Risk
Assessment Guidance. The results of this evaluation were summarized in a draft document
titted Public Health and Environmental Risk Evaluation: Part A Human Health Risk Assessment
(PHERE), (McLaren/ Hart, 1994a). These results were utilized in developing the Final Media
Protection Standards (MPSs) Proposal (McLaren/Hart, 1994b). Final MPSs were then set by the
U.S. EPA. The final MPSs were essentially Used as Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) in
the Draft Onshore Feasibility Study (FS) Report (Halliburton NUS, 1995a). The Draft Onshore
FS Report identifies and recommends remedial alternatives for each SWMU. The Applicable or
Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) Report (Halliburton NUS, 1994b) and Revised
CMS Proposal (Halliburton NUS, 1994a) also were utilized in developing the Onshore FS.
ARARs are legally applicable or relevant and appropriaté requirements, standards, criteria or
limitations as used by CERCLA and as defined in the National Contingency Plan (NCP).
o . . .

The Ambient Air Quality Monitoring Report (McLaren/Hart, 1992a) was developed to support
identification of SWMUs where contamination may ha\)e resulted in adverse impacts to air.
Because of questions on previous sampling methods, techniques, and reporting methods, the
Phase || Ambient Air Quality and Meteorological Monitoring Report (B&R Environmental, 1996a)

~ was prepared as a confirmation air monitoring study.

The Groundwater Investigation and Monitoring Plan (B&I'R Environmental, 1996b) was d‘eveloped
to address facility groundwater. The purpose of this plan is to faéilitate the implementation of a
cost-effective, groundwatef investigation and interim monitoring plan for sites of concern at PNS.
The data was evaluated to determine the impact on the quality of groundwater in the aquifer and -

the impact on state waters.

The Site Screening Work Pilan for Building 184 (Site 30), West Timber Basin (Site 31), and
Topeka Pier (Site 32) (B&R Environmental, 1998b) was developed to outline work necessary to

-7




determine if these sites should become Areas of Concern (AOCs) that require further study
through the CERCLA RI/FS process.

The Work Plan for Teepee Incinerator (Site 29) and Building 238 (Site 10} (B&R Environmental,
1998a) was to provide additional information to further characterize the sites to make remedial
deéisions. The purpose of this plan for Site 10 was to investigate additional areas based on new
information‘ which ‘indicates the pipes under Building 238 may have leaked, in -addition to the
underground storage tank (UST), which was removed in 1986. The purpose of this plan for Site
29 was to more fully characterize the area; including investigation for dioxins in the location

where open burning occurred, and where the teepee incinerator was located.

122 Offshore Studies

The offshore portion of the RFI included an Estuarine Ecological Risk Assessment (EERA) and a
Human Health Risk Assessment (McLaren/Hart, 1994c). The Ecological and Human Health Risk
Assessments were both based on offshore sampling and analysis of surface water, sediments
and biota conducted as part of tﬁe EERA. Seeps from PNS were also sampled and analyzed.

The overall purpose of the EERA was to assess the potential adverse environmental effects from
past discharges of contaminants from PNS. Two functional phases of the EERA were developed
to fulfill this objective. The Phase | EERA (Johnston et. al, 1994), initiated in September 1991
"and completed in May 1993, assessed the environmental quality in the Great Bay Estuary
focusing on the lower Piscataqua River area in relation to the PNS. Phase | included the
. collection and analysis of water (water column and seep), sediment (surface sediments and
sediment cores), and biota (mussels, lobster, winter flounder, oysters, eelgrass and algae)
samples. The objective of the Phase Il EERA, the analysis phase initiated in July 1992 and
completed in the summer of 1995, was to test hypotheses from Phase | and quantify the
ecological risk from the PNS. Phase II inciuded the collection and analysis of additidnal wate}
(water column and seeps), sediment (surface sediments and sediment cores) and biota
(mussels, lobster, flounder and eelgrass) samplés. Phase | and Phase | data and conclusions
were synthesized to develop the final EERA. The EERA (NCCOSC, 2000) has been finalized.

The data collected during Phase | of the Ecological Risk Assessment work was also used to
develop the Human Health Risk- Assessment for Offshore Media (McLaren/Hart, 1994¢). The
data collected from Phase Il was evaluated to assess human risk in the Phase |/Phase Il Data
Comparative Analysis Report (TtNUS, 1998). The Offshore Human Health Risk Assessment
Report is final, and the results have been used to establish human health surface water and

1-8
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sediment MPSs. The Offshore Human Health MPS Report is currently in the Draft stage
(Halliburton NUS, 1995b).

Although they will not be finalized, both the Offshore Ecological énd Human Health MPSs will be
utilized in developing PRGs for surface water and sediment which take into consideration
protection of both ecological receptors and human health. Surface water and sediment PRGs
will be used for the development and evaluation of offshore remedial objectives and alternatives

in the Offshore FS.

The draft human health and draft ecological MPSs and the results of the groundwater monitoring
have been used in the contaminant fate and transport modeling effort to evaluate the effects of
groundwater contaminant migration on the offshore environment. This link between the onshore
and offshore has been evaluated through the onshore/offshore contaminant fate and transport

model.

An Interim Offshore Monitoring Plan has been prepared as required by the Interim record of
Decision for Operable Unit 4. The monitoring program is designed to provide offshore

. monitoring in the interim period before completion of the offshore Feasibility Study and selection

and implementation of the final remedy for the offshore.

123 Operable Units’

PNS has reorganized the approach it has used to study the sites. Instead of addressing the PNS
sites as one large study and cleanup action, the sites were organized into five operable units
(OUs) that clustered them with other sites with similar kinds of contamination or combined them
because of geographic proximity. Restructuring into operable units allows sites that are ready for
cleanup to proceed without waiﬁng for studies on other sites to be completed. Section 2.3

discusses the five OUs.

1.3 REPORT ORGANIZATION

The SMP is organized as follows:

¢ Section 1.0 is this introduction.
e Section 2.0 describes the history and status of each site at PNS.

1-9



e Section 3.0 provides a description of the CERCLA remedial process and the RCRA
Corrective Action Process and describes the similarities and differences between RCRA and
CERCLA.

e . Section 4.0 provides a description of the ranking procedure and a summary of ranking
results.

e Section 5.0 presents the sequence of activities and target dates for primary/secondary
documents along with a discussion of their development.

e Section 6.0 is reserved for future listings of reports since the FFA was signed.

e Section 7.0 provides a list of references.
The Appendices are as follows:

e Appendix A presents the Executive Summary for the Relative Risk Site Evaluation Concept.
¢ Appendix B presents the Relative Risk Ranking Worksheets.
« Appendix C presents the Schedules.

The SMP will be annually updated as specified in Section 12 of the FFA.
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2.0 SITE DESCRIPTIONS

This section presents the history and status of -each site identified as needing further
investigation at PNS. This section also discusses the grouping of sites into Operable Units
(OUs).

To date, 13 sites and two site-impacted areas have been investigated at PNS, which were
identified in the HSWA permit. Four other sites (Sites 30, 31 and 32, as well as Site 34,'the Oil
Gasification Plant) have been identified and investigated recently, which were not identified in
the HSWA permit. These sites, as well as several areas offshore of PNS, have been identified
as Areas of Concern (AOCs). AOCs are locations of pqtential or suspected contamination, or
areas of known contamination that require further study.through the CERCLA RI/FS process. In
order to most efficiently address the AOCs, AOCs have been combined where appropriate into
Operable Units (OUs). A description of the OUs is provided below:

Several sites not identified in the HSWA permit have also been included in the IR Program.
Newly identified Site Screening Areas (SSAs) include Building 184 (Site 30), the West Timber
Basin (Site 31), Topeka Pier (Site 32) and the Oil Gasification Plant (Site 34). SSAs are areas
that require preliminary screening'to determine whether they should become AOCs that require
further study through the CERCLA RI/FS process. Site screening field investigations at Site 30,
31 and 32 have been completed and a report issued. Additional investigations are planned for
sites 30, 31 and 32; the schedule for this work has not been established. A schedule for work to
be performed at the Oil Gasification Plant has not been established at this time. Supplemental
RI work has been performed at Site 29 and Site 10 during the summer of 1998.

Figure 1-2 presents the location of the AOCs and SSAs defined to date. .

21 OPERABLE UNIT DESCRIPTIONS

The remedial process outlined in the HSWA Permit provided specific scopes and schedules for
the RFI and CMS for all sites at PNS. As the process has progressed, it has become clear that
certain sites and the offshore areas will require ﬁore time than others to be adequately
characterized in accordance with the HSWA Permit and CERCLA. To expedite the process for
those sites that have been adequately characterized and to group ‘sites with similar
characteristics, five OUs have been designated. This development is consistent with CERCLA.
The separation of PNS into OUs will permit the remedial process to progress at a faster pace,

rather than waiting for complex issues to be resolved for more complex sites.
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- OuU-1

e -Site #10 - Battery Acid Tank No. 24

e Site #21 — Acid/Alkaline Drain Tank (groundwater only)

ou-2

e Site #6 - Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office (DRMO) Storage Yard including DRMO
Impact Areas, Quarters S, N, & 68

e Site #29- Incinerator Site

Ou-3

Site #8 - Jamaica Island Landfill (JILF) including JILF Impact Area, Former Child
Development Center (CDC)

Site #9 - Mercury Burial sites (MBI and MBII)

Site #11 - Former Waste Oil Tanks Nos. 6 & 7

ou

«  Site #5 - Industrial Waste Outfalls
e Site #26 - Portable Qil/Water Tanks
e Offshore Areas Potentially Impacted by PNS On-Shore Sites

Oou-5

e Site #27 - Berth 6 Industrial Area (formerly Fuel Oil Spill Area at Berth 6)

22 SITE DESCRIPTIONS

2.21 Site #10 - Battery Acid Tank No. 24

This unit, used from 1974 to 1984, was an underground, 9680-gallon steel holding tank for waste
battery acid from battery rebuilding operations. The unit was located outside of Building 238,
within the Controlled Industrial Area (CIA).- During an investigation of tank volume fluctuations in
1984, an approximate 2-inch hole was discovered at the bottom of the tank. The water level in
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the tank would rise and fall with the apparent tide. The period of potential release is not known.
The tank was taken out of service in 1984 and removed in 1986. Soils were sampled at the time
of tank removal. The area is currently covered by aéphalt. Confirmation soil samples were
taken from soil borings installed during the RFI investigation. Initial Assessment Study (IAS)
interview sheets found after the initial RFl and removal action were completed, indicated -
potential historical fill line leakage, necessitating expansion of the area of investigation.

~ Additiona! investigation was performed in the summer of 1998, including surface soil sampling

(at the Building 238 basement/crawl space area) and monitoring well installation.

2.2.2 Site #6 - Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office (DRMO) Storage Yard

The DRMO Storage Yard (DRMO), which has been in operation for more than 30 years, is
approximately two acres and it serves as a temporary storage area for used materials prior to
off-site recycling or disposal. Materials stored at the DRMO include lead and nickel-cadmium
battery elements, motors, typewriters, paper products, and scrap metal. Most of the DRMO is
situated on filled land. Until recently, there were no release controls at the DRMO. Previous

| visual inspection indicated ponding of precipitation in some areas and direct runoff to the

Piscataqua River in other areas. Practices that resulted in obvious sources of contaminants,
such as open storage of batteries, which could be’leached or otherwise released by pathways
such as infiltration or runoff, were terminated approXimater in 1983. Currently within-thé fenced
area of the DRMO, ésphalt or an interim cap covers most of the surface. '

A Final Confirmation Study (FCS) was conducted at the DRMO in 1984. Surface and subsurface
soil samples were collected within the DRMO and immediately west of the DRMO. Heavy metal
contamination was noted; however, additional information was necessary to determine the nature

and extent of contamination and to define the subsurface geology at the DRMO.

During 1989 to 1992, as part of the RFI, surface and subsurface soils, and groundwater samples
were collected at the DRMO and in the vicinity. During the RFi Data Gap investigation of 1994,

.hydrogeology and tidal influences were further investigated.

In 1993, interim corrective measures were conducted at the DRMO which included capping and
paving of sections of the DRMO, installation of storm water controls, and installation of a new
concrete curb. The cap consists of 12 inches of compacted, crushed stone aggregate stabilized
V\;ith portland cement, two layers of 16-ounce non-woven needle-punched geotextile, and a
geocombosite clay liner (GCL). An area on the northwest side of the DRMO was paved with two
inches of asphalt (McLaren/Hart, 1993).
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During the RFi, surface soil sampling was conducted north of the DRMO in the vicinity of
Quarters S, N, and 68 to assess the potential for possible wind dispersal of contaminants from
the DRMO. Also, the Site 29 Incinerator Site, which is located east of the DRMO Impact Area, is

described in the following section.

In 1999, a removal action was performed at DRMO after erosion was identified along the
shoreline. The slope was regraded and layers of stone and geotextile were placed to stabilize

the slope.

2.2.3. Site #29 - Incinerator Site

Aerial photographs and historical records reveal that the land beneath and around the Industrial
Waste Treatment Plant was originally used for open pit and incinerator burning. The area was
also reportedly used for occasional disposal of waste paints. The ash and residue was removed
after burning and placed in landfills. The fill was being deposited in the JILF (Site 8) by the
1950s. Site 29 previous limited investigation occurred in cor)junction with Site 6 DRMO. The
1986 RFA or HSWA permit did not identify Site 29 as a separate site. Additional investigation

was performed in the summer of 1998, including dioxin sampling.

224 Site #8 - Jamaica Island Landfill (JILF)

The JILF covers an approximate area of 25 acres of filled land. Prior to landfilling activities, tidal
flats separated Jamaica Island from Seavey Island. It has been reported that drainage channels
existed witﬁin these tidal flats. From approximately 1945 to 1978 this area was filled with
general refuse, trash, construction rubble, and various industrial wastes. . The various industrial
wastes received reportedly included incinerator ash; plating sludges containing chromium, lead
and cadmium; asbestos insulation; volatile organic compounds including trichioroethene (TCE),
methylene chloride, toluene and methyl ethy! ketone (MEK); acetylene and chlorine gas
cylinders; contaminated dredge spoils containing chromium, lead, small amounts of oils
containing polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), mercury and possibly phenols; waste paints and
solvents; and spent sandblasting grit. Other items reported to have been used as fill at the JILF

include reinforcing bars, chain-link fencing, and a small two-man submarine. The JILF is

covered with topsoil, pavement and gravel and is used for recreational activities, vehicle parking,
-and equipment storage. The recreational activities include a fitness area and a jogging track.
.Other uses of the landfill and adjacent area include equipment storage and hazardous waste

storage facility.
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In 1978, the PNS received approval to dredge over 100,000 cubic yards of sediment from
Berths 6, 11 and 13, and to dispose of the material in a portion of the JILF. Cyanide, heavy
rhetals oil and grease and low concentrations of PCBs were reported in dredge spoils samples.
Approximately nine acres of the landfil were covered with dredge sp0|ls from 1978

. (Normandeau Assocnates 1978).

At the time of disposal of the dredge spoils in 1978, a new dike was designed to contain the
dredge spoils and to prevent post-construction seepage or runoff from the contaminated spoil
into the adjacent Piscataqua River. A rock dike was placed by the area receiving the deepest
spoils. The rest of the disposal site was enclosed with a granular fill dike. The dikes were to
extend along the majority of the containment area. A 2-foot thick soil covér was placed on top of
dredge spoils to minimize precipitation from penetrating the dredge spoils. A layer of topsoil was
placed on top of the entire contained area and seeded to create an erosion resistant turf

(Normandeau Associates, 1978).

During 1989 to 1992, as part of the RFI, surface and subsurface soils and groundwater samples
were collected at the JILF. During the RFI Data Gap investigation of 1994, hydrogeology and
tidal influences were further investigated. An advanced geophysical survey was conducted in
1998 at the JILF. The specific technology is called Multi-towed Array Detection .System
(MTADS), which is a magnetometer and pulsed induction electromagnetic system developed by

Athe Navy Research Laboratory (NRL). Twenty-five test pits were dug in the JILF in areas outside

of the running track area. A report on the findings of these test pits including sample results is
e
under development A draft Feasibility Study has been issued for OU 3.

At the time the RFI was conducted, the Child Development Center (CDC) was located to the
west of the JILF. Sampling was conducted at the CDC to ensure that the children at the CDC
were not being exposed to soil contaminated by wind dispersal of contamination from the JILF.
Surface soil samples were collected within and around the fenced area at the CDC to evaluate

the potential for surface soil contamination. The CDC has since been moved to a different

location, and this area is now called the Fermer' CDC. The building and playground equipment
have been removed and the area is not currently used by children. The Navy has determined
additional investigation is needed at the former CDC prior to determining a final remedial action.
This impact area will be addressed separately ffom the remainder of OU3. The schedule for this

work has not yet been developed.
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2.2.5 Site #9 - Mercury Burial Site | and Mercurv Burial Site Il (MBI and MBII)

Poured concrete blocks and precast concrete pipes containing mercury contaminated wastes
were reportedly buried between 1973 and 1975 at two locations within the boundaries of JILF.
The two mercury burial sites are referenced as Mercury Burial Site |.(MBI) and Mercury Burial
Site Il (MBIl) and were réported to be placed under 8 to 10 feet of fill. Mercury contaminated
wastes are reported to include fluorescent bulbs, thermometers, mercury switches and rags,

brooms, and dust pans.

During the RFI, attempts were made to locate both burial sites. The original excavation locations
were based on existing concrete plaques that marked the presumed location of the burial sites.
Only burial site MBI was located in the field during the original RFI investigation. The poured
concrete blocks and precast concrete pipes at MBI were excavated and inspected for integrity in
1991 during the RFL. All of the concrete appeared to be in reasonably good condition. Concrete
blocks and the vertical section of concrete pipe were encountered at approximately 7.5 feét.
Each poured concrete block was supported by a 1-foot thick concrete pad; the concrete sewer
pipe was not supported. All the concrete appeared intact and was left in place and backfilled

with original soil and fill material.

The reported location of MBIl is in the western corner of the JILF, just south of the H25 Building
parking lot. Information gathefed by PNS personnel»prior to the RFI Data Gap field investigation
indicated that MBIl may have been located south of the previ'ous excavation or southeast of
Building H25 just beyond or partially under its fenced in and paved parking lot (this was
investigated as part of the RFI Data Gap Investigation). Additional excavations were conducted,
however, poured concrete blocks and precast concrete pipes wére not located during these

excavation activities.

During 1989 to 1992, as part of the RFI, subsurface soils and groundwater samples were
collected at the Mercury Burial sites. During the RFl Data Gap Investigation of 1994 the
concrete pipe at MBI was excavated and disposed in an offsite landfill. The pipe was found to be
plugged with concrete at both ends. Sampling results did not indicate an elevated concentration
of mercury. Also during the RFI Data Gap investigation, another attempt, via test pit excavation,
was made to locate MBII, with no success. The three remaining concrete blocks at MBI, and their
contents were removed and properly disposed of, as a Removal Action in 1997. MBIl was
located in the Summer 2000. A total of eight blocks and their'contents were removed and
disposed of as a CERCLA Removal Action and disposed in accordance with Federal and state

law.
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2.2.6 Site #11 - Form r Waste Oil Tanks Nos. 6 and 7

Former Waste Qil Tanks Nos. 6 and 7 have been referred to as Waste Oil Tank Number 12 in
the past. These were two 8,000-gallon underground steel tanks from railroad cars, in use from
1943 to 1989, and located at the northeastern end of the JILF. Waste oils from facility shops
including cooling and cutting oils, motor oils, transmission oils, and hydraulic oils were stored in
the tanks prior to off-site disposal. A Consent and Agreement Order hés indicated that

degreaser solvents ‘were labeled as waste oils and may have been inadvertently stored in these '
tanks. Waste oils may also have contained various metals. “In 1979 the tanks were excavated,
inépected, and reburied because there was no evidence of releases at that time. In 1986, both
tanks were tightness tested and found to be sound. These tanks were excavated and removed
in 1989 according to state regulations and inspections. Upon removal, both tanks appeared
sound and- neither tank showed signs of leakage or deterioration. Soil contamination is believed

to have occurred from spillage during filling. /

Following tank removal, sampling was conducted by PNS and MEDEP. As a result of the
elevated levels of lead and other contaminants, 332 tons of soil were excavated and disposed in
an off-site RCRA permitted land disposal facility. Site #11 soils and groundwater were
fnvestigated in both the RF! and RFI Data Gap investigations.

In*1994 an -investigation was conducted by C.T. Male Associafes to determine the presence or
absence of soil contamination in the area of the planned Hazardous Waste Consolidation and
Storage Facility (HWCSF). This investigation was part of the Military Construction (Milcon)
project for the construction of the HWCSF. Information gathered is available for use by the IR
Program. The report was submitted to the State of Maine.in accordance with permit conditions.
Eight test pits were_excavated and subsurface soil samples were collected at every two-foot
interval; one sample from each test pit was selected for analysis, except for TP-1 where two
samples were collected. Also, one field duplicate was collected. To support selection of the

samples for analysis, field headspace screening of soil samples was conducted.

227 Site #5 - Industrial Waste Outfalls

The Industrial Waste Outfalls (Site #5) refer to several discharge points along the Piscataqua
River at the western end of the site. The outfalls were used to discharge liquid industrial wastes
pi’ior to constructiqn of the industrial Waste Treatment Plant. The outfalls are believed to have
been in operation from 1945 to 1975 and are located: néar Berths 6, 11 and 13. Wastes
discharged include wastes from plating and battery shops contained in Buildings 79 and 238.
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The wastewaters may have contained heavy metals (mercury, lead, cadmium, chromium, copper

and zinc), oil and grease, and PCBs.

228 . Site #26 - Portable Oil/Water Tanks

Oil/water tanks at the submarine berths are used for the cleanout of submarine bilges and
various tanks. Resulting oil wastes are pumped to railroad tank cars and properly disposed.
Although the tanks continue to be used, operations have been modified and equipment improved

to eliminate spillage and improve handling methods.

A No Further Action Decision Document is being prepared for review and comment to remove
Site 26 from the CERCLA program.

2.29 Offshore Areas

Offshore areas refer generally to areas in the Piscataqua River and Great Bay Estuary that may
have been affected by the release of hazardous waste or hazardous constituents from any site or
study area located at PNS. Offshore areas have been the subject of significant investigative
activities to date. The offshore studies are in the risk assessment/media protection standards
development stage. An ecological risk assessment, in accordance with CERCLA procedures
and recommendations, investigated the likelihood of adverse ecological effects as a result of
hazardous waste releases from the Shipyard. This data (Phase ) was also used to prepare a
human health risk assessment to assess human health exposures from offshore media. An
interim Record of Decision was prepared for offshore monitoring. The Interim Offshore
Monitoring Plan has been developed and offshore monitoring is being conducted in accordance

with the plan.

2210 Site #27 - Berth 6 Industrial Area (formerly Fuel Oil Spill Area)

In 1978, a ruptured underground pipeline near Berth 6 released #6 fuel oil (Bunker "C"). The
‘pipeline was used from the early 1920s to 1978 to carry #6 fuel oil for fueling operations and it

ran from Berth 6 to the pump house, Building 151, within the CIA. ‘The pipeline ran parallel to

and along Berth 6 and was buried approximately six feet below ground. A s'ection‘ of the pipeline
was excavated and removed by a contractor. No additional information on the release is
available. Reportedly, the broken pipeline and surrounding contaminated soil was excavated.

The area is currently covered with asphalt.
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There are various other underground dlstnbutlon pipelines which run through Berth 6. In 1981,
two Ilnes a #6 fuel oil line and a #2 fuel oil line, failed hydrostatic testmg and were capped and
abandoned in place. Reportedly, a portion of the abandoned lines were cut and removed during
excavation near Building 151. At that time oil was still in the lines and partially filled the

excavation. The condition of the other distribution pipelines is unknown.

The field investigation for the Fuel Oil Spill Area adjacent to Berth 6 was expanded by the Na\)y
in the RFI to include the tank farm as a potential contributor of fuel oil contamination at Berth 6.
The northernmost portion of the tank farm was located approximately 500 feet southeast of the
fuel oil spill area. The Fuel Oil Spill Area was found to be unrelated to the Fuel Oil Tank Farm.

A No Further Action Decision Document is being prepared for review and comment to remove
Site 27 from the CERCLA program. '

2.2.11 Site #21 - Acid/Alkaline Drain Tank

This unit, used from 1974 to 1991, was a 695-gailon uhderground steel tank. - The tank was
located outside the Sheet Metal Shop, Building 75, in an industrial area just north of the CIA.
The tank was located beneath the middie of a road and adjacent to railroad tracks. The tank
held discharge from two clothes washing machines used to clean air filters. The prefilters were
used; to remove dirt, dust and debris from ships. Detergent used for cleaning was "Lestoil".
Otﬁéf wastes included rinse water from three deburring machines. Minor volumes of overflow
wa"s‘%s consisted of unspecified waste acid and alkaline metal surface-cleaning solutions, and
solid residues. During the RFI the tank was excavated and removed by PNS in November 1991.
Each end of the tank was found to have a hole approximately one by two feet. Stained fill and
exposed bedrock was evident. Six inches of acid/alkaline/water solution and sludge were visible

‘within the tank. During tank removal, some of the acid/alkaline/water (less than 10 gallons)

solution spilled from the holes at the tank.ends onto the fill material. Groundwater was not
encountered during excavation. The excavation was backfilled with clean fill material and a

_mixture of fresh hot tar and excavated soil, and capped with four inches of hot asphalt. No

further action for Site 21 soil was agreed upon among the Navy, USEPA and the MEDEP and
formalized in a Consensus Document (B&R Environmental, 1996). Additional groundwater
investigation was conducted at Site 21 in conjunction with investigation of the West Timber
Basin Landfill (Site 31). |
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2.3 SITE SCREENING AREAS

Four sites have been identified by PNS as potentially contaminated which were not identified in
the 1986 RFA and included in the HSWA permit.. These Site Screening Areas (SSAs), shown in
Figure 1-2, are geographica! areas which require preliminary screening to determine whether
further study pursuant to the CERCLA RI/FS process will be required. SSAs may expand or
contract in size as information becomes available indicating the extent of contamination and the
geographical area needed to be studied. The evaluation process is referred to in the FFA es the
Site-Screening Process (SSP), and provides procedures for determination, investigation, and
scheduling of SSAs. In addition to the following SSAs, the FFA provides for determination and

investigation of future SSAs.

2.31 Site #30 - Galvanizing Plan_t Building 184

Constructed in 1943 as a Galvanizing Plant, Building 184 was closed after World War Il (WWII)
and most equipment removed. Later the building was used by the Electrical _Manufacturing
Department for dye storage and test equipment. in the late 1950s the space wae converted into
an area for the cleaning of piping with the use of such chemicals as sulfuric acid. In the late
1960s the area was converted into the present day Welding School and Laboratory. The field
investigation has been completed and a report issued. Additional investigation consisting of

'exploration under the floor of the building is planned for this site in the summer of 2000.

2.3.2 Site #31 - West Timber Basin Landfill

"This area was used for over 100 years for the storage and preservation of timber. As wooden
shipbuilding and repair declined this area was no longer needed for this purpose. Another
existing timber basin (at Site 32 - Tepeka Pier site) constructed after the turn of the century, was
sufficient to handle PNS requirements. The West Timber Basin was filled in prior to WWII. PNS
plans indicate that the area was used for the disposal of general refuse. The field investigation

“has been completed and a report issued. Additional investigations will be conducted at this site,

the schedule has yet to be determined for this work.

2.3.3 Site #32 - Topeka Pier site

The area in the vicinity of Building 237, 154, 306, 129, 158 and H-23 was previbusly used as a
salvage yard and portions are landfilled areas, including an east timber basin. The field
investigation has been completed and a report issued. Additional investigation is planned for
portions of the site, the schedule has not yet been developed.
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2.3.4 . Site #34 - Oil Gasification PIant,ABuiIding 62

Constructed in the early 1870s, Building 62 served as the Shipyard liluminating Gas
Manufacturing Plant, for about 30 years. At the turn of the century, gas illumination on the -

- Shipyard was replaced by electricity. Approximately 8,000 gallons of paraffin or gas oil was used
per year as the source for illuminating gas. Early gas oil illumination advertisements indicate
one gallon of oil would produce approximately 100 gallons of gas. Also, littie waste product was
produced compared to the more prevalent coal gasification process.

! The building was subsequently used by Public Works for a variety of purposes, including a
blacksmith shop. In 1999 a removal action was undertaken at this site. A schedule for additional

work to be performed has not been established at this time.

Six drums of ash were removed in 1999 as a CERCLA Removal Action and disposed in

accordance with Federal and state law.
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3.0 REGULATORY PROCESS ACTIVITIES

Beginning'ih 1980, investigations of PNS hazardous waste sites were conducted under the Department
of Navy Assessment and Control of Installation Pollutants (NACIP) Program. Since 1986, investigations
at PNS have been conducted under the Department of Defense (DOD) IR Program. Funding to pay for
such investigatiohs are allocated for DOD sites. » o '

-

This SMP is an attachment to the Federal Facility Agreement (FFA). The FFA was developed to enable
the Navy to meet the provisions of Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compehsation, and
Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) and
applicable state law. Among other things, ér{ FFA outlines roles and responsibilit[es, establishes

deadlines/schedules, and outlines work to be performed.

The IR Program parallels CERCLA, otherwise known as Superfund. Under the Superfund program, past
disposal activities which may have resulted in the release of hazardous constituents to the environment
would undergo several phases of environmental investigation that would ultimately dete}mine the need
for a remedy, and if necessary, the selection and implementation of the remédy for the site. The phases
of investigation under CERCLA include the Preliminary Assessment/Site Inspection (PA/SI), Remedial
Investigation (RI), Feasibility Study (FS), Record of Decision (ROD) and Remedial Design/Remedial
Action (RD/RA). The process required by .the FFA is analogous to CERCLA with one exception: the
PA/SI is replaced by the Site Screening Process (SSP). Superfund also has provisions for Interim
Measures (IM) that can be implemented if a site poses an immediate threat to the environment.

The RCRA established a national strategy fpr the managément of ongoing solid and hazardous waste
operations at active sites. PNS engages in the generation, treatment, storage and disposal of hazardous
wastes which requires the facility to be permitted under the jurisdiction of RCRA. The Hazardous and
Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) of RCRA were enacted in 1984 and broadened the authority of
RCRA to include a multi-step corrective action process for releases of hazardous wastes to the

environment.

Thé RCRA Facility Assessment (RFA) is the first step of the RCRA co_rrectivé action process and is
similar to a CERCLA PA/SI. The RCRA corrective action process closely resembles the CERCLA
program (see Table 3-1), and consists of the RFA (release identification step), the RCRA Facility
Investigation (RFI, release extent characterization), the Corrective Measures Study (CMS, selection of
corrective measure), and Corrective Measures Implementation (CMI, implementation of corrective
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. TABLE 3-1

[N

RCRA AND CERCLA CORRECTIVE ACTION PROCESSES
PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY, MAINE

RCRA Vs. CERCLA
RCRA Facility Preliminary Assessment/
Assessment Site Investigation ldentify releases needing further
RFA PA/SI investigation
[ ! '
RCRA Facility Remedial :
Investigation Investigation -Characterize nature, extent, and rate of
RFI RI contaminant releases -
, U J
Corrective Measures Feasibility
Study Study Evaluate/select remedy
CMS FS
4 4 ~
Corrective Measures Remedial Design . . /
Implementation Remedial Action Design and implementation of chosen
CMI RD/RA remedy ‘

*Interim measures may be performed at any point in the corrective action process.
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measures). The RCRA corrective action program also includes an Interim Mea'sures (IM) step that may

be conducted in cases when short-term actions are needed to respond to immediate threats.
Most environmental activities at PNS were initiated under RCRA in accordance with the HSWA permit.
However, PNS was included on the National Priority List (NPL) effective May 31, 1994 and is now

governed by CERCLA as described in the FFA.

This section describes the CERCLA remedial brocess, the RCRA Corrective Action Process and
describes the similarities and differences between RCRA and CERCLA. '

31 CERCLA PROCESS ACTIVITIES

This section provides a description of the CERCLA remedial process.

311 Preliminary Assessment/Site Investigation and Site Screening Process

The initial study conducted under CERCLA at a site in responAse to a real or suspected hazardous
substance release is the Preliminary Assessment/Site Investigation (PA/SI). At Federal Facilities, the

. lead agency (the Navy in the case of PNS) collects the data for the PA/SI. The USEPA evaluates the

PA/SI data. The PA/SI relies heavily on existing information, and is limited in scope. If the PA/SI |
identifies sites or study areas as potentially posing a threat to human health or the environment, a

Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study is conducted.

The Site Screening Process (SSP) as outlined in the FFA is an alternative to the PA/SI process. The
SSP is the mechanism for evaluating whether identified Site Screening Areas (SSAs) should proceed
with an RI/FS. SSAs refer to areas not previously identified that may pose a threat, or potential threat, to

public health, welfare or the environment.

The SSP considers current CERCLA and RCRA guidance to determine if there have been releases of
hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants, to the environment from the SSA. The SSP Report
provides the basis as to whether a site should become an AQOC subject to further stddy through CERCLA
RI/FS process. - ‘

A generic Site Screening Workplan has been developed to facilitate studies during this phase.




3.1.2 Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study

The Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) is the next phase of the CERCLA remedial process
and is required for all AOCs. The Rl is intended to determine the nature and extent of contamination,
potential migration pathways, toxicity and persistence of contaminants and potential (risk) for adverse
impacts to human health or the environment. The FS is intended to develop remedial objectives, identify
Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs), develop and screen remedial
alternatives, analyze remedial alternatives, and compare the alternatives against the CERCLA criteria
(protection of human health and the environment, compliance with ARARS, reduction of toxicity,
mobility, or volume through treatment, short-term effectiVeness, long-term effectiveness,

implementability, cost, state acceptance, community acceptance).

After completion of the RI/FS, a Proposed Pian (PP) is completed which outlines the Navy's proposed
remedial alternative. The PP is released to the public and a formal public comment period is held.
Subsequently, a Record of Decision (ROD) that identifies the preferred remedial alternafive(s) is issued.
The State of Maine has the opportunity to concur on the ROD.

31.3 Removal Action

A removal action may be completed prior to or during the RI/FS to reduce the threat to human health or
the environment by removing released hazardous substances or reducing potential exposure pathways.
Emergency removal actions are taken when there is an imminent threat to human health or the
environment. Time-critical removal actions are taken when a threat to public health or welfare of the

environment exists and it is determined that less than six months exist before on-site removal activity

must be initiated. Non-time-critical removal actions are those actions where a planning period of at least’

six months exists before on-site activities to reduce the threat to human health or the environment exists.

In order to select the best remedial alternative for non-time-critical removal actions an Engineering
Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) is prepared. Unlike the FS, the EE/CA focuses only on the material to
be removed and does not use the full CERCLA criteria. Both time-critical and non-time critical removal
actions require that a public comment period be held in order that the public be afforded an opportunity
to comment on the removal.

Subsequent to a removal action, the FS may conclude that no further action is required to reduce the
threat to human health and the environment. In this case, a no action ROD would be issued and the

CERCLA remedial process would be concluded.




314 Interim Remedial Actions

An interim remedial action may be completed prior to or during' the RI/FS to reduce the threat to human
health or the environment by removing released hazardous substances or reducing potential exposure
pathways. In order to select the best remedial alternative for an interim remedial action, a Focused FS
may be prepared. An interim action must be consistent with the anticipated long-term remedial action.

An interim ROD is issued and interim remedial design and remedial 'action activities are initiated.

315 Remedial Design/Remedial Action

The ROD establishes the scope of the Remedial Action (RA). The Remedial Design (RD) often proceeds
in a stepped process and addresses detailed design issues not addressed during the FS. The RA
involves implementation of the RD. - The FFA establishes a process for developing an RD/RA schedule.



4.0 SITE RANKING

This section provides a description of the relative risk rankihg procedure and a summary of relative
ranking results. Results of the risk ranking procedure are intended to assist in prioritizing site cleanups.

41 RELATIVE RISK SITE EVALUATION FRAMEWORK

The Department of Defense has déveloped a Relative Risk Site Evaluation framework as a means of

categorizing sites in the Defense Environmental Restoration Program (DERP) into High, Medium, and
Low relative risk groups. The ranking of sites is not a substitute for a baseline risk assessment of heaith
assessment nor a means of placing sites into a no further action category. The categorization of sites
into relative risk groups is based on an evaluation of contaminants, pathways, and human and ecological
receptors for groundwater, surface water and sediment, and surface soils. Although the air medium is
not directly addressed by the Relative' Risk Site Evaluation, the soil medium PRGs do include
consideration for inhalation of airborne contaminants as a soil exposure pathway. The PRGs combine
current USEPA toxicity values with "standard" exposure factors to estimate concentrations in
envi-ronmental media (soil, sediment, air, surface water, anq groundwater) that are protective of humans,
including sensitive groubs, over a lifetime. Each: of these environmental media are evaluated using

three factors:

e The Contaminant Hazard Factor
s The Migration Pathway Factor

e The Receptor Factor

.. The Contaminant Hazard Factor (CHF) is a combined measure of contaminant concentrations in a given

environmental medium. CHF ratings are either "significant”, "moderate”, or "minimal" for each media.
CHF rating is determined based on the ratio of the maximum concentration of a contaminant in each
media (groundwater, surface water and sediment, surface soil) to a risk-based concentration standard for
that contaminant (Media Protection Standard [MPS] or Remedial Goal). For media containing more than

one contaminant, the ratios are added.

The Migration Pathway Factor (MPF) is a measure of the movement or potential movement of
contamination away from the original source. MPF ratings are either "evident”, "potential”, or "confined"
for each media. A rating of "evident” means that analytical data or observable evidence indicates that
contamination in the media is moving away from the source, or contamination is present at, is moving
towards, or has moved to a point of exposure. A rating of "potential" indicates the possibility for

contamination to be present at or migrate to a point of exposure; or-information is not sufficient to make
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a determination of "evident" or "confined". A rating of "confined" indicates that the potential for
contaminant migration from the source is limited or a low possibility for contamination to be present at or

migrate to a point of exposure.

The Receptor Factor (RF) is an indication of the 'potential.for human or ecological contact with éite
contaminants. RF ratings are either "identified”, "potential” or "limited” for each media. A rating of
“identified” indicates that receptors have been identified that have access to contaminated media. A
rating of "potential” indicates potential for receptoré to have access to contaminated media. A rating of
"limited" indicates that there is little or no poténtial_for receptors to have access to contaminated mediat

" Sites lacking reliable concentration data will be designated as "not evaluated” and will then be deferred,
programmed for additional data collection, a removal action if warranted, or another appropriate

response action before they are evaluated.

Upon determination of the CHF, MPF, and RF a decision matrix is utilized to determine the category of
relative risk for each media. Relative risk categbries are High, Medium, and Low. >The highest rating
resulting from the evaluation of the three media becomes the relative risk category of the site. A site's

rating may change based on new or additional information or as a result of remediation activities.

The results of the Relative Risk Site Evaluation are used, in_conjunction with other risk management
concerns, to assist in the sequencing of remedial work. Appendix A contains the Executive Summary for

the Relative-Risk Site Evaluation Concept.

4.2 *  SUMMARY OF SITE RISK RANKING FOR PNS

A summary of relative risk ranking results is shown on'Table 4-1. Complete relative risk 'ranking results

are included as Appendix B.
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TABLE 4-1

RELATIVE RISK RANKING RESULTS
PNS, KITTERY, MAINE

Operable | Site/Site Name Rank
Unit
OU-1 Site #10 | Battery Acid Tank No. 24 High
OuU-1 Site #21* | Acid/Alkaline Drain Tank Low
OU-2 [ Site#6 DRMO Storage Yard and Impact Area Quarters S, N, & 68 -~ High
Ou-2 Site #29 | Incinerator Site High
OuU-3 Site #8 Jamaica Island Landfill and Former Child Development Center High
: ~ .| (CDC)
OU-3 " | Site #9 Mercury Burial Sites (MBI and MBIl) Low
OuU-3 Site #11 | Former Waste Oil Tanks Nos. 6 & 7 High
ou4 Site #5 Industrial Waste Outfalls High
ou-4 Site #26 | Portable Oil/Water Tanks Medium
ou-4 -- Offshore Areas (including impacts from Sites #5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 26, 27) High
ouU-5 Site #27 | Berth 6 Industrial Area High
-- Site #30 | Galvanizing Plant Building 184 High
- Site #31 | West Timber Basin Landfill Low
-- Site #32 | Topeka Pier Site High
-- Site #34 | Oil Gasification Plant, Building 62 High
* _ Site #21 groundwater currently under investigation as part of Site #31
NR Not Ranked
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5.0 SCHEDULE

Schedules for OU-1, OU-2, OU-3, OU-4, Site 30, Site 31, and Site 32 are attached as Appendix C.

5.1 SCHEDULE DEVELOPMENT

The schedules were developed using the current statué'of activity for each site at PNS, anticipated
activities and projected funding availability. Line item durations were developed using the FFA. The
FFA provides durations for specific process activities. The FFA describes "deliverables" required during
the cleanup process. These documents are separated into two categories; primary and secondary
documents. ‘

Primary documents are developed by the Navy and are initially provided as a draft. The Navy provides
responses to comments received on draft documents and foliowing resolution a draft final document is
brepared. The draft and draft final documents are subject to review by the USEPA, ‘MEDEP, and
Restoration Advisory Board (RAB). If no comments are received on the draft final version, it becomes
the final document. If comments are received, the necessary modifications will be made and the final
Primary Document will be issued. Secondary documents, as listed in the FFA, also undergo review;
however, a draft final version is not provided. '

5.2 SCHEDULE DURATIONS

Section 10 of the FFA defines review, response and revision time frames for Primary and Secondary
documents. A '

Section 12 of the FFA defines the schedule for updating the Site Management Pian.
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6.0 DOCUMENTS

6.1 The following studies were completed prior to the FFA being signed in September, 1999:

, Document ' A ‘ Date
Initial Assessment Study June 1983
Final Confirmation Study Report on Hazardous Waste Sites June 1986
RCRA Facility Assessment . July 1986
Addendum to RCRA Facility Investigation Proposal February 1991
Interim Human Health Risk Assessment for Quarters S, N, and 68 April 1891
lnterinﬁ Human Health Assessment for the Day Care Center October 1991
Revised Ambient Air Quality Monitoring Report ' . April 1992 .
On-Shore Ecological Risk Assessment of Portsmouth Naval Shipyard A August 1992
Final Hazard Ranking System Package May 1993
Draft RCRA Facility Investigation Report for Onshore SWMUs (Remedial July 1992
Investigation)
Addendum to RCRA Facility Investigation Report June 1993

Public Health and Environmental Risk Evaluation Part A: Human Health Risk March 1994
Assessment Report _ |

Final On-Shore Media Protection Standards Proposal April 1994

Final Human Health Risk Assessment Report for Offshore Media for Portsmouth May 1994
Naval Shipyard

Chapter 3: Media Protection Standards for Off-Shore Media; Sediment and Surface June 1994

Water .
Estuarine Ecological Risk Assessment Case Study for Portsmouth Naval Shipyard December 1994
Phase |l Ambient Air Quality and Meteorologic Monitoring Report . March 1995
Draft On-Shore Feasibility Study Report . _ March 1995
Draft Interim Ground Water Monitoring Plan : May 1995

Chapter 2: Media Protection Standards for Off-Shore Media Based on Human Health June 1995
Risks

Draft Final Estuarine Ecological Risk Assessment July 1995
RCRA Facility Investigation Data Gap Report . : November 1995
Community Relations Plan for Portsmouth Naval Shipyard October 1996
Technical Memorandum on Seep Sampling for Portsmouth Naval Shipyard November 1996

Draft On-Shore/Off-Shore Contaminant Fate and Transport Modeling Phase | Report  February 1997
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Technical Memorandum on Risk Evaluation of Surface Soils from Jamaica Island May 1997

Landfill Site .
MEDEP Evaluation of Heavy Metal Migration at Portsmouth Naval Shipyard with December 1997

Geochemical Modeling

On-Shore/Oﬁ-Shore Contaminant Fate and Transport Modeling Phase | Report December 1997

Addendum
Phase I/Phase [| Data Comparative Analysis‘Report October 1998.
Phase Il Ambient Air Quality and Meteorological Monitoring Report - June 1996
Consensus Document, SWMU 21 No Further Action for Soil October 1996
Interim Groundwater Monitoring Plan November 1996
Work Plan, Teepee Incinerator (Site 29) and Building 238 (Site 10) , March 1998
Work' Plan — Site 10 (Building 238) and Site 29 (Teepee Incinerator) ©~ March 1998

Work Plan — Site 30 (Building 184), Site 31 (West Timber Basin), and Site 32 April 1998
(Topeka Pier) ‘

Interim Record of Decision for Operable Unit 4 May 1999
Technical Memorandum Lead Contamination at DRMO Impact Area July 1999
Seep/Sediment Summary Report August 1999
Groundwater Monitoring Summary‘Report August 1999

6.2 The following studies were completed since the FFA was signed in September, 1999:

Document . Date
Interim Offshore Monitoring Plan for Operable Unit 4 : October 1999
.On-Shore/Off-Shore Contaminant Fate and Transport Modeling Report ‘ November 1999
Work Plan for Mercury Burial Vault Il and Drum Investigation February 2000
Field Investigation Report Site 10 (Building 238) and Site 29 (Teepee Incinei‘ator) March 2000

Field Investigation Report Site 30 (Building 184), Site 31 (West Timber Basin), and May 2000
Site 32 (Topeka Pier) ‘

Facility Background Development : May 2000
Revised OU 3 Risk Assessment ‘ : May 2000
Estuarine Ecological Risk Assessment . ' June 2000
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Office of the Deputy Under Secretary of Defen se
(Environmental Security)

Fact Sheet

Defense Environmental Cleanup Program

The Relatlve Risk Site Evaluation Concept

Introduction

The Department of Defense (DoD) considers
environmental restoration as an integral
part of its daily mission activities. At

_installations around the country,

environmental restoration activities are
underway to address contamination resulting
from past DoD operations. Environmental
analysis and cleanup activities address a wide
variety of sites contaminated with fuels,
solvents, chemicals, heavy metals, and
common industrial materials.

Given the large number of sites to be addressed
and limitations on money and people to work
on these sites each year, DoD believes that a
risk-based approach should be applied to work
sequencing at active military installations, Base
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) installations,
and formerly used defense properties using
relative risk as a key factor. The relative risk
site evaluation framework described in this fact
sheet provides a means of helping accomplish
this objective.

The framework for evaluating site relative
risk was published in September 1994, in the
Relative Risk Site Evaluation Primer (Interim
Edition) which contained instructions for
performing relative risk site evaluations at
sites across DoD. A revised edition of the
Primer was issued in June 1996.

Definition of Relative Risk Site Evaluation

The relative risk site evaluation framework is
a methodology used by all DoD Components
to evaluate the relative risk posed by a site in
relation to other sites. It is a tool used across
all of DoD to group sites into high, medium,
and low categories based on an evaluation of
site information using three factors: the
contaminant hazard factor (CHF), the
migration pathway factor (MPF), and the
receptor factor (RF). Factors are based on a
quantitative evaluation of contaminants and a
qualitative evaluation of pathways and human

.and ecological receptors in the four media

most likely to result in significant exposure—
groundwater, surface water, sediment, and
surface soils. A representation of this
evaluation concept is presented in Figures 1

. and 2. Figure 1 also depicts possible

opportunities for stakeholder input into the
technical evaluation.

The relative risk site evaluation framework is

a qualitative and easy to understand method—
ology for evaluating the relative risks posed by
sites and should not be equated with more formal
risk assessments conducted to assess baseline
risks posed by sites. It is a tool to assist in
sequencing environmental restoration work (i.e.,
known requirements such as remedial
investigation or cleanup actions) to be done by a
DoD Component. It is designed to handle the
broad range of sites that exist at DoD
installations and the broad range of data
available. The grouping of sites into high,

Relative Risk Site Evaluation Primer E-1
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Figure 1. Relative Risk Site Evaluation Concept Summary
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Figure 2. Flow Diagram of the Relative Risk Site Evaluation Framework
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medium, or low relative risk categories is
not a substitute for either a baseline risk
assessment or health assessment; it is not a
means of placing sites into a Response
Complete/No Further Action category; and
it is not a tool for justifying a particular
type of action (e.g., the selection of a

remedy).

Use of the relative risk site evah_xation
framework is restricted to environmental
restoration sites and does not extend to

" unexploded ordnance (UXO) removal,

building demolition/debris removal
(BD/DR), potentially responsible party
(PRP) activities, or compliance activities.

Relative Risk and Funding Decisions
Relative risk is not the sole factor in

determining the sequence of environmental
restoration work, but it is an important

consideration in the priority setting process.

It should be factored into all priority setting
decisions, and should be discussed with
regulators and public stakeholders in the
environmental restoration process.

The actual funding priority for a site is

identified after relative risk information is
combined with other important risk
management considerations (e.g., the
statutory and regulatory status of a
particular installation or site, public .
stakeholder concerns, program execution
considerations, and economic factors).
These additional risk management:
considerations can result in a decision to
fund work at a site that is not classified as
a high relative risk. DoD Components
have each developed guidelines for
combining relative risk and risk
management considerations as part of
their planning, programming, and
budgeting process.

The relative risk site evaluation
framework does not address the question
of whether work is necessary at a site; it
only provides information for use in
helping to determine the general sequence
in which sites will be addressed. At the
DoD headquarters level, it also provides a
framework for planning, programming,

and budgeting requirements, a topic -
discussed below.

Requirements for Relative Risk Site
Evaluations

Relative risk site evaluations are required
for all sites at active military
installations, BRAC installations, and
formerly used defense properties that
have future funding requirements that are
not classified as (1) having “all remedies
in place,” (2) "response complete,”

(3) lacking sufficient information, or

(4) abandoned ordnance. These four
situations are discussed in the following
four paragraphs.

Relative risk site evaluations are not
required (NR) for sites classified as having
all remedies in place (RIP) even though
they may be in remedial action operation
(RAO) or long-term monitoring (LTM). A
RIP determination requires that remedial
action construction is complete for a site.

Relative risk site evaluations are not
required (NR) for sites classified as
response complete (RC). Sites classified as
RC are those where a DoD Component
deems that no further action (NFA) is
required with the possible exception of
LTM. An RC determination requires that
one of the following apply: (1) there is no
evidence that contaminants were released
at the site, (2) no contaminants were
detected at the site other than at
background concentrations,

(3) contaminants attributable to the site are
below action levels used for risk screening,
(4) the results of a baseline risk assessment
demonstrate that cumulative risks posed by
the site are below established thresholds, or
(5) removal and/or remedial action
operations (RAOs) at a site have been
implemented, completed, and are the final
action for the site. Only LTM remains.

Relative risk site evaluations should be
based on the information currently
available on contaminants, migration
pathways, and receptors. Sites lacking
sufficient information for the conduct of a
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relative risk site evaluation should be given
a “Not Evaluated” designation and should

. then be programmed for additional study, a
removal action if warranted, or other
appropriate response action, including
deferral, before they are evaluated.

Sites comprised solely of abandoned
ordnance are not subject to the relative
risk site evaluation described in this
Primer. Such sites should be evaluated
using a separate risk procedure, which is
discussed in the management guidance
cited above (Office of the Under Secretary
of Defense [Environmental Security],
1994).

Implementation of the Relative Risk
Site Evaluation Framework

DoD’s goal is to conduct relative risk site
evaluations at the field level with the
involvement of the regulators and public
stakeholders (see Figure 1). The technical
evaluation of sites using the evaluation
framework can serve as a basis for
discussion and negotiation with regulators
and public stakeholders. In particular,
regulators and public stakeholders can help
identify receptors, and can make
judgments about the extent of
contaminant migration in various
environmental media at a site. Where they
exist, Restoration Advisory Boards (RABs)
are an excellent forum for obtaining public
stakeholder input on these aspects of site
relative risk. Other opportunities for
public stakeholder involvement may also
be appropriate. Regulators and public
stakeholders should always be given the
opportunity to participate in the. v
development and review of relative risk
site evaluation data before the data is used
in planning and programming.

Management Uses of Relative Risk
Information

DoD and DoD Components are using the
relative risk site evaluation framework as a

tool to help sequence work at sites and as a

headquarters program management tool.
As a program management tool, the
framework is being used by DoD and DoD
Components to periodically identify the
distribution of sites in each of three

relative risk categories—high, medium,
and low. A series of discrete relative risk
site evaluations provides headquarters
program managers with a macro-level view
of changes in relative risk distributions
within DoD over time.

The relative risk site evaluation framework
and resulting data also provide DoD with a
basis for establishing goals and performance
measures for the environmental restoration
program. In this regard, DoD has
established goals for all DoD Components
to reduce relative risk at sites in Defense
Environmental Restoration Account
(DERA) and BRAC programs or to have
remedial systems in place where necessary
for these sites, within the context of legal
agreements. DoD and DoD Components are
tracking progress towards these relative risk
reduction goals as one of several program
measures of merit (MOMs) at the
headquarters level. Another MOM tracks
the number of sites where cleanup action
has been taken and relative risk has been
reduced in one or more media. Resultant
information is used to provide the
necessary feedback to develop and adjust
program requirements and budget
projections, as well as to assess whether
established goals reflect fiscal reality.

For More Information

At the Installation, contact

At DoD Headquarters, contact the Office of
the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense
(Environmental Security - Cleanup) at
703/697-7475.
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Cfice of the Deputy Under Secretar y of Defense
(Emironmentsl Security)

Fact Sheet

Defense Environmental Cleanup Program

Relative Risk Site Evaluation Questions & Answels

Q.1 How is relative risk information being

used by the Department of Defense
(DoD) and military services at the field
and headquarters levels?

Field activities within the DoD use
relative risk information as one means
of representing the status of their
environmental restoration program to
DoD, regulators, and local stakeholders.
Information on site relative risk is used
by each military installation or formerly
used defense site, in conjunction with
other risk management considerations,

_ to help sequence work at sites in light of
available resources within DoD.

Headquarters environmental restoration
program offices within each military
service collect relative risk information
from each field activity to identify to
Congress, regulators, and other
stakeholders the distribution of sites in
each of three relative risk categories—
high, medium, and low. A series of
discrete relative risk site evaluations

- provides headquarters program
managers with a macro-level view of
changes in relative risk distributions
within DoD over time. In the event of
budget cuts or recessions, Headquarters
Program Offices will consider the
relative risk of sites along with other
risk management considerations in the
resultant deferral of projects. In general,
low relative risk sites will be deferred
before medium relative risk sites, and

medium relative risk sites will be
deferred before high relative risk sites.
At the installation or field level, specific
work program adjustments will be made
considering relative risk and other risk
management concerns in the event that
budget cuts or recessions occur. -

Relative risk information will also be
used to provide DoD with a basis for
establishing goals and performance
measures for the environmental
restoration program. In this regard, DoD
has established goals for all DoD
Components to reduce relative risk at
sites or to have remedial systems in
place where necessary for these sites,
within the context of legal agreements.
Military services and DoD will track
changes in relative risk towards these
relative risk reduction goals as a
measure of merit (MOM). Relative risk
will not be used to set cleanup
standards, nor will it be used as a basis
for making remedial action decisions,
remedy selection decisions, or no further
action decisions.

How are other risk management
considerations taken into account for
priority setting?

Relative risk is not the sole factor in
determining the sequence of

~ environmental restoration work, but it is

an important consideration in the
priority setting process. It should be

Relative Risk Site Evaluation Primer ' E-7
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factored into all priority setting
decisions, and should be discussed with
regulators and public stakeholders in the
environmental restoration process.

The actual funding priority for a site is
identified after relative risk information
is combined with other important risk
management considerations (e.g., the
statutory and regulatory status of a
particular installation or site, public
stakeholder concerns, program
execution considerations, and economic
factors). These additional risk
management considerations can result in
a decision to fund work at a site that is
not classified as a high relative risk.
Military services have each developed
guidelines for combining relative risk
and risk management considerations as
part of their planning, programming,
and budgeting process.

What is the role of the community in
evaluating relative risk at sites?

Community members of Restoration
Advisory Boards and other members of
the public participate in the technical
evaluation of relative risk at a variety of
levels depending on their desire for
involvement. At some installations and
formerly used defense sites, community
members have received relative risk
training and participate directly in the
evaluation of relative risk factors for
each environmental medium at a site. At
other installations and formerly used
defense sites, community members
review and provide input into relative
risk evaluations prepared by installation
personnel. DoD intends to increase
community input into relative risk
evaluations at all installations and
formerly used defense sites where there
is sufficient interest. To increase
community awareness of and access to
guidance on performing relative risk site
evaluations, DoD has placed the

0.4

0.6

Relative Risk Site Evaluation Primer on

the DoD Environmental Restoration
Electronic Bulletin Board, a World
Wide Web site at http://www .dtic.dla.
mil/envirodod/envdocs.html.

What is the role of regulatory agencies
in evaluating relative risk at sites?

State and federal regulatory agency
personnel are key participants in the
relative risk evaluation process. Their
involvement in this process largely
depends on their degree of involvement

~ in an environmental restoration program

at a particular installation or formerly
used defense site. At some installations
or formerly used defense sites,
regulatory agency personnel have
received relative risk training and
participate directly in the evaluation of
relative risk factors for each
environmental medium at a site.
Discussions with regulatory agency
personnel on relative risk at these
training sessions and at project team
meetings at installations have proven
helpful in increasing regulatory
acceptance of relative risk. DoD seeks
to increase regulatory involvement in
relative risk evaluations at all
appropriate installations and formerly
used defense sites.

How often will field activities need to
conduct relative risk site evaluations?

Relative risk at sites should be evaluated
whenever important new information
about a site becomes available. DoD
will collect information on site relative
risk from the military services on a
semi-annual basis, once in the middle of
the fiscal year and once at year end.

Will progress in the environmental
restoration program be measured on the
basis of Relative Risk?

Relative Risk Site Evaluation Primer E-8
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Yes, for the following reasons. Progress
at sites in DERP has traditionally been
measured by reporting on the response
status of sites at the field and
headquarters level (e.g., number of sites
with responses complete). While these
traditional measures of progress are still
important measures, DoD planning
guidance for Fiscal Years (FYs) 1998-
2002 establishes goals for all military
services to reduce relative risk at sites.
The planning guidance specifically
requires (1) military services to
implement actions that lower relative
risk for all high relative risk within
specific time frames or have remedial
systems in place where necessary for
these sites, (2) implement actions that
lower relative risk of all medium
relative risk sites within a specific time
frame or have remedial systems in place
where necessary for those sites, and (3)
1mplement actions that result in

“response complete” for all relative risk
sites within a set time frame.

Does relative risk site evaluation apply
to:sites at Base Realignment and
Closure (BRAC) installations?

o -
Yes. DoD planning guidance requires
that available restoration funds at BRAC
installations be used to implement
actions to lower relative risk for all hlgh
relative risk sites within specific time
frames or have remedial systems in
place where necessary for these sites.

What is the relationship between the
Relative Risk Site Evaluation

. Framework and risk assessment?

Relative risk evaluation and risk
assessment share a common conceptual
framework, but have significant
differences in purpose and
methodology. First and foremost,
relative risk evaluation is not a
substitute for a risk assessment. It is a

0.9

- screening-level evaluation of site

information at a point in time based on
three factors: the contaminant hazard

factor (CHF), the migration hazard

factor (MPF), and the receptor factor. In
terms of hazard assessment, the relative
risk framework uses maximum (worst-
case) contaminant data, while risk
assessment uses average and/or
reasonable maximum concentrations of
contaminants. For exposure assessment,
the relative risk framework relies on a
qualitative evaluation of fate and
transport of contaminants away from a
source, while risk assessment
emphasizes quantitative predictions of
contaminant fate and transport. In terms
of toxicity assessment, both relative risk
and risk assessment use similar data.
The relative risk framework uses
concentration standards derived from
preliminary remediation goals that are
calculated using the same toxicity data
used in risk assessment. In terms of
results, relative risk information is used
at the field level to help sequence work
at sites. Risk assessment results are
typically used to determine whether or
not additional response actions are
warranted at a site.

Why were the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) preliminary remediation
goals (PRGs) multiplied by 100 for
carcinogens?

PRGs are concentrations of
contaminants in a specific medium that
have been estimated to (1) cause 1-
excess cancer occurrence per 1,000,000
people over the course of a 70-year life-
time or (2) cause non-cancer adverse
effects (e.g., birth defects, neurological
problems). These values have been
calculated through the use of toxicity
data found in EPA databases and by
using conservative assumptions (e.g., a
person will obtain all water for drinking
and showering over a 30-year period

Relative Risk Site Evaluation Primer
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from the same source). The methods
used by EPA for calculating “safe”
doses for cancer-versus-noncancer
effects differ dramatically. Noncancer
effects have thresholds (levels of
exposure that do not cause toxicity),
while cancer effects are not assumed to
have a threshold. The differing
assumptions for noncancer and cancer
effects mean that respective toxicities
are handled differently when setting
acceptable exposures. For cancer-
inducing agents, mathematical formulas
are used to determine acceptable
exposure levels. For noncancer
toxicants, a “reference dose” that is
related to the threshold is used.
Threshold doses are generally much
higher than are doses that cause 1 in
1,000,000 cancer occurrences.

In Office of Solid Waste and Emergency -

Response (OSWER) Directive
9355.0-30, dated 22 April 1991, the
Role of the Baseline Risk Assessment in
Superfund Remedy Selection Decisions,
EPA states that action is generally not
warranted if reasonable maximum
contaminant exposures at a site are less
than the reference dose or cause fewer
than 1 in 10,000 excess cancer
occurrences. This is consistent with the
remedial action threshold for
carcinogens defined in the Preamble to
the National Oil and Hazardous
‘Substances Pollution Contingency Plan
(55 Federal Register 8716, March 8,
1990). This means that EPA has made
the reference dose equivalent to

1 in 10,000 cancer occurrences for
screening purposes. Because PRGs are
reference doses and concentrations of
contaminants that result in 1 in
1,000,000 cancer occurrences, the PRGs
for cancer agents are 100 times smaller
than the equivalence set by OSWER
Directive 9355.0-30. Multiplying the
cancer PRGs by 100 restores the

0.10

equivalence for purposes of relative risk
evaluation. :

What is the relationship between
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs)
and concentration standards in
Appendix B-1?

MCLs, established by EPA under the
Safe Drinking Water Act, apply to water
supplies used for human consumption.
Under the Comprehensive
Environmental Response,

 Compensation, and Liability Act, as

0.11

amended (CERCLA), MCLs are often
considered applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements for
groundwater response actions. Some
MCLs are risk-based, while others are
technology-based. When compared to
concentration standards in

Appendix B-1, results are mixed. For
noncancer toxicants, concentration
standards in Appendix B-1 are generally
equivalent to or lower than MCLs. For
cancer-causing agents, concentration
standards in Appendix B-1 (equivalent
to 1 in 10,000 excess cancer .
occurrences) are in some cases above
MCLs and in others below MCLs
depending in part on whether the MCL
is risk-based or technology-based.

Why is the threshold for the CHF rating
of “significant” set at 100?

The relative risk site evaluation
framework is a programmatic tool used
to categorize sites that have
requirements for future work into three
broad bands called “high,” “medium,”
and “low.” In order to place the CHF in
the appropriate perspective, it is

important to note that neither the intent »

nor the application of relative risk
evaluation is to classify risk in an
absolute sense that defines what
remedial action is required. Decisions
regarding future work are made

—
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separately on the basis of a remedial
investigation, baseline risk assessment,
and evaluation of the acceptability of the
calculated risk. As stated in response to
Question 16, a low overall site rating 1s
not equivalent to a no further action
decision. Thus, the descriptors used in
the relative risk evaluation process such
as “significant,” “moderate,” and
“minimal,” as applied to the CHF ratios,
and “high,” “medium,” or “low,” as
applied to the overall site rating, must be
considered relative terms to be used
only in the relative rating of the sites
under consideration. If there is
insufficient data to categorize a site, it is
identified as “Not Evaluated.” -

The threshold values for the CHF
descriptors were chosen as 2 and 100
such that when the site CHF was
combined with the other site rating
factors, an approximately equal
distribution of sites among the three
overall categories of “high,” “medium,”
and “low” would result. This was
determined by testing the framework
with various values of CHF thresholds
at'thousands of DoD sites. Each of the
three site-rating factors, which are based
on the three elements of the conceptual
site model used in a baseline risk
assessment, are intended to have a -
balanced and appropriate impact on the
final overall site rating. The balanced
weighting of the three factors is
illustrated (see Figure 7 in the Primer)
by the fact that a “moderate” CHF will
result in a “high” overall site rating if an

© “identified” receptor exists and the MPF

is either “evident” or “potential.” Even
with a “potential” receptor a “hlgh”
overall rating will result if an “evident”
pathway exists for a site with a
“moderate” CHF. (Also see

Question 13.)

0.12

0.13

Does the Relative Risk Site Evaluation
Framework consider wetlands as an
ecological receptor?

Wetlands, in the. broad sense of the
definition, are present at a large number
of DoD sites. As a result, maximum
resolution of sites on the basis of
relative risk to human health and
ecological receptors is obtained by
considering wetlands as ecological
receptors when they are part of sensitive
environments such as critical habitats,
marine sanctuaries, spawning areas, and
other such environments listed in

Table 2 of the Primer.

What is the rationale for the assignment
of ratings to the 27 combinations of the
three factors used in the Relative Risk
Site Evaluation Framework?

The bottom line answer is that for
relative risk site evaluation to be a
useful programmatic tool, it had to
result in placing a significant
distribution of the evaluated sites into
each of the three broad categories. of .
“high,” medium,” and “low.” The
thresholds for each category were
established by evaluating data from all
the services to ensure that there would
be a distribution of sites into each
category. The choices of categories for
the 27 possible combinations of the
three different site characterization
factors (depicted in Figures 3 and 7 of
the Primer) are based on a balanced
consideration of the three factors as they
describe the degree of completion of
exposure of receptors to contaminants.
The logic of the assigned categories is
perhaps best understood by considering
the combinations depicted in Figure 7 of
the Primer in light of the exposure
scenarios represented by each of the

27 possibilities. :

Relative Risk Site Evaluation Primer
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With a significant CHF, which
represents a concentration of
contaminant that is two orders of
magnitude above the concentration
standard (see Appendix B of the
Primer), any combination of evident or
potential migration pathway with an
identified or potential receptor is
assigned to be in the high category. Any
potential for exposure to contaminants
at this high relative concentration will
receive highest priority. Only if either
the migration pathway is confined (no
migration to a point of exposure) or the
receptors are limited (little or no
receptor access to site) is the site placed
in a medium category. If both migration
is unlikely and receptor access is
unlikely, the site is assigned a low
rating. In this case, the contaminant,
though present at high concentrations,
will not be exposed to receptors and can
await cleanup while other sites with a
more certain scenario for exposure are
addressed.

Sites with a moderate CHF, where
concentrations of contaminants exceed
concentration standards by factors of

2 to 100, also receive high ratings if
migration is evident and receptors are
identified, if migration is evident and
receptors are potential, or if migration is
potential and receptors are identified.
These situations all represent likely
exposure scenarios to concentrations of
contaminant that exceed the
concentration standards by more than a

. factor of 2. If both the migration and the
receptors are potential, exposure is less
likely and a medium rating is assigned.
If migration is evident, even if the
receptor 1s judged to be limited, a
medium rating is also assigned to allow
for the existence of an unanticipated
receptor. In the case of confined
migration (no migration to a point of
exposure), all receptor possibilities are
assigned a low rating because exposure

0.14

0.15

is unlikely. The combination of potential
migration and limited receptors is also
assigned a low rating.

With a low CHF, where measured
concentrations are less than twice the
concentration standard, only sites with
both evident migration and identified
receptors are assigned a high rating. A
high probability of exposure, even to
this relatively low concentration,
received the highest priority. Evident
migration with potential receptors or
potential migration with identified
receptors both receive a medium rating
because of the likelihood of exposure,

.albeit to a relatively lower concentration

of contaminant. All other possibilities
with this relatively lower concentration
of contaminant receive a low rating.

What happened to the Defense Przorlty
Model (DPM)?

In9 November 1993, testlfymg before
the Senate Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources, Sherri Goodman,
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense
(Environmental Security) stated the
following: “...concerns have been raised
about the use of DPM for determining
program priorities and DoD has decided
not to use the model on a DoD-wide
basis.”

How does the Relative Risk Site .

Evaluation Framework relate to the
Hazard Ranking System (HRS)?

Both the HRS and evaluation
framework are screening tools that can
be used to evaluate relative risks at
waste sites. The HRS is an EPA
regulation (40 Code of Federal
Regulations 300, Appendix A) used to
place sites or aggregates of sites on the
National Priorities List (NPL) if scores
are above 28.5. Although the HRS has
the capability to differentiate among the

Relative Risk Site Evaluation Primer
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relative risk of sites, it is more
frequently applied to identify candidate
installations for the NPL. The relative
risk framework is a tool used to group
sites in high, medium, and low relative
risk categories to help sequence work at
installations or former defense sites
given the available resources. The HRS

‘evaluates groundwater, surface water,

soil, and air pathways and considers
human and ecological receptors (called .
targets). Each pathway in the HRS 1s
evaluated using three factor categories
(likelihood of release, waste
characteristics, and targets) each of
which is subdivided into a number of
factors tied to site-related information.
The relative risk framework evaluates
groundwater, surface water, and surface
soils and considers human and
ecological receptors. Both the HRS and
relative risk use toxicity data from EPA
databases for assessing contaminants;
however, only the HRS takes waste
quantity into account. The HRS assigns
a single score to a site between 0 and
100 from a one-time ranking that
becomes permanent. The relative risk
framework assigns a site a high,

medium, or low rating at a point in time,

but allows for re-evaluation of a'site
when important new information
becomes available. HRS ranking is
detailed, time-intensive, and requires
significant support documentation. In
addition, HRS evaluations are typically
not specific to sites when applied to
military installations. HRS evaluations
are based on an aggregation of sites
across an installation. Relative nisk
evaluation is simpler and more
transparent than HRS evaluation, is
applied site by site, but is subject to
more judgment.

0.16

Q.17

Will “low” relative risk sites be
addressed or will they be deferred
indefinitely?

A low relative risk site is not equivalent
to a no further action site. Appropriate
response actions will be programmed
for all low relative risk sites as dictated
by available resources and other risk
management considerations.

Does the Relative Risk Site Evaluation
Framework apply to ordnance and
explosive wastes?

The relative risk evaluation framework
applies specifically to hazardous,
petroleum, and radioactive waste sites in
the environmental restoration program.
A separate methodology has been
developed for grouping ordnance and
explosive waste sites into high, medium,
and low categories. This methodology is
based on safety concerns, and results are

tracked separately from other sites.

0.18

When are relative risk site evaluations
not performed?

Relative risk site evaluations are not
required at sites classified as (1) having
“all remedies in place,” (2) “response
complete,” (3) lacking sufficient
information, or (4) abandoned ordnance.
These four situations are discussed in
section 1.4 of the Primer.

Relative Risk Site Evaluation Primer
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Site # - SITE NAME RANK

Site 5 - Ind. Waste Outfalls “High
Site 6 - DRMO High
Site 8 - JILF : High
Site 9 - Hg Burial Vaults Low
Site 10 - Battery Acid Tank High
Site 11 - Waste dil Tanks High
Site 26 - Portable Oil/Water Tanks High
Site 27 - Fuel Oil Spill Area High
PRELIMINARY RANKING FOR SITE SCREENING AREAS

| Site 29 - Incinerator Site | High
Sife 3‘0 - Ga|vanizing'Plant, Building 184 High
Site 31 - West Timber Basin Landfill Low
Site 32 - Topeka Pier Site High
Site 34 — Qil Gasification Plant High

APP-Covers FY01 SMP Rev. 1




Site Media RF MPF CHF CHF Media Rank
5 SEDH [ E 3 Mod High
SEDEM i E 210 Sig High
6 GW I E 24 Mod High
SWH [ E 0.001 Min High
SWEM [ E 0.006 Min High
SEDH | E 3 Mod High
SEDEM [ E 210 Sig High
soiL P P 670 Sig High
8 GW | E 48 Mod High
SWH [ E 0.001 Min High
SWEM [ E 0.006 Min High
SEDH [ E 3 Mod High
SEDEM [ E 210 Sig High
soiL [ E 6 Mod High
9 SoIL P P 3 Mod Medium
10 SEDH [ E 3 Mod High
" SEDEM I E 210 Sig High
SOIL P P 3 Mod Medium
11 GW [ "E 8 Mod High
SOl [ P 3 Mod High
12 NONE '
13 solL P P 0.9 Min Low
16 solL P P 07 Min Low
21 solL P P 6 Mod Medium
23 SOIL P P 0.7 Min Low
26 SEDH [ E 3 Mod . High
SEDEM [ E 210 Sig High
27 GW [ E 1145 Sig High
SOIL P E 4 Mod High
29 - SOIL [ E 8.9 ‘Mod High
30 SOIL [ E 0.7 Min High
31 SoIL P P 25 Mod Med
32 SOIL P P 07 Min Low
34 SOIL [ E Mod 41 High
SEDH [ E Mod 3 High
SEDEM [ E Sig 331 High

APP-Covers FYQ01 SMP Rev. 1
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Site = Solid Waste Management Unit

¥

MPF = Migration Potential Factor

‘ Media E = Evident
SEDH = Sediment, human P = Potential
SEDEM = Sediment, Ecological Marine Cc = Confined
GW . = Groundwater _

SWH = Surface Water, human CHF - Contaminant Hazard Factor
SWEM = Surface Water, Ecological Marine

RF = Receptor Factor
1 = Identified

P = Potential
= Limited

APP-Covers FY01 SMP Rev. 1

Sig Significant (CHF > 100)
Mod = Moderate (CHF of 2 to 100)
Min Minimal (CHF < 2)
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RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Installation/Site Name for FUDS:  KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY " Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 9/9/96

Locstion (State): H° ﬂ E Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): SEDH SEDEM
Site (NlmdleS 10)/ Project for FUDS: SWMU 00005 Phase of Exec. (SI, R, FS, Remv, RD/RA, or equiv. RC RA Stage): FS
RMIS Site Type:  INDUSTRIAL DISCHARGE ) : Agr. Status (YN, if yes, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order): Yes : !
Point of Contact (Name/Phone):  Marty Raymond Natioaal Priority List (Y/N): Yes : Site Rank: High
SITE SUMMARY

' (Include only key clements of information used to conduct the relative risk sitc evaluation. Attach map view of site if desired.)

Brief Site Description (Inclade site type, misterials disposed of, dates of operation, and other relevant information): .

Several discharge points for storm and sanitary sewer water discharges to the Piscataqua River were located at the westem end of the Shipyard.
During 1945 to 1975 industrial wastes were discharged to the river. Materials disposed: Industrial wastes from plating and battery shops including:
industrial wastewater (metals, oils, greases, PCBs, cyanide and phenols), solvents and heavy metals The use of these outfalls was terminated
in 1975. . : .

Brief Descriptios of Pathwsys (Groundwater, Surface Water, Sediment, Soll):

Surface water/sediment: Releases were to the Piscataqua River which is part of the Great Bay Estuary. Sediment and surface water has been impacted.
In 1976, as part of a study for a proposed dredging project to decpen the berths, sediments in the arcas of berths 6,11, & 13 were sampled and
analyzed. The results indicated the presence of metals, oils, grease, PCBs, cyanide and phenots. The river as part of the estuary is & resource

of tremendous value, Current use of the area includes commercial and recreational fishing, lobstering, clamming/oystering, and boating.

Brief Description of Receptors (Human and Ecological):

Human: Impacts on human health include ingestion of lobster, mussel and fin fish; demal contacts from surface water and sediments and surface
water from swimming, wading and fishing. Ecological: There are five main habitats in the estuary: Eclgrass, mudflats (unvegetated), saltmarshes,
channel, and shell fish (part of other habitats). Ecological receptor specifically include: lobster, shellfish, finfish, and other benthic fauna

and flora. .

(1) Use to record information on Sites and Arcas of Concern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and requires furt
A Site by definition has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, "projects” cquates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a discretc ares of contamination, or suspected contaminstion in the
(or RFA) phase thst has not been entered into RMIS. ‘ :

Page 1 - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet



Sediment Human

CONTAMINANT + Mazimum Conc. Standard

HAZARD Contaminsst og/Kg mg/Kg Ratio (2)

FACTOR (1) Arscnic (cancer endpoint) 187 210 1,370

(CHF) Alumi 72.900.0 75.000.0 1.040 (Place an " X" next to one below)
Benzo[a]pyrene 22 - 5.6 0.390
Lead 1240 4000 0.310 Sigaificsat (§f Totsl > 100):
Benzfajanthracene . 36 $6.0 0.060
Nickel and compounds 91.2 1,000 0.060 Moderate {If Total 2 - 100): X
Cadmium and compounds 20 37.0 0.050
Mercury and compounds (inorganic) . 0.67 23.0 0.030 Misima! (If Total < 2):
Potychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) 0.1 20.0 0.020
Zine $30.0 22.000.0 0.020
(1) Evaluaté for human contaminants.only . Total: 3380
(2) Ratio ~ Maximum Concentration/Standard :

Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.

MIGRATION  Evident- Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates a low potential for contamination to 8 (Place an "X" next to one below)
PATHWAY contamination in the media is present at, is moving potentia! point of exposure (could be due to the presence .
FACTOR toward, or has moved to s point of exposure of geological structures or or physical controls) Evident: X
(MPF) : - . .
. Potestial - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate " Potential:
' to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficicnt
10 make a determination of Evident or Coafined ’ ' Confiacd:

Brief Rationale for Selection:  Studies of offshore media and biota indicate presence of contamination in the sediments.

{Place an “X" next 1o one below)

RECEPTOR Identlfied - Receptors identificd that have access to sediment Limited - Little o1 no potential for receptors to have accens to sediment
FACTOR ’ Identified: X
(RF)
Potential:
_ Potential - Potcntial for receptors to have access to sediment
Limited:
Brief Rationale for Setection: Recepions include recreational and occupations! contact with contsminsted sediments aed co-
‘nsumption of seafood taken from the Piscataqus River. . '
Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY " Site Name: SWMU 00003 Sediment Human Category:  High

(High, Medium, Low)




(High, Medium, Low)

! ‘ 4 . i g N . ; - . . .
~Sediment Eco Marine
CONTAMINANT Maimom Cone. Standard
HAZARD Coutaminant . mp/Kg mp/Kg Ratio (2)
FACTOR({(1) onT ] 0.1) 63.000
(CHF) Chrysene 32 0.06 $3.330 (Place an "X" next to one below)
Pyrene 10.0 : 0.35 25T .
Phenanthrene 6.2 0.22 27.560 Significant (If Total > 100): X
Fl b 14.0 0.6 23.330 .
Bera{ajanthracene 3.6 0.23 15.650 Moderate (If Total 2 - 100):
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) 0.3s 0.05 7.000
Chiordanc, sipha- . 6.000 Minimsl (If Total <2):
Berzolajpyrene 22 04 3.500 )
DDE : 0.01 $.000
(1) Evaluate for humnﬁ contaminants only . Toal: 253.680
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentrstion/Standard
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.
MIGRATION . Evident- Analytical dats or observable evidence indicates that Confimed - Information indicates a fow potential for contamination toa (Place an "X" next to onc below)
PATHWAY contamination in the media is present a4, is moving potential point of exposure (could be due to the presence '
FACTOR toward, or has moved to s point of exposure of geological structures or or physical controls) Evident: X
(MPF) ) :
Poteatist- Possibility for contamination to be preser: at of migrate Potestial:
' to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficiem
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confived:
Brief Rafionale for Selection:  Offshore tavestigations have found contamination present in the media and biota. -
. (Place an "X" next to one below)
RECEPTOR Tdeatified - Receptors identified that have access to sediment Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to sediment
FACTOR : ' ; . Mdentified: 7 X
(RF)
Potential:
Potentis! - Potential for receptors to have access to sediment
Limited: .
Brief Rationale for Selection: Receptors inctede Piscataqua River biota from direct uptske and {ood chsin ingestion.
Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY . Site Name: SWML 00003 Sediment Marine Category: - High




RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Installation/Site Name for FUDS:  KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 5/16/95

Location (State): NH~ /*7 & . Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SWH SWEM SEDH SEDEM SOIL

Site (Name/RMIS ID) / Project for FUDS: SWMU 00006 Phase of Exec. (S1, Rl, FS, Remv, RD/RA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): " FS

RMIS Site Type: STORAGE AREA Agr. Status (Y/N, If yes, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order): Yes

Point of Contact (Name/Phone):  Marty Raymond ) Nstional Priority List (Y/N): Yes Site Rank: . High
SITE SUMMARY

(Include only key elements of information used to conduct the relative risk site cvaluation. Attach map view of site if desired.)

Brief Site Description (Include site type, materials disposed of, dates of operation, and other relevant information):

Approximately 2 acres of land which for more than 30 years has served as a temporary storage arca for material prior to ofT-site disposal. Until
1983, there were few release controls mt the storage yard. Ponding of precipitation in some areas and direct runofT to the Piscataqua River occurred
during that era. Contamination occurred from open storage of batteries and other materials such as oil-laden tool and dic scrap metals. In

1993 an interim earrective action was taken and a cap was installed on the unpaved sections of the yard. The cap consisted of a geocomposite

clay liner, with geotextile above and below and topped with 12 inches of cursed stone choked with cement. Also a storm water catch basin with

a trapped outlet was installed to trap floating contaminants such as oil and to discharge the storm water to the river.  RMIS site type:

Brief Description of Pathways (Groundwater, Surface Water, Sediment, Soil):

Groundwater: The site is at the edge of the Piscataqua River and above the former clevation of the shoreline. Previous to the installation

of the cap in 1993 surface storm water infiltrated with little resistance through the surface soils, the blocky rock material beneath and into

the river. The tidal fluctuations of the river essentially represent the groundwater under the storage yard.  Surface water/sediment: Contaminated
surface water and suspended sediment has reached the river through runofT and direct discharge to the river as well as percolation through the
surface soils and blocky rock material in the subsurface.  Soil: Metal contaminated soil mantles the bedrock over an arca approximately 780

fect long by 160 feet wide.

Brief Description of Receptors (Human and Ecological):

Human: The receptors to the contaminants which migrated to the river would be finfish, shell fish and other biota within the Piscataqua River,
eventually reaching humans through consumption. In sddition the potential exists for the ingestion and adsorption of contaminated surface soils.
The installation of the interim cap in 1993 was designed to stop particles from: (a) becoming windbom, (b) percolating through the surface soils
and into the rocky subsurface and (c) being carried into the river via runoff.  Ecological: There are five main habitats in the estuary:

Eclgrass, mudflats (unvegetated), saltmarshes, channel, and shellfish (part of othes habitats). Ecological receptors include: lobster, shellfish,

fin fish, and other benthic fauna and flora,, ctc.

(1) Usc to record information on Sites and Areas of Concetn (AOC) for Relative Risk Sitc Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and requires furt
A Site by definition has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, "projects” equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete area of contamination, or suspected contamination in the
(or RFA) phasc that has not been entered into RMIS. .

Page | - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet




Ground Water

CONTAMINANT Mazimam Conc. Standard
HAZARD Contamiasat eg/l. we/l. Ratio (2)
FACTOR (1) Lead 492 q0 12.300
F(CHH Dichloroethane, 1.2- (EDC) 73.0 12.0 6.080 (Place =n "X" next 1o one below)
T Arnsenic (cances endpoint) . 14.8 4.5 3.290
Mercury and compaunds (inorganic) 45 110 0410 Significant (If Totat > 100):
Cadmium and comp " 4.5 18.0 0.250
Sclent 428 180.0 0.240 Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X
Acetone 480 610.0 0.080
Chromium (total) 14.95 180.0 0.080 Minims! (If Total <2):
Coppet and compounds. 112.0 . 1,400.0 - 0.080
Nickel and compounds 14.87 730.0 0.020
(1) Evatuate for human contamirants only Total: 11.860
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard :

Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.

MIGRATION  Evident- Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates that the potential for (Place an "X* next to one below)

PATHWAY contamination in the media is moving away from the-source. ‘ contaminant migration from the source is limited (due to
FACTOR o ) geological structures or physical controls) . Evident: X
. |[(MrF) '
Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present st or migrate Potential:
to a point of exposure; ot information is not sufficient !

, to make & determination of Evident ot Confined Conflned:

Brief Rationale for Selection:  Monitorieg wells on-site 10d adjacent to the Piscataqua River indicate the presence of con -

tamination.
R (Place an °X" next 10 one below)
RECEFTOR 1dentified - There is a threstened or potentially threatencd water supply Limited - There is no potentially threatened watey supply well downgradient of
FACTOR . downgradient of the source. The GW (cont. or not) is & current the source. The groundwater is not considered a potentisl source of Identified: X
(RF) drinking water source or is equiv. to (Class Lor LA aquifer). DW ot is of limited benificial use (I11A, 111D or perched aquifer).
’ Potentlal:
Potentis! - There is no potentially threstencd water sopply well downgradient
of the source. The groundwater is potentislly usable for DW. Limited:
imigation or agriculture, bt not presently used (Class 1B aquifer).
Brigf Ratlonale for Selection:  Growndwates flows into the Piscatsqus River snd Ination iy available for uptake by p -
1ants and snimals.
Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTHNSY Site Name:  SWMU 00006 Groundwater Category:  High

(High, Medium, Low)




Sail
CONTAMINANT Marimum Conc. Standard :
HAZARD Costaminant my/Ke mg/Kg Ratio {2)
FACTOR (1) Lead 255.,000,0 4000 637500
F(CHF’) Antimony and compounds $80.0 30.0 19.330 {Placc an "X™ next to one below)
Aroclor-1254 1.5 0.97 7.730
Arsenic (cancer endpoimt) -81.8 21.0 31.9% Significant (If Total > 100):
- |Benzofalpyrene 13.0 56 2320
Nickel and compounds 2.6700 1.500.0 1.780 Moderate (1f Total 2 - 100):
Mercury and compounds (inorganic) 13.8 2.0 0.600 ’
Cadmium and compounds. 13.3 37.0 0.360 Minicasl (If Total < 2):
Benzo[bjNluamnthenc 12.0 56.0 0.210
Benz{ainthracene 27 56.0 0.140
(1) Evaluste for human contaminants only Total: 674.450
{2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard
Note: Only top ien contaminants are displayed.
MIGRATION  Evideat- Analytical data o observable evidence indicates that Coafined - Low possibility for to be present at (Place an "X" next to one below)
PATHWAY contamination is present at, is moving towards, or has or migrate to a point of exposure '
FACTOR moved (o a point of exposure Evident:
(MPF) ) .
Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potestial: X
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Coafined:
Bricf Rationale for Setection:  Surisee wail samples Indicste preseace of costamination. laterim eap covers snpaved porti -
ons of the site except adjscent 1o the shoreline.
{Place sn “X" next to one below)
RECEPTOR Ideatifed - Receptors identified that have sccess to Limited - Little o no potential for receptons to have access to
FACTOR contaminated soil contaminated soil Idestified:
(RF)
Potential: X
Potential - Potemial for receptors to have access to
contaminated soil Limited:
Brief Rationsle for Selection: Occupstionsl exposare to personnef working oa site.
Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: SWMU 00006 Soil Category:  High
— (High, Medium, Low)
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Surface Water Haman

CONTAMINANT

Mnlmqm Conc. - Standard
HAZARD . : Contaminant ug/l. ag/l. Ratio (2)
FACTOR () Nickel and compounds 0.05 730.0 .
(CHF) Lead : 40 B (Place an “X™ next to onc below)
Siguificant (If Total > 100):
Moderste (If Totst 2 - 100):
Minimal (If Tetal <2): x
A 1) Evaluate for human contaminants only . Total:
(2) Ratio ~ Maximum Concentration/Siandard )
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displsyed.
MIGRATION  Evidest-  Amalytical data o observable evidenoe indicates that Confined - Information indicates & low potential for contamination {Place an "X" next to onc below)
PATHWAY contamination in the media is present at, is moving 1o a potential point of exposure (could by due to the .
FACTOR toward; or has moved to a point of exposure presence of geological str or physical is) . Evideat: X .
(MPF) - ‘
Potential - Posiibility for contamination to be present ot or migrate Potentiatl:
: to » point of exposure; or information is nat sufficient .
1o make & determination of Evidert or Confined Confined:

|

Qda/uafkmdc[ai Selection:  Studies of the Piscataqus River medin and biots indicate contamination is preseat.

(Place an “X" next to one below)

RECEPTOR identified - Receptors identified that have access to suface water - - Limited - Lilttle ot no potentia! fos receptors to have access to
FACTOR . : . surface water Identified: X
(RF) :
Potesntial:
Potential - Potential fot receptors to have access to sarface water .
o Limited: i

Brief Rationale for Selection:  Receptors inctude Pixcatzqus River plant snd soimal life and homans conveming seafood or -

contacting the surface water, )
Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: SWMU 00006 Surface Water Human Category:  High

(High, Medium, Low)




- Surface Water Eco Marine

CONTAMINANT

Mazimam Cone. = Standsrd
HAZARD Contaminant ug/l. o/l Ratio (2)
FACTOR (1) Nicke!l and compounds . 0.08 . [X] 0.010
(CHF) Lead . B.S (Place an "X" next to one below)
Significant (If Total > 100):
Moderate (If Total 2 - 100):
Minimal (If Total <2): ° X
(1) Evaluase for nnan contaminants only Total: 0.610
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard
Note: Only top ten contaminants sre displayed.
MIGRATION  Evident- Analytica! data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates a low potential for contamination (Place an "X" next to one below)
PATHWAY contamination in the media is present at, is moving o a potential point of exposure (could be due to the
FACTOR toward, or has moved 1o 8 point of exposure p ¢ of geological str o physical controls) Evidest: X
(MPF) ' : el
Potestial - Possibility for contamination (o be preseat st or migrate ) Potestial:
to a point of exposure; or information is aot sufficient -
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined:

Brief Rationale for Selection:  Studies of the Piscataqua River medis and biota indicate contamination is present.

{Placc an “X* next to onc below)

RECEPTOR $destified - Receptors identified that have sceess to surface water Limited - Litte of no po(eﬁlinl for receptors to have sccess o
FACTOR : surface wates 1dentified: X
(RF)
Potential:
[ { is! - P in) for receptars 1o have sccess 10 surface water
Limited:
Brief Rutionale for Selection: Receptors lnclude Piscstsqus River biots.
Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: SWMU 00006 ) Surface Water Marine Category:  High

{High, Mcdium, Low)
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Sediment Human
CONTAMINANT Masimum Conc. Standard
HAZARD Contaminant mp/Kp mp/Kg Ratio (2)
FACTOR (1) Arscnic (cancer endpoint) 28.7 1.0 1.370
(CHF) Alumitum 77,900.0 75.000.0 1.040 (Place an "X" next to one below)
Benzola]pyrene 2.2 . .. $6 0.390 .
Lead 124.0 400.0 0.310 Siguificant (If Total > 100):
Chromium (total) 211.0 3,000.0 0.070 .
Benz{a]anthracenc - 3.6 56.0 0.060 Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X
Nicke! and compounds 9.2 1,500.0 0.060
Cadmiutn and compounds 2.0 37.0 0.050 _Minimal (If Total < 2):
Mercury and compounds (inorganic) 0.67 23.0 0.030
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) 0.38 20.0 0.020
: (1) Evaluate for human contaminants onfy Total: 3.450
(2) Ratio ~ Maximum Concentration/Standard
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.
MIGRATION  Evidest- Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Coufined - Information indicates a low potential for contamination to & (Place an "X" next 10 one below)
PATHWAY contamination in the media is present at, is moving potential point of exposure {could be due to the presence ) .
FACTOR toward, or has moved to a point of exposure ‘of geological structures or or physical controls) Evident: X
MPF) : ‘ : :
- Petential - Possibility for contamination to be present st of migrate Potential:
to & point of exposure; of information is rot sufficient
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Coafined:
Brief Rationale for Selection:  Offhore {nvestigations have found contaminated sediments sad blota preseat.
(Place an “X" next to one below)
RECEPTOR Identifled - Receptors identified that have sccess o sediment Limited - Little or no potential for reccptors to have sccess to sediment .
FACTOR . Ideatified: X
(RF)
Potential:
Poteatial - Potential for receptors to have access to sediment
Limited: '
Brief Ratlonale for Selection:  Recreational sad occupationt! exporare.
Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: SWMU 00006 Sediment fluman Category:  High
: (High, Medium, Low)




Sediment Eco Marine
CONTAMINANT Masimum Cooc. Standard
HAZARD C i mp/Kg mp/Kg .__Ratio(1)
FACTOR (1) DDT ~ 013 . ! 65.000 )
~ car)y Chrysene 3.2 0.06 $3.330 (Place an *X" next to one below)
Pyrene 10.0 0.35 28.570 .
Phcranthirene 6.2 ) 0.22 27.560 Significant (If Total > 100): X
Fi h 14.0 . ' 0.6 23.330
Benz{ajanthracene 3.6 0.23 15.650 Moderste (If Total 2 - 100):
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) 0.35 0.05 7.000 . .
Chilordane; alpha- 6,000 Misimal (If Total < 2):
Henzolajpyrene 2.2 0.4 $.500
DODE 0.01 ) 5.000
(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only - Total: 1%6.320
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard '
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.
MIGII.A_T!OPi Evidest - Analytical data or observable cvidence indicates that ‘Confined - Information indicates s low potential for contamination to 8 (Place an "X" next to one below)
PATHWAY contamination in the media is present at, is moving potential point of exposure (could be due to the presence '
FACTOR toward, or has moved to a point of exposure of geological structures or or physical controls) Evidest: X
(MPF)
' Petential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Poteatial:
10 & point of exposure; of information is not sufficient
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Coafined:
Brief Ratlonale for Setection:  Offshore iavestigations kave isdicated costaminants present in the sediment and biots.
) (Place an X" next to one below)
RECEPTOR Tdeatified - Receptors identified that have access 1o sediment Limited - Little o1 no potential for receprors to have access to sediment
. FACTOR - . Heatified: X
(RF)
Potestial:
Potential - Potential for receplors to have access to sediment
Limfted:
Bricf Rationale for Selection:  Bloia presest within the Piscataqus River.
. Activity Neme KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: - SWMU 00006 Sediment Marine Category:  High
{High, Medium, Low)




RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Installation/Site Name l';w FUDS: KITTEliY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY v Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 10/1197

Location (State): DAt /'7 E . Media Evatuated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SWH SWEM SEDH SEDEM SOIL

Site (Name/RMIS 1D)/ Project for FUDS: 4 - SWMU 00008 Phase of E;n. (SI, RL, FS, ﬁemv. RD/RA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): FS

RMIS Site Type: LANDFILL : Agr. Status (Y/N, If yes, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order): | Yes '

Polat of Contact (Name/Phone):  Marty Raymond ‘ Natioasl Priority List (Y/N): Yes Site Rank: High
SITE SUMMARY

(Include only key elements of information used to conduct the relative risk site evaluation. Attach map view of site if desireﬂ.)

Brief Site Description (Include site type, materials dlsposed of, dates of operation, and other relevant information):

The JILF covers spproximately 25 acres of filled land. Prior to landfilling activities tidal flats with tidat drainage channels separated Jamaica
Isiand from Seavey (sland. -From 1945 to 1978 this arca was filled with general refuse. trash, construction rubble and various industrial wastes.
In 1978 a 2-acre foat thick clay cap and clay barvier wall were constructed around a portion of the landfill that accepted dredge spoils. The
JILF is now covered with topsail, pavement or rock and used as recreational, parking and equipment laydown arcas, respectively. Groundwater
at JILF varies from brackish to fresh and is not uscd as a source of drinking water. The groundwater at the JILF varies spatially and scasonally
from fresh to brackish to scawater-like. - .

Brief Description of Pathways (Groundwater, Surface Water, Sediment, Soil):

" Groundwater: The groundwater of the island, specifically under JILF is impacted by the landfilled constituents. While the groundwater is not
used or intended to be used for drinking water purposes and is separate from the mainland groundwater, there is communication of the groundwater
with the estuarine river  While no contamination exists which indicates the need for any prompt remedial action, seeps of groundwater are discharging
contaminants to the Piscataqua River. Ongoing offshore studies will indicate the need for consideration of groundwater seeps. Soil: Possible
occupational and recreational exposure if the surface soils are disturbed.

Brief Deseription of Receptors (Human and Ecological): -
Human: Groundwater is not used on the Shipyard and there is no evidence to indicate that there is any additonal risk to human health from exposure
to surface soils during recreational use of the area. Ecological: Groundwater secps and contaminated sediments are making some impacts on the
estuarine flora and fauna as some stress is thought to exist in mussels and eelgrass. Human and ecological receptors from past migration of
contaminants include Piscataqua River biots and human consumption of scafood from the area. :

(1) Use to record Information on Sites and Areas of Concern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete arca for which suspected contamination has been verified and requires furt

A Site by definition has been, or will be, eatered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, "projects” equates (o sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete area of contamination, o suspected contamination in the

(or RFA)phusedmhunotbeenenmd into RMIS. ) _
Page | - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet . ~



Ground Water

CONTAMINANT Maximum Cooc, Standard
HAZARD C inant sl ug/l. Ratio (1)
FACTOR (1) thalence 140.0 6.2 22.580
(CHF) . Aroclor- 1234 13.0 - 0.73 17.810 (Place an "X" next to one below)
Leand 49.2 . 4.0 12.300
Dichiorocthane, §,2- (EDC) 73.0 12.0 6.080 Significant (If Total > 100):
. [Arsenic (cancer endpoint) 14.8 4.5 1.290
Benzlalanthracene 14.3 9.2 1.580 Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X
Benzolb]fivoranthene 14.0 9.2 1.520 )
Chlotalorm 10,0 16.0 0,630 Miaimal (If Total < 2):
Ethylbenzene $30.0 1.300.0 0.410
Mercory and compounds (inofganic) 4.5 il0 0.410
(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only ' ) Total: 67910
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard

Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.

MIGRATION  Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that : Confiaed - Information indicates that the potential for (Place an X" next to one below)
PATHWAY . contamination in the media is moving away from the source. . contaminant migration (rom the source is limited (duc to
FACTOR . geological structures or physical controls) . . Evident: X
(MPP) . .
Potential - Possibility for contamination 10 be present at or migrate . . * Potentiat:
10 a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient
to make & determination of Evident or Confined Confined:

Brigf Racionale for Selection: Mositoriag wells an-sitc and adjacent to the Piscataqus River indicale the presence of con -

tamination.
: . . . {Place an "X" next to one below)
RECEPTOR Identified - There is a threatencd o potentiaily threatened water supply Limited - There is no potentially thseatened water supply well downgmdicnt of '
FACTOR downgradient of the source, The GW (cunt. of not) is & current the source. The groundwater is not considered & potential source of  Identified: X
(RF) drinking water source or is equiv. to (Class 1 or [1A squifer). DW or is of limited benificial use (11IA, HIB or perched squifer).

Potentlal:

Potentisl - There is no poientially threatened water supply well downgradient
of the sousce. The groundwatet is potentially usable for DW, - Limited:
irmigation or agriculture, but not presently used (Class 1B squifer).

l

Brief Retionale for Selection:  Grousdwater flows iato the Piscataqus River sad contamination is available for aptake by b -
iota.

Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: SWMU 00008 ) Groundwater Category:  High
{High, Medium, Low)




—Soll
CONTAMINANT - Maximom Ceac. Standard
HAZARD Contaminant wmg/Kg mg/Kg Ratic (2)
FACTOR (1) Copper and compound 12,200.0 2,800.0 4.360
(CHF) Lesd . 31)9.0 400.0 0.850 (Place an "X" next to one below)
Arsenic (cancer endpoint) 14.2 21.0 0.680 .
Aroclor-1254 0.6% 0.97 0.670 Sigaificant (If Tetal > 100):
DDT 19.0 170.0 0.110
Cadmium snd compounds 3.2 170 0,090 Moderate (if Total 2 - 100): X
Benzo{a]pyrene 043 : 5.6 0.080 )
Zinc 1,250.0 22,000.0 0.060 Misimal (If Total < 2):
Mercury and compounds (inorganic) ) 1.3 23.0 ) 0.060
|Benzo{b)uoranthenc 0.5 6.0 0.010
(1) Evaluste for human contaminants only Totak: 6.970
(2) Ratio ~ Maximum Concentration/Standard
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed
MIGRATION Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that ) Confimed - Low possibility for contamination to be present st {Place an "X" next to one below)
PATHWAY comtamination is present at, is moving lowards, or has : or migrate to a point of exposure : :
FACTOR ) moved to a point of exposure ' : . : Evident: X
(MPF) . K '
Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate . . Potential:
. 10 a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient .
to make & determination of Evident or Confined Coufined:
Brief Rationale for Selection:  Sarface soil samples indieate the presesce of contamination. Exposare through contact, in -
gestion or inhalation is possible. ' ’
o : } (Place an "X” next to one befow)
RECEPTOR 1dentified - Receptors identified that have actess to . Limled - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to V
FACTOR : cortaminated soil cantaminated soil : : dentified: X
(RF)
: Potentiat: .
Potestisl - Potential (or receptors to have sccess to i
contaminated soil . - timited:
Brief Rationale for Selection:  Receptors inctude persons working or living on the shipyard.
Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: SWMLJ 00008 Soil Category:  High
(High, Medium, Low)




Surlace Water Human

CONTAMINANT

Mazimom Coac. Standard
HAZARD ) Costaminast ug/L ug/L Ratio (2)
FACTOR (1) Nickel and compounds 0.08 730.0
(CHF) Lead : 40 (Place sn “ X" next 1o one below)
Significant (1 Total > 100):
Moderste (1l Total 2 - 100):
Minimal (1 Total < 2): x
(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only Total:
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Siandard
Note: Only lop ten contaminants are displayed.
MIGRATION  Evidest- Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that ) Coafined - Information indicates a low potential for contamination (Place an X" nexi to one below)
PATHWAY contamination in the media is present at, is moving toap ial point of exp (could by due to the
FACTOR toward, or has moved to a point of exposure presence of geological structures or physical controls) Evident: X
(MPF) .
Poteatial - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Peteatiat:
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient
to make a determination of Evident o Confined ' Coufined:

Brief Retionale for Sclection:  Studies of the Piscatsqua River media and biota indicate preseace of contamination.

(Place an “X" next 1o one below)

RECEPTOR ldentificd -  Receptors identified that have sccess to surface water Limited - Little o no potential for receptors to have access o
FACTOR . surface water Ideatified: X
(RF)
' _ Potential:

Poteatial - Potentisl (or receptoss to have access to surface water

Limited:

Brief Rationale for Seiection: Receptors include Pi qua River plant and saimat life and humans consuming seafood or ¢ -

antacting surface waier and sediments.
Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: SWMU 00008 Surface Water Human Category:  High

{High, Medium, Low)




CONTAMINANT
HAZARD
FACTOR (1)
(CHF)

|MIGRATION
PATHWAY

FACTOR

(MPF)

Turlace Water Eco Marine -

Maaimoum Conc. Standard
Contaminsat opft. g/l Ratio (2)

Dieldrin 11 550.000

DDT 0.04 36,000

Mercury 0.7 0.03 28.000

Copper and compounds 0.8 29 10.620

Nickel and compounds 423 8.3 5.100

Zinc 4130 260 ° 4.800

Lesd 16.5 B.S 4.290

Polychiotinated biphenyls 0.08 0.03 1.700

Mirex 0.250
|Chromium Vi and compounds 7.7 50.0 0.150

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only Total: 641.460

(2) Ratio = Maxi Conc ior/Standard

Note: Only top ten contsminants are displayed.

]
Evidest - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates 8 low potentia! for contamination
contamination in the media is present at, is moving to a potential point of exposure (could be due to the
toward, or has moved to a point of exposure presence of geological structures or physical controls)
Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate

to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient
to make a determination of Evident or Confined

Brief Rationele for Seiection:  Studies of the fbeahqu River medis and biota indicate the presence of contamination.

.

(Place an "X" next to one below)

Significant (1f Total > 100):

X

Mederste (If Total 2 - 100):

Minimat (If Total <2):

(Place an "X" next to onc below)
Evident:

Potential: X

Ceonfined:

(Place’an "X next to one below)

(High. Medium, Low)

RECEPTOR fdentified - Receptors identified that inve access to surface water Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to .
FACTOR surface water Tdentified: X.
(RF)
. Potentisl:
Poteatis] - Potential for receptors to have sccess o surface water ' ——
Brief Retionale for Selection: Recepiors include Piscataqus River biots expased to sur{ece water.
Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTHNSY Site Name: SWMU 00008 Surface Water Marine Category:  High ‘




Sediment Hluman

CONTAMINANT Masimam Conc. Standard
HAZARD C tsant mg/Kg my/Kg Ratio (1)
FACTOR((1) Arsenic (cancer endpoint) 287 21.0 1.370
(CHF) Aluminum 77.900.0 75.000.0 i ).040 (Place an X" next to one below)
Benzofa]pyrenc 2.2 5.6 0.3%0 :
Lesd 124.0 400.0 0.310 Significant (If Total > 100):
Chromium (total) 211.0 . 3.000.0 0.070
Benz{ajanthracene 1.6 56.0 0.060 Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X
Nickel and compounds 91.2 1,500.0 0.060 .
Cadmium and compounds 20 31.0 0.050  Minimal (1f Total <2):
Mcrcury and compounds (inorganic) 0.67 210 0.030
Zinc 5300 22,000.0 0.020
(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only ) _ Total: 3.450
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.
MIGRATION  Evidest- Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates a low potential for contamination to a (Place an "X" next to one below)
PATHWAY . contaminatios in the media is present at, is moving p ial point of exp (could be due to the presence
FACTOR - toward, or has moved to a point of exposure of geological structures or or physical controls) Evideat: X
(MPF)
. Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate . Potential:
) 10 & point of exposure; or information is not sufficient
1o make a determination of Evident or Coafined ’ Confined:

Brief Rationale for Selection:  Stedies of the Piscataqus River media sad biota indicate the presence of contamination.

(Plu;,e an "X" next to one below)

RECEFTOR Idestified - Receptors identified that hlﬁ access o sediment Limited - Little or no potentisl for receptors to have access to sediment
FACTOR : Idestified: X
° (RF) 4
Potestial:
Poteatial- Potential for receptors o have access (o sediment :
Limited:
Brief Rationale for Selection: Recrestions] snd occupatiosal e1posure. ’
Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: . SWMLU 00008 Sediment Human Category:  High

(High, Mcdium, Low)
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Brief Rationsle for Selection:.  Studies of the Piscstaqus River indicste the presence of ¢ {uation in the sediment and -
bidts.

RECEPTOR Identified - Receptors identified that have siccex to sediment Limited - Little or no potential for receptons to have access (o sediment

Sediment Eco Marine
CONTAMINANT Matimom Conc. Standurd
HAZARD "~ Contsminant mg/Kg mp/Kg Ratio (2)
FACTOR (1) Chryscne 12 0.06 $3.330
(CHF) ) : rene 10.0 0.35 28 570 {Place an " X" next to one below)
Fivorunthene 14.0 0.6 23.330
Benz{a]anthtacene 3.6 0.23 15.650 Significant (If Total > 100): X
Polychlorinated hiphenyls (PCBs) 0.38 . 0.0% 7.000
Benzofajpyrene 2.2 04 5.500 Moderate {If Total 2 - 100):
Mercury and compounds (inotganic) 0.67 0,15 4470
Zinc $30.0 © 1200 4.420 Minimal (If Tota) < 2):
Lead ) 124.0 L ) ; 350 1.540
Nickel and compounds 91.2 30.0 , 3.040
(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only - Tatal: 150.120
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard . -
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.
MIGRATION  Evident- Analytical dats or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates a low potential for contamination to a (Plece an "X" next to one below)
PATHWAY contamination in the media is present ot, is moving - potential point of exposure (coutd be due to the presence A
FACTOR toward, or has moved to a point of exposure of geological structures or or physical controls) Evident: X
(MPF) . ) )
Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at ot migrate Potential:
to a point of exposure; or informatian is not sufficient
to make a determination of Evident of Confined Confined:

{Pince an “X" next to one below)

(High, Medium, Low)

FACTOR 1dentified:. X
(RF)
i Potential:
Potentisl - Potential for receptors to have sccess to sediment
Limited:
Brief Rationalr for Selection:  Receptors include Piscataqua River biots exposed (o sediments.
Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: SWMU 00008 Sediment Marine Category:  High

i



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Installation/Site Name for FUDS: © KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Entered (Day, Month, Vear): 10/16/97
Location (State): D~ e - Medis Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): SOIL
Site (Name/RMIS ID) / Project for FUDS: SWMU 00009 Phase of Exec. (S1, Rl, FS, Remv, RD/RA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): FS
RMIS Site Type: SURFACE DISPOSAL AREA -Agr. Status (Y/N, 1f yes, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order): Yes
'Point of Contsct (Name/Phone):  Marty Raymond : National Priority List (Y/N): Yes Site Rank: Low
SITE SUMMARY

(Include only key clements of information used to conduct the relative risk site evaluation. Attach map view of site if desired.)

Brief Site Description (Include site type, materials disposed of, dates of operation, and other relevant information):

At 2 locations within the boundaries of SWMU 8, the Jamaica Isiand Landfill, mercury waste consisting of such materials as spent fluorescent

bulbs, broken or discarded thermometers and thermostats, mercury switches, and mercury-contaminated rags, brooms, and dust pans used for cleanup
of spils, was enclosed in steel drums and encased in large concrete blocks or pipes scaled at both ends with concrete. At the cast location

concrete blocks were found intact and therefore left in place and the concrete pipe was removed because the integrity of the concrete ends was
questioned. At the west location no concrete blocks or pipes could be found despite three attempts. Sampling of excavated soil material and

nearby monitoring wells at both locations indicated there have been no releases of mercury at either the west or east mercury burial sites.

" Brief Description of Pathways (Groundwater, Surface Water, Sediment, Soil):
Groundwater: The groundwater is common to the groundwater of SWMU.8, the Jamaica Island Landfill. If releases occurred to the groundwater the
contaminants woud be contained within the groundwater bencath the mercury burial site and host Jamaica Island Landfill with some discharge occurring
through the saltwater freshwater interface boundary between the island and the Piscataqua River. Soil: At the east location the soils consist
of brown to grey silty clay with debris consisting of reinforcing rods, roots, gravel and concrete. At the west location the soils are primarily
spent sandblast grit with some sandy clay and significant debris consisting of steel rod, gravel and concrete. At both location the soil is
underlain by former tidal flat highly organic clay soil deposits.

Brief Deseription of Receptors (Human and Ecological): .
Human: Unless exploratory excavations are.conducted there would be no human receptors to any potential contaminants contained within the concrete
blocks or pipes. The soils are not contaminated from the disposed material and furthcrmore there would be no exposure unicss excavation is conducted.
Ecological: Since there is no indication of any releases to the surrounding soil there is no potential for release to the surrounding ecology.

At the east location the blocks are above the ground water piezometric level. At the west location there is a potential that the unkown location

of the disposed cancrete blocks could be physically located below the groundwater and thereby have the means to release contaminants to the groundwater.
However, there is no indication of any releases in the nearby monitoring wells. ' '

(1) Use to record information on Sites and Areas of Concern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete arca for which suspected contamination has been verified and requires furt
A Site by definition has been, or will be, eatcred into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, "projects” equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete area of contamination, or suspected contamination in the
(or RFA) phase thut has not been entered into RMIS.

Page | - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet
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Ground Water
CONTAMINANT ) . Mstimom Conc. Stsndard -
HAZARD Contaminast . ag/l : ug/l. Ratio (3)
FACTOR(1) Mercury and compounds {inorganic) - 1.0 '
(CHF) . ) (Place an X" next to onc below)
Significant (If Total > 100):
Moderate (If Total 2 - 100):
Misimsl (If Total <2): x .
(1) Evatuate for human contaminants only " Yotal:
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.
MIGRATION  Evideat- Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates that the potential for {Place an "X" next to onc below)
PATHWAY contamination in the media is moving sway from the source. } contaminant migration from the source is limited (due to
FACTOR ’ geological structures or physical controls) ’ . Evideat:
(MPF) .
Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present st or migrate . Poteatial:
10 & point of exposure; or information is net sufficient ’ .
to make & determination of Evident or Confined Confieed: X
Brief Ratlonale for Selection: Receptors Include ocupational exposure if vaults are excavated and opened.
(Place an 'X" next to one below)
RECEPTOR Ideutified - _ There is a threatened or potentially threatened water supply Limited - There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradient of
FACTOR downgradient of the source. The GW (cont. of not) is a current the source. The groundwater is not considered a potential source of tdentified:
(RF) drinking water source or is equiv. to (Class [ or [1A aquifer). DW or is of limited benificial use (II1A, 11IB or perched aquifer). E
. ’ . : Poteatial:
Potential - There is no potentially threstened water supply well downgradient ) ]
of the source. The groundwaier is potenially usable for DW. . Limited: X
irtigation or sgriculture, but not presently used (Class 1B aquifer). ——
Brief Rationale for Selection: Mercory contamination is wot being dn:dré outside the mercury borial vaults.
Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: SWMU 00009 : Groundwater Category: Low
: e e . (High, Medium, Low)




Soil
CONTAMINANT ) Muzimum Cone. Standard
HAZARD Contsminast op/Kg : mg/kg Ratio (2)
FACTOR (1) Benzofalpyrene 120 56 2.140
Q(Cllﬂ Benzo|bjNuonanthene 14.0 560 0.250 (Place an "X" next to one below)
Benz{ajanthracene 13.0 56.0 0.250 .
Benzofkfluoranthene 10.0 : $60.0 0.020 Significant (If Total > 100):
Chryscne 12.0 $.600.0 .
' , Moderste (If Total 2 - 100): X
Minimal (If Total < 2):
* (1) Evaluate for human contaminants only Total: 2.660
- ) {2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard
: Note: Only top ien contaminants are displayed.
MIGRATION Evident - Analytica! dats ot observable evidence indicates that Confised - Low possibility for contamination to be present at (Place an " X" next to one below)
PATHWAY contamination is present at, is moving towards, or has of migrate to a point of exposure
FACTOR moved 1o & point of exposure Evident:
{(MPF) . : : ,
Potential - Possibility for contamimation to be present st of migrate . Potential:
10 & point of exposure; o information is not sulficient ’
o make 3 determination of Evident or Confined Confined: X
Brief Rationale for Selection: "Receptors inclode o pationel exponore if vaulls are excavated snd opened.
[ ]
. : (Place an "X" next to one betow)
RECEPTOR Identifled - Receptors identified that have access to Limited - Little or no potentia! for receptors to have access to .
FACTOR contaminated soil contaminated soil Identified:
(RF) . :
Potential:
Potential - Potentis| for receptors to have access to
contaminated soil Limited: . X
Brief Rationale for Selection: Receptors include sccupations) exposure if excavation occarred.
Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY ~ Site Name: SWMU 00009 : Soil Category: Low
] - (High, Medium, Low)
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RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Installation/Site Name for FUDS: KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): v 2/19/99

Location (State): MH /7E Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SEDH SEDEM SOIL

Site (Name/RMIS 1D)/ Project for FUDS: SWMU 00010 Phase of Exec. (S1, RI, FS, Remv, RD/RA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): FS

RMIS Site Type: UNDERGROUND ST! ORAGE TANK Agr. Status (Y/N, If yes, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order):©  Yes

Point of Contact (Name/Phone):  Marty Raymond National Priority List (Y/N): Yes Site Rauk: High
SITE SUMMARY

(Include only key elements ‘of information used to conduct the relative risk site evaluation. Attach map view of site if desired.)

Brief Site Deseription (Include site type, materialy disposed of, dates of operation, and other relevant information):
An underground 9£80-gallon steel storage tank located outside of Bldg. 238 used for holding waste battery acid resulting from battery rebuilding
operations. The unit and battery operations have been closed. In 1984 an spproximate 2-inch diameter hole was discovered in the bottom of the

. tank. The volume of the tank would vary according to rise and fall of the tida} changes of the adjacent river. The tank was taken out of service
in 1984 and removed in 1986. The area has subsequently been covered with asphalt paving. Matcrials disposed: Sulfuric battery acid contaminatcd
with lead. Dates of operation: 1974-1984. ‘ :

Brief Description of Pathways (Groundwater, Surface Water, Sediment, Soil): .

Groundwater: The leaking storage tank was reportedly located below the groundwater table. The tank is located within 20 feet of the edge of
the shoreline of the rives and the area is likely in direct communication with the tidal action of the river, the contaminants would have had
direct access 1o the estuarine river.  Soil: Soils surrounding the area loamy clay mixed with rocky debris.

N~

Brief -Descripﬁou of Receptors (Human and Ecologlul)&

Contaminants released from the tank to the river would be exposed to the scafood chain which would include: shellfish, finfish, lobster and other
benthic organisms. Humans could become exposed through scafood consumption of occupational exposure to soils or groundwater during excavation
work. ’

(1) Use to record information on Sites and Areas of Concern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and requires fust
A Site by definition has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, "projects” equates to sitcs for current installations. An AOC is a discrete area of contamination, or suspected cantamination in the
(ot RFA) phase that has not been entered into RMIS. )

Page | - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet



Ground Water
CONTAMINART Muzimuom Conc. Standard
HAZARD Contaminant ag/L ugll. Ratio (2)
FACTOR (1) Manganese 20500 1100 18.640
(CHF) Lead 654 4.0 16,350 (Place an *X" next to one below)
Iron 52,400.0 11.000.0 4.760
Chromium V1 and compounds 79.3 180.0 0,440 Significant (If Total > 100):
Vanadi s 101.0 ) 260.0 0.390
Nickel and compounds 201.0 7300 0.280 Moderate (If Totsl 2 - 100): X
Barium and compounds 176.0 2,600.0 0.110 .
Mercury and compounds (inorganic) 0,29, 11.0 0.030 Minimal (If Total < 2):
Zinc 129.0 11,000.0 0.010
Thalli 86.6
(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only - Total: 41.000
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.
MIGRATION  Evident- Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Coafined - Information indicates that the potential for (Place an "X next 1o one below)
PATHWAY ' contamination in the media is moving away from the source. contaminant migration from the source is limited {due to
FACTOR : geological structures or physical controls) Evident: X
(MPF)
’ Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potential:
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Coafined:
Brief Rationale for Selection: Metal contaminatina is present in the soil, potential to leach into the groundwater exists -
(Place an “X" next to one below)
RECEPTOR Vdentifled - There is a threstened o potentially threatencd wates supply Limited - There is no potentially threstened water supply welt downgredient of
- FACTOR downgradient of the source. The GW (cont. or not) is & current the source. The groundwater is not considered a potential source of  Identified: X
(RF) drinking water source of is equiv. to (Class | or {1A aquifer). DW or is of limited benificial use (II1A, HIB o perched aquifer).
Potentlal:
Potestial - There is no potentiatly threatened water supply well downgradient
of the source. The groundwater is potentially usable for DW, Limited: I
ifrigation of agriculture, but not presently used (Class |18 squifer).
Brief Ratlonale for Selection:  Growndwater reaching the Piscatagaa River would be svailable for uptake by the plant sad e -
- nimal life and humans consuming seafood.
Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Namie: - SWMU 00010 Groundwater Category:  High
(High, Mcdium, Low)
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CONTAMINANT Masimom Cone. Standard
HAZARD ) Contaminant myKg mp/Kg Ratio ()
FACTOR(1) Lead 172,000.0 4000 430,000
(CHF) Antimony and compounds 1.580.0 30.0 $2.670 (Place an " X" next to one below)
Mercury and compounds (imorganic) 300 230 1.300 }
Iron , 24,100.0 22,0000 1.100 Siguificant (If Total > 100): X
Arsenic (cancer) 23 210 1.100 .
Vanadium 109.0 5200 0.210 Moderate (If Total 2 - 100):
Banium snd compounds 882.0 5.200.0 0170
Copper and compound 436.0 2.800.0 0.170 Minimal (1f Total < 2):
Mang and compounds 3280 3,100.0 0110
Cadmium and compounds 39 370 0.110
(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only Total: 487.120
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.
MIGRATION  Evidest- Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Coafined - Low possibility for contamination to be present at (Place an “X" next to one below)
PATHWAY contamination is presen o1, is moving towards, of has or migrate to 8 point of exposure
|FACTOR moved to & point of exposure ' Evident:
(MPF) . _
Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present ot or migrate Potential: X
to a point of exposure; ot information is not sufficient .
to make a detesmination of Evident or Confined Coaflned:
Brief Rationale for Selection:  Soil samples indicate the presence of contaminstion. Site is currently covered with aspha -
It pavement. ’ .
: . (Place an "X" next to one below)
RECEPTOR Tdentifled - Receptors identified that have sccess to Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to
. [FACTOR contaminated soil ’ contaminated soil Idestifled:
(RF)
~ Potestial: X
Potentist - Potential for receptors to have access to
comaminated soil : Limlited:
Brief Retionale for Selection: Occupationst exposere during wark which could disturb the sails in the ares.
Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: SWMU 00010 Soil Category: High

(High, Medium, Low)
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Sediment Hluman
CONTAMINANT Masimam Coor. Standard
HAZARD Contaminsat np/Kg mp/Kg Ratio (2)
FACTOR (1) Lead 124.0 : i 400.0 0.310
(CliF) - Zing 5300 22,000.0 0.020 (Place an “X" next to one below)
' Significant (If Total > 100):
Moderate (If Total 2 - 100):
Minimal (If Total <2): X
(1) Evaluate for tuman contaminants only ' Total: 0.0
(2) Ratio = Maxi Concentration/Standard
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.
MIGRATION  Evidenmt- Analytical data or obscrvable evidence indicates that Coufined - Information indicates a low potential for contamination to a (Place an X" neﬁ to one below)
PATHWAY contamination in the media is present at, is moving p ial point of exp (could be due 1o the presence
FACTOR toward, or has moved 1o a point of exposure of geological structures or or physical controls) : Evident: X
(MPF) ’ ,
Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrste : Poteatial:
%o a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient ) .
10 make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined
Bricf Rationale for Selection: Studies of the Piscataqua River indicate the presence of contamination in the sediment and -
biota.
(Place an "X* next 1o one below)
RECEPTOR Ideatified - Receptors identified that have access to sediment Limited - Litile or no potential for receptors to have access to sediment
FACTOR . Identified: X
(RF)
Potestial:
Potestial-  Potential for receptors to have access to sediment .
. ) Limited:
Brief Rationale for Selection:  Receptors incinde seafood consumption and recreational or occupationst exposure to sedimen -
ts. .
Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: ~  SWMU 00010 ) "Sediment Human Category:  High
(High, Medium, Low)
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HAZARD
FACTOR(1)
(CHF)

MIGRATION
PATHWAY
FACTOR
(MPF)

CONTAMINANT-

Evident -

Potential -

Brief Rationale for Selection:  Studies of the Piscataqus River indicate the presence of contaminants in the sediment and -

Sediment Eco Marine

Matimum Conce. . Standsrd
Contaminsnt og/Ke myKg Ratio (2)
Zinc $30.0 120.0 4,420
Lesd 124.0 380 3.540
(1) Evalunte for humsn contaminants only 71.960
(2) Ratio = Maximizm Concentration/Standard

Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.

Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that
contamination in the media is present at, is moving
toward, or has moved to 8 point of exposure

Confined - Information indicates a low potential for contamination to 8
potential point of exposure (could be due to the presence
of geological structures or or physical controls)

Possibility for contsmination to be present st or migrate

to  point of exposure; of information is not sufficient
to make a determination of Evident or Confined

(Place an X" next to one below)

Significant (1f Total > 100):

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100):

X

Minimal (1f Total < 1):

{Place an "X" next to one below)

Evident: X

—————

Confined:

{High, Medium, Low)

biota.
(Place an X" next to one below)
RECEPTOR Identified - Receptors identified that have access to sediment, Limited - Little or no poténtial for receptors to have access to sediment -
FACTOR Identified: X_
(RF) . —
’ Potential:
Potentis! - Potential for recefrors 10 have access to sedinvent o
Limited:
Brief Ratlonale for Setection: Receptor include Piscataqua River biots.
Activity Name K Y ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: SWMU 00010 Sediment Marine Category:  High

L



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

lutalhtionlSlfe Name for FUDS: KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY . ' Date Eatered (Day, Month, Year): 10/1795

Location (State): DN ME » Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SOIL

lSIte (Name/RMIS ID) / Project for FUDS: SWMU 00011 Phase of Exec. (S1, RI, FS, Remv, RD/RA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): FS

RMIS Site Type: UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK | Agr. Status (Y/N, If yes, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order): Yes

Point of Contact (Name/Phone): Marty Raymond National Priority List (Y/N): Yes - Site Rank: High
SITE SUMMARY

(Include only key elements of information used to conduct the relative risk site evaluation. Attach map view of site if desired.)

Brief Site Description (Include site type, materials disposed of, dates of operation, and other relevant information):

Two 8,000-gallon underground stecl tanks from railroad cars were buried side by side toward the castern end of the Shipyard near SWMU 8, Jamaica
Island Landfill. The tanks were used to temporarily store waste oils and solvents both potentially contaminated with various metals. In 1979

and again in 1986 the tanks were inspected for leaks and found to be sound. The inspection in 1979 was an actual exhumation and reburial and

it was stated "no evidence of releascs® at that time. The inspection in 1986 included a tightness test. The tanks were removed in 1989 and

at that time the tanks appeared to be sound and neither showed signs of leakage or deterioration. Therefore, soil contamination is believed

to have occurred by occasional spillage from over-filling.

Brief Description of Pathways (Groundwater, Surface Water, Sediment, Soil):

Groundwater: When the tanks were removed in 1989 inspection of the excavated area revealed that the groundwater table was approximatcly 6 feet
from the surface and at the "spring linc® or half way up the diameter of the removed tanks.  Soil: The excavated arca exhibited soils indicative

of loamy soil which had been previously tansported to provide proper support as fine-grained material to surround the buried tanks. The walls

of the excavated material were representative of hetcrogencous material at other locations of the landfill consisting of clayey, silty sand containing
random rock, gravel, construction debris, wire and other stecl debris. The soil had the appearance and smell of 2 high content of petroleum
contamination. . : '

Brief Description of Receptors (Human and Ecologicsl): .

Human: The arca is covered with concrete and/or asphalt pavement. Ecological: As a potential contributor of contaminants (o the groundwater
in the area and because it is speculated at this time that the groundwater flow eventually reaches the back bay, SWMU 11 has the potential to
contribute contaminants 10 the flora and fauna of the back bay and the Piscataqua River.

(1) Use 1o record information on Sites and Areas of Concern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and requires furt
A Site by definition has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, "projects” equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete arca of contamination, or suspected contamination in the
(or RFA) phase that has not been entered into RMIS.

) Page | - Relative Risk Evaluation. Worksheet
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Ground Water
CONTAMINANT . Mazimam Conc. Standard
HAZARD Contaminant up/L. - gl Ratio (2)
FACTOR(1) Berwofajpyrene 4.8 092 $.220
(CHF) - Aroclat- 1254 1.3 ) 0.73 1.7%0 (Place an "X" next to one below)
’ Aroclor-1242. 0.8 0.780
Benz{s|anthmacene 48 9.2 0.520 Significant (1f Total > 100):
Benzene 48 39.0 0.120 ] :
Dichiorodifluoromethane . 250 3900 0.060 Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X
Toluene 21.0 120.0 0.030
Dichloroethane, §,1- } 14.0 810.0 0.020 Minimal (If Total <2):
Xytene (mixed) . 14.0 1,400.0 0.010
Methylphenol, 4-- 180.0
(1} Evaluate for human comaminants only Total: 8.540
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentrstion/Standard :
Note: Onty top ten contaminants are dispiayed.
" IMIGRATION  Evidest - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates that the potential for (Plsce an "X next to one below)
PATHWAY contamination in the media is moving away from the source. contaminant migration from the source is limited (due to
FACTOR ) . geologicat structures or physicat controls) Evidest: X
PR : . . o - : .
Poteatis! - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate : Potential:
to & point of exposure; of information is not sufficient - .
to make & determination of Evident or Confined Cosfined: .
’ Brief Rationale for Selection: Monitoring wells on-site and down gradient indicate contamination bas migrated away (rom ¢ - .
he site. . '
- . . (Place an "X" next to onc below)
RECEPTOR identified - There is a threatened or potentially threstened water supply Limited - There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradientof .
FACTOR dovngradient of the source. The GW (cont. or not} is a current the source. The groundwater is not considered a potential source of Identified: X
(RF) drinking water source or is equiv. to (Classi or 11A aquifer). DW or is of limited benificial use (1HA, {I1B or perched aquifer). ' '
Potentisl;
Potentiat - There is no potentially threaiened watet supply well downgradiert - :
- of the soiurce. The groundwater is potentially. usable for DW, ' Limited: .
irrigation or agriculture, but not presently used (Class (B aquifer)
Brief Retionale for Selection:  Groundwster flows toward the Piscataqua River sad contamination would be available for upt -
ake by plants and snimals. : .
Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: SWMU 000l 1 Groundwater Category:  High
. {High. Medium, Low)




Soll

CONTAMINANT . Marimom Conc. Standard
HAZARD Costaminant mg/Kg np/Kg Ratio (2)
FACTOR (1) Aroclor-1254 ' 13.0 097 13.400
(CHF) Lead 339.0 100.0 0.850 (Place an "X" next to one below)
Bera{alsnthracene 10,0 56.0 0.180
: Significant (If Total > 100):
Mederate (If Total 2 - 100): X
‘Minimal (If Total <2):
(1) Evaluste for human contaminants only . Tolal: 14.430
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard

Note: Only (op ten contaminants are displayed.

MIGRATION  Evidest- Analytical data or obuervubie evidence indicates that Confined - Low pom'biliiy for contamination to be present at (Place an "X" next to one below)

PATHWAY contamination is present at, is moving towards, or has or migrate to a point of exposure
FACTOR moved o a poim of exposure ' Evideat:
(MPF)
. Petential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate : Poteatial: X
to a point of exposure; of information is not suflicient . _ ' )
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Coafined:

Bricf Rationale for Selectlon:  Surface woibs samples indicate contamination. Site is currently covered with pavement.

(Place an "X" next to one below)

RECEPTOR Identified - Iu:ceplofs identified that have access to Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access o
FACTOR contaminated soil : contaminated soit [dentifled: X
) (RF) .
Potential:
Potential - Potentiad for receptors to have access to
contaminated soil “Limited:

Brief Retionale for Selection:  Receptors include occupationsl exposure i persons disturbing the soils.

Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: SWMU 00011 Soil Category:  High

(High. Medium, Low)
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RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET

SITE (l) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Instaliation/Site Name for FUDS: KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY . Date Entered (Day, Month, Year-): 10/16/97

Location (State): NI /‘7 E ' : Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): SOIL

Slti (Name/RMIS ID)/ Project for FUDS: SWMU 00021 Phase of Exec. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RD/RA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): FS

RMIS Site Type: UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK Agr. Status (Y/N, If yes, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order'): Yes

Point of Contact (Name/Phone):  Marty Raymond National Priority List (Y/N): Yes Site Rank: Low
SITE SUMMARY

(Include only key ciements of infohm_lion used to conduct the relative risk site evaluation. Attach map view of site if desired.)

Brief Site Dmdpilol (Include site type, materials disposed of, dates of operation, and other relevant Information):

A 695 gallon steel underground storage tank Jocated adjacent to building 75. This tank was in use from 1974 to 1991 and received waste water
from air filter cleaning, deburring machines and scid/alkaline metal cleaning. Removed in 1991 the tank had large holes in both ends. The tank
contents were analyzed and determined to be non-hazardous. Four soil samples were taken prior to backfilling.

Brief Description of Pathways (Groundwater, Surfaie Water, Sediment, Soil):
Site is within an industrial arca and currently covered with pavement.

Brief Description of Receptors (Human snd Ecological):
Occupational exposure during work which could disrupt pavement.

(1) Use to record information on Sites and Arcas of Concem (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and requires furt

A Site by definition has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, “projects” equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete area of contamination, o suspected contamination in the

(or RFA) phase that has not been entered into RMIS. :
Page | - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet



Soil
CONTAMINANT . . Mazimuem Conc. Standard
HAZARD Contaminast oyKg wg/Kg Ratio (2)
FACTOR (D) Benzo{a]pyrene 220 5.6 3.930 :
(CHF) Benrzjsjanthiacene 340 56.0 0.610 (Place an X" next to onc below)
Benzo{b]ftuoranthene 18.0 56.0 0.320
_ | BenzojkjNuoranthene ) 410 560.0 0.080 Siguificant (1f Total > 100):
Chrysene 340 $.600.0 0.010
Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X
. . Misimal (If Total < 2):
(1) Evatuate for human comaminants only Total: 4940
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard | -
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.
MIGRATION  Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that ) Confined - Low possibility for contamination to be present at (Place an "X" next to onc below)
¢ PATHWAY contamination is present at, is moving towards, or has or migrate 1o a point of exposure :
FACTOR . moved to a point of exposure ) . Evident:
(MPF) . .
Poteatial - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate i Poteatisl:
10 2 point of exposure; or information is not sufficient . )
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Coafined: X
Brief Rationale for Selection:  Soil samples indicate the presence of contamination.
. . (Place an "X" next to one below)
RECEPTOR Ideatified - Receptors identified that have access to Limited - Little or no potential for receptors (o have access to
FACTOR contaminated soil contaminated soil tdentificd:
(RF) .
} Potextial: X
Potential - Potential 'fm receprors Lo have access to
contaminated soil . Limited:
Brief Rationale for Selection: Occupations| exposure during work which could diarupt psvement sud soil.
Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: SWMU 00021 ' Soil Category: Low
- {High, Medium, Low)




. . .. )
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" RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Installation/Site Name for FUDS: KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 373098

Location (State): D 7ME , Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): SEDH SEDEM

Site (Name/RMIS D) / Project for FUDS: SWMU 00026 Phase of Exec. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RD/RA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): FS

RMIS Site Type: ABOVE GROUND STORAGE TANK Agr. Status (Y/N, If yes, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order): Yes

Point of Contact (Name/Phone):  Marty Raymond . National Priority List (Y/N): Yes - Site Rank: Med
SITE SUMMARY

\,

(Include only key elements of information used to conduct the relative risk site evaluation. Attach map view of site if desired.)

Brief Site Description (Include site type, materidls disposed of, dates of operation, and other relevant information):

Portable oil/water tanks were staged st the submarine berths since the 1960s to receive liquids pumped from the submarine bilges. Oil/water
wastes containing acid and alkaline cleaning solutions are then pumped into rail cars for proper disposal. Occasional overflows in the past
resulted in wastes flow into the adjacent Piscataqua River, pavement prevented wastes from infiltrating into the soil.

Brief Description of Pathways (Groundwater, Surface Water, Sedimeat, Soil):
Wastes entering ints the Piscataqua River would impact the plant and animal life and humans consuming seafood.

Brief Description of Rccqnim (Human snd Ecological):
Plant and animal life within the Piscataqua River and humans consuming scafood caught from this area.

(1)) Usé 1o record iaformation on Sites and Areas of Concem (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined es a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and Arequim furt
A Site by definition has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, “projects” equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete area of contamination, or suspected contamination in the
(or RFA) phase that has not been entered into RMIS. ’ :

Page 1 - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet



Sedlment Human

(High, Medium, Low)

CONTAMINANT Mazimom Coee. Standerd
HAZARD Contsminast wmg/Kg my/Kg Ratio (2)
FACTOR (1) Arscnic (cances endpoint) 28.7 210 1.370
(CVIF) Alumi 77,900.0 75,000.0 1.040 (Place an X" next to one betow)
Benzofajpyrene 12 5.6 ©0.3%
Lead 124.0 400.0 0.310 Significant (If Totat > 100):
Mercury and compounds (methyl) 0.67 5.8 0.120 . )
- Chromium {total) 211.0 3,000.0 0.070 Moderate (1f Total 2 - 100):” X
Uenzisjanthracene 3.6 56.0 0.060
Nicke! and compounds 91.2 1,500.0 0.060 Minimal (If Total <2):
Cadmium and compounds 2.0 370 0.050
Polychlosinated biphenyls (PCBs) 0.38 20.0 0.020
(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only Total: J.540
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.
MIGRATION  Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Coafised - Information indicates a low potential for contamination to & (Place an X" next to one below)
PATHWAY contamination in the media is present a1, is moving potential point of exposure (could be due to the presence
FACTOR toward, or has moved to a poimt of exposure of geological structures or o physical controls) Evidest:
(MPF)
Potentisl - Possibility for contamination (o be present at of migrate . Potential:
10 & point of exposure; or information is not sufficient
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined: X
Brief Rationale for Selection:  Studies bf the Piscataqua River indicate the presence of contaminants in the sedimeat and -
biota. )
(Place an X" next to one below)
RECEPTOR Identified - Receptors identified that have access lo sediment Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access o sediment
FACTOR Identified: X
(RF)
. Potestial:
Petential - Potential for receptors to have access to sediment )
Limited:
Brief Rationale for Selection: Occupations! sad recreations! expasure to di a3 well as ption of seafood
Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: SWMLU 00026 Sediment tluman Category: Low




. . . . - DN . . . -

—

(High. Medium, Low)

Sediment Eco Marine
CONTAMINANT Mazimom Coac. Standard
HAZARD Costaminsnt mp/Kg op/Kg Ratio (2)
FACTOR (1) DDT : 0.43 65.000
(CHF) - Chrysene 32 0.06 $3.330 (Place an "X" next to one below)
rene 10.0 0.35 28.570 .
Phenanthrene 62 0.22 27.560 Significant (If Total > 100): X
Fluoranthene 14.0 0.6, 23.330 .
Benziajanthracene 16 0.23 15.650 Moderate (I Total 2 - 100):
Palychlorinated biphetiyls (PCBs) 0.35 0.05 7.000
Chiordane 6.000 Minimal (I Total <2):
Bernuo{a]pyrene 2.2 0.4 $.500
DDE 0.0! 5.000
(1) Evaluate for human contaminsnts only Yotal: » 151.850
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentrstion/Standard
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.
MIGRATION  Evident- Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Coufined - Information indicates a low potemhl for contaminstion to & (Place an *X" next to onc below)
PATHWAY contamination in the media is present at, is moving potential point of exposure (coutd be due to the presence
FACTOR toward, or has moved to a point of exposure of geological structures or or physical controls) Evideat:
(MPF)
Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at of migrate Potential:
to & point of exposure; or information is not sufficient
to make a determination of Evident or Coefined Confined: X
Brief Rationale for Selection: Studies of the Piscataqua River indicate tle presence of contamsanation in the sediment and -
i .
. (Place an "X" next to one below)
RECEPTOR Idestified - Receptors identificd that have sccess to sediment Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access lo sediment )
FACTOR Identifled: X
(RF)
: Potestial: .
Potential - Potentinl for receptors to have access to sediment —
Limited:
Brief Rationale for Selection:  Piscataqua River blots riposed to the sediment.
Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: SWMU 00026 Sediment Marine Category:  Med

[ AT



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Installation/Site Name for- FUDS: KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Eatered (Day, Month, Year): 4/14/95

Location (State): N7 7Y/ E - Medis Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SOIL

Site (Name/RMIS ID) / Project for FUDS: : SWMU 00027 Phase of Exec. (S, RI, FS, Remv, RD/RA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): FS

RMIS Site Type: 'POL (PETROLEUM/LUBRICANTS) LINES Agr. Status (Y/N, If yes, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order): Yes

Point of Contact (Name/Phose):  Marty Raymond . National Priarity List (Y/N): Yes Site Rank: - High
'SITE SUMMARY

(Include only key clements of information used to conduct the relative risk site evatuation. Attach map view of site if desired.)

Brief Site Description (Include site type, materials disposed of, dates of operation, and other relevant information):
Site was location of #6 oil pipcline from 1920s to 1978. In 1978 the pipeline ruptured and relcased oil into the soil. A section of the pipeline
was removed in 1978 and the picline was taken out of service. This site is adjacent to the Piscataqua River.

Brief Description of Pathways (Groundwater, Surface Water, Sediment, Soil):
Ares is covered with asphalt pavement and contains many utility lines. Groundwater from site flows into Piscataqua River.

Brief Description of Receptors (Human and Ecological):
Groundwater is not currently a source for drinking water. However it can reach the Piscataqua River and impact aquatic life.

(1) Use to record information on Sites and Areas of Concern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and requires furt
A Site by definition has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, "projects® equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete area of contamination, or suspected contamination in the
(or RFA) phase that has not been entered into RMIS.

Page 1 - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet



{High, Medium, Low)

Ground Water
CONTAMINANT Matimum (onc. Standard
HAZARD Contaminant ag/L. } gl Ratio (2)
FACTOR(1) Lesd 4,500.0 : 4.0 1125,000
(CHF) Dichiotoethane, 1.2- (EDC) 240 12.0 2.000 (Place an "X" next to one below)
Chromium (total) 139.0 180.0 0.7
Cadmium and compounds 1.0 18.0 0.610 Siguificant (If Total > 100): X
Mercury and compounds (inorganic) 4.7 11.0 0.430
Trichlorocthane, 1,1.2- 6,0 200 0.300 Moderate (If Total 2 - 100):
Beryllium and compounds 213 73.0 0.290
Cobalt 509.0 2,200.0 0.2)0 Miniwmal (If Total < 2):
Nicke! and compounds 210 7300 0.040 '
(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only. Total: 1129.670
(2) Ratio * Maximum Concentrstion/Standsrd
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.
MIGRATION  Evident- Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates that the potential for (Place an "X® next 10 one below)
PATHWAY contamination in the media is moving away from the source. contaminant migration from the sousce is limited (due to
FACTOR geological structures or physical controls) Evideat: X .
(MPF) :
Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present ai or migrate Potentialk:
to & point of exposure; ot information is not sufficient
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined:
Brief Retionale for Selection: Mositorfing wells on-site aad adjeceat to the Piscataqua River indicate the presence of con -
tamination.
(Place an "X" next to one below)
RECEPTOR Identifled - There is & threatened or potentially threatened water supply Limited - There is no poteniinily threatened water supply-well downgradient of
FACTOR downgradient of the source. The GW (cont. or not) is a curvent the source. The groundwater is not considered a potential source of  (deutified: X
(RF) drinking watet source or is equiv. to (Class [ or 1A aguifer). DW o is of limited benificial use (I11A, 11B or perched equifer).
. Potestiat:
" Ppotentisle  There is no potentially threatencd water supply well downgradient
of the source. The groundwates is potentially usable for DW, Limited:
trrigation or agriculture, but not presently used (Class 1B aquifer).
8rief Rationale for Sclection: Contaminsted groundwater could flow direcily Into the Piseataqua River and be available fo -
1 uptake by plant and anims! life. :
Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: SWMU 00027 Groundwater Category:  High




Soll
CONTAMINANT Mazimum Conc. Standard . )
HAZARD ' Coataminsat mp/Kg me/Kg Ratio (2)
FACTOR (1) Lead : 6323 400.0 1.580 .
J(CHF) Cadmium and compounds 5.9 370 . 0.160 (Place an "X" next to one below)
Mangancse and compounds 422.0 13,1000 0.140
| Copper and compounds 306.0 2,800.0 0.110 Significant (If Total > 100):
Zinc 1.310.0 22,000.0 0.070
Beno{a]pyrene 0.23 5.6 0.040 Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X
Nickel and compounds 60.0 : 1,500.0 0.040
Mercury and compounds (inorganic) 0.51 230 0010 Minimal (If Total < 2):
Chromium (total) 66.4 3.000.0 0.020
Barium and pounds . 91.8 5.200.0 0.020
(1) Evaluate for k inants only . Total: .30
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.
MIGRATION  Evideat- Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Low possibility for contamination to be present at (Place an X" next to onc below)
ﬂPATIIWAY contamination is present at, is moving towards, or has ' or migrate 1o a point of exposure
|racTOR i moved to a point of exposure ' . Evideat: X
(MPF) ' Co . . ‘ -
Potential - Possibility for contamination (o be present at or migrate : . Poteatial:
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient .
to make a determination of Evidert or Confined Confined: -
Brief Rationale for Selection: Soil samples indicate preseace of contamination.
. (Place an "X" next to one below)
RECEPTOR tdentified - Receptory identified that have access to Limited - Little of no potential (ot receptors to have access lo
FACTOR : contaminated sofl contaminated soil : Identified:
I(RF)
Potestisl: X
Poteatisl - Potential for receptors to have access to .
contaminated soil Limited: ‘
Brief Ratlonale for Selection:  Receptors include occupationst exposare fram excavations or atility work in the ares. '
1l
Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: SWMU 00027 Soil Category:  High
' (High, Medium, Low)




=>=----------------
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RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION .
Instaliation/Site Name for FUDS:  KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 21999
Location (State): MNP M & ' : : Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, SoIl): GW SOIL
Site (Name/RMIS 1D) / Project for FUDS: SITE 00029 : Phase of Exec. (S1, RI, FS, Remv, RD/RA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): CERCLA RI/FS
RMIS Site Type: BURN AREA ) * Agr. Status (Y/N, If yes, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order): Yes
Point of Contact (Name/Phone):  Marty Raymond ' National Priority List (Y/N): Yes Site Ramk: High
SITE SUMMARY

(Include only key clements of information used to conduct the relative risk site evaluation. Attach map view of site if desired.)

Brief Site Description (Include site type, materials disposed of, dates of operation, and other relevant information):

Historical research shows site was previously used as a site for open pit and "teepee” incinerator bumning of wastes. Ash and residues were '
removed and plasced in SWMU 8. This area is on reclaimed land which aserial photographs indicate received Shipyard wastes. Filling occured while

site was used for open burning of wastes. .

Brief Description of Pathways (Groundwater, Sarface Water, Sediment, Soll):
Exposure can occur through contact with soils. Site covered with buildings and pavement, some grassy arcas remain. Migration to the river is
possible via groundwater or erosion of soils.

Brief Description of Receptors (Human sad Ecological): .
Occupstional exposure to personnel working on or near the site during operations which disrupt the soil. Groundwatcr at sitc may also be impacted
m_d migrating to the Piscataqua River.

(1) Use to record information on Sites and Arcas of Concem (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and requires furt
A Site by definition has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, *projects” equates to sites for current instailations. An AOC isa discrete area of contamination, or suspected contamination in the
(of RFA) phase that has not been entered into RMIS. . ) .

Page | - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet



Ground Water

CONTAMINANT Maximum Conc. . Stsadard

HAZARD Ci lnant ug/L ug/l. Ratio (2)

FACTOR (1) Lead 492 . 4.0 12.300

(CHF) Dichlorocthane, 1,2- (EDC) 73.0 12.0 6.080 (Place an “X" next to one below)
Arsenlc (cancer) 14.8 4.5 3.290
Copper and compounds 1,400.0 1,400.0 . 1,000 Significant (If Total > 100):
Mang and compounds 1,670.0 1.700.0 0.980
Antimony and compounds 12.2 15.0. 0.810 Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X
Mereury 4.5 1.0 0.410
Cadmium and compounds : 4.3 18.0 0.250 Minimal (If Total <2):
Selenium 423 180.0 0.240
Iron . 1,840.0 11,000.0 0.170
(1) Evaluste for human contaminants only Total: 25.930
(2) Ratio = Maximum C iow/Standard

Note: Only top ten contaminants are displzyed.

MIGRATION  Evidest- Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Coafined - Information indicates that the potential for (Place an "X" next to one below)
PATHWAY contamination in the media is moving away from the source. contaminant migration from the source is limited (duc to
FACTOR geological structures or physical controls) Evident: X
(MPF) . :
Potential - Possibility for contamination to be presens at or migrate ’ Poteatial:
to a point of exposure; or information is nat sufficient
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Cosfined:

Brief Ratlonale for Selection:  Manitoring wells os-site and adjaceat to the Piscataqua River indicate the preseace of com -

tamination.
(Pace an "X" next to one below)
RECEFTOR Identifled - There is a threatened or potentially thresicaed water supply Limited - There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradient of
FACTOR downgradient of the The GW (coat. or not) is a current : the soutce. The groundwater is not considered & potential source of  Identified: X
(RF) drinking water source or is equiv. to {Class § o 1A aquifer). DW o is of limited benificial use (1A, 1B or perched aquifer).

», tial
[ 4

Potential - There is no potentially threatened water supply well, downgradient
© of the source. The groundwater is potentisily usable for DW. Lissited:
irrigation or agriculture, but not presently used (Class 1B aquifer),

Brief Rationele for Selection: Grousdwater flows into the Piscataqus River and coatsminstion is available flor uptake by p -

Iants and animals.
|Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: SITE 00029 Groundwater Category:  High

(High, Mecdium, Low)




. . . . - P . - . . . . . . .- - - FEEIN

(High, Miedium, Low)

CONTAMINANT N Mazimum Conc. Standard
HAZARD ~ - Cootami my/Kg mp/Kg Ratio (1)
FACTOR(1) Lead 1160000 400.0 290.000
(CHF) Antimony and compounds 5.7200 30,0 190.670 (Place an *X" next to one below)
Copper and compounds 47.800.0 2.800.0 17.070
Iron ) 258,000.0 22.000.0 11.730 Siguificant (If Total > 100):
2.7.8-TCDD (dioxin) 3.5%0 :
Arsenic (cancer) 3180 21.0 1.810 Moderate (If Total 2 - 100):
Cadmium and pounds - S10 37.0 1.380
Nickel and cotnpounds 15700 1.500.0 1,250 Minimat (If Total <1):
Manganese and compounds 3,1%0.0 3,100.0 1.030
Vanadium 250.0 $20.0 0.480
(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only Total: $23.630
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.
MIGRATION  Evident- Amlytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Low possibility for contamination to be present at (Place an "X" next to onc below)
PATHWAY contaminstion is present at, is moving towards, or has or migrate to s point of exposure
FACTOR moved to s point of exposure : Evidest: X
(MPF) , .
Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Poteatial:
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined:
Brief Rationale for Selection:  Sarface soils indicate coutamination is present and have not been been isolsted to minimiz -
¢ exposure to workers. '
) (Place = "X" next to one below)
RECEPTOR Idestifled - Receptors identified that have access to Limited - Little or no potentisl for receptors to have access to . :
FACTOR ’ contaminated soil contaminated soil Hentified: X
(RF) ) :
Potentisl:
Potentisl-  Potential for receplors to have access to ’ .
contaminated soil : Lmited:
Brief Rationale for Selection:  Workers ta the sres of the site may be exposed through inkalation or dermat contact.
Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY. Site Name: _SITE 00029 Soil Category: High




RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Installation/Site Name for FUDS: KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 2/18/99

Location (State): Mo /7E Media Evalusted (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SOIL

Site (Name/RMIS ID) / Project for FUDS: SITE 00030 Phase of Exec. (SI, R, FS, Remv, RD/RA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): CERCLA PA

RMIS Site Type: PLATING SHOP Agr. Status (Y/N, If yes, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order): Yes

Point of Contact (Name/Phone):  Marty Raymond - Nationat Priority List (Y/N): Yes " Site Rask: - High
SITE SUMMARY

(Include only key clements of information used to conduct the relative risk site evaluation. Attach map view of sitc if desired.)

Brief Site Description (Include site type, materials disposed of, dates of operation, and other relevant information):

Building 184 is currently used as a welding school for navy employees. Previously the site was uscd for galvanizing and metal clcaning. A yellow
powderery effloresence has appeared at the joint between the wall and the floor at the location where an acid dip tank was located. This substance
has a very low pH (2.3) and cadmium, chromium, barium and lead were found in TCLP tests of this powder. :

Brief Dutdpdol' of Pathways (Groundwater, Surface Water, Sediment, Soll):
Primary pathway of concemn is exposure to workers in building.

Brief Description of Receptors (Human snd Ecological):
Occupational exposure.

(1) Use to record infosmation on Sites and Arcas of Concefn (AOC) for Retative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site'is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verificd and requires furt
A Site by definition has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, "projects™ equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete area of contamination, or suspected contamination in the
(ot RFA) phase that has not been entered into RMIS.

Page 1 - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet
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Cround Water
CONTAMINANTY Mazimum Conc. Standard
HAZARD Coatsminant - el - ug/l. Ratia (1)
FACTOR((1) ' Lead 16 4.0 0.900
(CHF) Manganese and compounds 1.100.0 1,700.0 0.650 (Place an "X" next to one below)
. Iron N 2,120.0 11,000.0 0.190 . -
Bis{2-cthylhexyi)phthalate (DEHP) 6.0 480.0 0.010 Significant (If Total > 100):
Phenol 0.9 22.000.0
Buty! benzyl phihalate 09 27,3000 T Moderate (If Total 2 - 100):
Zinc 11.0 11,000.0 . :
Minima) (If Total < 2): X
(1) Evaluate for human contminants only Total: 1.750
(2) Ratio ~ Maximum Concentration/Standard ’
Note: Only top ten contaminants sre displayed.
MIGRATION  Evidest- Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates that the potential for (Place an "X" next to onc below)
PATHWAY contamination in the media is moving away from the source. contaminant migration from the source is limited (due to
FACTOR : ' geological structures or physical controls) . Evident:
-|(mMPF) - ) .
Potential - Possibility for comamination to be present at or migrate Potential: X
to & point of exposure; or information is not sufficient .
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Coaflned
Brief Retionale for Selection:  Poteatiat for leaching to groundwater enists.
. . (Place an “X" next to one below)
RECEPTOR Identified - There is a threatened or potentiafly threatencd water supply Limited - There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradient of
FACTOR downgradient of the source. The GW (cort. or not) is a current the source. mmmuiammwnmidmof Identified:
RF) drinking water source ot is equiv. to (Class 1 or T1A aquifer).” DW or is of limited benificial use (I11A, $11B or perched aquifer).
Potential: X
Potentisl - There is no potentialty threatened water supply well downgradient )
of the source. The groundwater is potentislly usable for DW, Limited:
itrigation of agricatture, but not presently ased (Class 1B equifer). . .
Brief Rationale for Sclection: Water may eventually resch Piacatsqua River.
Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: SITE 00030 Groundwater Category: Low
(High, Medium, Law)




Soll
CONTAMINANT Mazimum Conc. Standserd
HAZARD Contamianat wg/Kg og/Kg Ratio (1)
FACTOR (1) Benzo{a]pyrene 240 5.6 4290
(CHF) Dibenz{ahjanthrace 7.6 5.6 1,360 (Place an *X" next to one below)
Iten - 27,800.0 22,000.0 1.260
Lead - 394.0 4000 0.990 Siguificant (If Total > 100):
- [Arsenic (cancer) 15.7 210 0.750 '
Benzofb}flsoranthene 240 56.0 0.430 Moderste (1f Tetal 2 - 100): X
Benz(a)anthracene . 200 56.0 0.360
Alumninum 19,900.0 . 75.000.0 0.270 Miaimsi (If Total < 2): :
Indenof 1.2, 3-cd]pyrenc 14.0 56.0 0.250
Mang and compounds 7170 3,100.0 0.230
(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only Total: 10.480
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Stardard ’ '
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.
MIGRATION  Evidemst - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confianed - Low possibility for contamination to be present at (Place an "X" next to onc below)
PATHWAY contamination is present at, is moving towards, or has of migrate to a point of exposure
FACTOR moved to & point of exposure Evident:
(MPF) : .
Poteatial - Possibility for contamination to be preser at of migrate . . _ * Poteatial: - X
1o & point of exposure; o information is not sufficient
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined:
Brief Rationals for Selection: Direct accupationsl expesure to workers within Building 184 through iskalation or dermal c -
ontact.
(Place an "X next to onc below)
RECEPTOR Ldeatified - Receplors identified that have access to Limited - Linle or no potential for receptors to have sccess to
FACTOR contaminated soil contaminated soil : Identifled: X
(RF)
Potestial: —
Potentis} - Potential for receptors to have access to
contaminated soil Limited:
Brief Rationale for Selection: Direet eccupational exposure to workers within Building 184,
Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: SITE 00030 Soil Category:  High
: (High, Medium. Low)

Cmp—
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RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Ianstallation/Site Name for FUDS: KI'ITERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY . Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 2/19/99
Location (State): D~ ME : Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soll): GW SOIL
Site (Name/RMIS ID) / Profect for FUDS: SITE 00031 Phase of Exec. (S1, RI, FS, Remv, RD/RA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): CERCLA PA
~ RMIS Site Type: LANDFILL ' Agr. Status (Y/N, If yes, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order): Yes
Point of Contact (Name/Phone):  Marty Raymond -  NatonalPriorityList(YN):: -~ __Yes Site Rask: Low
SITE SUMMARY

(Include oaly key elements of information used to conduct the relative risk site evaluation. Attach map view of site if desired.)

Brief Site Description (Include site type, materials disposed of, dates of operation, and other relevant information):
Historical information indicates this site was used as a landfill during carfy part of this century. The site is currently covered by buildings
and pavement. Direct exposure is unlikely except for excavation work.

Brief Deseription of Pathways (Groundwater, Surface Water, Sediment, Soif):
The site may impact the plant and snimal life and humans consuming seafood in the vicinity of the site.

Brief Description of Receptors (Human and Ecological):
Human: Construction exposure to workers during excavation. Plant and animat life within the Piscataqua River and humans consuming scafood
caught from this arca. o -

(1) Use to record information on Sites and Arcas of Concemn (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and requires furt

A Site by definition has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, "projects” equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete area of contamination, or suspected contamination in the

(or RFA) phase thst has not been entered into RMIS. .
i Page 1 - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet
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Ground Water
CONTAMINANTY Maaimum Conc. Standsrd
HAZARD Contaminant up/l. wp/l. Ratio (2)
FACTOR (1) Arsenic (cancer) 486 4.5 10.800
(CHF) Lead 357 40 8.930 (Place an "X" next to onc below)
Manganese and compound 9,730.0 1.700.0 5720
Iron 99300 11,0000 0.900 Siguificant (I Total > 100):
Alumi ] 4.950.0 3700000 0.130
Barjum and compounds 2790 2.600.0 0.410 Moderate (1f Total 2 - 100): X
Mercury and compounds (inorganic) 0.45 1.0 0.040
Selenium 4.3 180.0 0.020 Minimal (If Totsal < 2):
Butyl benzyl phthalaic 11.0 7.300.0
Thallium 486
-
(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only Total: " 26.660
(2) Ratio = Maximum ConcentratiorvStandard -
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.
MIGRATION  Evidest- Analytical dats or observable evidence indicates that Coafined - Information indicates that the potential for (Place an “X" next to onc below) -
. PATHWAY contamination in the media is moving away from the source. contaminant migration from the source is limited (due to )
FACTOR : geological structures or physical controls) Evidest:
(MPF) : .
Petential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potential: X
to & point of exposure; or informatien is not sufficient -
to make 8 determination of Evident or Caafined Coufined
Brief Rationale for Selection:
(Place an "X" next to one below)
RECEPTOR Identified - There is a threatened or potentially threatened water supply Limited - There is no potentislly threatened water supply well downgradient of
FACTOR downgradient-of the source. The GW (cont. or not) is & current the source. The groundwater is not considered a potentisl source of  Identified:
(RF) drinking water source or is equiv. to (Class1 or 1A agquifer). DW or is of limited benificial use (IILA, I11B or perched aquifer).
' : Potentisl:
Potential - There is no potemially threatened water supply well downgradient
of the source. The groundwater is potentisily usable for DW, Limited: X
irrigation o agriculture, but not presently used (Class 11B aquifcr). .
Bricf Rationsele for Selection:
’
Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: SITE 00031 Groundwater Cstegory: Low
(High. Medium. Low)
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(High, Medium, Low)

Soll
CONTAMINANT Meiimam Conc. Standnrd .
HAZARD R Contaminant mp/Kg mg/Kg Ratio (2)
FACTOR (1) * Jlead 9.080.0 4000 22.700
(CHF) Iron 133.000.0 22.000.0 6,050 (Place an "X" next to one below)
Mercury and compounds (incrganic) 109.0 230 4.740
Arsenic (cancer) 456 210 2470 Significant (If Tetal > 100):
Benzofs]pyrene 8.6 56 1.540 o
Copper and compounds 4,090.0 2,800.0 |.460 Moderste (If Total 2 - 109): X
Manganecse and compounds 1,150.0 3,100.0 -0.370
Dibenz|ahjanthracene 16 5.6 0.290 Minimat (If Total <2):.
Alumi 22,1000 75,000.0 0.290 .
Nicke} and compounds 342.0 1,300.0 0.230
(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only: Totak: 40.820
{2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.
-IMIGRATION  Evidest- Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Low possibility for contamination to be present at (Place an "X" next to one below)
PATHWAY contamination is present at, is moving towards, of has or migrute to & point of exposure .
FACTOR moved to a point of exposure Evident:
(MPF) .
Potestis! - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Poteatisk:
to & poimt of exposure; or information is not sufficient
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined: X
Brief Rationale for Selection:  Soil excavations and historicat evidence indicate the West Timber Bas was used as a landf) -
18 : -
(Place 2n " X" next to one below)
RECEPTOR fdemtified-  Reccptors identified that have access to Limited - Little or no potential for receptors.to have access to - :
FACTOR contaminated soil " contaminated soil Identified:
(RF)
. Potentisl: X
Potestial - Potential for receptors o have nccess 1o )
contamninated soil Limited:
Brief Rationale for Selection: Receptor Includes occupstions! exposere if excavation occared.
Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: SITE 00031 Soil Category: Low




RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

InstallatiowSite Name for FUDS: KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 5n4/9%

Location (State): MW ” E Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SEDEM SOIL

Site (Name/RMIS ID) / Project for FUDS: SITE 00032 Phase of Exec. (S, RI, FS, Remv, RD/RA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): CERCLA PA

RMIS Site Type: LANDFILL Agr. Status (Y/N, If yes, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order): Yes

Pd-i of Contact (Name/Phoae): Marty Raymond National Priority List (Y/N): Yes Site Rank: - High
SITE SUMMARY

(Include only key clements of information used to conduct the relative risk site e\l/nlunlion. Attach map view of site if desired.)

Brief Site Description (Include site type, materials dhpoﬁd of, dates of operation, and other relevant information):
Historical information this sitc had been used as & landfill and salvage arca early in 1900s.

Brief Description of Pathways (Groundwater, Surface Water, Sedizrent, Soil):
Contact with soils and groundwater.

Brief Description of Receptors (Human and Ecological):
Occupational and residential exposure from Shipyard workers and family housing residents.

(1) Use to record information on Sites and Arcas of Concern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete arca for which suspected contamination has been verified and requires furt

A Site by definition has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, "projects” equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete area of contamination, or suspected contamination in the

(or RFA) phase that has not been entered into RMIS. '
Page 1 - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet
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Ground Water
CONTAMINANY Mazimum Cooe. Standerd
HAZARD Contaminant ap/l. e/l Rstio {2)
FACTOR(1) Lesd 195.0 4.0 4R, 750 ’
(CHF) Manganese 1.070.0 110.0 9.730 (Place an "X" next to one below)
Arsenic (cancer) 41.2. ‘A5 9.160 '
Iron 12.000.0 11,000.0 1.550 Significant (If Total > 100):
Copper and p 496.0 1.400.0 0.350
Nicke} and compounds 1280 730.0 0.180 Mederate (If Total 2 - 100): X
Aluminum 2,770.0 37,000.0 0.070
Barium and compounds 1280 2,600.0 0.050 Minimal (If Total < 2):
Zinc . 532.0 N 11,000.0 0.050
Mercury and compounds (inoiganic) 0.46 1.0 0.040
© (1) Evaluste for human contaminants only Total: 69.930
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displsyed.
MIGRATION  Evident- Aralytical data or cbservable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates that the potential for (Place an “X" next to one below)
PATHWAY contamination in the media is moving away from the source. coataminant migration from the source is limited (due to
FACTOR : - geological structures or physical controts) Evident:
. |(MPF) : ’
Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present st or migrate Potential: X
1o a point of exposure; ot information is not sufficient
1o make s determination of Evident or Confined Coufined:
Brief Rationale for Selection:
o . (Place an "X" next to one below)
RECEPTOR Identified - There is  threstened or potentially threatencd water supply Limited - There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradient of
FACTOR downgradient of the source. The GW (cont. or not) is & current the source. The groundwater is not idered a potentisl sourcc of  Identified:
(RF) drinking water source or is equiv. to (Class I or 1A aquifer). DW or is of limited benificial use (I11A, IIIB or perched aquifer). ) .
Potential: X
Potential - There is no potentislly threstened water supply well downgradient
" of the source. The groundwater is potentially usable for DW, Limited:
irrigation or agriculture, but not presently used (Class 11B aquifer).
Brief Rationale for Selection:
Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: SITE 00032 Groundwater Category:  Med
(High, Medium, Low)




CONTAMINANT
HAZARD
FACTOR (1)
(CHF)

MIGRATION
PATHWAY
FACTOR
(MPF)

Evideat -

Poteatisl-

Soil

Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.

Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that
contamination is present at, is moving towsrds, or has
moved to a point of exposure

Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate
to a point of exposure; ot information is not sufficient
to make a determination of Evident or Coafined

Brief Rationale for Selection: Exposure to contamisated soils.

Mazimum Coac. Standard
: Costsminant mp/Rg mg/Kg Ratio (2)

Coppes and compounds 30,600.0 28000 10.930 .

lron . 234,000.0 22,0000 10.640 (Place an "X" next to one below)

Lesd 2:120.0 400.0 6.800

Arsenic (cancer) 258 21.0 1.230 Siguificant (§f Total > 100):
" INiékel and compounds ' 1,540.0 1.500.0 1.030

Benzo{a]pyrene 5.7 5.6 1.020 Moderate (If Total 2 - 100):

Mercury and compounds (inorganic) 16.3 2.0 0.710

Antimony and compounds 18.0 30.0 0.600 Misimal (If Total <2):

Mangancsc and compounds 1,580.0 3.100.0 0.510

Zinc 9,630.0 22.000.0 0,440

(1) Evaluate for kuman contaminants only Total: 36.010

(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standsrd

Confined - Low possibility for contamination to be present at

or migrate to a point of exposure

Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to

(Place an "X" next to one below)

Evideat:

Potential:

Cosfised:

| ‘x

(Place an "X" next to one below)

RECEPTOR  ldemtified-  Receptors identified that have access to
FACTOR contaminated soil contaminated soil Ideatified:
(RF)
Potentisl: X
Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to
contaminited soi! Limited:
Brief Rationole for Selection:  Occupations! and resideatisl expossre fo Shipyard workers snd residents,
Activity Nswe KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: 00032 Soil Category:  Med
' (High, Medium, Low)
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CONTAMINANT
HAZARD
FACTOR (1)
(CHF)

MIGRATION
PATHWAY
FACTOR
(MPF)

RECEPTOR
FACTOR

Evidest -

Potentiat -

Brief Rationale for Selection: Offshore investigations have found contamination

Sorface Water Eco Marine
Masimum Cone. Sisndard .

Contamiant ug. oL Ratio (2)
Copper and compounds 425 2.9 N 14,660
Nickel and compounds ____ arss 13 ’ 5.040
Zinc 201.3 86,0 2.340
Lead 93 8.5 1.090
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) 0.01 0.03 0.350
Mirex . 0.080
Heptachtor epoxide
Anthracene
Fluorene !
Miang; and compounds . 40.0
(1) Evaluate for human cortaminants only Total: 23.560
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard

Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.

Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that
contamination in the media ix present at, is moving
toward, or has moved to a point of exposure

Possibility for contsmination to be present st 6¢ migrate
to & point of exposure; or information is not sufficient
to make & determination of Evidemt or Confined

Identifled - Receptors identified that have sccess to surface water

Potentiat -

" Potential for receptors to have secess to surface water

Confined - Information indicates » low potential for contamination

to lpotemialpoimduppnm(coddbcdmtodie .
presence of geological structures or physical controls)

present in the media and biota.

Limited - Little or no potential fmmm“@m

surface water

Brief Retionale for Selection:  Receptors {nclude Piscatsqas River blots from direct uptake and food chain ingestion.

Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY

Site Name:

SITE 00032

Surface Water Marine Category:
(High. Medium, Low)

(Place an "X" next to one below)
Siguificant (If Totat > 100):

. Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X
Mistmal (If Total <2):
{Place an "X" next to one below)
Evideat: X
Petential:

Ceaflned: :
(Place an 'X;'m:\ to one below)
Identified:
Potential:
Limited:
Hich
|




Sediment Eco Marine
CONTAMINANT Mazimam Conc. Standard
HAZARD Contaminast ag/Kg mg/Kg Ratio (1) -
FACTOR (1) DDD 4,4- 1.06 1060.000
(CHF) DDT 0.06 31.870 (Place an "X" next to one below)
Mercury . 297 0.15 . 19.830 ]
Chrysene 1.4 0.06 18.330 Sigaificant (If Total > 100): X
ne 4.2 0.3$ 12.060
Lead 3440 350 9.830 Moderate (If Total 2 - 100):
Anthracene. 0.81 0.9 9,540
Capper and compounds ‘ $66.0 70.0 5.090 Minimal (If Total < 2):
DDE 4 4 0.02 7.800
Fluotene 0.26 ' 0,04 7490
(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only Totsl: 1117.960
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard
Note: Only top ten contaminants arc displayed.
MIGRATION  Evidest- Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Inf ion indicates a low p ial for contamination to a (Place an "X" next to one below)
PATHWAY contamination in the media is present at, is moving potential point of exposure (could be due to the presence
FACTOR toward, or has moved to a point of exposere of geological structures or or physica) controls) Evident: X
(MPF) : . )
Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potential:
10 & point of exposure; of information is not suficient
10 make a determination of Evident or Confined Counfined:
Brief Rationale for Selection:  Offshore investigatioas have found contsmination preseat in the media and blota.
(Place an "X" next to one below)
RECEPTOR Ideatified - Receptors identified that have access to sediment Limited - Little or no potentisl for receptors to have socess to sediment . :
FACTOR . Identified: X
LT
Potentiat:
Poteatial - Potential for receptors to have access to sediment
- ) Limited:
Brief Rationale for Selection:  Receptors include Piscataqua River biota from direct uptake and food chain ingestion.
Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: SITE 00032 Sediment Marine Category:  High
{High, Medium, Low) '
lE e



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Installation/Site Neme for FUDS: KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): . 5724199

Location (State): NH" e Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soll): SEDH SEDEM SOIL

Site (Name/RMIS 1D) / Project for FUDS: SITE 00034 Phase of Exec. (S1, Rl, FS, Remv, RD/RA, or equiv. RCRA Stage):

RMIS Site Type: OTHER A Agr. Status (Y/N, If yes, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order): No '

Point of Contact (Name/Phone): National Priority List (Y/N): No Site Rank: High
SITE SUMMARY

(Include only key elements of information used to conduct the relative risk site evaluation. Attach map view of site if desired.)

Brief Site Deseription (Inctude site type, materials disposed of, dates of operation, and other relevant information):
Building 62 was the former Oil Gasification Plant and former Blacksmith Shop. The building has also been used as a pesticide storage area.

Brief Description of Pathways (Groundwater, Surface Water, Sediment, Soil):
The site is located edjacent to the shoreline. :

Brief Description of Receptors (Human and Ecologicat): .
Human: Occcupational and Construction exposures are likely at this time. Ecological: The site could cffect the plant and animal lifc and
humans consuming seafood. '

(1) Use 1o record information on Sites and Areas of Concem (AOC) for Relstive Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and requires furt
A Site by definition has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, "projects” equates to sites for current installations. An AQC is a discrete area of contaminstion, or suspected contamination in the
(or RFA) phase.that has not been entered into RMIS.

Page | - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet
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CONTAMINANT "’ Matimum Cone. ) Standsrd
HAZARD Coataminsat wp/kg mg/Kg . Ratio (2) .
FACTOR (1) Lend 5.450.0 400.0 13.630
(CUF) Benzo{ajpyrenc . 51.0 5.6 9110 - (Place an “X" next to one below)
Antimony end compounds . 231.0 30.0 j 7.700
Dibenz{ahjamhmacenc 20.0 5.6 3.570 Siguificant (1f Totat > 100):
Iron 37.000.0 . 22,000.0 - 1.680 )
Benz{ajanthracene 35.0 $6.0 1.520 Moderate (1f Totsl 2 - 100): X
Arsenic (cancer) 176 210 0.840 .
Benzo{b|Nuoranthene 45.0 $6.0 0.820 Minimal (If Total < 2):
Indenof 1,2 3cd]pyrene , 8.0 56.0 0.680
Naphthalene 18.0 55.0 0.330
(1) Evaluate for humsn contaminants only . Totsl: 41.180
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.
MIGRATION  Evidest- Analytical data or obscrvable evidence indicates that . Confined - Low possibility for contamination to be present al (Place an "X" next to one below)
PATHWAY contamination is present al, is moving towsrds, of has or migrate to s point of exposure
FACTOR moved to a point of exposure . Evident: X
(MPF) : A ‘ .
' Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potestial:
to » point of exposure; or information is not sufficient '
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Conflned:

Brief Rationsle for Selection:  Anslytical data indicates 00il contaminatios may be migrating offshore.

(Place an "X™ next to one below)

RECEPTOR deatified - Receptors identified that have access to Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to
- FACTOR contaminated $0i! ' comaminated soil . Ideatified: X
(RF)
Potential:
Potentist - Potential for receptors to have atcess to ‘
contaminated soil , o . Limited:

Brigf Refiansle for Selection:  Receptors idestified have access (o sediment which instion may have moved to.

Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: . SITE 00034 . Soil Category:  High

(High, Medium, Low)




Sediment Human
CONTAMINANT ‘ v Mazimum Cooc Standard
HAZARD . Contaminast mpKe .. -my/Kg Ratio (2)
FACTOR (1) " |Benzo|a]pyrene 5.6 5.6 1.000
(CHF), Dibenz{shjanthrcene 23 5.6 0.450 (Place an "X" next to one below)
Lead 1810 400.0 0.450 - )
Arsenic {cancer) 8.0 210 0.380 Sigaificant (If Total > 100): .
Benz{sjanthracene - 9.2 . 56.0 0.160
Indenof 1.2 3-¢d]pyrene ‘7.2 56.0 . 0.130 Moderate (If Totat 2 - 100): X
Benrzojbjlluoranihene 7.1 56.0 . 0.130 .
Anthracene 1,700.0 140000 0,120 Minimsal (If Totsl <2):
Chlordane, alpha- (2) 16.0 160.0 0.100
Aleminum $,900.0 - 75,000.0 . 0.080
(1) Evaluste for human contaminants only Total: 3.120
{2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard '
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. .
MIGRATION  Evidest- Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates a low potential for contamination to a (Place an "X" next to one below)
PATHWAY ‘ contaminstion in the media is present at, is moving R potential point of exposure (could be due to the presence R
FACTOR ) toward, or has moved to a point of exposure . of geological structures or or physical controls) - : Evident: X
(MPF) ‘ : ' . '
Poteatial - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrste : , Potential:
to & point of exposure; or information is not sufficient : '
to make s detecmination of Evident or Confined Confined:
Brief Rationale for Selection: Asslytical data lndicates so0il contamination may be migrating offshore.
. (Place an "X" next to one below)
RECEPTOR Ideatified - Receptors identified that have access to sediment Limited - Little or no potentisl for receptors to have acoess to sediment
FACTOR : ' . 1dentified: X
(RF)
Poteatial:
Poteatial - Potential for receptors to have access to sediment ) }
. ' i : : : Limited:
Brief Rasionale for Selecrion: Receptors identified have access to sediment which contamination msy have moved to,
Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Nsme: SITE 00034 Sediment Human Category:  Migh
' " (High, Medium, Low)




CONTAMINANT

Sediment Eco Marine

Masimum Cone. Standard
HAZARD Coataminant mp/Ke me/Rg Ratio (1)
FACTOR () Chrysenc 10.0 0.06 166.670
(CHF) Benz{aJanthracene 9.2 0.23 40 000 (Place an "X~ next to one below)
. Fluorene ) 1.1 0.04 31.430
Phenanthrene 6.4 022 8440 Significant (If Totsl > 100): X
Anthracene 1.7 0.0 20,000
Benzo{s]pyrene . 5.6 0.4 14.000 Moderate ($f Tots! 2 - 100):
Fluonanthene 5.2 . 0.6 B.670 .
DDD.44- 0.04 8.400 Minimal (If Total < 2):
{.ead 181.0 .35.0 $.170
DDT 001 . 4.200
" (1) Evaluate for human contaminants oaly Totsl: 331.4%
(2) Ratio = Maximumn ConcentratioryStandard
Note: Only top len contaminants are displayed.
MIGRATION  Evideat - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Conflned - Information indicates s low p ial for ination to » (Place an “X" néxt to onc below)
PATHWAY contamination in the media is present aL, is moving p ial point of exp (could be due to the presence
FACTOR toward, or has moved (o » point of exposure of geological structures or or physical controls) Evideat: X
(MPF) .
’ Poteatial - Possibility for contamination to be present at of migrate Potestial:
to 8 point of exposure; or information is not sullicient
to make » determination of Evident or Confined Confined:

Brief Rationale for Selection:  Analytical dats indicates soil contsminstion may be migrating offsbore.

{Place an " X" next 10 onc below)

RECEPTOR Identified - Receptors identified that have sccess to sediment Limited - Linie or no potentin) for seceptors to have access to sediment
FACTOR ldestified: X
(RF)
. Poteatial:
Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to sediment
' Limited:

Brief Rationale for Selection:  Receptors identified bave access to sediment which contamination may bave moved to.

Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: SITE 00034 Sediment Marine Category: uig

{tligh, Medium, Low)
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APPENDIX C

SUMMARY AND DETAILED SCHEDULES

OU-1 (Sites 10 & 21) Schedule

OU-2 (Sites 6 & 29) Schedule

OU-3 (Sites 8, 9 & 11) Schedule

OU-4 (Offshore) Schedule

OU-6 (Site 8 Management of Migration) Schedule
Site 26 (.Portable Oil/Water Tanks) Schedule

Site 27 (Berth 6 Industrial Area) Schedule

Site 30 (Galvanizing Plant Building 184) Schedule
Site 31 (West Timber Basin Landfill) Schedule

C.10 Site 32 (Topeka Pier Site) Schedule
C.11 Site 34 (Oil Gasification Plant, Building 62) Schedule
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APPENDIX C.1
OU-1 (Sites 10 & 21) Schedule



Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
Site Management Plan Schedules

OPERABLE UNIT 1 (OU 1) -
. I I I | [ I 2000 I 2001 T 2002 ; 2003 2004
ID__ [ Task Name % Dur Stet | Finish [O[NJO [JJF[MJAIM]J[JTJAISIOINID[IJFTMTAIMIITITATSTOJNIDO[JIFIMITATMTIJIUTAJSIOIN]D [JJFIMJAIMIJITI[A]JSJOINTID [J]FIMIATMTITY
1 |FIELD INVESTIGATION REPORT SITE 10 AND 29 ; 42198 /29100 [5Fs 3
) Perform Site 10 & 29 Field Work {Secondary Document) o 11/6/98
9 Prepare Oraft Ste 10 & 20 Repot  ~ T T T 126199 . . . . . 2

14 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft Site 10 & 29 Report 1127199

15 | USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Stte 10 & 29 Report 4114199

19 Navy -Re-ceivé; Comménls on D};ﬁ é.ite.io & 29 R}aporl .-4/1(%/99

anem9 eaiga

20

. . - . J - e - .
25 USEPA, MEDEP Receive Site 10 & 29 Report Response to Comments Letter 6/8/99 " 6/5/99

26 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews Site 10 & 29 Report Response to Comments Letter /5199 7720199

30 | Navy Receives Comments on Site 10 & 29 Report Response o Comments Letter e 720199

3 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 712139 : 11.15/99 >

32 |  Prepare Draft Final Site 10 & 29 Report 10893 1214199

33 | USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Oraft Final Site 10 & 29 Report

1215799

34 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final Site 10 & 29 Report ) ’ : 12116098, 2/2/00

38 1/28/00

39 Nav; and Regulalo"v Resolution or Notice of 6isp e 212100

20 Prepare Final Site 10 & 29 Report ) : 2729/00°  328/00

T 3126i00°  3/29/00 * ;
a2 |
43 |SITE 10 ADDITIONAL INVESTIGATION i i oo’ 1126103

44 Prepare Drafi Sie 10 Workplan 9/18/00 2/5/01
49 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft Site 10 Workplan 260017 216101
50 " USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Site 10 Workplan oo ’o%i T ¥22101
Nav;; Receives Comments on Draft Site 10 Workplan 23101
55 Prepare fsné io Wo:kplaﬁ hesbonse to Commenl; Leﬁer B ‘ T ., h ' v 3/23/0.1' i 5/6/01
60 USEPA. MEDEP Receive Site 10 Workplén h'espb'nse to Comments Letter " st " siTion
81 | USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews Site 10 Workplan Response to Comments Letter T Csmon; T wision
65 Navy Receives Comments on Site 10 W‘o'rkplan Response to Comments Letter ’ : i ‘ : §/6/01 B
66 ’ Navy and Fieguléiof Cdmmeﬁ! Resolul.ion o ’ . o : 612101
67 |  Prepare Draft Final Site 10 Workplan s R T 0% 3049 eieiot 715101
68 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final Site 10 Workplan L oow 19 ret] 716101

0%,  30d.  7/6001:  84i01

69

73 ; Navy Recéives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 1d 8/5/01 ¢ &/5/01

74 Navy and Regulator Resolution ot Nolit;e of Dispute 304d 8/5/01 : 901

75 |7 A.‘.Prepara Final Site 10 Workplan 309, w501, o1

76 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Site 10 Workplan o ; 1d oot 001

77 Fiakdwork . 5101 142002

78 'brepare Draft Site 10 Field Investigation Report
83 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft Site 10 Field Investigation Report ) 0% Cye. swo2l s02 ’
84 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Site 10 Field Investigation Report o ow 450 5/3102° 61802
88 | Navy Receives Comments on Oraft Site 10 Field Investigation Report - T Ve T Tentin2 a0z
‘ 89 Prepare Site 10 Field Investigation Report Responsa to Comments Letter ’ ' % asd’ enmoz. 7AwG:
94 USEPA, MEDEP Receive Site 10 Fiekd Investigation Report Re 1o Co Letier -~ 19T sios: e
95 | USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Reviews Site 10 Fieid investigation Report Response lo Comments Letter " " o% 304, @nioz T

99 Navy Receives Comments on Sile 10 Field Investigation Report Response to Comments Letter 0% 10 83102 ®3102

100 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution . 0% 7d  B31/02 96102

101 | Prepare Draft Final Site 10 Field Invesigation Report 77T 0Tt m " o%  30¢  8mi02 o2

102 | 'USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final Ste 10 Field nvestigation Report 1d enmorz e3002

103 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final Site 10 Field Investigation Report ) 0% 3040 9/30/02 . 10!29‘/02

1d 10730102

107 Navy Receives Approval, Comments. or Notice of Dispute .
108 Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 0% 30d ' 10730/02 . 11/28/02 I
109 Psepare Final Site 10 Fietd Investigation Report ’ 0% 30d ' 10130102, 1 1128002

11129102

110 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Site 10 Field tvestigation Report 777 7 T T 6T T g Yinsion

i----------
€




" Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
Site Management Plan Schedules
OPERABLE UNIT 1 (OU 1)

l I I | 2000 | 2001 2002 - l 2003 2004
iD__| Task Name - % | ou Start Finish [OJ N[O [JJFIM[A[M]JIIJAIS[O[N]O |V F[MIATM]STsTATISTOINTD[ I JF[MIATMIITIJATSIOIN]D[J]FIMIAIMIITITAIS]OIN]D|STFIMIAIMTIITY
IEE] ! : :
112 | GROUNDWATER MODELING REPORT TSR 6 a 8Ruioa T araits :
113 Prepare Modeling Work Plan : 0%? " s00” 82903 11126/03

118 |  USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Modeling Work Plan T TS ETT 7/ TTH27103

719 | USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews Draft Modeiing Work Plan 0% 45d° 11727103, 110/0a

123 Navy Receives Comments on Draft iviodéiing Work Plan 0% . ) ‘ 1711104 111104

124 | Prepare Modeling Work Plan Response 10 Ct Letter h 0% . “1tios 2124104

125 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Recsive Modeling Work Plan Response to Comments Latter 0% 1 [ Ssi0s ‘

126 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews Modeling Work Plan Response to Comments Letter i 3125004 .

130 | Navy Raceives Comments on Modeling Work Plan ; 26008 326104 ‘

131 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 0% 7 3126104 ! ‘an/04

132 Prepare Draft Final Mddeling Work Plan i 0% l 30d ! 3IZéIM ; 4/24/04

133 | USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Drafl Final Modeling Work Plan o%: ol aksos T a0k

134 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final Modeling Work Pian 0% 304 472504, 512404

138 | Navy Receives Approval, Gomments, o Notice of Disputa TTew, e sizsioa §125/04

139 | Navy and Reguiator Resolution or Notice of Dispute I o% s0a s " e23104

140 Prepare Final Mbdeiing Work Plan ' i 304 ) 52500 6I23/04

1a1 | USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Work Plan o Ta. " 6raioa ;62404 '

192 | Prepare Modeling Report 0% o009l 62804 9122104

147 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Modeling Report : 6%§ id. onv0s L gaes

148 | USEPA. MEDEP & g T 9123/an 11/6/04 ;
152 Prepare Modeling Repbn Reasponse to C;)mmenls Letter 45d 117104 ‘2/51/04 :
157 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Modeling Report Response to Comments Letter 1d. 12122i04 12122104

158 | USEPA, MEOEP & RAB Reviews Modeling Reporl Response to Comments Letter o 30d 1222104 1720005 -

162 Navy Receives C on Modeling Report Response to Comments Letter : 19, 121005 " 1721105

163 Prepare D'rah Final Modeling Repoh 0% 304 121105 "’ 2119/05

164 | USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Receive Draft Final Modefing Report 0: 20105

165 | ©  USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final Modeling Report 0%, 30d T 2p005 32105

169 Navy Receives Approval, Ccmrﬁeﬁls, or Notice of b{spule ’ 0% 1d " 32205; 3122108 ’
170 vy and Regulator Resolution of Notice of Dispute T 7d 32005 328005

7 Prepare Final Modeling Report ' © 0%l 304 3220057 412005

172 4121105

173 :
174 |FEASIBILITY STUDY (Primary Document) 0%, 787d 220005  4/37/07
175 | 7S, PRAP § ROD Contracting Action TS 20i05 4130105 '
183 | Award SOW fof FS B a5 “51105 ‘ -
184 Prepare Draft FS Repost . 0% 50540 520050 611806 i

190 | USEPA & MEDEP Receives Draft F'S Report o - F T T g eneioe s eios

191 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Review Dralt FS Report 0% 45d 9M19/06 1172106

195 Navy Recieves Comments on Draft FS Repod 0% 14 U306 113006 !

196 ) l;}er;are FS Reporf I{eﬁbonse o &n ents Lel 0“/; R 1 lAliilo.'G /66 i (
201 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receiva FS Report Response to Comments Letter 0% 18 12ns0s 121808 )
202 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews FS Report Response to Comments Letter 0%  30d 121806 11607 '
206 | Navy Receives Comments on FS Report Response to Gomments Letier T Tow e ner T anTior . :
207 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 0% 79 wmor wedor| ! ’
208 Prepare Draft Final FS Report 0% 30d 11707, 21507 ‘
209 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final F5 Report 0% 1d zneio? 2107
210 0%. 107 {
214 Navy. Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 0% - 1d 5/\8/b7 3.’18/67 ’
215 Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute ’ E 324107 . |
216 Prepare Final FS Repont ' 4/16/07 i [
217 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final FS Report ‘ L anmor ' i
= o . e i .

A6
Y



Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
Site Management Plan Schedules

-
e

OPERABLE UNIT 1 (OU 1) ’
2005 2006 007 2008
ID__| Task Name Stan | Finish [AJSTOJNTO[J[FIMIATM]I]JIAISIOIN]D JIFIMTATM[UTITAIS[OIN]D JIFIMIATMII[J[A[SsToIN[D JIFIMTATMIIJITATSJONID [JFIMIAIWM
i3 0}
"112" GROUNDWATER MODELING REPORT 829103 4121105 : = 5
1 13 ) i;reb;ré .ﬁodeii-ng' Work i’lén - 8/29/63 1 1/26103
USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Modeling Work Plan 1127031 11727103 ‘ ) o
119 | USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews Oraft Modsing Work Plan B 1127037 110/04
123 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Modeling Work Pian 111104
124 e Prepare Modeling Work Ptan Response to Comments Lenet 111/04 i; 2124104
125 UéEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Modeling Work Plan Response to Comments Leiter i125104 ) 2/25/04
128 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews Modeiing Work Plan Response to Comments Letter
130 ] Navy Receives Comments on Modeling Work Pian Response [o Comm TTe T3reod T 3600
131, Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution ' 0%: 7d. 3126104 a1/04
132 Prepare Draft Final Modeling Work Plan C ' o o%:? " 304’ 5/26/64? “a2ai04 : -
1337 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Recaive Draft Final Modaling Work Pian " T T e v T T vy :
134 | USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final Modeling Work Pian £ asion 5124104
138 Navy Fieceives App}ﬁ;}sl. Cor;{ments, or Notice of Dispute ) - 5/25/04 5/25/04
' 139 Navy and Regulator Resolution or N of Dispute 5/25104 6/23/104 °
140 i"répare Final Modellng Work Plan 5125/04 ‘ 6/23/04
141 USEPA, MEDEP AB Receive Final Work Plan 6/24104 6/24/04
142 Prepare Modaling Report 6/25/04
147 | USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Modaling Report 23
148 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Oraft Modeling Report
152 Prepare Modeling Report Reé.poﬁse to Comments Letter 12/21.104
157 USEPA, MEGEP 8 RAB Receive Modeling Report Response to Comments Latter o 0% 12722104
158 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews Modeling“l'iepon Response to Comments Letter ; 1/20/05
'16'2 ) Navy Receives C 1 -6n Modeling Rebort Response to Comments Letter 1121105
163 | Prepare Diah Finai Kiodeling Repart o : FGireios
1841 "USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Orafl Final Modsing Report 1d zrzows: 2120105
165 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final Modeling Report “2nwos! 32105
169 ‘Navy Recei a5 32208
170 n Navy and Regulator Resolution or Noxica“c;i Dlspule 7d 3122105 5 3/28/05
171 Prepare Final Modeling Report 304 322105 4120006
17271 USERA MEDER & R e as ;4121105
’ ! i
174 FEASIBILITY STUDY (Primary Document) 0% 2/20/05 417107 45 ; ’é&%&:m 2 Z SRR B G VRIS T .
175 FS. PRAP & ROD Contracling Adtion 0% 05
“183 Award SOW for FS B . 0% Sios T g0
184 Prepare Draft F§ Repot ~ ~ ~ = T Tt o ) : o o%? “s05 u " si2i05: " ‘9neios :
190" USEPA & MEDEP Receives eport , ow 1 u Siiaioe 9119106 .
191 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft £S Report ) o T oe% T asa 91906 1112106
195 Nav'y Re.acieveé Comments on Draft F§ hepon ’ ’ . ) 0% 1 d Tios 11/3/06
196 | Prepare FS Report Response to Gomments Letier - 103061 1217106
201 | USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive FS Report Response to Comments Lefter ’ ' T 0% 1d 1'2/13/06% 12/18/06
202 USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Reviews FS Repori Response to Comments L etter’ Yoo 304 12ibis. Tiier
208 5 ﬁz;;yﬁ"ecewes Comments on FS ﬁ;p&ﬁiéesmnse 1o Comments Letter - i ) : 7107
207 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution ’ T 0% 745 o7 swer
208 Prepare Draft Final FS Roport ’ 0%  30d’  Wi707. 201507
o5 . R FS Repan ™™ e e T e T e s
210} " "USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final F§ Report ~~ T T - T T T e T 00 Taneir T wiier ‘
214 - Navy.' Receivas Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 0% 1d 31807 ' 318107
215" | Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Oispute. T e o% 79 " a0y 3124107
216 Prepare Final FS Report . : 0% 30d 31807 ) 4/16/07 H
217 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final FS Report 0% td- anmor anror .
e b e e . e )

S
e w



Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
Site Management Plan Schedules
OPERABLE UNIT 1 (OU 1)

I % I Our l Stant | Finish

PREPARATION OF RD/RA SCHEDULE AND REMEDIAL DESIGN

ID__|Task Name .
219 | PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN (PRAP) . 0% "7 er07
220 Authorize Refease of Funds 0% NTIoT| nTio7
221 | Award PRAP/ROD and RO/RA Schedule [ 118407
22 Prapare Proposed Remedial Action Plan N 0% ; P aaio7
223 0% 117d mg/m;, 5/16/07
228 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft PRAP % e Tsnnor! sirior
229 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft PRAP Schedule B 0%° 304’ 517107 eS0T
233 | Navy .R-ecaives Commén(§ on 6ran PRAP ) O‘i’. ) 1d 6!16/07 : 616107
'234 Pfepare Response to Comfnenis Lane} & Draft F'inai PRAP 0%t GIIéIO7 .” '7/8)07
235" ] " TUSEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final PRAP & Responsa to Comments Letter o%:  1a. mmior’ T mio7
236 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 0% 1wa W07 2007
237 Prepare for Public Comment Period o%  14d 7eweri T o7
2?:8 R .Eublnc Comment Period ) "’ ) 9/2/07
239
240 h T804, 719I07  12M8/07

S0d, 7/19107° 10/16/07

264

268

21 repare RD/RA Schedule (Secandary)
242 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receiva RD Scheduls o'%; 14’ on7io7 10017/07
243 Regulatory and RAB Review ) 0% ‘ : 101707 ' 1115107
244 Decision/Resolution Period 0% T1HeI07 . 1211507
s’ Lo I I
246 |RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) STy T ivsi08
247 Prepare Draft ROD (Primary Document) . e of rmor! " e
2521 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft ROD el vomior n " oizior
“253 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft ROD oo o o7
257 Navy Receives Comments on Draft ROD 1107 11107
258 Prepare Response to Comments Lettes & Draft Final ROD BRETR Y4 117221/07

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Response to Comments & Draft Final ROD
USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final ROD

Névy Receives Comments on Draft Final ROD

" MEDEP Submits Letter of Concurrence/Non-Concurrence

Vd 1207 . Tii22i07
“214) 10T 12112007

1af 12113007, 121307

19, 124307 1213007

209 1213077 408

a 12108, 172108

278

285

286

288

289

298

299

270 Prepare Final ‘R‘IOD

T T M“Navy Signs Final ROD
212 USEPA Receives Final ROD
273 USEPA Signs Final ROD

1d, 1308 1308

1ad, w208] 11508

H

Navy Distributes Final Record of Decision

30d 12117007 1/15/08

REMEDIAL DESIGN
""'RD Contracting Action
Award Remediai Design

Design To Be Determined

REMEDIAL ACTION

RA Contracting Action

" Award Remedial Acion
Mobilization

Start of Si-gniﬁcanl & Continuous Onsite Activity

H

0%  so0d’ ory07 114109

0% 70d; 171407
0% 10% 11608 1/16/08

116408 |

0%, 161d. 116008 415109

116008 1714109

0% 89d 11508 4/13/09

0% 19 4/15008. 41508

1114109

Tuvsios” T 115109

I 2005
AJSJOIN]JOIJTFIMTATM]ITOTA]IS]O[N]D

2006 2007 2008 - I
JJFIMTATM]IJJ[ATSTOINTD AIMIJITJTA J[FIM[AIMIJJJI]A]SJOIN]D]IJFIMIA]M




APPENDIX C.2
OU-2 (Sites 6 & 29) Schedule



3/13% Portsmouth Naval Shipyard - - -
' Site Management Plan Schedule :
OPERABLE UNIT 2 (OU 2)

. 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
ID__ | Task Name % Dur Start Finish |OJNJOJUVJFIMIAIMIV]JTATS|OIN][DIJFIMIAIMIIIIIALS O[N[o[UIFIMIAIMIV [T [A[s[OINIO[J[FIM[AIM[I I A ]S OIN[O I [FIM[AIMII]T
1| GROUNDWATER MODELING 100%: 293d; 2/2399 | 12/13/9 -
2 ‘Navy Receives Comments on Draft Phase Il Modeling Report 100%; 10! 22309 | 202399
3 Prepare Phase Il Modeling Repart Response to Comments Letter 100% | 83d. 2/24/99 5117199
8 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Response to Comments Letter " too% 1d| snees 518799
9 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Phase Il Modeling Report Responseto Com'  100% | 50d | 51899~ 7/6/99
13 B 'r:i'avy Recei_ves Comments o e I Modeling Repo;{ Responsé ’ e/zz/gg ’ 7/7/99
T e andRegula{orcommemResolunon et s e e+ et IR R e
15 Prepare Draft Final Phase il Modeling Report 100% 22d 7/6/99 : 7/28/99 ' i
16 | USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final Phase Il Modeling Report ~ 100% | 0d| 7/29109 . 7120199
17 |~ USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final Phase Il Modeling Report . 100% | 35d| 7120099 9H/%9 .
21 Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of 6ispute 100% 0d 9/1/99 ‘ 9/1/99 ' ’ ;
22 Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute ; 100% 7d 999 { /8199 )
23 Prepare Fihal Phase |l Modeling Report v 100% 102d 9/1/99 12/12/99 l
24 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Phase Il Modeling Report 100%  0d| 1211389 | 12113/99
26 | FIELD INVESTIGATION REPORT SITE 10 AND 29 T 00% | 708 aiz1/e8 3120000
27 | Perform Site 10 & 29 Field Work (Secondary Document) © i 100%; 200d| 421198 [ quies
) Prepare Draft Site 10 & 29 Report : T o0% | e1di 11798

39 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft Site 10 & 29 Report

40 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Site 10 & 29 Report Tr8d w2199 | aname
44 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Site 10 & 29 Report “1d 4ei09

a5 | Prepare Site 10 & 29 Report Response to Comments Letter . 100% |  50d | 4/16/89

50 USEPA MéDE? Receive Siie 10 & 29 Repori R-espdnse io Comments Lelterj . 100% 1.d 6/5/9.9” . 6/5/99
51 USEPA. MEDéP & RAB F-‘\’e;/iews Site 10 & 29 Report Response to Commen 100% 46d 6/5/99 7/20/99
55 Navy Receives Comments on Site 10 & 29 Repor{ Response to Comments L' 100% ed 7/12/99 ; 7/20/99
56 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 100% 1164 7112689 | 1/599
57 " Prepare Draft Final Site 10 & 29 Report ’ | 100% 364 1189 12114199
58 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Oraft Final Site 10 & 29 Report 1 0d}i 12/15/9 12/15/99
59 " USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final Site 10 & 29 Repont {i00%| 48| 12699 | 212100
63 |  Navy Receives Approval, Comments, o Notice of Dispute 100%  Sdi 12800 - 2200
52 | Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispate ioon 8dl aisioo " anaion

65 Preparem};inal ite epor

100%:  28d 2129000 3/2800

5 | "USEPA MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Site 10& 29 Report © 100% | 04| 29000 * 3729100 V'S

68 |RISK MENT (Primary Document) B 4TTd, THUR | VN0 RETEEEESTEE R
- 69 Prepare Draft Risk Technical Memorandum 100% 98d! 7/19/99 10/25/99

7a | USEPA & MEOEP Receives Draft Risk Technical Memorandum ~ 100%  0d| 10/26/99  10/26/99 ¢

75 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Risk Technical Memorandum . 100% 34d: 10/26/99 11/29/99

79 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Risk Risk Tgchnical Memorandum 100% 0d: 11/20/99 ° 11/29/99

80 Prepare Risk Assess Report Response to Comments Letter 100% ‘ 28d: 11/30/99  12/28/99

85 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Risk Assess Report Response to Commenl_ 100% od 12/29/99 12/29/99

86 Prepare Draft Risi( Assess Report ’ 100% ; 150d: 10/26/99 : 3/24/00




gg% Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
' Site Management Plan Schedule -
OPERABLE UNIT 2 (OU 2)

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
ID_|Task Name Dur Stat_| Finish J[O[NJODJJJFIM[AIMI JJTATso[NJO[JF[MIATIMIVTITATS|OIN]O[J[F[MIAIMII]ITA[S|OINID]J[FIMIAIMII[J]A]SIOINIDII]FIM]AIM]I]I
91 USEPA & MEDEP Receives Draft Risk Assess Report 0d! 32700 | 32700
92 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Risk Assess Report 81d! 327/00 | 6/15/00
96 -Navy. Recéiv;.-s Cdfﬁ}ﬁén-t-s on Draﬂ Fiiskvl;sAsvessA Repoh 6d| 5/1 6/66 5/15/00 i
97 |- Prepare Risk Assess Report Responée to Cbmmenls Letter . ' ‘ 100% | 50d; 51 OIOb 6128/00
102 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Risk Assess Repon Response to Com}nen'lf 100%;  1d, 6/29/00 ; 6/29/00 ‘
103 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Reviews Risk Assess Report Response o Commen | 100% | 410 620100 | 8/8/00 -
107 Navy Receives Comments on Risk Assess Report Eééﬁ'onse to Comr%z;nts L 1d 8/8/00 8/8/00 )
: H
108 Navy and Regulatdr Comment Resolution ‘7d] 8800 | 814100
109 | 'Prepare Draft Final Risk Assess Report 30d] 8800 | 9600 )
110 , eceive Dra ssess Report 1di 900 P
11 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final Risk Assess Report ©o% 309 9700 | 106000 i '
115 Navy Reéeives Apbr'oval, Comrﬁenis. or Not-ice of ESiépule 0% 1 d 10/7/00 10/7}00 ' :
116 Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute Toow 7di 10700 10/13/00 o
17 Prepare Final Risk Assess Report © o o%i 30d 10700 | 14500
118 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Risk Assess Report T oow 1. 19600 | 116100
e o
120 | FEASIBILITY STUDY (Primary Document) 3103 | 61305
ey b v Ronon e et s s e ST e
T e
128 |  USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft FS Report 1415004
132 _Navy Receives Comments on Draft FS Report ' 12/30/04 - y
133 Prepare FS Report Response to Comments Letter 12730004 | ‘
138 | USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive FS Repor Response lo Comments Letter 0% 1d | 211305 | 211305
139 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Iéeviews FS Report Response to Comments Letter 0% 30d:i 2/13/05 3/;4/05 2
143 | Navy Receives Comments on FS Report Response to Comments Letter T oew T e shsios T s
144 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution C0% 7d} 31505 32105
145 | Prepare Draft Final FS Report T 1 o%. 3001 3505 | 41305
196 | USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final FS Report " owt T T1a ! anaos . anaios
147 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Oraft Final FS Report o . 0% 304, 41405 51305
151 Na\;y Receives Approvalv, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 0% 1d 5/14/0'5 . 5/14/05
152 | Navyand Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 0%  7d| 514005 520005 :
183 |  Prepare Final FS Repot T 0% 30d. 51405 - 61205
154 | USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final FS Report T 0% 1dl 61305 613005
156 |PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN (PRAP) 77 7" 00T " 228! 41505 . 11126005 :
157 Authorize Release of Funds . 0% 1d: 4/15/05 :. 4/15/05 . - v ' l
158 |  Award PRAP/ROD and RD/RA Schedule o T 0% 1di ane 116105 ‘ ' E
159 Prepare Draft PRAP » . 0% i 88d: 4/17/05 7113105
164 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft PRAP % 14 7naos . 714105 ;
165 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft PRAP Schedule 0% 304! 71405 811205 : . : o - -
169 Navy Receives Comments on Draft PRAP : 0% 1d! 813105 | 813/05 P ‘
170 Prepare Reéponse to Comments Letter & Draft Final PRAP ' 0% 21d 8/13/05 9/2/05 ‘ . v :

. ‘b
: ‘ "



g/g% . Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
Site Management Plan Schedule
OPERABLE UNIT 2 (OU 2)
, 2005 2006 2007 — 2008 T 2009
ID_|Task Name ; % | Du | San | Finsh [A]S[OJNJD]J]F[M[AIMIJ]IJA[S|OIN]D]I]F[MIAIM]I]I]A]S|ON]OJs]FImM]A[M]ITITAlS|OINTOJITF[M[aIM]uJuTATs{Oo[NTDTJJFIM]AIM
91 USEPA & MEDEP Receives Draft Risk Assess Report 100% |  0d| 3/27/00 | 3r7/00 P
92 " USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Risk Assess Report 100%;  81d| 2700 | 61500 ]
%6 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Risk Assess Report U Tloo% 6d Snmoio | 500 ‘
97 Prepare Risk‘Aésess i‘\‘epon Résbonse to Commeﬁts Létter " 100% 50d 5/10/60 BIZBIOOV |
102 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Risk Assess Report Response o Commeni:  100%  1d| 6/20000 = 6/29/00 .
103” U'SE'P_A MEDEP & RAB Reviews Ris'l; Assess Re;g;t" Response lr; Commen'! 100“/: - 4~10 5/29/00 8/8/00
71077 7 Navy Receives Comments on Risk Assess Report Response to Comments 00% 1d] @800 ; 8800 !
108 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 100% 7di &/8/00 . 81400
109 P p,epare Draﬁ F.,na]iq".;k AssessRepon J e 30d s . 9/5/00 :
“110 " " USEPA, Receive Draft Final Risk Assess Report Towi idi om0 . ermoo
111 'USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Drafi Final Risk Assess Report 0% 30d 9700 | 106600
115 Navy Reéeives Apprbval. Comn:wéms, or Notice of- Dispute 0% id 10/7/66 , 10/7/00 ‘
116 Navy and Regutator Resolution or Notice of Dispute " 7d 10/7100 10/13/00
17 Prepare Final Risk Assess Report 0% 300 10700 ; 11500
118 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Risk Assess Report i0% 1di 116000 - 11/6/00
120 “FEASIBILITY STUDY (Primary Document) 0% 836d; 03 | 6105
121 Prepare Draft FS Report 0% 625d 3/1/03 11/14/04
R USEPA & MEDEP Receives Draft FS Report 0% 1d} 1115004 | 1415004 V'S
128 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft FS Report 45d 111504 | 12/29/04
T132 Navy Receives Comments on Draft FS Report 14 1230004 | 12/30/04
“133 77 Prepare FS Report Response (o Comments Letter U459} 123004 | 211205
138 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive FS Report Respanse (o Comments Letler | 0% | 1d: 211305 | 211305 .
139 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews FS Report Response to Comments Letter 0%  30di 214305 @ 314105
"143 " Navy Receives Comments on FS Report Response to Comments Lelter 0% 161 aMs05 31505 ,
144 Navy and éégulaldr Corﬁmént Re-solution 0% 7 di 3/15/05 3/121/05
145 Prepare Draft Final FS Report % 304 3505 | 4nv0s
"1a8"" USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final FS Report 0% 1d| 4n405 | 411405
147 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final FS Report 0%! 30di 41405 | 513005
151 Navy Receivés Appl;oval,'.Com.menls, ér Noliée of Di-spuie ‘ 0% 1d 5/14)05 5)14/05‘
Regulalor Resolution of Notice of Dispute 7di 511405 = 520005
53 Prepare Final FS Report T 0% 300, 514105 61205
154" USEPA, MEOEP & RAB Receive Final FS Report "0%! 1) enwos 61305
155 ‘
“156  PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN (PRAP) ) 0% 228d. 41505 11728105 ’
157 Authorize Release of Funds 0% 1d: 4/15/05 4/15/05 .
158 Award PRAP/ROD and RD/RA Schedule “o%i T 1dl 4neos  4n6l0s
159 Prepare Draft PRAP 0% 88d} 4n705 7130
164 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft PRAP 0% 14 714005 7114105 r's ‘ ‘
165 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft PRAP Schedule o%: 309 714005 8/12/05 T L
169 Navy Receives Comments on Draft PRAP 0% 1d 8/13/05 8/13/05 0 \
170 Prepare Response to Comments Letter & Draft Final PRAP 0% 21d 8/13/05 9/2/05 I
|




20 _Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
I Site Management Plan Schedule
- OPERABLE UNIT 2 (OU 2)
2005 2006 | 2007 : 2008 | 2009
I lDJTaskName . % Dur Start Finsh [A]S]JOIN]D]JI[FIMIAIM]JJJJAJSIOIN]ID[J]FIM[AIMIJTITAIS|OIN][DJJIFIMIAIM]I[IJAIS|OIN]OJIJFIM[AIMIs]ITATs[OIN]DJsIFIM]AIM
1 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final PRAP & Response to Comment: 0% 1d} 9/305 9/3/05 Y i
17277 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final PRAP & Response fo Comments! 0% 21d! 9305 | 92305
I e | 176 7 NavyReceives Commenis on Oraft Final PRAP 1 0% 1di 9405 | 924105
177 Prepare Final PRAP ’ I 0% 214 92505 | 101505
178 Prepare for Public Comment Period ’ T T 0%i t4di 10M6/05 | 10/29/05
l 179 Public Comment Period 0% 1 304 | 10/30105 | 11/28/05
180
181~ PREPARATION OF RD/RA SCHEDULE AND REMEDIAL DESIGN 0%, 1504 1014105 " an2aoe
. " Prepare RDIRA Schedule (Secondary) 0% 90d Toraios T it
"' USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive RD Schedule 0% Td| 11206 | 112006
l 184 ‘Regulatory and RAB Review 0% 30d. 11206 | 21006
185 Decision/Resolution Period 0% 304, 2108 | 31206
186 o ’
i 187 'RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) 0% 253d. 9/305 | 5/1306
188 Prepare Draft ROD (Primary Document) 0% 116d 9305 | 12127105
K 193 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft ROD 0% 14| 1202805 | 12128005
I 194 USEPA MEDEP & RAB Review Draft ROD " 0% 300 12128005 | 126106
o8 Navy Receives Comments O;’l Draft ROD 0% 1d: 1/27/06 1/27/06
I- 199 Prepare Response to Comments Letter & Draft Final ROD 0% 21di 1/27/06 2/16/06 Eﬁ'
204 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Response to Comments & Draft Final ROD . 0%  1d; 2/17/06 @ 2/17/06 ¢
‘ "208 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final ROD Co%| 219 21706 | 3906
l 209 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Final ROD ’ 0% 1di 3/10/06 3/10/06
. 210 o MEbEl; Sﬁ‘t.)mils.Léttér of Concurrencé/Ndn-Concuﬁénceh' - l 0% 1d . 3/10/06 ‘ 3/16/06
211 Prepare Final ROD ’ 0% 20d| 31006 | 3/29/06
I “212 Navy Signs Final ROD 0%  1d: 3/30/06 & 3/30006
213 USEPA Receives Final ROD 0% 14l aswos | asuoe
l 214 USEPA Signs Final ROD T 0% 1ad| 33006 : 4112/06 8
‘ 215 Navy Distributes Final Record of De"c;ision v 0% 1d 5/13/06 i 5/13/06 ‘ {
e o B
I 217 REMEDIAL DESIGN . 0% 503d] 1114105 331107
“218" " RD Contracting Action ) o 704 Saias
- "226 " Award Remedial Design % 1di anos
l "337"""" " Design To Be Determined 0% 3e5d! 4106 | 33107 '
228 T ’ ) T :
- ‘220 REMEDIALACTION T % 52541 1122106 . 61301
l 230 RA Contracting Action L] 0% 70d: 122/06 4/1/06
238 Award Remedial Action ) ’ ai 4206 472106 ®
I 239 Mobiiization 0% 89d! 42006 ' 6/29/06
240 Start of Significant & Continuous Onsite Acﬁvity 0% 1d; 6/30/07 6/30/07
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APP-Covers FY01 SMP Rev. 2

APPENDIX C.3
OU-3 (Sites 8, 9 & 11) Schedule



11721700
127 P

Partsmouth Naval Shipyard
Site Management Plan Schedule
OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 3 SCHEDULE

Task Name

Dur Stant

RISK ASSESSMENT UPDATE

by
99%; 647d: 8/10/98

2002
OINTOo [V TFIwM AW T T ATsS

- 2063
OINIolJJ_F_IMIA[u[J]JlAls

2004
OINT o [ TFTwmIAalwM ]I T ]I TATIs O

Prepare Draft Risk Assessment Report
" USEPA & MEDEP Receives Drafl Risk Assessment Repon

100% 1550; 8/10/98
100%; 7 Tai 299

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Risk Assessment Report
" Navy Receives Comments on Drat Risk Assessment Report

500 11399 .
Tid] v

Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute

31
i

Prepare Risk Report to Ci Letter 106di J4/99
" USEPA, AB Receive Risk Assessm "9 68199
USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Risk Repont to C Letter 52d
" Navy Receives Cc on Risk eport Response to Comments Leiter BRT']
Prepare Risk Assassment Report Response to Comments Letter 12t d
" USEPA MEDEP & RAB Recsive Risk Assessment Report Respons to Comments Letter T s 128099
USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Risk Assessment Report Response to Comments Letter 77d 2/22/00
Navy Receives Comments on Risk Assessment Report Responsa ta Comments Letter 304
w | Navf and Regulaior Comment Resolution 79
ER Prepare Draft Einal Riék Asseés;nent Re‘;on C 26d
3|7 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reteive Drafl Final Risk Assessment Report id 3120100
73 | * USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Drafl Final Risk Assessment Reporl * aiaoido
3

420100
27d¢ 420000

42000
/17100

[T | Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute
40 Prepare Final Risk Assessmenl Report 27di 4/20/00 - S17/00
41 | USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Risk Assessment Report 04 1800 , 51800
a2 B v evmrerininn
[~ |MTADS REPORT (Secondary Document) - 52091 ‘559 | 10ns100
] USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft MTADS Report 10 51599 5/15/99
75| USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Review Draft MTADS Repor " a6d] §1699 | 630099 |
T Prepare MTADS Report Responsa to Commenls Letter 132d: 7198 : 119199 [
el USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Receive MTADS Report Response to Comments Latter "7 tgi 11099 T 11098
55 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review MTADS Reporl Response to Comments Letter 34911110099 T 12113499
[0 | Technicatmeeting T T ot T s v 1214198 12114199
760 | ""Brepare Final MTADS Report 305d; 121599 10114700
75| "~ USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final MTADS Report " 10! 1045000 ;10115000
6
TEST PITTING WORK PLAN AND REPORT {Secondary Document) 98% B24d 723/98 1002310
Test Pit Work Plan Gontraciing Action 100%; 69di 7/23/98  9/29/98
" Notice of Award, Test Pit Work Plan 100% " 1d! odorea ' 9raons
Prepare Draft Testpitiing Work Plan 100%; 166d. 101798 . 15/99
" USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Test Pil Work Plan T o1di w699 316099
USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Test Pit Work Plan 730 V1699 | 527/99
“'Navy Receives Comments on Draft Test Fit Work Plan 1ai 528099 | 526099

Prepare Draft Finat Tes1 Pit Work Plan
USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Oraft Final Test Pt Work Plan

" 100%; 204d; 5126/99
12120199

Tian7re”
12123199

o7
]
768
”
—
78
9
[X)
[
8
[
]
L] NaVy and ﬁsgulalov Resolution or Notice of Dispute
o e
o7
S—
%
102
—

186 | USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Ovaft Test Pit Repod |

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final Tast Pit Work Plan 1272099 114100

" Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 1419100 | 171900
309; 119/00 . 217700
Prepare Final Test Pit Work Plan : 300 1/26/00 224100

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Work Plan 1d; 22500 2125100
Portorm Test Pit Field Work 7 T T e e “iaal 00 vaoo
Propars Draft Test Pil Report 146! 310/00 8/2/00

16! &300

105 | USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Test Pil Report

50d; 8300

} 2000 2001

Finish o [ nT0D ] FIwm]AIwm ]Il ALs O TNTO T ITJFIm][ATLwm

5/18/00 : 1 ) T A P N )
11199

73 | Navy Receives Comments on Dratt Test it Report “odi 9100 © 921100
T Prepare Final Test Pil Report - 31d 922000 7 10122100
15| USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Test Pil Report 1di 102300 * 10123100 i
118 :
[ 117 |FEASIBILITY STUDY (FS) "549d} 54199 11122000
(376 | Prepare Draft FS Report 1484} 524199 . 10/18/99
7% | "USEPA & MEDEP Receives Oraft FS Reporl 105 1419199 | 1019/99
(720 | USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Review Draft F$ Report 3d; 10/19/99  1/4/00
7120 | ™" Navy Receives Comments on Draft FS Report  ~ iao” »
3 i’répare FS Rep;on Response to Comments Letter 2/17/00
73| " USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive FS Report Response fo Comments Letier 2/18/00
71357|  USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review FS Report Response to Comments Letter V2600
[ 773 | Navy Receives Comments on FS Report Responsa to Comments Lefter 2800 ¢
40 Navy and Regutator Comment Resolution 4/4/00
T Prepare Droft Final FS Report 0 . '
| 747 |  USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final FS Repor * 126/00
[ 79| " USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Raview Draft Finat FS Report i a0
(7 ] Navy Receives Approval. Comments, or Notice of Dispute 9/12/00 |
143 Navy and Regulator .Resdmbn f’ Notice of Dispute ¢ 11121700 Cimven )
5% | Prepare Final FS Report . 8% T1d 9N200 | 11721100 TR

R
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Portsmouth Navat Shipyard

11721000
127 PM Site Management Plan Schedule ) ’
OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 3 SCHEDULE
10_|Task Name l% Ouwe smlr-isn OlNlulllF]MQ%ETrM]JIJ]AIS olNlnlJTTT_Tum'AluTJlJlA]s OlN[D]JIFlMLO{ZAIM[JIJlA[S 0 TN ] ﬁ =
150 | USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final FS Report © 0% 1di 1122000 ; 1172200 7S 21 B N e
151 .
[ %2 |PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTION i T 9% 1889; @26/00 | 3/1i01
5 | Authorize Release of Funds 100%; 10! 8726/00 i 8/26/00
5 | Award PRAPIROD and RO/RA Schedule - 100%: 10} 827100 | 827700
155 Prepare Proposed Remedial Action Ptan 29%: 1860: 8/28/00 , V101
EEA) Prepare Draft PRAP ~ T T T - T100%! 704 &28/00 1175100
] USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft PRAP 1d: 11600 ¢ 11/6/00
Mo | USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft PRAP : " 30di g0 - 12isi00 |
166 Navy Receives Comments on Draft PRAP 0% 1di 126/00 12/6/00
[ | Prapare Responsa to Comments Leiter & Draft Final PRAP 0% 21d! 12600 | 1372600
168 USERA. VIEEP & RAB Recae Drafl Final PRAP & Response to Comments Letier 0% 1d} 12127100 , 12127100
@] ™ Navy and Raguiaior Gomment Resolufion ™™™ T T T T T ok "a1d| 12127100 i 1i16i01
l_IOJ : Prepare for Public Comment Period 14di 117/01  1/30/01
| " Public CommentPeriod  ~ T 7’ 300! iAo | diron
[ 73 |RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) . 2100} 1/26/01 -
[73 | " Prepare Draft ROD (Primary Document) 6adi 1726101
75 | USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft ROD 3 14 a3
7160 | " "USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Review Draft ROD 30d: 33101 4128101
[ 76 | Navy Receives Comments on Draft ROD 1a} 4001 . 4r30i01
185 | ‘Prepare Response to Comments Lotter & Draft Final ROD 3001 am0n01 82801
W | USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Response to Comments & Draf ROD " 19i s3001 | S/3001 . B
o1 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final ROD 37dT SR Eie01
Navy Receives ents on | C 19} 6001 | 2001
MEDEP Submits Letter of Concurrence/Non-Concurrence ‘ 1d; 6/20/01 6/20/01
e e e e 33l sy | Trives
198 Navy Signs Final ROD 1di 71101 | 7111001
[7% |~ SEPA Receives Finat ROD 16l 207 § 201
[206 | """ USEPA Signs Final ROD Ta4di 7A101 T 7724001
[ 707 | ~ Navy Distributes Final Record of Decision 300] 772501 | 82301
~ ;
[ 70 |PREPARATION OF RDIRA SCHEDULE AND REMEDIAL DESIGN © 0% 150d; 12731100 - 5/29/01
204 | " Prepare RD/RA Schedule (Secondary) 0% 90d; 12/31/00 , ¥30/0% .
765 |~ (SEPA, MEOEP & RAB Receive RD Schedule 0% 1di 33101 | 33101
[2%6 | ‘Reguiatory and RAB Review - 0% 30d: 33101 | 4129001
757 | -BecisionResohdion Period %! 09 dpdot | si2901
[z |
76 |REMEDIAL DESIGN 811101 R
210 | RO Contracting Action 61101 &23001
7 | Award Remedial Design 8724101 8124101 -
210 | Design To Be Determined 8401 @02
%1 |REMEDIAL ACTION a0z | 1011604 S P A R S PR SR L TR R P
222 | © RA Contracting Action 0%; 704] 411102 ° 6/19/02
70| " "Award Remedial Action Co%; Y a 620002 ¢ 6120002
I3 | Mobiization’ ’ i L 0% 12097 60002 . 10i7io2
22 Slart of Significant & Continuous Onsile Activity 0% Tal toneio2 10i8i02
25 | Fielawork T 0% 730d: 101802 : 10/16/04 . e R T R YT e s 2o B

I

il

e
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APPENDIX C.4
OU-4 (Offshore) Schedule



3{3/:;M Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
’ Site Management Plan Schedule
OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 4 SCHEDULE

R l I I I 2000 2001 2002 | 2003 2004

ID__|Task Name - % Dur Start Finish [OJNJD]JJJFIMJAIM]J]JJA]SIOINIDIIJFIMIATMIUJTJITATS|OINIDTITFIMTIAIMTUTITAlS]OTN]D JTFIMAaAIM][uTITATS OJN]JDJJJFIMIATM
1 |INTERIM MONITORING PLAN i 100% i 415d: 812098 10/8/99 E :

2 " Interim Sampling Plan Technical Meeling 100% ! 1d: 2008 620198

3 Prepare Draft Interim Monitoring Plan 100%; 153d; @/21/98; 172099 i

8 " USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Interim Monitoring Plan 100% 1  1di 2109 172199

9 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Interim Monitoring Plan 100%; 140d: 121997 610199

12 |7 Prepare Interim Monitoring Plan Response to Comments Letter 100%: 18di 6/10/99 6/28/99

15 | 7 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Interim Monitoring Plan Response o Comments Letter 100% . 20di 6/10/99] 6/30/99

16 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Reviews Interim Monitoring Plan Response lo Comments Letier | 100% ! 20d! 6/10/39]  6/30/99
20 Navy Receives Comments on Inierim Monitoring Plan Response to Comments Letter T100%: 34di 625099 7729799
21 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution ' 100% oai 73091 7130199
22 Prepare Draft Final Intetim Monitoring Plan 100% . 26d 71301997 8/25/99
23 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final Interim Monitoring Plan 100% 1d7 730991 7730199
24 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Sections 3 and 5 100% | 274 7301997 812599
28 " USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final Interim Monitoring Plan 100%1  41d: 73099 . 9809
32 Navy Rééeive§ Abp;ov-za'l, Comments or N.ol.ic‘e of Dispute oo 100% 1 d' o §I§199 a 9/9/99

33 Navy and Reguiator Resolution or Nolice of Dispute 100% Tal sneies T ansiee
34 Prepare Final Interim Monitoring Plan 100% 29d 9/9/99 10/7/99 3
35 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Interim Monitoring Plan 100% 1d] toeies 108199 g,
= —
37 | SEEP AND SEDIMENT REPORT 80%: 455di 5/24/991 8/20/00
38 - "l;re-pz;v“e Dréﬂ Seép and Se'divrhenl-heporl" ' 100% 208d '51'24/§§ x 12/1 7199
39 USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Review Draft Seep and Sediment Report 100%; 4597 12720 272/00
44 Prebgr"e Seep and Sedim;r\wi fiépoﬂ Response to Comments Letter 100% 45d ; 3/17/00
a5 | USEPA, MEOEP & RAB Receive Seep and Sediment Report Response to Comments Letter N AT 3118100 N
26 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews Seep and Sediment Report Response lo Comments Letter 100%: 35d 4121100
50 Navy Recéiveé Commenis on Séep and Sédimenl Repén Résponse to Comments Letlef 100% 2 d 4/20/60 '4151/00 \
51 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 100%F 29di 421001  5/19/00
52 Prepare Draft Final Seep and Sediment Report 100%: 29d 5/19/00

53 | "USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final Seep and Sediment Report 100% 1d: 5122000 5722100
54 USEPA, MEOEP & RAB Review Draft Final Seep and Sediment Report To%! 30d: si22000 " bi2000
58 Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute T 0% 14 621100  6/21/00
59 Navy and Regulator Resolution or Nolice of Dispute 0% 304 2100 772000
60 Prepare Final Seep and Sediment Report /00
61 | USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Seep and Sediment Report Co%i 1d er2000- 8120000
62
63 |PRELIMINARY REMEDIATION GOAL REPORT S6% . 434di 5300 710001

64 Prepare Draft Preliminary Remediation Goal (PRG) Report 100% 201d S300° 11119100

65 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft PRG Report 100% 71l 120000 2901

69 | Prepare PRG Report Response lo Comments Letter - N 32% 45 126001 . 31101

70 PA, MEDEP & RAB Receive PRG Report Response o Gomments Letier 1 0%  1d; 31201, 31201 .
71 " "USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews PRG Report Response to Commenis Letter 0% 30d 312001  4/10/01 5
75 Nav~y Receives Commenis on PRG Repori Response to Cdmmenis Letter 0% 1d 4/11/01 4I{ 1101 .

76 Navy and Regutator Comment Resolution 0% 14d 4ot anent

77 “'Prepare Draft Final PRG Report 1

78 “USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Oraf Final PRG Report 7~ 51101; 51101

79 | " USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final PRG Report o 0% 11101 6/9/01




" { ;

f{gg’;M _Portsmouth Naval Shipyard ’ s
’ Site Management Plan Schedule
OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 4 SCHEDULE
2000 2001 - 2002 2003 : 2004
1D__| Task Name i % Dur Start Finsh |[OJN]JDJJJFIMJAIM]IJJITAISIOINTIDTUJFIMTATIMIJTITATSOINIDTIIFIMIAIMIS T TATSOoINIDJUTFIMTATM]JTITAIS|OIN][DJITFIMIATM
83 Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 0% 1d : 6/10/01 6/10/01 .
84 Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 0% 304 &1001] 7001
85 Prepare Final PRG Report o%! 309l 61001 7001
86 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final PRG Report 0% 14 061 710101 -
= I :
88 | BASELINE INTERIM MONITORING REPORT (Baseline Report) - 0% 4529; 5/15/01 8/9/02
89 Start of Round 4 Sampiing Event B 0% Td 5115017 5115101 ‘
90 Prepare Draft Baseline Report 0% 240d 516011 1/10/02
91 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Baseline Report 0% 1d§ Tz 2
92 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Baseline Report 0% 4sd 1102 22402 ’
97 Prepare Dasefine Report Response to Comments " 0% s e s a0
98 | 7 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Baseline Report Response 1o Comments 0% a2
99 USEPA MEDEP & RAB Reviews Baseline Report Response o Comments & 0%} 5/10/02
103 Navy herﬁéivés Comments on Baéeline Report ﬁiesponsé to Comments 0% 1d 5/1 1162 5/1 1/02 -
104 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution o 0% 7d. stz sz
105 | Prepare Draft Final Baseline Report B - 0% 30d 511002, 619602
106 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Oraft Final Baseline Report o% 1<1 Tenom2” 610102
107 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final Baseline Report " 0% 309, 61002 719102
1m Navy Reéeives Appro-\'lal, Comments, or Nolicé 61 Dispute o ' 0% ‘ 1d ' 7/i0/02 } 7/10/02
112 Navy and Regulator Resolution or Nofice of Dispute 0% 30d 71002 . 8802
13 Prepare Final Baseline Report 0% 304 oz emi02
114 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Baseline Report 0% 1d ©Bi9/02 8/9/02
eGSR TR STy ey e T T i
17 Prepare Draft FS Report 0% 505 P e 11/18/06 .
123 USEPA & MEDEP Receives Draft FS Report ' 0% 14 11/19/05% 11/19/06
124 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft FS Report 0% 450 fei0s  r07
128 Navy Receives Commer{l; on Draft FS ﬁeport 0% 1d. 1/5)67 i 113107
129 ) m;;;épare FS Report Responsé l omments Letter ’ 0% ! “"“45 d 113107 ’ 2/16/07
134 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive FS Report Response to Comments Lelter 0% 14 21707 "2117107
135 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews FS Report Respanse to Comments Letter 0% 309 21707 3187
139 Navy Receives Comments on FS Report Response to Comments Lelter 0% 1d 3/19/07 3/19/07
120 | Navy and Reguialor Comment Resoluion T ewl T 7d Taneror oo
141 Prepare Oraft Final FS Report B “o%i 300 3907 anzo? -
142 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final FS Report 0% 1d 48T 418007
143 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final FS Report 0%: 30d 418007, 5/17/07
147 Navy Receives App}ovai, Commenis. or Nolice of Disbule 0% 1d: 5/18/07 ‘ 5/18/67
148 Navy and Regulalor Resolution or Notice of Dispute 0% 30d 518007 6/16/07 N )
=1 Ptepare S Re;;(;n et et e e v T I Ty 7/16[07 .
150 "USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final FS Report o Cowl W nier T Triior
152 | PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN (PRAF) L ow! 230d  iemis 1m0 |
153 Aulho}ize Release of Funds 0% 1d 3119107 : 3119/07 -
154 Award PRAP/IROD and RO/RA Schedule " 0% g !
155 | ' Prepare Proposed Remedial Action Plan T 0% 2007 1044107
156 | Prepare Draft PRAP T e h 0% 31077 707
]

.’»{g




rol

P

.,.._ L_

-

TR

 EEES
{

ER

mm

-/

o

i

|

i~ e e 4 e e e e

Portsmbuth Naval Shipyard

29101 .
rasem ) Site Management Plan Schedule
i OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 4 SCHEDULE
¢
s : 2005 I 2006 2007 T 2008 ' T 2009
ID__|Task Name : % Dur Stan_lJJJJa]S|o[NJDJUTFIM]AIMIJTUATSIOINJOJUTFIMIAIMIUV]VTAIS]IOIN]ID]JTF[MIATMIJJIJTA]IS[OINID]J[FIMIAIM][JI[J[AIS|OIN]D]IIFIM]A
83 : Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute ) 0% id 6/10/01 .
84 Navy and Regulatos Resolution or Nofice of Dispute 0% 30d; 61001
85 Prepare Final PRG Repart o 0% 30d 6001
86 | USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final PRG Report : 0%} 1d 7110101
- 67 e et L TR ] -
88 BASELINE INTERIM Moiyi'TdeNG REPORT (Bassine Report) 0% 452 d 5/15/01 )
89 Start of Round 4 Sampling Event ‘ 0% T , 5/15/01
90 Prepare Draft éaseiir{; Repb-f; 0% 240d , 5/16/01 4
91 . USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Baseline Repart 0% 14 111102
92 ' USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Baseline Report 0% 45 d ez
Prepare Baseline Report Respo'r'inslémto Comments R B 0"/; 45d 2125102 H
""USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Baseline Report Response fo Comments - % T s : ;
USEPA MEDEP & RAB Reviews Baseline Reporfﬁééﬁonse to Commenls 0% ] 4/ 11/02
Névy éecei\}es .E:on;r'r{enls or{ Baseliné Report i?eébonse to Commehg 0% 1 & : SN 1/0? A
Navy and &iegulalor Cdmméni Resélution ’ : 5111102
X Prepare Drafi”iéinal Baseline Repo : 51“1 2
106 " USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Recee Draft Final Baseine Repord , 6/10/02
107 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final Baseline Report 0% 30d 6/10/02 |
1 Navy ﬁeéeiveé Approv.al.'Cvo‘mme‘ms,"or Noliée of Dispute 0% 1 d . 7/50/0é
112 Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Disp{ue : 0% 30d : 7110102 ;
Prepare Final Baseline Report ’ [; 0% 309, 71002
USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Baseline Report : 0% 1d : 8/9/02

gl
"7 Prepare Draft FS Report 0% S05d; 772005
123 USEPA & MEDEP Receives Draft FS Report 0% Vdi 1119006
* USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Review Draft FS Report ! 0% 45d 11119106 ’
Navy Receives Comments on Draft FS Report 0% id 107 !
"120 7 "Prepare FS Report Response to Comments Letter ) 0% a5t 07
134 | USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive FS Report Respons lo Comments Letter 0% 14 217007
135 | USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews FS Report Response to Comments Letler 0% 300 21707
: Navy Receives Comments on FS Report Response 16 Comments Lell(jer- 3/19/07 ,
" Navy and Regulator Gomment Resolution " m “angir
T b el el FS R T e e e . Sha7 '
142 USEPA MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final FS Report 0%t 1 o ansio7
143 | USEPA, MEOEP & RAB Review Draft Final S Report 0% 304 4807
147 Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute i 518107
Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispulé ; 518107 |
Prepare Final FSReport " T 6117107
150 7 USEPAMECER & RAB Receive Final F& Repont 7777 " hior
15 . - - : ‘ - H i
152 PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN (PRAP) il 3119107
153 Authorize Release of Funds , o 319107
i54 " Award PRAPIROD and RO/RA Schedule ‘ " 3r20/07 {
155 Prepare Proposed Remedial Action Plan . { ' 321107
156 Prepare Oralt PRAP ) } T 321007
Lo .
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g " Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
Site Management Plan Schedule
OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 4 SCHEDULE
l 2005 2006 2007 j
1?1 ‘TaSRl?;g:A,MEDEP&RAaReceiveDranpRAp %0% Du:d ?;?:,07””/\[5 OINIpfsJFIMIAlMIJTITATSIOINTOTSTF[MIATMIIIITATS OIN]DIJlFlMIAIMIJl-UAlS{OINIDIJiFI»fOIOiIMlJlJ]Als o|nﬁD|F||\foloi
162 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft PRAP Schedule 0%: 30d; 7/18/07 ‘
166 Navy Receives Comments on Draft PRAP S 0%  1di 807
167 Prepare Resporis”e to éomrﬁénts Letter & 6r>athinal PRA# N 0% 21 d >e/17/(ﬁ
“168 | USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final PRAP & Response to Comments Lefter 0% 1d} o7
“169 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution To% . 144 917107
Nbrepare for Public Comment Period 0% 14d 9/21/07
Public Comment Period 0%  30di 10/5/07
173 %PREPARATION OF RD/RA SCHEDULE AND REMEDIAL DESIGN 0% 150d] 9/19/07
: Prepare RD/RA Schedute (Secondary) 0% 90d 9/19/07
175 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive RD Schedule 0% 1 d 1218107
176 Regutatory and RAB Review 0% 30d K 12/18/07
177 17" "Decision/Resolution Period 0% 30di 78| |
178 h
179" {RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) “o% | 2000 8i17i07 }
180 Prepare Draft ROD (Primary Document) 0% 64d " enrior
185 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft ROD 0% 1d] 1020007 |
186 " USEPA., MEDEP & RAB Review Draft ROD 0% 30d 10/20/07
190 Navy Receives Comments on Draft ROD % 1al insir
B 'Prépare Reébbnse lé Comrﬁents Léner & braftbf;inaAl ROD A b% 421 d 11/19/07
USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Response lo Comments & Draft Final ROD 0% " 12/10/07
""USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Fina ’ o 0% 210! 12/10/07
" iavy Receives Gomments on Draf Final ROD 0% o
202 MEDEP Submits Letter of Concurrenée/Non—Coﬁcdrrebcé ’ 0% 1213107 ’ ’ i
203 Prepare Final ROO 0% 20d; 123107
204 i Navy Signs Final ROD 0%  1d. 120008
205 ' USEPA Receives Final ROD 0% 1di 12108
206 USEPA Signs Final ROD 0% 1adi 120008
207 Navy Distributes Final Record of Decision 0% 300 2308
0 | .. S
o i
209 REMEDIAL DESIGN 0% 501di  9/8/07 -
“21077 " RD Contracting Action ) To%i 70 918107 2
o R R ST b T
219 | Design To Be Determined 0% 1122108
20 |
221 ?REMEDIAL AGTION 0% 11114107
| RA Contracting Action 0% 11/14/07
""Award Remedial Action - Towi T 1123108

ilizatton

” Start of Significant & Conlinuous Onsite Acivity

1123108

4115109

-




APPENDIX C.5 A
OU-6 (Site 8 Management of Migration) Schedule

APP-Covers FY0O1 SMP Rev. 2
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11721/00 PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD
1:21 PM SITE MANAGEMENT PLAN SCHEDULE
OPERABLE UNIT 6, SITE 8 MANAGEMENT OF MIGRATION
l I I 2006 | 2007 2008 2009 2010 | 2011 I 2012 2013

1D | Task Name Stant Finish_| Our. [S{OINJD]JTFIMIAIM[JTJJAIS[OINIDISTFIM[AIMIJTJTATS[OIN D [JTFIMIATMII TS TATS[OINTO [ [FIMIATMI I [ITATS[GINTOTI[F [M[AIMI[ITATS [OIN[D I [FIM[AIM[J [JJATS O[NP I IFIM[AIMII [T [ATS [O[NID S [F [M[A
1 RI WORK PLAN (Primary Document) 9/6/05 11/10/06; 431d l 7 T LR 7z i
2 RI Work Plan Contracting Action 96005 11/1405] 709 ‘
-3 Notice of Award, Rl Work Plan 11/15/05 11/15/05 1d ; :
4 | PREPARE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (R1) WORKPLAN 115051 14/1006 361 d

5 Prepare Draft RI Work Plan 111505 314i06 120 d

6 " USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft Rl Work Plan 3151061 3115106 1d

7 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Rl Work Plan 31506]  aizeio6i 454

8 | NavyReceives Comments on Oraft Rl Work Plan 429061 4;2006; 14

9 Prépare R Work Plan Reép&née to Commeﬁls Letter 4/29/06 6/12/06

10 "USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Rl Work Plan Response to Comments Letter T eM306T 613061 14

11 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Reviews Rl Work Plan Response to Comments Letter 6/13/06 7112/06 iZO d

12 " Mavy Receives Comments on RI Work Plan Response 1o Comments Letter 7113106 7113106 1d

13 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution B “7nane: “Trigios |

14 Prepare Draft Final RI Work Plan ) 713061 81106  30d i
15 | USEPA., MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final Rl Work Plan_ " er12i067 8112106 1d :
16 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final RI Work Plan 812061 9/10/06] 30d

17 " “Navy Receive - aos) 9o 10

18 Navy and Regufator Resolution o Notice of Dispute 911061 10/10/060 304

19 Prepare Final Rl Work Plan 10/1106] 11906 304
20 ""USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Work Plan 1110067 1110/06 1d
21 |REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI) FIELD WORK AND REPORT (Primary Document) o/106: 31011} 16524
22 RI Field Work ar;ﬁ Report Contracting Action . 9/1/06 11/9/06 70d
23 Award SOW for RI Field Work and Report 110006 1006 1d
24 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI) FIELD WORK 14106 21160091 829d
25 Perform Round | RI Field Work o " “1A06 T 8131071 2760
26 Procurement and Prepération 11/11/06 12/i/06 ‘2‘1 d :
27 Security and Mobiiization " i2m06 1222061 214 -
28 Perform Field Work 121231061 31221071 904 ;
29 " Receive Lab Analysis ] ) ‘3307 siio7] 42d
30 Prepare Dala Rep;)nﬁ Evalualién of Re§ulls 5407 6/14/07' 42 d
3 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Round | Data Report (Secondary Document) 6115007  6/15/07 1d
32 equiatory o ' eis07 7407 30d
33 Decision/Resolution Period 715007F 81307 30d
34 Authorize Releas nds for Round Il RI Field Work Cee07i 8n2i07 7d
35 Award Round Il Rt Field Work 813007 /13107 1d
3% | Field Work Taian7 i sitsi08 276 d !
37 Procurement and Preparation 81407 9307} 214
= R T

39 Perform Field Work 925007 12/23/07; 904

40 Receive Lab Analysis 12/24/07 2/3/08 424 ;

a ““Prepare Dala Report & Evaluation of Resulls “oma08’ 3nei08: T 42 ¢ .
42 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Round Il Data Report (Secondary Document) an7osi 378 14

e} ‘Regulatory and RAB Review o 37087 " ansm08

44 Decision/Resolution Period 4116/08 5/15/08 30d ! :
45 Authorize Release of Funds for Round Il Ri Field Work H 5/8/08 5/14/08 7d ’
4% " Award Round iil Rl Field Work ) [ sns08; snsi8; 1d
a7 Perform Round Il R) Field Work 51608° 2116009} 2774 |

48 .Prbﬁxfé;nen't'aﬁd Preparation i 5/i6l0§ 6/5/08 21d : k
49 Secun:ly and Mobilization 6/6/08 6/26/08 214

cid
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11721700 PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD
121 PM SITE MANAGEMENT PLAN SCHEDULE
OPERABLE UNIT 6, SITE 8 MANAGEMENT OF MIGRATION
2006 2007 2008 T 2609 2010~ 2011 2012 T 2013
ID__| Task Name Start Finish Dur. [S[OINDI[FIMIAIMIIIIIAIS[OINIOJIFMAIMI I JAIS [OIN[O[J[FIMIAIMI [ [ATS|OIN[O S JFIM[AIMJ I JAIS [OINID[J [FIMIAIMIJ I TATS [OIN D [J [F IM[AIM[J [ TATS [O]R[D D [FIMIATMII JITATS [O[N[DTJ [FIM]A
50 Perform Field Work 6/27/08: 9/24/08; 90d .
51 Receive Lab Analysis 9/25/08 .11/5109 :12 d '
52 Prepare Data Report & Evaluation of Resulls 1061081 12117108} 424
53 T USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Round fll Data Report (Secondary Document) 12118108 12118 1d ,
54 Regulatory and RAB Review ’ ' ’ 1219081 17/09;  30d
55 " Decision/Resolution Period - 216/09; 30 d ‘
56 Authorize Release of Funds 20009 | 21509 74 '
57 " Award RiReport T i h o609 2 d
58 PREPARE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI) REPORT (Primary document) 21709} 31141101 3914 i
60 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft RI Report M09 717109 14 ’
&1 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Oraft Ri Report o wavios] a5
62 ""Navy Receives Comments on Orafl Rl Report el emt0gl
63 Prepare Rl Report Response to Comments Letter 8/31/09: 10/14/09 45d
64 "USEPA, MEDEP Receive Ri Report Response to Comments Letier “ionsog 10M509° 14
65 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Raviews Rl Report Response to Comments Letter 101500 1113091 304
66 Navy Receives Comments on Rl Report Response (o Comments Leter hane iias e
67 Navy and ﬁegulalbr Comment Resolution v11l14'/69 11"/26/0‘9 7
68 Prepare Oraft Final RI Report 1na09! 121308 304
) USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final Rl Report 1211409 12/14109 14
70 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final Ri Report 121400! 11210l 304
71 - Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute i - 113110 113/10 1d
72 " Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 11310 211101 304
73 Prepare Final RI Report 2121100 313107 30d
74 ""USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Rl Report i 314107 3114110 1d
75 PRELIMINARY SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVES 8 ARARs REPORT (Secondary Document} “71009: 113100 188d
- e L i s -
77 Award Preliminary Screening of Alternatives 7117109 7117/09 1d
78 " Prefiminary Screening of Altematives & ARARS Report {Secondary Document) “718097 1131101 1804
79 Réquéél Slaie ARARs (Natural Resource Tfusteés. Céaslal ione Managemehl. etc) 7/18/09 ;}51109 ’ 1:i d
80 Receive State ARARs "8M09. 914109 454
81 " Oraft Prefiminary Screening of Alternatives & ARARs Report T gris09 1143109; 60
82 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Screening ) 111809 11714109 1d
83 """ USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Oraft Screening - 1114109 121130097 300
84 Névy Receives Comments on Draft C 7118109 711809 1d
85 Prepare Screening Response to Comments Letter 1211409 11210 304 .
86 " USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Screening Response to Comments Letter 11310¢ 11310 14d
87 | PILOTITREATABILITY STUDY (Secondary Documenty < 71009: 91210
88 PILOT/TREATABILITY STUDY WORK PLAN (Secondary Document) 7110009 111509 129d -
89 Authorize Refease of Funds ’ 71008} 7116/09 7d
90 ) " Award Pilot/ Treatability Study ) i ""3’/'1'7'}6.‘9 e g
9 Pitot/Treatability Study Work Plan 7118/09° 111509 1214
92 " Prepare PiloUTreatability Study Work Plan C 71809 915109° 60
93 USEPA. MEDEP.& RAB Receive Draft PilovTreatability Study Work Plan 916/09;  9/16/09 14
94 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Pilo/Treatability Study Work Plan 916/09; 10/15/09; 304 i
95 Navyiliecei'\./é-s Comments on Draft o ’ A ) 10/16/09 lonene: 19
96 Prepare Piloi/Treatability Study Work Plan Response to Comments Letter 10/16/09; 11/14/09 '
o7 "USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive PiloyTreatability Work Plan Response to Comments Lefter 111150095 11115109 : ‘ ;
) PERFORM PILOT/TREATABILITY STUDY 1416009 211310 90d _ t

il




11721100 PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD
1:21PM SITE MANAGEMENT PLAN SCHEDULE
OPERABLE UNIT 6, SITE 8 MANAGEMENT OF MIGRATION
2006 7007 2008 2609 - 2011 T 012 2013
ID__{Task Name Start Finish Dur. _{S]OINIO[JIFIMIAIMIJ[ITA[S[OINIDTITFIMIAIMIJTITATS|OINTO U TFIMIATMIU T [ATS[OIN[B I IFIMAIMIS[J[A]S O[N[O[UFIM[ATM[JTO JATS[OIN[D [V [FIM[AIM[Z [ [ATS [OJnN D] U [FIMTA
99 PILOT/TREATABILITY STUDY REPORT (Secondary Document) 21410 91210; 2114
100 " Pilot/Treatability Study Report T 21410 on2i0! 2114
101 Prepare Pilot/Treatability Study Report '2114110] 514110 904
102 515110 511510 1d
103 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft PiloyTreatability Study Report snsiol eniio] 304
104 Navy Receives Comments on Draft /14110 . 6/14/10 10
105 Prepare PilovTreatability Study Report Response o Comments Letter 614110 713110 304
06 | “Tane] a0t 74
107 - " 'USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews Report Response to Comments Letter 7Tnano! en2
1qa : Navy Receives Comments on Report Response to Comments Letler . "mé'l13/10 8/13/10 1d
109 """ Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution o “gnano! enonol 74
m Prepare Final PilotTreatabilty Study Report ) anannel 9n1i10
T USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Final PiloUTreatability 91121101 9/12110 14 i
12 FEASIBILITY STUDY (Primary Document) “aano!l 3monti Ta32d
] P & ROD Contracting Action - 313110] 706
114 Prepare Statement of Work (SOW) ’ “ ool | 74
s | Forwa to AE (to include preparation of RD/RA schedule) 11910 179110 1d
116 AJE Prepares Proposat T ‘nonol 261101 284
17 Receive A/E Proposal 270l 2mo] 14
118 'Review AJE Proposal & Set Targets ) 20| 36M0; - 284d
119 Negoliate SOW C amio!l 3ot 14 .
120 Authorize Release of Funds 3mHo; 3131e; 7d
121 Award SOW for FS “3ano; 31400 14
122 PERFORM FEASIBILITY STUDY (FS) 1510 310117 3614
123 Prepare Draft FS Rep 3150101 712110 120d
124 USEPA & MEDEP Receives Draft FS Report el 711310 14
125 USEPA, M & RAB Review Draft FS Report "7n3M0; 8r260: 454
126 Navy Recieves Comments on Draft FS Report 82710} 8127110 1d
127 p port Respoi ' " 8270 10M0M0] 454
128 'Fireparé f?oﬁgh Draft Reépdnsé to Co?nrhéhl% Letter é/énio é/iﬁlid T 214
129 Navy Receives Rbugh Draft Rééponse to Comments Letter 7110 917110 1d
130 Navy Reviews Rough Draft Response to Comments Letter T T Y]
131 Prepare Final Response to Comments Letter 9271101 10/10M10: 44| -
132 ""USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive FS Report Response to Comments Letter T0n107 to11M0 14
133 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Reviews 'S Report Response to Commenls Letter 101110] 19101 304
134 T T Navy Receives Comments on FS Report Response to Comments Lefter i 100! 1100t 1 g
135 Navy and Regulétov Comment Resolution 111010 11/16/10 7¢
136 """ Prepare Draft Final FS Report N i Tainonot 1219100 300
137 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final FS Report 12/1010; 1210/10 14
138 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final FS Report 12140M0¢  wen1l 304
139 " Navy Receives Approval, Comments. o Nofice of Dispute TueniiT ey T1a
140 Navy and Regutator Resolution or Notice of dispule 119111 207111 36 d ’
1 | " prepare Final FS Repont T2t el 306
142 'USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Finat FS Report 310M1F 301 1d
143 |PRAP/ROD (Primary Document) 28111 wi2n2i 3394 ;
134 PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN (PRAP) o i Ty BN 1esd . :
125 Authorize Refease of Funds 2811] 2nam1i - 74
146 " Award PRAP/ROD and RD/RA Schedule - o 21 28 14 .
147 Prepare Proposed Remedial Action Plan 2091} 811l 18ad ) Q ,




11721100 PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD
1:21 PM SITE MANAGEMENT PLAN SCHEDULE
OPERABLE UNIT 6, SITE 8 MANAGEMENT OF MIGRATION
- 2006 2007 3008 2009 2010 - T 2011 2012 2013
ID__ | Task Name Start Finish pur. [S[OINDDFIMAIMJ[JTAISIOIN[O[J[FIM[AIM[J I [AIS[OIN[O [ [FIM[AIMIU TV TATS|OINTD U TF[MJATMIU [U TATS[OINTO I TF MIAIMIS [JTATS [OINID[J [FIM[AIM[J [JJA[S [OINTO U [FIM[ATM]STUJATS[OINIDIJ [F[M]A
148 Prepare Draft PRAP 2011 4N 68 d T i
149 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Recelves Draft PRAP 481 angm1 14
150 - USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft PRAP Schedule angi1i  sn7mit 304
151 Navy Receives Comments on Draft PRAP 5118111 5/18/11 1d
152 " Prepare Response to Comments Letter & Draft Final PRAP 5/18/11 '
153 - USEPA, MEDEP E'AﬁA"énheceive Draft Final PRAP & Response Yom'(fgr'ﬁmems Letter "SIBII‘ i
154 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution ) ) /811 6/28/11 )
155 ~ Prepare for Public Comment Period B Tenonti et :
156 Public Comment Period 7M3M1F 811 30d ‘ '
157 | RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) - T zen1i 11212 1694
158 Prepare Record of Decision 7128111 11212 169 d
159 “Prepare Draft ROD (Primary Document) " 781l Tonontt 4sd _
160 | “USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Receives Drat ROD T Tontnti enini 14 -
164 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft ROD 9M1M1: 101011} 304
w2 | Navy Receives Comments on Drat ROD e 001 10011 1d
163 Preparé Response to Comn;ems Lener“& Draft Final ROD 1011115 1.."9“{ 30 ¢
164 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Response to Comments & Draft Final ROD 11110M1 110M1; 14 B .
165 Navy and Regulator Resolution 110111 1130n1; 214 '
166 "“Prepare Final ROD 121111 121 214
167 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final ROD 12221115 1212211 14 :
168 " USEPA, MEDEP & NAVY Sign Final ROD | 122mi 2] 214 “
169 RECORD OF DECISION COMPLETE Tanan2i nan2 il
170 PREPARATION OF RD/RA SCHEDULE AND REMEDIAL DESIGN T en3m1i 111011 1514
171 RD/RA Schedule 613117 111011} 151d
— e e e = e D et ey
173 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive RD Schedule M1t 9 14d
— e o e e e s ‘
175 Decision/Resolution Period 01211 1o 30d {
176 | REMEDIAL DESIGN (RD) AND REMEDIAL ACTION (RA) T gsn1i 43| 5924
177 " PREPARATION AND IMPLEMENTATION OF REMEDIAL ACTION Ceesn1i a3l sez2d
178 REMEDIAL DESIGN 825M1; 12712} 471d
179 """RO Contracting Action Uit 12
180 Award Remedial Design Mt At 1d
181 Design To Be Determined 1321 12127 330d
182 REMEDIAL ACTION oen2!  amn3i 1914
183 RA Contracting Action Toren2! 122t 704
184 Award Remedial Action 1218102 120812 1d
185 " Construction ° Y2812 a3 1214
186 Mobilization 1208121 461131 1204
187 Start of Significant & Coniinuous Onsite Activity 4mn3 41113 1d




,  APPENDIX C.6
Site 26 ( Portable Oil/Water Tanks) Schedule
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

R . NORTHERN DIVISION
NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND
10 INDUSTRIAL HIGHWAY
MAIL STOP, #82
LESTER, PA 19113-2090 IN REPLY REFER TO

5090
Code 1823/FE

13 bEn 7000

Ms. Meghan Cassidy

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region I
i Congress Street '

Suite 1100

Mail Code HBT

Boston, MA 02114-2023

Mr. Iver McLeod

Maine Department of Environmental Protection
State House Station 17

Rugusta, ME 04333-0017

Dear Ms. Cassidy/Mr. Iver McLecd:

SUBJECT: REQUEST -FOR TIME EXTENSION ON THE SITE 26 DECISION DOCUMENT
INSTALLATION RESTORATION PROGRAM AT PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD,
KITTERY, ME

In accordance with Section XIII, Extensions, of the Federal Facility
Agreement for Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, the Navy requests a time extension
on the Site 26 Decision Document of 101 calendar days for submission of the
final Site 26 Decision Document from March 27, 2001 to July 6, 2001. This
request for an extension is to provide sufficient time to accommodate a
public comment period following preparation of the Draft Final Site 26
Decision Document and preparation of the responsiveness summary.

The Navy requests'notification'of your positions on this extension
request on or before December 27, 2000.

1f additional information is requlred, please contact Mr. Fred Evans at
(610) 595 0567 x159.

Sincerely,

v U u(/ /7:&7\

Frederick J. E&gn
Remedial Project Manager
By Direction of the
Commanding Officer

Encl:

(1) Proposed Schedule for Site 26

Copy to: :

NOBA (K. Finkelstein) USFWS (K. Munney) MEDMR (D. Card) NHFG (C. McBane)

Mr. D. Bogen . Mr. J. Clifford Ms. M. Dionne Ms. E. Foley

Ms. M. Marshall Mr. P. McCarthy Mr. J. McKenna Ms. M. Menconi

Mr. O. Roy Ms. J. Lyons Dr. R. Wells Ms. C. Lepage

PNS Code 100PAO . PNS (Code 106.3R) TtNUS (D. Cohen) COMSUBGRU TWO (R. Jones)
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PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD
SITE MANAGEMENT PLAN SCHEDULES
SITE 26 - NO FURTHER ACTION DECISION DOCUMENT

b |Task Name ‘ Dur l Start Finish JIJ[ATS O|N[D|J|F[hio[0l1\lMlJ[J|A|S
1 SITE 26 DECISION DOCUMENT (DD) 386d 8/29/00 9/18/01 l ]
2 lUSEPA & MEDEP Receives Draft Site 26 OD Repon 1d 8/29/00 8/29/00 ’
3 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Site 26 DD Report 56d 8/29/00 10/23/00 :}
7 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Site 26 DD Report id 10/24/00 10/24/00 .
8 Prepare Site 26 DD Report Response to Comments Letter 40d 10/14/00 11/22/00 [:
13 | T USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Aﬁét-:.éivéﬂsite 26 DD Report Response to Comments Letter d 11123100 11723/00 ¢
14 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews Site 26 DD Report Response to Comments Letter 34d 11/23/00 12/26/00 D
15 | Navy Receives Gomments on Sita 26 DD Report Response to Comments Letler T e 12/27/00 " 1227100 S
19 Navy and Regutator Comment Resolution 7d 12/27/00 1/2/01 [] .
20 Prepare Draft Finat Site 26 DD Report 30d 12/27/00 1/25/01 D
21 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final Site 26 DD Report 1d 1/26/01 1/26/01 ’
22 Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 14d 1127101 2/9/01 0
23 Prepare for Public Comment Pediod o ad zio1 | 22301 : 0
24 Public Comment Period 30d 3/8/01 4/6/01 [:]
25 Prepare Draft Draft Responsiveness Summary 0d amol © 56/01 ]
.26 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft Responsiveness Summary 1d 517101 517101 ’
27 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Responsiveness Summary 30d 5/7/01 6/5/01 [:]
31 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Responsiveness Summary 1d 6/6/01 6/6/01 ’
32 Prepare Resﬁor{siveness S\]_mmaw & Final DD 30d 6/6/01 7/5/01 D
37 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Responsiveness Summary & Final DD 1d 7/6/01 7/6/01 ¢
38 Navy Signs Final DD Y d 7/7/101 7/20/01 D
39 ‘ MEDEP Recsives Final DD 1d 7121101 7/121/01 ’
40 " MEDEP Signs Final DD 149 772201 " 814101 0
41 USEPA Receives Final DD 1d 8/5/01 8/5/01 ’
42 USEPA Signs Final DD 14d 8/6/01 8/19/1 D
43 Navy Distributes Final Decision Document 30d 8/20/01 9/18/01 D




APP-Covers FYO1 SMP Rev. 2

APPENDIX C.7
Site 27 (Berth 6 Industrial Area) Schedule



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

NORTHERN DIVISION
NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND
10 INDUSTRIAL HIGHWAY
MAIL STOP, #82

LESTER, PA 19113-2090 m REPLY REFER TO
5090 '
Code 1823/FE

13 D0 2863

Ms. Meghan Cassidy

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region I
1 Congress -Street

Suite 1100

Mail Code HBT

Boston, MA 02114-2023

Mr. Iver McLeod

Maine Department of Environmental Protection
State House Station 17

Augusta, ME (04333-0017

Dear Ms. Cassidy/Mr. Iver Mcleod:

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR TIME EXTENSION ON THE SITE 27 DECISION DOCUMENT;
INSTALLATION RESTORATION PROGRAM AT PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD,
KITTERY, ME .

In accordance with Section XIII, Extensions, of the Federal Facility
Agreement for Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, the Navy requests a time extension
on the Site 27 Decision Document of 101 calendar days for submission of the
final Site 27 Decision Document from March 27, 2001 to July 6, 2001. This
request for an extension is to provide sufficient time to accommodate a
public comment period following preparation of the Draft Final Site 27
Decision Document and preparaticn of the responsiveness summary.

The Navy requests notification of -your positions on this extension
request on or before December 27, 2000.

1f additional information is required, please contact Mr. Fred Evans at
(610) .595-0567 %158.

Sincerely,

YA .
,ngz;rick J. Evéns
Remedial Project Manager
By Direction of the
Commanding Officer

Encl:
(1) Proposed Schedule for Site 27

Copy to:

NOAR. (K. Finkelstein) USFWS (K. Munney) MEDMR (D. Card) NHFG (C. McBane)

Mr. D. Bogen Mr. J. Clifford Ms. M. Dionne Ms. E. Foley

Ms. M. Marshall Mr. P. McCarthy Mr. J. McKenna Ms. M. Menconi

Mr. O. Roy Ms. J. Lyons Dr. R. Wells . Ms. C. Lepage

PNS Code 100PAO - ~ PNS (Code 106.3R) TtNUS (D. Cohen) COMSUBGRU TWO (R. Jones)




PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD
SITE MANAGEMENT PLAN SCHEDULES
SITE 27 - NO FURTHER ACTION DECISION DOCUMENT

1D |Task Name I Dur I Start Finish JlJ[AlS%O[NIDIJ]F];OIOI‘\IM[JIJ[AIS
1 SITE 27 DECISION DOCUMENT (DD) 386d 8/29/00 9/18/01 [ ]
2 USEPA & MEDEP Receives Draft Site 27 DD Report 1d 8/29/00 8/29/00 ’
3 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Site 27 DD Report 56 d 8/29/00 10/23/00 [:j
7 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Site 27 DD Report' . 1d 10/24/00 10/24/00 ‘
8 Prepare Site 27 DD Report Response to Comments Letter 40d 10/14/00 11/22/00 D
13 " USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Site 27 DD Report Response to Comments Letter 1d 11723100 11/23/00 ¢
14 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews Site 27 DD Report Response to Comments Letter 34d 11/23/00 12/26/00 D
18 " Nivy Receives Comments on Site 27 DD Report Response to Comments Letier T 1 122700 122700 ¢
19 Navy and Regulator Comment Resclution ’ . 7d 12/27/00 1/2/01 []
20_ Prepare Draft Final Site 27 DD Report . 30d 12/27/00 1/25/01 D
21 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final Site 27 DD Report 1d 1/26/01 1/26/01 ’
22 Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 14d 1127101 2/9/01 D
23 “Prepare for Public Comment Period S Ty 10000 22300 0
24 Public Comment Period 30d 3/8/01 4/6/01 ’ D
25 " Prepare Draft Draft Responsiveness Summary 30d a7i0 5/6/01 )
26 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft Responsiveness Summary 1d 57101 5/7/01 ’
27 US;PA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Responsiveness Summary 30d ST 6/5/01 D
31 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Responsiveness Summary 1d 6/6/01 6/6/01 ’ .
32 Prepare Responsiveness Summary & Final bo 30d 6/6/01 71501 D
37 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Recsive Responsiveness Summary & Final DD 1d /6101 716101 ¢
38 Navy Signs Final DD ' _ T qag 717101 7/20/01 0
39 MEDEP Receives Final DD 1d 7121101 7124701 ’
41 USEPA Receives Final DD A : td 8/5/01 8/5/01 ) ’
42 USEPA Signs Final DD o . 14d 8/6/01 8/19/01 D
43 Navy Distributes Final Decision Document 30d 8/20/01 9/18/01 D
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APPENDIX C.8
Site 30 (Galvanizing Plant Building 184) Schedule



2201 ' ’ Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
' Site Management Plan Schedules
Site 30, Galvanizing Plant (Building 184) . >

Task Name

%

Dur

Start

Finish

2000

2002

OJN[DJJJFIMIAIMIJIJTATS

JTA]sS

SITE 30, BUILDING 184, WORKPLAN AND REPORT

" Submit RTC on Draft Site 30 Workplan

' EPA, MEDEP, & RAB Review RTC on Draft Site 30 Workplan

* Navy Receives Comments on RTC

Prepare DF Site 30 Workplan

| EPA, MEDEP, & RAB Receive DF Site 30 Workptan

. Névy Receives icA:oimim'e'n‘ts von' DF Site 30 V“Vo;k‘;;lval:{

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

23

24

28

29

30

31

35

36

37

38

39

43

44

45

46

47

48

Prepare L Workplan e+ e e e
EPA, MEDEP, & RAB Receive Final Site 30 Workplan:
Perform Site 30 Field Work (Secondary Document) *

Procurement and Preparation
Security and Mobilization
Perform Field Work
Receive Lab Analysis
Data Validation
Data Processing
Prepare Draft Site 30 Report
USEPA & MEDEP Receives Dralt SSAReport
" USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft SSA Report
Navy Receives Comments on Draft SSA Report
Prepare SSA Report Response to Comments Letter
USEPA, MEDEP 'Rece-is)e“SS'A Répoﬁ R'esboriéé id Co}ﬁmén{s Letier

" 'USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews SSA Report Response to Comments Letier

f\iévy.Receives' bdmmehté o‘n.SS-A~ R.éport‘Res.ponse to Comments Leitéf

Na\)y aﬁd Regulél(-)-r Comment Resolution

Prepafe Dfaft Final SSA Rébon ‘

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final SSA Report

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final SSA Report

Navy Receives Notice of Dispute

Navy and Regulator Resolution of‘Notice of Dispute

Prepare Final SSA Report

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final SSA Report

PROPOSE RI/FS SCHEDULE (IF REQUIRED)

17%

100% |
100% |

©100%

653 d

10/13/00°
10113/00

1013/00

11713100

7/27/02

10/13/00

11/12/00

T 100%

30d

11113100 |

12112/00

100%
e e
T

. 95% e

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%

O% -

0% e

0%

.0%.....;

ol 30

~ 0%

0% :

0%

0%

0%
0%
0%

0% !

0%

1d

12113100

12/113/00

11/13/00

o
1d
o
1d
127 d
204d
14.d
4d
304
454
144
90 d

a5d;

7d

366%
30d
1d§
304!

1d!

1d

12/13/00

2/23/01
2/24/01
2/24/01
3/16/01
3/30/01
4/3/01
5/3/01
6/17/01

7/1/01

o
9/29/01 ©
111301
111301
12028001
12128/01

Tz

1127102

1127102

*2/26/02

2/26/02. .

3/28/02

3/28/02

3/28/02

427102

7/27/02

1/23/01

222101

2/23/01
6/30/01
3/15/01
3/29/01

4/2/01

©512/01

6/16/01

6/30/01

9/28/01

9120001
1112001
11A3/01
12/27/01 "
12/28/01

1/26/02

1127102

22102

2125102
2126102
3/27/02
3/28/02
4/3102

4126102

4/27/02

7127102

1124101

IMTAalmM]Y]




APPENDIX C.9
Site 31 (West Timber Basin Landfill) Schedule

APP-Covers FY01 SMP Rev. 2



9/6/00 Portsmouth Naval Shipvard
348 PM Proposed RI/FS Schedule
Site 31, West Timber Basin
2004 7005

ID__|Task Name % Dur Start _|_Finish o[N]D|J|F|M|A [M]JIJ[A]S oNJoJuJFM]aMJJTu]Aas]o]N]D
1__|RIWORKPLAN 0% 322di 101/03] 81704 o A
2 " Prepare Draft RI Workplan 0% 81d| 101103} 12120003 o=

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Rec 0%1  1d] 122103] 1222103
8 |  USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft F;lm\;v‘c;r;("p.)lan 0%]  45d| 1221003] 21304 ‘
12 | Navy Receives Comments on Draft Rl Workplan T 0% 1d] 2/4i04 2/4/04
13 | Prepare Rl Workplan Response to Comments Letter 0%!  45d]  2/4/04] 31904
18 USEPA, MEDEP Receive Rl Workplan Response to Comments Letter 0% 1d] 3z004] 32004 ' ‘
19 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews RI Workplan Response to Comments Letter 0% 45d 3/20/04 5/3/04‘ Ers N
23 Navy Receuves Comments on RI Workplan Response to Comments Letter 0% 1d 5/4/04 5/4/04 E 3
24 Navy and f Regulator Comment Resolution’ OM"); i 7d 5/4/04 5/10/04 ]
25 Prepare Draft Final Rl Workplan 0% 30d 5/4/04 6/2/04
% "USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final Rl Workplan 0% 1d] 604l emios ® '
27 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final Rl Workplan 0%  45d|  e/3/04]  7A7/04
31 Navy Receives Approval Comments, or Notice of Dispute 0% 1d 7/18/04 7118004 &
32 | Navyand Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 0%  7d| 71804| 774104 0
3 | Miirgfoare' Final RI Workplan 0%!  30d| 7M804]  sre/04 ’
3 | USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Rl Workplan 0% 1d| 8n7mal  an7/04 »




APPENDIX C.10
Site 32 (Topeka Pier Site) Schedule



917100 Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
210 PM Proposed RI/FS Schedule
Site 32, Topeka Pier
2004 2005
ID__|Task Name . % Dur stat | Finish [O[N[OJulr[M]aMToToTaTs o In]oTuFIM|A MToTu]Aa]s]|O[N]D
1 [RIWORKPLAN 0% 322d] 10/1003] 81704 |G s i e

2 Prepare Draft RI Workplan 0% 81d]  10/1/03] 12/20/03 |

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft Rl Workplan 0% 1a! 122103] 12221103
8 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft RI V»V;)rkplan 0%|  454] 122103] 213004
12 h Navy Receives Comments on Draft R Workplan T B 0% 1d 2/4/04 2/4/04
13 Prepare RI Wotkplaﬁ hgsr;ngé to Cgt;{r;nents Letter 0%  45d 2/4/041  3/19/04 G,
18 | S 0% 1d| 320047 3120004 . .
19 0%|  45d| 32004! 5304 ;
23 - avy ReoeNes Comments on R Workplan R' spo to Comments Letter 0% 1d 5/4/04 5/4/04 r 3
24 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution T 0% 74l sai0al 510004 [} .
25 Prepare Draft Flﬁal RI Workplan T C 0% 30d 5/4/04 .6/2/04
% | GMSEEFA”'&éDEPEEzXé Receive Draft Final Rl Workplan 0%|  1dl 6304|6304 ®
27 | -"USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final RI Workplan R - 0%|  45d]  6/304] 7H7/04
31 " Navy Reééi&ééﬁ}ibroval Comments, or Notice of Dispute 0% 1d] 71804]  7/18/04 P'Y
32 | Nawand Regulator Resolution or Notice o% Daspute 0% 7d]  7M804] 7124104 0
B3 | E:Fe;a;e Final Rl Workplan o 0%|  30d| 7na0a]  sheioa
34 | " USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final RI Workplan 0% 1d] 8A7ioa|  &17i04 ®




APPENDIX C.11
Site 34, Oil Gasification Plant, Building 62, Schedule

APP-Covers FY01 SMP Rev. 2



D

s ’ Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
Z49PM Site Management Plan Schedule
- ' Site 34, Oil Gasification Plant (Building 62)

2001 2002 ) 2003 2004

ID__|Task Name % Dur_| Start Finsh [OIN]|DJUJF[M]AIM]U]U]A]S olN]DIJ]F[MIA]M[JlJIAIS OIMDIJ]F|M]A[M[J]JIA[S o]NIDIJIFIM]A[M
1 |SITE 34 WORKPLAN AND REPORT 0% 910d| 1115001 | 5/12/04 : A TR R e
2 Prepare Draft Site 34 Workplan 0% 87d! 11/15/01 2/9/02
7 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft Site 34 Workplan 0% 1d; 2/10/02 2/10/02
8 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Site 34 Workplan 0% 45d! 211002 | 3/26/02
12 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Site 34 Workplan 0% 1di 3/27/02 3/27/02
13 T Prepare Site 34 Wgrkotan Response to Comments Letter ’ 0% 45d: 3/27/02 5/10/02
18 USEPA, MEDEP Receive Site 34 Workplan Response to Comments Letter 0%, 1d; 5(11/02 | 5/11/02
19 | USEPA MEDESELHXB Reviews Site 34 Workplan Response to Comments Ll 0% 30d 5A41/02 | 6/9/02
23 | Navy Receives Comments on Site 34 Workplan Response to Comments Lette 0%! 1d! 6(10/02 | 6/10/02
24 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolutron , 0% 7d 6M0/02 | 6/16/02
- e o P Workplan e e H s et Bt
26 0%  1d| 71002 | 7/10/02
27 T0%| 30d 710002 | 8/8/02
31 0% 1d| 8/9/02 8/9/02
32 Navy and Regulator Resolutlon or Notlce of Dispute 0% 7d; 8/9/02 8/15/02
33 Prepare Final Site 34 Workplan I 0% 30d| 8/9/02 917102
34 | USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Site 34 Workplan ' " 0%  1d| 9/8/02 9/8/02
35 Perform Site 34 Field Work h 0% 220d| 9/9/02 | 4/16/03
36 Procurement and Preparatron - : 0% 21d| 9/9/02 | 9/29/02
37 Securrtywa“ &'i\héb'r tion T 0% 20d. 9/30/02 | 10/19/02
38 | B Co T T “'”6"37; 90d! 10/20/02 | 117/03
39 | ReceivelabAnalyss T T 0% 30d) 1118003 | 2/16/03
40 Datavalidaton o 0%, 45d| 2/17/03 |  4/2003
e EFoE”éééiH‘g’"W'WW T e e e Tt
42 | Prepare Draf Site 34 Report T T 0% 90di 417/03 | 7/15/03
47 |  USEPA& MEBEF'RecéIveE Draft érié"’a'i Report o ) 0% 1d| 716/03 | 7/16/03
T ves Dranste i e e Iy B B St
52 0% 1d. 8/30/03 | 8/30/03
53 0% 45d| 8/30/03 | 10/13/03
54 |  USEPA, MEDEP Recerve Site 34 Report Response-to"Comments Leter | 0%  1d! 10/14/03 | 10/14/03
55 B USEPA MEDEP & RAB Rewews Slte 34 Report Response to Comments Lette 0% 30d 10/14/0311/12/03
59 N Navy Recelves Comments on Slte 34 Report Response to Comments Letter o 0% 1d 11/1 3/03 1 1/13/03
60 | Navy and Regulator Comment Resolutron CT 0% 7di 1113103 1 11/19/03
61 | Prepare Draft Final Site 34 Report S T T 0% 30d) 111303 | 12112003
62 |  USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final Site 34 Reportw i 0% 1d 12013003 | 1213/03
63 | USEPA MEDEP & RAB Review Draﬂ Fmal sne34 Report 0%, 30d “ré/"ié/b'é‘ 111004
67 ' Navy Receives Notrce of Drspute . I 0%, 1d 1/12/04 112104
68 Navy and Regulator Resolutron of Notrce of Duspute N 15/[);{» - 8/64
Q,',”— - Prepare Flnal Stte 34 Report T ) A ‘ t/15/04 -;“"“-‘2/10/04
[“F0 | USEPA MEDEP & RAB Receive FrnéfEité 54 Report T U 0% 1dl 211004 "'2/'1‘176&
72 |  PROPOSE RIFS SCHEDULE (FREQURED) 0%  1di 512/04 | 512/04 *




 APPENDIX D

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT SITE MANAGEMENT PLAN

APP-Covers FY01 SMP Rev. 1




RESPONSE TO EPA COMMENTS DATED JUNE 26, 2000
DRAFT AMENDED SITE MANAGEMENT PLAN
PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY, MAINE

1. COMMENT: Operable Unit 3: The schedule does not refiect the Navy's recent request for a second
extension for submittal of the draft final FS for this Operable Unit. As indicated verbally in a June 23,
2000 conference call, EPA is in the process of putting together an approval letter relating to this
request. All schedules should be revised to reflect this thirty day extension. '

RESPONSE: The Operable Unit 3 schedule in the Draft Final Site Management Plan has been revised
to reflect EPA approval of the Navy's recent request for a second extension for submittal of the draft
final FS for this Operable Unit.

2. COMMENT: Operable Unit 4: There are no dates (projected start/finish) included for this Operable
Unit. The schedule in the original SMP showed dates to completion (as required by the FFA). Add
dates for this operable unit.

RESPONSE: The Operable Unit 4 schedule in the Draft Final Site Management Plan has been
revised to provide dates (projected start/finish) for this Operable Unit.

3. COMMENT: Figure 1-1: The figure used in the original SMP was of a much higher quality. Insert the
: same figure in the Amended SMP. : ’

RESPONSE: The higher quality figure has been provided for Figure 1-1 for the in the Draft Final Site
Management Plan.

4. COMMENT: Section 1.2.1: The purpose of this section needs to be reviewed. iIf left as drafted, this
section represents only a partial summary of the onshore studies performed to date. [fitis to be left as
is, additional text must be added to clarify that this is not a complete summary. The alternative is to
update the section. ’

RESPONSE: The following text will be added to Section 1.2:

«1.2 HISTORY OF HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL, ENVIRONMENTAL INVESTIGATION.  AND
REMEDIATION ACTIVITIES

The folléwing is a description of the history of hazardous waste disposal, environmental investigation
and remediation activities performed prior to when the Federal Facilities Agreement was signed for

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard.
Years of shipbuilding ...

5. COMMENT: Table 4-1, page 4-3: The relative risk rankings presented in this table do not agree with
those presented in the table in Appendix B. Review the two tables and inciude the accurate
information. :



10.

1.

RESPONSE: T_he table in Appendix B has been reviséd to indicate:
a. Site 9, Mercury Burial Vaults is ranked “LOW™;
b. Site 31, West Timber Basin Landfill is ranked “LOW"; and

c. Site 34, Oil Gasification Plant, has been added to and is ranked “HIGH"

COMMENT: Section 6.0: The text indicates that this section provides a list of studies completed since
the FFA was signed. The FFA was signed in September 1999. Therefore, it appears that only those
documents produced after September 1999 should be included here. In addition, it seems that for the
sake of clarity, this text should state that the list provided relates to “documents” completed rather than

“studies”.

RESPONSE: Section 6.0 has been divided into two sections: Section 6.1, Documents completed
before the FFA was signed; and Section 6.2, Documents completed after the FFA was signed on

September 30, 2000.

COMMENT: Appendix C, Operable Unit 1 Schedule, Line 65: The schedule shows a seven day
duration for receipt of comments by the Navy. This should be a one day duration event.

-

RESPONSE: Line 65 of the Operable Unit 1 Schedule in Appendix C has been revised to indicate a
one day duration event instead of a seven day duration for receipt of comments by the Navy.

'COMMENT: Appendix C, Operable Unit 1 Schedule, Line 66: According to the process presented in
the first SMP, the resolution time for this action (assuming this is a primary document) should be 7
rather than fourteen days. -

RESPONSE: Line 66, Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution, of the Operable Unit 1 Schedule in
Appendix C has been revised to indicate a seven day duration event instead of a fourteen day duration
for “Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution”.

COMMENT: Appendix C, Operable Unit 1 Schedule, Line 69: According to the process set forth in the
first SMP, the duration for the action on line 69 (Navy and regulator resolution of dispute) should be 30

days.

RESPONSE: Line 69, USEPA, MEDEP, & RAB Review Draft Final Site 10 Workplan, includes as 30
day duration, therefore no revision has been made. However, line 74, Navy and Regulator Resolution
of Dispute, of the Operable Unit 1 Schedule in Appendix C has been revised from 7 days to 30 day
duration according to the process set forth in the first SMP.

‘COMMENT: Appendix C, Operable Unit 1 Schedule, Line 99: The schedule shows a seven day
duration for receipt of comments by the Navy. This should be a one day duration event.

RESPONSE: Line 99, Navy Receives Comments on Site 10 Field Investigation Report Response to
Comments Letter, of the Operable Unit 1 Schedule in Appendix C has been revised to indicate a one
day duration event instead of a seven day duration for receipt of comments by the Navy.

COMMENT: According to the process presented in the first SMP, thé resolution time for this action
(assuming this is a primary document) should be 7 rather than fourteen days.
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RESPONSE: Line 100, Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution, of the Operable Unit 1 Schedule in
Appendix C has been revised to indicate a seven day duration event instead of a fourteen day duration
for receipt of comments by the Navy.

COMMENT: Appendix C, Operable Unit 1 Schedule, Line 108: According to the process set forth in
the first SMP, the duration for the action on line 69 (Navy and regulator resolution of dispute) should be

-30 days.

RESPONSE: Line 108, Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute, of the Operable Unit 1
Schedule in Appendix C has been revised to indicate a 30 day duration event instead of a seven day
duration according to the process set forth in the first SMP.



RESPONSE TO MEDEP COMMENTS DATED JULY 7, 2000
DRAFT AMENDED SITE MANAGEMENT PLAN
PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY, MAINE

1. COMMENT: 2.3.4 Site #34. p. 2-10

“In 1999 a removal action was undertaken at this site.”
Please include a brief description of the removal action, e.g., what was removed-and why.

RESPONSE The last two sentences in the last paragraph of sectlon 2.3. 4 have been revised to read:
.. with no success. G4 AE MBE-The three
remammg concrete blocks at MB/ and their contents were removed and properly disposed of, as a
Removal Action in 1997. MBII was located in the Summer 2000. A total of eight blocks and their
contents were removed and disposed of as a CERCLA Removal Action and disposed in accordance

with Federal and state law.

2. COMMENT: App.C, OU1

There should be a line for “Navy receives comments” between lines 119 and 123.

RESPONSE: Task No. 123, Navy Receives Comments on Draft Modeling Work Plan” has been
added to the OU1 Schedule with a 1 day duration according to the process set forth in the first SMP.

3. COMMENT: App. C, OU1, Line 214

There is only one day provided for “Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute”. This should
probably be 7 days.

RESPONSE: The duration for Task 214, Navy and Regulator Resolutlon or Notice of Dispute, has
been changed from 1 day to 30 days.

4. COMMENT: App. C, QU2 Line.17

410 days has been provided for Regulator/RAB review of the DF Phase il Modeling Report. This puts
the end of the review period beyond the date for regulator receipt of the Final Phase [l Modeling Report
(which has already been issued). Please correct this and any dates in subsequent lines affected by -

line 17.

RESPONSE: - The Finish Date for Task 17, USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final Phase Il
Modeling Report”, has been changed from 410 days to 35 days. The dates for the subsequent lines’
have been revised accordingly.

5. COMMENT: App. C, OU2, RI Data Gap Field Work

The MEDEP does not have a document for OU2 with this title. To what document/study does this
refer?




RESPONSE: The document “RI Data Gap Field Work” has been chénged to.“Field Investigation
Report, Site 10 and Site 29. S

COMMENT: App. C. OU2, Line 103

The finish date for regulator review of the Risk Assessment Report Response to Comments is now
August 7. Please correct this and subsequent dates. :

RESPONSE: The finish date for line 103, USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Risk Assessment Report
Response to Comments Letter” has been revised to August 8, 2000 which is the date the Navy
received comments from USEPA. The dates for the subsequent lines have been revised accordingly.

COMMENT: App. C. OU4, Line 65

The GANTT chart seems to indicate that the Draft PRG Report should have been issued in June 2000.
This document has not yet been issued so dates should be adjusted.

Also, the GANTT chart shows regulator receipt of the Draft PRG Report occurring on the same day as
the start date of the Draft PRG Report preparation. Please correct this.

RESPONSE: Line 64 has been listed as a predecessor for Line 65. Also the duration for preparation

of the Draft PRG Report Task 64 was incorrect. The duration of the Round 2 Data Package, 153
days, was provided instead of the duration for preparation of the Draft PRG Report, 245 days.

S
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