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1.1 FACILITY LOCATION AND MISSION

1.0 INTRODUCTION

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

activities history at PNS.

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.

1-1

This Site Management Plan (SMP) for the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) in Kittery, Maine

was prepared by the U.S. Department 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 implementation 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 constraints, 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 (lAG) for the completion of all necessary investigation and

remedial actions at PNS.

Section 1 FY01 SMP Rev. 1

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.
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The following is a description of the history of hazardous waste disposal, environmental

investigation and remediation activities performed prior to when the Federal Facility Agreement

was signed forPortsmouth 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, investigation 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 (lAS) (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 Confirmat'ion Study (FCS),

(LEA, 1986), which evaluated the sites identified in the Initial Assessment StUdy to confirm the

presence of contamination.

HISTORY OF HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL, ENVIRONMENTAL,

INVESTIGATION AND REMEDIATION ACTIVITIES

1.2 '

I
),

'I.
I,
,I
II,'

I'
,I,

The U.S. EPA became involved with PNS in 1985 when the agency requested 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" tracking 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 (RFI); 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.

I
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, w<;lste 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 CERCLNSuperfund 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 to 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 pa·rticipation of the State in the process even though they

have chosen not to be a party to the FFA.

The RFA (Kearney & BakerrrSA, 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 investigate the 13 SWMUs

(sites) and take appropriate 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

titled 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 MPSswere 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 appropriate requirements, standards, criteria or

limitations as used by CERCLA and as defined in the National Contingency Plan (NCP).

The Ambient Air Quality Monitoring Report. (McLaren/Hart, 1992a) was developed to support

identification of SWMUs where contamination may have resulted in adverse impacts to air.

Because of questions on previous sampling methods, techniques, and reporting methods, the

Phase \I 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&R Environmental, 1996b) was developed

to address facility groundwater. The purpose of this plan is to facilitate the implementation of a

cost-effective, groundwater 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 Plan 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
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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

decisions. 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.

1.2.2 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 the 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 I EERA (Johnston et. ai, 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 I 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 II EERA, the analysis phase initiated in July 1992 and

completed in the summer of 1995, was to test hypotheses from Phase I and quantify the

ecological risk from the PNS. Phase II included the collection and analysis of additional water

(water column and seeps), sediment (surface sediments and sediment cores) and biota

(mussels, I~bster, flounder and eelgrass) samples. Phase I and Phase II data and conclusions

were synthesized to develop the final EERA. Ttie EERA (NCCOSC, 2000) has been finalized.

The data collected during Phase I of the Ecological Risk Assessment work was also used to

develop the Human Health Risk Assessment for Offshore Media (McLaren/Hart, 1994c). The

data collected from Phase II was evaluated to assess human risk in the Phase IIPhase II 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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The SMP is organized as follows:

1.3 REPORT ORGANIZATION

sediment MPSs. The Offshore Human Health MPS Report is currently in the Draft stage

(Halliburton NUS, 1995b).

Ope'rable Units

,........

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.

Although they will not be finalized, both the Offshore Ecological and 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.

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.

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 sim~ar kinds of contamination or combined them

because of geographic proximity. Restructuring into operable units allows sites that are ready for

cleanup to proceed without waiting for studies on other sites to be' completed. Section 2.3

discusses the five OUs.

1.2:3'

• Section 1.0 is this introduction.

• Section 2.0 describes the history and status of each site at PNS.
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• Section 3.0 provides a description of the CERCLA remedial process and the HCRA

Corrective Action Process and describes the similarities and differences between RCRA and

CERCLA.

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

results.

• Section 5.0 presents the sequence of activities and target dates for primary/secondary

documents along with a discussion of their development.

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

• Section 7.0 provides a list of references.

The Appendices are as follows:

• 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.

1-10
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2.1 OPERABLE UNIT DESCRIPTIONS

2.0 SITE DESCRIPTIONS

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

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).

2-1

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 3D, 31 and 32, as well as Site 34,Ithe Oil

Gasification Plant) have been iden'tified 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 potential or suspected contamination, or

areas of known contamination that require further study, through the CERCLA RifFS process. In

order to most efficiently address the AOCs, AOCs have been combined where appropriate into

Operable Units (OUs). A description ofthe OUs is provided below:

Several sites not identified in the HSWA permit have also been included in the IR Program.
l

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 RifFS process. Site screening field investigations at Site 3D,

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.

Section 2 FY01 SMP Rev. 1

The remedial process outlined in the HSWA Pe'rmit 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 more 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 r~solved for more complex sites.
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2.2 SITE DESCRIPTIONS

2.2.1 Site #10· Battery Acid Tank No. 24

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

• Site #10 - Battery Acid Tank No. 24

• Site #21 - Acid/Alkaline Drain Tank (groundwater only)
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• Site #5 - Industrial Waste Outfalls

• Site #26 - Portable OillWater Tanks

• Offshore Areas Potentially Impacted by PNS On-Shore Sites

Section 2 FY01 SMP Rev. 1

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

Impact Are'as, Quarters S, N, & 68

• Site #29- Incinerator Site

• 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

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 asphalt. Confirmation soil samples were

taken from soil borings installed during the RFI investigation. Initial Assessment Study (lAS)

interview sheets found after the initial RFI and removal action were completed, indicated

potential historical fill line leakage, necessitating expansi,on of the area of investigation.

Additional 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 approximately in 1983. Currently within ·the fenced

area of the DRMO, asphalt 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

with portland cement, two layers of 16-ounce non-woven needle-punched geotextile, and a

geocomposite clay liner(GCL). An area on the northwest side of the DRMO was paved with two

inches of asphalt (McLaren/Hart, 1993).

Section 2 FY01 SMP Rev. 1 2-3



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 conjunction with Site 6 DRMO. The
I

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.
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2.2.4 Site #8 • Jamaica Island Landfill (JILF)

The JILF covers an approximate area of. 25 acresof filled land. Prior to landfilling activities, tidal

flats separated Jamaica Island from Seavey Island. It has been reported that drainage channels

existed within 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 trichloroethene (TCE),

methylene chloride, toluene and methyl ethyl 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 be~n 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

metals, oil and grease, and low concentrations of PCBs were reported in dredge spoils samples.

Approximately nine acres of the landfill were covered with dredge spoils from 1978

, (Normandeau Associates, 1978).

At the time of disposal of the dredge spoils in 1978, anew 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 cover 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 ele~tromagnetic system developed by

the Navy Research Laboratory (NRL). Twenty-five test pits were dug in the JILF in areas outside
. • .. :c. ~;..'.

on-he running track area.' A report on the findings of these test pits including sample results is
W'FIf!

under development A draft Feasibility Study has been issued for au 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 Former 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 from the remainder of aU3. The schedule for this

work has not yet been developed.
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2.2.5 Site #9 • Mercury Burial Site I and Mercury Burial Site II eMBI 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 L(MBI) and Mercury Burial

Site II (MBII) and were reported 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.

The reported location of MBII is in the western corner of the JILF, just south of the H25 Building

parking lot. Information gathered by PNS personnel prior to the RFI Data Gap field investigation

indicated that MBII may have been located south of the previous 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 were not located during these

excavation activities.

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 RFI. 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 feet.

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.
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During 1989 to 1992, as part of the RFI, subsurface soils and groundwater samples were

collected at the Mercury Burial sites. During the RFI 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. 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.
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2.2.6 Site #11 • Form r Waste Oil Tanks Nos. 6 and 7

2.2.7 Site #5 • Industrial Waste Outfalls

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

investigated in both the RFI and RFI Data Gap investigations.

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

prior to construction of the Industrial Waste Treatment Plant. The outfalls are believed to have
, .

been in operation from 1945 to 1975 and are located near Berths 6, 11 and 13. Wastes

discharged include wastes from plating and battery shops contained in Buildings 79 and 238:

2-7

Former Waste Oil Tanks Nos. 6 and 7 have been referred to as Waste Oil Tank Number 12 in

the past. These were two 8,OOO-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 has 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,

inspected, 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. )

In '~1994 an .investigation was conducted by C.T. Male Associates 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.

Section 2 FY01 SMP Rev. 1
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The wastewaters may have contained heavy metals (mercury, lead, cadmium, chromium, copper

and zinc), oil and grease, and PCBs.

I
I
I

2.2.8 Site #26 • Portable OillWater 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.

'I
I
I
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2.2.9 Offshore Areas

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 section 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.

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 assessmenVmedia 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 I) 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.

Section 2 FY01 SMP Rev. 1
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Site #27 • Berth 6 Industrial Area (formerly Fuel Oil Spill Area)2.2.10
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There are various other underground distribution pipelines which run through Berth 6. In 1981,

two lines, a #6 fuel oil line and a #2 fuel oil line, failed hydrostatic testing 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.

A No Further Action Decision Document is being prepared for review and comment to remove

Site 27 from the CERCLA program.

The field investigation for the Fuel Oil Spill Area adjacent to Berth 6 was expanded by the Navy

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.

I
I
I
I 2.2.11 Site #21 • Acid/Alkaline Drain Tank

This unit, used from 1974 to 1991, was a 695-gallon underground 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 middle 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".

Other wastes included rinse water from three deburring machines. Minor volumes of overflow

wa'Mf~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 geographical areas which require preliminary screening to determine whether

further study pursuant to the CERCLA RifFS 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 as the

Site-Screening Process (SS,P), 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.

2.3.1 Site #30 - Galvanizing Plant Building 184

Constructed in 1943 as a Galvanizing Plant, Building 184 was closed after World War II (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 was 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 - Topeka Pier site) constructed after the turn of the c.entury, 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

I
I
I
'I
I
I
I
.1.

I
I
'I
I
I
I
I

The area in the vicinity of Building 237, 154, 306, 129, 158 and H-23 was preViously 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 Plant. Building 62

Constructed in the early 1870s, Building 62 served as the Shipyard Illuminating 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. little 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 performesi 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.

., .

I
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3.0 REGULATORY PROCESS ACTIVITIES

Beginning'in 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 investigations are allocated for DOD sites.

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, Compensation, and

Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) and

applicable state law. Among other things, an FFA outlines roles and responsibilit~es, establishes

deadlines/schedules, and outlines work to be performed.

The RCRA Facility Assessment (RFA) is the first step of the RCRA corrective action process and is

similar to a CERCLA PNSI. The RC'RA 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 (CMt, implementation of corrective

3-1

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 determine the need

for a remedy, and if necessary, the selection and implementation of the remedy for the site. The phases

of investigation under CERCLA include the Preliminary Assessment/Site Inspection (PNSI), 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

PNSI is replaced by the Site Screening Process (SSP). Superfund also has provisions for Interim

Measures (1M) that can be implemented if a site poses an immediate threat to the environment.

The RCRA established a national strategy for the management 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.

Section 3 FY01 SMP Rev, 1
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TABLE 3-1

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

RCRA

RCRA Facility
Assessment

RFA .

JJ.
RCRA Facility
Investigation

RFI

JJ.
Corrective Measures

Study
CMS

JJ.
Corrective Measures

Implementation
CMI

Vs. CERCLA

Preliminary AssessmenV
Site Investigation

PNSI

JJ.
Remedial

Investigation
RI

JJ.
Feasibility

Study
FS

JJ.
Remedial Design
Remedial Action

RD/RA

• Identify releases needing further
investigation

• ·Characterize nature, extent, and rate of
contaminant releases .

• Evaluate/select remedy

/

• Design and implementation of chosen
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 Measures (1M) 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 process, the RCRA Corrective Action Process and

describes the similarities and differences between RCRA and CERCLA.

3.1 CERCLA PROCESS ACTIVITIES

This section provides a description of the CERCLA remedial process.

3.1.1 Preliminary Assessment/Site Investigation and Site Screening Process

The initial study conducted under CERCLA at a site in response to a real or suspected hazardous

substance release is the Preliminary AssessmenUSite Investigation (PNSI). At Federal' Facilities, the

, lead agency (the Navy in the case of PNS) collects the data for the PNSI. The USEPA evaluates the

PNSI data. The PNSI relies heavily on existing information, and is limited in scope. If the PNSI !'

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 PNSI 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 AOC subject to further study through CERCLA

RI/FS process.

A generic Site Screening Workplan has been developed to facilitate studies during this phase.
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3.1.2 Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study

The Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RifFS) is the next phase of the CERCLA remedial process

and is required for all AOCs." The RI 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 enviro,:,ment, 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 Plan (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 alternative(s) is issued.

The State of Maine has the opportunity to concur on the ROD.

3.1.3 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 a're 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 EEICA focuses only on the material to

be removed arid 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 ard the environment. In this case, a no action ROD would be issued and the

CERCLA remedial process would be concluded.

3-4
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3.1.5 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.

An interim remedial action may be completed prior to or during the RIIFS 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.

I
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3.1.4 Interim Remedial Actions
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4.1 RELATIVE RISK SITE EVALUATION FRAMEWORK

4.0 SITE RANKING

This section provides. a description of the relative risk ranking procedure and a summary of relative

ranking results. Results of the risk ranking procedure are intended to assist in prioritizing site cleanups.

• The Contaminant Hazard Factor

• The Migration Pathway Factor

• The Receptor Factor

4-1

The Department of Defense has developed 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 health

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

environmental media (soil, sediment, air, surface water, and groundwater) that are protective of humans,

including sensitive groups, over a lifetime. Each of these environmental media are evaluated using

three factors:

Section 4 FY01 SMP Rev. 1

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

.. 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.
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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.

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.

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.
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The Receptor Factor (RF) is an indication of the 'potential for human or ecological contact with site

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 receptors to have access to contaminated media. A rating of

"limited" indicates that there is little or no potential for receptors to have access to contaminated media.

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 categories are High, Medium, and Low.: 7The 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.

Section 4 FY01 SMP Rev. 1
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Operable Site/Site Name Rank
Unit

OU-1 Site #10 Battery Acid Tank No. 24 High

OU-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

OU-3 Site #8 Jamaica Island Landfill and Former Child Development Center High
(CDC)

OU-3 Site #9 Mercury Burial Sites (MBI and MBII) Low

OU-3 Site #11 Former Waste Oil Tanks Nos. 6 & 7 High

OU-4 Site #5 Industrial Waste Outfalls High

OU-4 Site #26 Portable OillWater Tanks Medium

OU-4 -- Offshore Areas (including impacts from Sites #5. 6. 8. 9. 10, 26, 27) High

OU-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
Not Ranked

I
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*
NR
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5.1 SCHEDULE DEVELOPMENT

5.2 SCHEDULE DURATIONS

Section 12 of the FFA defines the schedule for updating the Site Management Plan.

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

)

5-1

The schedules were developed using the current status· 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.

5.0 SCHEDULE·

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 following resolution a draft final document is

prepared. 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. Secondl3ry documents, as listed in the FFA, also undergo review;

however, a draft final version is not provided.

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

documents.

Section 5 FY01 SMP Rev. 1
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6.0 DOCUMENTS

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

Document

Initial Assessment Study

Final Confirmation Study Report on Hazardous Waste Sites

RCRA Facility Assessment

Addendum to RCRA Facility Investigation Proposal

Interim Human Health Risk Assessment for Quarters S, N, and 68

Interim Human Health Assessment for the Day Care Center

Revised Ambient Air Quality Monitoring Report

On-Shore Ecological Risk Assessment of Portsmouth Naval Shipyard

Final Hazard Ranking System Package

Draft RCRA Facility Investigation Report for Onshore SWMUs (Remedial

Investigation)

Addendum to RCRA Facility Investigation Report

Public Health and Environmental Risk Evaluation Part A: Human Health Risk

Assessment Report

Final On-Shore Media Protection Standards Proposal

Final Human Health Risk Assessment Report for Offshore Media for Portsmouth

Naval Shipyard

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

Water

Estuarine Ecological Risk Assessment Case Study for Portsmouth Naval Shipyard

Phase II Ambient Air Quality and Meteorologic Monitoring Report

Draft On-Shore Feasibility Study Report

Draft Interim Ground Water Monitoring Plan

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

Risks

Draft Final Estuarine Ecological Risk Assessment

RCRA Facility Investigation Data Gap Report

Community Relations Plan tor Portsmouth Naval Shipyard

Technical Memorandum on Seep Sampling tor Portsmouth Naval Shipyard

Draft On-Shore/Off-Shore Contaminant Fate and Transport Modeling Phase I Report

June 1994

June 1993

March 1994

April 1994

May 1994

Date

June 1983

June 1986

July 1986

February 1991

April 1991

October 1991

April 1992

August 1992

May 1993

July 1992

December 1994

March 1995

March 1995

May 1995

June 1995

July 1995

November 1995

October 1996

November 1996

February 1997

6-1Section 6 FY01 SMP Rev. 1
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6.2 The following studies were completed since the FFA was signed in September, 1999:

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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May 1997

May 1999

JUly 1999

August 1999

August 1999

May 2000

May 2000

June 2000

Date

October 1999
,

November 1999

February 2000

March 2000

May 2000

October 1998.

June 1996

October 1996

November 1996

March 1998

March 1998

April 1998

6-2

Technical Memorandum on Risk Evaluation of Surface Soils from Jamaica Island

Landfill Site

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

Geochemical Modeling

On-Shore/Off-Shore Contaminant Fate and Transport Modeling Phase I Report December 1997

Addendum

Phase I/Phase II Data Comparative Analysis Report

Phase II Ambient Air Quality and Meteorological Monitoring Report

Consensus Document, SWMU 21 No Further Action for Soil

Interim Groundwater Monitoring Plan

Work Plan, Teepee Incinerator (Site 29) and Building 238 (Site 10)

Work Plan - Site 10 (Building 238) and Site 29 (Teepee Incinerator)

Work Plan - Site 30 (Building 184), Site 31 (West Timber Basin), and Site 32

(Topeka Pier)

Interim Record of Decision for Operable Unit 4

Technical Memorandum Lead Contamination at DRMO Impact Area

Seep/Sediment Summary Report

Groundwater Monitoring Summary Report

Document

Interim Offshore Monitoring Plan for Operable Unit 4

On-Shore/Off-Shore Contaminant Fate and Transport Modeling Report

Work Plan for Mercury Burial Vault II and Drum Investigation

Field Investigation Report Site 10 (Building 238) and Site 29 (Teepee Incinerator)

Field Investigation Report Site 30 (Building 184), Site 31 (West Timber Basin), and

Site 32 (Topeka Pier)

Facility Background Development

Revised OU 3 Risk Assessment

Estuarine Ecological Risk Assessment

Section 6 FY01 SMP Rev. 1



7.0 REFERENCES

B&R Environmental, 1996b, "Interim Groundwater Monitoring Plan" for Portsmouth Naval Shipyard,

Halliburton NUS Corporation, Wayne, PA, November 1996, Int. GW Monitoring Plan.

Halliburton NUS, 1994a, "Draft Revised Corrective Measures Study Proposal" for Portsmouth Naval

Shipyard, Kittery, Maine, Halliburton NUS Corporation, Wayne, PA, July 1994, Revised CMS Proposal.

Halliburton NUS, 1995b, "Media Protection Standards for Off-Shore Media Based on Human Health

Risks,~' Revised'Draft, Halliburton NUS Corporation, Wayne, PA, June 1995, Revised Draft HHMPSs.

7-1

B&R Environmental, 1996a, "Phase II Ambient Air Quality and Meteorological Monitoring Report,"

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery, Maine, Halliburton NUS Corporation, Wayne, PA, June 1996, Air

Report.

B&R Environmental, 1998b. Site Screening Work Plan "Building 184 (Site 30), West Timber Basin (Site

31), and Topeka Pier (Site 32)" for Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery, Maine, Halliburton NUS

Corporation, Wayne, PA, April 1998.

B&R Environmental, 1998a. "Work Plan, Teepee Incinerator (Site 29) and Building 238 (Site 10)" for

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery, Maine, Halliburton NUS Corporation, Wayne, PA, March 1998.

Hallibu~on NUS, 1994b, "Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) 'Report" for

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Halliburton NUS Corporation, Wayne, PA, September 1994, Draft ARARs

Report.

Halliburton NUS, 19958, "On-Shore Feasibility Study (FS) Report (Draft)" for Portsmouth Naval

Shipyard, Halliburton NUS Corporation, yVayne, PA, March 1995, Onshore FS.

Halliburton NUS, 1995c, "RCRA Facilities Investigation (RFI) Data Gap Report (Final)" for Portsmouth

Naval Shipyard, Halliburton NUS Corporation, Wayne, PA, November 1995, Final RFI Data Gap Report.

Section 7 FY01 SMP Rev. 1

Johnston, et. aI., 1994, "An Estuarine Ecological Risk Assessment Case Study" for Portsmouth Naval

Shipyard, Kittery, Maine. Phase I: Problem Formulation, Johnston, R. K., W. R. Munns, Jr., F. T. Short,

. and H. A. Walker, December 1994, Phase I EERA.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
1
I
I
I
I

:'1



McLaren/Hart, 1992a, "Revised Ambient Air Quality Monitoring Report," McLaren/Hart Environmental

Engineering Corporation, Albany, NY, April 1992, A"ir Report.

NCCOSC, 2000, "Estuarine Ecological Risk Assessment" for Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery,

Maine., Naval Command, Control, and Ocean Surveillance Center, June 2000, EERA.

LEA, 1986, "Final Confinnation Study Report on Hazardous Waste Sites" at Portsmouth Naval Shipyard,

Kittery, Maine, Loureiro Engineering Associates, June 1986, FCS.

TtNUS, 1998, "Phase IIPhase II Offshore Data Comparative Analysis Report," for Portsmouth Naval

Shipyard, Kittery, Maine, October 1998.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

7-2

McLaren/Hart, 1994a, "Public Health and Environmental Risk Evaluation Part A: Human Health Risk

Assessment," McLaren/Hart Environmental Engineering Corporation, Albany, NY, March 4, 1994,

PHERE Part A.

McLaren/Hart, 1992b, "Draft RCRA Facility Investigation Report'" Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery,

Maine, McLaren/Hart Environmental Engineering Corporation, Albany, NY, July 17,1992, RFI Report.

McLaren/Hart, 1993, "Addendum to the RCRA Facility Investigation Report," Portsmouth Naval

Shipyard, McLaren/Hart Environmental Engineering Corporation, Albany, NY, June 1, 1993, Addendum

to RFI.

Kearney & BakerlTSA, 1986, "RCRA Facility Assessment," Portsmouth Naval Shipyard,

A.T. Kearney, Inc., Alexandria, VA and BakerlTSA, Inc., Beaver, PA, July 1, 1986, RFA.

McLaren/Hart, 1994b, "Final Media Protection Standards Proposal" for Portsmouth Naval Shipyard,

Kittery, Maine, McLaren/Hart Environmental Engineering Corporation, Albany, NY, April 8, 1994, Final

MPS Proposal.

Normandeau Associates, 1978. "A Candidate Environmental Impact "Statement for Project P-152,

Dredging Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Portsmouth, NH, NAV FAC SPEC 04-76-024-3." Parsons,

Brinckeroff, Quade & Douglas, Inc., Normandeau Associates, Boston, MA.

Section 7 FY01 SMP Rev. 1

McLaren/Hart, 1994c, "Final Human Health Risk Assessment Report for Offshore Media," Portsmouth

Naval Shipyard, U.S. Department of the Navy, Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Philadelphia, PA,

McLaren/Hart Environmental Engineering Corporation, Albany, NY, May 1994, Final Offshore HHRA.



USEPA, 1989, "HSWA Permit for Portsmouth Naval Shipyard," "Permit Under The Hazardous and Solid

Waste Amendments of 1984," USEPA, March 10, 1989, HSWA Permit.

US Navy, 1996. "Consensus Document, SWMU 21 No Further Action for Soil" for Portsmouth Naval

Shipyard, Kittery, Maine. October 1996.

Weston, 1983, "Initial Assessment Study" of Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Naval Energy and

Environmental Support Activity, NEESA 13-032, Port Hueneme, CA, Roy F. Weston, June 1983, lAS.

TtNUS, 1999, .. Interim Offshore Monitoring Plan for Operable Unit 4" for Portsmouth Naval Shipyard,

Kittery, Maine, October 1999.

7-3Section 7 FY01 SMP Rev. 1

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
.1
I
I



RELATIVE RISK SITE EVALUATION CONCEPT

~I

I:
I
I
I'
:1
,I'
I
I
I

..I
I
II
'I
,I
I,

I
I,

::1
"

. A.1-

A.2 -

APP·Covers FY01 SMP Rev, 1

APPENDIX A

RELATIVE RISK SITE EVALUATION CONCEPT FACT

SHEET

RELATIVE RISK SITE EVALUATION CONCEPT

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS



APPENDIX A.1

RELATIVE RISK SITE EVALUATION CONCEPT FACT SHEET

APP-Covers FY01 SMP Rev. 1



The Relative RLsk Site Evaluation Concept

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,

Definiti'on 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 I also depicts possible
opportunities for stakeholder input into the
technical evaluation.

Office of til e Deputy UnderSecn:terv of Defeo se
(Environme$ll Semrib))

Defense Environmental Cleanup Program
Fact Sheet

The framework for evaluating site relative
risk was published in September 199.4, in the
Relative Risk Site Evaluation Primer (Interim
Edition) which contained instructions for
performing relathre risk site evaluations at
sites across DoD. A revised edition of the
Primer was issued in June 1996.

Given the large number of sites to be addres'sed
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.

Introduction

The Department of Defense (DoD) considers
environmental restora,tion 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.
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Contaminant
Hazard
Factor

Migration
Pathway
Factor

Receptor
Factor

HIGH

MEDIUM

LOW

I

·1

'Siles for current 000 installations
equate with ·Projects· in the Formerly
Utilized Defense Sites (FUDS)
Program

"Installations eq uate with ·properties·
in the FUDS Program

"'Data assembled by environmental
medium

t 1__-----'1

tIM
Regulator and Public Stakeholder Involvement in

Technical Evaluation

,I

Figure 1. Relative Risk Site Evaluation Concept Summary

MEDIA EVAlUATION FACTORS

MEDIA-SPECIFIC

RELATIVE RISK RATING

SELECT HIGHEST

MEDIA RATING

CHF = Contaminant Hazard Factor
MPF =Migration Pathway Factor

RF = Receptor Factor

Site
Information

Groundwater 'rCHF~ MPF~ RF~ Category .~
(High, Medium, Low)~

Surface Water Overall Site

and Sediment' CHF~ MPF~ RF~ Category > Category-
(High, Medium, Low) High, Medium, or

I. /
Low

~CHF->-Soil MPF ->- RF-..... Category
(High, Medium, Low)

,I
'Includes human and ecological endpoints

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
CompletelNo 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 evaluation
framework is restricted to environmental
restoration sites and does not extend to

. unexploded ordnance (UXO) removal,
building demolition/debris removal
(BD/DR), p'otentially 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.

Theactual funding priority for a site is
identified after relative risk information is
combined with other important risk
m(inagement considerations (e.g., the
statutory and regulatory status of a
particular installation or site, public .
stilkeholder 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. 000 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
000 headquarters level, it also provides a
framework for planning, programming,

Relative Risk Site Evaluation Primer E-3

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 (I) 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 ~stablished 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

Summer 1997 (Revised Edition)



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.
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 Site Evaluation Primer E-4

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 h(ls
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.

Summer 1997 (Revis,ed Edition)
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Relative Risk SUe Evaluation Q,Jestions a. Answers

afice ot the Deputy Under Secrets-yot Defense
(Enuronmen1S1 Security)

Defense Environmental Cleanup Program
Fact Sheet

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. .

Summer 1997 (Revised Edition)

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 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?

Q.2

A.

E-7

Q.l How is relative risk information being
used by the Department ofDefense
(DoD) and military services at the field
and headquarters levels?

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

A. 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 o.n 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.

Relative Risk Site Evaluation Primer
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A. Yes, for the following reasons. Progress . screening-level evaluation of site

1 at sites in DERP has traditionC\lly been information at a point in time based on
measured by reporting on the response three factors: the contaminant hazard
status of sites at the field and . factor (CHF), the migration hazard

1 headquarters level (e.g., number of sites factor (MPF), and the receptor factor. In
with responses complete). While these terms of hazard assessment, the relative
traditional measures of progress are still risk framework uses maximum (worst-

-,' important measures, DoD planning case) contaminant data, while risk
guidance for Fiscal Years (FYs) 1998- assessment uses average and/or
2002 establishes goals for all military reasonable maximum concentrations of

I ..
services to reduce relative risk at sites. contaminants. For exposure assessment,
The planning guidance specifically the relative risk framework relies on a
requires (I) military services to qualitative evaluation of fate and
implement actions that lower relative transport ofcontaminants away from a

" risk for all high relative risk within source, while risk assessment
specific time frames or have remedial emphasizes quantitative predictions of
systems in place where necessary for contaminant fate and transport. In terms

J. these sites, (2) implement actions that of toxicity assessment, both relative risk
lower relative risk of all medium and risk assessment use similar data.
relative risk sites within a specific time The relative risk framework uses

I, frame or have remedial systems in place concentration standards derived from
where necessary for those sites, and (3) preliminary remediation goals that are
implement actions that result in calculated using the same toxicity data

t· "response complete" for all relative risk used in risk assessment. In terms of
sites within a set time frame. results, relative risk information is used

at the field level to help sequence work
Q.7 Does relative risk site evaluation apply at sites. Risk assessment results are

I ,I toc-sites at Base Realignment and typically used to determine whether or
Closure (BRAe) installations? not additional response actions are

?'.' . warranted at a site.,.....

I A. Yes. DoD planning guidance requires
that available restoration funds at BRAC Q.9 Why were the Environmental Protection
installations be used to implement Agency (EPA) preliminary r£!mediation

,II actions to lower relative risk for all high goals (PRGs) multiplied by lOOfor
relative risk sites within specific time carcinogens?

~I'
frames or have remedial systems in
place where necessary for these sites. A. PRGs are concentrations of

contaminants in a specific medium that
Q.8 What is the relationship between the have been estimated to (1) cause 1·

\ Relative Risk Site Evaluation excess can~er occurrence per 1,000,000
Framework and risk assessment? people over the course of a 70-year life-

time or (2) cause non-cancer adverse
A. Relative risk evaluation and risk effects (e.g., birth defects, neurological

assessment share a common conceptual problems). These values have been
framework, but have significant calculated through the use of toxicity
differences in purpose and data found in EPA databases and by
methodology. First and foremost, using conservative assumptions (e.g., a
relative risk evaluation is not a person will obtain all water for drinking
substitute for a risk assessment. It is a and showering over a 30-year period



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 ofthe 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

Relative Risk Site Evaluation Primer E-I0

equivalence for purposes of relative risk
~valuation.

Q.l0 What is the relationship between
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs)
and concentration standards in
Appendix B-1?

A. 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
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.

Q.ll Why is the thresholdfor the CHF rating
of "significant" set at 1OO?

A. 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 defmes what
remedial action is required. Decisions
regarding future work are made

Summer 1997 (Revised Edition)
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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 is
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
distnbution 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
afthousands of DoD sites. Each of the
tlifee 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 "potentia1." Even
with a "potential" receptor, a "high"
overall rating will result if an "evident"
pathway exists for a site with a
"moderate" CHF. (Also see
Question 13.)

Relative Risk Site Evaluation Primer E-ll

Q.12 Does the Relative Risk Site Evaluation
Framework consider wetlands as an
ecological receptor?

A. Wetlands, in the. broad sense of the
definition, are present at a large number
ofDoD 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.

Q.13 What is the rationale for the assignment
ofratings to the 27 combinations ofthe
three factors used in the Relative Risk
Site Evaluation Framework? .

A. 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 I>rimer) 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. .

Summer 1997 (Revised Edition)



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 confmed (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 eXgeed
concentration standards by factors of
2 to I00, 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 of2. Ifboth the migration and the
receptors are potential, exposure is less
likely and a medium rating is assigned.
Ifmigration is evident, even if the
receptor is judged to be limited, a
medium rating is also assigned to allow
for the existence of an unanticipated
receptor. In the case of confmed
migration (no migration to a point of
exposure), all receptor possibilities are
assigned a low rating because exposure

Relative Risk Site Evaluation Primer E-12

is unlikely. The combination ofpotential
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 med,um 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 rec.eive a low rating.

Q.14 What happened to the Defense Priority
Model (DPM)?

A. In 9 November 1993, testifying 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 ofDPM for determining
program priorities and DoD has decided
not to use the model on a DoD-wide
basis."

Q.15 How does the Relative Risk Site
Evaluation Framework relate to the
Hazard Ranking System (HRS)?

A. 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
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relative risk of sites, it is more
~equen~ly applied to identify candidate
InstallatIOns for the NPL. The relative
~sk ~am~work 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 is
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 allowslfor re-evaluation ofa' site
when important new information
becomes available. HRS ranking is
detaile,d, 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 risk
evaluation is simpler and more
transparent than HRS evaluation, is
applied site by site, but is subject to
more judgment.

Relative Risk Site Evaluation Primer E-13

Q.16 Will "low" relative risk sites be
addressed or will they be deferred
indefinitely?

A. 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.

Q.17 Does the Relative Risk Site Evaluation
Framework apply to ordnance and
explosive wastes?

A. 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.

Q.18 When are relative risk site evaluations
not performed?

A. 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. .

Summer 1997 (Revised Edition)
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PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD

INSTALLATION RESTORATION PROGRAM

RELATIVE RISK SITE EVALUATION

SITE RANKING
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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 Oil Tanks High

Site 26 - Portable OillWater Tanks High

Site 27 - Fuel Oil Spill Area High

PRELIMINARY RANKING FOR SITE SCREENING AREAS

Site 29 - Incinerator Site 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 High

APP-Covers FY01 SMP Rev, 1



Site Media RF MPF CHF CHF Media Rank

5 SEDH I E 3 Mod High

SEDEM I E 210 Sig High

6 GW I E 24 Mod High

SWH I E 0.001 Min High

SWEM I E 0.006 Min High

SEDH I E 3 Mod High

SEDEM I E 210 Sig High

SOIL P P 670 Sig High

8 GW I E 48 Mod High

SWH I E 0.001 Min High

SWEM I E 0.006 Min High

SEDH I E 3 Mod High

SEDEM I E 210 Sig High

SOIL I E 6 Mod High

9 SOIL P P 3 Mod Medium

10 SEDH I E 3 Mod High

SEDEM I E 210 Sig High

SOIL P P 3 Mod Medium

11 GW I 'E 8 Mod High

SOIL I P 3 Mod High

12 NONE

13 SOIL P P 0.9 Min Low

16 SOIL P P 0.7 Min Low

21 SOIL P P 6 Mod Medium

23 SOIL P P 0,7 Min Low

26 SEDH I E 3 Mod High

SEDEM I E 210 Sig High

27 GW I E 1145 Sig High

SOIL P E 4 Mod High

29 SOIL I E 8.9 Mod High

30 SOIL I E 0.7 Min High

31 SOIL P P 2.5 Mod Med

32 SOIL P P 0.7 Min Low

34 SOIL I E Mod 41 High

SEDH I E Mod 3 High

SEDEM I E Sig 331 High

APP-Covers FY01 SMP Rev. 1
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APP-Covers FY01 SMP Rev, 1

Site =Solid Waste Management Unit

Negligible

LEGEND

CHF - Contaminant Hazard Factor

Significant (CHF > 100)

Moderate (CHF of 2 to 100)

Minimal (CHF < 2)

Evident

Potential

Confined

Min

Sig

Mod

E

P

C

MPF =Migration Potential Factor

Identified

Potential

Limited

Sediment, human

Sediment, Ecological Marine

Groundwater

Surface Water, human

Surface Water, Ecological Marine

I

P

L

SEDH

SEDEM

GW

SWH

SWEM

RF = Receptor Factor

Media
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RELATIVE RISK EVi\UIATION WORKSHEET

SITE (I) BACKGROUND,INFORMATION

InstanatloalSlte Name for FUDS: KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY

Location (State): .)1M'" 11€
=.;.....;~;;....---------------

Date Entered (Day, Month. Year): __9;..19_19.0.-6
_

Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): ...;S""E""D.;;.H;..S;:.:E;:.:D...;;E;.;..M.o.- _

SWMUOOOOS

Yes Site Ra.k: ....:.;H;.;Iigh~ _

Site (NllllelRMISIO) , Prolect for FUDS:

RMIS Site Type: lNDUSTRJAL DISCHARGE

Poillt of Contact (Nlmell'ho..): ..::M:.::IJty~.:.:R::.oayL.::m::;:o:::.nd=-- _

PhaH ofE.ec. (SI, RI. FS, Remv, RDfRA, or equlv. RCRA Stact):

Aer. Statas (YIN, Ifya. type oherHmtnt e.c., FFA, Penillt, Order):

National Priority List (YIN):

SITE SUMMARY

FS

Yes

(Indude only key elements of infonnation used to conduct the relative risk site evaluation. Attach map view ofsite If desired.)

BrltfSite DeKrlpliOll (I.ct.e site type••aterlah dhpClltll of. data ofopentioll, and other relevant Informallon):

,Several discharge points for stann IIld sanitary sewer water discharges to the Piscataqua River were located at the western end of the Shipyard.

During 1945 to 1915 industrial wastes were diseharged to the river. Materials disposed: Industrial wasles from plating and battery shops induding:

industrial wastewal!r (metals, oils, Rrtases. PCBs, cyanide and phenols), solvents and heavy metals The use ofthese outfalls was terminated

in 197.5.

BriefDncrlp~1 of PatnlY' (Groundwater, Surface Water, Sediment, SoIl):

Surface waterlsediment: Releases were to the Piscataqua River wbich is part ofthe Great Bay Estuary. Sediment IIld surface water has been imp'!cted.

In 1976. as part of. study for a proposed dredging project to deepen the berths, sedi'!lents in the areas of berths 6,1 I, &. 13 were sampled and

lIlalyzed. The resufts indica~d the presence of metals. oils, grease, PCBs, cyanide and phenols. The river as part of the estuary is a resOurce

oftremendous v"lIl:. Current use ofthe area includes commercialllld recreational fishing. lobstering. clamming/oystering, and boating.

Brltf DacriptlolllJf Recepton (HI...an and Ecological):

Humlll: ImpadS~ human health include ingestion of lobster, musselllld fin fISh; demal contacts from surface water IIId sediments and surface

water from swimming. wading and fishing. Ecological: There are five main habitats in the estuary; Eelgrass. mudflats (unvegetated), saltmarshes,

channel. anel shcllli!lh (part ofother habitats), Ecological receptor specifically include: lobster, shellfish, finfISh. IIId other benthic fauna

and Rora.
'

(I) Use to record information on Sites and AreI! orconcem (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete area for wbich suspected contamination hIlS been verified IIld requires furl

ASite by definition has been, or will be, entered into RMlS. For the RJDS Program, "projects" equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a disaetc area ofcontamination. or suspected contamination in the

(or RFA) phase tbst has not been entered into RMIS.
Page 1 • Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet



~dlmtnt Huma.

CONTAMINANT "'... imolD COliC. Siaedard

IlAZAJlD .Coala.Ia..1 D111k1 m&lKa Ralio C1l
FACTOR (I) AlJCnic (cancer endpoint) 28.7 21.0 1.370
(CHF) Aluminum 77.'lOO.0 75.000.0 '.040 (Place an ·X· nexl 1o one beiowl

BcnzoralPVmtC 2.2 5.6 0.390

Lead IH.O ~OO.O 0.310 SltlllnUlIl (UTola' > 100):
Bcnzra!anIhnccnc: 3.6 S6.0 0.060

Nic:kel and eompounds 91.2 UOO.O 0.060 MocI~ntc (If TOlal! • 100): X
Cadmium and comlJOlllllh 2.0 37.0 0.050

Mercury and CMIPl1Ud (i/lOfRUlic) 0.67 23.0 0.010 MllIl••• (U Tolal < 1):
Polyehlorinual biphenyb(PCBs) 0.35 20.0 0.020

linc 530.0 22.000.0 0.020

(I) Evaluate for human contamillllltJOllly Total: l.J80
(2i Ratio· MAllimum ConccntralionlStUdanl
Note: Only top tal COIItaminanu arc displayed.

MIGllA110N £.Walt- Analytical cIaIa or observable evidmcc indialel dill co.nlled - Information indicaLcs II low potential f~ contamination to • (PIIce an ox" next to _ below)
.ATHWAY contamilllltiClll in the mcdia is pracnt at, is movina potential point ofexposUR: (could be due to !he praena:
FACTOR toward. or has moved to II point ofexposlll'C of IcolOSical structures or or ph)'lical controb) £....no.: X

(M'F)

'olndal- Possibility for contamilllltioa to be pracnt.t or migrate 'olntilll:
to. point ofexposure; or informatiClllIs nat suffICient

to make • detamillllliClll of Evident or Confined c ••naed:

.tIq"'~/.'Sd«IIoII: ShIcllel.foIfI_re .edla .... biola ilIdlalte prance of calltaal••IIo. i••he lediaealL

(Place an ·X· next to aGe below)

Rtan'Oa Idnltlllal· R.eccpton identified that have access to Stdimenl UBllted· lillie 01 no polClllia. for receplOCl to have _en 10 sediment

FACTOR IdnUrled: X
(RF)

'oIClltlal:

'otNIiaI. PCMCldial for rttqllorl 10 have aeceu to sediment

U.ited:

8tWf b1ltIMkltH'~ Reccpton Iachldc ruratlo.alaad oc:npalioul cootaC1 "illl cootalllJaaled tcdlmcall aad co •

.nsumptlon ofacafood taken from lhe Piscalaqua River.

Activity N... KlTTERY ME PORTSMOlIrn NsY Site Namt: SWMUOOOOS Sediment lIuman C.ttgory: Hish
(HiRh. Medium. Low)

- u ••' ••• _ ........ ..... ~.. ... .. - - .. --_.- - '. ...



.. .. -.if ... . ' .. - ...' iIII .. ... - - '. - .. - ••...... ••
Stdiment Eco Marine

comAMINANT MllllnGIft Conr. !ilalldanl

Il.UARD Co.bI III1..,,1 . i.ii!Ka I'D~I !Ulia (1)

FACTORCIl DDT O.IJ 65.000
(CIIF) Chtyscnc J.2 0.06 5),)30 (Plnc:e an ·X· nexi to one below)

I!'YRIIe 10.0 0,35 2R.570

Phcnanthmlr 1i,2 0.22 21.560 SIplt'lal.t (If TOlJlt > 100): X
Fluoramhrne 14.0 0.6 23.))0
8emlalantlncrnr 3.6 0.23 15.IiSO MDClrraie (U ToUl J • 100):
Pal~hlorinalal biphrnyls (PCBs) 035 0.05 7.000
Chlordane. alpha- 1i.000 MI.I••I (U Total < J):
8cnzolaillYi=e 2.2 0,4 5.500
DOE 0.01 5,000

(I) Evaluale for hllllWl eontaminantsonly TOlJll: 25,J.6IO
121 Rallo ~ Mulmum ConmI1nIiolVStandard
NoIC: Only lop IetI COIIIaminanU are dlspllyed.

MlGllAnON . E"ldrtll- Analytical data or observablc cvidcnce indicates Ibal co.n_· Information indicates a low potential for contamination 10. (Plilcc an ·X· next 10 one below)
PATUWAY contamination In Ihc media is ptacnt al, iJ mavina potential poinl of cxpclSlft (eould be due to the pmaICe

FACTOR Ioward. or has moved 10 a point ofcxposwe .of SCOlogical struetum or or physical controls) E"IdCllt: X
(MPF)

PoIrtIIls17 Possibility for c:onlaIllinallon 10 be prestIlI at or mlpatc hallsl:
10 • point orCXposUJe; or information is noC sufrM:ient
10 makc a determination ofEvi~or Confined C.ftned:

.tIeI"-,/or!&dlM: orr.Nrc Inatlplln. 'a.e f01llld to.bI..lnalIon prant I. thc ..edl.... blolJl. -

.
(Plncc an ·X· next 10 one below)

Rl:CEPTOR IdrtltHW • Recqlton idcnlirtcd lhat have ace:as 10 sedimenl U.lttd· Little or no potential for rccepcon to have KCCSS to scdImcnI
FACTOR Idrtlilfted: / X
(1lF)

Poirtlllsl:
'oallal· Potenlial for m:cplon 10 havc ICCCSS 10 srdimcnt

U.Ited:

• tII{~,I'" .fntc1f<nt: RmplOn Inclndr ~lKataq"a RiO" biola from dil'ftt .pblb alld food rhaln llllftilo•.

AetIYlty N..., IUlTEIlY ME PORTSMOlJJ11 NSY . Slle N.me: SWMUooOoS Sediment M.rine C.tqory: . Hie
(Iliah, Medium, low)

·I~.



RELATI\'[ RISK EVALUATION WORKSIlEET

SITE (I) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

lutallatloalSlte Na.e for FUDS: KITICRY ME PORTSMOlll'H NSY

lAcatioa (State): .;;..JoHr".:.:.:.....;;.r1-=-C=- _

Date [atered (Da)', Montb, Vear):

Media [Vlluated (GW, SW, Sedlmeat. Soil):

5/16195

GW SWH SWEM SEDH SEDEM SOIL

SWMUOOOO6Site (Na..elRMIS 10) / Project for FUDS:

RMIS Site Type: .:S:.:T..::O~RA:.::.:::G::.E~AREA=:..:..... _

'laue of Elltc. (51, RI, FS, Remv, RDIRA, or eqalv. RCRA Stage):

ACr. Stata (VIN, U )'ft, type of acree.eet e.c., FFA, Pe11ll1t. Ordn):

FS

Yes

Polet ofCoetact (NaiDelPlIolle): Marty Raymond Nadoul Priority Ust (VIN):

SITE SUMMARY

Yes Slle Ra.k:_.__---"H;;.;i..sh;.;..... _

(Include only key elements ofinfonnation used to conduct the reialive: risk sile: e:valuation. Attach map vie:w ofsile: ifdesired.)

Brief Site Dacripdoll (1lIdllde "te type, .ateriala disposed or, data of operatloe, aad otller nlevaet leformadoD):
Approximately 2 acrc:s ofllnd which for more: dim 30 yeus hIS served as lte:mporary stonge: arca for mate:rial prior to off-site: disposal. Until
1983, there were: few release COIluols at the.storage yard. POildins of precipitation in some: areas md direct runoff to the Piseataqua Rive:r occurrc:d
durinS that era. Contamination OCQIm:d from open stOBge: ofballc:ric:s and other materials sucb as oil-laden 1001 and die: scrap me:tals. In
1993 an interim OlIrrec:tive action was taken and i cap was installed on !he: unpave:d sc:ctions of the: yard. The cap consiste:d of a gcocomposite:
clay liner. with gcotc:xtile above and below and toppc:d with 12 inches "feursc:d stone: choked with ceme:nt. Also a stann wate:r catch basin with
a trapped outlet~ installed to trap DDating contaminants such as oil and to discharge: the storm wate:r 10 the: river. RMIS site: type:

Brier Dacrlpdollar Patlnraya (Groundwater, s.rrace Water, Sedllllellt, Soil):
Groundwater: The site is at the edge of the Piscataqua River and above the Fonner elevation of the shoreline. Previous 10 the installation
ofthe cap in 1993 surface stonn wate:r infdtratc:d with Iinle resistance through the surface soils, the blocky rock material beneath and into
the river. The tidal·ftuctuations oflhe river c:ssc:ntially reprc:se1It the groundwate:r under.the: storage yard. Surface wate:r/sediment: Contaminatc:d
surface: wate:r m.d suspended sediment has reached the river through nmoff and dirc:ct dischuge to the river as well as percolation through the
surface: soils and blocky rock material in the subsurface. Soil: Metal contaminatc:d soil mantles the: bc:drocIt over an area approKimately 780
feet long by 160 (c:c:t wide.

Brief Descriptio. or Receptors (Hu.aa aad Ecololkal):
Human: The:~ to the contaminants which migtllled to the river would be fmfish, she:1I fISh and other biota within the Piscataqua River,
eventually ruching humans through consumption. In addition the: poteDtial eKists for the ingestion and adsorption ofcontaminate:d surface soils.
The: installation ofthe interim cap in 1993 wu clc:signed to stop particles &om: (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:
Eelgrass. mudD." (unve:getakd), saltmarshc:s, chmnc:I, and shellfish (put ofother habitats). Ecological receptors include:: lobste:r, she:llf1sh,
fm fISh., and other beuthic fauna and Dora., etc.

(I) Usc: 10 record information on Sites and Areas ofConcetn (AOC) for Relalive Risk Site: Evaluation. The tc:nn Site: is defined as a discrete: area for which suspected contamination bas been verified and re:quires furl
A Site by defmition has been. or will be, entc:m1 into RMlS. For the: FUDS Program. ·proje~· equatc:s to sites for cum:nl instaIlalions. An AOC is a discrete area ofcontamination, or suspc:ctc:d contamination in the
(or RFA) phase tbat bas not been c:ntc:rcd intoRMIS. .

Page: I - Relative Risk Evaluation Workshc:c:t
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.. .. _: .. .. .. - ....' - '..' - .. ..' - - ilia .. - ...
-l;roailcJW.tu

CONTAMINANT Mlillftdal Coa,. S'.nd.,d

HUARD Coata••uill 0111. ar/l. Rallo(l)

fACTOR (II UJld ~9.2 40 11.300

(eaF) Dichloroellww:. 1.2- (EOCI 73.0 12.0 11.080 (rlKe an 'X' nullo one helow)

Ancnic (can«1 endooinll 1~,8 4.S 3.290

MelCury lllId comllOunth linorunicl 4,5 11.0 0.410 Sitallkaal (In'..... :> 1(0):

Cadmium and comOOunds 4.5 18,0 O.HO

Selenium 42.1 IRO.O 0.140 Mocknle (UTalaI1· 100): X
Acetone no 610.0 0.080

Olromium (louJ) 14.95 180.0 0.080 1'11.1••1(II Total < 1):

I~ and comllOllndi 112.0 '.~OO.O 0.080

Nickcllllld comllOUJlds 14,117 130.0 0.020

(II EVllhalC fOf human canlIJni...."ts only Tolal: 11.860

(2) RatiO - Maximuin Canm!lnti.onlStandanl
Note: Only lop len conlImillUllS are displayed.

MIGRAnON E.Weat· Analytical data or obtelvable evidence indicates dial CoaRaed· Information indicates IMlthe potcnli.1 for (Place 1ft 'X' next to one below)

PAnIWA\, contamination in the media is movl"llaway from Ihc·lIlIUI'Ce. contaminant misration from lhe IOIIn:C is limited (due 10

'ACTOR SCOIOlical slJudures or physical c:ontroIs) l.ldeat: X
(MPf)

'oteatlal· Possibility for contamination to be present at or mipate Poleatl8l:

to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient
,

to mUe a cletmnilUltion of E.icIcnl or Codfinc:d C••Raed:

8M{.~f'"Sdmltlfl: Moallorl.. MIll oHltt lad odJ_t to the Pbataq•• lUYer ladlcale tile pranec 01 eG••

taminatiim.

(Place 1ft 'X' next to one below)

JU:C£PTOR Ideatllkd • Thm is I thrcatmcd or pcitt'niially thlCltrMd walet supply U.lled - There i~ nn poternially thrcalCned WlIlCf supply _II downpadlcftt of

fACTOR do_pad/ml of !he 1IliItcc. The QW (cont. or notl is l'Cunmt the sourcc. The: groundWilCr il not e:tWl!idertd I potential 50UTCC of Ideatllkd: X
(Rf) drinkinl Wiler soun:c Of is cqui•. IO (Clan I Of IIA aquifer), OW 01 b of limited henifkial UK (iliA, lIID or PClChed Mluifcr).

Pot"llal:

Poleatlal· Thm i1 no potcntlaJly~thrcllenCd ....1cf saprly _II tIoW1llnadicnl

oflhe SOUIU. The: IfI1UIIdWllcr is potentiall~ usablc for OW. UllIlled:

inigalion or agriculture. but not J1fC'cnlly used (Class liB aquifer).

lIrlq11__',111I' SrI«fI",,: Gro.inod_tcr 110", lalo Ille Phcataq.alt"cr.ad co.lallllallion b a.allable fOr .plake by p.

lants andan!mal!.

AdMty Name KITmlY ME PORTSMOurn NSY Site Name: SWMuOOOO6 Groundw.ter C.t~ol'}': We
(lIiAh. Medium. Low)



~II

CONTAMINANT M•• illl.1II COIK. Slaadard
IIA1.ARD COlIIa"••1 III~ ..~ Rallo (lj
FACTOR (I) lead 255.000,0 400,0 6lUOO
(CHf) AntllllOllv and 580.0 30,0 "UlO (Place an ·X· next 10 one below)

Aroc:lor·1254 7,5 0,97 7.no

Anenic (ancu cndDoint) au 21.0 l.Q<l() SlplfIQllt (If Tolal > 100): X
. 18enzoIa!PYrcnc aD H 2.320

Nickel and cOlllllOUllCb 2.670,0 1,500.0 L780 Moderate (If T...I Z- 100):
MucUf) and COIiInr>und. t ,...........;c) 13.8 23.ll 0.600

Cadmium and comJlOlllllb. I],) ]7,0 0.360 MI.I••• (lfToIa' < Z):
BcnzOlbtnuinnlhcal: 12.0 56,0 0,210

IBenzialinllmlccnc 7,7 56.0 0,140

(I) Ev.hllllc for humM _laIIllnanU only Toe.l: 6740450
(2) Ratio - Mulmllll\ ConccnIntioniStandatd
Note: Only top ten CllIIUDIinants an: dispt.yed,

.
MIGRATION ["..... Allalytical data or obsavable nidmce Indicates that ClMIrhml· low possibility for conlalllillliion to be present II (Place an ·X· next to one below)
PATHWAY COIltamiDation is~ ... it IIIOYinl towards, or has or millf1lle to a point of exposure
FACTOR moved to a point ofellpolWC ["WNt:
(MPf)

Potada'~ Ponibility for cotllaminatlon to be pracnt II or migrllle P.rntlal: X
to a point of eaposun:; or information is not sumcienl
to make a delerminatlon of Evidelll or Confined Coafiled:

1JNf~~/'"$ft«'dtM: S.rfKe tOil ...pla ladlcale prance of coalaall.ltlo•. laterh. cap coven a.pand portl •
0\IlI of the siie Wept adjacent ~ the sh=line.

(P~ an ·X· next to one below)
RtcrPYOR "'tIRed- Recepton kIctIllficd that bave KcesS 10 U ..llftI. Ullie Of no poltnlial fo; IcCCpton to have access to

FACTOR conlallllNJed soil conlamilllted JOiI Idntillftl:
(IE)

Polellital: X
Pvallal· Poternial for m:cpton to have Kcess to

COnlallllnated soil U.lled:

IlrWf .tltttllItJIIfIN Sft«dtlll: Ocnpatioalll eapot..", 10 pt'noaaet _rlUa. 0••Ite.

Adlvlty Nlme KrITERY ME PORTSMOl1Tli NSY Sire Nlme: SWMUOOOO6 Soli CII~ory: Wah
Uiilh. Mcdilllll, low)

_.~..- - - .. .. .'.. - -' - - -' •.. - .. - - '.



- .. - - .. .. - -.. .. ~} .. .. '- .. '- .. .. .. ..
Sanacf Waler Haman

cornAMINANT Mlllmo... <:on~, Slnd.nI

HAZARD Co"l..,l••llt .atiI. alfl· R.lio C1I
FACTOR (l) Nickel and comllOundJ O,OS 7)0,0

(CIfF) lead 4,0 trl.~c.n ·X· nc~t 10 one l>c:lowl

~lpillcl8t (If Toul" lool:

Modente (If Total 1· 1110):

XMlal.al (IF Telal < 2):

(i, Evaluate for human cotllamllllntJ only Tol.l,

(l' Ratio ~ Muimum Ce-crrtntiontSim!ud
Note: Only lop tm ~ilWllSlie displayed,

MIGRATION £....n.t. , Analyllclldlta Of obserVable evldence intftcalles "'t c••n.ed· Information indicates a low potentia' for contamination tI'lac:e1ll OX· next to _ below)

PAnlWAY Cfliltaminxtion in lhc media is present at, is moving 10 a potential point of exposure (could by due to lhc
fACTOR' toWard; (II' has moved to a point ofexposuR pmcnce of aeolOJlical structures (II' physical controls) EylclCllt: X
(MPF)

'o_tlal. p""ibm,y for cont.mination 10 be pracnf at or miJTa\e Petntlal:
to a point o(exposure; or information is "'" sufficient

10 make a determination ofF.vident Of Coolincd COllRIICd:

atllfItidIotMk/0'~tHt: St.d~of Ihe 'hntaqlll R1YCf .e'.lI. and IIlotl Indicate conllllllllllo" It premo!.

(Place an ·X· next tei _ below)

D:Cl:PTOR Ideatlflcd • Rcccpton lden1ilied thI1 hlvc lCeeu'lo mice Wltn ' UlIIlIf'l!· linlc or no potentil' fOf m:qllon 10 hive KCCU 10

f.\CTOR surface WIler IdCtltlnf'l!: X --
(lU')

'o-.tll,

'otea"'1 • Potentil' for IUcplon 10 hive It"" to smf'acc ....tCI
U.lIed:

a"".dmMI,for Sd«ftort: Rcc-epton hodude 'hnlaqla RhCf pl..t Illd latllllilUfr' aod ham.... con.lllllllllOfood or •

COIlIKti"llhc surfli:c ....let,

Acth'1ty N... Jm1l!JlY ME PORTSMOUTU NSY Sllr Namr: SWMUOOOO6 Surflcr Wiler lIumln C.lrgory: Uie
(WAh, Medium, Low)



- Surract Wain t.tO I\hrlne

CONTAMINANT ~'nhDulD COOt. 51aadard
HAZARD Coolaaloul a&fl. a&fl. Ralio (1)
FACTOR (I) Ni"c! and comlJ(llDlC!s O.OS !.) 0.010
(CHF) lad 8.5 (Place an ·X· next 10 one below)

Si,amcaal (Inolal > 100):

MocIrrale(UTolaI1-IOO):

Mlal.al (UTOlal < 1): X

(I) EVIIIlIIC for hum&n canwninanu only Tola': O.ClIO
(2) Ralio· Maximum ConmKr1llioniSWldard
Note: Only lop Ic1l ~tamilllllU arc diSlJ/aycd.

MIGIlATlON EYldeId- Analytical daca or obser1tablc evidence illllic:alcs thai c..1laed - Information indicalcs I low polential for contaminaliOlI (Place III ·X· next to one below)
.ATHWAY conwnitlIlIon in I!le medii is present I" il movina to a poICntial poinl ofcxposure (could be due to I!le
FACfOR towud, or has IIIOYCd to a poinl ofclljlClSllR prc~ of acolllllical structUfCI or physital conttols) lyldnl: X
(M'F)

'oladlll- Possibility for contamination 10 bC pI'CIelIl II or mipate 'oleadlll:
to a point ofClqIlI5lR; or information i.llClIlUfficicnl
to makc a dclcnninaticm of Evident or Confined Coanaccl:

~"""ltwSd«dtM: SC..... JI(t1le 'ilcacaq.a Riycr .ccli8 aad biola iDdlcalc coala.iaalioa is pracat.

(Place: an ·X· nUllo one: below)
R£ClFTOR l4eatlRed • Rcce:pcon I~ntificd dial havc IICCCSS 10 ,urfacc "'Ilcr Ulllil~. Liltle: or no potcnlial (Of rc:ce:plon 10 have KCCSSIO

FACTOR SurfICe: Wilet Ide:aIlRcd: X
(RF)

'olmllal:
'oleatlal· Pntefttial rOf rcccplOl1 to haV1: ICCcs.IO ,Ulface: ....lc:f

UlDilcd:

Bri'!.....'/o' SNrdon: Rtc:qtlon Iactade Pilataqal River biota.

AnlYlty N.mc IUTIElV ME PORTSMOUTIl NSV Slie N.me: SWMUOOOO6 Surfue W.ttr I\r.rine Category: High
(ltiah, Medium, low)_....- - - .. ...-- - - .','- - _.• .. .. - - -



..--.;--, .. .. .. .. .. .. ..' .. .. .. • '- ilia - .. ..
sedilllrat lIumln

CONTAMINANT ""..hnum (:OIlC. S'"ndud
HAlARD Canlllalnl.1 mEIK! mltlK« IUlio (2)
FACTOR (I) Arsenic (ClIncer endpoint) 18.1 21.0 1.)10

(CHP) Alumin"m 17.900.0 15.000.0 1.040 (Place III 'X' next 10 one below)
~oI.QlpyreM 2.2 . - S-6 0.J9O

Lead 124.0 400.0 0,310 Siplflalnt (If TOIiI > 100):
CIuomium (10111) 111.0 J.OOO.O 0.010
~IIJlntItnccnc 3.6 S6.0 0.060 Moderate (UTotII2 -100): X
Nickel Ind comllOllllds 91.2 I.SIlO.O 0.0li0
Cldmiurn Inc! 2.0 31.0 O.OSO MI.I..II (If Tolil < 2):
Mercury Inc! comllOQllds (irmpnic) 0.67 . 13.0 O.OJO
Polvdtloiiillted biPhrnYll (PCBI) 0.3S 20.0 0.020

(I) Evalllltc for human contamilll/lts only TolIl: U!lO
(2) 1U1l0 - Maximum ConcmrItiOtVSlIIIlIud
Note: Only top tal COII1Iminlnts Ire displlyed.

MIGRATION Evident- Analytlcal datil or observable evidence IlIdiCl1eS Ihil CO.n.M- Infomlllion indicates I low potential for conlIImiRltlon to I (Place III 'X' next to one below)
PATHWAY COlIlIImi..tion in the medii is present II, il movinl potentill point ofexposure (could be due to the presence
FACIOR towInI. or his moYcd to I point ofell~ 'oflcolollical sttuctureI Of or physical controls) Evldnt: X
(MPF)

·'.Int..l- Possibility for COIIlIIminaiion to be presetIf at or migntc 'olntlal:
to I point ofellposun:; or Information Is ni>l sufficient
to mue I determination ofEvidcnl or COfIfmed c••nled:

."q""""'1'"SNctIM.. OII1Jon 11IVftlfptloll '"n r..ct CO.III1I.lted Itdl.eab lid bloll prnnL

.
(Place 1ft 'X' next 10 one below)

BCt:PTOR l'ndl1ell. Reccpton identified thaI hive IccesS 10 wimenl U.lted - Little or no potenlill for m:cpton to have aceesi to sediment

FACJOR ItIntIfW: X
(RF)

'otnt"l:
••tNtI.'· Potmtia' for m:qJton 10 hive 1Ct'CS, 10 ,",;rnt",

U.lled:

Brfq If.m.".,~lOt' .~rc1I"rc Rten-llonll.d Me.pallo.11 rlpMnn.

~ttlYfty Nallle KlTl'ERY ME POIlTSMOUTIt NSY Sile Naine: SWMUOOOO6 Sedlmellt lIumln ClttKory: "ish
(1IIIh. Medium. Low)



~iBlrat [(0 Minar

CONTAMINANT MIII••ID Cooc. Sludud
HAzARD CoIIl.I...t "11K, IIllUKl JllIlia (11
FAcrOR(t) DDT 0.1l 65.000

(CIIF) Chrysene 3.2 0.06 SlJ30 (Piau an 'X' neXllo one below)

Pvrenc 10.0 0.3S 21.S70

Phcnanlbrcnc 6.2 0.22 27.560 Slpilkllt (Inolll > 100): X
FluoranIhcnc 14.0 0.6 2).)]0

1Jau(.(anthracene 3.6 0.23 15.650 Modente (lfTolllZ - 100):

Polychlorinaled blllhenvll (PClh) 0.35 O.OS 7.000 .

Chlordane; .1.· 6.000 MiIli.11 (UTOlal < 1):
Ucnzol.)pyrene 2.2 0.4 S.500
ODE 0.01 5.000

(I) E...hllle fOr human contamilWltJ only. Totll: 1!l6.Jl0
(2) Ralio - Maximum COIlm1lr1tioWSWIlard
Nocc; Only top lea CQIItImilllllll an: displayed.

MIG~11Ol'l ["Idee,- AnIIyticIl dill or CIbsavabIe evidence iMiealel thIl COlflaed - IIIfonnllion indicates I low potential for contamillllion to I (Place an 'X' next to one below)

PAmW.U CIOII1ImiIlltion In the mcxtia is present It, is _illl polenliaI point of exposure (could be due to the pmcnc:c

FACfOR loWIId, or hu lIIlIWld to I point ofu(lOSlft of llC010(licai StructlllCS or or physical c:ontrols) ["Ideal: X
(!'IPF)

...IiII· Possibility for conllmillltioa to be presenl.llII' mipllle Po_IlII:

to I point ofexposure; or infOlTlllliOll is lIOI suffICient

to ll\Ilte. dclmnillllion ofEvidcnt or CoNlned cOIn_:

IIrl#f~/", SIt«1IM: orrillore ....cstlc.tIoa bY!! ladlaled co.lImlalab prcsnlla IIle sediineall.d biola.

(Place an 'X' riullo one below)

RtttrroR Idnlifltd- RccqlCon Idcnlilied Ihat ....e ICUSS to ICdimenl U.lled· lillie or 110 polenli.1 for reuplon 10 have ICCai to sedimenl

FACfOR' Idttltlfled: X
(RF)

PoIetIUaI:

'olnllal· Potential for n:ceplon 10 han acceu to sedl menl
U.lled:

Brit!{ IatJoMh/M SI/«tItHt: BIola praeol wlillia llle Pitcataqua RiYft'.

Atthrlt)' Name KlTTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Sltc Namr: . SWMUOOOO6 Sedimrnt Marlnc Calqory: High
(High. Mcdiwn. low)

•.-.. _._._. .. - ... --.,.- .. - _._... _. - ..



.. .. -, .. .... .. - .... - - - _.- .. - .. ..
RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET

SITE (I) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Mtdla Evalualtd (GW, SW. Sedlmfnt, Soil):
InstallahlllSlte Naale for roDS: KITTERY ME PORTSMOurn NSY

Location (State): )lilt tt'/c
~.:...-~;::...----------------

Dale Elltem:! (Day, Monih. Vfar): 10111197

GW SWH SWEM SEDH SEDEM SOIL

SWMUOOOO8

Yes Site RJlak: -:.;H:.:Iip2:.:... _

~/tt (Na.eJRMIS 10) I Project for niDS:

RMIS Site Type: .;;LA;;.;;;..ND~FIL=L
_

Polat of Coatad (NallMlPhoH): ..;.M..;.;IJty;;.;L..;.;Ra""'yIft=on..;.d"-- _

PhaSf of Euc. (51, RI, FS, Remv, RDIRA, or fqlliv. RCRA Stace):

Acr. Status (YIN, Ifyes, type of aCrte.ent f.C., FFA, PerinIt, Order):

Natloaal Priority Ust (VIN):

SITE SUMMARY

FS

Ves

(Include only key elements or informalion used to conduct lite relative risk site evaluati.on. Attach map view ofsile ifdesired.)

Britf Site Dntri,tloe (IMludf .Itf type, materials disposed of, datn of operadoll, and other relevant Information):

The JILF cown approximately 25 acres of filled land. Prior to landfilling activities tidal nats willt tidal drainage channels separated Jamaica

Island &om Seavey Island. From 194510 1978 litis area was filled willt general refuse. lBSh, construction rubble and vuious induslrial wastes.

In 19711 a 2-acrc rOGlthick clay cap and clay barrier wall were constructed around a portion oflite landfill that accepted dredge spoils. The

nLF Is now~d with topsoil. pavemenl or rock and used as recreational, parting and equipment laydown areas, respectively. Groundwater

at JILF varies &om brackish 10 &esh and is nol used as a soun:c ofdrinking water. The groundwater at the JlLF vuies spatially and seasonally

fiom liah to bncItish to seawater-like.

Brier DnCripdoa ClfPlt'.ay. (Groll1ld.aler, Surace Watfr, WI_tat, SoIl):

. Groundwater: ~ groundwater oflhe Island, specifically under JlLF is impacted by lite landfilled constituents. While lite groundwater Is not

uKd or intended 10 be used for drinking water purposes IIld is separate from lite mainland groundwater, lItere is communication oflite groundwater

willt lite 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 lite need for consideration ofgroundwaler seeps. Soil: Possible

occupational and m:rrational exposure if lite surface soils are distwbed.

Brid OeKrfpdoa of Receptors (Hu••n and EcoIocfcal):

Human: GroundW.ter is not used on lite Shipyud and there is no evidence 10 indicate lItat there is any additonal risk to human health ftom exposure

to surface soils durin! recreational use orllte area. Ecological: Groundwater seeps and contaminated sediments are making some impacts on the

estuarine Dora and fauna as some 5!reSS is thought to exist in mussels and eetgrass. Human and ecological receptors from past migration of

contaminlllts include Piscataqua River biota and human consumption ofseafood from lite area.

(I) Use to record Information on Sitts and Areas ofConcem (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. 11M: tenn Site is defined as a diserete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and requires furt

A Site by definltioll has beea, or will be, entered into RMlS. For lite FUDS Program, "projects" equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete area ofcontamination, or suspected contamination in lite

(or RFA) phase tNt has not been entered into RMIS.
Page I • Relative Risk Evaluation Worbheet



Grouad W.ter

CONYAMINANT M..I.uaI COH. SIIS"dlSrd
HAZARD Cub_1a1l1 otrIL u~. a.'io (11
FA<.TOR(I) NiiiiltlWcnc 140.0 6.2 22.SIO
(01F) An>clor·12S4 1).0 0.73 11.110 (Piau ISIl ·X· next to one below)

lad 49.2 4.0 11.300
Dichloroelhanc, 1,1· (EOCI no 12.0 6.080 !iltllilltut (lnolll > 1001:
Anenie (tII1Cer endpoint) 14.1 4.5 UqO

:BaulIJant/lt_ 14.5 9.2 1.510 Modenle (Inolall. 100): X

IJcrwllbInuonnthenc 14.0 U I.S10
Otlorafonn 10.0 16.0 0.630 Miai..al (IfTotal < 1):
Elhvlbmzcne no.o 1.300.0 0.410
Mercury and COllI 4.S 11,0 0.410

(I) E"aJuaie roth_ ton1IIIIIinanu an" Total: 61.910
(2) Ratio - Muimlllll ConccntntiOWSludatd
Note: Only top IClI -samillllllls are displayed.

MIGRAnON £."'1- AnalyUeal data or obIervable C\lidcnc:e indicalc1 that CoaflaM· Infannalion indicates that the poknIiai for (Place 11/1 ·X· nexllo one below)

'ATHWAY -.wninalion in the media is rlIOVin. lway from the source. conwninanl migration fram the source is IimilCd (due 10

FACToa acoloSicalstnQures or physical controls) . [widnl: X
(M'F)

'.tallal· Possibility for ton1IIIIIilllliaa 10 be JftICfllIl or mipllC "lealial:
10 I point ofellpOSllR; Of infOC1lllStion is nol sufficienl
10 make. detennillllion ofEvidenI or Coafined C......:

aNf"""'or~ MAItoNI wells olHltc aad adJilceallo Ih.t .licataq•• Rivet ladiule Ille prCKllce of en·
wnlnalioa.

(Placc In ·X· next 10 one belo..)
IU:C£PTOR Idnllned· There isIS Ihrulalcd or poIentlally thrcalmcd .....Iet sUflPly U.lled· The,e Is no potenlilily lIucalened WIllet supply Mil downit8dicnl of
FACTOR downgndicnt of the SCIIII'CC. The OW (conI. or IlOl1 iSI current the source. The: ,round_ler is nac considered IS potcntilSllOurce of Ideatlned: X
(1lF) drinkin. water source i. ii Cquiv. to (CW11 or II" ISqwfe,). OW 0' is of limited benincill usc (lilA, lIIB or pached lIlluifer).

Pote.lial:

'ola.Ia'· There iJ no potentially tlueakncd lIWIlCf supply _II downsradialt
ofllle sorlr«. The groundwater is potenlially uuble (or OW, . U.ltcd:
irriplion or .gricultun:. but not ptC$ClIIly used (ClUlIIB aquifer).

8Ik/itGfoMkltw SNdItut: C",ud"'ltr no... Iala Ille Pilutaqu. Rlnr ISH eGlltamill.t1011 b ...itable for IIp....e by b·
Iota.

AdJvtty Name KJITEJlY ME I'ORTSMounI NSY Silt NalDt: SWMUOOOOI Groundwater <:altl0ry: High
II/igh. Medium, !.ow)

"""'i~_ . _.- - ..-- .- .. .... - - .-- --- - -



- .. - .. .. .. .. .. .. - .. .. - .. - .. - ..
• ..-.I

..
SOli

'.

CONTAMINANT Mlilmam COOt. Slanllard
HAZARD Cooto.lnaol ;;.~ ml!K~ ReCio (I)
Uc:TORClI Colll'Cf and C(l1ltllCHJllds 12.!1lO.0 2.800.0 4.360
(Cllfl lead J)~.O 400.0 0.8'0 (Place an OX" next 10 one below)

Ancnic (cancer cndniolinl 14.2 no 0.680

Aroclor·1254 0.65 0.97 0.670 Sicaillcllat ("T...I > tOCl):
DDT 19.0 170.0 0.110

Cadmium and comllOUlllb 3.2 37.0 O.()q() Modmale(trT...12 -100): X
8awl/olpyrmc 0.43 5.6 0.080

Zinc 1.150.0 22.000.0 0.060 Mlal.ol (lIT...1< 2):
MeicurY and eomDOUllds (inor,onlc) 1.3 23.0 0.060
BctuoIbInlJOl'l1lthcnc: O.SI 56.0 0.010

(II Evaluarefor human c:ailtaminanU only Tolol: 6..!l70
(21 Ratio - Muimum ConcentmioWStandard
Note: Only lop len contmIinants arc disployed.

MIGRAT10N £.ldnt- Aralytical c1aca or~Ie evlclcncc incIiC01eS thaI CoanMd - Low ponibility for contIIminationlO be pn:sad at 'Place an "X' next eo one below)
PATlfWAY contamination is paent at. It movina towa•• or .. or miBrate 10 I point 01 exposure
FACIOR IMVcd to I point orexposure E.ldnl: X
(MPfl

Potntlal- Possibility for contaminatiolllO be praclIlll or mipate P,entlal:
lO I point ofcxposlft: or information il nol sufficient
to make I dctcnninotion of Evident or Confinccl C.a~:

arWf".....1MSd«tloll: SarI_ aoII A.pls ladlale tlc p..-ee 01 eoall.laatloa. £sposo", Il,.. eoa"ct, I. -
lCS'ion Of inhalltion is possible.

(Place 1ft 'X" next to one beto-I
UcrPTOR Idnlll'ltd- Re«plon idcntiOed tlull havc ICCC5S 10 U ..ltrcl. Lillie or no potenliol for m:eplonlo have ieee" 10

,,,crOR cOntaminated soil contominated soil Identified: X
(RF)

'otenllal:
PotnUII- 'oIm1ial fOf rc«p!on 10 hove ac=s to

contaminated soil . U.ltcd:

1JrlIf .1ItI_~ for Sdtctftl'" Rc-eeptD" IaclDdc PftWIIS WOBlD, D~ I"'I"~ DD lilt' .hlpya"'.

Activity Nlme k1TJl:RV ME PORTSMOUTII NSY SlleNlme: SWMUooooa Soli CII~ory: iii",
(Hllb. Medium, Lowl



:Surrate Waler lIuman

CONTAMINANT Malltnam Cou. Slandard

RUARD CUb.lanl III1L aEIL Rallo (1)

FACTOR(I) Hickel and compounds 0.0' 730.0
«('Iff') lad ~.O (Pllee an • X' nex110 one belo.... )

Sicnillu.IIUTobl" 100):

Modenle (U Tebl2 .100):

~Mlnl.aIIUT.bl < 1):

(I) Enlllllll: (Of human contIlminants only Tob':
(~) R.llio· Muimum Conccntrali.,..rSIIIIIdard
Nolc: Only lop lCn ~tuninan1s are displlYed.

MIGRATlON E.WCllt. Analytical cIIIllI Of obRrvIbIe evidence 'indicalcl that c..n.ed· Information indicates I low polcntial for conlaminalian (PIll« an ·X· nexi 10 one below)

PATlIWAY contuniMtion in !he medi8 is pracnl I'" is movins 10 I potential point ofexposure (c:ould by due 10 IIlc

FAcroR Iowwd, or has moved 10 I point ofexposure prncncc of gcologiaalstructura or physical COIII1oIs) [Wldalt: X
(MPFl

Polelllll... Possibility for contImination 10 be prescnllt or migrate 'lIle.llal:
10 II point ofexposun:; or infonnalion is not suffIcienl

10 make I dctCnnlnation 01 Evldcttt Of Confined co.n.ed:

arlq.....,or&I«dM: sa.dla.' Ik .ilallq.1 Rlv", .cd.. IIDd blob IDtllcale prCRDcc of CDDb.laaiIoL

(Place: an ·X· nut 10 one below)
JU:c£noa Idcwll&d. Rcccplon identified !hal have: access 10 surface WIllel lilDlled· lillie or no poIenlial fo. rcttplon 10 have IICCe:u 10

FAcroR surflce WIlln Idnllned: X
(RF)

'oie.llal:

Polelllial· Potenliallor rccepton 10 have IICcess 10 SUfface WllCf

UlDilcd:

IJMf.~''" Sd«riMI:
Iltuplon I.rt.dc Pilc.ltaqaa Riter p'II.1 ..d a.I..IIlllfe end hID••' CDDSUllliDClltllfood or e •

anlading surface walcr and ~irnents.

Activity Na_ KItTERy ME PORTSMourn NSY Site Name: SWMUOOOOB Surfac:e Water lIumln Cltcgory: HIM
(High. Mtdium. Low)

_..] r-._. __ - --- .- .. ... - - - -- - .. - .. -



....' - '. - - .. .. .. - - - - '.. - .. - .. (-
Surfatt W.ltr'Eta I'Ibrlnr .

CONTAMINArorT Mathllam COIK. S'"nd..d
HAZARD Cull.lunl ol!ll. nIl. RI'io (1)
FACTOR (I) Ditldrin I.l 5511.000
(CHF) DDT 0.04 J6,OOO (PIICC an ·X· nellt 1o one below)

McKur, 0.7 O.OJ 28.000

ICoprn IJId comtlOUilds JO,S 2.9 10.620 Slpillclat tUTo..' > 100): X
Nickel anil comllDUfllb "~.3 8.3 5.100
Zinc "B.O 16.0 ".800 Medtntt (I' To'"2 • 100):
Lad J6.5 11.5 ".290
Polychlclrinaled biJlllmyls 0.05 D.OJ 1.700 Mlnl.al (II T.1I1 < 2):
Min:x 0.250
Cbnnnium VIIJId cOfflJlOlDids 7.7 50,0 0.150

(I) EVIlualt for hllll\an COftllminantJ.Only 641.-460
-

Talal:
(2) Ratio - Maximum ConccntnItlonlSWidatd
NaIe: Only lop 1m contaminants art displayed.

J

MIGRATION [.\4eat. Analytical data ar absenabft evidence indicates thaI Coanard· Informalion indicates a'_ palellti.1 far contamination (PIICC an ·X· neld to one below)

'ATnWAY contamination in dar medii is pracnl at. is lIIOYinl 10 a potrntial point ofelqlOSUt'C (could be due to dar

FACTOR towud, ar has moved to a point ofeltJlClSlft presence of aeolosical struclures ar physicalllOlltlOb) EYI4eat:

(M'F)
Poteatlal- Possibility for contamination to be present at or mianlt Poteatlal: X

to a point of elqlD<Ul'C; or information it nat sufficirnl
10 make • detenni""lion or Evident or Confined coan_:

8Nf...../.SdmltHl: Stadia 0' tile Pbcallqa.IUwrr .rdla ••d blo.. Indlelltt tile preHllCC or co....I••tlo•.

.
(Place'an .X" neJd to one below)

RECEPTOR Ideadnrd • Rec:eplon identified that hive access to surface waler U.lted· Unte or no paIeIItill ror receplOI'I to hive access to

FACTOR surface waler Ideattnrd: X
(RF)

'alttltlel:
'alnulel· PoICnIill fOf ~epIon 10 have acCess to surface ...ler

Ulllltrd:

Sri#[~, /", 5n«ffott: Il«qtion ItKhHlt ,ltalllq.. Rlvtr bioI. npOted to larf.cc ..alrr.

Activity Nane KJTIFJlY ME PORTSMOurn NSY Silt Name: SWMUOOOOS Surfacr Wain Marint Caltgory: Hish
(11;1111. Medi_. Low)



~mtal lIumla

CONTAMINANt MIIIIIIUIII (:UII<. St.Dd.rd
HAZARD CD....I...t III~ 1II.1KlI RaIla (1)
FACTOR (I) Arxnic lcanca endpoint I 28.1 21.0 1.310
(CUf) Aluminum 11,'lOO.O 1$,000.0 U140 (PIICC an ·X· nexllo one below)

1lcnzo111DYR:nC 2.2 5.6 0.390

Lad IH.O 400.0 0.310 SiI.iraca.t (lfTo..1> 100):
ChromiurillloW) 2\1.0 3.000.0 0.010

BcnzllllUllhra«nc J.6 56.0 0.060 Modente (UTOllI1- 100): X
N~kclllld com\lOllllds 91.2 1.500.0 0.060

Cadmium IlId 2.0 31.0 0.050 ·Mi.li.11 (IrTOlil < 1):

Mc,cU1Y IlId c.cimDOUnds linorunlcl 0.61 2J.0 O.OlO
Zinc: 530.0 22.000.0 0.020

(I) Evallllte for hllllllll contamilllllU only . To..l: 3.450
(2) Ralio - Maximum COIlCClIIrItioWSllndlnl
Note: Only lop len contamillllllS _ displlYcd.

MIGRATION [vldtllC- AnalytK:al dill or obserYlblt evidence iJIdicates dill Co.fiHd - Infonnalion indicates 1 low potenlill for contamination to 1 (Place an ·X· ned to one below)

PATHWAY eaataminalioll in the media il ptaClIlII, Is _i"8 po1Cntiai point ofexposun: (coulcl be due 10 IIw: pt'CSClICC

FACTOR IoWIrd, or his IIlOYcd to • poi", of ellJlOllft of lcololical struttwes or or physical controls) E.ldtllc: X
(MPF)

Potellllal • Possibility fot contamination 10 be pn:IClllll or migralC Potellllll:
10 1 poinl of exposure; or information is not sufficient
10 l'I&ke 1 delCnnination of Evident or Coafincd Co.fi.ed:

aNI....../orSd«:dH: SllIdits etclIe PiKaIlq•• Rlnr .alla 1l1li blo.. IIII!cate IIIe prance 0' co....I••clo..

(Pl~ an ·X· nexllo one below)

RECEPTOR Idnlifled - ReecpIon identiftcd that have KCt:U 10 sediment U.iCcd - Unit or no potential fot m;epton 10 have ICUSS 10 sediment

FACTOR IdtllClfial: X
(RF)

Potelllll:

retellclal· . POIClICial for IeCqlIon 10 have m:eu 10 sediment
U.iCcd:

/lrllf lUIIouJ,fa, SIt«tJM: RftrnCloul.od o<n~IIa••1elposurc.

Actjyity Name KJTTEIlY ME PoRTsMOlJrn NSY Site Name: SWMUOOOOI Sediment Human Caccgol')': lliJs!l
(llidl. Medium. lowl

- -_.- - _.- - '.. - - - - -- - .. - - :-



- ..' - - ... - .. - i_ - - .. - .. - .. - •• ..
'4,

Mdiment Eto Marine

CONTAMINANT Mullanm C·one. St.nd..d
HAZARD Coat.milla.t mllfl'l mlUl'R Ratio (2)

FACTOIt(I) 'cru"..,nc: U OJl6 ~3.J30

(CHF) . J'yrenc: 10.0 llJ~ 2R ~711 (P1lce In ·X· """' to one ~Inw)
Auoruthm: 14.0 0.6 23.)30

8cnl/a!mlhtaccllC J.6 0.23 1~,6~1l Slpillcaat (UTIlI.1 > 100): X
Pol)'chlorinated hiphenyl, (PCBs) 0,35 O.OS 7.000

8mzo(IlIlYrme 2.2 0.4 uno Modent. (If Total I· 100):

Mm:WJand lnorpnic) 0.67 O.IS 4.470

Zinc S30.0 120.0 4.420 Mlal.allU Total < II:
Lead 124.0 H.O H40

Nickelllld compounds 91.2 Jo.o 3.040

(l) Evaluate fOf human eontamlnam only Total: I!O.UO

(2) Ratio· Mulmum ConcentralionlStandatd
NlICe: Only top len cmtaminantl are dlspl.ye4

MICRAnON I"Wnt· Analytical data Dt' obscfvablc evidence Indicates tIII1 Co.Aaed· Information lnclieata a low potential for cmtaminalion 10 a (Place an .X" ttellt to one below)

,ATRWAY contamination in the media is present at, I, movitlJl potential polnl ofcllpOJure (could be due 10 !he pmence
FACfOR toward. or Us moved to • point ofcllJIlISUft of leolOllical Jttuclures or or physical eontroI.) ["ldeat: X

, (M'F')

'Illeatlal· Possibility for contamlnatlon to be.j1n:stnIst Of milfllc Poll'llllal:

10 a polm of CIPOSU~:or infOl1l1ltion Is ncl sufficient
10 make. delctmiRIIlaa of Evident of Confined C••RtHlI:

11m(llatlMMJ~fM S,,«dtHf: 51l1dles af 1M 'IKataq.alllitt ladlule I'. preKttu of coalamiulloa In the ttdlmttll ..II •

bl0t8.

(Place an ·X· ttellt 10 _ ~toW)

RtcrnoR Idtlltlilcd - Recepton idenlilied thaI hI.ve iccm 10 sediment UtIIlled - L1nlc or no fIOlential fOf rcttpton to haoc IICCCU III sediment

FACTOR 11I..,lfIed: X
(RF)

'ol..llal:

'Oltlll'-1 - PlItential flll' rcCcplon 10 ha,'C acceu to sediment
UlIllltd:

llrit{ btl",.."for Sftrc1l",,: ltftqltan lac/ode Pncallqaa Ri1'tr biola nposed 10 ttdlIBttlfL

Activity Nlme KJl1EtY ME PORTSMOUll! NSY Site Nlme: SWMtJOOOOll Sediment Mltine CltC/EOry: Hiah
(11I1Ih. ~ium. L"",)



R£LAT1VE RISK EVALUATION WORKSIlEET

SITE (I) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Media Enluated (CW, SW, SedlmeDt, Soli):

lutaJladolllSlle Name for FUDS:· KJ1TERV ME PORTSMOUlll NSY

LocatioD (Stale): .=.JM"".:.:..:.-_P'l....:...;C~ _

Dale [Dtered (Day, Month, Year): 10116197

SOil

Site (No.eJRMIS ID) I Project for FUDS:

RMIS Site Type: SURFACE DISPOSAL AREA

SWMUOOOO9 Phase of [llec. (SI, RI, FS, Remy, RDIRA, or equlY. RCRA Stile):

AIr. Stotus (YIN,lfy", type of ogrecmeat e.g., FIo"A, Permit, Order):

FS

Yes

. Poiat of Cntoet (No.eIPlIGae): Many Raymond Natio..1Priority Lisl (YIN):

SITE SUMMARY

Yes Site Raak: Lo=w'""- _

(Include only key elements of information use~ 10 conduct !he relative risk site evaluation. Anach map view ofsite ifdesired.)

Brief She Detcrfpdoa (Iadade lite type, DIIterla" dlsP,Oled of, "otn of operation, olld olber relevaat lorormatloa):
At 210catkms within the boundaries ofSWMU 8. the Jamaicalslllld Lllldfill. mcn:ury waste consisting ofsuch materials IS spent Ouorescent
bulbs. broken or discarded !hennometerl IIId thermostats, men:wy switches. and mercury-c:ontaminated rags. brooms. ind dust pIllS used for cleanup
ofspills, was enclosed in steel drums md eneucd in large concrete bloc:ks or pipes sealed at boIh ends wi!h concrete. At !he e&StlOCllion
conc:rete bloc:ks Wtrc found intICt ODd !hereforc left in plate ond the concrete pipe was removed because the integrity of the concrete ends wu
questioned. At Ihr west location 00 concrete bloc:ks or pipes could be found despite Ihrce attempts. Sompling ofexcavated soil materiallllld
nearby mOllitoribl wells It bo!h locations indie:oted there have been no releases ofmercury at ei!her !he west or east mercury burial sites.

. Brief Descriptlo. or Patli..oy. (Croulld..ater, S.rroce Woter, Sediment, Soil):
Groundwater: n.egroundwoter is common 10 the groundwaterofSWMU8.the Jomaicalsllllld Landfill. If releases oc:curred 10 !he groundwater !he
contaminants woufd be contained within the groundwlter beneath !he mercury burial site ond host Jomaica Island Landfill wi!h some discharge oc:curring
through the saltw~ freshwater interface boundary between !he island and !he Piscataqua River. Soil: At the east Ioc:ation the soils consist
ofbrowa 10 grey i11ty clay with debris consisting ofreinforcing rods. roots. gravel and concrete. At !he west location !he soils are primarily
spent sondblast grit wi!h some sandy clay and significant debris consisting ofsteel rod, gravel ond concrete. At both location !he soil is
underlain by formtr tidal Oat highly organic clay soil deposits.

Brier Descrfptlo.of Kecepton (Ha..a. aad Ecologkal):
Human: Unless c:iploratory excavations arc.condlM:lcd there would be no humon receptors to any potential contaminants contained wi!hin the concrete
blocks or pipes. 1hc soils arc Dot contaminated from the disposed material and furthermore !here would be no exposure unless excavation is conducted.
Ecological: Since there is no indication ofmy releases 10 !he surroundiog soil !here is no potential for· release to the surrounding ecology.
At !he east locatiol'l the blocks are above the ground water piezometric level. At !he west Ioc:ation !here is a potential !hat the unkowa location
of!he disposed talcrete blocks could be physically located below !he groundwater and !hereby have !he means to release contaminants to !he groundwater.
However. there isno indication ofany releases in the nearby monitoring wells.

(I) Usc to recordinformotion OD Sites and Areas ofCOlIcern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete arca for which SUJpeded contamination has been verified ond requires furt
A Site by dermition bu been, or will be. entered into RMlS. For the FUDS Progrom. "projects" equates 10 sites for current insIallllions. An AOC is a discrete arca ofcontamination, or suspected contamination in !he
(or RFA) phase tIIat has Dot been entered into RMlS.

Page I - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet- ..• .. - .. - - - - .. - - - _.- - - - -



- ..' - - .. - .. - - - - .. - ...- .. - - -
Ground WlIn

CONTAMINANT IItnlmolD Cooe. Sllndlrd

HAZARD COlllalllillaDI aiiL aV'.. RalioUJ

FACTOR (I) MemJf\' Ind comPllUJlds (IOOiRanic) . 11.0

(CUr)
(Piece an ·X· next to one below)

Slplllc..I (II Total> 100):

Modente (lfTotaI2· 100):

XMIoI... (lfTotal < 2):

(I) Evaluatc for hllllllll contaminants OIIly Tolal:

(2) Ratio - MaXilll\llll ClIlICClIlntionlSlandanI

Noce: Only. top laC c:ontamlllDlllJ uc displlyed:

MIGRATION E"Welll- Analytical dtla Of obIefvabIe evidence Indicates lhal Co.fhIet1· Informalion indicates that the potential for \pIKe III .X" llCllt 10 one below)

PATHWAY contamination in tile cnedil is movin. ''''y from the !IllUI'CC. am1aminlJlt mipaliOll from the _ illimited (due to

FACTOR
BeoloBical stnIc:tIIreIOf Jlhysic:al controls) EYictelll:

(MPr)
Polntlol. Possibility for cocrtaminatiOll to be pcaent II or miptc

Polelltlll:

to • point ofellposuce; or informatiOll is not sufficient

10 make a detennination of Eyldent or Confined
c••n...: X

8,*/'1ItIMwk1MU«tlOll: ReeepJon IKIDde lIClIpalio.al aposaR Ir"nib OR ellC8Yllled .1llI Dpetted.

, (Ptace III ·X· next 10 one below)

RECEPTOR Idelltlned- 11Iere is .lhcalelled Of potentially Itttatened ~er supply U ..lted. There is no potentillly lhca1ened water supply well dowftpadient or

FACTOR downsndient of the soun:e. The OW (cont. Of not) is a cunent the SOUfCC. The IfOUndwoter il not considettd a potential source of I'esllned:

(RF) drinking water SCMni:e or is equiv. 10 (Clus I Of IIA aquifer). OW Of is of limited beniflc:i.lux (lilA. IUB Of perched aquifer).
Potelld.l:

r~tl.l· T1lerc: is nn potentially thraknrd warer JUPPly well downc",diml

orthesoum:. The JlDUndwoter Is potentillly usable for OW.
U.ltetl: X

Ifriplion or agricultllle. but 1101 rmently I1sed (el." liB lIqIIifcr).

II,*! .d6Ml,/",. U«tl6rl: MeftlIt'1 coabOllaatlo. h·..1bdlll driedrd .ablck Ibe mucory barlol...alb.

Attivlty N...e IUl1EIlY ME PORTSMOUTlt NSY Site Nlme: §WMuOOOO9 Ground"ltrr Cltf'gOl')': Low
("illl. MedIum. t..o-)



CONTAMINA!'lT
HAZARD
fACTOR (II
(CIII')

Coatallllll..1

Jknzol.ll7Ymle
8eIU.olblnuoranlhme
Iknzlalanthncene

IBenzDikfnuoranlhcne
Chryscnc

'(I) Enllllte for hllftWl c:onwnillllll1J onl~

(21 Ralio - Maximum Conccftlnlio/v'Slandard
Nolc: Only lop ten (onWniaanIJ an: dispbycd.

1It.lima", COB<.

IDIt!KI
120
14.0
14.0

\0.0
12.0

Soil

St.ndard

m&lKg
56

$/'.0

S6.0

SllO.O

~.600.0

Total:

Rallo (II
2.140
0.2S0
0,2 SO

0.020

1.660

(Pllce an ·X· nexllo one below)

SiCJIlrlCl.t (lfTotal > 100):

Modente (If Total 1· 100): ---!

MI....I (IfTotal < 1):

MIGRAnoN
PATHWAY
fActOR
(Mpr)

E"IdftII. AnalyIlc:aJ dab Of observable nlcJm:e indiancs IIYI
COCltamination il pracnI &t. is movi"lllO....nb. Of haJ

tnO\Oed 10 I point .of eaposure

COIlfiHd· Low possibilily for conwninalion 10 be present II
Of migrate 10 I point ofexposure

(Place an ·X· neld to one below)

[vWeoat:

Polnlbll • Possibility fOf (ontaminaJion 10 be pmenl.1 or migrate
10 • point of exposure: or infonnalion is noI suffident
10 m.ke • determination of Evident or COftfined

'otC'ltial:

Co.filled: x

IhVf• .""".,../", Sft«tIlJ,,: Jlrftpu;n Iadad......ap.tiOll.I .......ar.. Ir nulll are eacn.ted IDd OpeDed.

•
RJ:CIPTOR
FACTOR
(RF)

Ideoallflel • RcccpIon i~lirled dlat have access 10

contaminatallOil

U.lled· Little or no potentill for reccpton to have access to
c:onwninatcd lOil

(Place an ·X· neld III one below)

Ide.tlrled:

'oteoatbll:
.oteIItIal· Potenti.1 for recepton to have ICC:ICSS to

contaminated soil U.lted: x

/lrWfa.tItIMI,/tw Sft«doll: Reeepion 11Id.de ece.patioul .eaponre If euav.tioD occarred.

AdlYlty Name KJTJ8lY ME PORTSMOlJm NSY Site Name: Soil Catqory: Low
(HiRh. Medium. Low) ~~-------

_. 2 .-..... _ ....- .. - -
SWMUOOOO9

_.- - _._.- - - - -



- -'- - - -,'. - - - - .. - - - .. - .. ..
Rf.LATI\'[ RISK EV,\LUATION WORKSHEET

SITE (I) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Phue oIEIlee:. (SI, RI, FS, Rem..., RDIRA, or e«JlIlY. RCRA Staee): ..;;F..;;S;..... _

Aer. Statas (YIN, Ifyes, type 01 agreement e.e., FFA, Permit, Order):' _Y:;.;es~· _

Media Enlaated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soli):
InstalladenlSlte Name fer ruDS: KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTII NSY

LoeItioa (State): ..Mr rl6'
~';"";'-";;"'--------------

-

Site (Na8ItIRMIS 10)' ProJee:t for FUDS: SWMU 00010

RMIS Site Type: UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK

PoIltt ofContatt (Na.tlPhone): .;.M;;;artr:;.:.c..:.;Ra:::.yL.:;m:;,;:on:.:.;d;;... _

Date Entered (Day, Month, Year):

National Priori'; List (YIN):

SITE SUMMARY

2/19199

GW SEDH SEDEM SOIL

Yes Site Raak: -.:.:H::J;ight::...__""'- _

(Include only key elements of infonnation used to conduct the relative rislt site evaluation. Attach map view ofsite Ifdesired.)

BriefSite Dacrlptton (Incl_ lite type, IIIlterllll disposed or. dates"Operatlo... and other relevant Information):

An undel'lf'Ollnd 9680-11I1on steel storase tank located outside ofOldI. 238 used for holding waste battery acid reSulting from battery rebuilding

operations. The unit and battery operations have been closed. In 1984 an approximate 2-inch dilftleter hole was discovered in the bottom ofthe

tank. 1be volume of the tank would vary according to rise and fall of the tidal chlRges of the adjacent river. The tlRlt was taken out ofservice

in 1984 and removed in 1986. The area has subsequendy been covered with asphalt paving. Materials disposed: Sulfuric.battery acid contaminated

withlead. Datesoroperation: 1974-1984.

Brief Description of ratlnraJ1l (Groandwater, Sarface Water, Sediment, Soil):

Groundwater: The leakinS storage tanlt was reportedly located below the groundwater table. The tank is located within 20 feet of the edge of

the shoreline ofthe rivet IIId the area is likely in direct communication with the tidal action of the river. the contaminants would have had

direct IlCCCSS to the: estuarine river. Soil: Soils surrounding the area loemy clay mixed with rocky debris.

'--

Brief Description of Ree:epton (Halllin aad Ecolocka\):

Contaminants released from the tank to the river would be exposed 10 the seafood chain which would include: shellfish, finfish', lobsler and other

benthic: orzanisms. Humans could become eKpOSCd through seafood consumplion or occupational exposure 10 soils or groundwaler during excavation

work.

(I) Use to rec:ord information on Sites and Areas ofConcem (AOC) for Relative Risk Sile Evaluation. The lenn Sile is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and requires furt

A Site by definition has been. or wilJ be, entered inlO RMlS. For the FUDS Program, -projects- equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete area ofcontaminalion, Or suspected contamination in Ihe

(or RFA) pIlae that has not been entered into RMlS.
Page I - Relative Risk Evaluation Worltshect



liround W.ter

CONTAMINAIff Mulaalll Cooc. Slaadarll
HAZARD Coall.llaul nIL u&f1. RJllloUl
FACTOR(\) 2.050.0 110.0 11.640

(Off) Lead 6S.4 4.0 16,lSO (Place an ·X· llexllo one below)
!rOll 52,400.0 11,000.0 4.760

Cluomium VI alld comllOUllds 79.3 180.0 0.440 Sic.mellt (lfTDul > 100):
VanadiW1l 101.0 260.0 0.390

Nickel alldcompounds 201.0 730.0 0.280 Modente(lfTDul1·IOO): X
Barium and compounds 276.0 2,600.0 0.110

Mm:ury and romllOUlllb Ii_pnic) O;~ 11.0 O.OlO MIDI••I (IfTDIII < 1):
linc 129.0 11,000.0 0.010

Thallium 86.6

(I) EVlluate for human CDnwnilWlb DIlly . TolIl: 41.000
(2) Ratio· MaximUJII ConccntraliontSIaDdarcl
Note: Only top left contamillllllS I/'C displayed.

MIGRATION EYWsI. AnalytiCli data Dr Dblcrvlblc cviclcncc indicllel thIl CDlrlled - Information indiCaIcs thaI the potential for (PlICC an 'X' ncid 10 one below)
PATHWA" conwnin.liDll in the lIICdii is movina lway from the sourc:c. conllmillllll migration from the IDllI'I:C is limited (due 10
FAcmR ICOllliiCII SUUClures or physiCli controls) EvldCllt: X
(MPf)

PotnlJll· Possibility for conlImination 10 be praenlal or mignIC PalclllJll:
to I point ofexposure; or information is not sufficient
lo malte a dc1mninatlon of Evident or Confined CDlfiHd:

• Nf~/'"Sd«fItNt: McIIlCOIIIlIiI"llaa Is praal II tile IGII, poteallalla leaCh lila lbe IroDlld.aler nisI••

(Place an 'X' ftCxllD one bel_)
RtCEnOR IdnUfIcd • Then: is a IhrcItencd or potentially IhrcalCncd walef lupply Umllcd· Thcn: is no polentially l/ueatencd water supply "'Cit do\WIgndlenl of
FAcmR downgradicnl ofthe~. The OW (conI. Of noe) ila currenl the ioufa'. The Sround"'llcr is noe comidercd a polcnlillsoLJrCe of IclcatlRcd: X
(Rf) drinkinS ...Ief source or is cqui". III (Clw IlIllIA aquirer). DW Of is orlimited benilieial usc liliA, 1118 Of perched .cjuirer).

Polcallal: .
Polftllal· Then: illlD polC1llially tIucalcncd "'lief supply well do"nllradienl

of the soum:. The srovndlo'..Ic:t is potentially usable fot DW, U.llccl:
irription or qricuhlitc. but not prcscnlly used (Class liB aquircr).

aNf~/o,Sft«tlrnt: Gro.adwater rca<IlIIC Ille P"'laqaa River would be aullable for oplilLc by Ille plall .Id ••
. .nimallifc and humans consuming seafood.

Activity N••, KI1TERV ME PORTSMot.ml NSY Site Name: . SWMUOOOIO Groundwater Calegory: Hisll
(llith. Medium. Low)

- r._",._.' _._. -'.,_.. - - - - - _.- - - -"- -



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .. - .. -1_ .......

--soIf

CONTAMINANT Muimam COBe. Standard

HAZARD Coa'a.llIaa' ii.~i . m21K2 IlItiG (1)

fACTOR (I) Lod 112,000.0 41KI.0 430.000

(CHf) Antlmony and COlIlIlOUlldJ 1,580.0 30.0 H.670 (Place 1ft ·X· next to one below)

MercurY and comllOlllldJII/IOfnnici .10.0 no 1.300

Iron 24,100.0 22,000.0 1.100 Slr.lnaa, (UTltel > 100): X

Arsenic (cancer) 2.1.1 21.0 .1.100

Vanadiwn 109.0 520.0 0.210 Modenlt (UToai 1· 110):

Barillm and comlQlllldl 817.0 5.200.0 0.170

COIIPCfand 416.0 2.800.0 0.170 Mla'••1(Inolll < 1):

Mqanesc ana eomoounds 328.0 3,100.0 0.110

Cadmium and 3.9. 37.0 0.\10

(I) Evlllllle fot hllllWl conlIminanlJ only Totel: 4I1.no

(2) IlIlio· MulmUlll CcncentfttiolVSlIndanI

Note: Only lop 1m COIltImillllllJ ere disp\lyed.

MIGRATJOIll lrid"'· Analytical de.. or observable evidence indicata lhal . c..nMd· low possibility for contamination to be ptaetI\ It (Place lit ·X· next to one below)

PA11IWAY COIQIIIlnation is paentlt, is movlnc tDwmds. or has or mlB'lIt to • poinl ofexposure

FACTOR moved to • point ofexposure
lridnl:

(MPf)
Polndal. Possibility for contamination to be pment at ot miB'lte

PoInllal: X

to a point of txpoSIIR: or infontlliion is not sufTltient

to ItIIke a determination ofEvidenl ot Ccml1ned
eoanMd:

• rWflt.""""'I"'~ SoIl ...Pies I"lcalt Ille pranee ofeoatemlllatloL Slle h ea""ll)' eonred with aapll••

II plvemetll
(Place lit ·X· next to one below)

R£ClnoR Ideatlfled • RecePtotS identified that han lIl:CCSS 10 U.lted - little ot no potential fot recepton to have ec:cas to

fACTOR contaminated toil
contamillllted soil ""tlnd:

(RF)
-

PoIndll: X

Potetltlal. Potential for receptors to have access 10

contaminated lOiI
U.lted:

• "r/ It.tIfItMeUI", ,S,I«flMt, OmIpa'ioaal nponre dntac wan w111dl eo.1lI dlsbrtltlle 10th ill.th. am•

-

Acttflty Name IUTfERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSV Site Name: SWMUoOolO Soli C.t~ol')': lIigh

(lliab. Medium. low)



Stdlmrnlllumn

CONTAMINAJIlT Mul••• CoDr. Suad.rd

HAZARD Cuu.lllaal • 2fKt! 1112fK& Rallo (2,

FACfORlI) Lead 12~.0 400.0 0.310
(CUF) Zinc 530.0 22.000.0 0.020 (Place an ·X· next to one below)

SiRnine..t (nTOIII > 100):

Modenle (UTatall- 100):

Mlai.al (II Total < 1): X

(I) Evaluate for hunwI c:oataminantJ only Total: OJlO
(2) Ratio 0 htuimum ConcinlnIiOlllSlandard
Note: OaIy lop lea coataminants arc displayed.

MlCllAnON £........ Analytical dati or observable evidence indicates that Co.llftd - Informalion inditalCS a low Potential for toIIlamination to a (Place an ·X· next to one below)

'ATHWAY tOntaminatioa in the media is pinent at, is mcwi"l potential point of txposun: (could be due to the prescnc:e

'ACTOR toward, or has moved to a point ofexposure of Bcological slRItlwn or or physic:al c:ontrols) Ev"'Cllt: X

(UPF)

'olClldlll· Possibility for contamiulioa to be pmetll II or migmc 'o'CIIlial:
to • point ofellpllSlll'C: or informalion is 110I sufTltieni

to make a delermiftllion oI'Evidenl or Cotllined co.n.ed:

a""....,.,,,,.Sd«fIH: SlMIel 01 lIIe Pilcataqu Rinr I.date tilt pl'Clftct 01 COIIta.l..tIoa la lite Mdl.eal a.d •

biola.

(Piece ID ·X· next to one below)

RECEPTOR ldntlfled· RecqlIon identiflCd that have access to ledimenl U.lled· Unlc or no poICnl;'1 for n:ttplon to have~ to sediment
FACTOR IdCIIllfled: X
(U)

'olClllial:

'olCIItial· Poteatial for reccplIIn to have access to sediment
U.ited:

a""".,.,..,,,,Sd«dM: Reeepton l.clade _food co•••pIio. lid rftftlltloul or DeC.pllloul exposure 10 MdI.t11 •

II.

Activity Nlme KITIElY ME POIlTSMOUIHNSY Site Nlme: SWMUOOOIO Sediment Humin Clftlory: Hillh

(High. Medium. Low)

_. _.- - - _.- - - - - - - _.- - - - -



- -, - - - - - - - - .. - - - - .. - - ----_.

~m~ntTco~uln~

CONTAMINANT IlbiiillulD COll<•. Sllnd..d
HAZARD Coiltl..lunt mEfKJ! mllf)(R Rollo (11
FACTOR (II linc 5JO.O llU.O ~.~20

(CUF) lad 12~.0 )~.O J.HO (Place an 'X' next to one below)

Slplfk..t (Inotll > 100):

Modft'St~ (If Totll Z.,IOO): X

MIIII.II (IfTolIl < ZI:

(I' EVlllII1e for humin CCIIIlamill&'lllS only Totll: 7.960
(11 Ralio D MI.imUm CciMcfttralionfSlandard
Hole: Only top ten conlamilllnlS an: displlyed.

MIGRAllON Erilnt' Analylical data or abservIbIe evidence Indlates thai Confi. - InfOl1llllion indicates I low potenlill for conlamb_ion to I tPlnce an "X' next to one below)

PATHWAY contunillllion in the medliis present ... Is _Ina potentill point or CJlIlOS'n (could be due 10 the presence
FACTOR towIrd. or has lIkWed to I point of ellposun orgeologial structures or or phYlical controls) EYlclnl: . X
(MPF)

Potntlal· Possibility ror contImination to be present It Or mipte Potential:
to I point or exposun:: or Inromwion is not sufficient
to illite I clctcmtillllion ofEvidcnt or Confined Confined:

• Mf"""'«''''~: SI.dlft or I.e PhcahIqU RlYe.- ".laIt~ t. pramcc of contl.l.lnb I. I. tedl.ent .....
hiotl.

(plnce 1ft "X" next to one below)
RtCEPTOR Idenllfied • Recqllon Identified that have ICCCSS 10 Kdiment. Umlltd. lillIe or nO potnllill fOf rccqllmslo have KCcsJ 10 scdilftCflt

FACTOR IdCIIllfitd: X
(RF)

Polc.llal:

Polnllll' Polenlial fo, re«r.tOn to have accCSJ 10 sediment
lJDIlItd:

8Mf........,'"Sdt'C'tIMt.' Rtccpton IlIdlllfc Phealllqld Rln. blot•.

AnlYlty Na.. IUnBlY ME PORTSMOlTm NSY Site Nlme: SWMlJ 00010 Sediment Marine Catqory: Hlah
fIIigh. Medium. low'

<'



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET

SITE (I) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Media Evaluated (GW, SW. Sediment, Soil):

l..ta.latioalSite Name ror FUDS: KITIElY ME PORTSMOlJ11i NSY

Locatloe (Stale): .)IIfP!c:;...;.;..;....;..;'----------------
Date Entered (Day, Montb, Year): IOIl7J9S

GWSOIL

RMIS Site Type: UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK

Site (Nall1eIRMlS 10) I ProJeet ror FUOS: SWMUOOOII Phase or Elee. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, ROIRA. or equl\'. RCRA Stille):

Air. StatUi (YIN, U yes. type or agreement e.I:.• FFA. Pe....it. Order):

FS

Yes

Point orCoetact (Na.elPlaoae): Marty Raymond Natloul Priority'Ust (YIN):

SITE SUMMARY

Yes Site Raak: --:.H::Iighll:.:... _

(Include only key elemenlS of infonnation used 10 conduct the relative risk site evaluation. Anach map view of site ifdesired.)

Brier Site DelcrlptJo. (I.dude lite type, .atenall dilpoRd or, datn or operalio•• aDd other rele"..t i.rormatioa):
Two 8,()()().pllon uadcrJround Itec:I tanks fi'om railroad can were buried side by side toward the eastern end ofthc Shipyard near SWMU 8, Jamaica
blllld Lindfill. The tanks were used 10 temponrily store waste oils IIId solvents both potentially contaminated with various metals. In 1979
IIId ..aiD iD 1986 1be tanks were: inspected for Ic:ab IIId found 10 be sound. The inspection in 1979 was an actual exhumation and reburial and
it was stated -ao evidence of releases- at that time. The inspection in 1986 included a tightness test. The tanks were removed in 1989 and
at that time the tanks appeared 10 be sound and neither showed signs ofleakase or deterioration. Therefore, soil contamination is believed
to have oc:cuned by occasional spillage from over-filling.

Brier Dacriptien or Pathwayl (Groundwater. Surrace Water. SedilDeat. Soil):
Groundwater: When the tanks were removed in 1989 inspection ofthe excavated area revealed that the groundwater table was approximately 6 feet
from the surface IIId at the -spring line- or halfway \IP the diuneter oflhe removed tanks. Soil: The excavated area exhibited soils indicative
of loamy soil which had been previously tansported 10 provide proper support as fme-grained material to surround the buried tanks. The walls
ofthe excavated m-'Crial were representative ofheterogeneous material III other locations of the landfill consisting ofclayey, silty sand containing
rllldom rock, &iave~ construction debris, wire and other steel debris. The soil had the eppearance and smell ofa high content of petroleum
contamination.

Brier Description or Reeepton (Human aad Ec:oIogkal):
Human: The area is covered with conc:rete and/or asphalt pavement. Ecological: As a potential contributor ofcontaminants to the groundwater
in the area and because it is speculated at this time that the groundwater flow eventually reaches the back bay, SWMU II has the potential 10
contribute contaminants 10 the flora and fauna of the back bay and the Pisc:ataqua River.

(I) Use to record information on Sites and Areas ofCOIIcern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The tenn Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and requires fur1
A Site by defmition has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, -projects" equatel 10 sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete area ofcontamination, or suspected contamination in the
(or RFA) phase that has not been Clltered inlO RMIS.

Page I - Relative Risk Evaluation. Worksheet
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- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -.... -
\Oroaad Water

CONTAMINANT MII;mom Coae. !'landanl

HAZARD Coal..lla..t u&!L uU!. Rallo (1}

FACTOR (I) lkn10hlllYTcnc U 0.92 ~22(l

(CRF) . "'oclnf·12~4 U O.7J 1.780 (PIKe an "X· next 10 one below)

Am<:lof·1242 0.7.8 0.780

.1Imz\Ilanlluxene U 9.2 0.$10 Slpllk..t (II ToCIIl :> 100):

Bervcnc: 4.8 39.0 0.120

Dichlonxljn~' 25:0 390.0 O.OM! Modente (Ino"l 1· 100): X

Toluene 21.0 720.0 0.030

Dichloroethine.I.I· 14.0 810.0 0.020 1"1.1.,1 (IfTotal < 1):

~lcnc(ml~1
14.0 1.400.0 0.010

McthyIJ]hcnoI.4. 180.0

(I) Evaluate for INman contIIIIllWItJ only Tabl: t1.sco

(1) Rallo· Maximum Coneentnlion(Stan4lanI

Noee: Only top ten c:ontIminlllts 1m displayed.

MIGRADON I:....lllt. "ulyticll dala or observable evidence Indic:ates lhat Confined· Information indicales thaI the pocential for (PIKe on "X" next to one below)

PATHWAY cantominotion iit the media II IllOYln.owoy fiom lhe JOUfU. contaminant miplion Ctom lhe source II limited (due to

fACIOR
teological stnIcllftlor physical controll) I:....eot: X

(Mrf)
Peteotlal· Possibility for CGlItIImillOtion to be preIellt It or mipote

Palatial:

10 I point of exposute; or infonnation il not sulTlcient

10 mike I ddennlnltlon of Evident or Confined
e..n_:

.Mf"""".IMU«tlMt: M'.'lorlDa wdlJ ......e 1M da_If"IlIIeoII..lcate tOlIb.l.ltlo..... _tented Iny Cn. t ~

he lite. .
(P1ac:e M "X· nellt 10 one bel_)

RECEnoR Weotlfled· Thert is I thn:Itened or poIelltially threatened WIler lupply U.lled· There is no potentially threatened Wiler supply well do_ptdient or

FACTOR cIow1lptdient of the soun:e. The OW (COM. or nol) is I cunent lhe source. The IfOW'CIwater is not considmd I potential source of Ideotlfled: X

(Rf) drinkins Wiler soun:eor il cqulv. Io(CIm I or II" aquifer). OW or il oC limited beniflCiai use (iliA. 11I8 Of pen:hed aquifer).
'oad.1:

hl"".I· Thete (I no pocmti.ny tlucaicncd watcf siIwIy _II downl!nodient .

oClhc toim:-e. The 8fOUl'dwaier is potentially. usable fOf OW.
U.UI'd:

itriflltion Of .sricullllfe. but not pmemly~ (Class lin aquiler)

Ifrl,! .-'tJrMlr{M Sd«1fOfC Cro.odnlrr no", fon'" Ih~ PhcolaqO. Rlvrr 01111 coatomiulio. _aid M ...lIoblt C.r .pt •

Ike by plants and animals.

Activity N.IR KJnl:RY ME PORTSMOUllI NSY Site N.me: SWMUllOOl1 Ground"atrr Category: Hie
Uflah. Medium. Low)



:>Oil

CONTAMINANT lIt.. lmam Co..~. Slandard
HAZARD C.....Iu•• DlIIKa mRll'a Ilalio (11

FACTORCI) Aroc:IOf·12~ \)0 O.Q1 IMOO
(CRF) Lull 339.0 ~oo.o O.SSO (Place III ·X· next to one below)

Bmzlalanthrac:ene 10.0 S6.0 0.\10
SII.me••1(UTotal > 100):

Moderate (lfTo..II. 100): X

Mi.l.al (UToI.I < I):

(I) Evaluate: for human =ntaminants OIIly . To..l: lUJO
(2) Ratio - Maximum Conc:entralicllVStandanI
Note: Only top Ic:lI CCllIlaIIIinantl are displayed.

MIGRATION t:vldat. Analytical data or obIavabie eviclc:ncc indicates that c••r.... - Low possibilily for contamination 10 be prcsc:nt at (Place an ·X· next to OM below)
PATHWAY contamilllllion is praea. at, is movina tow=ds. or has or milratc to a poinl ofexposure:
fACTOR moved to a point \If exposure: Evlclcat:
(MPf)

Petndal· POSSIbility for COlItamination to be prc:scnt II or misr.te Poladal: X
to a point orexposure; or imormation is IlOI suffICient
to make a cSetenaination of Evident or CoIIrmcd CoaflHd:

.'"'.....,.,ScI«dM: Sad_.11I ...pIca ladlcate eo....i..tio... Site II nrl'Clllly covered wltb p.ve.caL

(Place III OX· next to one below)
RECEPI'OR ldeatiW· Itcccpton idetrilied that have 0CCCS1 to Limited - linlc or no potential for ~pton to have DCCCSS to

fACTOR =ntamin8tcd soil contaminated soil IdcatiW: X
(Rf)

'almllll:

'Oiettlal· Potaltial (or RCICpIOf1 to hAve access 10

conllmi~ soil 'Umlted:

Brl#f....-,I'u SN'I:tfllll: Rettpton !acl.de ott.pllloa.1 npolare 10 penoftl dlslartliltl Ibe lOlls.

AcliYlty Name KITTE1lY ME POflTSMOUTlt NSY Site Nlme: SWMUOOOII Soil Calegory: lIigh
(llilth. Medium.lowl

-------- - - - _.- _.- - - - _.. - - - - -



- - - - .. - - - - - - - - .. - - - .. -
RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

~ ---- A ......;

Media Enluated (GW, SW. Sediment. Soli):

IMtalladonlSlte Name ror roDS: KITfERY ME PORTSMOlJllf NSY

Locatloll (State): ~.HIf..;:.:......;I1.....;..t::;:;;- ...,...- _

Date [litered (Day, Month, Year): 10/16191

SOIL

RMIS Sill Type: UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK

Polat orCoatact (Na..elPlIoae): ..:.;M;.:::II1y::.:L..:.;Ra;;;,;ym=on;:;d=-- _ Yes SlCe Raak: Low
----=~--------

Site (NameIRMlS 10)' ProJed ror roDS: SWMUOOO2I Phue .rEnc. (51, RI, FS, Remy, RDIKA, or equlv. RCRA Stace):

Air. Status (YIN, Ifyes, type oracree_lit e.c., FFA, Pennlt, Order):

Nadoul Priority Ust (YIN):

SITE SUMMARY

FS

Yes

(Include only key dements of information used to conduct tbe relatiye risk sice eyaluation. A~ch map view ofsite If desired.)

Brier Site Dncrlpfloa (11Id1lde lite type, lIlaterla.. cllspctItCI or, data oropentloa, and other reteYint Inronnatloa):
A 695 gallonllteel unclerpuund sconge tank located Idjacent to building1S. This tank was in use from 1914 to 1991 and received waste water
&om air filter c1eanins. deburrinS machines and acid/alkaline metal deaning. Removed in 1991 the tank had larse holes in both ends. The tmk
contents wereanalyz.ed and determined to be non-hazardous. Four soil SIJIlples were taken prior Co backfillins.

BrierDetcrtptlOll.r 'athwa,. (Groulldwater, Sarratt Water, Sediment, SolI):
Site Is within an industrial area and currently covered with pavement.

Brier Detcrlptioll .r ReceptOR (Hllmall alld EcoIOlkal):
Oc:cupational exposure during work which could disrupt pavement.

(I) Use to record information on Sites and Areas ofConcern (AOC) for Relacive 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 definitioll has been, or will be, entered into RMlS. For tbe FUDS Propant. "projects" equatcs to sitcs for current inmllations. An AOC is a discrete arca ofcontamination. or suspected contamination In tbe

(or RFA) phase that has not been entered into RMlS.
Page I • Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet



CO,"AMINANT

HAZARD
FACTOR (I)
(COf)

c......Ia•••
IBcnz.aI.lpyrmc
IBWt.lai\ihrKene
BellZDfblnllotllllhene
Bm.zo\kInllOflll1hc:ne

IChmclle

(I) EnluMe for 1lIImIII CQIIWI1inanlS only
(2) Ratio· Maximum CocIcenlzatioWSlandud
NoIe: Only lOp len conIImioants are displayed.

MU;'..I .. COI(.

IIIIfK&
22.0
H.O
18.0

0.0
H.O

Soil

S'lndard
1111:11\1

H
51>.0
51>.0

560.0
5,600.0

Total:

Ra.1o III
3.930
0,610
0.320

o.oao
0.010

4.940

(Place an ·X· next III one below)

S••Iflca•• (If ToC.1 > 100):

Modenle (If To..1Z- 100): __x_

Mlal... (lfTolIl < Z):

MIGIlAnON EYldCIIC -
'ATHWA"
fACTOR
(M'f)

Analytical data or observIb&e nidalc:e indicates dlat
conc.millltiOll is pmcnt It, is moving IO-.ds, or has
I'IIOvecIIII • poinl ofeJqlOlUlC

Coafinecl- low possibility (or conllmina.ion III be presc:ntll
or miame '0 a point of exposure

(PIaa: an ·X· nCltt III one below)

Evldarl:

'oendal- Possibility (or c:onlaminatioa 10 be pmenlll or migrate
III a poinl ofCltposlR; or informa}ion is IllJI sufficienl
III make • detcrminalion of Evident or Confined

'oletltlal:

C..fi.ed: x

.NI""""'/tNSft«dMI: SoU ...pIes IIId\cate ftc prance of co....iDIIlio..

RECEP10R
fACTOR
(Rf)

IdClltlflM-

'~lelItlal-

Ilcccplon idcIIIilied thIl have~ III
contaminalai soil

POCC1I.ial (or reccplOn III have KeCiS 10
conllmin&ted soil

U.llai - LinJe or no po'enlial ror n:ccplOn III have access III
contaminaled soil

(Place an ·X· next III one below)

Ideetlflcd:

'oletltl.l: !

U .. ltl!d:

&VI -""uJl/",. SeI«dmr: Otc.patlo••1npotan darlal war. whidl coillci db,up' pnemea' aad lOiL

AdWlty Name Krr1BY ME PORTSMOt1llt NSY Site Name: Soil Calegory: ..:;low= _

(His/!, Medium, low)

- --- - - - - - -
SWMUOOO21

- - - - --- - - - -



- -,- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
. RELATIVE RISK EVALlIATION WORKSIIEF.T

SITE (I) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

InsfanatioalSlte Nlde for 'FUDS: KITTERY ME PORTSMOUlll NSY

Locatloa (Sblte): :::::..NH":.:.:...._I'1~c~_-:... _
nate Entered (Da,. Month. Year):

Media Eval..ated (GW. SW. Sediment. Soil):

3130198

SEDHSEDEM

RMIS SIte Type: ABOVE GROUND STORAGE TANK

Point ofCoablet (NuteIPlloM): ..:.M;.:;IIty::.:L..:.:Ra::.lym=OII;::;d=-- _ Yes SIte R..k: ~M.;;;;ed;.=... _

Slle (NallleIRMlS 10)' Project for FUDS: SWMUOOO26 Phue of [llec. (51. RI. FS. Remv. RDIRA. or equlv. ReRA StaCe):

Air. Sbltlll (YIN. If,", type ofacreement e-a•• ITA. Permit. Order):

Nadonal Priority UsI(YIN):

SITE SUMMARY

FS

Yes

(Include 0111, key elements ofinformation used 10 conduct the relative risk site evaluation. Attach map view ofsite Ifdesired.)

Brief Site Descrlptro. (1IIth.de .Ite type. lOate"'ls disposed of. d.ttl ofoperation. and other releva.1 Information):
Portable oiVwater tatks were stqed at the submM'ine berths since the 1960s to receive liquids pumped from the submarine bilges. OillwatCl'
wutes COIltainingldd and allta1lne cleanina solutions are then pumped into rail can for proper disposal. Occasional overflows in the PlISt
reSulted in wastes flow into the adjacent Piscataqua River. pavement prevented wastes from infiltniting into the soil.

Brief Descrlptloa efP.thwaJII (Grondwater. s.rrace Water. Seclhne.t. Soli):
Wutes entering inlllthe Piscataqua RivCl'would impact the plant Uld Ulimallife and humans consuming seafood.

Brief Descrlptloe.f Recepton (U.lllall a.d EcoJockal):
Plant Uld Ulimallii: within the Piscataqua RiVCl' and humans consuming seafood caught from this area.

(I) Use to record illrormation on Sites ind Areas ofConcem (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined asa discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified Uld requires furt
A Site by deflnltioll 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 ofcontamination. or suspected contamination In the
(or RFA) pbasc lb. has not been entered into RMIS. .

Page I • Relative Risk EvlJuation Worbheet
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MCIl1atal "amla

comAMI/'IANT ",..hauIlI CUD~. Slud.rd
HAZARD Coala•••al _lIKE 1DKfJ(1t Ralio III
FACTOR (I) ABCfIit (tenW cndpoim) n.1 21.0 1.310
(ClIF) Aluminum 17 900.0 15.000.0 1.().l0 (PIau an ·X· nexllo one below)

DcnzoIllpy~ne 2.2 5.b 0.390

LQIf 124.0 400.0 OJIO S.alnc..l (If TOlal > 100):

Mercury and eomllOUl1ds (methyl) 0.67 5.S 0.120

- Chromium 110111) 211.0 3.000.0 0.010 Moderate (1ITotall- 100);- X
Uc:nzll/lnthnCcnc: 3.6 56.0 0.060

Nid.~1 and 91.2 I.SOO.O 0.060 Mlal.al (II Total < 1):

Cadmium and comllOllIIds 2.0 n.o 0.050
Polythlorinalcd biphmyb (PCBI) OJS 20.0 0.020

II) EVIllIIlt for hUllllJl conwninanu only Tol.l: 3.540

mltatio ~ Maximum e-niration/SlIlldard
NaI£: Only lop ten contamilllllls are displayed.

MIGRATION E.ldnl- Analy1lcal dale or observable cvidmcc indicales that CCMlfiacd - Information inclicates a low potential for c:onwnillllion to a (Place an ·X· neatlD one below)

'ATHWAY COlaminatioa ill the media II prcscnlll, is moving potential poinl of exposure (could be due 10 the prcscncc
FACTOR IDwarcI. or has moved ID a point ofcllpo1un: of gcolOCical Sll1ICtwes or or physical conllOls) E.ldnl:

(M'F)

'olallial. Pouibilil)' for conIIminatiOllID be pracnllI or migrate _ 'DlaltiIol:
ID a point ofexposure; or informatioo is not sufficienl

to mc a dctcrmlnlliOll of Evidenl or Confined CDaflaed: X

UIf...../tN Sd«rIN: ShUlles bllbe 'iKalDqu RJyer Iodate Ik praeKt 01 collla_l.aab lallle HIIi.eal alld -

biota.

(Place an ·X- neatlD one below)
RECEPTOR IcleaIIW· Rcccpeon id,cntilied lhatlave ICUSIID sedimenl U.i1cd - Linle or no potential lor reccptors to have acccu co sedimenl

FACTOR Idndfied: X
(RF)

'Dleatlal:

'etnllal· poceatiaJ for recepton to havc ac:ccss ID sedimenl

U.Ited:

-
BrWfllatltlMhlM Sft«tltlll: Oenplloulaad ~rnllo••1.spoturr 10 acdi...U u wcll.s <oDlumpllDa or tarood.

ActIYlty Nalle KITrnRY ME PORTSMOU11I NSY Site Name: SWMUOOO26 Sediment lIamaa C:alqory: Low

llli&h. Mcdium,l.ow)

- - - - - - - - - - --_. - .. - - -



- - - - - - .- - - - - - - - - - - - -~ ._..•.

Sl:dimtnt [eo M.rlnt

CONTAMINANT 1I"II",om(:o••. Slandarcl

HAlARD CO.ta",Ia..1 "'KfK& ml!lKl! RalioUl

FACfOR(I) DOT 0.13 65.000

(CRY) Ch",scne n 0.06 SJ.3JO (PIa« an ·X· next 10 one below)

,I')-rene 10.0 O.H 28.570

P!lenanthm1e 6.2 0.22 27.Sf>O sis.me..t (UTalal > 100): X

Fluoranthene 14.0 0.6. 2),))0

Bmzta\anllua«nc 3.6 0.23 15.650 M04tnte (Inolal I· 100):

Pohchiorinlllld biDheaYb (PCBs) 0.35 0.05 7.000

Ollonlane
6.000 Mlat••1(UTotal < I):

:Bcnm(alPYretlC 2.2 0.4 5.500

DOE 0.01 5.000

(I) EIIBIU1Ilc fm lnIrnIn contIinlnants only Tolal: 151.150

(2) Ratia - MuimUlftC~Standatd

Note: Only lDp len c:ontaminanb arc displayed.

MIGllAnON IYWnt- Analytical data or observable "*"ce indicMes that c..nlled· Information indicates a low potential for contaminatiOli to a (Place an ·X· next 10 one below)

PATHWAY contamination in lhe media Is praent lI,'s _ina potenti.1 point of exposure (could be due 10 the presence

FACTOR toward. or has moved to • point ofexpcmne of IcolOllicalltruetum m 1If physical controls) I\'ldftt:
:

(MPF)
'oteatlal· Possibility for conlamination to be present .t or misrate

Potelltlal:

to. point ofCllpollft; Or infarmatiOll il not lufflCient

to mate. de1lermi..lion ofEvident 1If CoDfined
c..nel: X

aM(""""'eftN Sd«fItM: Stadls of \tie ''''taqwa R1Yer ladlnte t~ praeaee of _ ......1I0. Ie tile sedlllleat ••d •

biot8. .
(Plate an ·X· next to one below)

RECEPTOR ldeaCffled· Receptors identified IMI have access to srdimcm Llllllted· Lillie or no potential fm n:cepton to have access to secllmen!

FACTOR
ldeatlned: X

(Rf) 'oteatlall

, ..tiIIl· Potential for recepton to have access to sediment U.lled:

atfr/~ ftlr Sdrttllltt: Phcataqu Rlnr Illata npoHd 10 Ik Mdlllleai.

ActIYIty ~.me ltlTI'By ME tioilTSMOt.JnJ NSY Site Namt: SWMUOOO26 SftIlment Marine Ca'eKory: Mcd

(fliP.. Medium. Lowl



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET

SITE (I) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

RMI!: Slle Type: POL (PETROLEUMIlUBRJCANTS) LINES

lutaJlatioalSile Name lor FUDS: KlTIERY ME PORTSMOuru NSY

Locatio. (SillIe): ...NIf=~I'1..:....::e _

FS

Yes

Dale Ealered (D.y, Moalh, Year): _...;.4/;...;1...;.419;.:..:.5 _

Medl. Evalu.'ed (GW, SW, Sedlmeal, 5011): ....:G:c.W:.:....::S:..::0c:;IL=- _

n.se 01 Eltc:. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RDIKA, or tqulv. RCRA Stage):

AIr. S'.'ul (YIN, If yes, type 01 agreement e.I., FFA, Permit, Order):

SWMU 00027Site (N..dRMIS 10) I Project lor FUDS:

Polat 01 Contad (Na.elPltoae): Marty Raymond N.,io••1Priority Usl (YIN): Yes Slit Ra.k:_·__.......:H...;.i:liilS"'h .,.--

.SITE SUMMARY

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

BridSIIe Dncrfpdo. (IDdllde lile type. .aterials disposed 01, d.'a II10pendea, aad other reIn.allalorm.'loa):
Site wu loc:8tion oU6 oil pipeline &om 19205 to 1971. In 1978 the pipeline rupnucd and released oil into the soil. A section ofthe pipeline
wu removed in 1978 IIId the picline wu taken out ofsenite. This site is adjacent to.the Piscataqua Rinr.

Britl Dacriptloa of Pat"..aya (Groaadwaler, S.rface Water, Stdl.tat, Soil):
Area is covered wilh asphalt pavement IIId contains many utility lines. Groundwater from site flows into PiscataqUI River.

Brief Dacrfptloa of Recepton (Huma. aad [colollcal):
Groundwater is nol currently a source for drinltin8 water. However it (:lIII reach the Piseataqua River and impact aquatic life.

(I) Use to reconI information on Sites IIId Areas ofConccm (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined IS a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and requires fUrt
A Sile by defiaitioa bu becD, or will be, catered into RMlS. For the FUDS Program. ·projects".equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete area ofcontamination, or suspected contamination in the
(or RFA) phase that has not been entered into RMIS.

Page I . Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet- _.- - - - - - - - - ---- - - - - -



- _1- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -_....
(Orouad WaIn

CONTAMINANT MltlmullJ Cooe. I Standard

HAZARD Cool..,I...1 grit. grit. Rallo 121

FACTOR (I) l.ud 4.500.0 4.0 1I25.01lQ

(CRr) Dichlol~nc.1.2. (EDC) 24.0 12.0 2.000 (Place In ·X· next 10 one below)

OmIrnium (Iotall 139.0 IRO.O 0.7711

Cadmium Illd cOfllDlKll\ds 11.0 18.0 0.610 Slpilluat (UTetai > 100): X

Mm:U!l' Illd comllOllnds (i.-pnic) 4.1 11.0 0.430

Trichloroet/lane. 1,1). 6.0 20.0 OJOO Modenle (lfTotall- 100):

Beryllium and CQl\\paunds ll.l 13.0 0.290

CobaII S09.0 2,200.0 0:2)0 MI.I••• (IfTotal < 2):

Nickel and comDOunds 27.0 no.o 0.040

(I) EVlIIIIIIC for InmmlC:lOlltaminants only Tol.I: 1129.610

(2) Ratio;, M••lmum Conccntmllil\lStandml

Note: OBly top len contamillllltJ are displayed.

MICRATION £""e-t- Analytical data or obsavabIe evldCncc indicales that . Co.need- Inf_lion indicates thaI the potential for (Place an .X" next 10 one below)

PAnlWAY COlIlIIminalio!' in the media il -ins .way f""" the _ra:. contaminant misrallon f""" the --.:e illimited (clue 10 •

FACTOR
seoiOlicalatructures or physical controIl) £,,"e-I: X

(MPr)
Poteal..1- Possibility for contamination 10 be present 1\ or mipate

Pole-llal:

10 • point ofexposure; or information is IIOIsufftcient

10 make. determination ofEvident or eonnned
co.need:

·Mf·~'ltw~: M..hortillwdll M-life a" .dJ_IIO die PlKataq.. Rlftr Indate ..ep~ft orco••

lanIinalion.
(place an ·X· next to one below)

ManoR Idntlfled • ~ is. Ihnatened or polenli.Uy IhrUtened wain supply L1l11llrd· There iJ no pateml.lly Ihrealenrd ....Irr sllJlPly_1I downsradltnl of

F...CTOR downgndienl of lhe 1CICmC. The OW (cOllt or IlOl) is • cunenl the soun:e. The lroundwala i. IlOl tonsidertd • potentlll JOInCC of Idealllird: X

(Rf) drinlti"ll MIa IOIIl'CC Of is equlv. 10 (C1usl Of IIA aquifer) OW or is 01 limlled beniOclal UJC (lilA. 1118 1M' perched aquila).
POleetlal:

Polmlal. ~ il no potenti.lly thmilened water supply well downgradienl

of the lICIUm:. The grtIUlIdwata is potentially usable r", DW.
U.llrd:

lnipllon Of .srieullure. but not pn:!Iently used (C1wIlD aquifer).

8rlf{ IId_kftw ~«fIII.: CoiIta.l..trd IretIlIlIwater co." no.. dlredly Inlo. I~e PlKataqa. Rl"ff ••d be .".lIlble fo •

r uptate by plant and animal lire.

Activity NltM K.ITIBlY ME POIlTSMO\1lll NSY Site Namc: SWMUOOO21 Groundwater Catqory: Hie
midi. Medium. low)



SOtI

CONTAMINANT M..lmomCoa~ S.aada,d
H.U.ARD C..taIIJu.1 -1fI(a mlll'l Rallo 111
FACTOR (I) Lead 632.5 400.0 USO
(CHF) Cadmium and compocinds S.9 n.o 0.160 (Piau lUI 'X' nellilo one below)

MAn_.and QIlflIlClUflds 422.0 3,100.0 0.140

CooPer and 306.0 2,800.0 0.110 SiC_ltica_t (IrTolal > 100):

Zinc 1.S10.0 22.000.0 0.010

Bmmlallllin:nc O.ll 5.6 0.040 Moderate (If To1a11· 100): X

Hid.cl and 60.0 1,500.0 0.040

,Merc:wy and comlioolflds IiflfWftJticl O.SI 23.0 0.020 Mi....1(II Total < 1):

Cbromium IlOlaIl 66.4 3,000.0 0.020
Barium and 93.8 UOO.O 0.020

(I) EvaI_ (ar Iwman -.taminanu .....l' Tolal: UJO
(2) Ratio - Muimlllll Conc:entratioWSIandud
Note: Only lop len conIaminanlS ale displayed.

MIGUnoN Eridat- Analytical daIa \If abIcrvabIc eviclcnce illdicalcs Ihal co.nned· Low possibility for conlamination to be present I' (Piau an 'X' next to one below)
PATHWAY contaminalion is prercnI at, is iIlovin. towards. Of has or milfltc 10 a point ofexposure

FACTOR moved 10 a point 01cllJllllllfe Evlllellt: X
(MPF)

P.tntial- PoSSIbility lOf contIminlliOllIo be pn:scnt .t Of migrate Potatlll:
to I poinl 01exposure; Of information is not sufficient
10 makc _ddmninalion 01 Evidcnl or Confined C........:

~.....Ior~ SoiI ••pla I..lleate 'IUelICC 01coala_laaUoL

(PIIce an 'X' Delillo one below)

R£Cl:nOR Idntlf'llill- Rcccptof1 idcntJflcd thIIl ...~ access 10 Umilcd· Lillie or fill potential for rcc"l'tonlo ....·c acccu 10

FAcroR contaminated soil contaminated soli Idcadned:
(AF)

Poteallll: X
PetClltlal· PotenIi.. for I'ClCqlton 10 "'VC access 10

conwni..alcd lOll Uasltcd:

B"~.'-'tf41,1M Sft«drRl: Rceqstan Iadlde OC-C:lp8tlOul e"posor" from "sc.uliol. or atilily won. I. tile .fta.
I

ActiYlty Na_ tmTERY ME PORTSMO!J!ll NSY Sitc Namc: SWMUllOO27 Soil Calcgory: High
mi~h. Medium, lAWI

_,.,'.... ---- - - - - - - - - - _._- - - - - -



.. _i_ - - - - - - - - - .. - - - - - -
RUATIVE RisK EVALUATION WORKSIlEET

SITE (I) BACKGROUND'INFORMATION

SITE 00029 Phase of Ellec. (51, RI, rs, Renlv, RDIRA, or equIY. RCRA Stace):

. ACr. Statas. (YIN, Ifyet, type ohcreemeat e.c., FFA, Permit, Order):

InstalladonlSlte N...e for roDS: K.ITtERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY

Locadoa (State): ..Mf' 1'1If!=:.---.,;;;..---------------
Site (NameIRMlS 10) , Project for FUDS:

RMIS Site Type: ..;;;B;.;;:URN;.;..;;;...;;;ARE=;.;;.;A"'--- _

Date Entered (Day, Month, Year):

Media Enlaated (GW, SW, Sedlll'lent, Soli):

2/19/99

GWSOll

CERCLA RllFS

Yet

Polat ofCOtltad (NamtIP.oM): .;.M..;;;utx;;;..;.o...;,;Ra::;.ym(..;;;;.;OII=d _ National PrIorlty Lbt (YIN):

SITE SUMMARY

Yes Sftt Ralk: --:.H:::Jighr;z:,;,. _

Page I • Relative Risk Evalultmn Worksheet

(Include only Icey clements of information uscd to conduct the ~Iative rislc site evaluation. Attach map view ofsite ifdesired.)

Bridsite Dacrlpdoa (1IKIacIe lite type, IIIIterlals disposed of, data.fopendoa. and other releva.t hsformatlon):
Historical research shows site was previously uscd as I site for open pit end "tccpcc" incinerator burning of wastes. Ash and residues were
removed and placed in SWMU I. This ~a is on ~Iaimed land which atrial photographs indicate received Shipyard wastes. Filling occu~d while
site was used for open burning ofwastes.

Brief Dacrlptloa of ratlnra,.. (GroalMlwater, Sarrac:e Water, Sedllllelll, SolI):
Exposun; can occur through contact with soils. Site covC,JCd with buildings and pavement. some grassy ~as remain. Migration to the river is
possible via groundwater or erosion ofsoils. .

Brief Descriptio. of Recepton (Ha.a. I ..d EcoiOlkll):
Occupational expos~ to JICf10IIIIel worting on or nell' the site during operations which disrupt the soil. Groundwater at site may also be implcted
IIId migratiJIg to the Piscataqua 1Uvcr.

(I) Usc to record information OIl Sites IIftd Areas ofCOllCCm'(AOC) for Relative RisIc Site Evaluation. The term Site is defmed as I dis~te ~I for which suspected contamlniation has been verified and ~qulrcs furl
A Site by dcfmition has been, or will be.en~ into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, "projects" equates to sites for current installations. An AOC Is I discrete arcl ofcontamination. or suspected contamination in the

(or RFA) phase that has not been entered into RMlS.



Ground Water

CONTAMINANT Mllimu.. CODe. Slnd.rd
HAZARD COIIta.I...1 Il!IL uEII. Rallo (1)

FAcroR(I) Lead 492 4.0 IDOlI
(CHF) Dichloroethanc. 1,1· (EDC) 73.0 12.0 6.0SO (Plou .n ·X· nex110 one below)

Arsenic (cancerl 14.1 4.5 3190
Copper and comllOllnds 1.400.0 1,400.0 1.000 !ilpincall (UTolal > 100):
Manganese Illl! compounds 1.67U.0 1,700.0 0.980
Anlimony Illl! comllC)llllds 12.2 IS.O 0."0 MotIer.le(UToIa11-100): X
twkrclln' 4.S 1\.0 0.410

Cadmium and comllOWWb 4.S 18.0 O.HO MIII••1(Inolal < 1):
Selenium 42.1 ISO.O U.HO
Iton 1.&40.0 11.000.0 0.170

(I) EVI,...le for human COlI\al1linanu only Tolal: 15.930
(21 Ratio a Maxim"", CancartratiolllStllldatd
Note:: Only lop len CGlIlaminanu ore displryc:d.

MIGRATION E"WaI- Analytical dota or obscrvoble C\'ideDce iridicalCs thal CoanHd - Inform.lion indiCileS thallhe potential for (Place 1ft ·X· nexllo one below)
• ATHWAY conwniaalion in dle media is lIlO\IinS aWIY from the source. contaminanl migralion from the source is limited (due to
FACTOR ecological SlrucltftS or physical controls) [vWCIII: X
(M'F)

'oteatW· Possibility for eonllminalioa 10 be prcsettS.1 or migrate 'Olftlial:
to I poinl ofexposure; or information is IlOl suffieienl
to make I detenninalioa ofEvidenl or ColIfinc:d Coanaed:

.Nf.....,,,,Sft«tImI: Mqaltorl.. wdb oa..III .... adjacetll to UII Pilalaqu River 11IlI1call llIe prueace of caa -
taminarian.

(Plaet 1/1 ·X· nelll to lIlIL' below)
RECEPTOR Idcaliflcoll- ~ is • t1irulcftCd or poICIllially tM&1l:nc:d waler supply Ulllilc:d. 'There is no JIOlcnlially llvealencd waler supply well downgradient of
FACTOR downgradientllfthe source. The OW (eMt. or notl is. eurrenl the ",ulee. The llI'oundwalcr is not considered I polCnliallOUlee of Idcolillcd: X
(RF) drinking wates soum: or Is equi\·. 10 (Clus I or ILA Iquifcrl. DW 01 is of limited benilicial ute (iliA. 11m or perched lqUiferl.

POCClllbl.:

'Olcoltat· There i, no poecntlally t!vcIlcncd waler supply well do"llgradicns
olllle solll'l:e. The llI'oundWltel if pDCcnlially usable for DW. U.Ued:
irrigalion or .gricultUfC. but noc presentl) used (Class 118 aquifal,

IhUfInlDMI~I'"~SlI«tI"".. GRullll..I.., floon lalo lbe Pbcabqu. River Illd (Gllbllllaaliol II av.nable for upbkc by p'

JanIS ond animals.

. Activity Name Klnny ME PORTSM<lUm NSY Slle Name: SI1£ llOU19 Groundwater Category: Hi&h
(lligh. Medium, lowl

- a - -_ - - _.- - - - - - -- - - - - -



- - - - - - - - .. - - - - - - - - - -,. • t ~

Soli

CONTAMINANT
,

Mulmum Cooc. Standard
HAZARD , C""lJimlo...t mllKl "'~I Ratio (11
FACTOR (II Ltad 116.000.0 ~OO.O 290.000
(CRF) Antimon. and compounds 5.no.0 30.0 190.670 (Pita an ·X· next to one below)

ICoppcr and comrounds 41,ROO.0 2,800.0 11.070

InJt'I 2SS,OOO.0 22,000.0 11.7)0 Slplflca.1 (If T.tal > 10111: X
2J,7,8.TCOD (diollinl B90
Arsenic (can«rI 38.0 21.0 1.110 Moclenle (lfT...11 - 1001:
c.dmlum and comllOQlllb 51.0 31.0 1.380

Nictel and comllOWlds 1,810.0 1.500.0 1,250 MI.I••I (lfT...1< 2):
and compounds l,IIO.O l,I00.0 1.0l0

VIlUIdiUlll 250.0 520.0 0."80

(I) Evaluall: for Iwman contaminanlllllllly Total: 5ll6lO
(2) Ratio· Muimum ConccnlmiCllll'Standad
Nole: Only lOp ten eonwninams an: displtyed.

MIGRATION EYWnt· Analytical data or oIIlI:n'abIc evidence indicalcs that Coanaed - Low possibility for c:onwnlrtllion to be present at (PI1Ce an .X" nellt to one below)
PATHWAY contamination is pretCIIt II. il moving lOWUds, or hu Of mipate to • point of CllpOIIDI!

FACTOR moved to • Point ofexposure £v"eat: X
(MP')

Poteadal. Possibility for contIlnillltiOll to be p-esent.1 or mlpale P..tiIIl:
to • point ofexposure; or information 1IIIIlllllftlcimt

to make. dctcmtinllion ofEvidcnl or Confined c..fIaed:

.""......,,,,SNcfItM: lMrfaft 10111 ladlcale co....I••lIo. II pracel ••d hn ..t IMn IIeea ...led 10 .1.1..1z-
e exposure to worltm. .

(pIICe'm ·X· next to one below)
RECEPTOR YeatIfW. Rcceplon idcnlifocd thaI have access to U..Ited· lillie or no poleIlli.1 for teeeplOI1 to have ac:ceu to

FACTOR contaminated soil contaminated soil W..tlfW: X
(RY)

Polea11l1:
PotClltlal· Putcnti.l for lftc:pCon to havc atteu 10

contaminated soil Umlted:

aMf.....c1M Uft'ffmt: Work,"" the area .f lhe lite III.,. be npolft!throop 1....'.Iio. or derma' co.tlc:\.

ActIYlty NI...c KITTEIlY ME PORTSMOurn N5Y SI'cNlme: 5m00029 Soli CI'CKory: Hiall
(Hlsh, Mi:dium.low)



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET

SITE (I) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

SITE 00030

Yes

CERCLA PA

Yes Site R...k:_·__-....:;Hi::t·gh=- _N.tloaal Priority List (YIN):

D.te Eatered (D.y, Moath, Year): _=2J:..:1~8:..:199:..:.. _

Media Evalu.ted (GW, SW, Sedlmellt, Soli): _G:;..W.;.....:S'-'O-"IL"-- _

PII.. of Enc. (SI, RI, fS, Remy, RDIRA, or equlv. RCRA Staee):

Air. Stat.. (YIN,1f yes, type ofacreemeat e.I., FFA, Permit, Order):

1....II.tIolllSlte PI... for fUDS: KITrnRY ME PORTSMOUlH NSY

Loc.tioIl (Sta.e): JoHt" n 6=.::.....;......;...;;...--------------
Site (N.IftlRMIS 10) I Project for fUDS:

RMIS SUe Type: .;;P..;:LA=11N.::.;.;G;;.;S;;.;H~O::;.:P~ _

Pola. ofCalltact CN...elPbaae): .;.:Martr=:L.:,;Ra:;;Y!D=oad==- _

SITE SUMMARY

(lIIdude only key clements of information used to conduct Ihe relative risk site evaluation. Anach mlp Yiew ofsite ifdesired.)

Brief sate Delc:rI,doa (I.We lite type, ....teriaIJ dis"'" of, data ofoperation, and otller relev.nt Inform.tioll):
Buildinl 184 is carn:udy used IS a welding scbool for Davy employccs. Previously the site WI! used for galvanizing and metal cleaning. A yellow
powderay effiorC'CllCC bas IIppCaI'Cd at the.joint bctwcca the walland the noar at the location wIIere an acid dip tank was located. This substance
has a very low pl-l(2.3) and cadmium. chromium, barium and lead were found in TCLP tests oflhis powder.

Brief Deacripdaa of 'atll".yl (Grouad".t", sarr.ce Water, Sedlmellt. Soli):
Primary pathway ofcoaccm is exposure to worken in building.

Brief Descriptio. of Recepton (Hum•• aad Ecoloclul):
OCeupationai exposure.

(I) Usc to record information 011 Sites and AreIS ofConc:ein (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site" is defmed as a discrete arcafor which suspected contamination has been verified and requires fun
A Site by defmition hIS been, or will be, entered into RMlS. For the FUDS Program. ·proje~· equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a disc:n:te arca ofcontamination, or suspected contamination in Ihe
(or RFA) phase that hIS not been enteml into RMIS.

Page I • Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet
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- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -'-;.. _._.:

(;round Wlln

CONTAMINANT lItulmam Co_c. Sl._dud
HAZARD CODI...i...1 . lillt. _ ugfl. IlJIlio (11
FACTOR (I) Lead 3.6 4.0 0.900
(CHF) Manlll_ IIId comllOlllllb 1.100.0 1.700.0 0.650 (Place an ·X· neX11D one below)

11111'1 2,120.0 II.DOO.O 0.190

BiJ(2-cth~lhcxyllllhlhalalc(OEHP) 6.0 480.0 0.010 51C"lflc..1(II Total> 100):
Phenol 0.11 22.000.0

BlIIYlbcnzylllhthaJ.te 0.9 7,300.0 Moderate (lft.tal Z-108):
ZillC 11.0 11,000.0

MI.....I (nTotol < ZI: X

(II E~.h.le for human comamilllJltll only Tol.I: 1,7~

(2) Ratio - Maximum ConcentnlionlSlandanl
Hole: Only top Ial contamilllJltll lie displayed.

MIGRATION Eyllleel- Allllytical dati or obtetnbIe nidcnce ilIcIicateI dill COlIfIMd. Informalion indicates IMllhc poeenli.1 for (pIKe .. ·X· next io one below)

PATHWAY ~lImiftllion in the medii IIIIIOYI"I IWI)' &am the 1OUI'Ce. COIIlaminant milftlion from the scuc:e is limited (due ID
FACTOR plogical slTUclllres or physical conIroll) Eyllleet:

. (M'F)
hlnlll... Possibility for conlIminltion ID be pment II or mipte 'olcotlol: X

to • poim ofellJlOSlft; or Information Is IlOI suffICient
to make. detenniftlliClll ofEvidenl or Confined Co.lIMd:

.M/~/'"ScI«rIort: hlcotilll for Indllllltaaro.lId_cer "1s1I.

(Place 1/1 OX' ned to one below)

RECEPTOR Hcotlfled • There il I thRatened Or potentially thRattned Mter supply Ullliled - There is no potentillly threatened Wiler supply well cIownIrwIimt of
FACTOR doMtp1ldient of the scuc:e. The OW (cont. or noll il • cumm the 1OUI'Ce. The pvundwater il not considered • potential IOUI'Ce of Wcotlflall :
(1tF) drinki", water IOUI'Ce or is equiv. to (ClaD I or llA aquifer).. OW or il of limited benilicill me (IIIA,IIIB or petdIed aquifer).

'.'nltlll: X
PoInI..I- 1'hne I. no ~.Ily IttmIlmcd WIler "'!'Ply _II eJo....gmIlenl

oflhC soun:c. The pound...ler isp,tenti.lly usable for OW. U.lIl'l1:
irri(lllion or I8JiClillufc. but not pmently used (Clw 119 llIuircrl,.-

IIrfjf••""r""SrI«tItHt: Wain ••y _g.1ly read PIK.taqal Rfotrf.

ArtiYlty N.me KIT1BY ME PORTSMOurn NSY SlteN.me: SITEOOOJO Groand,..ter C.letl0ry: Low
(Ililh, Medium. Lew)



Soli

CONTAMINANT ",..111I011I <:OOC. Stndud

HAZARD C••"ml.ald . lIliIKa mz/KI Rotio (1)

FAcroR(I) i!!enz.oI.lovtmC 14.0 S.6 ".190

(CUr) Dibemlah\Inthnl:cnc 7,6 S,6 , .3/lO (PllCe an ·X· next to one below)

Iron 27.800.0 22,000.0 1.260

Lead 394.0 "00.0 0.990 Siaaifle'" (U TolAl > 100):

Anenlclc:anr:er) 1S.7 21.0 0.7S0

Bauolblf1l1OO1l1bcne 24.0 S6.0 0.430 Mocle,,'e (UT...I 1.100): X

BCnz(alul\1vaccne 20.0 S6.0 OJ/lO

Aluminum 19.900.0 15.000.0 0.270 Mlalmal (If Total < I):

Indcno{1,2,l-e:dlpyrenc 14.0 56.0 OJSO

Manllanesl:.and 717.0 1.100.0 0.230

(I) Evaluate for IJaman contamllll/lll only Total: 10.410

(2) Ratio· Maximum CllIlCCIlUatiorVSlllIdud

Note: Only top ten contamiaants are displayed.

MIGRATION EvWeIll- Analytical data Of observable evidence illlfAcaees that Coafloed· Low possibility for contamination 10 be present at (Place an ·X· next 10 one below)

PATHWAY contamination is preKIIt at, is movina lDwuds. Of has or mignte 10 a point ofexposure

FAcroR moved 10 a poinlof ellpoSUl't
Evlde.':

(MPF)
I'otnllal. Pouibility fOf contamination 10 be praenla' Of misrate

Po'eollal: . X

10 a point of elqlOSUfe: or infmnalion is IIOl sulTlCient

10 make I detcnnination of Evidelll Of Cciafined
Coofi.:

~...MII/",.SI!I«dM: Direct acnpa'lo.al npctJllre to worllen witlais lalldl.111W 'Iara.11a i.kala'io. or derlllal c -

onlXl.
(Place an ·X· next 10 one below)

RECEPTOR Idcatified - Ilccepton identified that have acecu III U.ited - linle or no potential for reccpton to have access III

FActOR contamillllCd soil contaminated soil Idcatlfied: X

(RF) Pole.llal:

Poteallal- Potential for rucptors 10 have access III

contaminated soil
Umhed:

8tUf"'MII/,,, S4«t1tHr: Direct acnpalio..1cSpolare '0 woft(cn wi'bl. Balldi.lllI4.

Aetwlly Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUllI HSY Site Name: sm00030 Soil C.tegory: Wgh
(111gb, Medium. Low)

- --- - - .. - - - - - - - - _.- ... - - -



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .. -
RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

lastallatlonlSlte Ilbme for ruOS: KlnERY ME PORTSMOtTrn NSY

Location (State): .JlItt'=:-tt1.~'6~ _
ri.te Entered (O.y, Month, Year):

Media Evaluated (GW, SW, sediment, Soll):

2119199

GWSOIL

smOOO31

Yes Site Ra.k: .....;;Low;;.;;.;.'-- _

Site (Na.elRMIS 10) I Project for FUOS:

RMIS Site Type: .::L::.;A:.:.;ND=.:,,;FIL=L _

Pol.. ore.tad (Na..elPIIoM): .:.;M::.:arty~:.;:.Ra::.iym=on;:;d=__ '___

Phase of Esec. (51, RI, FS, Rftllv, ROIRA, or eqa". RCRA Stace):

AIr. Status (YIN, Ifyes, type of ACnement e.c., FFA, Penalt, Order):

Nationl Priority list (YIN): .

SITE SUMMARY

CERCLAPA

Yes

(lnelude OIIly key elements of information used to conduct the relative risk site evalUition. Anach map view ofsite ifdesired.)

Brief'Slte Dacrtplon (1.lade lite type, materia" disposed or, data of operatioll, aDd other relevant Information):
Historical infonnitiOn indicates this site was used as. landfill during earty part ofthis century. The site is curmltly covered by buildings
and pavement. Direct exposure Is unlikely except for excavation work.

Brief' Dacrtptlon or Pathways (Groulldwater, Sorrace Water, Sedlmeat, SoIl):
The site may impact the plant and animal life and humans consuming seafood in the vicinity of the site.

Brief' DeKrtptloa of Recepton (Hnlllan and Ecoloilcal):
Human: Construction exposure to worteen during excavation. Plant IJId anim.llife within the PiscataqUi River and humlJls consuming seafood
caught &om this Ilea.

(I) Use to record Infonmrlion on Sites and Areas ofConcern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected cont8mination bas been verified and requires furt
A Site by definitioe hIS been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, "projects" equates to sites fOr current Installations. An AOC is a discrete area ofcontamination, or suspected contamination in the
(or RFA) phase that has not been mtered into RMIS.

P.ge I - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet



Grouad Wiler

CONTAMINANT Mullll"" COliC. Siandlfd
IIAl.ARD COIlla.luol lilli, "!LII. Rallo III
FACfOR(I) Arunic (canc:cf) 486 0 10.IOU

(CUf) Lead JS.7 4.0 8.9)0 (Place an ·X· nexl to one below)
Manaancx and comJlOllllds 9.730.0 1.700.0 '-720

boo 9.9)0.0 11,000.0 0.900 SilDIIIca.1 (U TOlal > 100):
Aluminum 4,950.0 17.UOO.O 0.1l0

Barium and corl\llOlllldJ 279.0 2.600.0 0.110 Moderale(UTOla12 -100): X
Ncn:urv and inoraanic) O.4S 11.0 0.040

Sdcnium 4.) \BO.O 0.020 Mlal..1(UTOla' < 2):
Dut~l benryl Jinhalale 11.0 7.300.0

Thallium 48.6 .
(I) Evaluate for human c:onlamilllllls only Total: 26.660
(2) Ratio - Maximum ConcculnlllllVSWllfard
Nace: Only lop len c:ontamilllllls are displayed,

MIGRATION [vIdClll. Analytital data or observable evidCIlce Illdil:lllCS dial co.n.ed· Information inclicales IhaIthe potentia. for (Plac:c an ·X· nexl to one below) .
PATHWAY ClOlllamination in the media it movilllaway from the source. contaminanl misration from the soun:e is limited (due to

FACTOR Icol08ical stnIClun:s or physiaJ conlrols) £vldeSll:
(MPf)

Petndal- Pouibilil)' for contaminalion to be prcsenlal Of misrate POleaUel: X
to "poinl ofexposure; or.information is oot sufficienl
to make a delamination of Evident or ea..fincd C••faael:

-rNf~/"ScI«dIHI:

(Plac:c an ·X· ned 10 one below)
REC£PTOR Untilled • There italhrealcncd or potentially llvealclled water supply U.lled· There is no potenlially Ihrutencd~ supply well cIownsndielll of
FACfOR cJoWllsndienl'oflhe soura:. The OW (CClIIt. or noll is a CUlTCl\I the source. The Iloundwater is IIlJC considacd a polenliaJ soun:c: of Idnllllcd:
(RF) drinkinl water source or is equiv. to (Class I or IIA aquifer). OW or is of Iimiled benificial use (1I1A,1II8 or perched aquifer).

Poleatlal:
PoteDdal- There is no poICIIIial.y Ihrealencd waler supply well cJownsndienl

of the source. n.e IfOIIIIdwater is potentially usable for OW, U.lled: X
irrigation 01 a,riculture. but not pmently~d (Class liD aquife:t).

_rlqbd~I., Sft«tWtl:

/

ACliv11y Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Sile Name: SIn:ooOJI Groundwlter Calegory: Low
U1iall, McdilllJl. tow)

-

•

--- !-----_. _. - - - _.- - - - -'- - - - -



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -'-,
:sou

~

coNT""'INANT . Mnlmam 0 ..1e. Slud.nt
flAZARD , CaltlllllluDI Iiti/Kc m~c Ralio III
FACTOR (I) lad 9.080.0 400.0 22.700

(CHFl Iron 133.000.0 22.000.0 6.050 (Place In "X" next 10 one below)
Men:ur't and eom-.ndllillOf1WlicI 109.0 23.0 4.740

ArKllic (cancer) 45,6 21.0 2.170 Slpilleul (liT_I> 100):

Bt:fWI/allmCllC 11.6 5.6 1.S40
C_and 4.090.0 2.1100.0 1.460 Modef.te (IITo"ll-IOI): X
ManganeSe mel c:a1ftllOUJlds 1.150.0 3.100.0 0.370
Dibenzlah 1.6 H 0.290 MI.I••I (II Total < 1):
Alumiman 22.100.0 n.ooo.o 0.290

Nickel and cOlllPOUndt 342.0 1.500.0 0.230

(I) Evaluate (or hurmin contmIinanIJ only' Tolll: 4IJ.1ll0
(21 Ratio· Maximum C~OliISlIndIInf

Nole: Only IOjIlcll ceinUmlnanIJ are displayed.

MlGRAll0N [ ..Weal- Allllytical dIta or obsavIble evidence indieata thaI C••fllled· low possibility (or c:ontamillllion to be pmmt lit (PIKe III "X" nclll to one below)
PATHWAY c:ontamination Is ptaalt ... il movint10~. or his or mill"'lc 10 • point o(CllpOSlft

FACTOR mewed to • poinl ofexpcISIR [ ..leIeal:
(MPF)

Potftdsl- Pouibility for contamlllliion 10 be present. or mil"'te Pote-tlIIl:
to • point orCllpGllll'e; or Information il not sufficient
to malte • detcrmilllllon of Evldent or Confined C..fllllIlI: X

'M./.-..k/orU«tIM: SoU nal...tlon .1Id ....oriatl nlele-ee I.dkate l'e Wesl TI.ber .,was .sed u • IIl1dn -
II. .

(PIKe 11\ oX" next to one below)
RtCEPTOR Idftltlf1ed - Receptors identified dlat have ICCCU to U.lted. Linle or no potential for RlCCplDnto haye __ to

FACTOR contaminated JOlI contaminaled lOil Idrlltlflftl:
(Rtl

POMI..I: X
POlntlll· Potential (or =ept0fl 10 have IICCCSS to

contaminated soil U.ItHI:

8ri1f""""e/0' sn«dtHt: Rtcq)tof Iltel..., lICftJllliloul npotore If el~"IIIo. ocnsm!.

Activity ~alllf KrTmtY ME PORTSMOUllf NSY Site Name: srreOOO31 Soli Catqory: Low
(HiKh. Medium. Low)



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKsHEET

SITE (I) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

1••taUaIloWSlte NIIIH for FUDS: KlTlERY ME PORTSMOlTlll NSY

Locallo. (Stale): .)Itt'" 11C=:.::....:....:....;;;;""..--------------
SUe (NaaaelRMlS ID) I Project lor FUDS: ...::;S.;;.;;m..;.....:.lIOO~32o...._ _

RMIS Site T)'pe: ..;;LA;;.;.;;;.ND...::;.;.F.::;ll;;;;;l _

Date Eatered (DIY, Moat., Year): _.:..Sn...:..;..4199..:..;.. _

Media Enlualed (CW, SW, SedlmeDI, Soli): ....;G;...;W;.;...;;;S.;;;.ED~EM;....:..:S:..;O;.;:.ll::._
_

'hue olElle. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RDIRA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): ...:C;;.:E:.:,R;:.;:C;;.:l::..A:.;P:.,:A-=-- _

Air. StatUI (YIN,")'"' type of acnemenl C.I., FFA, Permll, Order): Yes-;.;;...-------------
Polat 01Coatad (Na.eJPboae): Marty Raymond Nallo...1Priority Lbl (YIN):

SITE SUMMARY

Yes Sile R..k:_·__-.;H.;;;i...gh"'-- _

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

BrielSite Dacripdo. (I_lude tile type, ••Ierla.. d"poscd of, dice. of opentlo.. aDd other menat laformalloa):

Historical information this site had been used as I landfill and salvage IUC:I eaily in 1900s.

Brief Dnertpt". of Patbway. (Cro..dwater, Sarfaee Wlltr, Sedblrtal, Soli):

Contact with soils and BJOlIIIdwater.

Brief Dacripdoa of Recepton (H..I. aDd EcoloKkal):

Occupationalllld residential exposure hm Shipyard worlten and family housing residents.

(I) Use to record information on Sites md Areas ofConcei1l (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The tenn Site is defmed as I discrete Brea for which suspected contamination has been verified md requires fun

A Site by defiJliti01l has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program. "plOjeets~ equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete arel ofcontamination. or suspected contaminltion in the

(or RFA) phase that has not been entered into RMlS.
Pige I • Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet- -.- - _.- - - - - .. - - - - _.-



- - - - - - - - - - - - ,- - - - - -- --
Ground Water

CO!O'AMINAHl' Malllnu", COOt. Staodnd
RAZARD Coa...I•••1 1I&fl. uVJ· Rallot2)
FACTOR (I) Lad 1'/5.0 4.0 4R.nD
(CRF) Mall/l1lM:Se 1.070.0 110.0 '/.730 (PI8ce .n ·X· ncxllo one below)

Ancnic (tantc:r) 41.1. 4.S 9.160
Iron 17.000.0 11.000.0 I.SS0 Slpillaat (UTDlaI > 100):
!Cq,per and 496.0 1.400.0 0.350
Nidcland IUD 730.0 0.180 M"aalt (Inlbl2 - 110): X
Allll'lljnlll'll 2.770.0 37.000.0 0.070
Barilll'll and cCIInDOUIllIs \28.0 2.600.0 0.050 1'1......\ (lIT.... < 2):
Zinc: 532.0 11.000.0 0.050
Mercunand illOl'nnjcl 0.46 11.0 0.040

(I) EVlluattfor human tulItmniftlnlS only Totll: 69.930
(21 Ratio· Mulmum ConccntntlOftlStandard
Note: Only top l1:li contMIillllltJ lie dilfllarecL

MlGtinON E.liIelIt· Analytital cIalI or observIlIle tyidencc indicate that CoanHd - Information inclicales that the poCenriai for (p18ce an "X. next to _ below)

PAllIWAY eontamination in the media Is movi"llway fiom the~ c:oataminent mipmion from the IOIII'Ct lllimilM (due III

'ACJ'OR p!ogica\ ItnIetlIItS or physical c:ontroIs) [.wellt:

(M'F)
Pottatlal· Possibility for eotIIa1nination III be preselIlll or mipate PotetItlal: X

lO I poinl ofellpllSlft: or informalionls nol suffICient
10 malte I determination of Evident or Confined c••nud:

Ilrfr/.....,/tIrSNctItM:

U.lted·- There is no potenIially lhratened wmr supply well downpWent of
(p18ce an ·X· next 10 _ below)

RECEPTOR 1.llIt\lIed • ~ is I'lhteattned or poccntially lhftattned ~ter supply
FACTOR downpwlienl of the-. TIle OW (coni. or noll III cunenl the source. TIle IIO'JIlCIwater is not considered I potential _ of Ideatlfletl:
(RF) drinltinl waIef _ or is equiv. to (Class I or IIA aquifer). OW or is of IimilM benificialuse (iliA. 11m or~hed equlferl.

'eteatial: X
PotetItIaI· Tbere Is no polenlillly lhreetened watc:r supply well cIowngndient

of the soun:e. TIle JI1IIIIldwmr is potentially usable for OW. U.Ittd:
inipliOll or IpIcuIture. but nol pmmtly ased (Class 1m aquifer).

8rltf""""/tIrU«MrI:

AniYlty Na.. KlTIE1lY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Slle Name: SlTEOOOl2 Groundw.ter C.lqory: Med
llIlah. Medium. Low)



Soil

CONTAMINANT M.. i..... CClOC- Stlndlrd

HAZARD COIlI.lalit asR1l\l! mIlK! III110 11l

fACTOR (I) ,COOPCt IIld comllOUlld:s 30.600.0 2,800.0 10.930

(CHF> lIOn 2J~.OOO.O 22.000,0 10.1>40 (Ploce In ·X· next 10 one below)

Lead 2:720.0 400.0 6.800

A'Knle (CIIlCCr) 25.8 21.0 1.230 S.liflalll (IfTotal > lDO):

Nkkd IJld compounds 1,s40.0 1;500.0 1.030

BelWlIlJPYtalC S.7 S,b 1.020 Moderate (If Total Z• 100): X

hlercwy IIl4 compOunds (illOfpnic) 16;3 n.o 0.710

Antimony and compolllll\s \R.O 30.0 0.600 Mlal.al (II Total < Z):

l~nnc IIld comllOUlldJ 1,580.0 3.100.0 O.SIO

Zinc 9,630.0 22.000.0 0.«0

(I) Evahllote fOf IwnwI conwninanll only Total: 36.010

(2) Ratio - Maximlllll C_ualilllVStandanl

Note: Only lop ten cOl\l&minlnlS &Ie disp\a;ed.

MIGRATION £"ideal- AJl&Iytlcal data or observable evidence indicates lhat COllfi.cd - Low possibility for contamination to be present at (Place an ·X· next to one below)

PATHWAY contamination is present at, is movilll toMrds. or has or migrate to a point ofexposure

FACTOR moved to a point of~
[vWellt:

(MPF>
rotndal- Possibility for conlamination to be present at or migrate

'etnllal: X

to I point ofcxposurt; or information isllOf sufficient

to make a determilllllion of Evidcal or Coatincd
co.nHll:

~.."../",Sd«dtM: ElpClIlIre to coataaalutallllill.

(Ploce an ·X· next to one below)

u:euroR IclClllifIed - Receptors idenlified lhat have access to U.ilcd - LillIe or no potential for receptors to have IlCCCSlto

FACTOR conwninated soil
contaminated soil Idatillcd:

(RF) 'olatlal: X

Potndal- PoccIItial for receptors to have KCCII to

COIllaminittd soil
U.itcd:

Jrit/~r/Or smcdo,.; ~patlo..l.ad rcslcltlllial npotare 10 Sllipylrd worken IIId rcsldeal..

-

AetJylty N...e KIlTERY ME PORTSMOU11i NSY Sile Name: smOOO32 Soli Category: Meet

(lligh, Medium, Low)

- ,'--..,.- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- --
- SarflCfW.ter uo M.nnf

CONTAMINANT MlillD\llD Cant. Sludlnl

HAURD COluslelllt 0211. 0lP1L RaIla (21

FACTOA(I) COIlPC' and comnounds 425 2.Q· , 14,660

(CHF) Nick~1 mel comoounds 4l.U 8.3 5.040 (Place In "X" nelltto one below)

Zinc 2tl1.l 86.0 2.340

Lead 9.3 . 8.5 1.090 Slpifkut (Inoul > 100):

Pohchloririatetl biollcJwh IPCBIl 0.01 O.Q) 0.150

Mirex 0,080 Modenlt (IfTotal 1- 180): X
IHcbtachlor _wide
AlIlIn=Ie Mlals.1 (IfTotal < 1):
FlUOlC1lC

and 40:0

(11 tv.IUlltdar hurnlllC:ontanIinantJ only Toul: lB60
(21 Ratio· Maximum ConmIIndicmlSlIncII1d
Note: Only lop ten CIOlIlImirumts are displayed.

'.

MICIlATIOfil l"ldnt- Analytical dall Of obsavIbIe nidenc:e indicates that Ca.nHd - InforrnaliOIl indialeS a \ow potential for CIOlIlImillltiOll tPl8l:e In "X" neJd to _ below)

PATHWAY' CIOlIlImillltion In the media Is praenl at, illllOYilll to • potential point of exposure (could be due to the

FAero. toMnI. or has~ to • point ofellpllllr'e pmence ofleological structura or physical cantrull) l"ldnt: X
(MPF)

Patnllll- P_ibIlity for oontIrnlllllion to be present", cir migrate htndal:

to I point ofellpOS1llC: or InfonnatiOll il nat sufficient

to make I cldennillltion of Evident or Conrmcd CHllHlI:

.rIII"'.r/O'U«dtI,.... OffdIore inftIllptla"'an ra..d atlUSlalllOll preacet I. tile scd" ud Illata.

(Place 11\ -X"'neJd to _ below)

U:CEnoA IlIfttllllll- Rccepton idcntilled that line _to sarfacc water UsUcd - Little Of no potentill for rec:cptan to have access to

FACTOR 11IIfac:e waleJ IdfttIfW: )(
(RF)

Pamittal:

PcitNtlal- Potentill for rcceplOflto have aecns to surface Wiler
U.ltcd:

Sri"~~/'" S««1IlIff: ~la" laellde Phataqaa JU\off biota fros t1lrtd .,tlb I.,d rood dlalll lllaetiott.

AdlYlty Name kInEIlY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: Sm:00032 SurflCe Wltn Marine CltcRory: 'u',,,h
(Hilh. Mcdlwn. Lcno) d



~i.ent uo MariDe

CONTAMINANT MiliDlam CODe. Standard
HAZARD Coa...llnaal DlIfl(I 1lJ2IK1 Ratio (1)
fACTOR(l) 000.4,4- 1.06 1000.OOO
(CHf) DDT 0.06 ll.810 (Place 1ft 'X' next to one below)

Mm:1IJY 2.91 O.IS \'1.830

ChtvSClle 1.1 0.06 IUlO Sicn1lkan' (nTotal > 100): X
IPyrcnc: 4.22 O.lS 12.060
lead l440 H,O '1.8l0 MocIerate(lfTotal1- 100):
AndtrKmt. 0.81 0.0'l 'I.S40

Copper and compounds Sli6.0 10.0 UI'IO Mlni.al (n Total < 1):
DOE.4,4- 002 7.800

FllIOtCme 0.26 ' O.().4 1.490

(I) Evallllle fOl hllll\ln COIItaIllinants only Tolal: 1117.%0
(2) Ratio - Maximum ConcmlrlliontSWldard
Note: Only top 1m CGlltaminanls an: displayed.

MIGRATION E.Wat- Analytic:al data 01 abservable evidmce irdicaca that Coafiaed - Information indicales a low potential for contamination to a (Place 1ft 'X' next to one below)
'ATHWAY conwninauOll in the media is JRSenI aI, is lIIO\'ing potential point or cxposure (could be due to the pracnec

FACTOR toward, or has movccIlO a point ofexposllC or gco1oaical structures or or pIlysical controls) Evldalt: X
(MPf)

Potntlal· Possibility roc contuninalion 10 be pmc:1It al oc migralc 'otntlal:
10 a point ofCllposurc; Of information is IlOI sufficient
10 mate a detcnnination of Evidenl 01 Cclnfined Coafilltd:

aMI..".,./.,Sd«d4M: Of'fs'oft laftlllpliou kave eoaad COIIta.laalloa present in Ibe media aad blolL

(Place 1ft 'X' neltllO one below)
RECEPTOR Ideatllled • Rtx:epron i~tirlCd !hat have IICCCSS 10 rediment Umlted - linle cw no poIenlial for reccplOn to have access 10 sediment -
FACTOR Idellilflell: X

. (Rf)

'oteDllal:
Potatial- Potential for recepron 10 have lICCCSS 10 sediment

U.lted:

IIrNf....,'p~· II«tpton ilKlode Placataqua Kinr biota lro. dlrecl aplake ..d lood chin iaccstioa.

ActMI)' Name IrJT1ElY ME PORTSMOunl NSY Site Name: SrfEOOO32 Sediment Marine Category: lIigh
(llilh, Medium, low)

- - --......... ~ , .. - .. - - - - - - - - - - - - -



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .-
RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSIIEET

SITE (I) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

SITE 00034

Date Entered (DIY, Month, Yelr): _.::.Sf2:.:;.:4:..;:199..:.... _

Medii EYaI.lted (GW, SW, Sediment, Soli): ...:S:::;E:::;D;.:.H:.;S:.:E:.:D:..:E::.:M.:.;S::.;O::.;I;;;;L _

Phue of Ellec. (51, RI, FS, Rem", RDIRA, or eqa"'. RCRA Stice):

No Site R..k: .....;;H,;;;iKah;;;..- _

InstlnldonlSlte N'me for FUDS: KITTERY ME PORTSMOUlH NSY

Locldoa (S.te): .>IIt-:=.:.....-~..;..;.'E _

Site (NI.eJRMIS 10)' Project for FUOS:

RMIS Site Type: ..;:01HE;...;.:.:=R;.;..- _

Poin. orCoa'" (NlmeJPholle):

ACr. Statu (YIN, tryes, type ofliRement e.c., FFA, Permit, Order):

Nattoul Priority List (YIN):

SITE SUMMARY

No

(Include only key elements ofinfonnation used to conduct the relative risk site evaluation. Attach map view ofsite ifdesired.)

Brief Site DeKrlptloa (Indade lite type••aterla" disposed 01, dates'"opentloll, alld other relnlnt Info""'llIon):
Building 62 WlIS the Fonner Oil Gasification Plant and former Blacksmith Shop. The buDding has also been W1Cd as a pesticide storage area.

Brief Detcrlpdo••f Pat""'a,. (Groaad"ater, S.rr.ee Water, Sedlllle.t, 5011):
The site Is located IdjlCClltto the shoreline.

Brief Oescrlptloa of Recepton (Ha.ln aad Eeolockat):
Humlln: Oc:ccupItionalllnd Construction exposures are likely at this time. Ecological: The site could eITect the plllnt and lInimallife and
humans consuming seafood.

(I) Use to record ilfonnation on Sites lind AreIS ofConcern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined IS a discrete Brea for which suspected contamination has been verifted and requires furt
A Site by definitioa hIS been. or will be, entered Into RMlS. For the FUDS Program, -projects- equates to sites for current instillations. An AOC is a discrete are. ofcontlmlnllion, or suspected contamination in the
(or RFA) phUe.dUlI hIS not been entered into RMlS.

Plge I • Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet



Soli

CONTAMINANT ' Muh••m Coat. Slaadanl

HAZARD Cala.luel mllKl mKlKI R,olio (1)

fACTOR (I' Lead 5.HO.0 4(1).0 ll.blO

(CIIF} Bau.o(alpyrcne 51.0 H 9110 (Place an 'X' nexllo one below)

AnlimollV and COtnJlO\lnds 231.0 lO.O 7.700

Dibmz.(ah'anlhracene 20.0 5.b 3.570 Sipificaal (If To..1> 100):

Irnn )7.000.0 22.000.0
, 1.680

Benz(.)anthracene IS.O 56.0 1.520 Moderale (IfTo..U- 100): X

Anenic (W1CCf' 17.6 21.0 0.840

Benzolblnuonnthmc: 46.0 56.0 0.820 MI.i••1(If To..1< 1):

IndellO[ 1.2.3oQ!Iln'1CIIe 38.0 56.0 0.680

Nallhlhalene 18.0 H.O O.HO

(I) Evaluate ror human ecmtamilUlllu only . Tol.l: 41.180

(2) Ratio· Maximum Concentratio~tandard

Note: Only top lcIl contaminants are displayed.

MIGRATION E"ldelll·· AnalyticaJ data or observable nidence indicales thai Co.fiHd - Low possibility ror contamination to be fRSCIIl at (Place an 'X' nexi to one below)

.ATHWAY contamiilalion is present at, is movi... towwds, or has or misratt: to a point of exposun:

FACTOR moved to • point orellpClSlln:
Eylddl: X

(M'F}
'atealUll· Possibilily ror contamination to be prMlal or migrate

Poteal..l:

to • poinl orexposlR; Of inronnation is not sufficient

to make • delamination or Evident or Confined
co.naed:

."......,_!ld«dtM: A..lytkal ......lealel aoU co....I••IIo. lII.y be -1V.tI.Soa.bore.

(Place an 'X" nexl to one below)

u:eutOR Idealir~- Recepton identified thai have acceu to U.lled - lillie or no potential ror rccepeon to have access to

FAcroa contantinated soil c:onwninatcd soil WClltlflcd: X

(RF) 'oteal"':

'otnlilll- Pott:mial rot n:cepton to hooc access 10

contaminated IOiI
., U.llr4:

IIIIIfItMf#1IIIUItI' s,t«dtr,,: Reftpfon Idntllied \I8"c a«eal. tedimeDI wlIltb coDI.miaatioa ilia, b.IYe moocd 10.

Arlivlty NameKITrERY ME PORTSMOlITH NSY Sile Namc: . SmOOOl4 Soil Calclory:
'
lia!l

(lligh. Medium. Low)

- -- - - - - - - - - - -, - - - - - - -



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - _._-----
Stdlmeat HUIIl••

CONTAMINANT M..lmam COlIC- Sund.rd

ILUARD COIII.Ia••1 ml/l(l! .' '- IIIr1Ka Ratio UI

FACTOR(tt OcnzolilllYmIC 5.6 5.6 1.000

(CMF)" , DibeiutIh lanlhncC1lC 2.5 5.6 0.4~0 (Place an ·X· nut 10 one: below)

I.nd 181.0 400.0 0.450

Arsenic (canca) 11.0 21.0 0.)80 Slplllealt (IfToul > 1011):

1Iknz(I1lInthnccnc 9.2 . 56.0 0.160

IndcnoIl.2.l-cdlllYftllC 7.2 56.0 O.DO Modente (1fT_I 1· lOll): X

8efIzolbln~
7.1 56.0 O.D{)

Anthnccnc 1.700.0 14.000.0 0.120 MIII••1(lfT.1I1 < 1):

Chlordonc.. alPha- f2I 16.0 160.0 0.100

Alumiftlllll 5,900.0 . 75,000.0 0.0110

(I)" Evaluate fot' human contamilllJl15 only Total: J.110

(l) Ratio· Ma~imlmltonc:_lionlSt&ndard

Note: Onl, lop ten contamillll1ts I/'C displlyed. ,

MJGRAnmc E"lde-t· Analytical datil or obsavabIe nidelIcc Indicates dIat C••n.cd· Inform.tion Indicates. low potentill for c:onIImillltion 10 • (Place an ·X· lleJlt 10 _ below)

PATHWAY contamination in !he media Is praent at, is mtlYins pocmtiaI point ofeltposure (could be due 10 !he prexnc:c

fACTOR Iowud. or has moved 10 • point ofCltposUI'C of acofoticalltnlctWCS or or physical controls) Eylde8t: X

(MPf)
rote-tilll. Possibility for CCJllIIminolion 10 be prnent Itor mipalc

Polatllll:

to • point ofexposure; or inforrnatioa is not sufficienl

to make. dclcrminalion orE"idenl or Conllned
c..nled:

1lrI#/"......ler smctfH: A..IytIaI .......Ic:olcl lOll collla....tlo....y be .lIntl.. ofl'sbon.

(Place an ·X· llCltl to _ below)

RECEPTOR Ide-dllcd • ReccpIorS identiflCd thai have ICCCU to sediment U.tted· Little or no potentill for rec:cpIOn to have aec:cu to sediment

FACTOR
I'ntlllcd: X

(RF)
.-

'lIte8ll.l:

rote-dal. Potenlial for ~ors to have _ 10 se.fimenl
Umltal:

BrlI/".n-Ir1M S#I«Mrt: Rrapton "nunrd Itn, lrusalo tfdlmrllt whkb con...ln.lloll lilly bvc lll00'ecIla.

ArtlYtty Name KrnERY ME PORTSMOUllf NSY Site Name: SITE 00034 Sedlmtnl lIuman Caltgory: iii!\!!

. (Hjlb. Mcdilllll. Low)



Sfdlmnl t:co Marlnt

CONTAMINANT Masl••• ColIC. Slaad.rd

HAZARD C.....luat .KIK& mlVKl ItJlIIo 111
FACTOR (I) CluYscnc 10.0. 0,06 166.670

(CliFl Ibcru:(a)anthnccnc: 9.2 0.23 40000 (Pllu In ·X· nullo Ont bc:low,

FlllOfCllC 1.1 0.04 JI.430

PhclWltlllcnc 6.4 0.22 11440 Sicaificaal (II Tol.1 > 11101: X

Anthracene 1.1 0.09 20.000

llenzolaIDYfCftC S.6 0.4 14.000 Mod,..I, eU Tota' J • 100):
.1uoranthene S.2 0.6 8670

000.4.4- 0.01 8400 Mlallll.1 ur Total < J):
I.ead 181.0 .lS.O S1711

DDT 0.01 4.200

. (I) Evaluate for IilIinan contimilWlu CICIly Total: 331.450
(2) Ratio ~ Muimum ConccntralionlStandard

NOte: Only top len cxinwDinanu arc displlyed.

MIGRATION ["ldnt· Anal)'lical data or observable evidence indicates thaI Coanaed - Information iridicates I low potentill for conllmination 10 • (Place In ·X· nerd 10 one below,

'ATHWAY COlIIIIIIinatiOll in~ media is pracnt I\, is movinS potenlill point of eltposure (could be due to the presence

FACTOR toward. or has mcMd to I point of exposure of geological S1l\1Cturcl or or physical conuoll) ["ldcat: X
(MPf)

Polntial· Possibiliiy for cantaniinltJoa 10 be prcScnllt or migrale Polcalial:
10 I point ofupollft; or infonnalion is IlII\ sufficienl

10 IIlIlte I clctermilllliDft ofEvidcnJ or Confined CuRaN:

BtWfIld-v/.,SNdftM: A..lflal data iadata 1011 coIIIID"a.tloe atl' be _!crallel off.borr.

.
(Place an ·X· nnlto one below)

RtCUTOR Idflltlned • RecqlCan identified that have ace", 10 icdimcm lJatlicd· \.illie or no Potential for rcceplon 10 have IICCtn 10 ICdirncnt

FACTOR IdcaUfIcd: X
(Rf)

'otnllal:

'oIcallal. Potential forrcccpton 10 have lCeen 10 Icdiment

.. U.llcd:

BtVf1l~/" SNaItnt: lI.tftp«on IdCDllfltd un IICftU 10 MdhUDI wll'ell coDllallllllloa ata)' bl\'f 1II0ved 10.

Actplty Name Klnny ME PORTSMOUTH NSY . Site Name: SITEIIOOl4 Sediment Marine Calegory: Hiah
(lligh. Medium,low)

-.---~ - .- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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AMENDED
SITE MANAGEMENT PLAN

APPENDIX C
FOR

PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD
KITIERY, MAINE

Prepared by:

Northern Division
Naval Facilities Engineering Command

10 Industrial Highway, Mail Stop #82
Lester, Pennsylvania 19113-2090

February 2001
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APPENDIXC

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 OillWater Tanks) Schedule

Site 27 (Berth 6 Industrial Area) Schedule

Site 30 (Galvanizing Plant Building 184) Schedule

Site 31 (West Timber Basin Landfill) Schedule

Site 32 (Topeka Pier Site) Schedule'

Site 34 (Oil Gasification Plant, Building 62) Schedule
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QU-1 (Sites 10 &21) Schedule
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Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
Site Management Plan Schedules

OPERABLE UNIT 1 (OU 1)

100%' 1 d'

100% 1 d;

100%' 78d'

I
I

!Q.
1

14

15

19

Task Name

FIELD INVESTIGATION REPORT SITE '0 AND 29

Perform Site 10 & 29 Field Wor1l, (Secondary Document)

Prepare Draft Site 10 & 29 Report

USEPA:"MEDE'p"&"'RAB Recei;;; Draft ·S~;··1"ri··& 2'9"R;~'rt-""'"

.... - ....••-._~ __ _ _.. .. --_._.-.~ ,..~ .._ _.._~
USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Rev;ew Draft sne 10& 29 RepM

Navy Receives Comments on Draft Site 10 & 29 Report

"'·';00%1

100% 8' d: 1117198,

11271991

1127199 •

4/;6199 '

Finish

3129/00

1116198

1126199

1127/99

4/14/99

4/16199

o N o M A M
2000

J I J A S o N o M A M
2001

J I J A S o N o M A M
2002

J I J A S o N o M A M
2003

J I J A S o N o M

.>

A M

2004
J I J

.... - - -....... .. . _........ ... - , -.. ~.--. . -.. ,.. . .
USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews Site 10 Workplan Response to Comments Letter 00/0 30 d : 511101 , 615101

0% . 30 d . 811102· 8130102

100% 116d 7112/99' 1115199"

'00% ; 0 d , 3129/00 : 3129/00

,I,i

l
!

~~

~'.'.'"

~ .'. ~~-..~~

IIIII!I ~

•
~

•••B
~

•m
••II
•

•P'$l

•rpwJ

•lli'iJ 1.:
B
~

•
~

•
~

~

•

.p~~

•
~

••

•
212100

212100

914/01

814/01

615199

614/99

7120199

.............!.. ..

716101 i }l6I01

71610'

513102 61'6102

815101 • 815101

61610' 616101

61610' 611210'

513102 . 513102

'9/510' . 112102

61!/99 .

615/99

4/16199.'

, d

8 d 1112/99 . 7120199

7 d'

1 d

1 d 9/4/0'

1 d" .

1 d

1 d 811102' 811102

1 d 8131102 8131102

30 d 81510' , 913101

30 d 815101 ; 91310'

1 d 9130102 9130102

30d

30 d 8131102 9129102

30 d 9130102 10129102

1 d ; 0130;02 . 10;3Oiiii

7 d 8131102 9/6102

45 d 312310' 516101

, d 51710;' i' 517/01

48 d· 12/16199.

45 d 6117102 7/31102

ld~ 2J6/C)1"j 216101

45 d • 216101 : 3122101
...........- .......-.....

1 d. 312310' 312310'

30 d 10130/02 11128102

45 d

30 d 10130/02. 11128102
._ _ - .

1 d 11129/02 , 1/29102

········ .. ·._··.'···.n".·...
5d '128100

0%'

0%

O'l'.

0%'

0%:

0%:

0%

......................
0%. 30 d 616101 , 715101

0% .

0%,

0%

O'l',

0%'

0%

0%

0%

0%'

0% 120d;

0%' 'iiod:

0%

O'l'.

0%

0%

0%' "'i'd;' 6117102 61'7/02

0%

O'l',

O'l',

0%

0%·

'0%

1000/0 :

100% 1 d

100%

100% 46d·

1000/0

.100% SOd

100% 26 d 212/00. 2128100

100% 28 d ' 2129/00 . 3128100

100% 36d 1118199 12/14/99

100%, . ····0 d';2/15199 : ;ii,5i99

6% , 803 d'· 9118100 ' , 1129102

·57·%""'d··9/,8/oo·'· 215101

Prepare Site 10 & 29 Rep:>rt Response (0 Comments Letter
.j

USEPA, MEDEP Receive Site 10 & 29 Report Response to Comments Letter

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Site 10 Workplan

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final Site 10& 29 Report

........_ _ _........... · ri··

Navy and Regulalor Resolution or Notice of Dispute

Navy and RegUlator Comment Resolution

.....-........... . - .
Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute

USEPA, MEDEP & RAS Re~iews S~~ 10 & 29 Report Resp~nse to Commenls 'Letter

Navy Recei~es Comme'~is ~~ Site 10 &. 29 RepOrt Response 10 c~~~~nts letter

Prepare Draft Final Site 10 & 29 Report

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft Site 10 Workplan

..., - _ " - - " -.,-,' -. - ~....... . . ._ - - , .
USEPA, MEDEP & RAS Receive Draft Final Site 10 & 29 Report

Navy Receives Comments on Draft Sile 10 Workplan

Prepare Site 10 Workplan Response to Comments leiter

USEPA. MEDE'P Receiv'e ·Site 10 WOrkplan RespOnse to Comments Letter

Navy and Regulator Commenl Resolution

.... ". - - -.~ .
Prepare Draft Final Site 10 Workplan

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final SiI~ '0 Workplan

Prepare Sile 10 Field Investigation Report Response to Comments Letter

. ..
USEPA. MEDEP Receive Site 10 Field Investigation Report Response to Comments Letter

Prepare Draft Final Site 10 Field Investigation Report

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft Sile 10 Field Investigation RePDrt

USEPA, MECEP & RAB Review Draft Site 10 Fie'id Investigation Report

N~vY"R'e~etves Ca';;'~e'nt~·o~·O~~hSile",o Field Investigation Report

. _....... . .. - .... - ... -- _... _.....-... ... _- .._.-
USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final Site 10 Fiek:t Investigaticm Report

Pre'pare Draft Site 10 Fieid·i·~:;esi·igatio~·R~port

USEPA. MEOEP & RAB Review Draft Ftnal Site 10 Field Investigation Report

Navy Receives Approval. Comments, or NOlice of Dispute

Navy Receives Comments on Site 10 Field Investigation Report Response 10 Comments Letter

Navy and Regulalor Resolution or Nolice of Dispule

Prepare Final Site 10 Field Investigation RelX)rt

USEPA, MEDEp·&·RAS··Reviews Si'ie 10 Field In~estigaiiO~ Report Response to Comments Letter

Fieldwork .

USEPA, M"EDE? 8. RAB 'Receiv~Fj'nal sii~ 10~Field l~vesti9aliOn R~pO~'"

·US·EPA~ ·M·E·O"Ep··&' RA'[~ -Re~i~; ·D~~it·F·i~·ai·-S'iie··1·o"w~~·pia·~.... ...-....

Na·:;y Rec·~i~·~sAPPm·~aj· ..·co~·;;;~~i·~:··~~··NOii~e··~f-I)i'~p~i'e

Navy ReceIves Comments 00 Site 10 W~rkplan Response to Comments Lener

. Navy and R'egul~to~Comment Resolution

Prepare Final Site 10 & 29 Report
...... '- -- - " , .. _ _, ~ " ..-, - -- --........... . ~ .

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Site 10 & 29 Report

Navy and Regulator Resolution or Noli?e of Dispute

.. 'P~e'p~'~~ ·F·i~·~·i ..S;i·e ..1"o·wo;:k·p·ia;;-
.............. _ ,.., , -.._ ~ ~ .

USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Site 10 Wor1l.plan

. .. .- ..... ., ...
SITE 10 ADDITIONAL INVESTIGATION

........··p;epare··O·raft··i3"~e··lo·w~~pia~·· ..

61

54

50

66

49

67

44

60

65

68

43

34

33

42

4'

69

20

40

78

39

73

83

74

38

30

75

95

32

76

25

77

26

99

89

31

B4

94

88

55

'07

'00

102

103

108

110

10'

109

I
I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I
I

I
I
I

I
I
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Portsmouth Naval Shipyard

Site Management Plan Schedules
OPERABLE UNIT 1 (OU 1)

I
10 !Task Name

111

112 IGROUNDWATER'MODELiNG REPORT ""00/;T 602d '

Finish

8129/03 ' 4/21105

o N D M A M
2000

J I J A s o N D M A M
2001

J I J A s o N D M A M
2002

J I J A s o N D M A M
2003

J I J A s o N D M A M
2004

J I J

131 I Navy and Regulator Commen1 Resolution

140 I Prepare Final Modeling Work Plan

142 I Prepare Modeling Report ......_.N .....

141 I" 'LisE·P/.:: ME'DE'P &'RAB 'R~~';i'~~-'F'iMi"v\i~'~"pi~~'" - _ .

'?f

~

•El

•o
••a

•g
••

•
h'jlf!~J~

11111041111/04,1 d

45 d" 11i27;0'3'" 1110104

90 d . 8129/03. 11126/03

ld:i i127103 ,'11127i03

0%.

0%·

0%.

0% . 1 d 5125104 : 5125104
... ' ' .. -~ ' , .
0% 30 d ' 5125104 6/23/04

00/. , 1 d; 4/25104' 4/25/04

0% 30 d 4125104 , 5/24/04

0% 90 d : 6125104 • 9/22104

0% 30 d 5125/ll'I 6/23/04

0% 45 d 1/11/04 2124/04

0% • 1 d • 2125104 j 2125104

0% ; 30 d • 2125104 : '312'5/04
0% ; 1 d ..... '3126104'j'" 3/26/04

0%,

00/, , 7 d : 3126/04 4/1104

0% ' 30 d ; 3126/04 . 4/24/04

. ····0%'·,· " d'" "iii2".·iii4;6i24104

.' .M.... ,..•..........•._....~....

Prepare Modeling Work Plan

Navy Receives Comments on Draft Modeling Work Plan

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Recewe Draft Modeling W()(k Plan
M" _. ._ ~ ••,.. • ._._ ••••••_._..... ._••••••• ,•••••••••••••••••••••• _._....--- •••••

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews Draft Modeling Work Plan

124 I Prep·~~e-M~~ii~w~.:; P·ia·~··R~~'~nse to'C~menIS Lener

119

125 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Modeling Work Plan Response to Comments Letter

126 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews Modeling Work Plan Response to Comments letter

130 . Navy R'ecei~es' Q;';;~~~i~ ~~ MOde·li.;g·wo;:k"p·la·~ R·~po;.;s~ t~ C~~~~~t~- L~"~~

118

113

123

~ ...'.;:;;~~~V:.:~;P~~I~;;;;;f:l;:;~I;~;I'~;;;: Plan
~ Navy and Regulator Resolulion or Nolice of Dispute

132 I Prepare Draft Final Modeling Work Plan

m1 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final Modeling Work Plan

I
I

I
I

I
1 d 9123/04 9/23/04

1111104, 12/21104I
147

148

152

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Modeling Report
••• N.· • ' .._._ _ ..

USEPA, MEDEP &RAB Review Draft Modeling Report

Prepare Modeling Report Response to Comments lener

0%'
0%

0%,

45 d

45d

9123/04 1116/04

0% 1 d 12122104 12122104

0%, 30 d 12122104 1120/05

.........l

00/, 7 d 3122/05 3/28105

0%' 1 d. 1121/05. 1121/05

0%' 3Od· 1121105; 2119105

3/21105

3122/05

2/20/05

3122105 4/20105

4121105, 4/211050%. 1 d

0%: 3Od.

Oo/;:";'d2120i05'

0% 30 d 2120/05

0% 1 d 3/22105

USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Modeling Report Response 10 Comments letter

USEPA,'MEDEP & RAB Revi~;-M~eling Re~rt'Res'PO~se'to Co~';;;en'i~'L~"er

usE·PA:..MEDEP-&--RAB..R·e~e;~e Fi~~i"RePOrt'" ,~ .

Navy Receives Comments on Modeling Report Response to Comments Letler

Prepare Final Modeling Report

Prepare Draft Final Modeling Report

"USE'P;':: ME'[lE'P i'RAB"R'~~i~~"D;~ftFi~'al Modeling Report

USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Roview Draft Final Modeling Report

Navy Rec'elves Approval, Com~e~ts, or Noti~e of Dispute
......... _ N N. _, _ ~ .. ,., ,............................ .. .. n •••

Navy and Regula10f Resolution or Notice of Dispute170

171

163

157

162

172

158

165

169

164

I

I
I

I
173

~F~~~I:I~=::U:;~:~;:C~:A;:=
183 I Award SOW

0%; 787 d 2120/05 4/17107
....,... ;................................ ,-.-
0% 70 d 2120/05 4/30105

0% 1 d 511105 5/1105

I
184 I Prepare Draft FS Report

190i .... 'US'E~PA '''&''MEDE'p Re~~~~s·i)"~·aft 'FS"Repart'"

191 I USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Review Draft FS Report

0%

0%

0%

505 d; 5/2105: 9/18106

1 d· 9/19/06 9119/06

45 d 9119/06 1112/06

1 d 12/18106 12118106

45d 1113/06 12117106I
195

196

201

Navy Recieves Comments on Oral1 FS Report

Prepare FS Report Response to Comments Letter

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive FS Report Response to Comments Letter

0%

00/,

0%

1 d 11/3106 1113106

I
202

206 .

207

USEPA, MEDEP &RAB Reviews FS Report Response to Comments Letter

N~~' R~~~i~e; Comments 00 F"S'RepQrt-Re'sPO~s~ 'i~"Eo~~~~i's -tetter

Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution

0%

00/,

0%

30 d 12/18106

1 d 1/17/07

7 d 1117107

1/16/07

1/17/07

1123/07

ld 2/16/07 2116/07

1 d 3/18107 3/18107

30d 2/16/07 3/17/07I
208

209

210

214

Prepare Draft Final FS Report

USEPA: M'EOEP & RAB Receive Draft Final FS Report

USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final FS Report

Navy Receives Approval, Comments. or Notice of Dispute

0%

0%

0%.

0%·

30d 1117/07. 2115107

7 d 3/18107 3/24/07

I
215

216

217

. ~ - .....
Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute

Prepare Final FS Report

USEPA. MEDEP &RAB Receive Final FS Report

0%

0%

0%

30 d 3/18107

1 d. 4/17i07

4116/07

4/17107

I
218

'.
l;:~



Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
Site Management Plan Schedules

OPERABLE UNIT 1 (OU 1)

I
I

10 ITask Name I % lour 1Start TFinish A S o N D M A M
2005

J I J A S o N D M A M
2006

J I J A S o N D M A M
2007

J I J A S o N D M A M
2008

J I J A S o N D M A M

119 ~"'" USEPA, MEOEP & RAB Reviews Draft Modeling Work Plan

111

112IGROUi\iOWATERMOOELiNGREPORT---

113 1 Prepa~~ "Modeii"ng Wort Plan

125 USEPA. MEDEP& RAB ReCeive Modeling Work p'ian Response to Comments letter

126 USEPA, P,.iEOE'P 8. RAB Re~ewsModeiing Work' Plan R~spe)n~e to Commentsletter

130 ... "Navy 'R;ei~~~'C~~~e~'ts'O~'·Mo~i~ji~-w~~·Pra·~·R·~~·POnse1~'Co~~~'~'t~l~lte;'

...............l .
0%; 1 d; 11127103; 11127/03

1110104

1111104

,......_.._.1..

1111104 ,

1111104 2124/04

2125104 2125104

8129103 i

30 d . il251o. : 3125104

1 d. inili04 ·m6l04

4121105~it't~1l
._ , _.. , " ,_~

90 d : 8129103 i 11126103

45 d,
;

45d; 11127/03

1 d']

............._ l. .

602 d

i d,

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%;
............-.. --_..L...

.- . . ,- ......
Navy Receives Comments on Draft Modeling Work Plan

•• __w _ _ " _ ••••••• _ ••••••••••••••

Prepare Modeling Work Plan Response 10 Comments Letter

................, •... n' .

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Modeling Wort Plan

124

118···j,

123

I
I
I

132, Prepare Draft Final Modeling Work Plan

.. l'33 "'J" . 'USEPA: M·EOE·p·&··RAB'-R;;~i:::e··D;~ft'Fi'~a-i·M·o~ie·ii~g W;;~k"pi'a'~"

30 d ' 3126104 , 4/24104

1 d .. ···4I2s/04'4ii5ili4I
131. Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution . 0%

0%'

0%

7 d 3126104 i 4/1/04

218

174 'FEASIBILITY STUDY (Primary Document)

141 ,..... ·....i:j"SE·PA·:·'MEiiE·P· &'-RAEj"Re~'e'i~e"Fi~~j"yio~"pi:;;~'" ...-..~ ...

•:.
i

B
~

•
~

••
~

•

-~~•
rmIl

•
~

•

~~~~~

~

•

3121105

3122105

1/21/05

3128105

2120/05

4/20105

1120105

2119105

4121105

12121104

6124/04 , 6124/04

2120105

1121/05

1121/05.

1117/04

3122105 :

3122/05

3122105

4/21/05,

5/25104 ; 6123104

1 d , 1il221o. 12122104

1 d.

7d

1 dj

1 d:

1 d ' 5125104 5125104

30d·

90 d , 6125104 , 9122104~

1 d l' 9123104; -·9i23104'.....
•R'.m

•••o
R

•

30d.

30 d : 4125104 5124/04

45d'

4S'd; ·SI2:iiii4'- 1116104

30 d'

30 d.

30d 12118106· 1116107

1 diii7/oi' "iiii/oi

.- ~ ~

45d 11/3106' 12117106

1 d' i~/l8106; 12118106

1 d 1113106 11/3106

7 d· 1/17107; 1123107

30 d 1/17/07 2/15107

787 d . 2120/05 4/17107

io ,j','-- 212ii1os' 4/30105

i;j'

1 d' 511105; 511/05

505 d' - Siiio5: 9116106

1 d"--9ii9106 iiii19i06
1

45 d' 9119/06 1112106

0%'

0% .-- jQ·(j----sli-sf04·;· 6123104

0%.

Oo/0j

0%.

O%!

0%'

0%'

0%

0%

0%.

0% 1 d 2/16107 2116107

0% 30 d 2116107 3117107

0% 1 d 3118107 3116107

0% 7 d 3118107 3124/07

0%

0%

0%·

0%

0%;

0'1'0

0%'

0% -

0'1'0

0%'

0%

O%!

0%'

0%

0% 1 d 4117/07 4117107

00/;: .·····id· .... 2I2rYOS···

0% 30 d 3/18107 4116107

0%

0%

0%

'.()"%'~

- 'oilT - 30 d , 12122104;

·········00/.:

........... ,.... ~..

Navy and Regulat~.R~SOltAioo'o; Noiic~'d Oi'~pule

Navy Receives Approval. Comments. or Notice 01 Dispute

FS. PRAP & ROD..CO·ni~acling Action

Na:.,y R~'~eives Co;;;~ents on FS Re~~'Re;~~~·e-·i~ Comme~t~-i·efter

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final FS Report

USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Review Draft FS Repon

Navy Recieve~'cOmments on Draft FS Report

Navy Receives Approval, C~menls, or Nolice of Dispute .
._ , _-- _. ... " ..

Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute

USEPA. MEDEP & RAe Review Draft Final Modeling Report

Prepare Final Modeling Report

Navy R~Cei~es'comme~I~'on Modeling Report R~sponse to Comments Leiter

Prepare O;aft Flnai MOdeling Report

...... . '., _ .
USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Modeling Report

Prepare Modeling Report Re~'ponse to Comments lener

US"EPA, MEOE"P & 'RAS R~~ive Mo<1eling Report Response t~ Commenls i.~tter

Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution

Prepare Draft Final FS Report

'US'EPA, M'EDEP 8. RAi~ ..Recei~e·D~~it Fi~~i' FS' RepOrt'" .

......................-._ -- ~ ".'" _ _ , .

Prepare ~S Report Response to Comments lener

USEP~. MEOEP & RAB Receive FS Report Respon~e to Co~menls Letter

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews FS Report RespOnse to Comments Letter

.... · ·.. · ··· ..·.. ····'n····_·· ·······.· ,.. ··.. , " , .
USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Report

...P~'p~;e·MOdeli;:;g··R~pOrt·

USEP;": MEDEP &RAB Receive Draft Mod'eli~g RepQ'rt

.!, ...... U'SEPA, MEDEP '& RAB 'R'e·~i~~s-M~deling Report Response to Comments letter

210

214 .

215· i

207

208 i
209- t-

202

206

191

195

173

196 ,

201 i

183

p;epare Draft' FS Report

.. 'us'EPA &'MEDE·p..R·~ej~·es··D;'~ft· FS"R~POrt"

171

184 ,

..L..
190 .

163

169

216 Prepare Final FS Report

217 USEPA, MEOEP &. RAB Receive Final FS Report

172

164 .... ·· ..iJ'SE·PA·:..ME·DE·P··&-·RAfi·R·oc~t.::e ..6~ft··F'i~a·jM·~'de'ii;:;g'Report

165 :

152

162

170

148

157

147

158

140

142

134

138

175:

USEPA. MEOEP & RAB Review Draft Final Modeling Work Plan

.... N~~·R~·~·~es··App;:(;~·ai·.· C;;m~e~·t~:··~r··Noii·ce·~f·oisp~e···

'139 ···t· .. ··N~~··~·~d--R·~·~j~·to;·Re~i~i;'~'~··~~··N·o·t;c~·~f·Dis'p~e""

Prepare Finai Modeiing wOO: pian

I

I

I

-I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I

(?I

I ;,

~: .;~



234 Prepare Response to Comments Leiter & Draft Final PRAP

220 ~ Authorize Release of Funds

233! Navy Receives Comments on Draft PRAP

219 i PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN (PRAP)

MAMDNosA
2008
JIJMAMDNo

•
iii

•fIj
•
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.1

.t
fIl••,•.!
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~

f1j?4llJE_fiiiUljM§!..."'ll
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•
~

~
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~~8fiI

~
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mli'J!_llE-,gOl':l!;';!·trnlill
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•
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•
fil.'~

rID
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M I A I M I JIJ I A I s
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DNosA
2006
JTjMAMoNoSA

2005
JIJMAM

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
Site Management Plan Schedules

OPERABLE UNIT 1 (OU 1)

DNosA

1/1/08

813107

7/7/07

912/07

7/6/07

1/2/08

1115109

1114/09

7120107

6/15107

1/15108

1115108

1115108

5116107

5117107

6/16/07

12115107

,
717/07·

814/07

1/15109

7/21107

1/17107 912107

5117107

11/6/08

7/7/07 918107
.......- ..... - .. ,.

10/2/07 1012107

5117107 '

Start I Finish

6/16/07

1012107' 10131107

10/17107 10117107

1 d

1 d

6/18107

iii '717/07'

1 d

1 d : 1/3/08: 113108

1d'

30d.

1 d'

21 d,

21d. 11122107 12112107

1 d 1111107 : 1111107

21 d ·1111/07 i 11/21107

70d

1 d' 11122/07, 11122/07

14 d

30 d: 11116/07
;

14 d

20 d i2l13107:

30 d

89 d 1115109 4/13109

1 d 4/15109. 4/15/09

229d:

161 d' 1116/08 4/15109

365 d 1/16/08' 1/14/09

._. .' , .
150 d 7/19/07 12/15107

00;;:"'71,9/07"'" 10118107

1/17107 i 1117107

1~::~118t07'. iii ~.o.7_
198 d: 1119107 i 814/07

Our 1

··,93d·;" m/07

00/•.

0%·

0%

0%r' .·,·,·7·;; ....··--1119107 :

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%,

0%

0%'

0%:

0%; .. ···3O··d·, 10/17107' 11/15107

0%,

0%,

0%:

0%, 1 d; 12/13107 12113107

0%

0%'·

0%,

0%

......- .,

0%' 70d' 9/3107: 11111/07

0%

0%:

0% 1 d' 1/16/08: 1/16/08

0% . 500 d . 9/3/07 1/14/09

0% 1 d, 12/13107 12113107

0%.

0%

0%

0%1

0%

O%!

-\ % I

O%,64d'

. . 0%: lill
.. ,. ····O%~ ········3Od

,...•.

0%; 14d, 1/2108\

·1--- ... 0% ,_·-:io;;l. 12/17/07;-

USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Review Draft PRA? Schedule

Public Comment Period

Decision/Resolution Period

USEPA. ME'OEP & RAB Roc~'i'~e"Re~~nseto Comments & Draft Final ROD

Award Remedial Adk>n

RD Contrading Adion

..., _.... . -
MEOEP Submits letter 01 Concurrence/Non·Concurrence

Na:;Y·Sifi"nS·F'i~a·i··R6D

Start of Significant & Conlinuous Onsite Adivity

Award Remedial Design

Prepare Final ROD

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft ROD

Navy Receives Comments on Draft ROD

Prepare Response to Comments Letter & O~aft Fin-~I ROO

Navy Distributes Final Record of Decision

Prepar~Draft ROD (Primary Document)

USEPA:'MEDEP &RAB Rec~ive~ Draft ROO

USEPA Signs Final ROD

USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final ROD

Navy Rocelves' Commenis on Draft Final ROO·

RA Contracting Action

Mobilization

.....;

229 'l'

239

241

..... . -
240 !PREPARATION OF RD/RA SCHEDULE AND REMEDIAL DESIGN

···'·p~·e·p·a;~·'RDiRA·s·~ed~ie·(Seco~~;:y-)····

2631·

264

238· i

257

299

298

271 1-

268

258

270

269

273

~~~L
275 !
276 !REMEDIAL DESIGN·

247

252 !
_..._.. !...
253

277'-\
285 i·

:::.1

235' '1 .. ~'USEPA. MEDEP &, RAS' R~ceive 6~~fi -Fi·~al-PRAP- &: Res~~e to Comments Letter

i

[0 ITask Name

228 l USEPA, MEOEP & RAB Recejv~ Draft PRAP

......~._, . _ ~ ...•
272 USEPA Receives Final ROO

236 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution

237 Prepare for Public Comment Period

286! Design To Be Determined

28"- ,.

288 .iREMEDIAL ACTION

242. USEPA. MEDEP & RAe Receive RD Schedule

24"3 ... :..._.. ,- R'eg'~i'~t~~-'~~"RAfi"Re~'ie;"'",
.244";

245 -!
246 IRECORriOFOEC'isiO-N·(ROOj····

I
.~21J __ ._~~a~ P~~~~~ .~.~~~~s.~~~u~.

222 i Prepare Proposed Remedial Action Plan

. ······l········_········..·_·_·_·,·~··_···· .- ~_..... . _._.. _ .
223 1 Prepare Draft PRA?

I
I

I

I

I

I
I

I

I
I

I

I

'I

I
I

1-

I
I

~

I
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APPENDIX C.2

QU-2 (Sites 6 & 29) Schedule



I
I

8112100
9:47 AM Portsmouth Naval Shipyard

Site Management Plan Schedule
OPERABLE UNIT 2 (OU 2)

2000 T - 2001 -------r 2002 I 2003 I 2004

o I N I 0 I J I F I M I A I M I J I J I A I S I 0 I N I 0 I J IF I M I A I M I J I J I A I S I 0 IN I D I J I F IM I A IM I J I J I A I S @TIDe I J I F I M I A I M I J I J I A I S I0 I N I 0 I J I F I M I A I M I J I J
. !

Finish
12/13/99

Start
2/23199

Our
293d

L
100%

TTask Name
GROUNDWATER MODELING

IQ
1I

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Response 10 Comments Leller 100% : 1 d: 5/18199

Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 100% : 0 d: 9/1/99

Prepare Draft Final Phase II Modeling Report 100% : 22 d: 7/6/99

Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 100% 7 d: 9/1I99 9/8199

7/28199

9/1199

5/18199

2/23199

9/1199

5/17/99

7/7/99

7/29/99

7/6/99

7/26199

2/231991 d100%

Navy Receives Comments on Phase II Modeling Report Response to Comm 100% 15 d 6/22199
.. -.', _..". . ' " ..,-,... . -. . ,. . . ..~..~ ,"""

Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 100% 21 d 7/7199

Prepare Phase II Modeling Report Response to Comments Leller 100% j 83 d: 2/24/99

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Phase II Modeling Report Response 10 Com 100% ! 50 d: 5/18199

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final Phase II Modeling Report 7/29/99
...... ••••••••... M•••, .••••••

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final Phase II Modeling Report 7129/99

Navy Receives Comments on Draft Phase II Modeling Report2

3

8

9

13

14

15

16

17

21

22

I
I

I
I

W Prepare Final Site 10 & 29 Report

W .USEPA:'MEDEP-& RAB Receive Final Site 10 & 29 Reporl

67

68 RISK ASSESSMENT (Primary Document)

69 Prepare Draft Risk Technical Memorandum

74 USEPA & MEDEP Receives' Draft Risk Technical Memorandum

75 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Risk Technical Memorandum

79 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Risk Risk Technical Memorandum

80 Prepare Risk Assess Report Response 10 Comments Leller

85 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Risk Assess Report Response to Comment

86 Prepare Draft Risk Assess Report

23 Prepare Final Phase II Modeling Report

24 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Phase II Modeling Report

25

26 FIELD INVESTIGATION REPORT SITE 10 AND 29

27 Perform Site 10 & 29 Field Work (Secondary Document)

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews Site 10 & 29 Report Response to Commen

j.

I.

~~~

•

6/4/99

6/5199

3/29/00

1127/99

1116198

1/26199

4/14/99

4/16199

1115199

12/12/99

7/20/99

7/20/99

12/13/99

102 d i 9/1199

Od 12/13/99

708 d 4/21/98

200d 4/21/98

81 d 1117/98

1 d 1/27/99

78 d 1127/99
......

1 d 4/16/99

SOd 4/16199

1 d 6/5199

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100% 46 d 615/99

100% 8 d 7/12/99

100%, 116 d i 7/12/99

100% 36d 11/8199 12/14199 1111
100% Od 12115199 12/15/99 •100% 48d 12/16/99 212100 IB
100% 5d 1128100 212/00 •100% 26 d 212100 2/28100 III.-...._..........•...
100% 28d 2/29/00 3/28100 !HI......, .. - ...._.-... -............-
100% Od 3/29/00 3/29/00 •
83% 477 d 7/19/99 1116100

"Vi.c :~).w"

100% 98d 7/19/99 10125/99

100% Od 10/26/99 10/26/99 •100% 34d 10/26/99 11/29/99 •100% Od 11/29/99 11129/99 •100% 28 d 11/30199 12128/99
~

100% Od 12/29/99 12/29/99 •100% 150d 10/26199 3124/00 ~j.jlil

Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispule

Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute

Prepare Site 10 & 29 Report Response to Comments Leller

Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution

Navy Receives Comments on Site 10 & 29 Report Response to Commenls L'

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final Site 10 & 29 Report

Navy Receives Comments on Draft Site 10 & 29 Report

Prepare Draft Final Site 10 & 29 Report

Prepare Draft Site 10 & 29 Report

USEPA, MEDEP Receive Site 10 & 29 Report Response to Comments Leller

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Sile 10 & 29 Report

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final Site 10 & 29 Report

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

44

45

50

51

55

56

57

34

~
~

64

39

l-
40I

I

I
I

I

I
I

I

I
I

I
I

.1."'.
:,' ·f~



120 FEASIBILITY STUDY (Primary Document) 0% 836d 311103 6/13105
....-...... .........................._.... ......_.. ... -........-. • ._._••••• _ ••• _M....••

121 Prepare Draft FS Report 0% 625d 311/03 11114/04 I
1

..... ....... ".-........ . .. .. ,............- ...- ..~.,. ......._. ......~ ...- .........- _..... ..~ ...

127 USEPA & MEDEP Receives Draft FS Report 0% 1 d 11115/04 11115/04

... ..~.".... . -.....~"._. ...... ,. ~......

128 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft FS Report 0% 45d 12/29/04

..~... .... . .........-....... ~...~..... .. ~." ... _........ ,.................... .... ~~.. ......._....

132 . Navy Receives Comments on Draft FS Report 0% 1 d 12/30/04

..- ..........................~ .._.... ........-_......~.
133 Prepare FS Report Response to Comments Letter 0% 45d 12/30/04 I 2/12105

138 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive FS Report Response to Comments Letter 0% 1 d 2/13/05 2/13105

139 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews FS Report Response to Comments Letter 0% 30d 2/13105 3/14/05 I ! 'Z.
_..... .......-.. .......... . ....... ' ..~ .. ~ .. -....---......... --.~.-..... ....... . ... _..

143 Navy Receives Comments on FS Report Response 10 Comments Letter 0% 1 d 3/15/05 3/15/05

144 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 0% 7d 3/15105 3/21/05

145 Prepare Draft Final FS Report 0% 30d 3/15/05 4/13/05

. .........~, ...............~ ..........~... ........... .-.... ... ,..
146 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final FS Report 0% 1 d 4/14/05 4/14/05

147 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final FS Report 0% 30d 4/14/05 5/13/05

151 Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 0% 1 d 5/14/05 5/14/05

._..... ~.. -
152 Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 0% 7d 5/14/05 5/20/05

.~... •••q- •• .... -- ..._.."-" .......- . ......- ....... ..... ,~ ..

153 Prepare Final FS Report 0% 30d 5/14/05 6/12105
.. .-, .... .......

154 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final FS Report 0% 1 d 6/13/05 6/13105

155

156 PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN (pRAP) 0% 228d 4/15/05 11128/05

157 Authorize Release of Funds 0% 1 d 4/15/05 4/15105
... _....

158 Award PRAP/ROD and RD/RA Schedule 0% 1 d 4/16105 4/16/05

159 Prepare Draft PRAP 0% 88d 4/17105 7113105

164 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft PRAP 0% 1 d 7/14/05 7/14/05

165 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft PRAP Schedule 0% 30d 7/14/05 8/12105

169 Navy Receives Comments on Draft PRAP 0% 1 d 8/13/05 8/13105

170 Prepare Response to Comments Letter & Draft Final PRAP 0% 21d 8113/05 9/2105

I
I
1

·1
1
I
I
I
I
1
I
I
I
I
I
I
1
I
I

8112100
9:47 AM

10 Task Name % Our Start Finish

91 USEPA & MEDEP Receives Draft Risk Assess Report 100% Od 3/27/00 3/27/00

92 USEPA, MEOEP & RAB Review Draft Risk Assess Report 100% 81 d 3127/00 6/15100
_4-_ ._...

96 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Risk Assess Report 100% 6d 5/10/00 5/15100

97 Prepare Risk Assess Report Response to Comments Leiter 100% SOd 5/10/00 6/28100
._.....

102 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Risk Assess Report Response to 100% 1 d 6/29/00 6/29/00

_.. -... .. ....- ........~ .... ...~..... ...... ,.. __..._......~., .. ...._._.......__ ...........
103 100% 41 d 6129/00 818100

107 Navy Receives Comments on Risk Assess Report Response to 100% 1 d 818100 818100

108 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 100% 7d 818/00 8/14/00

...... .,~.......... _...~. "." .......- ............., . ......-.........- ....
109 Prepare Draft Final Risk Assess Report 25% 30d 818/00 9/6100

,- ......._..... __..... -. . ...........~..... "

110 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final Risk Assess Report 0% 1 d 9/7/00 9/7/00

111 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final Risk Assess Report 0% 30d 9/7/00 10/6/00

115 Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 0% 1 d 10/7/00 10/7/00

116 Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 0% 7d 10/7/00 10/13/00

117 Prepare Final Risk Assess Report 0% 30d 10/7/00 11/5/00

118 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Risk Assess Report 0% 1 d 11/6/00 1116100

119

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
Site Management Plan Schedule

OPERABLE UNIT 2 (OU 2)'

2000 ~- 2001 - --- -- I 2002 I 2003 I 2004
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8112100
9:47AM

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
Site Management Plan Schedule

OPERABLE UNIT 2 (OU 2)

I 10 ITask Name
91 USEPA & MEDEP Receives Draft Risk Assess Report

%
100%

Our
Od

Start
3/27/00

Finish
3127/00

I 2005 ~ 2006
A I S I 0 I N I 0 I J I F I M fA I M I J I J I A I S I 0 I N I 0 I J I F I M I A I M I J f J I A I S

2007 I 2008 I 2009
o IN I 0 I J IF 1M I A I M I J I J I A Is I 0 I N I 0 I J IF 1M I A 1M I J I J I A I S I 0 I N I 0 I J IF 1M I AIM

3127/00 6/1510092 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Risk Assess Report

96 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Risk Assess Report

100% 7 d

25% 30 d

0% 1 d

818100

818100

6/28100

5/15100

1016100

917100

1017100

9/6100

8114/00

6/29/00

9/7/00

818100

818100

5/10/006d

1 d [ 1017100

1 d i 6/29/00

50 d i 5/10/00

30 d i 9/7/00

41 d' 6/29/00

1 d j 818100

81 d

0%

0%

100%

100%

100%

Prepare Risk Assess Report Response to Comments Letter

Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute

Navy Receives Comments on Risk Assess Report Response to Comments L 100%

Navy and Re9ulator Comment Resolution

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final Risk Assess Report

Prepare Draft Final Risk Assess Report

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final Risk Assess Report

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Risk Assess Report Response to Commenl' 100%

USEP;":MEDEp·& RABRevi~~;'Ri;k A;;;;~s Rep~'rt'R~;P;;~;;;~ C~;,.;;;,~~ [iOO%

97

107

102

103

111

115

108

109

I
110

I
I
I

I
I

116

117

Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute

Prepare Final Risk Assess Report

0%

0%

7 d; 1017100

30 d; 10/7/00

10/13/00

1115100

I
118 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Risk Assess Report

119

120 'FEASIBILITY STUDY (Primary Document)

0% 1 d

0% i 836 d

11/6100 1116100

i 6/13105

.,-!

[!II

•

•
!III

•
~

•
II

•
m

lR

•••
U

6/13105

2/13105

5/20/05

5/13105

3/21105

3114/05

4/14/05

5/14/05

4/13105

3/15/05

2/12105

6/12105

12/29/04

11/14/04

12/30/04

11115/04

2/13105

5/14/05

5/14/05

3/15105

3/15105

2/13105

3/15105

4/14/05

5/14/05

4/14/05

6/13105

11/15104

11115/04

12/30/04

12130104

0% [ 1 d

0% i 30 d

0%; 1 d

0% 625 d i 311/03

0% 30d

0% [ 1 d

0% i 45 d

0% i 7d

0% 30d

0%; 1 d

0% i 1 d

Prepare Draft FS Report

Navy Receives Comments on Draft FS Report

Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution

USEPA & MEDEP Receives Draft FS Report

Prepare FS Report Response to Comments Leller

Prepare Draft Final FS Report

Navy Receives Comments on FS Report Response to Comments Leller

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews FS Report Response to Comments Leller

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive FS Report Response to Comments Leller .

Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 0% 1 d
........_ - " - ,,-.._ .

Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 0% 7 d

0% 30d

0% ld

Prepare Final FS Report

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final FS Report

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final FS Report

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final FS Report

121

127

128 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft FS Report UO/O

132

133

139

143

147

154

144

151

138

145

I········146

152

1·_·
153

I

I
I
I

I
I
I
I
I
I

155

156 PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN (PRAP)

157 Authorize Release of Funds

156 Award PRAP/ROD and RD/RA Schedule

159 Prepare Draft PRAP

164 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft PRAP

165 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft PRAP Schedule

169 Navy Receives Comments on Draft PRAP

170 Prepare Response to Comments Leller & Draft Final PRAP

0% 228 d j 4/15105 11128/05

0%; ld 4115/05 4/15105

0% i 1 d 4/16/05 4/16105

0% i 88 d i 4/17105 7/13105

0% 1 d i 7/14/05 7/14/05

0% ; 30 d i 7114/05' 8/12105

0% ' 1 d i 8/13105 8/13105

0% 21 d i 8/13105 912105

~

••
~~i¥I

•
~

•
~

~,i
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Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
Site Management Plan Schedule

OPERABLE UNIT 2 (OU 2)

,I
'.:

'.,

'-,

..I

! .

~ ~ I ~ I ~

J I J I A I S 10 I N 10 I JIF IMI A 1M I J I J I A I S 10 I N 10 I J IF 1M I A 1M I J I J I A I S raJ N 10 I J I FIM I A 1M

•

~

~

•
III

•It
•g
••
II

••
II

•1M
11'1

~

~

·1
Ill!

I-•I

~

ill
!ID]

I 2005 I 2006

A I S I 0 1N I 0 I J I F I M I A 1M I J I J I A I S I 0 I N I 0 I J I F I M I A I M% Our Start Finish
0% 1 d 9/3105 9/3105

0% 21 d 9/3105 9/23105
.. ..~. .._...

0% 1 d 9/24/05 9124/05

0% 21 d 9125105 10/15/05
._.
0% 14d 10/16/05 10/29/05

0% 30d 10/30/05 11/28/05

0% 150d 10/14/05 3/12106
..............•...... ~- ...._..

0% 90d 10/14/05 1/1'1/06

0% ,-- -1-d 1112106 i 1112/06

0% 30d 1/12106 2/10/06

0% 30d 2/11106 3/12106

0% 253d 9/3105 5/13106

0% 116d 9/3105 12/27/05

0% 1 d 12128/05 12/28/05
, ...

30d0% 12/28/05 1126106

0% 1 d 1/27/06 1127/06

0% 21 d 1/27/06 2/16106

0% 1 d 2/17/06 : 2/17106
......

0% 21 d 2/17/06 319/06

0% 1 d 3/10/06 3/10/06

0% 1 d 3/10/06 3/10/06

0% 20d 3/10/06 3/29/06
,..........

0% 1d 3/30/06 : 3/30/06

0% 1 d 3/31106 3/31/06

0% 14 d 3/30/06 4/12106

0% 1 d 5/13106 5/13106Navy Distributes Final Record of Decision

USEPA Signs Final ROD

215

199 Prepare Response to Comments Letter & Draft Final ROD

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

211 Prepare Final ROD

212 Navy Signs Final ROD

188 Prepare Draft ROD (Primary Document)

210 MEDEP Submits Letter of Concurrence/Non-Concurrence

187 RECORD OF DECISION (ROD)

10 ITask Name

186

194 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft ROD

198 Navy Receives Comments on Draft ROD

184 Regulato~ and RAB Review

213 USEPAReceives Final ROD

183 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive RD Schedule

214

182 Prepare RD/RA Schedule (Secondary)

193 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft ROD

181 PREPARATION OF RD/RA SCHEDULE AND REMEDIAL DESIGN

185 Decision/Resolution Period

177 Prepare Final PRAP

180

179 Public Comment Period

178 Prepare for Public Comment Period

171 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final PRAP'& Response to Comment:

172 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final PRAP & Response t9 Comments

176 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Final PRAP

205 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final ROD
r ..· no""_" .••.••••.•.•_ ·.M ••••

209 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Final ROD

I

I

I

I

I

I
I

I

I

I

I

I
I
1-"

I

216

217 REMEDIAL DESIGN

218 RD Contracting Action

226 Award Remedial Design

227 Design To Be Determined

228

229 REMEDIAL ACTION

230 RA Contracting Action

238 Award Remedial Action

239 Mobilization

240 Start of Significant & Continuous Onsite Activity

0% 503 d 11114/05 3/31/07
...~..

0% 70d 11114/05 1122106
... ~.,.

0% 1d 4/1/06 4/1/06

0% 365d 4/1/06 3/31/07
,-,.

··4 ... · ••• ....n· ••

0% 525d 1122/06 6/30/07

0% 70d 1122/06 4/1/06

0% 1 d 4/2106 4/2106

0% 89d 4/2106 6/29/06

0% 1 d 6/30/07 6/30/07

Ittir4~~iS&~:I
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APPENDIX C.3

QU-3 (Sites 8, 9 &11) Schedule
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Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
Site Management Plan Schedule

OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 3 SCHEDULE

a"""'M"I""A I Ma

•
~

•
I.
liE

•
IBJ

•1m

•

aFinish

51'8/00
1111199

31'9/00
3120100
4/20100

4/20100

5117100
5118100

6IJOI99
11/9199

Od' 51'8/00

27 d' 4120/00' 5117100

46d! 5116/99

~~:._-+. '::;/"/99'

69 d! 7/23198

i d' i 9i30/s8

26 di 2123100
'i'd:ii20iiiO
31 d: 3120/00

S20d! 51'5/99

824~:7/~~98

·········..·t··· .

89%
'00%' .. "'j"Cii 51'5/99

'00% ( .··Odt· .;20iiiO

'000/.

'00%
'00%

100%

100%

100%

100%1 1di 12114/99 12/14/99

'7s';;;;i"'30Sd[j2ii5iiiii'io,'4/00

"'ioo\i1" 27'Cii' 4/20100

~~l,'~! ,wiSioo , 10115/60

.. _.....~~j
, '00%

..:...~.~~.t ... ,...~..~.L,~.~~,~,~~.~ ...~. ,~.~.~.~?/~.~
'OO%i 34d! '"'0199 ; 12/13199

';"ioO%I
'i ','

TecttnlCaJ' Meeii~

Test Pit WOf1l. Plan Contracting Action
......, _ , ,., .

Notice of Award. Test Pit Woo Plan

·-·-··'p;~am~·o;.~ft'·RiSk-AsSeSS~ro·i Report--····..······..M d ••• __ __._ •••

LiSE'PA & ,..1'eoEPReceiwsDmn Risk~e;;l-RePOrt-
.USE-P:(·M·EOi~·P&·RAii·Re~·e;·ornti·RiSk·~t··R·eport
NaVy Recei~es e<m~enls 'onD~att RiSk-~'ent Report
p;:·epa;e·RiSk·ASSeS~Em·i·R;;pon··R~·io'~;;;;;mts'ietler

. ld i ,;,2/99 , '/12199
; ,

soCii'iiij,ii9'·'····3iii9ii
. iOO%1 ... i Cij'3i4l9ii T'314/99

;~.i:.-i;.~F.~~.:~.~.:~I.L.·~e.-.:--.'"3.;'-.:.;.len.~~j!E.t~.~.J~b-
PrepareRiskAssessmenlReportResponsetoCommentsletler "" "" 1 l00%i 121d~ 8/9/99 i 1217199~

,~.:::::~~~~.~: ~.~ ::7:R~~~:iR::R~I:OC::'::SL~:I?' '·::~I·'7~:::~~:j~ ~~~~
.._,,~.~ ~~~.e.~..~~.~.~.~~ ..~..~~~ ..~~~ent R~,.~~.~~ ..~.~.~.~~~ ~~'I.t~ ..! ..~~.~L~~..~.!... 21~~./~... ~~.~~~

Navy and Regulalor Comment Resolulion 100% t 7 d ~ 2123100 2129/00

Prepare Draft Final RiSk AsseSs;"ent Repo" ,..... '; 100%:

.... "U'SEPA:'M"l~[)E-P',&'RAB' ReCei~'Ornfi'FiMi"Ri;"~~eni"R'ePOrt"" .. ... ..... _.... ..... :· ..··1·00o/J

USEPA. MEOEP &. RAB Re~ew Orafi'Final' Risk ASseSsm~tRepo~

, IRISKASSESSMENTUPOATE

'9

JO

'5.

20

Je I ..···· Na;;;'R'oce'i~es"~o:"aCC;;;~e~ts','o~~NOliCe'~f'Di-~9"

. Na.;y and R9gulato.. ResOi~tiOn Of NotiCe of Di~ie

.. "~P;:~~e'FiMi'RiSk'ASse's~'e~i'R~rt"
USEPA, MEOEP i'RAB Recei";ffl FiMi Risk ASsessmenl RePort

'"

JJ

USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive MTAOS Report Response to Comments louer

~ I" "'"lj"SEPA':'M'E'6EP"&'AAB"R~:::i;;"M'T'Ao's"R;p;rt"Respon;;"i~'c~~·e~~·i~i·ie·~··"·

31

'0

00 I" on'p;ep;e'F'~i"MTA'Ds"R~rt"'"

. - USEPA, MEOEP'& RAB'Recoi~"FiOat MTAOS'RePon

"

15

65

"

'"

'9

.9 I'" "-p;p;~e"M'TADS"R~"ResPO~;;e"io"COO:;~e~iS'l;'ti';""

f~

"

.J IMTADS 'REPORT'(SoCond3ry DOC"u~~~lj

....,..,USEPA:·"t1EDEpM&'·RAB"R~ei·~e·o;:aft·M·T'AO·S'"~·pOrt
'USEPA~"'M'ED'EP &'RAB Review Draft MTADS'Rep;)rt"

"

., ITEST piiiiNG'WORKPLAN AND REPORTI~~e;lI)

.,

,.
..

10 ITaskNa-no

11allOO
1:21PM

I'
I

I
I

I
I

I

I
I

94% 549d 5124199 ,""22100 ~WW@\§l'i;~;'iil1i#l'4~
100% 148 d .5124199 ' 10118/99 '

.. . .. . ·····'ilio'ii[iiia d:'iwiiiis'

PrCPare oratiFi'~'F'S'Repo,1-''''~' 4" _ ...

'''' USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Oraft Final FS Repon

10 USE'PA'- MEDEP 8. RAB R'e'vi~ ~a'fi-F";3t FS'R~"'"''

W Navy Receives Approval, Comments. or Nolice of Dispute

Na~vy ~ Rer;:rlaio.. R'8SOi~~ aNc;iia;'Oi'DiSiXde
1..91 Prepare Final FS Repot1

:"
~L'l

•
~

I

•
~

•
~

•
II
fik\1fk"li4:'kM"Jif;.fi

~!
.1
R
i I
I

FImt4tI"M~1j

•
IiiD

•
BIl

IiElilllI

•
IiB.l

~,~
•

7126100

9/11/00

9/12100

11121100

11121100

31'6/99

31'6/99

5128199

5128/99

1 d' 2125/00

1di '0123100 ; '0123100

1 dj10119/99 , 10119/99

78 d ~ 10119(99 1/4/00

0%

ioo%l 1d'
iiiOij '204 di

'000/. [ JOd' 1126100
L.. '

100%
'00%

100% i , d: 7126100
•• '4,_•• L... 1 ..

100% i 48 d! 7126100
100%1 'd: 9112/00
'580/.; 71d':iil'2,oo
s8%i 7'd: 9112/00

:~:I: ..·:.~::j·.·:~:
i '00%'

; 100%[

'00%' 'd,
... 1,00;;;;1 . 73'd;

100% i··· .. "1 dr 1/4/00 114/00

100%' 45di 1/4/00 2/17(00

'iiio'iir',Ci:2iiii,oo 2J18JOO
100%' 40d' 2118/00 3128100
1000/.;'" 'd: ":in'S/OC 3128100

..... 'O.~~!. .8d! :':81.00 . .,4/41~0..
, '00%, '20d' 3128100 7/25100

.. .iliii'ii! "'30'd[ 1119100

._. . , ~..". . " -..... . ..
USEPA. MEOEP & RA8 Review Draft Final Test Pit Work Plan

Navy ROCeives' APPro.roI, COOtmerns, mNOtiCe of'cii~te

Navy.~ Regulator R;;;t~·~ r.ioii~~ of OJ'SPlrte .... ...... .. M .. ••

Prepare Final T~ pij wert. 'PIan .
USEPA. MEOEP & RAB Receive Final Wor1I, Plan

................................._, "., , ..
Prepare Draft Teslpilting Work Plan

USEPA. MEDEP&'RAB Recei'w Drait TeSi Pil WCrt Plan

·····iisE·PP::·MEi)EP'·&··RAB'Re·~E;··[j'rnh..T~·Pi·i·w;;k·pi~
....Navy.Receives comme'n~ 00 Draft Test Pit Wo~ p;a~

··-p;e·p~;·o~ii··F·i·~i··T~i··Pii··ijii~'·pt~~

USEPA, MEOEP & RAe Receive o.afl Fin3i tesi pitw~ p~.

91

19

00

11

'"

,.

111 FEASIBILITY STUDY (FS)
118 Prepare Draft FS Report'

17J 'USEPA & MEOEP Receives Draft FS Report

17. USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Review Draft FS Report

118 M-···Na;.;y·R·oc;·v~'Comm·oots·o·n"o;.aftF 5RePOrt'-
1:1'9 P~pare FS Report Response to Comments leller

IJ.4 USEPA. MEOEP & RAB R·eceive FS R'epQrtR~ io-Comments leller

135 USEPA. MEOEP & RAB Review FS Report Response 10 Comments leller

lJO Navy Receives Co;;.~enls on FS Repon' ReSPonse to Comm~is i.eile~ _.,...

Navy and Regulator Comment Resotulion

96 P9rlom, TeSt 'Pit Field'WCrl.-

tOO ......··P;;·ii~ ..T~··Pi·i ..R~
10e . uSepA."M·EDEp & AA~ R~~·r;aft'TesiPiI·Report

109 ··us·E·PA·:·MEOEp·&..RAA·Re~;;·oraft·T~·pjl·Report
113 Navy RecOivaS C~ments oo"DrBtt TeSt Pit RePOrt

··p;:~;e"F'iMl·Test·Pii··R~···· ...
II!! 1 USEPA...·tEDEP & RAB Receive Final Tesl Pit Report

II<
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..

..

~~1~" -~,.

I
I

I

I

I
I
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I
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Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
Site Management Plan Schedule

OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 3 SCHEDULE

~~

• i
• i

~!!Mi'*l
~

i •
! aJ
I •
i a
i •
I •
I 121
I !B\l

""'"M -I A I Mo

311/01

3/1101

8126/00

8127/00

5130101

6/19/01

3131101

4/29101

4/30101

5/29101

4/29/01

8123102

8123101

8124101

8123102

5/29/01

3131101

d! 1213;/00

•d, 6/27/00

1 d ~ 4130/01

iOOdiBiiiiioo 3I1/ii, ....
tii di 8J28ioii 11/5iiiQ

0%'

100%1

ii%1
t···· .. ··· ..·!·

; ..

'10Q%'r "'''l'd'~ "'8I2aJ'oo'

'0%i '439 d ~ 6111/01
'~o/J .... 'iid' i '61,',',0',

...•.~~i36~:j~:;~;

00/,1
0;;;i· 30 ;;{ ii3iio"!

..·.... 0;;;' .. gio'd" 4/11/02'i 10116/04

oerol 70dr 4/11/0"2" 6119/02

... '0%'"1 ..·..··l..d·i ·6/2"0/02..·.. :·· 6/20102

O~L'i~ d !~20/02. .101;i/~2
10118102

. 10116/04

. 1 di 11/6/00 ; 11/6100

0;;;1 Jodi ;;ie/oo"' 12i5lliii
"o'i'! ·..····..l-;ij "'1'216;00 --r' 12/6100

.....~::~.~.I..:...~.~.. ~r...h~.~~!.~., .. ~ ...~.~~~:"
O%i 1 di 12/27/00 • 12127/00

..•._..".-,.~.~ I·.·. ·...~.~....~l..-~.·~.~.:.~.~.~ ...j .~!.~ ~~~
0% ~ 14 d: 1117/01 1/30101

! 30cd--1/31ii:n

j 29%i'88 d i"a.woo

0%' •

'O;;;:'oodt,iii;100 :. 3130/0'

O%r 1di 3131/01 ) 3131101

0%)" 3Od, 4/30/01 5129/01

~ .. o%~ "210d! 1126/01 8123101

·O·o/~! ._.. 64 d j "1';2fiio1 ..·..·..·J;3OIii,

......,,

._,".iio/.J 30 d

L~~i ... j~: r":;~:
"oi'j' ···..21··~·j "'5/3"0/0:"
'0%:' 1 d 6/20/01 6/20101

O%i .... ,';;r'61io/o, ····612010,

,~~!.iEiEr;~; ;:;:~~;
..:.:·:~'~t· "~~'d;' ~~1:~'/~1

nlV..: 1.0 d j 7125/01

111,

191 , .... ··usEPA.·..M'E[j"E·p..&nRAB..~~;.;;"o;:aft··F·~~i ..Roo···

."
'>7 PROPOSED REMEDIAl ACTION PlAN (p'RAP)

-- _ _. ... _, _.._ -. . _ _ "'_"'.

153 Authorize Release of Funds

1501 • Award PRAPIROO and RoiRA"$CheoJle'"
155 -"-"P;;p;;"proposed"RemediaJA~tiOO-Ptan"'-""

156 Prepare Drnft PM"P ".
161 '-'-'- "'-USE'PA':'ME'[jE'P,&"'RABRecei~'e"om'tt"PAAP

1lI? USEP;'\: ME'DEP & RAB Re'\4ew 0Tah PRAP"
100 ... ·····Na~-R~~es··com-~8nts·OODraft'pRAP
161 pfe'p3re"R~ 10 cOOi~e;;iS le"iier:& ornfi'Fi~ai' PRAP .
168 ...-_.... , ····U-:5"EPAj~E·DE·p·&··AAB 'Receiw'o;afi-Finaj'P'RAP'&"R~"to'C;;;'~;;'iS"le"e;

173 IRECORD OF DECisioN (ROD)'

·······prepa~ei)rn-h ..R·6o·iprima~y··DOWm·e·nl)·
1Tn USEPA. MEOEP '& RAe" R9ceives Dfllft ROD'
100 _..··-jjS-EP~:: ME'oE'pi'RAB"Re'~e;'Dmtt'R'6o

164 'Navy Reeei'..;e's com~enis on Dr8ft ROO
165 .. '-P~ep;9"R~s'e"io'com'me'~'ts'i"o'ite~'&' [j"rnftFi~ai'Ro6

100 USEPA. MEOEP &RAB Recei~e Re$PonSO IO'coo,'~'on'lS &. Oraft"Fi'riai R'60-

,r~ I'mlo~PA.MEOEP & RAB Receive Final FS Report

206

200 REMEDII\L DESIGN'"
210 RO Contracting Action

218 A~ard Re~iai~ .,
219 Design ;:~"ee'oet;~~;i'ned

220

~ Navy ard RegulalOJ Comment Resolution

;,-j·····-:::;::~~::::~;;iP;;Od

195 Navy R9ceiV~ Com~enrs 00 'Draft Fi~ai' ROo'
100 ... 'M'f~DEP"s~·~·ii;"l~·"er·o;··~~rrent;/N·;;~Co~~e·~;.."
197 P~epar'e F'i~al ROD"
'00 .N;;;;ySi~Fi~ROD

199 USEPA ReOe~es Fina', ROC} -
100 .. M:"USE'PA 'Sl;Jns FiMi-'ROO
101 .-Na~DistribUtes' Fjn3j' Recant'of 'DeCiSiro

............... M....... •••••••••••••" .. ••

m

>OJ PREPAAAnON OF RD/RA SCHEDlJLE AND REMEDIAL DESIGN
104 ·p.;~·~'e··RDiRA..Sdie<fuie··(s;;;od;yj _......... . .

105 USEPA, 'ME'OEP .\ 'RAS Receive~RD Scheduie'
100 .. ·:R~;iOfY·~~ ..RAB··R~~·i·e;·· .....
701 .. ·DeciSi~eSOMion Period

"Xl ,..·..·A;;;:d·R~~~i·ACiion· ..·
1JI MobitizatiOrl"

131 ·..··'·siart··()i'si~1 &..~ti~·OOSiie··;A£."ti~·tY"·" ......"'-"
133 Fteldw~

2?1 IREMEo.iAlACTioN ...

m! RA Conlracting Action
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APPENDIX C.4

OU-4 (Offshore) Schedule



,I
I
I:'

Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispule

.1'

M
2004
MIA

2003
FIMIAIMIJIJIAlslolNIDIJIFMIJ IJ IAlslOINIDIJ

2002
MIAD

-,-
JIJIAlslolNM

2001
MIADNoSA

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
Site Management Plan Schedule

OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 4 SCHEDULE

2000
MIATMTJDN

9/9/99

6/10/99

1120199

1121199

,10/8/99 j
8120/98

Finish I 0

1121199

8121198

8120/98

8120198

1/21199

Start

1 d' 9/9/99

1 d

153d

415d:

1 d
1

Dur%

100%

100%

100%

100%

, 27d17i30i99! 8/~S./99

100% i 41 d ' 7/30/99 ' 9/8199

100% i 140 d

Prepare Draft Interim Monitoring Plan

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Interim Monitoring Plan

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Interim Monitorin9 Plan

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final Interim Monitoring Plan

Interim Sampling Plan Technical Meeting

Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice ot Dispute

Task Name
INTERIM MONITORING PLAN

9

14 Prepare tnterim Monitoring Plan Response to Comments Letter 100% 18 d 6110199 6128/99

15 MEDEP & RAB Receive Interim Monitoring Plan Response to Letter 100% 20 d 6/10/99 6/30199
.... . ~ . .' .-, ~... - -_ ..~ ~ .

16 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews Interim Monitoring Plan Response to Comments Letter 20 d 6110/99 6/30/99

20 Navy Receives Comments on Interim Monitoring Plan Response to CommenlS Letter 34 d 6/25/99 7129/99

21 Navy and RegUlator Comment Resolution 0 d 7/30/99 7/30199

22 Prepare Draft Final Interim Monitoring Pian 26 d 7/30/99 8125/99

23 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Monitoring Plan 1 d 7130/99
• ••••• • •••••••~ " H , •• , M'"

24 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Sections 3 and 5

28

32

ID

219/01
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I

I
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~~-
~

•
~

•
~

~

•
~

~i.~I1.1
;:;~L... ",~._'--I....-:;;a::pyAb a;; t :;; ..d
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IIiII

•••
~

••III
••
~

•

619/01

212/00

1129/01

4/10/01

5/10/01

5/11/01

4/11101

4124/01

3/12101

3/17/00

1017199

10;8199.

8120/~0r=-"AiMWi......
12/17199. "

5/3/00' 11/19/00

212100

9/9/99

3112/01

4/11101

4/11101

3112/01 ,

10/8/99

5/11101 i

5111101

4/11/01

5/24/99

5124/99

11120100

12120/99

1 d

1 d 6/21100 : 6121/00

1 d

1 d

1 d

30 d

14 d

30 d.

45 d

30d;

45 d

29 d

30 d , 6/21/00 7120/00
.~... ~ ...
30 d 8/19/00

1 d 8120/00 ' 8/20/00

434 d; 5/3/00 i 7/10/01

201 d:

71 d i

45 d 1126/01 3/11101

208 d

455 d

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

80%

560/.

100%

100%

32%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

•..._..

............ - ,,,.. ··0····_· ··

1 d 3118/00 3/18/00

35 d 3/18/00 4/21100

Navy Receives Approvat, Comments, or Notice ot Dispute

Prepare PRG Report Response to Comments Letter
........ . ~..... . . .; .

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive PRG Report Response to Comments Letter

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft PRG Report

Prepare Draft Preliminary Remediation Goal (PRG) Report

.._... .,. .- -........ ._.., ,.,_..
USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews PRG Report Response to Comments Letter

Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute

_. .- -. ." _ - .. , .._- ~

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final PRG Report
._ • _ . •.•• ....._..•.••~.... . •...•..• , .. •• __ •.••. ·... ··uo..

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Finat PF;lG Report

.. .. - ..- ,..
USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews Seep and Sediment Report Response to Comments Letter

Navy Receives Comments on Seep and Sedimenl Report Response to Comments Letter

Prepare Seep and Sediment Report Response to Comments Letter

USEPA, MED'EP &'RAB'Receive Seep and SedimentHep~rt Response to Comments Letter

Navy Receives Comments on PRG Report Response to Comments Letter

Prepare Final Interim Monitoring Plan

Navy and RegUlator Comment Resolution

Prepare Final Seep and Sediment Report

USEP.":: MEDEP & Rii-ii R;;;'~i~~ Fi~~1 Seep and S'edimentReport

Prepare Draft Final PRG Report

PRELIMINARY REMEDIATION GOAL REPORT

60

61

62

63

64

65

69

70

71

75

76

77

78

79

44

100% 2 d 4/20/00 4121/00

Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 100% 29 d 4/21100 5/19/00

52 4/21100 5/19/00

53 USEPA, and Sediment Report 5/22/00 5122/00

54 USEP;", MEDEP& RAB RevieviOraft Fina'i Seep ~nd Sedi~ent Report' 0% 30 d 5/22/00 6/20/00

58

59

34

~
~

51

35 I USEPA, 'M'EDEP & RAB Receive F,nallntenm Monlloring Plan

t:=
~

7 SEEP AND SEDiMENT REPORT

I 38 Prepare Draft Seep and Sediment Report

39 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB ReView Draft Seep and Sediment Report

I'
I'

I
I

I
I

I

I
I

I,

I
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Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
Site Management Plan Schedufe

OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 4 SCHEDULE

, ,
,~~~

M
2004
MIANTDT J

~

I
SIOAM

2003
MIAF

i·
1
;

I
M\'J IJ IAlslOINIDIJ

2002
F I M I A

•
~

tm~l

•
~

•n
g

•
f)&lI.,.'llli!1t!.I

•
~
I'iUill
~

•

I
AlslOINID

•
~

~

•
f~~~~~!j]

1!:~~~'l:1

M

•

2001
MIAoNSIOA

2000
MTATMT JoNo

113107

112/07

719/01

7/9101

819102

1110/02

1/11/02

5/15/01

7/10101

4110/02

5/11102

6/10/01

2/24/02

4/11102

Finish

5/16101

6110/01

5/15/01

1/11102

7/10/01

1111102

5115101

6/10/01

2125/02 ;

5111/02

6/10101
Start

1 d 2117107, 2/17107

1 d

1 d, 113/07

1 d 3/19/07 3/19/07

7 d 3/19/07 3/25107

30 d 3/19/07 4/17107

30d

30d

1 d

45 d 113/07 ' 2/16/07

45d 11/19106

30 d 2117/07 3118107

,

1 d

1 d:

1 d

45d

45 d,

240d

505 d 1 712/05 11118/06

1 d: 11119/0& 11/19/06

452d;

746d, 712105 7/17107

Our 1

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0% 1 d, 5118/07. 5/18107

0% 30 d 5118/07 : 6/16107

0%

0%

0%; 30d 4/18/07, 5/17/07

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0% 1 d 4/18/07' 4118107

0% ; 1 d" 7117/07 7/17107

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0% 1 d , 3120/07 3120107
. -~... . .

0% 198 d. 3/21107 10/4107

0% 118 d' 3/21/07 7117107

0% 1 230 d 3119/07 1113107

0%

0% ; 30 d 6117107, 7116107

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

.0% 1 d 3119/07 3119107

%

1 d! 4/11/02

··....···t· ..
30d,

7 d . 5111102' 5117/02

30 d 5111102 6/9/02
..........L i .

1 d 6/10/02 6/10102

30 d; 6/10/02 7/9/02

1 d . 7/10102 7/10/02

30 d 7/10/02 8/8102

30 d ' 7110/02 818102

1 d 8/9/02 819102
.- ~. j ~... .. - ;..~... . . '"

start of Hound 4 Sampling Event

Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Baseline Report

Prepare Final PRG Report

Prepare Draft Baseline Report

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final PRG Report

Prepare Draft Final Baseline Report

Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Baseline Report

Navy Receives Comments on Baseline Report Response to Comments

Navy Receives Approval, Comments. or Notice of Dispute

Prepare Baseline Report Response 10 Comments

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Baseline Report Response to Comments

... 'USEPA,MEDEP & RAB Re~i~~ B~seline'Re;;;;rt Resp~;';se t~ C~mments

Task Name

91

92

97

98

99

103

104

105
_ u .... • ._•••...•••••••••••••

106 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final Baseline Report
.... _.·· ··.. ··n·.· _.••

107 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final Baseline Report

111 Navy Receives Approval, Comments. or Notice of Dispute

112 Navy and Regulator Resolution or Nolice of Dispute

113 Prepare Final Baseline Report

114 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Baseline Report

115
··.·M··· ..•....._..

116 OFFSHORE FEASIBILITY STUDY (FS)

117 Prepare Draft FS Report

123 USEPA & MEDEP Receives Draft FS Report

124 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft FS Report
•••• - " ,,' p. • ••••..••••••••, •••

128 Navy Receives Comments on Draft FS Report

129 Prepare FS Report Response to Comments Leiter

134 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive FS Report Response to Comments Leiter

135 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews FS Report Response to Comments Leiter

139 Navy Receives Comments on FS Report Response to Comments Leiter
..-......... . ..

140 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution
.. _.-.._ _ .

141 Prepare Draft Final FS Report

142 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final FS Report

143 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final FS Report

147 Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute

148 Navy and RegUlator Resolution or Notice of Dispute
"'p - .~•• -_•••

149 Prepare Final FS Report

150 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final FS Report

151

152 PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN (PRAP)

153 Authorize Release of Funds

154 Award PRAP/ROD and RD/RA Schedule

155 . Prepare Proposed Remedial Action Plan

156 Prepare Draft PRAP

10

~
~

86

88
87 .
88 BASELINE INTERIM MONITORING REPORT (Baseline Report)

89

90

I,
I

I
I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I
I

I

I
I

I
I
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Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
Site Management Plan Schedule

OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 4 SCHEDULE

oNoSA

5118/07

6/10101

6110/01

1111/02

113/07

5118/07

1111/02

3121107

3119/07

6/10/01

3119/07

5/15/01

5111102

4118/07

4/18/07

6/10102

2/25/02

6/10/02

4111102

3119/07

3119107

5116101

3/20107

2117107

6/17107

712/05

712105

3119107

7/10101

3121107

8/9102

4111102

2117107

5115/01

7110/02

7110/02

7/17107

Start

7110/02

:

1 d

1 d

1 d

1 d

1 d

1 d

1 d

1 d

1 d

1 d

7d

1 d

1 d

1 d

1 d

30 d

30d

30 d

30 d

30 d.

30 d

30 d

45 d

45 d

30 d

45 d:

30 d

45d'

230 d

240 d

198d

118d _

452d

Our

0%

0%

0%

0%

0% 505d,

0% 1 1 d: 11119106

0%

0%

0%

0%1

0%

0%[ 746d;

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%'

0%

0%

0%

0% f

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%\

0%

0%

0%\

0%

0%

%

0% 1d

·i--·[-I
0% 30d

....•.•,.-.

f

l
1; ,
i'l
i'
'f

'I,.
"'j

"

rip

\
!:

.:jj~L;

-,
'~I i;l

i[;;l

., t
!.l. "
I~ "in
1\1':.

I: 1.
1,1

n~

"f
.... t.

f·

11/19106
I ;...........--...... " " " - . ,•. - 0% 1 d 113/07

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final PRG Report

USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final FS Report

......................" _ .
Prepare Baseline Re~rt Response to Comments

Prepare Draft Final FS Report

Prepare Final Baseline Report

Navy and Regulator Resolution or Nolice at Dispute

USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Basetine Report

Prepare Proposed Remedial Aclion Plan

Prepare Draft PRAP

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Baseline Report Response to Comments

'USEPA.MEi:iEP&RABR~~i;;.;;;ii~;;;li~;;R;;P;;rtR;;;p~~;;;i~ c~~;;;;;~i;

Navy Recei~es 'Comm"enIS o~ Baselin~ Report Response to Comme~l'~

84 Navy and Regulator Resolulion or Nolice of Dispute

86 I

83 Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute
10 I Task Name

87

85 Prepare Final PRG Report

91 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Baseiine Report

88 : BASELINE INTERiM MONITORING REPORT (Baseline Report)

89 Start at Round 4 Sampling Event

90 Prepare Draft Baseii~~ Rep;;rt

97

92 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Baseline Report

99

98

103

111 Navy Receives Approval. Comments, or Nolice of Dispute

, _ ,_...... .. -
107 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final Baseline Report

123 USEPA & MEDEP Receives Draft FS Report

152 PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN (PRAP)

115

116 ; OFFSHORE FEASIBILITY STUDY (FS)

117 Prepare Draft FS Report

113

124 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Review Draft FS Report

128 Navy Receives Comments on Draft FS Report

129 Prepare FS Report Response to Comments Leiter

135! USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews FS Report Response to Commenls Leiter

142

140 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution

141

155

143 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Review Drafl Final FS Report

114

153 Authorize Release of Funds

148 Navy and Regulator Resolution ()( Notice of Dispute

149 Prepare Final FS Report

112

154 Award PRAPIROD and RDIRA Schedute

139 Navy Receives Comments on FS Report Response to Comments Leiter

134, USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive FS Report Response to Comments Leiter

156

151

150 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Final FS Report

147 Navy Receives Approval. Comments, or Nolice at Dispute

219101
4:48 PM
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Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
Site Management Plan Schedule

OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 4 SCHEDULE

0%

8/17/07

1 d 12110/07

1 d 12131/07

t;'

r'

:

i,'
"".;

" .
~, ,.,
1

2009
MI AF

2008
FIMIAIM!JIJ!AISloINID

~
~.

~..~y:-~

•
~~¥,j~

I

f~~

~

~.jI'
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i •

•
~

fI<.~~-?~ ~~~"~" .w.•••~

•
•

i:~it1

I.
!.ill

•
~

•[IJ
••
~

••••

AISlolNID

•g
•
~.:

Imi
i

Ijj

!~

M

2007
MIAFDNoJTAlsM

2006
MIAFDJTTTA TslOT NM

2005
MTADNSioA

2/3/08

9/8/07

9/8/07

1/20/08

1/20/08

1/21108

1/22/08

1 d

1 d

1 d

14 d

1 d I 7/18/07

1 d; . 10/20/07

1 d i 4/15/09

30 d i 7/18/07

1 di 8/17/07

21 d i 8/17/07

20d, 12131/07

1 d i 917107

64 d I 8/17/07

30 d I 1117108

14 d i 9/21107

30 dt 10/5/07

14 d i 9/7/07

1 d 12131/07

1 d 11/19/07

30 d 10/20/07

21 d; 12110/07

1 d i 12118/07

90 d . 9/19/07

30 d; 12118/07

21 d i 11119/07

30 d

70 d;

70 d 11/14/07

1 d 1/23/08

89 d 1123/08

,_0 d i 9/19/07

Dur I Start

501 d,

365 d ' 1122/08

519d 11114/07

0%

0%

00/,

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

%

,_...... ; 0%
0%

201 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Final ROD

ID I Task Name

221 REMEDIAL ACTION

222 RA Contracting Action

230 i Award Remedial Aclion

208

218 Award Remedial Design

231 MolJilization
.,-, ~ .. ,,-.- . . .. . "..

232. Start of Significant & Continuous Onsite Activity

207; Navy Distributes Final Record of Decision

162 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft PRAP Schedule

206 USEPA Signs Final ROD

205 USEPA Receives Final ROD

219 Design To Be Determined

210; RD Contracting Action

220

166 Navy Receives Comments on Draft PRAP

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

197 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final ROD

174 i Prepare RD/RA Schedule (Secondary)

175; USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive RD Schedule

209 ;REMEDIAL DESIGN

191 Prepare Response to Comments Letter & Draft Final ROD

177 ~ Decision/Resolution Period

178

179 iRECORD OF DECISION (ROD)

204 Navy Signs Final ROD

186; USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Review Draft ROD

190 Navy Receives Comments on Draft ROD

161' USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft PRAP

203 Prepare Final ROD

202 i MEDEP Submits Letter of Concurrence/Non-Concurrence

173 ! PREPARATION OF RD/RA SCHEDULE AND REMEDIAL DESIGN

176 Regulatory and RAB Review

180 Prepare Draft ROD (Primary Document)

185 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft ROD

167 Prepare Response to Comments Letter & Draft Final PRAP

168 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final PRAP & Respqnse to Comments Letter

169 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution
....................... . - -

170 Prepare for Public Comment Period

171 Public Comment Perlod

172
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I
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APPENDIX C.S

QU-6 (Site 8 Management of Migration) Schedule

APP-Covers FY01 SMP Rev. 2
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USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft RI Work Plan i 3/15/06! 3115/06! 1 d

Prepare Draft RI Wor1< Plan

i.l
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00
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2006 I 2007 I 2006 I 2009 I 2010 I 2011 I 2012 I 2013
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PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD
SITE MANAGEMENT PLAN SCHEDULE

OPERABLE UNIT 6. SITE 6 MANAGEMENT OF MIGRATION
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1 d

1 d

1 d

45 d

30 d

42 d

90 d

42 d

.45 d

~
431 d

4/28/06

6112/06

6113/06

5/3/07

3122/07

7112/06

4129/06

6/15/07

6/14/07

Finish
11110/06

11114105

3/15/06

5/4107

4/29106

4/29106

9/6/05

6/13/06

3/23107

6/13/06

Slart
916/05

6/15/07

3/17106 3/17/08 1 d

3/17/06 4/15/08 30 d

4/16/06 5/15/06 30d

518106 5/14/06 7d

1 d

5/16/06 2116/09 277 d

5/16106 6/5/06 21 d

616/08 6/26/06 21 d

12/23/06

Security and Mobilization

Security and Mobilization

Security and Mobilization

Receive Lab Analysis

Procurement and Preparation

Perform Field Work

Receive Lab Analysis

Procurement and Preparation

Perform Field Work

Regulatory and RAB Review

........... 'm

Prepare Data Report & Evaluation of Results

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Round II Dala Report (Secondary Document)

USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Round I Data Reporl (Secondary Document)

Decision/Resolution Period

Decision/Resolution Period

Procurement and Preparation

Regulatory and RAB Review

Prepare Data Report & Evaluation of Results

USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Review Draft RI Wor\( Plan
......... ..._ .

Navy Receives Comments on Draft RI Work Plan

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews RI Work Plan Response to Comments Letter

Navy Receives Comments on RI Work Plan Response to Comments Letter

Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute

Award Round III RI Field Work

Perform Round II RI Field Work

Authorize Release of Funds for Round III RI Field Work

Perform Round III RI Field Work

Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution

Award Round II RI Field Work

......... . .
Perform Round I RI Field Wor\(

Prepare Draft Final RI Work Plan
.- - .._ .
USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final RI Work Pian

USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final RI Wor\( Plan

Prepare RI Work Plan Response 10 Comments leiter
............ ,......... .•..................._, -. . ' .
USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive RI WOr\( Plan Response to Comments Leiter

....... . , .._ .
Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute

. ',"'" _ _ ~ .
Authorize Release of Funds for Round II RI Field Work

RI Work Plan Contracting Action

... - _ -. - ....•_ _ _........•......._..
PREPARE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI) WORKPLAN

1¥-1 Task Name
1 RI WORK PLAN (Primary Document)

17

10

12

14

11

37

21 I REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI) FIELD WORK AND REPORT (Primary Document)

27

16

15

18

....................................,....................... .. _........ .
20 I USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Wor\( Plan

22 I RI Field Work and Report

40

36

41

36

43

31

44

30

13

45

29

46

28

47

19 I Prepare Final RJ ~ork Plan

46

49

39

26

'3 I Notice of Award. RI Wor\( Plan

42

35

23 I Award SOW for RI Field Work and RepOf1

24 I REMEDIAL INVESTiGATION (Rr) FIELD WORK

34

32

33

25

11121100
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PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARO
SITE MANAGEMENT PLAN SCHEDULE

OPERABLE UNIT 6, SITE 8 MANAGEMENT OF MIGRATION

2006 I 2007
MIAIMIJIJIAlsIOINIDIJTFTMlA)MIJIJIAISIOINIDIJIF

7d

1 d

7d

1 d

1 d

1 d

7d

1 d

1 d

1 d

1 d

1 d

1 d

30 d

30 d

30 d

45 d

60 d

14 d

45 d

42 d

45 d

430 d

180 d

391 d

;
i·

.~.

9/15109 60 d

1/17109 :

2i'16'i09 i"
I

2115/09 !
...... ~...

, ,
9/14/09 i

3/14/10 i

3113110 i '30 d

2/16/09 !

1/13110 :

7/16/oill

3/14/10

7/17109 ;

7/18109

1/13/10

2/12/10 i

219109

~. ~
9125108 : 1115/08 :

3/14/10

2117109! iii6i09 j' 150 d

2/16109 i
i

2117109 :

7I18109!' ii3110!i i

7/10109 :

7I17i09:· 'jiii/09!

7117109 !
!

7/1 0/09 7/16/09

7117109 7117/09

i............. '!'~ ..'

, 811/09:

7/10109: 11/15/091, 129d

7/10/09: 1113110: 188 d

i

12119108 i

lilsi09 :

7/18/09: 11/15/09 121 d

12114109: 111211

9/16109: 9/16/09: 1 d

9116/091 10/15/091 30 d

10/16109, 10/16/09T 1 d

10/16/09 i 11114/09' 30 d

lli15109 i 11/15/09: 1 d

11/161091 2113/101 90d

11114109

7/18109

11114/09: 11120/09: 7 d

7117109 ! 8/30109 :

iii3i1ii9!' 8/31109!

8/31/09 i 10/141091

ioiis/rig,! 10/15/09:

10/15/09: 111131091

11/14/09

1116108! 12117108: 42 d

i2iiiiliiiii 121181081-i d

1113110 :

i 7IloiOiil !iii2iioi

: 121141091 1112/101 30d

;·'ii13/,·011l131101 1 d

1113/101 21111101 ". -30d

'i'" 7/18/09

.. j

,.,Jll/l~~~J, 12/13/09L
12/14109 i 12114/09'

...._..... ...._..

Prepare PilotfTreatabWly Siudy Work Plan Response 10 Comments LeUer

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive PiloVTreatabilily Work Plan Response to Comments Leller

..... _. '" .-
Prepare PiloVTrealability Study Work Plan

USEPA. MEDEP.& RAB Receive Dratt PiloVTreatability Siudy Work Plan

USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Review Draft PiloVTreatabiiily Study Wort< Plan

Navy Receives Comments on Draft

Receive State ARARs

PiloVTreatabiiily Study Wort< Plan

Navy Receives Comments on Draft

.¥ , _ , , _ , ••

USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Screening

Prepare Scree~ing Response to Comments Letter

Award Pilolrrreatability Siudy

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Screenin9

Authorize Release of Funds

......... •••.• ..~...... "·.n _ ..

Draft Preliminary Screening of Alternatives & ARARs Report

Navy and Regulalor Resolution or Notice of Dispute

Prepare Final RI Report,

Request Stale ARARs (Natural Resource Trustees, Coaslal Zone Management, elc)

USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Screenin9 Response to Comments Leller

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final RI Report

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final RI Report

.................. . ·.H_ ··. . _ .
Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute

Award Preliminary Screening of Alternatives

USEPA:ME6Ep·&RABR~~~i~~D;~ii Fi;;~IRi Report

Preliminary Screening of Alternatives & ARARs ReJX)rt {Secondary Document}

......_. ... ......... ,~..... ... _....
Authorize Release of Funds

Prepare Draft Final RI Report

Prepare RI Report Response to Comments Letter
...". . ..~. ,..

USEPA, MEDEP Receive RI Report Response to Comments letter

.........~ _ _._ ~.

Decision/Resolution Period

Perform Field Work

Navy and RegUlator Comment Resolution

Receive Lab Analysis

Prepare Data Report & Evaluation of Results

USEPA,'MEDEP 8. RAB-Rec;'i~;'R~~;;d Iii D~;;;R;,p;;riise;;;nda,yDoc';';;-;'~i)-

USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft RI Report

Regulatory and RAB Review

. ~ _- - .
USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Review Draft RI Report

Authorize Release of Funds

Prepare Draft RI Report

PERFORM PILOT/TREATABILITY STUDY

.... ._ -.. - .
Navy Receives Comments on Draft RI Report

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews RI Report Response to Comments Letter

.... ·N~;;R'~C~·i~~~· C~~·~~·~ts··~~··Ri··R~~·rt ..Re~~~s~· i·~·c·~~·~~~·is··Let'ter

Award RI Report

PREPARE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI) REPORT (Primary document)

PRELIMINARY SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVES & ARARs REPORT (Secondary Document)

Task Name

79

71

52

70

51

72

59

55

56

58

53

76

73

78

50

54

75

10

74

57

61

65

96

62

95

60

68

64

89

92

77

69

98

63

90

97

91

93

66

67

94

84

87

85

80

82

83

86

81

88

11121100
1:21 PM
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PILOTfTREATABILITY STUDY (Secondary Document)

PILOTfTREATABILITY STUDY WORK PLAN (Secondary Document)
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PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD
SITE MANAGEMENT PLAN SCHEDULE

OPERABLE UNiT 6, SITE 8 MANAGEMENT OF MIGRATION

2006 I 2007 I 2008 I 2009
MIAIMIJIJIAISlolNnDTJTFTMIAIMIJIJIAlslolNIDIJIFIMIAIMIJIJ IAISIOINIDIJIFIMIAIMIJIJIAISIOINIDIJ

1 d

1 d

1 d

7d

1 d

7d

1 d

1 d

1 d

1 d

1 d

1 d

1 d

1 d

1 d

7d

7d

1 d

14 d

30 d

45d

45 d

21 d

90 d

28 d

30 d

70 d

5/14/10 :

9/12110

9/17110 !

8/Hi/lo!

9116110

316/10;' 28d

339d

.. ~ .

113/10

119/11 119/11 1 d

119/11 2/7/11 30 d

218/11 319/11 30 d

3f71iiJ 1 3/71101

317/10\"-3t13i;0"1""

5115/10

2114/10 i 9/12110 i 211 d

;

8/27110 i 8/27110

8127/10 !'io/;o/iiJ

3/14/10: . 3/14/10 I

119/10

1/10/10

2f7110

8/27/10

9/17110

3110111; 3110111; 1 d

9/171i ri i .. "9i2611 01 10 d,

7/~~'..10 L~'.13'.10
7/13110' 8/26110

3115/10 i 3/10/11 i 361 d

12/10/10; 1/8111; 30 d

11/10110 11/10/10

11110/10 11/16110

11110/10 12/9/10 30 d

12110/10 12/10/10

9/27110

10111/10

10/11/10 11/9110

1/3/10! 3/10/11' 432 d

;iii; Oi'3i;:iii~t
1/9/10 i

~...i
1/9110 i

... 1
216/10 :

2171101-

; .

218/11 2114/11 7 d

i. 2/8111 '2Iii/l1 1 d

219/11 8/11/11 184 d

"'j

8/13110

8113/10

i·· 8/13/10 I', ;
...............; ··········_····-i· ..

9/12110 .

.. . -,",' .. , ,. .
USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Reviews Report Response to Comments Letler

Prepare PilotfTreatability Study Report

Navy Receives Comments on Draft

2114/10 '

...."..i,s/is/iji( 's/is/i'ii!""

. 6113/10 i
6/14/1016/;4/;0'i

l .j ..
Prepare PilolfTreatability Study Report Response to Comments Left'" I 6/14110 I. 7113/10 I. 30 d

••.• _., - ~ ...•..•...•- ~.. ••• ...~ •.•......•••....•.•. -... ,,"_ -.-.. . ....•. - ...•....... _.... ..•.....•. _...•- .•..•..•.•_...•....._.. ,. ····1 ,.. ..••

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive PiiolfTreatability Report Response to Comments Letler ! 7114/10 i 7114/10: 11 d

'7114/10 / 8112110·1 ._ .. 30d

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft PiiolfTreatability Study Report

Navy Receives Rough Draft Response to Comments LeUer

Prepare Final PilolfTreatability Study Report

., _ ••••••• _ _ '.n.. · ··_··.. ••••••.,.••_

Navy Receives Comments on Report Response to Comments Leller

. ~... . ~-...... . _ .
Navy Reviews Rough Draft Response 10 Comments Letter

Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution

Prepare Final Response to Comments Letter

Prepare Rough Draft Response to Comments Letter

..... ....~ - . ;.".

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft FS Report

Navy Recieves Comments on Draft FS Report

......_ _.... . .
USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive FS Report Response to Comments Leiter

Negotiate SOW

USEPA & MEDEP Rec"ves Draft FS Report

Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution

Prepare Draft Final FS Report

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final FS Report

....... .. " -.~ -.. . ~.... . .
Navy Receives Comments on FS Report Response to Comments Letter

......._ - _.- _•...
Review NE Proposal & Set Targets

PilolfTreatabilily Study Report

Receive NE Proposal

NE Prepares Proposal

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews FS Report Response to Comments Leiter

..............._ - _ .
Authorize Release of Funds

....... ~.. . _.. - .
Prepare FS Report Response 10 Comments Leiter

.". .., USEPA, MEDEP& RAB Recei~~D;~ftpii~iri;;~iaiJii;~sl~dyR~p~rt

_....-. ...-...
Prepare Statement of Work (SOW)

····F~~a;d··SOwi~AiEiio;~~i~d~p;~;,~;~iio~ojR6iRA~~;;~d~i~) .

FS, PRAP & ROD Contracting Action

PERFORM FEASIBILITY STUDY (FS)

Prepa;~D;~f1'FSR~p~rt--" ··..·..l:iiii;iio! 7112/10 i 120 d

Award SOW for FS

._ -~.. . . .
Award PRAPIROD and RD/RA Schedule

Prepare Proposed Remedial Action Plan

USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Final PilolfTreatability Study Report

FEASIBILITY STUDY (Pri';:'ary Docume~i)

99 I PILOTITREATABILITY STUDY REPORT (Secondary Document)

101

102

103

108

139 I Navy Receives Approval, C~mments. or Notice of Dispute

10 ITask Name

107

104

100

147

105

121

120

116

118

114

112

109

117

145 I Authorize Retease of Funds

127

110

115

125

113

129

136

111

138 I USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final FS Report

106

126

134

131

146

132

124

137

130

140 Navy and RegUlator Resolulion or Notice of Dispute

--- . ~.

141 Prepare Final FS Report

142 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final FS Rep<Jl't

128

122

119

123

135

133

143 IPRAP/ROD (Primary Document)

1441 "··PROPOSEOREMEOiAi.ACi'ioNPLAN (PRAP)
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70 d

1 d

1 d

90 d

45 d

1 d

30 d

1 d

1 d

70 d

30 d

1 d

21 d

21 d

30 d

30 d

1 d

68 d

1 d

30d

I 2006 I 2007 I 2008 I 2009 I 2010

PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD
SITE MANAGEMENT PLAN SCHEDULE

OPERABLE UNIT 6, SITE 8 MANAGEMENT OF MIGRATION

1 d

30 d

1 d

21 d

592 d

330 d

121 d

120 d

169d

471 d

151 d

191 d

592 d

169d

1 d

21 d

1 d

151 d

Dur, IslOINIDIJIFIMIAIMIJIJIAISlolNIDIJTFTMIAIMIJIJIAISlolNIDIJIFIMIAIMIJIJ IAISIOINIDIJIFIMIAIMIJIJIAISIOINIDIJ IFIMIAIMIJIJIAISIOINIDIJ

21 d
..........1.. ..

14 d

Slart I Finish
219/11 i 4/17/11

4/18/11 1 4/18111

4/18/11 ! 5/17111

S/,S/;",ls/is/"
5/18/11 ! 617/11

6Iiii,,!" 6/8/11

I618/11 , 6128/11
!

6/29/", 7/12/11
j

7/13/11 i 8/11111,
7/28/11 i 1/12/12

7/28/11 ' 1112112

7/28/11 : 9/10/11
..•......

9/11111 , 9/11111

9/11/11! 10110/11
... _.i ........_......._. __ ....

10/11111' 10/11111

10/i 11' 1 i 11/9/11

11/10/11 : 11110/11
; .

11110/11 ! 11130/11

12/1/11 i 12/21/11

22ii,! i 2/22111

,2/22/1" 1111/12

1i,2/-'-21 1112/12
. ; .. -_.

6/13/11 i 11110/11

6/13/11 : 11110/11

6i,3"il 9/10/11

9/,11,,: 9/11111

9/,2/1" 10/11/11

10/12/11 ! 11110/11

8/25/11 i 4/7/13

8/25/11: 4/7/13

8/~5/"l""""" 12/7/12

8/25/11 , 1112/11

1113/111 ,11/3/11

1113/12 i 12/7/12

9/29/12 1 4/7/13
i

9/29/1"2:'217/,2

1218/12, 12/8112

12/8/12 , 4/7/13

12/8/12 ! 4/6/13

4(//13 , 4/7/13

: DECISION

Mobilization

Start of Significant 8. Continuous Onsite Activity

Prepare Response 10 Commenls Leller & Draft Final PRAP
,_.._'.. ._.. ,_ ~." _ _._ ··.n·~ '._._, _._ ..

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final PRAP & Response 10 Comments Lener

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft PRAP Schedule

Navy Receives

Prepare Draft PRAP

Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution

Prepare for Public Comment Period

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft PRAP

Prepare Response to Comments Letter & Draft Final ROD
....... -... . ~."~ ." ...

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

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB ReviewDraft ROD

Navy Receives Comments on Draft ROD

Prepare Draft ROO {Primary Document}

Publlc Comment Period

..-.'... --.- ...•...-.....-...
Regulatory and RAB Review

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB 12/

USEPA, MEDEP & NAVY Sign Final ROD

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive RD Schedule

DecisionlResolution Period

.... ~.... ... . ..h."_.· _....
Prepare RD/RA Schedule (Secondary)

. n._~ " _..
RO Contracting Action

Award Remedial Design

Design To Be Determined

Award Remedial Aclion

Construction

Navy and Regulator Resolution

"Prepare Final ROD

Prepare Record of Decision

RD/RA Schedule

REMEDIAL ACTION

REMEDIAL DESIGN

... . . . . ."., -- ' ~ ' ._... . .-
USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft ROD

RECORD OF DECISION (ROD)

PREPARATION OF RD/RA SCHEDULE AND REMEDIAL DESIGN

PREPARAnON AND IMPLEMENTAnON OF REMEDIAL ACTION

10

10

1~

151

1~

1~

1~

1~

1~

1~

lA

1~

1~

1~

1~

1~

1~

lU

1M

1M

1~
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169

hro
L
, 171

172

173

174

175

176 IREMEDIAL DESIGN (RD) AND REMEDIAL ACTION (RA)

177

178

179

180

181

182

183 RA Contracting AClion

184

185

186

187

I'

I'

I
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I

I
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Site 26 ( Portable OillWater Tanks) Schedule
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
, NOIlTHERN DIVISION

NAVAL FACllITlES EHGINEERING COMMAND

10 INDUSTRIAL HIGHWAY

MAIL STOP. 11'82

LESTER, PA 19113-2090

Ms. Meghan Cassidy
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region I
1 Con~ress 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:

IN REPlY REFER TO

5090
Code 1823/FE

I
SUBJECT: REQUEST 'FOR TIME EXTENSION ON THE ,SITE 26 DECISION DOCUMENT;

INSTALLATION RESTORATION PROGRAM AT PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD,
KITTERY, ME

I
I
I
I
I
I
I

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 positio~s on this extension
request on or before December 27, 2000.

If additional information is required, please contact Mr. Fred Evans at
(610) 595-0567 x159.

Sincerely,

;;: .
--- . '\.-.

. , 'J • J ~ j

'. u /f,tcL'fc:. ~ t (:-y-
Frederick J. E~~~

Remedial Project Manager
By Direction of the
Commanding Officer

Encl:
(1) Proposed Schedule for Site 26

I'

Copy to:
NOAA (K. Finkelstein)
Mr. D. Bogen
Ms. M. Marshall
Mr. O. Roy
PNS Code lOOPAO

USFWS, (K. Munney) MEDMR (D. Card)
Mr. J. Clifford Ms. M. Dionne
Mr. P. McCarthy Mr. J. McKenna
Ms. J. Lyons Dr. R. Wells
PNS (Code l06.3R) TtNUS (D. Cohen)

NHFG (C. McBane)
Ms. E. Foley
Ms. M. Menconi
Ms. C. Lepage
COMSUBGRU TWO (R, Jones)



.. - - - - -, •• - .. - .. - - .. - - .. .. -
PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD

SITE MANAGEMENT PLAN SCHEDULES
SITE 26 - NO FURTHER ACTION DECISION DOCUMENT

IHTaskName I Our I Start I Finish J -'
1 SITE 26 DECISION DOCUMENT (DO) 386d 8129/00 9/18101 I
2 I USEPA & MEDEP Receives Draft Site 26 DO Report 1 d 8129/00 8129100 •3 I USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Sile 26 DO Report 56 d 8/29/00 10/23100 c::=J
7 I Navy Receives Comments on Draft Site 26 DO Report 1 d 10/24/00 10/24100 •
8 I Prepare Site 26 DD Report Response to Comments Letter 40 d 10/14/00 11/22/00 D

-........
13 I USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Site 26 DD Report Response to Comments Letter 1 d 11123/00 11123/00 •14 I US EPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews Site 26 DD Report Response to Comments Leller 34d 11123/00 12126/00 0.....- ...._.. ....... .............•....._..... , .... -......... ...... -........... ....... -.._..

18 I Navy Receives Comments on Site 26 DD Report Response to Comments Leller 1 d 12/27/00 12127/00 •19 I Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 7d 12/27/00 112/01 0
20 I Prepare Draft Final Sile 26 DO Report 30 d 12/27100 1125/01 0
21 I USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final Site 26 DD Report 1 d 1126/01 1126101 •22 I Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 14 d 1/27/01 219/01 0

.~.... ....... ......._, .

23 / Prepare for Public Comment Period 14 d 2110101 2/23/01 0
24 I Public Comment Period 30d 3/8/01 4/6101 0

. - '.- "

25 I Prepare Draft Draft Responsiveness Summary 30 d 4/7/01 5/6101 0
26 I USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft Responsiveness Summary 1 d 5/7101 5/7/01 •27 I USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Responsiveness Summary 30 d 5/7/01 6/5101 D
31 I Navy Receives Comments on Draft Responsiveness Summary 1 d 6/6101 6/6101 •32 I Prepare Responsiveness Summary & Final DD 30d 6/6101 7/5/01 D
37 I USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Responsiveness Summary & Final DO 1 d 7/6/01 7/6/01 •
;rl Navy Signs Final DO 14 d 7/7/01 7120/01 0
39 MEDEP Receives Final DO 1 d 7121101 7/21/01 •I

. . .....
40 MEDEP Signs Final DO 14 d 7/22101 8/4/01 0
41 I USEPA Receives Final DO 1 d 8/5/01 8/5/01 •
42 I USEPA Signs Final DO 14 d 8/6/01 8/19/01 0
43 I Navy Distributes Final Decision Document 30 d 8120/01 9/18/01 D
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APP-Covers FY01 SMP Rev. 2

APPENDIX C.7

Site 27 (Berth 6 Industrial Area) Schedule
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
NORTHERH D1V1S1Otl

NAVAL FACIUTIES ENGINEERING coMMAND

10 INDUSTRIAL HIGHWAY

MAlL STOP. #82

LESTER. PA 19113-2090

Ms. Meghan Cassidy
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region I

1 Congress Street
Suite 1100
Mail Code HBT
Boston, MA 02114-2023

IN REPLY REFER TO

5090
Code ~823/FE

1 3 D~C 200e

Dear Ms. Cassidy/Mr. rver McLeod:

Mr. Iver McLeod
Maine Department of Environmental Protection

State House Station 17

Augusta, ME 04333-0017I
I

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR TIME EXTENSION ON THE SITE 27 DECISION DOCUMENT;

INSTALLATION RESTORATION PROGRAM AT PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD,

KITTERY, ME

I
I
I
I
I
I

In accordance with Section XIII, Extensions, of th~ 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 ex~ension is to provide sufficient time to accommodate a

public comment period following preparation of the Draft Final Site 27

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.

If additional information is requ~red, please contact Mr. Fred Evans at

(610)595-0567 x159.

S~inCerelY' '!:. "I~')

/t~l~i- .... A.~')-e-f-
Frederick J. Evans
Remedial Project Mager

By Direction of the
Commanding Officer

Encl:
(1) Proposed Schedule for Site 27I

I
I
I

Copy to:
NOAF. (K. Finkelstein)
Mr. D. Bogen
Ms. M. Marshall
Mr. O. Roy

PNS Code lOOPAO

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

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

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

Ms. ,J. Lyons Dr. R. Wells Ms. C. Lepage

PNS (Code l06.3R)TtNUS (D. Cohen) COMSUBGRU TWO (R. Jones)



- .. - - .. -; .. - - - ,- - - - - - - - -
PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD

SITE MANAGEMENT PLAN SCHEDULES
SITE 27 - NO FURTHER ACTION DECISION DOCUMENT

10 Task Name Finish
1 SITE 27 DECISION DOCUMENT (DO) 9/18/01 I I
2 I USEPA & MEDEP Receives Draft Site 27 DO Report 1 d 8129/00 8/29/00 •

3 I USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Site 27 DO Report 56 d 8/29/00 10/23/00 c:=J
71 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Site 27 DO Report 1 d 10/24/00 10/24/00 •

8 I Prepare S~e 27 DO Report Response to Comments letter 40 d 10/14/00 11/22/00 D
"' . _ .••. _,ri", •• _ ....' • ri ., .' ...~ ••.••

13 I USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Site 27 DO Report Response to Comments letter 1 d 11/23/00 11/23/00 •

14 I USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews Site 27 DO Report Response to Comments letter 34 d 11/23/00 12126100 0
,. ".... ......- , ....._....~. .....-

18 I Navy Receives Comments on Site 27 DO Report Response to Comments Letter 1 d 12127/00 12/27/00 •

19 I Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 7 d 12127/00 112/01 0
201 Prepare Draft Final Site 27 DO Report 30 d 12/27/00 1125/01 D
21 I USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final Site 27 DO Report 1 d 1/26/01 1126/01 •

22l Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 14 d 1127/01 219/01 0
23 I Prepare for Public C;;;;'':;;~~i p~;;;;'; '.- 14 d 2110/01 2123/01 0
24 I Public Comment Period 30 d 3/8/01 4/6/01 D

..- .~'.. .~ '" ', _..
25 I Prepare Draft Draft Responsiveness Summary 30 d 417101 5/6/01 D
26 I USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft Responsiveness Summary 1 d 517/01 5/7/01 •

271 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Responsiveness Summary 30 d 517/01 615/01 D
31 I Navy Receives Comments on Draft Responsiveness Summary 1 d 616/01 6/6/01 •

321 Prepare Responsiveness Summary & Final DD 30 d 616/01 7/5/01 D
37 I USEPA, MEOEP & RAB Receive Responsiveness Summary & Final DD 1 d 7/6/01 7/6/01 •

38 I Navy Signs Final DD 14 d 7/7/01 7/20/01 0
39 I MEDEP Receives Final DO 1 d 7/21101 7/21101 •

40 I MEOEP Signs Final DO 14 d 7/22101 814/01 0
41 I USEPA Receives Final DO 1 d 815/01 815/01 •

42 I USEPA Signs Final DO 14 d 8/6/01 8119/01 0
43 I Navy Distributes Final Decision Document 30 d 8120/01 9/18/01 D
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APPENDIX C.8

Site 30 (Galvanizing Plant Building 184) Schedule
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2/12/01
11:07 AM

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
Site Management Plan Schedules

Site 30, Galvanizing Plant (Building 184)
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ID Task Name % Dur Start Finish 10
1 SITE 30, BUILDING 184, WORKPLAN AND REPORT 17% 653 d 10/13/00 7/27/02

~ -.- .. . .. .-.~ ...... _...._. _... ' .......... ... _--.......
2 I Submit RTC on Draft Site 30 Workplan 100% 1 d 10/13/00 10/13/00

... ..- ~. "-'-'-'- -'... ......... •• .~ ••·_•• _n ... ••

3 I EPA, MEDEP, & RAB Review RTC on Draft Site 30 Workplan 100% 31 d 10/13/00 11/12/00
...... ..............., -" .....~.... - ....~ ....

4 I Navy Receives Comments on RTC 100% 1 d 11113/00 11113/00

.' ""'W~ _' _ .. ...._......._..... ~. ,-._.~ "'-,

5 I Prepare DF Site 30 Workplan 100% 30 d: 11/13/00 12/12/00
.. . ._....... ._., .... ,_ ..... .......... ,........

6 I EPA, MEDEP, & RAB Receive DF Site 30 Workplan 100% 1 d i 12/13/00 12/13/00

. .... - ~.. -. ........,. ..•.....

7 I EPA, MEDEP, & RAB Review DF Site 30 Workplan 100% 42 d: 12/13/00 1/23/01
,,--,-, -_ .. ..-.... -. _..

8 I Navy Receives Comments on DF Site 30 Workplan 100% 1 d 1/24/01 1/24/01

"'-'"

9 I Prepa(e Final Site 30 Workplan 95% 30d 1/24/01 2/22/01

10 I EPA, MEDEP, & RAB Receive Final Site 30 Workplan 0% 1 d 2/23/01 2/23/01

11 I Perform Site 30 Field Work (Secondary Document) : 0% i 127 d 2/24/01 6/30/01

12 I Procurement and Preparation O%i 20 d i 2/24/01 3/15/01

13 I Security and Mobilization 0% i 14 d 3/16/01 3/29/01

1ri
Perform Field Work 0%: 4d 3/30/01 4/2/01

15 Receive Lab Analysis 0% i 30 d: 4/3/01 5/2/01

~
Data Validation 0% i 45 d: 5/3/01 6/16/01

17· Data Processing 0% 14 d: 6/17101 6/30/01

18 I Prepare Draft Site 30 Report 0% 90 d 7/1/01 9/28/01

.'""-.'.-.. ' ..

23 I USEPA & MEDEP Receives Draft SSA Report 0% 1 d 9/29/01 9/29/01
...... ..........._........ . .............. . .... . ... ..--~-_.-.,

24 I USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft SSA Report 0% 45 d 9/29/01 11112/01
... .....-._ .........., .....•...._..

28 I Navy Receives Comments on Draft SSA Report 0% 1 d 11/13/01 11/13/01
... ,. ...........- ~ ..... ,~ .......

29 I Prepare SSA Report Response to Comments LeHer 0% 45 d 11/13/01 12/27/01

30 I USEPA, MEDEP Receive SSA Report Response to Comments LeHer 0% 1 d 12/28/01 12/28/01

31 I USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews SSA Report Response to Comments LeHer 0% 30 d 12/28/01 1/26/02

35 I Navy Receives Comments on SSA Report Response to Comments LeHer - 0% 1 d 1/27102 1/27/02

36 I Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 0% 7 d: 1/27/02 2/2/02

37 I Prepare Draft Final SSA Report 0% 30 d 1/27/02 2/25/02

38 I USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final SSA Report 0% 1 d ·2/26/02 2/26/02

39 I USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final SSA Report 0% 30 d 2/26/02 3/27/02

43 I Navy Receives Notice of Dispute 0% 1 d. 3/28/02 3/28/02

44 I Navy and Regulator Resolution of Notice of Dispute 0% 7d 3/28/02 4/3/02

45 I Prepare Final SSA Report 0% 30 d: 3/28/02 4/26/02

~
USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final SSA Report 0% : 1 d : 4/27/02 4/27/02

47

48 PROPOSE RIIFS SCHEDULE (IF REQUIRED) 0% : 1 d: 7/27/02 7/27102

I

I
I

I
I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I

·1

I
I

I
I
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APPENDIX C.g

Site 31 (West Timber Basin Landfill) Schedule

APP-Covers FY01 SMP Rev. 2



2004
ID Task Name % Dur Start Finish 0 ND J F MA MJ

1 . ~~?~~P~~ "". _"_" __._.. ,_. __ ". ., .__.. ..+__~% ~-.,~~.~ 1_.. _1_0/_1~03 r--81~:~ b~"''''''''~=~''''-",'''*'-''''JS 1*'1:\

2 ~~~~~~~~~~O~:~;~;-D~~~,w~,,';~--=-~:::=-~~-:-_-==:::.:ti~~~:~f,'~:~I.i~ __0

8 .. .. ~~~P,~'~:.o.~~.~~~_ ~=~!=~?r~ft ~I.~o.rk?~:n.__ .. .. .. .." _..__.._ __.__t ..__ ..~~~I--'--~'~'F~~2'o.~_---~-~/~ 1~i81'A
12 _, ... ~a.~_~.e::~~e.~ ::_~~..:.~ts 0n.~~~~I_~~~P.~_n. ".._ ..,_. __._. .._~_.__ .~:~ .._._.~~ _~~/~ . ~~~_ •
13 Prepare RI Workplan Response to Comments Letter . 1 0% 45 d 2/4/04 3/19/04 I~fii'l

18 -"-'USEPA:M'EDEPR~iv-;;;'Ri-W~rl<pi~;;R~~~;;;~'t;C-;;-;;:;~ Lett;;-·------·--·--- --"0% ---1"dr'''3t20/04 --3120104 •
19--USEPA."MEi:ip&·RAB·R;~~~Riw~;k~~~·R;;~;;t~·C~;;'~;~ts L;tt-;;;~-'----_.---"..- ---'O%'··..·-45dI3120t04 --"s,3t04 JI'1lWJi\J

23 =-~~'~-R~~;~~~~R~.;R~~?_~~-L=---,;~~=--=:~:::=O':I=:2f::~~:'-~:-",-ii4 •

23 . --,;;;;,..,",w;"""~-"-----------------_J~-,,,·-7-/-,~-04!-8.t16i04 ~
34-...·USEPA~MEDEP'& MS' Re;;i~Fi~ai R1Wo;kPi;;·--'-·-·.. ·--"---·,---·-,,---~·-,--~r,,---O%t-· ..-1dt-'--8i17io4!'--8i1-7/-04 •

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

9/6/00
3:48 PM Portsmouth Naval Shipyard

Proposed RifFS Schedule
Site 31. West Timber Basin
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APPENDIX C.10

Site 32 (Topeka Pier Site) Schedule



1
,I

I
I

9rr/00
2:10 PM

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
Proposed RifFS Schedule

Site 32, Topeka Pier

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

10 Task Name % Our Start Finish 0NOD

1 RI WORKPLAN i 0% I 322 dI 10/1/03! 8117/04-'-~_._----~------y---"-,-.......-~_.~ -~- ...._,---..,_..~--_._~--_._-------- - _.- --.-- ---t-~-y_ ..._~~ -------
~ _. -~~~::~:~~~:O~;:~~;i~;~D;~ft RI W~~pia~·--·--·· .--.-.---.. - .. --.-.-.--'-. -·.~~- ...~~.~r1~~~~~ .-~~~~~~ l~r.f.

. 8 ·~~~~~~~~EDE.p ~~~~.R~~~~§~ft.Ri ~orkPla-n-_·~:~~.~~~~~~·.~-·_= =~~.==~~~~~~.=~~ .-·:.~.~~il~~:§·i!~~~·~~~ I~I
12 Navy Receives Comments on Draft RI Workplan 0% 1 d; 2/4/041 2/4/04 •

_.- - -"""-'-' "'- .- '-... . _ _._- _ --- _ - _- _ - .-. - -j- -. --'1---- _.._.-
13 Prepare RI Workplan Response to Comments Letter 0% 45d~ 2/4/041 3/19/04 15W.~""1

~ ...._•• TO • __~ _.~ ._.__ ... •• .. __ V" ._ ~y ". ~ n' _~."'~_~.....~ y_M~_.'... ,, V_~T _~_..__ _ ~ _}---_............ _

18 USEPA. MEDEP Receive RI Workplan Response to Comments Letter 0% 1 d 3120/04' 3120/04 •.............. - -............... .. ·..· ·..· · · __ ·-···· ·..··..·· ··_-_..··.. ··-·1-··..- - _ - _.~ .
19 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews RI Workplan Response to Comments Letter 0% I 45 d 3120/041 5/3/04 I~I_ ., -..-.. -.-- - - , - - ".._ _ _ -._.._ _·..·-l· -- _-..t--_·__·..J_·_,...· ..
23 Navy Receives Comments on RI Workplan Response to Comments Letter 0% 1 d j 514104 5/4/04 •

- ,-.. .. -- ., _.... .. .. -- -- · ·· · ..··.. ··..·· _·..--·_ 1.. --..·-_·+..·..· ---1-'''''''''-- -..
24 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 0% 1 7 d 5I4/04! 5110/04 0...-..- _ _..- _ -_ ., _- _- ·-..·---- ·· .. -,·.,........·..'··--E---···-···· , _--ti'..__..,-_ ..
25 Prepare Draft Final RI Workplan 0% 30 dI 514/04 6/2/04 IE'B

- "-- - . _.. ...... .. --- , .. - .....-..... '" - ...... -, ........-...- --".•_-. -_ .... ---- ------- ...-.. ..._...r .-. ---- .......-_.---...
Final RI Workplan 0% 1 dj 6/3/041 6/3/04 •"-' ,_ .. "", ....._._._~_~.__~,~__,"~__ ~ ~~ __.. ~. '~~ .P_~ __' ~_V¥_~._ _... .. _h..._~~, .. ~J ,_~. __ ".....,__

27 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final RI Workplan 0% 45 dj 6/3/041 7/17/04 I~JW!I
-- ..... __..~_ ....... ~ ..... , ~h_~"_ ~_,,_w __ . .__ .__ A~" -~_ ....... __ --_...~ ~w._~_ ~_._-" ........ - ....-. "'" "._--.... ._-_. __"'A--~_,..-t-_. _y' _..- ._~••

33 Prepare Final RI Workplan I 0%I 30 d 7/181041 8116/04 ~
.. ..... -- -_.....- ... '--' ... -- ..,.. "-'-' - ... - -----....,- .--.....- ---.'" .....- ..--- ..- ..------l..- ........· ..-----...r..... - _..- ----. '"''''

34 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final RI Workplan I 0% • 1 d, 81171041 8117/04 •
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APPENDIX C.11

Site 34, Oil Gasification Plant, Building 62, Schedule

APP-Covers FY01 SMP Rev. 2



I
I

11/1/00
2:49PM

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
Site Management Plan Schedule

Site 34, Oil Gasification Plant (Building 62)
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1 d i 5/12/04 i 5/121040%PROPOSE RIIFS SCHEDULE (IF REQUIRED)

10 Task Name Finish

1 SITE 34 WORKPLAN AND REPORT 5/12104

2 --"P;~;p;;Dr~ft-Sii;'34'W~;kplan 0% 87 d 11/15/01 2/9/02

7 USEPA, MEDEP &RAB Receives Draft Site 34 Workplan 0% 1 d 2110/02 2/10/02

8 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Site 34 Workplan 0% 45 d 2/10/02 3/26/02
- --..--.-..- --- - --.- - -----.--_.- -·..·..··-···-·······--·--·---··-···--1···---..·+--..----+-------.+.- ---.-.
12 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Site 34 Workplan 0% 1 d 3/27/02 3/27/02- ..-...------..-.__... . '- .-..-----.-.-...--...-.~_.__... .._... . -+-.-·.-I.--....---!-.--·-----+-.--.-·.....--
13 Prepare Site 34 Workplan Response to Comments Leiter 0% 45 d 3/27/02 5/10/02

- - -..- -.-.-- -..-.-- -- -.- -- - ..--- -.- -- ·-··-··---··..··-i--·-·-+--···+-·-··--··.J... ----·..··
18 USEPA, MEDEP Receive Site 34 Workplan Response to Comments Leiter 0% 1 d 5/11/02 5/11/02

19 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews Site 34 Workplan Response to Comments L. 0% 30 d 5/11/02 6/9/02
- .. . ! +····· ······· ····+···..····.. ···..··..···..i··········· .."" .•,,,.
23 Navy Receives Comments on Site 34 Workplan Response to Comments LeitE 0% 1 d 6/10/02 6/10/02- .. .

~.. .~~~ ~n.d..~~~~lat?r.?~~~ent R=~ol.u..tion........... . . 0% 7 d 6/10/02 6/16/02
25 Prepare Draft Final Site 34 Workplan 0% 30 d 6/10/02 7/9102_ ..

~ __.y~~~.P,' MEo.~~~~~~=~.e~~~. Dr~~~i~al Site 34 Workplan 0% 1 d 7/10/02 7110102

27 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final Site 34 Workplan 0% 30 d 7/10/02 8/8102
- . .. . . . .,.._ ,............... .j._ ;. ..

~~~.~y ..~e~eives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 0% 1 d 8/9/02 8/9/02

32 Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 0% 7 d 8/9/02 8/15/02_ ..
33 Prepare Final Site 34 Workplan 0% 30 d 8/9/02 9/7/02_ ..

34 USEPA, MEDEP &RAB Receive Final Site 34 Workplan 0% 1 d 9/8/02 9/8/02

35 Perform Site 34 Field Work 0% 220 d 9/9/02 4/16/03

~~··::=--..~~i~~..r~0~~ ...~~d ..~;~P~-;;;~~_ ..-· 0% 21 d 9/9102 9/29/02

37 Security and Mobilization 0% 20 d 9/30/02 10/19/02- _ _- __.- -_.._..... . _.._ _...... ""_"'" ._- _.__.._. _._ _. _ - .._ ...
38 Perform Field Work 0% 90 d 10/20/02 1/17/03- _.- _ ' - _ __._ ..
39 ' Receive Lab Analysis 0% 30 d 1/18/03 2/16/03- ._._ _ _-_ __ _ ''''''-' -- _ _-_ _- ..

40 Data Validation 0% 45 d 2/17/03 4/2103- - -- _ _ ' _...•- _... _- - .
41 Data Processing 0% 14 d 4/3/03 4/16/03
~ .····p~~p;;~-D~~·sit~·34· R~p~rt""""""""'''''''''''''''''' ., .. C' ---- ..---. • __ --" 0% 90 d 4/17103 7/15/03
- -_ , _ -- --_ :._-- _ +-_ + _: _ _ + _--

47 USEPA & MEDEP Receives Draft Site 34 Report 0% 1 d 7/16/03 7/16/03
_ _... . - -....................... . -........... . - -.......-.... . ·..·····..·..·..i· ·i -·· ,! ----·-·..·-..l ..·..·· --..··

48 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Site 34 Report 0% 45 d 7/16/03 8/29/03- _ - _ _ _ _ __ _ - _ .
52 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Site 34 Report 0% 1 d 8/30103 8/30/03

_........................................... .. ····f·························· .
53 Prepare Site 34 Report Response to Comments Leiter 0% 45 d 8/30103 10/13/03_ .
54 USEPA, MEDEP Receive Site 34 Report Response to Comments Leiter 0% 1 d 10/14/03 10/14/03- . ..

55 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews Site 34 Report Response to Comments LeitE 0% 30 d 10/14/03 11/12103- . ' , .

59 Navy Receives Comments on Site 34 Report Response to Comments Letter 0% 1 d 11/13/03 11/13/03- ; .

60 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 0% 7 d 11/13/03 11/19/03- .. . .
61 Prepare Draft Final Site 34 Report 0% 30 d 11/13/03 12/12103
_..... . .
62 USEPA, MEDEP &: RAB Receive Draft Final Site 34 Report 0% 1 d 12/13/03 12/13/03

- . i ..· ..
63 USEPA, MEDEP &RAB Review Draft Final Site 34 Report 0% 30 d 12/13/03 1/11/04- . ,..... .. ..
67 Navy Receives Notice of Dispute 0% 1 d 1/12/04- .. . . .._ _. . .. - ." .. . _-_ _.. . ..
68 Navy and Regulator Resolution of Notice of Dispute 0% 7 d 1/12/04 1/18/04
-;;- . .. . ..•. . . . ,.. . ,•• -' t·.. . ..

.& 1.-07; Prepare Final Site 34 Report 0% 30 d 1/12/04 2/10/04
~~.'-- .....'" .. . .._.- _... . . . . .

70 USEPA, MEDEP &RAB Receive Final Site 34 Report 0% 1 d 2/11/04 2/11/0471 .. . , ''''-'
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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 reflect 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 isin 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 starUfinish) 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 starUfinish) 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. If left as drafted, this
section represents only a partial summary of the onshore studies performed to date. If it is 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 following is a description of the history ofhazardous waste disposal, environmental investigation

arid remediation activities pe".ormed 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 include the accurate
information.



RESPONSE: The table in Appendix B has been revised 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"

6. 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.

7. COMMENT: Appendix C, Operable Unit 1 Schedule, Line 65: The schedule shows a seven day
duration for receipt ofcomments by the Navy. This should be a one day duration event.

RESPONSE: Line 65 of the Ope~able 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.

8. 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".

9. 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·.

10. 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.

11. COMMENT: 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.
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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.

3



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, D. 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 section 2.3.4 have been revised to read:
"... with no success. Cl:JFFently, ~Ians aFel:JneleFway to atteFAl3t losation of MBII. At MBI, The three
remaining concrete blocks at MBI, 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: ADD. C, au 1

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 aU1 Schedule with a 1 day duration according to the process set forth in the first SMP.

3. COMMENT: ADD. C. aU1, 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 Resolution or Notice of Dispute, has
been changed from· 1 day to 30 days.

4. COMMENT: ADD. C. aU2, Line.17

410 days has been provided for Regulator/RAB review of the OF Phase II Modeling Report. This puts
the end of the review period beyond the date for regulator receipt of the Final Phase II 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 II
Modeling Report", has been changed from 410 days to 35 days. The dates for the subsequent lines·
have been revised accordingly.

5. COMMENT: ADD. C, aU2, RI Data GaD Field Work

The MEDEP does not have a document for aU2 with this title. To what documenUstudy does this
refer?

4
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RESPONSE: The document "RI Data Gap Field Work" has been changed to "Field Investigation
Report, Site 10 and Site 29. . .

6. 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.

7. 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.

5
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