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I .O INTRODUCTION 

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

prepared by the U.S. Department of the Navy (Navy), Engineering Field Activity Northeast.(EFANE), 

Naval Facilities Engineering Command. 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 NavyIMarine 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 and updates the FYOI Amended Site Management Plan. 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 (USEPA) 

and serves as an Interagency Agreement (IAG) for the completion of all necessary investigation and 

remedial actions at PNS. 

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

activities history at PNS. 

1 .I FACILITY LOCATION AND MISSION 

Situated within the town limits of Kittery, Maine, PNS is located on an island in the Piscataqua River, 

referred to on National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) nautical charts as Seavey 

Island, with the eastern tip given the name Jamaica Island. Attached by a rock causeway is Clark's 

Island which is not industrialized. The Piscataqua River is a tidal estuary that forms the southern 

boundary between Maine and New Hampshire. PNS is located at the mouth of the Great Bay 

Estuary (commonly referred to as Portsmouth Harbor). The Great Bay Estuary and Site Location are 

shown on Figure 1-1. The Facility Map is included as Figure 1-2. 

PNS is engaged in the conversion, overhaul, and repair of submarines for the Navy. PNS has a 

history dating back to 1800 when the facility was established. The first government-built submarine 

was designed and constructed at PNS during World War I. A large number of submarines have 

been designed, constructed, and repaired at this facility from 1917 to the present. PNS continues to 

service submarines as its primary military focus. 

Section 1 FY02 SMP Rev. 1 1-1 



! 

, , 
, 
I , 

I 

! 
i 

I 
! 
! 
i 
I 
I 
I I 

I 
I 

I 

A i  

NEW 
HAMPSHIRE 

. .  S w m  Durham , ; . 

- 
4 3 '  
1 0 '  

MAINE 

7 0 ' 5 0 '  
I 

GULF 
OF 

MAINE ... .;i .. 

70'90' 
I 

Section 1 FY02 SMP Rev. 0 1-2 



P:\GIS\PORTSMTH\5003 ZO1.APR 03/30/01 ACS Ammx. AOC Location (Lavout\ 

3perable Unit 1: Site 10-Former Battery Acid Tank No. 24 
Site 21 -Acid/Alkaline Drain Tank (groundwater) 

3perable Unit 2: Site &Defense Reutillzation and Marketing office (DRMO) 
Storage Yard 
Site 29-lnclnerator Site 

3perable Unit 3: Site EJamaica Island Landfill (JILF) 
Site 9-Former Mercury Burial Sites 
Site 1 1-Former Waste Oil Tanks Nos. 6 (L 7 

Wrable Unit 4: Site SFormer Industrial Waste Outfalls 
(offshore area) Site 26-Portable OilMlater Tanks' 

Offshore Areas potentially impacted by onshore IRP sites 
(Six AOCs have been delineated) 

)perable Unit 5: Site 274301th 6 Industrial Area' 
)perable Unit 6: Management of groundwater migratlon from the JILF 

(See Figure 2-3) 

' SITES 26 AND 27 ARE CURRENTLY BEING RECOMMENDED FOR NO FURTHER 
4CTION UNDER CERCLA. ALSO SITE 26 IS NOT INDICATED BECAUSE THE 
rANKS ARWERE USED WHERE NECESSARY ALONG THE BERTHS AND DRY 
IOCKS OF PNS. 

y o 1  DATE I REvlSlOFls l E  
I I I 

I I -1 
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1.2 HISTORY OF HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL, ENVIRONMENTAL 

INVESTIGATION, AND REMEDIATION ACTIVITIES 

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

and remediation activities performed prior to when the FFA was signed for PNS. 

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 (IAS) (Weston, 1983) that identified and assessed sites 

posing a potential threat to human health and the environment. The final phase of this study was 

completed in 1986 with the issuance of a Final Confirmation Study (FCS), (LEA, 1986), which 

evaluated the sites identified in the IAS to confirm the presence of contamination. 

The USEPA became involved with PNS in 1985 when the agency requested information on PNS' 

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-1 99Os, 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. 

In 1993, the PNS sites were evaluated by USEPA 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 (TRC Companies, 1993). Under the HRS, a score is 

developed based on the potential for hazardous substances to spread from the site through air, 

Section 1 FY02 SMP Rev. 0 1-5 



surface water, and groundwater. Additional ranking factors include population, waste 

characterization, and potential damage to natural resources. Based on the HRS evaluation, PNS 

was proposed for inclusion on the USEPA's NPL in June 1993 and added to the NPL in May 1994. 

Since then, USEPA has coordinated the transition from RCRA to the CERCWSuperfund 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 USEPA, 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 USEPA and 

the Navy, sets deadlines, and establishes a mechanism for resolution of disputes. The FFA also 

provides for participation of the State in the process even though they have chosen not to be a party 

to the FFA. 

The RFA (Kearney & BakerTTSA, 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 USEPA issued a Corrective Action 

Permit under the RCRA Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984 (HSWA Permit) 

(USEPA, 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, the RFI was performed. The RFI consisted of 

several phases of investigations spanning from October 1989 to February 1992. The results of the 

RFI were then assembled into the RFI Report (McLarenRlart, 1992b). The RFI "Approval with 

Conditions" was issued by the USEPA in March of 1993. The Addendum to the RFI report 

(McLarenRlart, 1993) partially responded to the USEPA "Approval I 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 
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presented in the RFI Data Gap Report (Halliburton NUS, 199%) 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 USEPA 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 (McLaredHart, 1994b). Final MPSs were then set by the USEPA. The 

final MPSs were essentially used as Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) in the Draft Onshore 

Feasibility Study (FS) Report (Halliburton NUS, 1995a). The Draft Onshore FS Report identifies and 

recommends remedial alternatives for each SWMU. The Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate 

Requirements (ARARs) Report (Halliburton NUS, 1994b) and Revised CMS Proposal (Halliburton 

NUS, 1994a) also were utilized in developing the Onshore FS. ARARs are legally applicable or 

relevant and 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 (McLarenIHart, 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 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 surface water. 

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 determine 

whether these sites should become Areas of Concern (AOCs) that require further study through the 

CERCLA Remedial Investigation (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 
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information that 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 (formerly included as part of Site 6); 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 (HHRA) (McLarenRlart, 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. al, 1994), initiated in September 1991 and 

completed in May 1993, assessed the environmental quality in the Great Bay Estuary focusing on 

the lower Piscataqua River area in relation to the PNS. Phase 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 

I1 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 I1 included the 

collection and analysis of additional water (water column and seeps), sediment (surface sediments 

and sediment cores) and biota (mussels, lobster, flounder and eelgrass) samples. Phase I and 

Phase I1 data and conclusions were synthesized to develop the final EERA. The 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 (McLarenRlart, 1994~). The data collected 

from Phase II was evaluated to assess human risk in the Phase IPhase I1 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 sediment MPSs. The 

Offshore Human Health MPS Report is currently in the Draft stage (Halliburton NUS, 1995b). 

Although they will not be finalized, both the Offshore Ecological and Human Health MPSs will be 

utilized in developing PRGs for surface water and sediment which take into consideration protection 
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of both ecological receptors and human health. Surface water and sediment PRGs will be used for 

the development and evaluation of offshore remedial objectives and alternatives in the Offshore FS. 

The draft human health and draft ecological MPSs and the results of the groundwater monitoring 

have been used in the contaminant fate and transport modeling effort to evaluate the effects of 

groundwater contaminant migration on the offshore environment. This link between the onshore and 

offshore has been evaluated through the onshore/offshore contaminant fate and transport model. 

An Interim Offshore Monitoring Plan has been prepared as required by the Interim Record of 

Decision (ROD) 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. 

1.2.3 Operable Units 

PNS has reorganized the approach it has used to study the sites. Instead of addressing the PNS 

sites as one large study and cleanup action, the sites were organized into five operable units (OUs) 

that clustered them with other sites with similar kinds of contamination or combined them because of 

geographic proximity. Restructuring into operable units allows sites that are ready for cleanup to 

proceed without waiting for studies on other sites to be completed. An additional OU (OU6) was 

identified in 2000 to address management of migration from the Jamaica Island Landfill (JILF). 

Section 2.3 discusses the six OUs. 

1.3 REPORT. ORGANIZATION 

The SMP is organized as follows: 

Section 1 .O is this introduction. 

Section 2.0 describes the history and status of each site at PNS. 

Section 3.0 provides a description of the CERCLA remedial process and the RCRA Corrective 

Action Process and describes the similarities and differences between RCRA and CERCLA. 

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 provides a list of documents prepared as part of the IR Program for PNS. 

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

Appendix A presents the Defense Environmental Cleanup Program Fact Sheets related to the 

Relative Risk Site Evaluation (provided in Appendix E of the Relative Risk Site Evaluation 

Primer). 

Appendix B presents the PNS Relative Risk Ranking Worksheets. 

Appendix C presents the Schedules. 0 

The SMP will be annually updated as specified in Section 12.0 of the FFA. 
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2.0 SITE DESCRIPTIONS 

This section presents the history and status of each site identified as needing further investigation 

at PNS prior to the signing of the FFA. A reference to the appropriate document(s) for status after 

the signing of the FFA is provided. This section also discusses the grouping of sites into OUs, 

including the OUs identified after the signing of the FFA. 

To date, 13 sites and two site-impacted areas have been investigated at PNS, which were 

identified in the HSWA permit. Four other sites (Sites 30, 31, and 32, as well as Site 34, the Oil 

Gasification Plant) have been identified and investigated recently, which were not identified in the 

HSWA permit. These sites, as well as several areas offshore of PNS, have been identified as 

Areas of Concern (AOCs). AOCs are locations of potential or suspected contamination, or areas 

of known contamination that require further study through’the CERCLA RVFS process. To most 

efficiently address the AOCs, AOCs have been combined where appropriate into OUs. A 

description of the OUs is provided below: 

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

Newly identified Site Screening Areas (SSAs) include Building 184 (Site 30), the West Timber 

Basin (Site 31), Topeka Pier (Site 32) and the Oil Gasification Plant (Site 34). SSAs are areas 

that require preliminary screening to determine whether they should become AOCs that require 

further study through the CERCLA RI/FS process. Site screening field investigations at Site 30, 

31 and 32 have been completed and a report issued. Additional investigations are planned for 

sites 30, 31 and 32; the schedule for this work has not been established. A schedule for work to 

be performed at the Oil Gasification Plant has not been established at this time. Supplemental RI 
work has been performed at Site 29 and Site 10 during the summer of 1998. 

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

2.1 OPERABLE UNIT DESCRIPTIONS 

The remedial process outlined in the HSWA Permit provided specific scopes and schedules for 

the RFI and CMS for all sites at PNS. As the process has progressed, it has become clear that 

certain sites and the offshore areas will require 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, six OUs have been designated. This development is consistent with CERCLA. 
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The separation of PNS into OUs will permit the remedial process to progress at a faster pace, 

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

Site 10 - Former Battery Acid Tank No. 24 

Site 21 - Acid/Alkaline Drain Tank (groundwater only) 

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

Impact Areas, Quarters S, N, & 68 

Site 29 - Teepee Inc-inerator Site 

0 Site 8 - Jamaica Island Landfill (J1LF)including JlLF Impact Area, Former Child Development 

Center (CDC) Source Control 

Site 9 - Former Mercury Burial Sites (MBI and MBII) 

Site 11 - Former Waste Oil Tanks Nos. 6 & 7 0 

0 

0 

Site 5 - Industrial Waste Outfalls 

Site 26 - Portable OilNVater Tanks 

Offshore Areas Potentially Impacted by PNS On-Shore Sites 

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

0 JlLF Management of Migration 
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2.2 SITE DESCRIPTIONS 

2.2.1 Site 10 - Former Batterv Acid Tank No. 24 

This unit, used from 1974 to 1984, was an underground, 9680-gallon steel holding tank for waste 

lead 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 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. IAS interview sheets found after the initial 

RFI and removal action were completed, indicated potential historical fill line leakage, 

necessitating expansion of the area of investigation. Additional investigation was performed in the 

summer of 1998, including surface soil sampling (at the Building 238 basementhaw1 space area) 

and monitoring well installation. 

The Field Investigation Report for Teepee Incinerator (Site 29) and Building 238 (Site 10) (TtNUS, 

March 2000) provides information related to Site 10 since the signing of the FFA 

2.2.2 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 ldcated 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 wastes 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 
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Document (Navy, 1996). Additional groundwater investigation was conducted at Site 21 in 

conjunction with the investigation of the West Timber Basin Landfill (Site 31). 

The Field Investigation Report for Site 30 (Building 184), Site 31 (West Timber Basin), and Site 32 

(Topeka Pier) (TtNUS, May 2000) provides information related to Site 21 since the signing of the 

FFA. 

2.2.3 Site 6 - Defense Reutilization and Marketina Office Storaqe Yard (DRMO) 

The 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. 

The 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). 

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. 
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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. 

The Revised OU2 Risk Assessment Report (TtNUS, November 2000a) and Final Action 

Memorandum for Site 6 Shoreline Stabilization (FWENC, June 2001) provide information related 

to Site 6 since the signing of the FFA. 

2.2.4 Site 29 - Teenee 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 JlLF (Site 8) by the 1950s. 

Site 29 previous limited investigation occurred in conjunction with Site 6. The 1986 RFA and 

HSWA permit did not identify Site 29 as a separate site. Additional investigation was performed in 

the summer of 1998, including dioxin sampling. 

The Field Investigation Report for Teepee Incinerator (Site 29) and Building 238 (Site 10) (TtNUS, 

March 2000) and the Revised OU2 Risk Assessment Report (TtNUS, November 2000a) provide 

information related to Site 29 since the signing of the FFA 

2.2.5 Site 8 - Jamaica Island Landfill fJILF) 

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

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

existed 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 been used as fill at the JlLF include 

reinforcing bars, chain-link fencing, and a small two-man submarine. The JlLF is covered with 
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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 

fac i I ity. 

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, a new dike was designed to contain the 

dredge spoils and to prevent post-construction seepage or runoff from the contaminated spoil into 

the adjacent Piscataqua River. A rock dike was placed by the area receiving the deepest spoils. 

The rest of the disposal site was enclosed with a granular fill dike. The dikes were to extend 

along the majority of the containment area. A 2-foot thick soil 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 fuhher investigated. An advanced geophysical survey was conducted in 1998 at 

the JILF. The specific technology is called Multi-towed Array Detection System (MTADS), which 

is a magnetometer and pulsed induction electromagnetic system developed by the Navy 

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

running track area. A report on the findings of these test pits including sample results is under 

development. 

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 
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impact area will be addressed separately from the remainder of OU3. The schedule for this work 

has not yet been developed. 

In October 2000, Site 8 was separated into two OUs, OU3 addresses the source control operable 

unit for Site 8, and OU6 addresses the management of migration operable unit for Site 8. The 

Feasibility Study for Operable Unit 3 (TtNUS, November 2000b) provides information related to 

Site 8 since the signing of the FFA; however, the report does not reflect the separation of Site 8 

into two OUs. The Proposed Remedial Action Plan for OU3 (Navy, January 2001) provides 

information related to OU3 after the separation of Site 8 into two OUs. 

2.2.6 Site 9 - Former Mercurv Burial Site I and Mercurv Burial Site II  (MBI and MBll) 

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 I (MBI) and Mercury Burial Site 

I I  (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. 

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. 

The reported location of MBll 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 MBll 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. 
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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. MBll 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. 

The Feasibility Study for Operable Unit 3 (TtNUS, November 2000b) and the Proposed Remedial 

Action Plan for OU3 (Navy, January 2001) provide information related to Site 9 since the signing 

of the FFA 

2.2.7 Site 11 - Former Waste Oil Tanks Nos. 6 and 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 8,000-gallon underground steel tanks from railroad cars, in use from 1943 

to 1989, and located at the northeastern end of the JILF. Waste oils from facility shops including 

cooling and cutting oils, motor oils, transmission oils, and hydraulic oils were stored in the tanks 

prior to off-site disposal. A Consent and Agreement Order 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. 

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. 

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 Transfer Facility. This 

investigation was part of the Military Construction (MILCON) project for the construction of the 

Transfer Facility. Information gathered is available for use by the IR Program.. The report was 
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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. 

The Feasibility Study for Operable Unit 3 (TtNUS, November 2000b) and the Proposed Remedial 

Action Plan for OU3 (Navy, January 2001) provide information related to Site 11 since the signing 

of the FFA. 

2.2.8 Site 5 - Industrial Waste Outfalls 

The Industrial Waste Outfalls (Site 5) refer to several discharge points along the Piscataqua River 

at the western end of the site. The outfalls were used to discharge liquid industrial wastes 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. The 

wastewaters may have contained heavy metals (mercury, lead, cadmium, chromium, copper and 

zinc), oil and grease, and PCBs. 

2.2.9 Site 26 - Portable OilMlater Tanks 

OiVwater tanks at the submarine berths are used for the cleanout of submarine bilges and various 

tanks. Resulting oil wastes are pumped to railroad tank cars and properly disposed. Although the 

tanks continue to be used, operations have been modified and equipment improved to eliminate 

spillage and improve handling methods. 

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

Site 26 from the CERCLA program. 

2.2.10 Offshore Areas 

Offshore areas refer generally to areas in the Piscataqua River and Great Bay Estuary that may 

have been affected by the release of hazardous waste or hazardous constituents from any site or 

study area located at PNS. Offshore areas have been the subject of significant investigative 

activities to date. The offshore studies are in the risk assessmenthedia 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 
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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 (TtNUS, 1999) has been developed and offshore monitoring is being conducted in 

accordance with the plan. 

2.2.1 1 Site 27 - Berth 6 Industrial Area (formerlv Fuel Oil Spill Area) 

In 1978, a ruptured underground pipeline near Berth 6 released No. 6 fuel oil (Bunker "C"). The 

pipeline was used from the early 1920s to 1978 to carry No. 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. 

There are various other underground distribution pipelines that run through Berth 6. In 1981, two 

lines, a No. 6 fuel oil line and a No. 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. 

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. 

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

Site 27 from the CERCLA program. 

2.3 SITE SCREENING AREAS 

Four sites have been identified by PNS as potentially contaminated that were not identified in the 

1986 RFA and included in the HSWA permit. The SSAs, shown on Figure 1-2, are geographical 

areas that require preliminary screening to determine whether further study pursuant to the 

CERCLA RVFS 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 
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studied. The evaluation process is referred to in the FFA as the Site-Screening Process (SSP), 

and provides procedures for determination, investigation, and scheduling of SSAs. In addition to 

the following SSAs, the FFA provides for determination and investigation of future SSAs. 

2.3.1 Site 30 - Galvanizina Plant Buildinq 184 

Constructed in 1943 as a Galvanizing Plant, Building 184 was closed after World War I I  (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. 

The Work Plan for Building 184 Subfloor Investigation (FWENC, February 2001) provides 

information on Site 30 since the signing of the FFA. 

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 century, was sufficient 

to handle PNS requirements. The West Timber Basin was filled in prior to WWII. PNS plans 

indicate that the area was used for the disposal of general refuse. The field investigation has 

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

schedule has yet to be determined for this work. 

The Field Investigation Report for Site 30 (Building 184), Site 31 (West Timber Basin), and Site 32 

(Topeka Pier) (TtNUS, May 2000) provides information related to Site 31 since the signing of the 

FFA. 

2.3.3 Site 32 - ToDeka Pier Site 

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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The Field Investigation Report for Site 30 (Building 184), Site 31 (West Timber Basin), and Site 32 

(Topeka Pier) (TtNUS, May 2000) provides information related to Site 32 since the signing of the 

FFA. 

2.3.4 Site 34 - Oil Gasification Plant, Buildina 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 performed has not been established at this time. 

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

accordance with Federal and state law. 
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3.0 REGULATORY PROCESS ACTIVITIES 

Beginning 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 FFA. The FFA was developed to enable the Navy to meet the 

provisions of CERCLA, RCRA, and applicable state law. Among other things, an FFA outlines roles and 

responsibilities, establishes deadlines/sehedules, and outlines work to be performed. 

The IR Program parallels CERCLA, otherwise known as Superfund. Under the Superfund program, past 

disposal activities which may have resulted in the release of hazardous constituents to the environment 

would undergo several phases of environmental investigation that would ultimately 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 AssessmentlSite Inspection (PNSI), RI, FS, 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 (IM) that can be implemented if a site poses an immediate threat to 

the environment. 

The RCRA established a national strategy for the management of onaoinq 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 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. 

The RFA is the first step of the RCRA corrective action process and is similar to a CERCLA PNSI. The 

RCRA corrective action process closely resembles the CERCLA program (see Table 3-1), and consists of 

the RFA (release identification step), the RFI (release extent characterization), the Corrective Measures 

Study (CMS, selection of corrective measure), and Corrective Measures Implementation '(CMI, 

implementation of corrective measures). The RCRA corrective action program also includes an Interim 

Measures (IM) step that may be conducted in cases when short-term actions are needed to respond to 

immediate threats. 
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TABLE 3-1 

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

RCRA vs. CERCLA 

RCRA Facility 
Assessment 

RFA 

RCRA Facility 
Investigation 

U 
Corrective Measures 

Studv 

1 RFI 

I 
Corrective Measures 

Implementation 

Preliminary Assessment/ 
Site Investiaation 

w s i  I 
Remedial 

Investigation 

JJ 
Feasibility 

Studv -1 
FS I 
JJ 

Remedial Design 
Remedial Action 1 R D/RA 

*Interim measures may be performed at any point in the corrective action process. 

0 Identify releases needing further 
investigation 

0 Characterize nature, extent, and rate of 
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Most environmental activities at PNS were initiated under RCRA in accordance with the HSWA permit. 

However, PNS was included on the 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 Preliminarv AssessmentEite lnvesticlation ( P A N  and Site Screenincl Process (SSP) 

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

substance release is the 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 SSP as outlined in the FFA is an alternative to the PNSI process. The SSP is the mechanism for 

evaluating whether identified SSAs should proceed with an RVFS. 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 

RVFS process. 

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

3.1.2 Remedial Investiaation/Feasibilitv Studv (RVFS) 

The RVFS 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 ARARs, develop and screen remedial 

alternatives, analyze remedial alternatives, and compare the alternatives against the CERCLA criteria 
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(protection of human health and the environment, compliance with ARARS, reduction of toxicity, mobility, 

or volume through treatment, short-term effectiveness, long-term effectiveness, implementability, cost, 

state acceptance, community acceptance). 

After completion of the RI/FS, a Proposed Plan (PP, also referred to as a Proposed Remedial Action Plan 

or PRAP) 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 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 RVFS to reduce the threat to human health or 

the environment by removing released hazardous substances or reducing potential exposure pathways. 

Emergency removal actions are taken when there is an imminent threat to human health or the 

environment. Time-critical removal actions are taken when a threat to public health or welfare of the 

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

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

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

In order to select the best remedial alternative for non-time-critical removal actions an Engineering 

Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) is prepared. Unlike the FS, the EE/CA focuses only on the material to 

be removed and does not use the full CERCLA criteria. Both time-critical and non-time critical removal 

actions require that a public comment period be held in order that the public be afforded an opportunity to 

comment on the removal. 

Subsequent to a removal action, the FS may conclude that no further action is required to reduce the 

threat to human health and the environment. In this case, a no action ROD would be issued and the 

CERCLA remedial process would be concluded. 

3.1.4 Interim Remedial Actions 

An interim remedial action may be completed prior to or during the RVFS 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. 
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3.1.5 Remedial DesirMRernedial Action (RD/RA) 

The ROD establishes the scope of the RA. The 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. 
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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. 

4.1 RELATIVE RISK SITE EVALUATION FRAMEWORK 

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: 

The Contaminant Hazard Factor 

The Migration Pathway Factor 

The Receptor Factor 

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

environmental medium. CHF ratings are either "significant", "moderate", or "minimal" for each media. 

CHF rating is determined based on the ratio of the maximum concentration of a contaminant in each 

media (groundwater, surface water and sediment, surface soil) to a risk-based concentration standard for 

that contaminant (MPS or Remedial Goal). For media containing more than one contaminant, the ratios 

are added. 

The Migration Pathway Factor (MPF) is a measure of the movement or potential movement of 

contamination away from the original source. MPF ratings are either "evident", "potential", or "confined" 

for each media. A rating of "evident" means that analytical data or observable evidence indicates that 

contamination in the media is moving away from the source, or contamination is present at, is moving 

towards, or has moved to a point of exposure. A rating of "potential" indicates the possibility for 

contamination to be present at or migrate to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient to make a 

determination of "evident" or "confined". A rating of "confined" indicates that the potential for contaminant 
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migration from the source is limited or a low possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate to a 

point of exposure. 

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

resulting from the evaluation of the three media becomes the relative risk category of the site. A site's 

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

The results of the Relative Risk Site Evaluation are used, in conjunction with other risk management 

concerns, to assist in the sequencing of remedial work. Appendix A contains the Defense Environmental 

Cleanup Program Fact Sheets from the Relative Risk Site Evaluation Primer (available at 

www.dtic.mil/envirodod/envdocs.html). The fact sheets provide an explanation of the evaluation concept 

and answers to frequently asked questions related to the evaluation. 

4.2 SUMMARY OF SITE RISK RANKING FOR PNS 

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

are included as Appendix B. 
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TABLE 4-1 

Site 10 
Site 21 * 

* 

Battery Acid Tank No. 24 High 
AcidAlkaline Drain Tank Low 

RELATIVE RISK RANKING RESULTS 
PNS, KIlTERY, MAINE 

Site 8 
Site 9 
Site 11 

I Sitdsite I Name I Rank I 

Jamaica Island Landfill (JILF) High 
Low 

Former Waste Oil Tanks Nos. 6 & 7 High 
Mercury Burial Sites (MBI and MBII) 

E e  6 I DRMO Storage Yard and Impact Area Quarters S, N, & 68 I HiQh I 
1 Site 29 I Teepee Incinerator Site I High I 

I Site 5 I Industrial Waste Outfalls I High I 
I Site26 

I -- 
I Site 27 
I Site 30 
I Site 31 
I Site 32 
I Site 34 

Portable OilMlater Tanks 
Offshore Areas (Offshore impacts from Sites 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 26, 27) 
Berth 6 Industrial Area 
Galvanizing Plant Building 184 
West Timber Basin Landfill 
Topeka Pier Site 
Oil Gasification Plant, Building 62 

Site 21 groundwater currently under investigation as part of Site 31 

High 
High 
High 

High 
High 
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5.0 SCHEDULE 

Schedules for OU1, OU2, OU3, OU4, OU6, Site 26, Site 27 (OU5), Site 30, Site 31, Site 32, and Site 34 

are attached as Appendix C. 

5.1 SCHEDULE DEVELOPMENT 

The schedules were developed using the current ste.Js of activity for each site i PNS, anticipated 

activities and projected funding availability. Line item durations were developed using the FFA. The FFA 

provides durations for specific process activities. The FFA describes "deliverables" required during the 

cleanup process. These documents are separated into two categories; primary and secondary 

documents. 

Primary documents are developed by the Navy and are initially provided as a draft. The Navy provides 

responses to comments received on draft documents and 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. Secondary documents, as listed in the FFA, also undergo review; however, a 

draft final version is not provided. 

5.2 SCHEDULE DURATIONS 

Section 10.0 of the FFA defines review, response and revision time frames for Primary and Secondary 

documents. 

Section 12.0 of the FFA defines the schedule for updating the SMP. 
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6.0 DOCUMENTS 

Documents completed before the signature of the FFA and after signature of the FFA are provided in 

Sections 6.1 and 6.2, respectively. 

6.1 

The following documents were completed prior to the FFA being signed in September 1999: 

DOCUMENTS COMPLETED BEFORE SIGNATURE OF FFA 

Doc u m en t 

Initial Assessment Study 

Final Confirmation Study Report on Hazardous Waste Sites 

RCRA Facility Assessment 

RCRA Facility Investigation Proposal 

Addendum to RCRA Facility Investigation Proposal 

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

RCRA Facility Investigation Work Plan 

WorWQuality Assurance Project Plan for the EERA 

Interim Human Health Assessment for the Day Care Center 

Revised Ambient Air Quality Monitoring Report 

Draft RCRA Facility Investigation Report for Onshore SWMUs (Remedial 

Investigation) 

On-Shore Ecological Risk Assessment of Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 

Interim Corrective Measures at the DRMO 

Final Hazard Ranking System Package 

Addendum to RCRA Facility Investigation Report 

Background Soil Sampling Work Plan 

WorWQuality Assurance Plan for Phase II of EERA 

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 

RCRA Facility Investigation Data Gap Work Plan 

Phase II Ambient Air Quality and Meteorological Monitoring Program Work Plan 

June 1983 

May 1986 

July 1986 

August 1989 

February 1991 

April 1991 

August 1991 

September 1991 

October 1991 

April 1992 

July 1992 

August 1992 

April 1993 

May 1993 

June 1993 

August 1993 

February 1994 

March 1994 

April 1994 

May 1994 

June 1994 

June 1994 

July 1994 
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Estuarine Ecological Risk Assessment Case Study for Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 

Phase II Ambient Air Quality and Meteorological Monitoring Report (included in FFA, 

finalized June 1996) 

Draft On-Shore Feasibility Study Report 

Draft Interim Ground Water Monitoring Plan (included in FFA, finalized November 

1996) 

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

Risks (included in FFA, finalized in April 1996) 

Draft Final Estuarine Ecological Risk Assessment (included in FFA, revised draft final 

RCRA Facility Investigation Data Gap Report 

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

dated April 1997, finalized May 2000) 

Risks 

Phase I I  Ambient Air Quality and Meteorological Monitoring Report 

Community Relations Plan for Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 

Consensus Document, No Further Action for Soils, SWMU 21 

Technical Memorandum on Seep Sampling for Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 

Interim Groundwater Monitoring Plan 

On-Shore/Off-Shore Contaminant Fate and Transport Modeling Phase I Work Plan 

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

Technical Memorandum on Risk Evaluation of Surface Soils from Jamaica Island 

Landfill Site 

Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis for MBI 

Decision Document, No Further Action, SWMUs 12, 13, 16, and 23 

MBI Action Memorandum 

MEDEP Evaluation of Heavy Metal Migration at Portsmouth Naval Shipyard with 

On-ShoreIOff-Shore Contaminant Fate and Transport Modeling Phase I Report 

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

Site Screening Process Plan for PNS 

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

Work Plan for MTADS Geophysical Mapping at PNS 

Phase II On-ShoreIOff-Shore Contaminant Fate and Transport Modeling Work Plan 

Phase VPhase II Data Comparative Analysis Report 

Proposed Plan for Interim Action at OU4 

Geochemical Modeling 

Addendum 

(Topeka Pier) 

December 1994 

March 1995 

March 1995 

May 1995 

June 1995 

July 1995 

November 1995 

April 1996 

June 1996 

October 1996 

October 1996 

November 1996 

November 1996 

December 1996 

February 1997 

May 1997 

June 1997 

July 1997 

September 1997 

December 1997 

December 1997 

March 1998 

March 1998 

April 1998 

July 1998 

August 1998 

October 1998 

October 1998 
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Interim Record of Decision for Operable Unit 4 May 1999 

Technical Memorandum Lead Contamination at DRMO Impact Area (finalized July 1999 

February 2000) 

Groundwater Monitoring Summary Report 

Proposal for Evaluation of Seep/Sediment Data 

August 1999 

September 1999 

6.2 DOCUMENTS COMPLETED AFTER SIGNATURE OF FFA 

The following documents were completed since the FFA was signed in September 1999 to June 2001 : 

Document 

Interim Offshore Monitoring Plan for Operable Unit 4 

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

Technical Memorandum OU2 Risk Assessment Protocol 

Technical Memorandum Lead Contamination at DRMO Impact Area 

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 OU3 Risk Assessment 

Estuarine Ecological Risk Assessment 

Seep/Sediment Summary Report 

Test Pitting Investigation Report 

Revised OU2 Risk Assessment 

Feasibility Study for OU3 

Proposed Remedial Action Plan for OU3 

Work Plan for Building 184 Subfloor Investigation 

Final Action Memorandum Site 6 Shoreline Stabilization 

Final Drum Removal Report for Drum Investigation 

- Date 

October 1999 

December 1999 

December 1999 

February 2000 

February 2000 

March 2000 

May 2000 

May 2000 

May 2000 

May 2000 

August 2000 

October 2000 

November 2000 

November 2000 

January 2001 

February 2001 

June 2001 

June 2000 
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Introduction 
The Department of Defense (DoD) considers 
environmental restoration as an integral 
part of its daily mission activities. At 
installations around the country, 
environmental restoration activities are 
underway to address contamination resulting 
from past DoD operations. Environmental 
analysis and cleanup activities address a wide 
variety of sites contaminated with fuels, 
solvents, chemicals, heavy metals, and 
common industrial materials. 

Definition of Relative Risk Site Evaluation 

The relative risk site evaluation framework is 
a methodology used by all DoD Components 
to evaluate the relative risk posed by a site in 
relation to other sites. It is a tool used across 
all of DoD to group sites into high, medium, 
and low categories based on an evaluation of 
site information using three factors: the 
contaminant hazard factor (CHF), the 
migration pathway factor (MPF), and the 
receptor factor (RF). Factors are based on a 
quantitative evaluation of contaminants and a 
qualitative evaluation of pathways and human 
and ecological receptors in the four media 
most likely to result in significant e x p o s u r e  
groundwater, surface water, sediment, and 
surface soils. A representation of this 
evaluation concept is presented in Figures 1 
and 2. Figure 1 also depicts possible 
opportunities for stakeholder input into the 
technical evaluation. 

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

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

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 (ie., 
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, 
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Figure 1. Relative Risk Site Evaluation Concept Summary 

MEDIA-SPECIFIC SELECT HIGHEST 
MEDIA EVALUATION FACTORS RELATIVE RISK RATING MEDIA RATING 

CHF- MPF + RF + Category 
(Hgh. Medium. Low) \ 

Overall Site [MI High, Medium, or 
CHF+ MPF + RF + Category -+ Category- 

Site 
Information 

(Hgh. Medium. Low) 

CHF-) MPF* R F A  Category 
(Hgh. Medium. Low) 

CHF = Contaminant Hazard Factor 
MPF = Migration Pathway Factor 

'Includes human and ecological endpoints 

RF = Receptor Factor 

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 demolitioddebris removal 
(BD/DR), potentially responsible party 
(PRP) activities, or compliance activities. 

Relative Risk and Funding Decisions 

Relative risk is not the sole factor in 
determining the sequence of environmental 
restoration work, but it is an important 
consideration in the priority setting process. 
It should be factored into all priority setting 
decisions, and should be discussed with 
regulators and public stakeholders in the 
environmental restoration process. 

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

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

- 

and budgeting requirements, a topic 
discussed below. 

Requirements for Relative Risk Site 
Evaluations 

Relative risk site evaluations are required 
for all sites at active military 
installations, BRAC installations, and 
formerly used defense properties that 
have future funding requirements that are 
not classified as (1) having “all remedies 
in place,” (2) ”response complete,” 
(3) lacking sufficient information, or 
(4) abandoned ordnance. These four 
situations are discussed in the following 
four paragraphs. 

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

Relative risk site evaluations are not 
required (NR) for sites classified as 
response complete (RC). Sites classified as 
RC are those where a DoD Component 
deems that no further action (NFA) is 
required with the possible exception of 
LTM. An RC determination requires that 
one of the following apply: (1)  there is no 
evidence that contaminants were released 
at the site, (2) no contaminants were 
detected at the site other than at 
background concentrations, 
(3) contaminants attributable to the site are 
below action levels used for risk screening, 
(4) the results of a baseline risk assessment 
demonstrate that cumulative risks posed by 
the site are below established thresholds, or 
( 5 )  removal and/or remedial action 
operations (RAOs) at a site have been 
implemented, completed, and are the final 
action for the site. Only LTM remains. 

Relative risk site evaluations should be 
based on the information currently 
available on contaminants, migration 
pathways, and receptors. Sites lacking 
sufficient information for the conduct of a 
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relative risk site evaluation should be given 
a “Not Evaluated” designation and should 
then be programmed for additional study, a 
removal action if warranted, or other 
appropriate response action, including 
deferral, before they are evaluated. 

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

Implementation of the Relative Risk 
Site Evaluation Framework 

DoD’s goal is to conduct relative risk site 
evaluations at the field level with the 
involvement of the regulators and public 
stakeholders (see Figure 1). The technical 
evaluation of sites using the evaluation 
framework can serve as a basis for 
discussion and negotiation with regulators 
and public stakeholders. In particular, 
regulators and public stakeholders can help 
identify receptors, and can make 
judgments about the extent of 
contaminant migration in various 
environmental media at a site. Where they 
exist, Restoration Advisory Boards ( W s )  
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 

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

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

For More Information 

At the Installation, contact I 
At DoD Headquarters, contact the Office of 
the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense 
(Environmental Security - Cleanup) at 
7031697-7475. 

distribution of sites in each of three- 
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Q.1 How is relative risk information being 
used by the Department of Defense 
(DoD) and military services at theJield 
and headquarters levels? 

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 on site relative risk is used 
by each military installation or formerly 
used defense site, in conjunction with 
other risk management considerations, 
to help sequence work at sites in light of 
available resources within DoD. 

Headquarters environmental restoration 
program offices within each military 
service collect relative risk information 
from each field activity to identify to 
Congress, regulators, and other 
stakeholders the distribution of sites in 
each of three relative risk categories- 
high, medium, and low. A series of 
discrete relative risk site evaluations 
provides headquarters program 
managers with a macro-level view of 
changes in relative risk distributions 
within DoD over time. In the event of 
budget cuts or recessions, Headquarters 
Program Ofices will consider the 
relative risk of sites along with other 
risk management considerations in the 
resultant deferral of projects. In general, 
low relative risk sites will be deferred 
before medium relative risk sites, and 

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

Relative risk information will also be 
used to provide DoD with a basis for 
establishmg 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 fiuther 
action decisions. 

. 

Q.2 How are other risk management 
considerations taken into account for 
priority setting? 

A. 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 
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Q-3 

A. 

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

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

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

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

Q.4 

A. 

Q-5 

A. 

Q. 6 

Relative Risk Site Evaluation Primer on 
the DoD Environmental Restoration 
Electronic Bulletin Board, a World 
Wide Web site at http:llwww.dtic.dla. 
mivenvirododenvdocs. html. 

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

State and federal regulatory agency 
personnel are key participants in the 
relative risk evaluation process. Their 
involvement in this process largely 
depends on their degree of involvement 
in an environmental restoration program 
at a particular installation or formerly 
used defense site. At some installations 
or formerly used defense sites, 
regulatory agency personnel have 
received relative risk training and 
participate directly in the evaluation of 
relative risk factors for each 
environmental medium at a site. 
Discussions with regulatory agency 
personnel on relative risk at these 
training sessions and at project team 
meetings at installations have proven 
helpful in increasing regulatory 
acceptance of relative risk. DoD seeks 
to increase regulatory involvement in 
relative risk evaluations at all 
appropriate installations and formerly 
used defense sites. 

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

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

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

Q. 7 Does relative risk site evaluation apply 
to sites at Base Realignment and 
Closure (BRA C) installations? 

A. Yes. DoD planning guidance requires 
that available restoration funds at BR4C 
installations be used to implement 
actions to lower relative risk for all high 
relative risk sites within specific time 
frames or have remedial systems in 
place where necessary for these sites. 

Q.8 What is the relationship between the 
Relative Risk Site Evaluation 
Framework and risk assessment? 

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

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

Q. 9 Why were the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) preliminaly remediation 
goals (PRGs) multiplied by 100 for 
carcinogens? 

A. PRGs are concentrations of 
contaminants in a specific medium that 
have been estimated to (1) cause 1 
excess cancer occurrence per 1,000,000 
people over the course of a 70-year life- 
time or (2) cause non-cancer adverse 
effects (e.g., birth defects, neurological 
problems). These values have been 
calculated through the use of toxicity 
data found in EPA databases and by 
using conservative assumptions (e.g., a 
person will obtain all water for drinking 
and showering over a 30-year period 
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from the same source). The methods 
used by EPA for calculating “safe” 
doses for cancer-versus-noncancer 
effects differ dramatically. Noncancer 
effects have thresholds (levels of 
exposure that do not cause toxicity), 
while cancer effects are not assumed to 
have a threshold. The differing 
assumptions for noncancer and cancer 
effects mean that respective toxicities 
are handled differently when setting 
acceptable exposures. For cancer- 
inducing agents, mathematical formulas 
are used to determine acceptable 
exposure levels. For noncancer 
toxicants, a “reference dose” that is 
related to the threshold is used. 
Threshold doses are generally much 
higher than are doses that cause 1 in 
1,000,000 cancer occurrences. 

In Office of Solid Waste and Emergency 
Response (OSWER) Directive 
9355.0-30, dated 22 April 1991, the 
Role of the Baseline Risk Assessment in 
Superfund Remedy Selection Decisions, 
EPA states that action is generally not 
warranted if reasonable maximum 
contaminant exposures at a site are less 
than the reference dose or cause fewer 
than 1 in 10,000 excess cancer 
occurrences. This is consistent with the 
remedial action threshold for 
carcinogens defined in the Preamble to 
the National Oil and Hazardous 
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan 
(55 Federal Register 8716, March 8, 
1990). This means that EPA has made 
the reference dose equivalent to 
1 in 10,000 cancer occurrences for 
screening purposes. Because PRGs are 
reference doses and concentrations of 
contaminants that result in 1 in 
1,000,000 cancer occurrences, the PRGs 
for cancer agents are 100 times smaller 
than the equivalence set by OSWER 
Directive 9355.0-30. Multiplying the 
cancer PRGs by 100 restores the 

equivalence for purposes of relative risk 
evaluation. 

Q.10 What is the relationship between 
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) 
and concentration standards in 
Appendix B-I ? 

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, whle 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.11 Why is the threshold for the CHF rating 
of ‘Signijkant ’’ set at I OO? 

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

Relative Risk Site Evaluation Primer E-10 Summer 1997 (Revised Edition) 



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 
distribution of sites among the three 
overall categories of “high,” “medium,” 
and “low” would result. This was 
determined by testing the framework 
with various values of CHF thresholds 
at thousands of DoD sites. Each of the 
three site-rating factors, which are based 
on the three elements of the conceptual 
site model used in a baseline risk 
assessment, are intended to have a 
balanced and appropriate impact on the 
final overall site rating. The balanced 
weighting of the three factors is 
illustrated (see Figure 7 in the Primer) 
by the fact that a “moderate” CHF will 
result in a “high” overall site rating if an 
“identified” receptor exists and the MPF 
is either “evident” or “potential.” Even 
with a “potential” receptor, a “high” 
overall rating will result if an “evident” 
pathway exists for a site with a 
“moderate” CHF. (Also see 
Question 13 .) 

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 
of DoD sites. As a result, maximum 
resolution of sites on the basis of 
relative risk to human health and 
ecological receptors is obtained by 
considering wetlands as ecological 
receptors when they are part of sensitive 
environments such as critical habitats, 
marine sanctuaries, spawning areas, and 
other such environments listed in 
Table 2 of the Primer. 

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

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 Primer) are based on a balanced 
consideration of the three factors as they 
describe the degree of completion of 
exposure of receptors to contaminants. 
The logic of the assigned categories is 
perhaps best understood by considering 
the combinations depicted in Figure 7 of 
the Primer in light of the exposure 
scenarios represented by each of the 
27 possibilities. 
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With a significant CHF, whch 
represents a concentration of 
contaminant that is two orders of 
magnitude above the concentration 
standard (see Appendix B of the 
Primer), any combination of evident or 
potential migration pathway with an 
identified or potential receptor is 
assigned to be in the high category. Any 
potential for exposure to contaminants 
at this high relative concentration will 
receive highest priority. Only if either 
the migration pathway is confined (no 
migration to a point of exposure) or the 
receptors are limited (little or no 
receptor access to site) is the site placed 
in a medium category. If both migration 
is unlikely and receptor access is 
unlikely, the site is assigned a low 
rating. In this case, the contaminant, 
though present at high concentrations, 
will not be exposed to receptors and can 
await cleanup while other sites with a 
more certain scenario for exposure are 
addressed. 

Sites with a moderate CHF, where 
concentrations of contaminants exceed 
concentration standards by factors of 
2 to 100, also receive high ratings if 
migration is evident and receptors are 
identified, if migration is evident and 
receptors are potential, or if migration is 
potential and receptors are identified. 
These situations all represent likely 
exposure scenarios to concentrations of 
contaminant that exceed the 
concentration standards by more than a 
factor of 2. If both the migration and the 
receptors are potential, exposure is less 
likely and a medium rating is assigned. 
If migration is evident, even if the 
receptor is judged to be limited, a 
medium rating is also assigned to allow 
for the existence of an unanticipated 
receptor. In the case of confined 
migration (no migration to a point of 
exposure), all receptor possibilities are 
assigned a low rating because exposure 

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

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

. 

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, Shem Goodman, 
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense 
(Environmental Security) stated the 
following: “...concerns have been raised 
about the use of DPM for determining 
program priorities and DoD has decided 
not to use the model on a DoD-wide 
basis.” 

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 H R S  has 
the capability to differentiate among the 
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relative risk of sites, it is more 
frequently applied to identify candidate 
installations for the NPL. The relative 
risk framework is a tool used to group 
sites in high, medium, and low relative 
risk categories to help sequence work at 
installations or former defense sites 
given the available resources. The HRS 
evaluates groundwater, surface water, 
soil, and air pathways and considers 
human and ecological receptors (called 
targets). Each pathway in the HRS 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 allows for re-evaluation of a site 
when important new information 
becomes available. HRS ranking is 
detailed, time-intensive, and requires 
significant support documentation. In 
addition, HRS evaluations are typically 
not specific to sites when applied to 
military installations. HRS evaluations 
are based on an aggregation of sites 
across an installation. Relative risk 
evaluation is simpler and more 
transparent than HRS evaluation, is 
applied site by site, but is subject to 
more judgment. 

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) laclung sufficient 
information, or (4) abandoned ordnance. 
These four situations are discussed in 
section 1.4 of the Primer. 
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PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD 
INSTALLATION RESTORATION PROGRAM 

RELATIVE RISK SITE EVALUTION 
SITE RANKING 



Site # - SITE NAME 

Site 5 - Industrial Waste Outfalls 

Site 6 - DRMO 

Site 8 - JlLF 

Site 9 - Mercury Burial Vaults 

Site 10 - Battery Acid Tank 

Site 11 - Waste Oil Tanks 

Site 26 - Portable OiINVater Tanks 

Site 27 - Fuel Oil Spill Area 

Site 29 - Incinerator Site 

Site 30 - Galvanizing Plant, Building 184 

Site 31 - West Timber Basin Landfill 

Site 32 - Topeka Pier Site 

Site 34 - Oil Gasification Plant 

RANK 

High 

High 

High 

Low 

High 

High 

Low 

High 

High 

High 

Low 

High 

High 



Site Media RF MPF CHF CHF Media Rank 
~~ 

5 SEDH 

SEDEM 

6 GW 

I E 3 Mod High 

I E 21 0 Sig High 

I E 24 Mod High 
~~~ 

SWH 

SWEM 

SEDH 

I E 0.001 Min High 

I E 0.006 Min High 

I E 3 Mod High 

8 

10 

SEDEM I . E  210 Sig High 

SOIL P P 670 Sig High 

GW I E 48 Mod High 

SWH - 

SWEM 

I E 0.001 Min High 

I E 0.006 Min High 

~ 

21 I SOIL I P I  P I 6 I Mod I Medium 

SEDEM 

SOIL 

I E 21 0 Sig High 

I E 6 Mod High 

9 

30 I SOIL I I I E I 0.7 I Min I Hiah 

SOIL- I P I  P I  3 I Mod I Medium 

SEDH 

SEDEM 

I E 3 Mod High 

I E 21 0 Sig High 

11 GW I E 8 Mod High 

SOIL I P 3 Mod High 

26 SEDH I C 3 Mod Low 

SEDEM I C 35 Mod Low 

27 

29 

GW I E 1129 Sig High 

SOIL P E 4 Mod High 

SOIL I E 8.9 Mod High 

31 

32 

34 

SOIL P P 2.5 Mod Med 

SOIL P P 0.7 Min Low 

SOIL I E Mod 41 High 

SEDH I E Mod 3 High 

SEDEM I E Sig 331 High 



_ _ _  Negligible 

LEGEND 

Site = Solid Waste Management Unit 

Media 
- SEDH - 

SEDEM = 

GW 

SWH 

SWEM 

- - 

- - 
- - 

RF = Receptor Factor 

Sediment, human 

Sediment, Ecological Marine 

Groundwater 

Surface Water, human 

Surface Water, Ecological Marine 

Identified 

Potential 

Limited 

MPF = Migration Potential Factor 

E = Evident 

P = Potential 

C = Confined 

CHF - contaminant Hazard Factor 

Sig = Significant (CHF > 100) 

Mod = Moderate (CHF of 2 to 100) 

Min = Minimal (CHF < 2) 





Scdimcat Human 

Comnmcd - Infarmtion indicates i low polcntid for contuninuioa lo i 
porntid p in t  of e x p u r e  ( d d  bc due lo lfic 
of fieolqiul MI*IVCS or OT phyaial controls) 

Site Nmmc: SWMU OW05 Scdlmcnt lluman Category: High raivity Name KITERY ME mmm NSY 
(High. Mcd~m. Law) 



-. .. 

Sediment Eco Marine 

I I 

L Y A  Taul: 

Anrlylial drtr 01 obrenrMc cvidme irdiatm lhrt 
a n ~ i n r l i o n  in mC mcdir b pmcnt II. ir moving 
bwud 01 hu nnwcd to a pin( of e x p w  

Comflwd - information indium a b w  pbcmtY for contrmirulion to a 
pOrrmiai pint  of cxponar (d be due (0 the p m c e  
of gdogial struetum or or physiul conbois) 

Possibility for cantmintion to k pmmf at or m i p k  
10 a point of clpmurc: or infomulion is m! sulliient 
to make I damnion of Evidenc or Canfind 

( P k C  M 'x' M I 1  (0 ollc bClOW) 

sIgal(k..t (If lo l . i>  100): x 

Moderate (If Tohi 2 - 100): 

Mimind (If Told < 2): 

(PI# m 'x' next (0 ollc bcbW) 

IdNtMcd: X 

htdl!: 

UnHcd: 



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSIIEET 

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

ImbllatiwlSlk Name for FUDS: KITlERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Entered (Day, Month. Year): 5116r95 

h a t i a n  (state): WIY HE 
Sltc (NanclRMIS ID) I ProjccI lor FUDS 
RMlS Site Type: STORAGE AREA 

Point of Contact (Naar/P&#): Mrty Raymond Natiod Priority Lit (Y/N): YCS SllCCm1: . High 

Mdh EVlhrtcd (cw, s w ,  !%dime.(, MI): 

Plusc of Excc. (Sl, RI, FS, Rcmv, RDIRA, or qulv.  RCRA Stage): 

Air. Statr, (Y/N, I1 yes, type of agmmcmt e.g., FFA, PcrmlC. Order): 

GW SWH SWEM SEDH SEDEM SOIL 

SWMU00006 FS 
Ya 

SITE SUMMARY 

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

Brkf Slte Dacdyiol, (Irludc dte type, ra(crhb dbpwd of, d a t a  of operrtbn, a d  o t k r  relevant inlomation): 
Approximllely 2 mxw of land which for mom thm 30 ycan hu served u a tempormy aoqe uca for matend prior to off-site disposal. Until 
1983. thae mn kw rclcuc controhi at tbe.~bn~c yard. P o a d q  of precipitation in some m u  and dircct runoff to the Piscuequa River occurred 
during &at QI. Contminrtiw oecumd h open storage of battcria and odm materials such u oil-laden tool m d  die sarp metals. In 
1993 sn intuim camctivc action w u  tllrcn md a up w u  inrtrlled on the unpaved sections of the yard. The cop wnsisted of I geocomposite 
clay line, with f$otextile rbove and below md lopped with I2 inches alcuncd stone choked with cement. Also a Etorm water catch basin with 
I trapped outlet wm installed to tnp floating ~ r n t ~ ~ i n ~ t s  such m oil and to dirchlrgc the storm water to the river. 

Brkf k c r i p t k a  d Pathways (Crouadrrtcr, Surface water, Scdimcnt, MI): 
Gnwndmtn: T k  site is at the *e of the Pisalqua River md above the former elevdoa of the shoreline. Previous lo Ihc instl l lath 
of the cap in 1993 rurficc storm w a r  infdlncad with little mistance through the surface soils, the blocLy rock material beneath and into 
the river. lhc ti61 tluchutions of the river asentially rrpmenc the y w n d m w  undcr the slonge yard. Surface waterkdimcnk Conurninrlcd 
surfrce water and suspended sediment hm reached the river through runoff md direct discharge to the river as well IU percolation lhrough the 
surfrce roils and blaky rock mllcrid in the rubsurfrc~. Soil: Mctll eontamhated soil manllcs the kdmck over an m a  appmximrtcly 7110 

MIS site type: 

f#c long by 160 kcl widc. 

Brief Drrcriptbi of Rctcptwr (Humaa and Ecdglcal): 
Human: l?tc me@ors to the contuninants which migrated to the river would bc fmfish, shell fBh md other biota within the Piscr~llqua River, 
eventually mehit18 humans h u g h  consumpth. In addition the potential exists for the ingestion and adsorption of contaminated surface soils. 
The instrllrtion of the inCerim cap in I993 w u  daimed to stop particla from: (a) bewing windborn, (b) percohling thmugh the surface soils 
m d  into the rocky subsurface md (c) king curicd into the river via moK Ecological: There ue five main habitats in the estuary: 
Eclgnsr. mudflag ( I I ~ V C ~ C U I C ~ ) ,  saltmmha. channel. and shellfish (put of other habitats). Ecologid receptors include: lobster. shellfil. 
fm fa md other bmthic fauna m d  flora., elc. 

( I )  Use to rrcord infomation w S i w  md h a s  of Concern ( A N )  fa Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The tmn Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination b u  kcn verified m d  requires furl 
A Site by def&m hu b#a. 01 will k, cntcrril into RhUS. For the FUDS Pmgnm. "projcds" equates to sites for cumnl insldlations. An AOC b I d i s a  r e a  of contamination. or suspeacd contamination in cbc 
(or RFA) @art that has not been catered into RMIS. 

Page 1 - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet 
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DNTAMINANT 
h?AW 
WTOR(It 
:Hq 

I I hlirlmum Csar I I I Stindmrd 

I I 

L L r l  Total: 

A ~ l @ d  &a or Dbcmble evidcm indica(es hat 
contamhution in the median moving nwy fmm thc mou~ce. 

Confined - Information indicates tht  (he pocmtial for 
conmimt migration fmm the sowee i s  limited (duc to 
gcolqiul rtruc(um or physiul d r )  

Pauibilily for Cblarminatian lo k present al or mi W e  
to a point of cxpmure; or infamation is not runicimt 
IO makc a danminmtion of Evident or Confined 



WAMINANT I I I Suadrrd I I 
rwBD 
CfOR (1) 
HF) 

MXPTOR 
ACTOR 
w 

Totnl: b14.450 

Comliwd - Low possibility f a  contamination to be pracni at 
or mipate to i pint of exporvc 

(PIlCC M 'x' Kfl 10 O K  bclOW) 

SlgmlRuat (If Tohl> 100): X 

Mdcntc  (If Tohl 2 - 100): 

Mimimil (If Tout 4 2): 

(PI= ln  'x' next to one below) 

EvYal: 

?OOt*IIilI: X 

C n m l d :  

l P k  ln 'X' lKal to cry below) 

..-,.. 



Surface Water Human 

I I 

C o n n d  - Infanution indicates a low potential fa carcuninrtion 
to a poccntiml point of exposure (could by due to the 
pmcnce dgcolqical sbuctum or physicd carlmls) 



Surface Water Era hlrrlnc 

I I M i r i m o a  Cor.  I Slindrrd 1 1 

ECErTOR 
A C M R  
m 

?o(atbl-  Possibility fa contamination to k present at w migrate 
to i p i m i  of cxporurc; w infamrtion i1 ad dIicicnt 
to make i derrmilulion of Evidem w Confined 

Confined - Infanution indicates a low potentid for conuminrtion 
to pocenlirl point of enpowre (d k duc to Ihc 
pnmc of gdogicrl r(nrtum OT plys ia l  w n d s )  

Tobl: 0.010 

Uailcd - Link or nu potential roc rarpton 10 h v c  WCQI) to 
S u r l K e  witcr 

(Plrcc an "x' nen to MY below) 

Siiifuril (If Total > 100): 

Modera& (If Total 2 - 100): 

Mlilril (If Total < 2): X 

( P l w  i n  'X' ncn lo one below) 

Idmlll*d: X 

?oimlW: 

UmI1ed: 

LalviIy Name m y  ME WRfsMOcmi NSY Site Name: SWMU MI006 Surfiiec Witcr Mirint Cittgory:  HI^ 
(iltgh. Medim, Low) 

. -  



I 

Sediment Humrn 

( I )  Enlute for hvmrn eontunitunts d y  

Note: Only top ten conlminanb we dirpliycd. 
(2) Ratio - Muimum CimmtrW 'OnlShndrtd 

Evident - Adytial data or obrmrbk evidence indium thrt 
mtunintion in the media is prrsmt at, i 5  m i n i  
towud. OT b moved to r point of cxpaulc 

Possibility for contamination (0 bc p m l a t  o( mignte 
to r point ofcxponm; or informmtion is MI sufiicicnl 
to make I detamirution or Evident of M i n e d  

htentbl - 

- Tatnl: 

Confind - lnformrtion indicates I low potentid for wnmmirution to I (PI= m 'x' mn lo o l l ~  betow) 

EVrldt8t: 
potentid poinf of expome (could k duc to the prams 
of ~eologiul X OT or physical d s )  

rotentlml: 

Canflwd: 



Wiacnt  Eco Marine 

(Place UI "x' next 10 OW bclow) 

S b i l k a i t  (If Total > 100): X 

M d m t c  (If Total 2 - 100): 

Mimimil (If Total e 2): 

I TOW 1 256310 

(Pke m 'X' mil to one bcbw) 

E ~ l d ~ t :  X 

htemtirk 

Cmlhd: 

Coiflad - la~onnuicm indicates a low -1 for contuninntion to I 
polcnt*l point of exposure (could k due lo tha pcomc 
of gcologiul s t n u t u m  a or physical contmlr) 



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

lns(.llatknlSlQ Nmne for FUDS: KIlTF,RY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 1011 1197 

Lotatten (Sate): JW fl6 
Slte (NasclRMIS ID) I Project for FUDS: 

RMlS She Typr: LANDFlLL 

Pdi t  of Cemlact (Nsdhame):  Marty Raymond National rriority List (Y/N): YCS Slte h m k  Hi& 

Media Evrluated (CW, SW, Sediment, Sdl): 

Phase of Exec. (SI. RI, FS, Remv. RDIRA, or cqulv. RCRA Stage): 

Air. Status WIN, If yes, type ofagmaent c.g., FFA, Permit, Order): 

GW SWH SWEM SEDH SEDEM SOIL 

SwMuoooO8 FS 

Yw 

SITE SUMMARY 

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

Brkrslre Dcrcrlpitoa (laclude site type, materlrlr disposed of, dates dopemBoa, m n d  other rrkvant Information): 
'Ihe JLF covm rppmximrtely 25 KIQ of filled land. Prior to landfilling activities tidal flats with tidal drainage channels separated Jamaica 
Island ban h e y  Island. Flom 1945 to 1978 this ma was tilled with g c n d  rehue. trash. construction rubble and various indwbial wastw. 
In 1978 a2-acre f& thick clay up md clay banier mll were constructed m u n d  a portion of the landfill that accepted dredge spoils. 'Ihe 
JILF is now a M R d  with topsoil. pavement or rack and used m rrcreational. parking and equipment laydown mu. respectively. Grwndwater 
81 JILF vuies h brackish to f h h  md a not ured as a sollecc of drinking water. The groundwater at the JILF varies spatially and seasonally 
from lieJh to bnckbh to seawater-like. 

Brief DrdpHan o l h t b a a y s  (Cromdrater, Srrface Water, Wlmtst, Soil): 
Groundwater: The groundmta of [he island, specifically under JILF is impacted by the landfilled constituents. While the groundwater is not 
used or intended to be wed for drinking water purposes md b ~ ~ ~ r t a t c  fnrm the mainland groundwater, thm is communicrtion of the goundwater 
with h e  cstuarlne river While no urntamination exists which indicates the need for my  prompt remedial action. seeps of groundwater are discharging 
wnfaminants to the Piscataqua River. Ongoing offshm studies will indicate the need for consideration of groundwater seeps. Soil: Possible 
o w p a i o n d  and raaeational expurr if the surf' soils are disturbed. 

BridDcrcriptbr of Receptors (Human and Ecological): 
Humm: Groundwltcr is not used on the Shipyard and thcre is no evidence to indicate that there is any additonal risk to humm health fmm exposure 
to surfice toils during reaeational usc of the ma. Ecological: Groundwater xeps  and conminrted sediments m making some impact3 on thc 
estuarine flom md fauna a some 5 t m s  is thought to exist in mmsels and eelgrass. Human and ecologicai recepton From pmt migration of 
conlmnmanU mcl& Piscalaqua River biota and human consumption of seafood from the =a. 

( I )  UR to record information on Sis and h e  of Concern ( A m )  for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. T~IC tam Site is defined m a discrete ma for which suspccced contamination hm been verified and requires Furt 
A s i k  by &finHion h u  ban. oc will be. tamed mto RMIS. For the FUDS Program, "projects" equates to Sites for cumnt installations. An AOC is 8 d i m &  MI of Cacltrmhalion, or suspected contunination in che 
(or RFA) phue dut h u  1104 been entered into RMIS. 

Page I - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet 



Ground Water 

Toul: 67.910 

A M I ~  drcr 01 obmrblc evidence indium lhrt 
camminuion inthcmcdi ismoving rwy fmmthe smucc. 

C o r C i d  - Information indicates hat the potential for 
umuminmt migntion fmm the source is limitcd (due to 
~ l o g i u l  smrturu 0I physial camels) 

Pouibilily fa  muminuha  to k pcrnl at or mignlc 
to r point of exposure; or infomation is nd sufficient 
to nuke r dcminrtion of Evident a collined 

Nmmc KIllEKy ME P O R T S ~ l  NSY Site Namt: SWMU 0oou8 Groundwater Category: Hi& 
(Hi&, Medium, LO*) 



PotathI - Possibility for eonmirrtia to bc prnrm u a mignlc 
(0 i poinl of exprmae; a lnfamrtion is no( mflicial 
to mike i detmninrlion of Evident o( Canlined 

Coinwd - Low possibility f a  umumicption (0 bc pnmr rt 
or milrnte to i pdm of expolurc 

(P l re  UI 'X' ncrrt to ax below) 

S ~ d ( i a ~ t  (IITobl> 100): 

Mdmk (If TObl 2 - I WE x 
MIalmrl (If Total < 2): 



Surlicc Wrtrr llumrn 

MTAMINANT I I Mrrlnrm Corc I Stnndrrd I I 

(Place in 'x' next 10 OW klow) 

S b i k r m i  (IITotml> IM): 

Modcrrtr (If Total 2 - 100): 

Miniarl (If < 11: X 
I 

. ~~ I I I I 

Comnmcd - Infomation indicates r low potential for cantaminntion 
IO i por~nlirl point of ex- (could by duc 10 Lhc 
pmcnce of gmmlogiul rvlrturr, 01 physical wntrolr) 

LeLfvhy Nmrsc m y  ME PORTSMOUTH NSY She Name: sWMU oooU8 Surface Water llumrn Categor)r: Hiah 
(itish. Mcdtum. Low) 



D M A M M A M  I I I Stmdrrd I 1 

Mim U.LJU I I I 
cbmmium V I  ud compounds 7 7  50.0 0.150 1 I 
( I )  E v h k  for human conWninrnls d y  
(2) Raio - hbximum ConrmtnfWSLUdud 
Ndc: Only top lcn conhmimnls uc displayed. 

h t r t b l  - Possibility Tor contlmination to k pmrnt I( or rniptc 
to a point of cxpanm; m infmtion is not NRicient 
to d e  a d*mninrtion olEvidna or Contined 

Cornflrned - Information indiutca a low potential fa cmmmimtion 
to a potential point of qnnm (could k due to tk 
pmcncc of polgicrl sbucturer or physical caar~lr) 

I Total: I 641.460 

United - Linlc or 110 potential for -on to have bcccm to 
surllcc mtcr 

(PI.ce ln  'x" M t m  one below) 

YemUW. X 

rotrrtill: 

Umiitd: 

Surface Water Marine Category: Hi& kthtlty Nant IUTiUtY MEPORTSMOUM NSV Sire Name: SWMU mt 
(IliLh. Mcdiun, Low) 



EVldNl - 

( I )  Evrlule for humu, SOnIuniW only , 

N&: Only cop ten oon(uninml, uc dirplryd. 
(2) Ratio = Muimum ConcentW 'aJs(radvd 

( P b  M 'x' WXI I0 OIK blow) 

siiirit (If Told > loo): 

Modmk (If Totml2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If Told < 1): 

hhity Name IUllERy ME WRTSMOtmI NSY Site Name: SWMUoou(M Sediment tiurnla Caltgor).: HIL 
(High. Mcd~um. Low) 

I . . ._ 



Sediment Eco Marine 

Coaflml - lnfmnrlian indium a low potential fa umtaminrtion 10 a 
potential p d n ~  orerrpome (owld k due lo the pame 
of geological structures or or physical contmlr) 

(PIKC an 'X' MXI lo one belawv) 

S i p l l h a t  (If Total> It@]: X 

Medcrair (It Total 2 - IW): 

MIn Id  (If Total C 1): 



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSllEET 

SITE ( I )  BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

lut.llrHoIISltc bat for FUDS: KlTlERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Entered (Day. Month, Year): loll 6/97 

Lacrtba(State): N W  f ld?  Media Evaluated (CW, SW, Sediment, Soil): SOIL 

Site (NamJRMISID) I Project for FUDS: 

RMlS Site Type: 

SWMU 00009 Phase of Exec. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RDIRA, or qulv. RCRA Stage): 

Agr. Status (YA, If y q  type of rgmmcnt c.g., FFA, Permit, Order): 

FS 

Yes SURFACE DISPOSAL AREA 

?dmt oCCoatut ~ame/Pbow): Many Raymond National Priority List (Ym): Yes sik Rlak LOW 

SITE SUMMARY 

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

Brkf Site Dmtimn (Iwlade dte type, materials dbpowd of, dates of opcntlom, and o t k r  rckvaat informatiom): 
At 2 locatiolu wim the bounduict of SWMU 8, the Jmnaica Islmd Landfill, mercury waste consisting of such materials as spcnt fluoresant 
bulbs. broken 01 d k u d e d  thmomctc~~ md Lbcrmostnls. mefcury switches. and mcrcury-wntaminakd ngs, brooms. and dust puu used for cleanup 
of spills. wu enclostd in steel drums and e n d  in large concrete blocks or pipes scaled at boh ends with concrete. At the cast l o d o n  
concrtte b W  wre found inm rad t h e d m  left in plm md the concrete pipe was removed because the integrity of the conuctc ends wm 
qucstioacd. At the wrst loation MI conacte bloclu w piper could be fwnd despite three anempcs. Sampling of excavated soil makrill and 
nurby monitorihg wells It both l o d o n s  indicated there have been no releascs of mercury at either the west or east mercury burial rim. 

Brkf DcKripUamaf Patbwayr (Groundwater, Smrfaee Water, Sediment, Soil): 
Groundwater T k  groundwater b common to the groundwater of SWMU 8. the Jamaica Island Landfill. If releases occurred to the groundwater the 
conminanu would be contained within UK gnnmdwnter beneath the mercury burial site md host Jamaica Island Landfill with some discharge O C C U ~ T ~ ~  

the dhvrlcr -water interface bounduy bctwecn the island and h e  Piscamqua River. Soil: At the cas( location chc soils consist 
of bmrm to p y  Bty clay with debris consisting of reinforcing rods, roots. gravel and concrete. At the west location the soils ue primarily 
spent sandblast @ with some sandy clay and significant debris consisting of rtecl rod, gravel and cona te .  At both location the soil is 
underlain by f w  lidal flat highly organic clay soil deposits. 

Brief Dncrlptiarof Receptors (Hamtaa a d  Ecologkrl): 
Human: Unlta uploratmy excavations .rc.canduckd there would be no human receptors to any potential conlaminanls contained within the concrete 
block or pipes. Tbc roils m not contaminated from the disposed material md li~rthcrmore there would be no cxposure u n k  excavation is conducted. 
Ecological: Since here is no indication of any releaser to Ulc surrounding soil there is no potential for release to the surrounding ecology. 
At the east lwalicm the blocks trc above the ground water piezomclric level. At the west location there is a potential hat  the unkown location 
of the disposed concrctt blocks could be physically located below the groundwater and thereby have the means to release contaminants to the groundwater. 
However. then isno indication of my rclwes in h e  neluby monitoring wells. 

(I) Use to recadinfomuion on Sites md Arms of Concern ( A N )  for Relative Risk Site Evalualion. The term Site is defined w a discrete m a  for which suspected contaminalion has been verified and requires fun 
A Silc by kfmitica bu bees. or will bc. mtmd into RMIS. For the FUDS Program. "projects" equata to sites for c u m 1  instdlrtions. An A M  is a discrete uea of contamination. or suspected contamination in the 
(or RFA) phase h t  has not been e n d  into RMIS. 

Page I - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet 



- , .  

Standard I 1 

u Total: 

?ote.(i.l- Pouibility for contamination to be present at or mignk 
IO i poin~ of exposure; or infornution is nd sunicient 
to make i dclcnnination of Evident or Conlined 

tplrc m 'X' nnrt to one klow) 

Cvldal: 

r a t a t u  

Cmmlld: X 

(ptrc UI T ncx~ 10 me klm) 

Idatlfkd: 
IdsUfkd - Thm i s  i thmlmcd m parmirlly t h r a t d  *m ~vpply 

dcmpdiicnt of Ute some. The GW (canr 01 not) is  i cumnl 
drinking water sowee 01 b cquiv. to (Cluc I or IIA quifer). 

Unlted - 'Iherr is  no potentially thratmd mter supply well bmgdienc  of 
the some. The giwndmte, is no! mmsikrrd i polcntid sowe of 
DW m is of limited bcnificirl uy (IIIA. IIIB 01 pcnhcd tg*fcr). 

U m i t d :  X 



INTAMMANC r I Marimurn foac .  I Standard I I 

ECErroR 
ACCOR 
w 

~~ ~ 

1 I I I 

Confimed - Low possibility for wntuninrlion to be puen! a1 
01 mignrc to point of uporurc 

rrtemtld - pocrmi8l for rcccglar to h v c  lcccu (a 

caauailvlcd soil 

Limited - Link OT no polcntinl for rocrplon to hve m u  to 
conminrd roil 

(Plrce UI 'x" n r X l  to My below) 

sipirkant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (I Total2 - 100): X 

Mimhrl (UToUI < 2): 

( P l w  UI 'X' next c om below) 

EvYat 

hcclthl: 

Comfih: X 

SoilC.tegory: Low Site Name: SWMU cam 
(High, Medium. Low) 

'-• -. , I .  . -  -. 
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RELATIVE RISK EV,t L U A T I O N  WORKSHEET 

SITE ( I )  BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Instdlationlslte Name for FUDS: K m R Y  ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 2/19t?W 

Latrtio. (State): Hi5 Mcdla Evaluated (GW. SW. Sediment, Soil): GW SEDH SEDEM SOIL 

Site (NamlRMIS ID) I Project for FUDS: 

RMlS Site Type: 

Pdat of Contwt (NamdPhonc): Mmty Rnymond Natlonal Prlorlty Lht (YN): YCS S k  Rank High 

SWMU OOOlO Pbme of Exec. (SI, RI, FS, Rcmv. RDIRA, or cqnlv. RCRA Stage): 

Air. Statu (Ym, If yes, type of mgmmcnt c.g., FFA, Permit, Order): 

FS 

Yes UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK 

SITE SUMMARY 

(Indude only key ctcmenb of information used to conduct the rrlativc risk site evaluation. ANach map view of site ifdcsired.) 

Brkf Site DmripHoa (Imlode dtc type, mrtcriab disposed of, dates dopcrrtloa, and other rckvrat Inlormation): 
An underground Pb8O-gdlon steel stonge lank located outside of Bldg. 238 used for holding waste battery acid kul t ing h r n  battery rebuilding 
opar(ions. The unit md bl l t ly  operations have bcen closed. In 1984 m approximate 2-inch diameter hole was discovered in the bottom of the 
tank. Tbe volume of UIC tank would vpy lclcordiig to rise md U I  of the tidal changes of the adjacent river. The tank was taken out of m i c e  
in 1984 and moved in 1986. The w a  hm subsequently brm covered with asphalt paving. Materials disposed SulFuric battery ecid contammated 
with lead. Data dopartion: 19741984. 

Brkf Dmriphn of PBtbWa)lr (Groundwater, Surtacc Water, Scdlmtnt, Soil): 
Groundwater: The lcakimg storage (Blk wu mportcdly located below the groundwater table. The tank is located within 20 fett of fhe edge of 
the shareline of the river md the m a  is likely in direct communication with the tidd adion of the river. the contaminants would have had 
direct ICCUS to he estuarine river. Soil: Soils surrounding the uca loamy clay mixed with mcky debris. 

Brkf lkscrlption of Reccpton (Hoaan aad Ecoktgkrl): 
Contaminants released h m  the tank to the river would be expuscd to the seafood chain which would include: shellfish, finfish, lobster and other 
benthic organisms, Humans cauld become exposed through seafood consumption or Ormpationnl exposun to soils or groundwater during excavation 
work. 

( I )  Usc to lcQmd information on Sites a d  Arc= ofConm ( A 0  for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. Tbe term Site is defined lls I discrete ma for which suspcded eonmination h u  bem verified and requires furt 
A Site by definition h u  been, or will be. enlend into RMIS. For the FUDS Pmgmm, "projcds" qu8tcs to site for cumnl installations. An AOC is a discrete m a  of amlamination, dr suspected conlmnination in chc 
(or RFA) p h a  that has not bem m(md into Rh5S. 

Pmge 1 - Relative Risk E V J ~ U I I ~ ~  Worksheet 



Ground Wattr 

Mldmal (If Totd < 2): 

(Place 111 'X' nCx1 lo OIY below) 

E v W t  X 

klcllUDI: 

C0.h.Sd: 

(PIKC an 'X' nent to om below) 

. I  - . . . . .  t . .  . .  



- 

soil 

I I Marlmum Cosc I Slrndrrd I I 

(1) Evdum fa hurun catmaimts only 
(2) k t i o  - Muimum tlmemtmtiodS& 
NOW Only kn rmhminutls ae displayed. 

A ~ l y i i C l l  data a o b m a b k  c v i h  indiclta t h t  
amminrtion i s m  
m o d  to a point of apmun 

Possibility fa cantunination to k present m or migntc 
(0 I point ofcxporurr; or infamution is no( rulliiient 
to nuke a daamination of Evident a Confined 

C ~ ~ t i d  - Low possibility for eontamination to k pncnt m 
is  moving towurb. a hr or migntc to a point dcxpmure 



Srdimcnt Human 

Activity Name m y  ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: S ~ O O O I O  Scdiment Human CatCgOq: Hirh 
(High. Malium, Low) . 

C o m f i  - Infomution indicates a low pocentirl for concuninntion to a 
potential point of exposure (could bc dw to the pmncc 
of Bcologiul s t n r t u m  or or physical cm~olr) 

Idmiilkl- Rccepon idmcifii thu have rcm to sediment Limlted - Link M m potential for rccepla, to have rtcu lo lcdimcnl 

( P k  Ul 'x" l y X t  (0 O I Y  k b W )  

Sitailkamt (IlTafal> 100): 

Moderate (IlTotrl2 - 100): 

Miirrl (UTotrl 2): X 



Wintent Eco Marine 

Mirimun ('onc. Slindrrd 
Comlamllunl ag/Kg mflg 

Zinc . SJOO I ZU.0 
Lud 124.U 32.0 

EvYat - 

kk. tb l -  

Ratlo (2) 
4.420 
3.WQ 

( I ]  EvrluMc far human Mnmninrnlr mly 

NOW: Only top tm cantuninants ue displayed. 
(2) mi0 = mxinlm C m m W I W l ~ r d  

Anlylicll drU or obscrdk rvidmce indium h l  
Canmidon in the media b pnmc at, is moving 
towud. or hr wed 0 a p in t  of crpaum 

Possibility for concminrlion to k pnmcit or mi- 
to I pin( of expmurc; m infonnhm b n ~ l  lufticicnt 
to nuke I daenninrtion of Evident m CbnRned 

I Total: I 7.w 

Conflnd .I lnfamrtion indiukr I iow porenlial for CoOrUnimtion to I 
po(mlial point of uponm (CUM k due to the pmcmc 
of p l o g i u l  m u m  or or phyriul contmls) 

LddQ Nllst KlTTwY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: SWMU mi0 Sediment Marlnc Category: iM 
(Nigh. Medium, Low) 



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SITE (I) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Iu(rll.tbdsite Nuac for FUDS: KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): I011 7/95 

GW SOIL Locatlo0 (State): )RTf ld? Media Evaluated (CW. SW, Sediment, Soil): 

Site (NanclRMIS ID) I Project for FUDS 

RMIS Site Type: 

Pdnt ofcootact (NardPbor): Muty Raymond National Priority IAst (Y/N): Yes SHC Rank Hifi 

swMuOoO11 Pbuc  of EIK. (SI, R1, FS. Rcmv, RDIRA, or cqulv. RCRA Stage): 

Air. Status (YRl, If yes, type of y m m e m t  c.g., FFA, Pcmit,Order): 

FS 

Yes UNDERaROUND STORAGE TANK 

SITE SUMMARY 
(Include only key elemmts of infmation w d  to conduct the dat ive risk site evaluation. Attach map view of site if dcsind.) 

Brkf M e  DmripUom ( I r lude SIC type, r a t e d a b  disporcd of, d a t a  ofoperrtlon, a d  o lh r  rekvait  irformatioo): 
Two S . O O O - ~ o n  uadcqround steel tank from nilmad cam were buried side by side toward the eastern end of the Shipyard near SWMU 8, Jamaica 
Island Ladfill. The cmlr, were used to tcmporUily store wmte oils and solvcal~ both potentially contaminated with various meuls. In 1979 
md ryh m 1986 tbc tanks wm inspected for krlrr and fwnd to k sound. The inspedion in 1979 was m actual exhumation and reburial md 
it wu stated 710 evidence of nlemu~~ at that h e .  The inspeaion in 1986 included a tightness test. The tanks were removed in 1989 and 
at Chu timc the tmks appeared to be round md neither showed sigru of leakage or deterioration. Therefore. soil contamination is believed 
to have d by occa~ional spillage h m   filling. 

Brief Dmripthn of Pathways (Crouedrater. Surface Water, Mimeat ,  Soil): 
CirOunmVater. Whm thc unlrs wen m o v e d  in 1989 inspeclkm of chc excavated ma revealed that the groundwater table was approximately 6 fcet 
from h e  surface md at the 'Sping line' or half way up thc diameter of the m o v e d  tanks. Soil: The excavated ma exhibited soils indicative 
of l o w y  soil whicb had kcn previously tansported to pmvidt proper s~pporc rn finenc-gnincd material to s m u n d  the buried tanks. The walls 
of the excavated m h a l  wtre represcncltive of hercrogcneour matcrid II other locations of the landfill eonsishg of clayey, silty sand contlining 
nndom rock, gmvcl, consmuion debris. win and othcr stccl debris. The soil had Lhe appearance and smell of I high content of petroleum 
cootamination. 

Brief Dncriptlaa of Rcceptorr (Human mad Ecdagkrl): 
Humm: 'Ihe area is covacd with matte andor aphalt pavement. Ecological: As a potential contributor of contaminants to the groundwater 
in the ~ e r  and because it is spcculued at this lime that the youndwar  flow cventudly reaches the back bay, SWMU i I has the potential to 
cantribute contaminants to thc flm and fauna of the back bay and che Piscacaqua River. 

(I)  Use UI lccord infomation on Sites md h e m  of Concern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as I discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and requires &rt 
A Site by defiition bu bun, ar will be. cncntd into RMIS. For the FUDS Pmgram. " p m ~  equates to sites for current installations. An AOC u a discrete area of containindon, or suspected contamination in the 
(or RFA) phsc  &at h a  not becn entered into RMIS. 

Page I - Relative Risk Evaluation Worlcshcct 
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Ground Water 

DNTAMINAM 1 hlriimam Conc. I Sirndrrd I 1 

E d a t  - Anlyiic.ml eta or obKnlble evidence indiiuta that 
Eontvnimtion in the mcdir is m i n i  rmy fmm the SOOUICC. 

ConRned - Infomution indicata Uut the *till for 
umtmminant rnigntion hwn t k  soul~c is limited (duc do 
gmlqicll mtms or physical contmls) 

W t b l -  Possibility fa amtminrtion to be present II a m i m e  
to I pin( of exponnc; a infarmtion is  n ~ l  s u f f i i d  
lo mmke 1 decmnimtion of Evidcla m Conf id  

Lctlvlty Name m y  mi p o s t 7 s m l  NSY Site Name: SWMU mi I Groundwatrr Cikgoy: lefi 
(Ilish, Medium. Low) 
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RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

. .  

1at.llaHanlSIte Name for FUDS: KlTCERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Entered (Day, Monih. Year): 101 16/91 

haHoa(Stste): .NH PIE Mcdir Evaluated (CW, SW, Sediment, MI): SOIL 

Sltc (NamclRMIS 10) I ?roJrct for FUDS: 

RMIS Site T y p :  

swMuml Phue of Exec. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RDIRA, or qdv.  RCRA Stage): 

Agr, Slatw (Y/N, If  ycs, type of agmmcat e.g.. FFA, Pernit, Order): 

FS 

Yes UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK 

Polnt of Corntact (NandPbo~e): Mmty Raymond National Priority Lbt (Y/N): Yes Site R.BL: LOW 

SITE SUMMARY 

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

Brkf Site D m r i p b o ~  (Inclndc dte Qpc, naterbb dispad of, d a t a  aCopcmHoa, and other relevant Information): 
A 695 phIII steel undcrgound stmge tank located adjaant to building 75. Thin tank was in usc from 1974 to 1991 and received waste mta 
from air filter clemmg, &burring machmes md rCWdkaline m d  dewing. Removed in 1991 the tank had large holes in both ends. Thc tmk 
contents mdyccd md decennimd to be non-hrtadous. Four soil samples were taken prior lo backfilling. 

Brief bhp(iall of r a t h a y  (Groundwater, Snrlace Water, Sedlmtnt, sd9: 
Site is within m industrial area and cumatly covered with pavement. 

Brkf Deudptla~a of Rtccpton (Human and Ecolqkal): 
Occupalioad crrponm durinE work which could disrupt pavement. 

( I )  Use to mmd brimnation an Sites m d  &a of Conam ( A m )  for Relative Risk Site Evdurtion. The trrm Site is  defined as a discrete MI for which suspcctcd mtammatioa h u  bem n r i k d  and requires kfl 
A Site by &hi- hm ban, or will be. entcnd into RMIS. For chc FUDS Ptogtrm. "projects" equates to sites for current inslnllations. An AOC b a discrete of contaminlaiw, or suspected conlmnination in the 
(or RFA) phase tha hu no4 bem entered into M S .  

Page I - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet 
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Soil 

WTAMMANT I I Maximum Coac. I Standard I I 

ECE?l'OR 
ACTOR 
RF) 

I I 1 1 
I I I 1 

Cotmtirl- Possibility for concuninrtioo to k prrrerr i t  or migrate 
IO 8 point orcrporurc; or infomation is rrt sullicicnt 
IO d e  i deccnninrlim of Evidcnl or Confined 

Confined - Law possibility for ContMilulion to k p e n 1  It 
or m i p k  to I point of crporm 

Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to h w  l c s r ~  to 
wnluninrccd soil 

(HUX M 'x' Wx( U, O M  be101 

Signitmot (If Tolr l  > 1 W): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): 

M h l d  (If f ou l  < 2): 

( P k  UI 'X' ryxt to OIY kl0' 

Evidal: 

Po1cOltl: 

conflncd: X 

Site N8mt: SWMU OW21 SOii Cltcgoiy: Law Lakity Name m y  ME PORTSMOUTH NSY 
(High. Medium. Low) 



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

InstallationlSite Name for FUDS: KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 3/30/98 

Location (State): d rJ\F Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): SEDH SEDEM 

Site (NameRMIS ID) I Project for FUDS: 

RMIS Site Type: 

SWMU 00026 Phase of Exec. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RDlRA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): 

Agr. Status (Y/N, If yes, type of agreement e.&, FFA, Permit, Order): 

FS 

Yes ABOVE GROUND STORAGE TANK 

Point of Contact (NamdPhone): Marty Raymond National Priority List (Y/N): Yes Site Rank Low 

SITE SUMMARY 

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

Brief Site Description (Include site type, materials disposed of, dates of operation, and other relevant information): 
Portable oil/water tanks were staged at the submarine berths since the 1960s to receive liquids pumped from the submarine bilges. OiVwater 
wastes containing acid and alkaline cleaning solutions are then pumped into rail cars for proper disposal. Occasional overflows in the past 
resulted in wastes flow into the adjacent Piscataqua River, pavement prevented wastes from infiltrating into the soil. 

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

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

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

Page 1 - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet 



Sediment H u m a n  

ONTAMINANT 
WARD 
ACTOR (1) 
1HF) 

UGRATION 
ATHWAY 
'ACTOR 
MPF) 

LECEPTOR 
'ACTOR 
RFl 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum ConcentratiodStandard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

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

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

I Total: I 3.540 

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

Brie/RationoleforSe/e~'on~ 
biota. 

Studies of the Piscataqua River indicate the presence of contaminants in the sediment and - 

Identified - . Receptors identified that have access to sediment Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to sediment 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to sediment 

BriefRotionolefor Selection: Occupational and recreational exposure to sediments as well as consumption of seafood. 

(Place an "X" next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

X 

(Place an "X" next to one below) 

Evident: 

Potential: 

Confined: X 

(Place an "X'  next to one below) 

Identified: X 

Potential: 

Limited: 

ictivity Name: KITTERY ME PORTSMOU TH NSY Site Name: SWMU 00 026 Sediment Human Category: LOW 

(High, Medium, Low) 



~~~~ 

Sediment Eco M a r i n e  

UARD 
LCTOR (1) 
HF) 

IGRATION 
\THWAY 
4CTOR 
IPF) 

ECEPTOR 
ACTOR 
w 

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only 
(2) Ratio = Maximum ConcentratiodStandard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

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

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

Total: 35.420 

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

BriefRotionulefor Selection: 
biota. 

Studies of the Piscataqua River indicate the presence of contamanation in the sediment and - 

Identified - Receptors identified that have access to sediment Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to sediment 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to sediment 

BriefRotionulefor Selection: Piscataqua River biota exposed to the sediment. 

(Place an "X" next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

x 
- 

(Place an "X" next to one below) 

Evident: 

Potential: 

Confined: X 

(Place an "X" next to one below) 

Identified: X 

Potential: 

Limited 

Activity Name:JLITlER Y ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: SWMU 00026 Sediment Marine Category: b w  
(High, Medium, Low) 



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

IuWlrliodSltc Name for FUDS: KITIERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Entered (Day, Moalh, Year): 41 14/95 

Letrtlon(~trtc): AH Ne 
Site (NarclRMIS ID) I Project for F U D S  

RMfS Sitr Type: 

Pdmt d Contact (NrmdPbomc): Mmiy Rmy mond Natia~al Priority List (Ym): Yes Sllc h m k  . High 

Media Evaluated (CW, SW, Scdlmcml, Soil): 

Phase of Exec. (SI, RI, FS, RCIIIV, RDIRA, or  cquiv. RCRA Stage): 

Air. Status (Ym, If ycr, type of rgmmcnt c.g., FFA, Pcrmll, Order): 

GW SOIL 

SWMU 00027 FS 
Yes POL (PEIROLevMnVSMCA~)  LINES 

SITE SUMMARY 

(Include only key elemcots of information used IO conduct h e  relative risk site evdurtion. Attach map view of site if M i d . )  

BrkfSHa Dcrcrfpllom ( I d d c  dtc type, r a k r h b  dlrporcd of, data of operrlien, and otbcr rckvaat lafomrlon): 
Site w u  loucion of 16 oil pipeline from 1920s to 1978. In 1978 the pipeline ruptured md r e l e d  oil into the soil. A section of the pipeline 
wu moved in 1978 and the picline w u  taken out of service. This site b adjaant (0 the Pisahqua River. 

Mf h r l p t b a  of Patbwayr (Cremdwrtcr, Smrfaec Water, Scdimcat, Soil): 
Aru U c o v d  With uphalt plvcmmi md mI8h mrny utility lines. Groundwater born site flow into Piscatsqua River. 

Brkf Dacrlplba of Rncpton (Huarm and Fxohgkal): 
Groundwater u sot c u m t l y  I soouccc for drinlring water. Howcva it cnn reach the Piseatrqru River and impact aquatic life. 

( I )  UK to lccocd i n f m h  on SiW md Aruc of C a n h  (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The tmn Site is defined u 1 discrete uea for which suspected contatninalioo h a  been verified rnd requires htt 
A Site by delit ion b u  bbcn, or will be, tnknd into RMIS. For the FUDS Pqymu, "projects" equates 10 s i t a  for Cumni insullntionr. An AOC b I discrete area of con(rmiodio0, of suspected conlamination in dK 
(or RFA) phue lhtt h a  not k e n  entered into RMIS. 

Page I - Relafive Risk Evaluation Worksheet 



. .  

I N T A M M A W  
WRD 
CTOR (1) 
M F )  

I 1 htailmam Coat. 1 Standard I I 

I I I I 

I 1 
Tolal: I 129.676 

lotcmtbl - Pouibility for con(unimtion to k pmml m or migmte 
to I pint  of exposum; or infomution is nd sufkimt 
(0 rmke a dctmiculion of Evident 01 Cmlined 

I 
Acthlty Name m y  ME wRTSh4OUlH NSY Site N8mc: swMv 60027 Croandwatet Category: Hi& 

(Hi& Wtm. Lou) 



Anrlpicrl drlr or c k r v r b l c  cvidtncc iadiatcs ch.l 
con(rminr(im is present it. is movinl tow&. or hu 

Co~flocd - Low possibility for contamination to bc pacnt i t  
01 mignk to i point of exposwe 

moved (0 1 point of exposlue 

Possibility for wntmmirr(i0n to bc pracnl i t  or migrate 
to i point of upouvc; o( infomulion is  not sunicient 
radcidcccrmimtionofEvidcn!orGmfincd 

( P k a  111 'X' next to one below) 

IdCrcllkd: 

rotntbl: X 

Umlccd: , 



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSMEET 

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

lnrtallationlSlte N i l e  for FUDS: K117ERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Enlered (Day, Month, Year): a19m 
k B ~ D ( S b k ) :  Ng Media Evmbated (CW. SW. Sediment, Soil): GW SOIL 

S i b  (NamclRMIS fD) I ?mJd for FUDS: 

RMIS She Type: BURN AREA 

Pd.1 O f  COOtDCt (NnmCmLow): M q  h p o n d  Nntioaal P h r i q  b t  (Ym): Yes WBk: High 

SlTEooO29 Phase of Exec. (SI, RI, FS, Rcmv. RDIRA, or qotv. RCRA Stage): 

. Agr.  SIB^ (Ym, If yes, typ of r g m n e n t  c.g., FFA, Permit, Order): 

CERCLA RYFS 

Yes 

SITE SUMMARY 

(Include only key elements of infmation used to conduct h e  relative risk site cvrlurtion. Attach map view of site if dcsiid.) 

BrkfSia DewrlpHaa (Imelde dte type, materlab dbporcd of, dater of opentba, and other relevant laformatton): 
Histarid m u c h  shows site wu previously used IS I site for opca pit md "tccpce" incinerator burning of wrstes. Ash and residues w m  
moved m d  pllccd in SWMV 8. This lltl b on reclaimed land which Mid photopphs indicate received Shipyard w u k s .  Filling occured while 
site wu wed for opcn burning of wades. 

' 

Brkf Daerlptkm of Pathways (Grommdwmter. Sorfacc Water, Sedlaeit, Soil): 
Exposure a n  occur Uuough m(Ht with soils. Site covered with buildings and pavemcnf some gmsy areas remain. Migmtion to the n v a  is 
pnsiblc via groundwater or erosion of soils. 

BrklDncrlptbm of Rtccptera (Humam rod Ecdgkrl): 
Occupalionrl exposure to personnel worLiaB on or new h e  site d u h g  operations which disrupt the soil. Groundwater at site may also be impacted 
md migrating to the Pmaaqua River. 

( I )  Ow to record mfonnition on Si t a  md h e m  of Concern (Am) for Relative Risk Sitc Edurtion. Ihe (mn Site is defined as I discrete MI Tor which suspected conmination h u  been verified md rcquim furl 
A Sia by defmitia, hm been, or mill be, m m d  into RMIS. For Ihe FUDS P m p m ,  "projects" qurceS to sites for c u m 1  indlrlhns. An AOC is a discrete n r  of Contrmhith. or suspected conlmninalion in the 
(or RFA) phue &it h u  not brm entered inlo RMIS. 

Page I - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet 



Ground Water 

' 

(Place ul 'x' next 10 one below) 

Wirii.1 (I~TOM > imb 

Moderate (If Told 2 - 100): 

Mimimat (IrToOtrl e 2): 

X 

Groundwater C'rtcgary: Hiah A C W Q  NIUM KITTERY ME PORTSMOUM NSY Site Nnmc: SITE oOO29 
(Nigh. Medim. Low) 



s d l  

ONTAMIN AKT I 1 Alrxiaum ('oar. I Stindr rd I 1 
A U R D  
ACTOR (I)  
mn 

IIGRATION 
ATEWAY 
ACTOR 
Yrr) 

IECErlOR 
'ACTOR 
m 

Conflmd - Low possibility for con(unirulion to k p s m t  
0s miptc to a point of exposue 

I h t i M  - Rmplon idmtifd lhrt h v c  rceu to 
C O I I ~ ~ ~ M I C ~  mil 



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SITE (I)  BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

IaWbtkJSlte Name for FUDS lUlTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Entered (Day, Momth, Year): 2/18/!39 

ImrHom(Str~e): +RT HE Media Evilsited (GW, SW, Sediment, Soll): OW SOIL 

Site (NipclRMIS ID) I Project for FUDS: 

M I S  Site Type: PLATING SHOP 

SITE 00030 Pbuc of Exec. (SI, RI, FS. Remv, RD/RA, or q u k .  RCRA Stye): 

Agr. Status (YW, If ycs, type of igmmnt c.g., FFA, PcrmIt, Order): 

CERCLA PA 

Yes 

Pdmt of Contact (Nidpbome): MuIy Ilrymolld National Priority List (YIN): Yes SlkRlrk: ' High 
I 

SITE SUMMARY 

(laclude only key elements of  information w d  to conduct the relative risk site evaluation. Atllch map view of site if desired.) 

Brkf Site Dacrl~tbo ( I r l r d c  dte type, utcrirlr dbpod of, data of operatloo, rod otkr  rekviat informitiom): 
Buildin8 184 U c m l y  used u a welding school for navy employees. Previously chc site was used for gslvnnnizing and metal cleaning. A yellow 
p o w d m y  efllormcc has rpputd at thejoint khmea the wall and tbe floor at the location where M acid dip tank WLP located. This s u b s ~ c c  
h a  i m y  low pH(2.3) d cadmium, chromium, barium and kad w u t  found in TCLP tats of this powder. 

Brkf l k ~ d p t b u  of Pithwiyr (Crouadnitcr, Surface Water, Srdlmeat, Soll): 
Rimuy prchmy of mcun is exposure (0 wwlrm Q building. 

( I )  UIK to IccoI(( information on Sites and k u  of Conccin (AOC) for Reluive Risk Site Evaluation. The ttnn Site% defied u i discrete u e a  for which suspected mluninrtion has been verified and requires Lrt 
A Site by dcfiitian h u  been, or will be. entered into M S .  For tbe FUDS Proylun. mprojects" equates to sites for cumnt inscrllUioru. An AOC is a discrrtc UCI( of mhtninafion. or ruspcctcd conluninaion in the 
(or RFA) phw &at hns not ban catnod into RMIS. 

PQC 1 - Relative Risk Evduition Worksheet 



(:round \Viler 

ONTAMINANT I 1 I I I Sr8ndard 

IICRATlON 
'ATHWAY 
'ACTOR 
MpF) 

RECEmOR 
FACrOR 
lip) 

Caaflmd - Infomution indicates tlnt the potential fa 
eolduninrnt migntion from the 
geological dru~tum 01 physial conbols) 

is  limited (due to 

(PI= UI 'X' M X t  lo one below) 

Signiflam1 (If Total 160): 

Modmtc (If total 2 - Iod): 
MImhmI (IfT.Crl C 2): X 

Sltc Nmmc: SITE am30 Groundwater Category: ~ m r  Actki ty  Nmmc ME P O R ~ U ' T H  NSY 
(Hi&, Medim. Law) 



EvUcU - 

r0IaH.l- 

( I )  Evalutc for humrn conluninUn, only 
(2) U o -  Muimum ConccntmtidSMdvd 
N&: Only lop Icn ConlUninMlS uc disphycd 

MytieddatmorobunlMcevidmcindiu~Ihl 
canpminrtion is p c ~ t  at, i s  nmvinl tow&, 0th 
moved to a p i p  of enpmun 

Pouibility for contunilution (0 k prcscd mt a m i m  
to a poia of upmucc: a infomution is  
10 rmtc a dacrmirvtion of Evident or Confined 

C o o l i d  - Low pouibility for contunilution to be pmt at 
w mi- to point of cxposurc 

sufllcicnt 

Uaitd - Link or IW) potential for raeplon to have lccu~ Lo 
eontunimtcd soil 

(Place UI 'X' next (0 one below) 

Evidemk 

rotrlial: X 

C0mP.d: 

forsckrdorc Direel rccmpalbmal cgpoaure to  warken witbim'luildiag 184, 

Site Nsme: SITE W 3 0  soit CBttgOry: Hi* 
(Hi@. Medium Low) 

Activity Name KIITERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY 



. .. .. -. 

RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SITE ( I )  BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

IastallationlSlte Name for FUDS 

h a t i o n  (state): ~ R T  N€ 
Site (NarclRMIS ID) I Project for FUDS: 

RMlS Slte Type: LANDFILL 

Pol.( ofCom(Ht (NandPkar): Ma~ty Raymond 

KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY 

SITE00031 

Date Entered (Day. Month, Year): 

Medla Evaluated (CW. SW, Sediment, Sail): 

Phase 01 Exec. (Sl, RI, Fs, Rcmv, RDIRA, or qutv. RCRA Stage): 

Air. Status (Y/N, If ycs, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Penult, Order): 

2/19/99 

GW SOIL 

CERCLA PA 

Yes 
National Phhdty m t  (Ym): Yes Stle R a m k  Low 

SITE SUMMARY 

(Include mly key elements of information used to conduct the dat ive risk site evaluation. Attach map view of site ifdeshrd.) 

Brkf Slte DacrlpWon (Imlude dte type, matedab disposed of, dates ofoperrtioa, a d  other relevant iaformatbn): 
Hbtoricd mformdon indicates this s ib  was used u 8 landfill during early put of this century. The site is cumntly covered by buildings 
and pavement. Dfca exposure is  unlikely except for excavation work. 

. 

Brkf Dtrcriptbmef P a t h a y s  (CroumIwaler, Sorface Water, Sedlnnt, MI): 
The sitc may impact the plant a d  mimal life and humans consuming xifood in the vicinity of the site. 

BrM Dcrcdptlom of Rerepton (Hmaaa a d  Ecolagkal): 
Humm: Construaion exposure to Worktrs during excavation. Plant and animal l ik wihin the Piscamqua River and humans consuming seafood 
caught h this m a .  

(1) Use to recod fnfonndion on Sites and Arcu of C o n m  (AOC) for Relative Risk Sib  Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a disctclc m a  for which suspected mtmination hu bem verified and requins hrt 
A She by definition h a  hem. or will be, entered inlo RMIS. Far the FUDS P r o m ,  "pmjcclr" equates to sibs for cumnt instillations. An AOC b a disacte ma of amlaminrtion, 01 suspected contamination in Ihe 
(or RFA) phase chrt ha not been mtcred into W S .  

Page 1 - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet 



Ground Waccr 

I I Mnrleua Corc. I 

?uemtlrl- Possibility fa conbrninrtion to k pracnt at or mignk 
10 a point ofexposure; OT infmllion is no( suflicicnt 
to nukc a dclamirvlion of Evident 01 Confined 

(Pllce M 'x' rYX1 10 OIK k l O W )  

~ n i ( k . m t  (If Total > 100): 

Md-W (If Total2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If Total < 1): 

~ 

Site Name: SITE 00031 Croundwrtrr Cmlegary: b w  Activity Name Kr r rEn~  ME WRTSMOUTH NSY 
(IliC. Medim. Low) 

. .. 



. 

Soil 

NTAMMAM 
urn 
rCOR(1) 

t I I Slnndrrd I I 

A d y i i u l  drtr 01 obscrvmbk cvidena indiata thrt 
contunina(ian is  prrrcnl at, i s  mavin# t o d ,  or hrr 

Cemflmd - Low pmribility for amtuninntion to be pxnt  m 
M m i p t c  to a point of expown 

moved 0 a point ofcxpbnrrr 

Pmibilily for contminrtian to k pramt d or m i p k  
00 I point of exporm; or infomution is  mtsuullicioll 
(0 nukc I dc(mnintion of Evident or ConCnal 

EvYat: 

rot-tb): 

c.anmCd: X 

(Plur m 'X nmt lo one below) 

Idatf(kd: 

retmiri: X 

UuHd: 

I 
Soil category: Low Site Name: SITE 00031 

(High. Mcdiun. h) 
A d v l t y  Name KITERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY ' .  



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WOWSHEET 

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Irr(.llrtlo&ite Naw for FUDS: KI"ERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Entered (Dry, Month, Ycrr): 924199 

~oca~oo(~t . te) :  NW Mcdir Evrlurtcd (CW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SEDEM SOIL 

Site (NaldRMIS ID) I Project fir FUDS: 

RMIS She Type: LANDFILL 

SITE 00032 Pbut of Em. (SI, RI, FS. Remv, RDIRA, or quiv. RCRA Stage): 

Agr. Shtw (Y/N, If yes, type of agmment e.g., FFA, Permit. Order): 

CERCLA PA 

Yes 

SlTE SUMMARY 

(Include only key elemcotr of inforation u s d  to conduct the relative risk site evaluation. Attach map view of site if desired.) 

Brkf Site DtrcripHo~ (Iwlude rite type, arterlrlr dirpawd of, dates ofoperrt io~,  and other relevant laformrtlom): 
Hisaoricrl idonnuion thi site h d  been used LJ a landfill m d  sdvnge pw urly in 1900s. 

Brkf Dcrrriptloo of Patbwayr (Grorodwatcr, S r h c  Water, Sediment, Soil): 
C o n W  with mils and gnnmdwdm. 

Brkf D ~ ~ d p r b m  of Rccepton (HUBD a d  Ecwkd): 
Occupational md midcntid exporun born Shipyard worken m d  family housing residents. 

(I) Use to r c d  b f m d i o n  rn S i m  and Area ofConccin (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evdurtion. The term S i k  is defied u a discrete area for which suspcacd contunination has brm verified and requim Furl 
A Site by dellink hw b, oc will be, c n m d  into RMIS. For Ibe N D S  Program, "projects" equates to sictr for cumnt insclllrtions. An AOC is a discrete UCI ofcontunhncion. or suspected contamination in the 
(of RFA) phuc La hu not bcea eatcrrd into RMIS. 

Page 1 - Rclntive Risk Evaluation WortrJbaet 



Possibility fat amtaminrtion to k pmmt U at mignntc 
lo a pin( of cxpolurc: 01 infomutian is nol fuflicicnt 
(a nuke a daaminrtion of Evidcnt or Confind 

( P k  mn 'X' next to owe below) 

Signi(krml (IfTo(rI> 106): 

M d ~ W ~ f l f T M d 2 - l W ) :  X 

Mhlirl (If Totd < 1): 

Urnled: 



Told: W.OI0 

Cosbsd - Low possibility for contamination 0 be prrrent at 
OT migrate to a pint of exposure 

(Plue an 'X' next to one below) 

S igr ibml  (IfT&l> 100): 

Md-tt (If Told 2 - 100): X 

M & h d  (IlTootrl< 1): 

rrmlill: X 

C0.fl.d: 

htemtirl- Pwibility for wntaminrlion to bc pracnl at OT m i y k  
lo a pin of cxporuc; or infomution is  wl sumcimt 
10 nuke I dctamiwion of Evidcnl Q ConIincd 

Wailed - Little or no pocentirl for rccepon to h v c  ID 
c o n t a m i d  soil 

(P luc  UI 'X' I Y X I  lo o(y below) 

Malilkd: 

?otalbl: X 

umited: , 

Site Name: S~TE 00032 soil CmlCgOIy: Mcd 
(High, Medium, Low) 

Attivlty Name K ~ Y  ME W R I S M ~ N S Y  



.. L 
.. . 

Sarfacc Water Era Marine 

ONTAMINANT 
AWRD 
bCTOR (1) 
:HF) 

R i d a t  - 

hrnrirl - 

hlyttal data 01 obvrvabk evidence W i  that 
con(animtion in UIC d i a  h psmt ot. is  moviw 
cand a hr m o d  to1 pdnlofcxpmM 

Possibility far contamintion to be pram! at a migrate 
to a point ofcrtposuc; 01 infomwlion i s  na( ruRicknt 
to make a &laminrtion of E v i h  a Confmd 



NTAMINAN'T 
U R D  
CCOR (I 
IF) 

l.2YL-J Total: 

Comlinsd - I n f o d o n  indiuks b w  potmlial for m u m i d o n  to a 
potential point of exposwe (could k due to Ihc pmmc 
of gwlogid s(rufium or or phyriul d r )  

WWnJc fwsdsrla: O(Fkre hvdptiou Lave found contadmatiom prcrcnl in (be mdh amd biota 

Uakd - Link or no potential for mpon 10 have IEM 10 sediment 

(PI= UI 'x' W X I  u) OW bClOW) 

Signilkrut (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): 

X 

Mlmimrl (If Total 2): 

B 

(PIKC ln 'x' n u t  to o(K below) 

Evldeml: X 

rMathl: 

C o u l d :  



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSllEET 

SITE (I)  BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

InotrllationlSlte Nimc for FUDS: KITIERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Ditc Entered (Day, Month, Ycir): 5n4m 
Locrtioa (Strtc): Jw Mcdir Evrluitcd (CW, SW, Sediment, Soil): SEDH SEDEM SOIL 

Slte (NiuJRMIS ID) I PmJcct for FUDS: 

RMIS She Type: O l l E R  

?dnt of Corntad (NimclPhan): 

SlTE 00034 Phi= of Exec. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RDIRA, or cqaiv. RCRA Stage): 

Agr. Stitrs (Ym, If y a ,  type of agreement cb., FFA, Pcnnlt, Order): 

N i H a u i  Prlori~y Lht (Y/N): 

No 
No Slk Rlnk Hi,@ 

SITE SUMMARY 

(Indude only key elements of information used to conduct the dat ive risk rite evaluation. Attmh map view of site if desired.) 

Brkf Site Dcrcriptloa (1rnl.de site type, aitcriib dbposcd 01, ditea of opention, and otbcr rclcvint Informition): 
Building 62 wu the farmer Oil Guifiution Plmt and fonna Blacksmith Shop. The building has also ban uscd u a pesticide stomge ma 

k k f  DcKripHou ofP i th8)r  (Crowdwater, Surlicc Witcr, Sediment. Sdl): 
The site is located rdjaccnt to the shoreline. 

Brkf Dacrlpth rf Rcccpton (Humra rmd Ecolagkil): 
HWMII: Occcuprcidnal md Consmcth  ntposura arc likely i t  this time. Ecolagical: 7hc site could effect the plant and animal life md 
humans consuming seafood. 

( I )  Use to d hformrtion on Sites md Areu of C b n m  ( A X )  for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The tern Site is defined IS i discrete llci for which suspected contamination h u  been vcrifnd md n q u k  furt 
A Site by & h n i b  hu ken, or will k, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Pmpm, "projects" cqunles to sites for cumnt inslallations. An AOC is i d i m e  mi of contmninniOn. or suspected conminltion in the 
(or RFA) fiUc.llr hm not been entermi inta RMIS. 

Page 1 -Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet 



soil I 

Evidal- 

roledd - 

lotak 41.180 

A d y l i u l  dru a abxrv8bk cvidcncc indiklcs Iht 
contuninuion is  pmcnt at, ii moviry m, a b 

Comfid - Low pmtibility for contunination to bc p a e n t  .I 
a mignlc to I point of cxpsurc 

moved lo a point of cxporurc 

Possibility for Contmicutian to bc +I II or rnigntc 
to I point of C X ~ M ;  or information is ncll wllicicnl 
to makc a dncrminr(ion of Evidmc or conlined 

Umited - LitUc or ry) polcntid f a  rwplon to h v c  mess b 
conumitutcd soil 

Mimimil (If Total < 2): 

( F k e  u1 'X' next  to dne below) 

X Evldcllt: 

hldirl: 

ComIJICd: 





%dimen( Eco hlrrinc 

I I Marlmrc Cone. 1 Standard I 1 

(Plccc an "X' next to (IOC k l o w )  

Sigaifiiat (If  Totrl D I W): X 

Modcratr(1f Totml I - 100): 

M1almrl (Ir TOUI c 1): 

A d *  dam or obrenabk evidence indicates t h t  
mttmirution in thc media n prrvnt at. is moving 
Ipwud, M hn wad 10 I point ofcqnxun 

Puuibility f a  ~onr~ninuion 10 bc pnrm LI or rnigntc 
u) I poirn olcxpomc; or infomulion b m rullicient 
M mrkt r detemitutiun of Evidou M Canfined 

331.450 U foul: 

Confimd - Infomution indicates a low potcntirl for conlrmirriion 10 I 
potentid point of ex- (could bc due IO UIC pcrena 
of gculogicrl r(rucu~e5 or or physicrl FonlrO15) 

(Place an 'X' nexi to one below) 

Er(de8l: X 

rut-thl: 

Codiard: 

( P k  u) 'X' Mlt 10 My helow) 

tdrrtifkd: X 

?orccltbl: 

Limited: 



APPENDIX C 

c.1 
c.2 

c.3 

c.4 

c.5 

C.6 

c.7 

C.8 

c.9 

c.10 

c.11 

SUMMARY AND DETAILED SCHEDULES 

OU1 SCHEDULE (SITES 10 & 21) 

OU2 SCHEDULE (SITES 6 & 29) 

OU3 SCHEDULE (SITES 8,9, & 11 SOURCE CONTROL) 

OU4 SCHEDULE (OFFSHORE) 

OU6 SCHEDULE (SITE 8 MANAGEMENT OF MIGRATION) 

SITE 26, PORTABLE OILNVATER TANKS, SCHEDULE 

SITE 27, BERTH 6 INDUSTRIAL AREA, (OU5) 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 

APP C Covers FY02 SMP Rev. 2.doc 
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APP C Covers FY02 SMP Rev. 2.doc 

APPENDIX C.l 

OU1 SCHEDULE (SITES 10 & 21) 



Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Site Management Plan Schedules 

OPERABLE UNIT 1 (OU 1) 

ID 

. .  

~~ ~~ 

TaskName Yo Dur Start Finish 

OU1 FYO2 SMP Rev. 1 

- 
44 

49 

50 

54 

55 

60 

61 

65 

66 

67 

68 

69 

73 

74 

75 

76 

77 

78 

83 

84 

88 

89 

94 

95 

99 

100 

101 

102 

103 

107 

108 

109 

110 

111 

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

- 
- 
- 
- 
~ 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

Prepare Draft Site 10 Workplan 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAE Receives Draft Site 10 Workplan 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAE Review Draft Site 10 Workplan 

Navy Receives Comments on DraH Site 10 Workplan 

Prepare Site 10 Workplan Response to Comments Lener 

USEPA, MEDEP Receive Site 10 Workplan Response to Comments Lener 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAE Reviews Site 10 Workplan Response to Comments Lener 

Navy Receives Comments on Site 10 Workplan Response to Comments Lener 

Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 

Prepare Draft Final Site 10 Workplan 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAE Receive Draft Final Sile 10 Workplan 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAE Review Draft Final Site 10 Workplan 

Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice 01 Dispute 

Navy and Regulator Resolulwn or Notice of Dispute 

Prepare Final Site 10 Workplan 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAE Receive Final Site 10 Workplan 

Fieldwork 

Prepare Draft Site 10 Field Investigation Repart 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAE Receives Draft Site 10 Field Investigation Report 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAE Review Draft Site 10 Field Investigation Report 

Navy Receives Comments on Draft Site 10 Field lnvesligation Repoll 

Prepare Site 10 Field Investigation Report Response to Comments Lener 

USEPA. MEDEP Receive Site 10 Field lnveslgation Report Response to Comments Letter 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAE Reviews Site 10 Field Investigation Report Response to Comments Lener 

Navy Receives Comments on Site 10 Field Investigation Report Response to Comments Lener 

Navy and Regulator Comment Resolulion 

Prepare DraR Final Site 10 Field Investigation Repoll 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAE Receive DraR Final Site 10 Field lnvestigaliwn Report 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAE Review Draft Final Site 10 Field Investigation Report 

Navy Receives Approval, Comments. or Notice of Dispute 

Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice 01 Dispute 

Prepare Final Site 10 Field Investigation Report 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Receive Final Site 10 Field lnveslgation Report 

GROUNDWATER MODELING REPORT 

Prepare Modeling Work Plan 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAE Receive DraR Modeling Work Plan 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAE Reviews DraR Modeling Work Plan 

Navy Receives Comments on Draft Modeling Work Plan 

Prepare Modeling Work Plan Response to Comments Lener 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAE Receive Modeling Work Plan Response to Commenls Lener 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAE Reviews Modeling Work Plan Response to Comments Lenel 

Navy Receives Comments on Modeling Work Plan Response to Comments Lener 

Navy and Regulator Comment Resoluliwn 

Prepare Dralt Final Modeling Work Plan 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAE Receive Draft Final Modeling Work Plan 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Review Draft Final Modeling Work Plan 

Navy Receives Approval, Comments. or Notice of Dispute 

Navy and Regulator Resoluliwn or Notice 01 Dispute 

Prepare Final Modeling Wok Plan 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

5% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

OY. 

0% 

0% 

, 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

141 d 9/18/00 2/5/01 

1 d 2/6/01 2/6/01 

45d  2/6/01 3/22/01 

1 d 3/23/01 3/23/01 

45d  3/23/01 5/6/01 

1 d 5/7/01 5/7/01 

36d 5/7/01 6/11/01 

1 d 6/12/01 6/12/01 

7 d 6/12/01 6/18/01 

100d 6/6/01 9/13/01 

1 d 9/17/01 , 9/17/01 

23d 9/17/01 10/9/01 

1 d 10/9/01 10/9/01 

16d 10/9/01 10/24/01 

16d 10/9/01 10/24/01 

1 d 10/25/01 10/25/01 

120d 10/26/01 2/22/02 

120d 2/23/02 6/22/0i 

1 d 6/23/02 6/23/02 

45 d 6/23/02 8/6/02 

1 d 8/7/02 8r7/02 

45d  8/77/02 9/2O/Oi 

1 d 9/21/02 9/21/02 

30 d 9/21/02 10/20/0i 

1 d 10/21/02 10/21/0i 

7 d  10/21/02 10/27/0i 

30 d 10/21/02 11/19/0i 

1 d 11/20/02 11/20/02 

30 d 11/20/02 12/19/02 

1 d 12/20/02 12120/02 

30d 12/20/02 1/18/0: 

30d 12/20/02 1/18/0: 

1 d 1/19/03 1/19/0: 

602 d 8/29/03 4/21/0! 

90d  8/29/03 11/26/0: 

1 d 11/27/03 11/27/0: 

45d  11/27/03 1/10/04 

1 d 1/11/04 1/11/0' 

45 d 1/11/04 2/24/01 

1 d 2/25/04 2/25/0' 

3 0 d  2/25/04 3/25/01 

1 d 3/26/04 3/26/01 

7 d  3/26/04 4/1/0' 

30d  3/26/04 4/24/01 

1 d 4/25/04 4/25/0' 

30d 4/25/04 5/24/01 

1 d 5/25/04 5/25/01 

30d 5/25/04 W23/0' 

30d 5/25104 6 /23 /0~  



Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Site Management Plan Schedules 

OPERABLE UNIT 1 (OU 1) 

-"". 

OU1 FYOZ SMP Rev 1 

141 USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAE Receive Final Work Plan 0% 6/24/04 6/24/04 

Prepare Modeling Report 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Receive Drafl Modeling Report 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Review Drafl Modeling Report 

Prepare Modeling Report Response to Comments Lener 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAE Receive Modeling Report Response to Comments Letler 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAE Reviews Modeling Report Response to Comments Lener 

Navy Receives Comments on Mcdeling Report Response to Comments Lener 

Prepare Draft Final Modeling Report 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAE Receive Draft Final Modeling Report 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Review Draft Final Modeling Report 

Navy Receives Approval. Comments. or Notice of Dispute 

Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 

Prepare Final Modeling Report 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAE Receive Final Report 

FEASlBfLlTY STUDY (Primav Document) 

FS. PRAP 8 ROD Contrading Action 

Award SOW for FS 

Prepare Drafl FS Report 

USEPA 8 MEDEP Receives DraH FS Report 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAE Review DraH FS Report 

Navy Recieves Comments on Drafl FS Report 

Prepare FS Report Response to Comments Lener 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAE Receive FS Report Response to Comments Lener 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Reviews FS Report Response to Commenls Lener 

Navy Receives Comments on FS Report Response to Commenls Lener 

Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 

Prepare Draft Final FS Report 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAE Receive Drat Final FS Report 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Review DraH Final FS Report 

Navy Receives Approval, Comments. or Notice of Dispute 

Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 

Prepare Final FS Report 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Receive Final FS Report 

PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN (PRAP) 

Authorize Release of Funds 

Award PRAPIROD and RDlRA Schedule 

Prepare Proposed Remedial Action Plan 

Prepare DraR PRAP 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAE Receive Draft PRAP 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAE Review Draft PRAP Schedule 

Navy Receives Comments on DraH PRAP 

Prepare Response to Comments Lener 8 Draft Final PRAP 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAE Receive DraH Final PRAP 8 Response to Comments Lener 

Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 

Prepare for Public Comment Period 

Public Comment Period 

PREPARATION OF RD/RA SCHEDULE AND REMEDIAL DESIGN 

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% 

0% 

0 %  

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

i d  

90 d 

I d  

45 d 

45 d 

I d  

30 d 

I d  

30 d 

I d  

30 d 

I d  

7 d  

30 d 

I d  

787 d 

70 d 

I d  

505 d 

I d  

45 d 

I d  

45 d 

I d  

30 d 

I d  

7 d  

30 d 

I d  

30 d 

I d  

7 d  

30 d 

I d  

229 d 

I d  

I d  

198 d 

117 d 

I d  

30 d 

I d  

21 d 

I d  

14 d 

14 d 

30 d 

150 d 

6/25/04 

9/23/04 

9/23/04 

11/7/04 

12/22/04 

12/W04 

1/21 105 

1/21/05 

2/20/05 

2/20/05 

3/22/05 

3/22/05 

3/22/05 

4/21/05 

2/20/05 

2/20/05 

511105 

5/2/05 

9/19/05 

9/19/06 

11/3/06 

1 1/3/06 

1 2/18/06 

1 2/18/06 

1/17/07 

1/17/07 

1/17/07 

2/16/07 

2/16/07 

3/18/07 

3/18/07 

3/18/07 

411 7/07 

1/17/07 

1/17/07 

1/18/07 

1/19/07 

1/19/07 

5/17/07 

5/17/07 

6/16/07 

6/16/07 

7/7/07 

7/7/07 

712 1 107 

8/4/07 

7/19/07, 



Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Site Management Plan Schedules 

OPERABLE UNIT 1 (OU 1) 

2005 i 2006 i 2007 i 2008 i 2009 

OU1 FYO2 SMP Rev 1 

141 USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAE Receive Final Work Plan 0% 1 d 6/24/04 6/24/04 

142 Prepare Modeling Report 

147 

148 

152 

157 

158 

162 

163 

164 

165 

169 

170 

171 Prepare Final Modeling Report 

172 

173 

174 FEASIBILITY STUDY (Primary Document) 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Receive Draft Modeling Report 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Review Draft Modeling Report 

Prepare Modeling Report Response lo Comments Lener 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Receive Modeling Report Response lo Comments Leller 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAE Reviews Modeling Report Response lo Comments Lener 

Navy Receives Comments on Modeling Report Response 10 Comments Lener 

Prepare Draft Final Modeling Report 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAE Receive Draft Final Modeling Report 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAE Review Draft Final Modeling Report 

Navy Receives Approval. Comments. or Notice of Dispute 

Navy and Regulator Resolution or Nolice of Dispute 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAE Receive Final Report 

175 

183 

184 

190 

191 

195 

196 

201 

202 

206 

207 

208 

209 

210 

214 

215 

216 

217 

218 

219 

220 

221 

222 

223 

228 

229 

233 

234 

235 

236 

237 

238 

239 

240 

FS. PRAP 8 ROD Contrading Aclion 

Award SOW for FS 

Prepare Draft FS Report 

USEPA 8 MEDEP Receives Draft FS Report 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Review Draft FS Report 

Navy Recieves Comments on Draft FS Report 

Prepare FS Report Response lo Comments Lener 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Receive FS Report Response lo Comments Lener 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Reviews FS Report Response to Commenls Lenei 

Navy Receives Comments on FS Report Response to Commenls Lener 

Navy and Regulator Comment Resolulion 

Prepare Draft Final FS Report 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Receive Draft Final FS Report 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAE Review Draft Final FS Report 

Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Nolice of Dispule 

Navy and Regulator Resolution or Nolice 01 Dispute 

Prepare Final FS Report 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Receive Final FS Report 

PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN (PRAP) 

Authorize Release of Funds 

Award PRAP/ROD and RDlRA Schedule 

Prepare Proposed Remedial Adion Plan 

Prepare Draft PRAP 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAE Receive Draft PRAP 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Review Draft PRAP Schedule 

Navy Receives Comments on Draft PRAP 

Prepare Response lo Comments Letter 8 Draft Final PRAP 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAE Receive DraR Final PRAP 8 Response to Comments Lener 

Navy and Regulator Commenl Resolution 

Prepare lor Public Comment Period 

Public Commenl Period 

PREPARATION OF RDlRA SCHEDULE AND REMEDIAL DESIGN 

OYO 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

O Y O  

0% 

0% 

096 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

90d 6/25/04 9/22/04 

1 d 9/23/04 9/23/04 

45d 9/23/04 11/6/04 

45d 11I7/04 12/21/04 

I d  12/22/04 12/22/04 

30d 12/2204 1120105 

1 d 1/21/05 1/21/05 

3 0 d  1/21/05 2/19/05 

1 d 2/20/05, 2/20/05 

30d 2/20/05 

I d  3/22/05 

7 d  3/22/05 

3 0 d  3/22/05 

1 d 4/21/05 

787d 2/20/05 

70d 2/20/05 

1 d 5/1/05 

3/21/05 

3/22/05 

3/28/05 

4/20/05 

4/21/05 

4/17/07 

4/30/05 

5/1/05 + 
505d 5/2/05 9/18/06 I 

1 d 9/19/06 

45d 9/19/06 

1 d 11/3/06 

4 5 d  11/3/06 

1 d 12/18/06 

30d 12/18/06 

1 d 1/17/07 

7 d  1/17/07 

3 0 d  1/17/07 

1 d 2/16/07 

3 0 d  2/16/07 

1 d 3/18/07 

7 d  

30 d 

I d  

229 d 

I d  

I d  

198d 

117d 

I d  

30 d 

I d  

21 d 

I d  

14 d 

14 d 

30 d 

9/19/06 

11/2/06 

11/3/06 

12/17/06 

12/18/08 

1/16/07 

1/17/07 

1/23/07 

2/15/07 

2/16/07 

3/17/07 

3/18/07 

3/18/07 3/24/07 

3/18/07 4/16/07 

4/17/07 4/17/07 

1/17/07 9/2/07 

1/17/07 1/17/07 

1/18/07 1/18/07 

1/19/07 8/4/07 

1/19/07 5/16/07 

5/17/07 5/17/07 

5/17/07 6/15/07 

6/16/07 6/16/07 

6/16/07 7/6/07 

717107 717107 

717107 7/20/07 

7/21/07 8/3/07 

814107 gm71 

4 
4 

rn + 



Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Site Management Plan Schedules 

OPERABLE UNIT 1 (OU 1) 

ID 

OU1 FY02 SMP Rev 1 

TaskName I % 1 Dur 1 Slart I I I I  I I 
- 

242 

243 

244 

245 

246 

24 7 

252 

253 

251 

258 

263 

264 

268 

269 

210 

271 

272 

273 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Receive RD Schedule 

Regulatory and RAB Review 

DecisiodResolution P e a  

RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) 

Prepare Draft ROD (Primary Documenl) 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Receives Draft ROD 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Review Draft ROD 

Navy Receives Comments on Draft ROD 

Prepare Response to Comments Lener 8 Draft Final ROD 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAE Receive Response to Comments 8 Draft Final ROD 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Review Draft Final ROD 

Navy Receives Comments on Draft Final ROD 

MEDEP Submls Lener of ConcurrenceMonConcurrenc? 

Prepare Final ROD 

Navy Signs Final ROD 

USEPA Receives Final ROD 

USEPA Signs Final ROD 

274 

275 

276 REMEDIAL DESIGN 

271 RD Contracting Action 

Navy Distribules Final Remrd of Decision 

285 Award Remedial Design 

286 Design To Be Determined 

287 

288 REMEDIAL ACTION 

289 RA Contracting Adwn 

297 Award Remedial Action 

298 Mobilizatwn 

299 Start of Sgnificant 8 Continuous Onsne Adlvny 

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% 

I d  

30 d 

30 d 

223 d 

64 d 

I d  

30 d 

I d  

21 d 

I d  

21 d 

I d  

I d  

20 d 

I d  

l d  

14 d 

30 d 

485 d 

70 d 

I d  

365 d 

191 d 

70 d 

I d  

89 d 

I d  

10/17/07 

1011 7/07 

11/16/07 

7/7/07 

7n107 

1012/07 

10/2/07 

11/1/07 

11/1/07 

11/22/07 

11/22/07 

1 2/13/07 

1 2/13/07 

121 3/07 

112108 

1/3/08 

112108 

1/16/08 

9/18/07 

9/18/01 

1/16/08 

1/16/08 

11/6/08 

1 1/6/08 

1/15/09 

1/15/09 

5/15/09 

Finish 
10/16/07 

10/17/07 

1111 5/01 

12/15/07 

2/14/OE 

9/8/07 

1012101 

10131 101 

11/1/07 

11/21/01 

11/22/07 

1211 2/07 

1211 3/07 

12/13/07 

111108 

112108 

1/3/08 

1/15/08 

2/14/08 

1/14/09 

11/26/07 

1/16/08 

1/14/09 

5/15/09 

1/14/09 

1/15/09 

4/13/09 

5/15/09 



APPENDIX C.2 

OU2 SCHEDULE (SITES 6 & 29) 

APP C Covers FY02 SMP Rev. 2.doc 



L IwIvlwl jl rI al Nlol slvl r I r I wIvIwIjI rI alNlolsl vI rI rlwlvl wljl rl alNlolslvl rI rlwlvlwljl r la1 Nlolslvl rl rlwlvlwlrll rlal Niolslvl r I rI wlvIwIjI rI aINloI slvl rl r I wlvlwl jl rlal NI 
LOO2 I 9002 I so02 I PO02 I EOOZ I 2002 I LOO2 

SOlSLlOL 

SOIPZ16 

SOIEZW 

SOlE16 

50&16 

SOlELl8 

SO12118 

SOIPLIL 

SOlELlL 

SOI9LlP 

SOlSLlP 

SO182111 

SOISZl6 P I2 %O 

SOIP216 P L %O 

SOIE16 P LZ %O 

SOIE16 P L %O 

SOIELI8 PLZ %O 

SOlELl8 P 1 %O 

S0lPLIL POC %O 

SOlPllL P 1 %O 

SOlLllP P 88 %O 

SOI9lIP P 1 %O 

SOISLIP P L %O 

SOISLIP Pa22 %O 

SOiE L19 

SO12119 

SOlOZlS 

SOIPLIS 

SOIC 11s 

SOlPLlP 

SOIEIIP 

SOlLZlE 

SOlSLlE 

SOlPLlC 

SOIEIIZ 

SOlZLlZ 

POlOElZL 

POI6LILL 

POlSLlL L 

POlPLlLL 

SOlE 119 

00191L L 

OOlSlL L 

lOIELI01 

001LIOL 

00191OL 

00lL16 

001916 

OOlPLlS 

001818 

oom 

0016219 

0018219 

001s 11s 

001s119 

OOlfZlE 

001PZIE 

i6162IZL 

1618M21 

i616ZILL 

i6162lLL 

i619ZIOL 

i6ISZIOL 

SOIELl9 

S01P11S 

SOlPLlS 

SOlPLlS 

SOIPIIP 

SOIPLlP 

SOISLIE 

SOIS 1 IE 

SOlSLlE 

5OlEllZ 

SOlELR 

WIOERL 

POlOERL 

POISLILL 

POlSLll 1 

EOILIE 

EOILIE 

P L %O 

POE %O 

PL %O 

PL %O 

POE %O 

P L %O 

POC %O 

P L %O 

PL %O 

POF %O 

P L %O 

PSP %O 

PL %O 

PSP %O 

PL %O 

PS29 %O 

P9EB %O 

00191LL P L 

OOlLlOl P OE 

OOlLlOL P L 

001LIOL P L 

001Ll6 POE 

001U6 P L 

001818 P OE 

00/8/8 P L 

001818 P L 

0016219 P LP 

0016219 P L 

0010L/S P 0s 

OOlOLlS P 9 

001LZIE P 18 

OOlLZlE PO 

661921OL POSL 

661621ZL PO 

6610ElLL P 82 

6616211.L P 0 

66192101 P IE 

65192101 PO 

6616LIL P 86 

%OOL 

%OOL 

%OOL 

%OOL 

%OOL 

%OOL 

%OOL 

%OOL 

%OOL 

%OOl 

%OOL 

%OOL 

%OOL 

%OOL 

%OOL 

%OOL 

%OOL 

%OOL 

%OOL 

%OOL 

%OOL 

%OOL 

Wd LP:E 
2015212 



2/25/02 
347 PM 

ask Name 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Site Management Plan Schedule 

OPERABLE UNIT 2 (OU 2) 

% Dur Start Finish 

- 
ID 
176 

179 

160 

181 

162 

183 

184 

185 

186 

187 

188 

193 

194 

198 

199 

204 

205 

209 

210 

21 1 

212 

213 

214 

215 

216 

217 

218 

226 

227 

226 

229 

230 

238 

239 

240 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

Public Commenl Period 

'REPARATION OF RDlRA SCHEDULE AND REMEDIAL DESIGN 

Prepare RDlRA Schedule (Secondary) 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Receive RD Schedule 

Regulalory and RAB Review 

Deciswn/Resolulion Period 

ECORD OF DECISION (ROD) 

Prepare Drafl ROD (Primary Documenl) 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Receives Drall ROD 

USEPA MEDEP 0 RAB Review Drafl ROD 

Navy Receives Cammenls on Draft ROD 

Prepare Response lo Commenls Leller 0 Drafi Final ROD 

USEPA MEDEP 0 RA8 Receive Response lo Comments 0 Drafl Final ROD 

USEPA MEDEP 0 RAB Review Drafl Final ROD 

Navy Receives Comments on Draft Final ROD 

MEDEP Submils Leller Of ConcurrencelNon Concurrence 

Prepare Fiml ROD 

Navy Signs Final ROD 

USEPA Receives Final ROD 

USEPA Signs Fmai ROD 

Navy D~slribules Final Record of Decision I 

EMEDIAL DESIGN 

RD Conlracling Action 

Award Remedial Design 

Design To Be Delemined 

EMEDIAL ACTION 

RA Conlracling Aclion 

Award Remedial Aclion 

Mobilizalion 

Slart of Significant 0 Conlinuous Onsile Aclivily 

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% 

30 d 10/30/05 11/28/05 

150d 10/14/05 3/42/06 

9 0 d  10/14/05 1/11/06 

1 d 1/12/06 1/12/06 

306 1/12/06 2/10/06 

3 0 d  2/11/06 3/12/06 

253d 9/3/05 5113106 

116 d 9/3/05 12/27/05 

1 d 12/28/05 12/28/05 

3 0 d  12/28/05 1/26/06 

1 d 1/27/06 1/27/06 

21 d 1/27/06 2/16/06 

1 d 2/17/06 2/17/05 

21 d 2/17/06 3/9/06 

1 d 3/10/06 3/10/06 

1 d 3/10/06 3/10/06 

206 3/10/06 3/29/06 

1 d 3130106 3/30/06 

1 d 3/31/06 3/31/06 

14 d 3/30/06 4/12/06 

1 d 5/13/06 5/13/06 

503d 11/14/05 3/31/07 

70d 11/14/05 1/22/06 

1 d 4/1/06 4/1/06 

3656 4/1/06 , 3/31/07 

525d 1/22/06 , 6/30/07 

70d 1/22/06 4/1/06 

1 d 4/2/06 4/2/06 

6 9 d  4/2/06 6/29/06 

1 d W30107 , 6130107 

1 

+ 



APPENDIX C.3 

OU3 SCHEDULE (SITES 8,9, & 11 SOURCE CONTROL) 

APP C Covers FY02 SMP Rev. 2.doc 
. .  



2/25/02 
5-16 PM 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Site Management Plan Schedule 

OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 3 SCHEDULE 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Receive Draft MTADS Report 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Review Draft MTADS Report 

Prepare MTADS Report Response to Comments Letter 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Receive MTADS Report Response to Comments Letter 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Review MTADS Report Response to Comments Letter 

Technical Meeting 

Prepare Final MTADS Report 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Receive Final MTADS Report 

TEST PllTlNG WORK PLAN AND REPORT (Secondary Document) 

100% 1 d 5/15/99 5/15/99 

100% 46 d 5/16/99 6/30/99 

100% 132 d 7/1/99 11/9/99 

100% 1 d 11/10/99 11/10/99 

100% 34 d 11/10/99 12/13/99 

100% 1 d 12/14/99 12/14/99 

100% 734 d 12/15/99 12/17/01 

100% 1 d 12/18/01 12/18/01 

99% 824 d 7/23/98 10/23/00 

Test Pit Work Plan Contracting Action 

Notice of Award, Test Pit Work Plan 

Prepare Draft Testpitting Work Plan 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Receive Draft Test Pit Work Plan 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Review Draft Test Pit Work Plan 

Navy Receives Comments on Draft Test Pit Work Plan 

Prepare Draft Final Test Pit Work Plan 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Receive Draft Final Test Pit Work Plan 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Review Draft Final Test Pit Work Plan 

Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 

Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 

Prepare Final Test Pit Work Plan 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Receive Final Work Plan 

Perform Test Pit Field Work 

Prepare Draft Test Pit Report 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Receive Draft Test Pit Report 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Review Draft Test Pit Report 

Navy Receives Comments on Draft Test Pit Report 

Prepare Final Test Pit Report 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Receive Final Test Pit Report 

FEASIBILITY STUDY (FS) 

Prepare Drafi FS Report 

USEPA 8 MEDEP Receives Draft FS Report 

USEPA. MEDEP B RAB Review Draft FS Report 

Navy Receives Comments on Draft FS Report 

Prepare FS Report Response to Comments Letter 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Receive FS Report Response to Comments Letter 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Review FS Report Response to Comments Letter 

Navy Receives Comments on FS Report Response to Comments Letter 

Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 

Prepare Draft Final FS Report 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Receive Draft Final FS Report 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Review Draft Final FS Report 

Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 

Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 

Prepare Final FS Report 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Receive Final FS Report 

PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN (PRAP) 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

69 d 

I d  

166 d 

I d  

73 d 

l d  

204 d 

4 d  

26 d 

7/23/98 

9/30/98 

10/1/98 

3/16/99 

3/16/99 

5/28/99 

5/28/99 

12/20/99 

12/20/99 

9/29/98 

9/30/98 

3/15/99 

3/16/99 

5/27/99 

5/28/99 

12/17/99 

12/23/99 

1 /l 4/00 

100% 1 d 1/19/00 1/19/00 

100% 30d 1/19/00 2/17/00 

100% 30 d 1/26/00 

100% 1 d 2/25/00 

100% 34 d 2/4/00 

100% 146d 3/10/00 

100% 1 d 8/3/00 

100% 50 d 8/3/00 

100% Od 9/21/00 

100% 31 d 9/22/00 

100% 1 d 10/23/00 

2/24/00 

2/25/00 

3/8/00 

8/2/00 

8/3/00 

9/21/00 

9/21/00 

10/23/00 

99% 549 d 5/24/99 11/22/00 

100% 148 d 5/24/99 10/18/99 

100% 1 d 10/19/99 10/19/99 

100% 78d 10/19/99 

100% 1 d 1/4/00 

100% 45d 1/4/00 

100% 1 d 2/18/00 

100% 40 d 2/18/00 

100% 1 d 3/28/00 

100% 8 d  3/28/00 

100% 120 d 3/28/00 

100% 1 d 7/26/00 

100% 48 d 7/26/00 

100% 1 d 9/12/00 

100% 71 d 9/12/00 

100% 71 d 9/12/00 

100% 1 d 11/22/00 

1/4/00 

1/4/00 

2/17/00 

2/18/00 

3/28/00 

3/28/00 

4/4/00 

7/25/00 

7/26/00 

9/11/00 

9/12/00 

I 1 12 1 /oo 
11/21/00 

11/22/00 

99% 188d 8/26/00 3/1/01 
. 



2125/02 
5:16 PM 

ID TaskName % Dur Start Finish 

153 I Authorize Release of Funds 100% 1 d 8/26/00 8/26/00 
L 

154 

155 

156 

161 

162 

166 

167 

168 

169 

170 

171 

172 

173 

174 

179 

180 

184 

185 

190 

191 

195 

196 

197 

198 

199 

200 

201 

202 

203 

204 

205 

206 

207 

208 

209 

210 

21 1 

218 

219 

220 

221 

222 

223 

227 

228 

229 

230 

231 

232 

233 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
~ 

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

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

~ 

1 1 Prepare Draft PRAP 

1 

Award PRAP/ROD and RD/RA Schedule 

Prepare Proposed Remedial Action Plan 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Receive Draft PRAP 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Review Draft PRAP 

Navy Receives Comments on Draft PRAP 

Prepare Response to Comments Letter 8 Draft Final PRAP 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Receive Draft Final PRAP 8 Response to Comments Letter 

Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 

Prepare for Public Comment Period 

Public Comment Period 

RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) 

Prepare Draft ROD (Primary Document) 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Receives Draft ROD 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Review Draft ROD 

Navy Receives Comments on Draft ROD 

Prepare Response to Comments Letter 8 Draft Final ROD 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Receive Response to Comments 8 Draft Final ROD 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Review Draft Final ROD 

Navy Receives Comments on Draft Final ROD 

MEDEP Submits Letter of Concurrence/Non-Concurrence 

Prepare Final ROD 

Navy Signs Final ROD 

USEPA Receives Final ROD 

USEPA Signs Final ROD 

Navy Distributes Final Record of Decision 

PREPARATION OF RD/RA SCHEDULE AND REMEDIAL DESIGN 

Prepare RD/RA Schedule (Secondary) 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Receive RD Schedule 

Regulatory and RAB Review 

DecisionlResoIution Period 

Pre-Design Investigation 

Pre-Design Workplan (Secondary Document) 

Prepare Draft Workplan 

RegulatorylRAB Review 

Site lnves Scope Coordination Meeting with Regulators 

Prepare Responses to Comments/Final Work Plan 

Submit Responses to CommentslFinal Work Plan 

Mobilize for Fieldwork 

Field Work B Geotechnical Analysis 

Phase 1 Remedial Design (Primary Document) 

Pre-Design Data Package 

Regulatory/RAB Receive Data Package 

Prepare Draft Remedial Design 

Submit Draft (Preliminary) Design Documents 

Navy, FWENC, Regulatory 8 RAB Review Draft Design 

100% 1 d 8/27/00 

99% 186 d 8/28/00 

100% 70 d 8/28/00 

100% 1 d 11/6/00 

100% 30 d 11/6/00 

100% 1 d 12/6/00 

100% 21 d 12/6/00 

100% 1 d 12/27/00 

100% 21 d 12/27/00 

100% 14 d 1/17/01 

100% 30d 1/31/01 

99% 229 d 2/11/01 

100% 64d  2/11/01 

100% 1 d 4/16/01 

100% 30 d 4/16/01 

100% 1 d 5/16/01 

100% 51 d 5/16/01 

100% 1 d 7/6/01 

100% 21 d 7/6/01 

100% 1 d 7/27/01 

100% 1 d 7/27/01 

100% 21 d 7/27/01 

100% 1 d 8/17/01 

100% 1 d 8/20/01 

100% 1 d 8/29/01 

100% 29 d 8/30/01 

100% 150d 1/16/01 

100% 90 d 1/16/01 

100% 1 d 4/16/01 

100% 30 d 4/16/01 

100% 306 5/16/01 

66% 506d 3/30/01 

100% 127d 3/30/01 

100% 6 6 d  3/30/01 

100% 30d 6/4/01 

100% 7 d  6/18/01 

100% 30 d 7/4/01 

100% 1 d 8/3/01 

100% 1 0 d  8/3/01 

100% 156 d 5/16\01 

75% 414 d 4/4/01 

100% 45 d 9/28/01 

100% 1 d 11/12/01 

100% 288 d 4/4/01 

100% Od 1/18/02 

100% 30d 1/21/02 

8/27/00 

3/1/01 

1 1/5/00 

1 1 /6/00 

12/5/00 

12/6/00 

12/26/00 

12/27/00 

1/16/01 

1/30/01 

3/1/01 

9/27/01 

4/15/01 

4/16/01 

5/15/01 

5/16/01 

7/5/0 1 

7/6/01 

7/26/01 

7/27/01 

7/27/01 

8/16/0 1 

6/17/01 

8/20/01 

8/29/01 

9/27/01 

6/14/01 

4/15/01 

4/16/01 

5/15/01 

6/14/01 

811 7/02 

8/3/01 

6/3/01 

7/3/01 

6/24/01 

8/2/0 1 

8/3/01 

8/12/01 

10/18/0 1 

5/22/02 

11/11/01 

11/12/01 

1/17/02 

1 /18/02 

2/19/02 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Site Management Plan Schedule 

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

OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 3 SCHEDULE 

ID TaskName % Dur Start Finish 

237 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Design 100% 1 d 2/20/02 ' 2/20/02 
- 
238 Prepare Responses to Comments and Draft Final Design 30% 30 d 2/20/02 3/21/02 

Navy. FWENC. Regulatory 8 RAB Reviews Responses to Comments and Draft Final Desi 0% 30 d 3/22/02 4/20/02 

Navy Receives Comments on Draft Design 0% 1 d 4/21/02 4/21/02 

Prepare Final Design 0% 30 d 4/22/02 5/21/02 

Navy, FWENC, Regulatory 8 RAE Receive Final Design 0% 1 d 5/22/02 5/22/02 

Phase 2 Remedial Design (Primary Document) 60% 416d 3/30/01 5/19/02 

Pre-Design Data Package 

RegulatorylRAB Receive Data Package 

Prepare Drafl Remedial Design 

Submit Draft (Preliminary) Design Documents 

Navy, FWENC. Regulatory 8 RAE Review Drafl Design 

Receive Comments on Drafl Design 

Prepare Responses to Comments on Draft Design 

Navy, FWENC. Regulatory 8 RAE Review Responses to Comments 

Receive Comments on Draft Design 

Prepare Drafl Final (90%) Design Documents 

Navy, FWENC, Regulatory 8 RAB Review Draft Final Design 

Receive Comments on Drafl Final Design 

Prepare Final Design 

Navy, FWENC. Regulatory 8 RAE Receive Final Design 

100% 25d  3/30/01 

100% 1 d 4/24/01 

100% 288d 4/5/01 

100% 1 d 1/19/02 

96% 45d  1/20/02 

0% 1 d 3/6/02 

0% 45 d 3/6/02 

0% 30 d 4/20/02 

0% 1 d 3/30/01 

0% 3 0 d  3/30/01 

0% 30 d 4/29/01 

0% I d 5/29/01 

0% 30 d 5/29/01 

0% I d 6/28/01 

Landfill Consolidation Technical Memorandi 

Prepare Draft Tech Memos 

Submit Draft (Preliminary) Tech Memos 

Navy. FWENC. Regulatory 8 RAE Review Tech Memos 

Receive Comments on Draft Tech Memos 

Prepare Responses to Comments on Draft Tech Memos 

Navy, FWENC, Regulatory 8 RAE Review Responses to Comments 

Prepare Draft Final (90%) Design Documents 

Navy, FWENC, Regulatory 8 RAB Review Draft Final Design 

Prepare Final Design 

Navy, FWENC. Regulatory 8 RAE Receive Final Design 

FWENC Participation in Remedial Design 100% 45 d 4/30/01 : 6/13/01 

Nego FWENC Budget Review Design 8 Participate Design Conf Calls 100% 45d  4/30/01 , 6/13/01 

Award FWENC Design Consultation 100% 1 d 6/13/01 6/13\01 

39% 386d 12/12/01 1/1/03 

Nego/Award FWENC Pre-Construction Budget 100% 70d  12/12/01 2/19/02 

Prepare Phase I Construction Work Plan (Primary Document) 8 Health and Safety Plan (HAS 72% 132 d 12/12/01 4/22/02 

100% 376 12/12/01 1/17/02 Prepare to Draft Construction Phase I Work Plan 8 HASP 

100% 306 1/18/02 2/16/02 Regulatory 8 RAB Review Drafl Construction Phase I Work Plan 8 HASP 

Prepare Draft Final Drafl Phase I Work Plan 30% 30 d 2/20/02 . 3/21/02 

Regulatory 8 RAE Review Draft Final Construction Phase I Work Plan 8 HASP 0% 1 d 3/22/02 . 3/22/02 

Prepare Final Construction Work Plan 8 HASP 0% 3 0 d  3/23/02 4/21/02 

0% 1 d 4/22/02 1 4/22/02 Regulatory 8 RAB Receive Final Construction Work Plan 8 HASP 

Pre-Construction Submittals 

39% 253 d 12/8/01 

100% 42d 12\8/01 

100% 1 d 1/19/02 

100% 31 d 1/19/02 

100% 1 d 2/19/02 

30% 3 0 d  2/19/02 

0% 30d  3/21/02 

0% 90d  2/19/02 

0% 30 d 5/20/02 

4/23/01 

4/24/01 

1/18/02 

111 9/02 

3/5/02 

. 3/6/02 

4/19/02 

5/19/02 

3/30/01 

4/28/01 

5/26/01 

5/29/01 

6/27/01 

6/28/Q1 

8/17/02 

1/18/02 

1 / I  9/02 

2/18/02 

2/19/02 

3/20/02 

4/19/02 

5/19/02 

6/18/02 

0% 3 0 d  6/19/02 , 7/18/02 

0% 30 d 7/19/02 6/17/02 

l"", 

+ 
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Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Site Management Plan Schedule 

OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 3 SCHEDULE 

ID TaskName % Dur Start Finish 

317 Regulatory & RAB Review 0% 45 d 6/5/02 ' 7/19/02 
I 

318 

319 

320 

321 

322 

323 

Respond to Regulatory 8 RAB Comments on Drafl Work Plan 

Regulatory & RAB Review Responses to Comments 

Prepare Drafl Final Work Plan and HASP 

Regulatory 8 RAB Review Drafl Final Work Plan 8 HASP 

Prepare Final Construction Work Plan 8 HASP 

Regulatory & RAB Receive Final Costruction Work Plan 8 HASP 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
324 

325 Remedial Consiruction 
- 
326 Nego/Award FWENC Construction Budget 

327 FWENC Mobilization 
- 
328 Start of Signicant and Continuous On-Site Aclion 

329 FWENC Begins Construction 
- 
330 Construction Period - 
331 
- 
332 Remedial Action (RA) Report 

333 Prepare Drafl RA Report 

334 

335 

336 

337 Prepare DraftFinal RA Report 

338 

3-39 Prepare Final RA Report 

340 Submit Final RA Report 

341 

342 

343 

- 
- 

Regulatory 8 RAB Review Draft RA Report 

Prepare Responses to Comments on Draft RA Report 

Regulatory 8 RAB Review Responses to Comments 

- 
- 
- 
- 

Regulatory & RAB Review Drafl Final RA Report - 
- 
- 
- 
- 

LONG TERM MONITORING PLAN (Primary Document) - 
344 

345 

346 

347 

348 

349 

350 

351 

352 

353 

354 

355 

356 

357 

358 

359 

360 

361 

362 

363 

364 

365 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

LTM Work Plan Contracting Action 

Notice of Award,LTM Plan 

Prepare LTM Plan 

Prepare Draft LTM Plan 

USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft LTM Plan 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Review Drafl LTM Plan 

Navy Receives Comments on Drafl LTM Plan 

Prepare LTM Plan Response to Comments Letter 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Receive LTM Plan Response lo Comments Letter 

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews LTM Plan Response to Comments Letter 

Navy Receives Comments on LTM Plan Response to Comments Letter 

Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 

Prepare Drafl FinalLTM Plan 

USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Drafl Final LTM Plan 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Review Drafl Final LTM Plan 

Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 

Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 

Prepare Final LTM Plan 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Receive Final LTM Plan 

Five-Year Reviews 

Submit First Five-Year Review 

0% 45 d 7/20/02 9/2/02 

0% 30 d 9/3/02 10/2/02 

0% 30 d 10/3/02 11/1/02 

0% 30 d 11/2/02 12/1/02 

0% 30d 12/2/02 12/31/02 

0% 1 d 1/1/03 1/1/03 

0% 1435d 11/11/01 10/15/05 

0% 70d  11/11/01 1/19/02 

0% 30 d 3/23/02 4/21/02 

0% 1 d 11/26/02 11/26/02 

0% 1 d 5/2/02 5/2/02 

0% 1263 d 5/2/02 10/15/05 

0% 331 d 

0% 120d 

0% 45d 

0% 45d 

0% 30d 

0% 30d 

0% 30d 

0% 30d 

0% I d  

1 OH 6/05 

1011 6/05 

2/13/06 

3/30/06 

5/14/06 

6/13/06 

7/13/06 

8/12/06 

9/11/06 

9/11/06 

2/12/06 

3/29/06 

5/13/06 

6/12/06 

7/12/06 

8/11/06 

9/10/06 

9/11/06 

0% 1403 d 1/26/04 11/26/07 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

70 d 

! d  

361 d 

120 d 

I d  

45 d 

i d  

45 d 

I d  

30 d 

I d  

7 d  

30 d 

I d  

30 d 

I d  

30 d 

30 d 

I d  

1/26/04 

4/5/04 

4/5/04 

4/5/04 

8/3/04 

8/3/04 

9/17/04 

9/17/04 

11/1/04 

11/1/04 

12/1/04 

12/1/04 

12/1/04 

12/31/04 

12/3 1/04 

1/30/05 

1/30/05 

3/1/05 

3/31/05 

4/4/04 

4/5/04 

3/31/05 

8/2/04 

8/3/04 

9/16/04 

9/17/04 

10/31/04 

11/1/04 

11/30/04 

12/1/04 

12/7/04 

12/30/04 

12/31 /04 

1/29/05 

1/30/05 

2/28/05 

3/30/05 

3/31/05 

' 1 d 11/28/07 11/28/07 

1 d 11/28/07 11/28/07 
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Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Site Management Plan Schedule 

OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 3 SCHEDULE 

318 

319 

320 

32 1 

322 

323 

Respond to Regulatory & RAB Comments on Drafl Work Plan 

Regulatory & RAB Review Responses to Comments 

Prepare Draft Final Work Plan and HASP 

Regulatory B RAB Review Draft Final Work Plan & HASP 

Prepare Final Construction Work Plan 8. HASP 

Regulatory & RAB Receive Final Costruction Work Plan & HASP 

324 

325 Remedial Construction 

326 NegolAward FWENC Construction Budget 

327 FWENC Mobilization 

328 

329 FWENC Begins Construclion 

330 Construction Period 

Start of Signicant and Continuous On-Site Action 

331 

332 Remedial Action (RA) Report 

333 Prepare Draft RA Report 

334 

335 

336 

337 Prepare DraftFinal RA Report 

338 

339 Prepare Final RA Report 

340 Submit Final RA Report 

341 

342 

343 

344 

345 Notice of Award,LTM Plan 

346 Prepare LTM Plan 

347 Prepare Draft LTM Plan 

348 

349 

350 

35 1 

352 

353 

354 

355 

356 Prepare Draft FinalLTM Plan 

357 USEPA, MEDEP B RAB Receive Draft Final LTM Plan 

358 

359 

360 

361 Prepare Final LTM Plan 

362 

Regulatory 8 RAB Review Draft RA Report 

Prepare Responses to Comments on Draft RA Report 

Regulatory & RAB Review Responses to Comments 

Regulatory & RAB Review Draft Final RA Report 

LONG TERM MONITORING PLAN (Primary Document) 

LTM Work Plan Contracting Action 

USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft LTM Plan 

USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Review Drafl LTM Plan 

Navy Receives Comments on Draft LTM Plan 

Prepare LTM Plan Response to Comments Letter 

USEPA. MEDEP BRAE Receive LTM Plan Response to Comments Letter 

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews LTM Plan Response to Comments Letter 

Navy Receives Comments on LTM Plan Response to Comments Letter 

Navy and Regulator Commenl Resolution 

USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final LTM Plan 

Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 

Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final LTM Plan 

363 

364 Five-Year Reviews 

365 Submit First Five-Year Review 

0% 456 0% 4561 
0% 30d 

0% 30d 

0% 30d 

0% 30d 

0% I d  

0% 14356 

0% 70d 

0% 30d 

0% 1 d 

0% I d  

0% 1263d 

0% 331 d 

0% 120d 

0% 45d 

0% 45d 

0% 30d 

0% 30d 

0% 30d 

0% 30d 

0% I d  

0% 1403d 

0% 70d 

0% I d  

0% 361 d 

0% 120d 

0% I d  

0% 45d 

0% I d  

0% 45d 

0% 1 d 

0% 30d 

0% I d  

0% 7 d  

0% 30 d 

0% I d  

0% 30d 

0% I d  

0% 30d 

0% 30d 

0% l d  

0% I d  

0% 1 d 
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63 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Site Management Plan Schedule 

OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 4 SCHEDULE 

PRELIMINARY REMEDIATION GOAL REPORT 

OU4 SMP FY02 Rev. 1 

- 
64 

65 

69 

70 

71 

75 

76 

77 

78 

79 

80 

81 

82 

83 

67 

88 

89 

90 

91 

- 
- 

- 

- 

- 
- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 
- 

- 
- 

- 

- 

- 
93 

94 

95 

96 

100 

101 

102 

106 

107 

108 

109 

110 

114 

115 

116 

117 

116 

- 
- 

- 
- 
- 

- 

- 
- 

- 

- 

- 
- 

- 

- 
- 

- 

Prepare Draft Preliminary Remediation Goal (PRG) Report 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Review Draft PRG Report 

Prepare PRG Report Response to Comments Letter 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Receive PRG Report Response to Comments Letter 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Reviews PRG Report Response to Comments Letter 

Navy Receives Comments on PRG Report Response to Comments Letter 

Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 

Prepare Interim PRG Submittal 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Receive Interim PRG Submittal 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Review Interim PRG Submittal 

Navy Receives Comments on Interim PRG Submittal 

Prepare Draft Final PRG Report 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Receive Draft Final PRG Report 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Review Draft Final PRG Report 

Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 

Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 

Prepare Final PRG Report 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Receive Final PRG Report 

7 BASELINE INTERIM MONITORING REPORT (Baseline Report) 

Start of Round 4 Sampling Event 

Prepare Draft Baseline Report 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Receive Draft Baseline Report 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Review Draft Baseline Report 

Prepare Baseline Report Response to Comments 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Receive Baseline Report Response to Comments 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Reviews Baseline Report Response to Comments 

Navy Receives Comments on Baseline Report Response to Comments 

Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 

Prepare Draft Final Baseline Report 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Receive Draft Final Baseline Report 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Review Draft Final Baseline Report 

Navy Receives Approval, Comments. or Notice of Dispute 

Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 

Prepare Final Baseline Report 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Receive Final Baseline Report 

% I Dur 1 Start I Finish 
100% 570 d 5/3/00 11/23/01 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

54 % 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

13% 
I 

0% ~ 

0% 

0% 1 
0% 

0% i 

0% ~ 

0% I 

0% j 

0% 

0% 

0% : 

201 d 

66 d 

45 d 

I d  

30 d 

I d  

14 d 

30 d 

I d  

30d ~ 

I d !  

96 d 

I d :  

3 7 d ;  

I d /  

29 d ~ 

i 

29d 

 id^ 
I 

~ 

457 d ' 

 id^ 
240 d ' 

~ 

I d /  

51d :  

4 5 d !  

I d ;  

3 0 d ;  

I d ;  

7 d i  

30 d 

I d ,  

30 d 

1- d 

30 d 

30 d 

I d  

5/3/00 

11/20/00 ~ 

1/25/01 

3/11/01 

3/11/01 : 

4/10/01 ~ 

4/10/01 I 

4/11/01 

5/11/01 ~ 

5/11/01 ~ 

6/10/01 I 

1 

I 

I 

6/10/01 I 
9/17/01 i 

9/17/01 ! 

10/24/01 ~ 

I 

10/24/01 i 

j 

10/24/01 1 
11/23/01 I 

I 

5/5/01 ~ 

I 
! 

5/5/01 j 

5/6/01 ~ 

i 
1/1/02 j 
1/1/02 ~ 

2/20/02 1 

4/6/02 I 
4/6/02 ~ 

5/6/02 1 

5/6/02 j 
I 

5/6/02 ~ 

6/5/02 ~ 

6/5/02 

7/5/02 ~ 

7/5/02 ~ 

7/5/02 

8/4/02 

11/19/00 

1/24/01 

311 010 1 

3/11/01 

4/9/01 

4/10/01 

4/23/01 

511 0/0 1 

5/11/01 

6/9/01 

6/10/01 

911 3/01 

9/17/01 

10723/0 1 

10/24/01 

11/21/01 

11/21/01 

11/23/01 

8/4/02 

5/5/01 

12/31/01 

1/1/02 

2/20/02 

4/5/02 

4/6/02 

5/5/02 

5/6/02 

5/12/02 

6/4/02 

6/5/02 

7/4/02 

7/5/02 

6/3/02 

8/3/02 

8/4/02 

+ 
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~ 

ID 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Site Management Plan Schedule 

OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 4 SCHEDULE 

~ ~~ 

TaskName % Dur Start 

OU4 SMP FYO2 Rev. 1 

120 ~ 

126 

127 

131 

132 

137 

138 

142 

143 

144 

145 

146 

150 

151 

152 

153 

154 

155 

156 

157 

158 

159 

164 

165 

169 

170 

171 

172 

i 73 

174 

175 

176 

177 

178 

179 

I80 

181 

182 

183 

Prepare Drafl FS Report 

USEPA 8 MEDEP Receives Drafl FS Report 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Review Drafl FS Report 

Navy Receives Comments on Draft FS Report 

Prepare FS Report Response to Comments Letter 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Receive FS Report Response to Commenls Letter 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Reviews FS Report Response to Comments Letter 

Navy Receives Comments on FS Report Response to Comments Letter 

Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 

Prepare Draft Final FS Report 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Receive Drafl Final FS Report 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Review Drafl Final FS Report 

Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 

Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 

Prepare Final FS Report 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Receive Final FS Report 

'ROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN (PRAP) 

Authorize Release of Funds 

Award PRAP/ROD and RD/RA Schedule 

Prepare Proposed Remedial Action Plan 

Prepare Drafl PRAP 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Receive Drafl PRAP 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Review Drafl PRAP Schedule 

Navy Receives Comments on Drafl PRAP 

Prepare Response to Comments LeHer 8 Draft Final PRAP 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Receive Drafl Final PRAP 8 Response to Comments Lettei 

Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 

Prepare for Public Comment Period 

Public Comment Period 

REPARATION OF RD/RA SCHEDULE AND REMEDIAL DESIGN 

Prepare RD/RA Schedule (Secondary) 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Receive RD Schedule 

Regulatory and RAB Review 

Decision/Resolution Period 

:ECORD OF DECISION (ROD) 

Prepare Draft ROD (Primary Document) 

188 ~ USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Receives Draft ROD 

0% 505 d 7/2/05 

0% 1 d 11/19/OE 

0% 45d 11/19/OE 

0% 1 d 1/3/07 

0% 45d 1/3/07 

0% I d 2/17/07 

0% 30d 2/17/07 

0% 1 d 3/19/07 

0% 7 d  3/19/07 

0% 30 d 3/19/07 

0% 1 d 4/18/07 

0% 30d 4/18/07 

0% 1 d 5/18/07 

0% 30d 5/18/07 

0% 30 d 6/17/07 

0% 1 d 7/17/07 

0% 230d 3/19/07 

0% 1 d 3/19/07 

0% 1 d 3/20/07 

0% 198d 3/21/07 

0% 118d 3/21/07 

0% 1 d 7/18/07 

0% 30d 7/18/07 

0% 1 d 8/17/07 

0% 21 d 8/17/07 

0% 1 d 9/7/07 

0% 14 d 9/7/07 

0% 14d 9/21/07 

0% 30d 10/5/07 

0% 150d 9/19/07 

0% 90-d 9/19/07 

0% I d  12/18/07 

0% 30d 12/18/07 

0% 30d 1/17/08 

0% 200d,  8/17/07 

0% 64d 8/17/07 

0% 1 d 10120107 



2/26/02 
9:24 AM 

ID TaskName % Dur Start 

193 

194 

199 

Navy Receives Comments on Draft ROD 

Prepare Response to Comments Letter 8. Draft Final ROD 

USEPA, MEDEP B RAB Receive Response to Comments 8 Draft Final ROD 

200 

204 

205 

206 

207 

208 

209 

210 

21 1 

212 

213 

221 

222 

223 

224 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Review Draft Final ROD 

Navy Receives Comments on Draft Final ROD 

MEDEP Submits Letter of Concurrence/Non-Concurrence 

Prepare Final ROD 

Navy Signs Final ROD 

USEPA Receives Final ROD 

USEPA Signs Final ROD 

Navy Distributes Final Record of Decision 

. 

REMEDIAL DESIGN 

RD Contracting Action 

Award Remedial Design 

Design To Be Determined 

REMEDIAL ACTION 

225 RA Contracting Aclion 

233 Award Remedial Action 

234 

235 

Mobilization 

Start of Significant B Continuous Onsite Activity 

0% 1 d 11/19/07 

0% 21 d 11/19/07 

0% 1 d '  12/10/07 

0% 21 d 12/10/07 

0% 1 d 12/31/07 

0% 1 d 12/31/07 

0% 20d  12/31/07 

0% 1 d 1/20/08 

0% 1 d 1/21/08 

I 

0% i 4 d  1120/0a 

0% 30 d 2/3/08 

0% 501 d 9/8/07 

0% 7 0 d  9/8/07 

0% 1 d 1/22/08 

0% 365d 1/22/08 

I 

0% 519d 11/14/07 

0% 70 d 11/14/07 

0% 1 d 1/23/08 

0% 89 d 1/23/08 

0% 1 d 4/15/09 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Site Management Plan Schedule 

OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 4 SCHEDULE 

OU4 SMP FY02 Rev. 1 

+ 
+ 



APPENDIX C.5 

OU6 SCHEDULE (SITE MANAGEMENT OF MIGRATION) 

APP C Covers FY02 SMP Rev. 2.doc 



2/26/02 
10:39 AM 

PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD 
SITE MANAGEMENT PLAN SCHEDULE 

OPERABLE UNIT 6, SITE 8 MANAGEMENT OF MIGRATION 

OU6 FY02 SMP Rev. 1 

ID TaskName % Dur Start Finish 
1 OU3 ROD Signature 100% 

OU6 DQO Meeting ,I RI WORK PLAN (Primary Document) 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

RI Work Plan Contracting Action 

Notice of Award, RI Work Plan 

PREPARE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI) WORKPLAN 

Prepare Draft RI Work Plan 

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft RI Work Plan 

USEPA. MEDEP & RAE Review Draft RI Work Plan 

Navy Receives Comments on Draft RI Work Plan 

Prepare RI Work Plan Response to Comments Letter 

USEPA, MEDEP & RAE Receive RI Work Plan Response to Comments Letter 

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 Comment Resolution 

Prepare Draft Final RI Work Plan 

USEPA, MEDEP & RAE Receive Draft Final RI Work Plan 

USEPA, MEDEP & RAE Review Draft Final RI Work Plan 

Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 

Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 

Prepare Final RI Work Plan 

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Work Plan 

100% 

100% 

0 % 

0% 

0 Yo 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0 Yo 

1 d 8/29/01 

1 d 7/28/01 

2 d 10/2/01 

431 d 4/26/04 

70 d 4/26/04 

1 d 7/5!04 

361 d 7/5/04 

120 d 7/5/04 

1 d 11/2/04 

45 d 11/2/04 

1 d 12/17/04 

45d 12/17/04 

1 d '  1/31/05 

30 d 1/31/05 

1 d 3/2/05 

7 d 3/2/05 

30 d 3/2/05 

1 d 4/1/05 

30 d 4/1!05 

1 d 5/1/05 

30 d 5/1/05 

30 d 5/31/05 

1 d 6/30/05 

8/29/01 

7128101 

10/3/01 

6/30/05 

7/4/04 

7/5/04 

6/30/05 

11/1/04 

11/2/04 

1211 6/04 

12/17/04 

1/30/05 

1/31 105 

3/1/05 

3/2/05 

3/8/05 

3/31/05 

4/1/05 

4/30/05 

5/1/05 

5/30/05 

6/29/05 

6/30/05 



APPENDIX C.6 

SITE 26, PORTABLE OIUWATER TANKS, SCHEDULE 

APP C Covers FY02 SMP Rev. 2.doc 
. .  



2/26/02 
9:31 AM 

PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD 
SITE MANAGMENT PLAN SCHEDULES 

SITE 26 - NO FURTHER ACTION DECISION DOCUMENT 

Site 26 FY02 SMP Rev. 1 

ID 
1 

2 

3 

7 

8 

13 

14 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

31 

32 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

394 d 8/29/00 SITE 26 DECISION DOCUMENT (DD) 

USEPA & MEDEP Receives Draft Site 26 DD Report 

USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Review Drafl Site 26 DD Report 

Navy Receives Comments on Draft Site 26 DD Report 

Prepare Site 26 DD Report Response to Comments Letter 

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Site 26 DD Report Response to Comments Letter 

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews Site 26 DD Report Response to Comments Letter 

Navy Receives Comments on Site 26 DD Report Response to Comments Letter 

Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 

Prepare Draft Final Site 26 DD Report 

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Drafl Final Site 26 DD Report 

Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 

Prepare for Public Comment Period 

Public Comment Period 

Prepare Drafl Drafl Responsiveness Summary 

USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receives Drafl Responsiveness Summary 

USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Review Drafl Responsiveness Summary 

Navy Receives Comments on Drafl Responsiveness Summary 

Prepare Responsiveness Summary & Final DD 

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Responsiveness Summary & Final DD 

Navy Signs Final DD 

MEDEP Receives Final DD 

MEDEP Signs Final DD 

USEPA Receives Final DD 

USEPA Signs Final DD 

Navy Distributes Final Decision Document 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

.. 

I d  

56 d 

I d  

40 d 

I d  

34 d 

I d  

7 d  

30 d 

I d  

14 d 

14 d 

30 d 

30 d 

I d  

17 d 

I d  

74 d 

I d  

14 d 

I d  

7 d  

I d  

I d  

27 d 

8/29/00 

8/29/00 

10/24/00 

10/14/00 

11/23/00 

1 1/23/00 

12/27/00 

12/27/00 

12/27/00 

1 12610 1 

1/27/01 

2/10/01 

31810 1 

41710 1 

51710 1 

51710 1 

5/24/01 

5/24/01 

81610 1 

81710 1 

812 1 10 1 

8/22/01 

8/29/01 

8/30/01 

813 110 1 

8/29/00 

10/23/00 

10/24/00 

11/22/00 

11/23/00 

12/26/00 

12/27/00 

1/2/0 1 

1/25/01 

1 12610 1 

21910 1 

2/23/01 

41610 1 

51610 1 

51710 1 

512310 1 

512410 1 

81510 1 

8/6/01 

8/20/01 

812 110 1 

8/28/01 

8/29/01 

8/30/01 

9/26/01 

+ 



APPENDIX C.7 

SITE 27, BERTH 6 INDUSTRIAL AREA, (OM) SCHEDULE 

APP C Covers FY02 SMP Rev. 2.doc 



2/26/02 
9:55 AM 

rask Name % Complete 

PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD 
SITE MANAGMENT PLAN SCHEDULES 

SITE 27 - NO FURTHER ACTION DECISION DOCUMENT 

2001 2002 2003 
Dur Start Finish O l N l D l J  I F I M I A I M I J ( J  I A l S l O l N I D I J 1 F I M I A l M l J l J  l A l S l O l N l D l J  I F I M I A I M I J I J  ( A I S l O l N  

Site 27 FYO2 SMP Rev. 1 

ID 
1 
- 

2 

3 

7 

8 

- 

- 

13 

19 

20 

21 

- 

- 

22 

23 

24 
- 

25 

26 

27 

31 

- 

- 

- 

32 

37 
- 

- 
38 

39 

40 

41 

42 
- 

43 

SITE 27 DECISION DOCUMENT (DD) 100% 

USEPA & MEDEP Receives Drafl Site 27 DD Report 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Review Draft Site 27 DD Report 

Navy Receives Comments on Draft Site 27 DD Report 

Prepare Site 27 DD Report Response to Comments Letter 

USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Site 27 DD Report Response to Comments Letter 

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews Site 27 DD Report Response to Comments Letter 

Navy Receives Comments on Site 27 DD Report Response to Comments Letter 

Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 

Prepare Draft Final Site 27 DD Report 

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final Site 27 DD Report 

Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 

Prepare for Public Comment Period 

Public Comment Period 

Prepare Draft Draft Responsiveness Summary 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Receives Draft Responsiveness Summary 

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Responsiveness Summary 

Navy Receives Comments on Drafl Responsiveness Summary 

Prepare Responsiveness Summary & Final DD 

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Responsiveness Summary & Final DD 

Navy Signs Final OD 

MEDEP Receives Final DD 

MEDEP Signs Final DD 

USEPA Receives Final DD 

USEPA Signs Final DD 

Navy Distributes Final Decision Document 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

394 d 

I d  

56 d 

I d  

40 d 

I d  

34 d 

I d  

7 d  

30 d 

I d  

14 d 

14 d 

30 d 

30 d 

I d  

17 d 

I d  

74 d 

I d  

14 d 

I d  

7 d  

I d  

I d  

27 d 

8/29/00 

ai29100 

8/29/00 

10/24/00 

10/14/00 

11/23/00 

11/23/00 

12/27/00 

12/27/00 

12/27/00 

1/26/01 

1/27/01 

2/10/01 

3/8/0 1 

4/7/01 

51710 1 

51710 1 

512410 1 

512410 1 

81610 1 

81710 1 

8/21 101 

8/22/01 

8/29/01 

8/30/0 1 

813 110 1 

9/26/0 1 

ai29100 

10123100 

10/24/00 

11/22/00 

11/23/00 I 
12/26/00 

12/27/00 

1 /a0 1 

1/25/01 

1/26/0 1 

21910 1 

212310 1 

41610 1 

51610 1 

51710 1 

5/23/01 

5/24/01 

81510 I 

81610 1 

8/20/01 

812 110 1 

812810 1 

8/29/01 

8/30/01 

912610 1 



APPENDIX C.8 

SITE 30, GALVANIZING PLANT BUILDING 184, SCHEDULE 

APP C Covers FY02 SMP Rev. 2.doc 
. .  



2/26/02 
10:07 AM 

ID 
1 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Site Management Plan Schedules 

Site 30, Galvanizing Plant (Building 184) 

Task Name % Dur Start Finish 
SITE 30, BUILDING 184, WORKPLAN AND REPORT 83% 662 d 10/13/00 8/5/02 

Submit RTC on Draft Site 30 Workplan 

EPA, MEDEP, 8 RAB Review RTC on Draft Site 30 Workplan 

Navy Receives Comments on RTC 

Prepare DF Site 30 Workplan 

EPA, MEDEP, 8. RAB Receive DF Site 30 Workplan 

EPA, MEDEP, 8 RAB Review DF Site 30 Workplan 

Navy Receives Comments on DF Site 30 Workplan 

Prepare Final Site 30 Workplan 

EPA, MEDEP. & RAB Receive Final Site 30 Workplan 

Perform Site 30 Field Work (Secondary Document) 

Procurement and Preparation 

Security and Mobilization 

Perform Field Work 

Receive Lab Analysis 

Data Validation 

Data Processing 

\ 

Prepare Draft Site 30 Report 

USEPA & MEDEP Receives Draft SSA Report 

USEPA. MEDEP 8. RAB Review Draft SSA Report 

Navy Receives Comments on Draft SSA Report 

Prepare SSA Report Response to Comments Letter 

USEPA, MEDEP Receive SSA Report Response to Comments Letter 

USEPA, MEDEP 8. RAB Reviews SSA Report Response to Comments Letter 

Navy Receives Comments on SSA Report Response to Comments Letter 

Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 

Prepare Draft Final SSA Report 

USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final SSA Report 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Review Draft Final SSA Report 

Navy Receives Notice of Dispute 

Navy and Regulator Resolution of Notice of Dispute 

Prepare Final SSA Report 

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final SSA Report 

PROPOSE RllFS SCHEDULE (IF REQUIRED) 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

70% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0 Yo 

0% 

0% 

1 d 10/13/00 

31 d 10/13/00 

1 d 11/13/00 

30d 11/13/00 

1 d 12/13/00 

42d 12/13/00 

1 d 1/24/01 

30 d 1/24/01 

1 d 2/23/01 

127 d 2/24/01 

20d 2/24/01 

14d  3/16/01 

4 d 3/30/01 

30d 4/3/01 

45d 5/3/01 

14d 6/17/01 

90d  7/1/01 

1 d 10/1/01 

50d 10/1/01 

1 d 11/19/01 

50d 11/15/01 

1 d 1/4/02 

33 d 1/4/02 

1 d 2/5/02 

7 d 2/5/02 

30 d 2/5/02 

1 d 3/7/02 

30 d 3/7/02 

1 d 4/6/02 

7 d 4/6/02 

30 d 4/6/02 

1 d 5/6/02 

1 d 8/5/02 

1011 3/00 

1 1 I1 2/00 

1 1 I1 3/00 

1211 2/00 

1211 3/00 

1/23/01 

1/24/01 

2/22/01 

2/23/01 

6/30/01 

3/15/01 

3/29/01 

4/2/01 

5/2/01 

6/16/01 

6/30/01 

9/28/01 

1011101 

11/19/01 

11/19/01 

1/3/02 

1/4/02 

2/5/02 

2/5/02 

211 1/02 

3/6/02 

3/7/02 

4/5/02 

4/6/02 

411 2/02 

5/5/02 

5/6/02 

8/5/02 

I 

+ 



APPENDIX C.9 

SITE 31, WEST TIMBER BASIN LANDFILL, SCHEDULE 

APP C Covers FY02 SMP Rev. 2.doc 



2/26/02 
1 O : l l  AM 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Proposed RVFS Schedule 

Site 31, West Timber Basin 

Prepare Draft RI Workplan 

USEPA. MEDEP & RAE Receives Draft RI Workplan 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAE Review Draft RI Workplan 

Navy Receives Comments on Draft RI Workplan 

Prepare RI Workplan Response to Comments Letter 

USEPA. MEDEP Receive RI Workplan Response to Comments Letter 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Reviews RI Workplan Response to Comments Letter 

Navy Receives Comments on RI Workplan Response to Comments Letter 

Navy and Regulalor Comment Resolution 

Prepare Draft Final RI Workplan 

USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final RI Workplan 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Review Draft Final RI Workplan 

Navy Receives Approval, Comments. or Notice of Dispute 

Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 

Prepare Final RI Workplan 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAE Receive Final RI Workplan 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0 Yo 

0% 

81 d 10/1/03 

1 d 12/21/03 

45d 12/21/03 

1 d 2/4/04 

45 d 2/4/04 

1 d 3/20/04 

30 d 3/20/04 

1 d 4/19/04 

7 d  4/19/04 

30 d 4/19/04 

1 d 5/19/04 

30d 1 5/19/04 

1 d 6/18/04 

7 d 6/18/04 

30d 6/18/04 

1 d 7/18/04 

12/20/03 

12/2 1/03 

2/3/04 

2/4/04 

3/19/04 

3/20/04 

4/18/04 

4/19/04 

4/25/04 

511 8/04 

5/19/04 

6/17/04 

6/18/04 

6/24/04 

7/17/04 

7/18/04 



APPENDIX C.10 

SITE 32, TOPEKA PIER SITE, SCHEDULE 

APP C Covers FY02 SMP Rev. 2.doc 



2/26/02 
1031 AM Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 

Proposed RllFS Schedule 
Site 32, Topeka Pier 

Site 32 FYO2 SMP Rev. 1 

23 

Prepare Draft RI QAPP 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Receives Draft RI Workplan 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Review Draft RI Workplan 

Navy Receives Comments on Draft RI Workplan 

Prepare RI Workplan Response to Comments Letter 

USEPA. MEDEP Receive RI Workplan Response to Comments Letter 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Reviews RI Workplan Response to Comments Letter 

Navy Receives Comments on RI Workplan Response to Comments Letter 

Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 

Prepare Draft Final RI Workplan 

USEPA. MEDEP 8 RAB Receive Draft Final RI Workplan 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Review Draft Final RI Workplan 

Navy Receives Approval. Comments, or Nolice 01 Dispute 

Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 

Prepare Final RI Workplan 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAE Receive Final RI Workplan 

85% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

210d 9/1/01 

1 d 3/30/02 

45 d 3/30/02 

1 d 5/14/02 

45d 5/14/02 

1 d 6/28/02 

30 d , 6/28/02 

1 7/28/02 
7 d 1 7/26/02 

30 d ' 7/28/02 

1 d , 6/27/02 

30d i 8/27/02 

1 d 9/26/02 

7 d I 9/26/02 

30 d , 9/26/02 

1 d 10/26/02 

I 

3/29/02 

3/30/02 

5/13/02 

5/14/02 

6/27/02 

6/28/02 

7/27/02 

7/28/02 

8/3/02 

8/26/02 

8/27/02 

9/25/02 

9/26/02 

10/2/02 

10/25/02 

10/26/02 



APPENDIX C.11 

SITE 34, OIL GASIFICATION PLANT, BUILDING 62, SCHEDULE 

APP C Covers FY02 SMP Rev. 2.doc 



2/26/02 Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
1:40 PM 

Site Management Plan Schedule 
Site 34, Oil Gasification Plant (Building 62) 

ID 
1 
- 

SITE 34 WORKPLAN 

Prepare Preliminary Site 34 Data Quality Objectives (DQOs) 

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Preliminary DQOs 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Review Preliminary DQOs 

Site 34 DQO Meeting 

Prepare Draft DQOslDQO Meeting Minutes 

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft DQOslMeeting Minutes 

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft DQOslMeeting Minutes 

Navy Receives Comments on draft DQOslMeeting Minutes 

Prepare Draft Site 34 QAPP 

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Site 34 QAPP 

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Site 34 QAPP 

Navy Receives Comments on Draft Site 34 QAPP 

Prepare Site 34 QAPP Response to Comments 

USEPA, MEDEP Receive Site 34 QAPP Response to Comments 

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews Site 34 QAPP Response to Comments 

Navy Receives Comments on Site 34 QAPP Response to Comments 

Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 

Prepare Draft Final Site 34 Workplan 

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final Site 34 Workplan 

USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final Site 34 Workplan 

Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 

Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 

Prepare Final Site 34 Workplan 

USEPA, MEDEP 8 RAB Receive Final Site 34 Workplan 

0% 451 d 12/14/01 3/9/02 

312 1 102 

3/22/02 

4/3/02 

4/4/02 

4/24/02 

4/25/02 

5/8/02 

5/9/02 

8/25/02 

8/26/02 

9/24/02 

9/25/02 

1 1/8/02 

1 1 /9/02 

12/8/02 

12/9/02 

1211 5/02 

1/7/03 

1/8/03 

2/6/03 

2/7/03 

211 3/03 

3/8/03 

3/9/03 

1011 5/03 

3/30/03 

4/19/03 

711 8/03 

811 7/03 

1011103 

1011 5/03 

2 

7 
- 

0% 98d 12/14/01 

0% 1 d 3/22/02 

0% 13 d 3/22/02 
I 

0% I 1 d 4/4/02 

0% , 20 d 4/5/02 
I 

8 

12 

13 

14 

- 
- I 

0% 1 d 4/25/02 

0% 14 d 4/25/02 

0% 1 d 5/9/02 

0% 143 d 4/5/02 

0% 1 d 8/26/02 

, 

I 

15 

19 

20 

- 
- 

24 

25 

29 

- 

- 
0% 30 d 8/26/02 

0% I 1 d 9/25/02 

0% 45 d 9/25/02 

0% 1 d 11/9/02 

0% 30 d 11/9/02 

0% 1 d 12/9/02 

, 

I 
30 

31 

32 

- 
- 

36 

37 

30 
- 

0 %  7 d 12/9/02 

0% j 30 d 12/9/02 

0% 1 d 1/8/03 39 

40 

44 

45 

- 

- 

0% I 30 d 1/8/03 
I 

O%, 1 d 2/7/03 

0% 7 d 2/7/03 

0% 30 d 2/7/03 

0% 1 d 3/9/03 

46 

47 
- 

48 

49 

50 

51 

- 
- 
- 

;ITE 34 FIELD WORK 

Procurement and Preparation 

Security and Mobilization 

Perform Field Work 

Receive Lab Analysis 

Data Validation 

0% 220 d 3/10/03 

0% 21 d 3/10/03 

0% 20d 3/31/03 

0% 90 d 4/20/03 

0% 30 d 7/19/03 

0% 45 d 8/18/03 

52 

53 
- 

54 

55 

56 

- 
- 

Data Processing 0% 14 d 10/2/03 



2/26/02 
1 :40 PM 

rask Name 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Site Management Plan Schedule 
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