
, "

.;-,

, '

, ,

; , "7

", ,

, .' .' . -;'-. .'

.. '

. .','

;',' ,', ',\ ..

".:

';: ., '...

- ~ ','"

. . ,\

.. '.'.

..
.\ '. . ..

:l -."

, .. '
," "

" :

.:., .~"'.

" ,

:' j

...... "

.' ....
" .... ,.1 .. '. '. ':."

• 'I:'

, ,

~ '..

." '.

",

" '

" .:', .'
.._ .., .

". ,

" '.:

'. ',', .

",' :

~: .

... '';

. '" ~t

.',. I

. ,
.. ".....

-'- ~~00102,AR,OOI219
NSY PORTSMOUTH

5090,3a

;. :.

..... '"

. ~ -~' .

, .

.:"'. ~

",

,. "

"" '

~ '- '.,:~ " I ~ '.:" ' • .

-,.I' •

• "'" ~ -, - .- T • ~ .:. •...,'!~ "~' -~". ~.. '

:;1' '. '.,

" ..' "", -

. ~ :

. ' ..

, " .
" • t'

, ' ,
.1., ... " :' ' ••

'; :
. ~.:.

...,. ...

" '.

•.•..".,•• ! ,'.

" '

: .....

- .~,

'.', "

....... "

:' ,, ,

" \

".~ ....

/'

- :~ .

"'faF' .,

'. '"

. .','

.j, •
, (

.: ,

..' "

" ,

.'~ ,~-'

, "

" '

, . "

, . ~

• .... "0

;". ;

;",

._,1..- I.

:

, \ .. :

~ 1.'

.t.,

, '

, ,

.' ",

.I .• '

, . ,

! . '1

','

.-.,,~

.. ', .

'/r -' ~. .

" .... '.-;

.... -'.

'. ; ..
'. .' . ~ :.'

:,' "

", .'"

'•.'~p()rtsmouthNav~1 Ship~a~CI""" ..,,c .

'Kitt$(y,'Maide', ,,'. ,

.,~ '.'. , "

" .. ' .

'. ,'-, :~. ". " .-.. ~

, , ,. . . ,
I ." .'.. ' • ''V'.' '.

• '.'J' • ..

, "'. '.- '.,;..

, -, "',

'I' ,': , ,"
. '., ~ " ..

.. ,.,' ,',

. . ... ..~' '.

" ,

• " ".j'

. , ",,'

, '..

", 0"'.

-' .... . '. ...
, , 1 ~ '.

-: ~~~ .. '. . ," ":' ~. ,
- ",:'. ~.. ':."

, '

" .. '

',' ,

·r. .'

• ~ , .. t ._.' ...

, :'.:--'f' .",' •.•• -. ~ , ..- ;', ~ .,..,
J. -.. • • ..... ,

",
" >

"
"

, '
'A .. ; "',

",~,,:~',',~ :', :::,.'~' '.. ' "FVO'3' Amende-ti' ,.:,:":.-:.. ', .. ;.,
'. ", : / •... ··$ite',Ma~~g:~me~fplan. "

• ", • ,'_ '. , .' ..' ~ I "': .. • •

.' . :;;..' .

, ", ,-

, . . ;"" ;. ,"". ,',

~'.:,;:e·, ,', " .'
, ,

;;-' ::..
, ' .

.'"';'

, I J. , ;. ';'.,

;""Engineering FieldActi~ity NOrthEast<"~",·
", "' .N',8val'F'a.Cili,tieS,:',E'n.9ih,e~ring '·Y'O'm rn~ll'ct:' "," '

.. . , ". ' " -' - "" . , .'~ , - . '. . - ,; '.'

.... ,
"

, .' .' +.

. "

.,;

" ,

'. ,

" .,'"

. ",. '.

, . " ,

, ~ i"
, .'

'. ' •.1 • , •• ,'
. ."'.

~~l:;
,', ' TETRA,TECH NUS;: INC;:.

, .'

, . ' .' '.I

, . "
,,'

"

, ',. \. + ; ••

" ,
,.: -

.' ~ " " " 

" ~ , ," 

" 

'.' .'. 
• :,' p' 

. .' ..... :. 
, 
,'" . .'. .I.' 

: ,~ . " . . -,. ~ ,.'. 

" .' .. ~, 

, .. 
. .' .' 

, . 

.. ' .. ,. '., ~ ~~00102.AR.~oT219 --
. r;. '., L, ".'" NSY PORTSMOUTH 

•. , ...... 5090.3a 
"', :', :'.. ,.:r, ... : :-' __ '.~:.~):':' ,c,:::~.' . -.' . 

•

':- • • ,. - •.•••••. , • ' ? .... : 

" ~ " .:" ~ ,J • ~, 

,"1'·"· , •. ,:"",.'" .~: ~,.':~.' ,~.' 
, ..' , ....... ~ " ' , .. 

~. . - ...". .' , , ,.: .. 
... ,', " .' '., '. ',',. ';:., ' ... 

.\ . ' .. 
.' ' .. ~t ' -' , 

. ' \ ' ~'.·: .. .:'e ............. ;..'.',~ .. : .... ",' .. :~ '~" .. ' '.,.," <: ......... F 

... . ' 
' •• ' 1., ... ,:,4, .. 

' .. ' , 
, .' . ~. '. " " ~" , 

" . , .'" . ,. .' . 
" '., ' ... 

. ," ~ :." ~ \ - '- , 
," 'I'. -: , '." "".: ~. . -.. ,.' 

, 

",.," .. ' 
, . ,', ,'. 

( .: '. t' 

.' ... 
," \·l .. ·, 

.. .' , 
" . 

" ,-' ' '. , 
"., . 

. , .. :: . " . , ~;.:' !' '1 '. -.', ' • • " . j , , ' , , ." • - • ",' : .: ' : : \ .. 

l' - • • ' ( " " • • ~ , • • ,....... '. ~ '., .,'. :' . 
f ~ , • , ' , .,,', '::.- -, ' " "'0-" . .' :; l' '... ~ ~ "I :'.' .~, " 

• . '.' . • .' .' ..•.......•... ','" .... ' ...... · ···.··FVo3 . Amended"', .' ,'. . ...•.•. ' .'. .' . ;' ' .. 
..•...... :"/·">$ite',Ma~~g:~menfPI~~l·'.· •........•.•.......... ': ... '.' ' .• 
.' < ". ' ".' '. • - ' " • _, ' " , -' • ' •• " ~ I ~;:. , '. • -'.. ' .~... , • :.. • 

" . '~, . t ..' .', ., •• ~ . . "1. "', '. ... • ... ,.' :: ' I ' ... : • .: " ;, 'I' '. '.' ',' I;...' ' ,~ ,. ..': ',' • ., •. .-'; , 

i·: .... ., ..•..•. , .:::":,,, .' •...•..•.•. " .....• , '.' ....•. ..,. ..' "'for' ....... ' '.'.' .' '",': .. ' ,i',:' '.,',' .• ,' .. 
• "f. ::. " '. '. .' "': . • , • ~.' • , ' ' " . , • • '.' '_ . " .',. 

', ..•.. , ..•. , .• • ••• ,·'.···~:po:;tsrflouthNaval Shipyard ..... ", ',"'.' .•. ,'. 
.:'; .•.. ,.......... ···'..kitt~ry,'Maide<,". "., . " 

• " • J " " 'v:' ': . \ I , . ' .. ' " , .. , , •• " • _' • ~, • -~. ',', I' 

.. ", ,_, .,. \"'..:: •• ' ,'. • t,' • ,_ .',. ,,' :-',;' ';"': 

.' ' I ',' :, . ~ ' • 
• • _. ~ \ • J • '., :.. 

{ 

" "'" . ' . '. . '. .. .: 
. • ,~" _ .'; "., ,t,. ~ ::~.., 

.... " 

;' /' .. . '. .,. ... 
I ," 

~ , I, ": • 

.' " ~ '.. . 
: .... ~" ~. , -

" .. .' .:,'.' ",' '," 

." . - .... . 

- " 

. '.," 
," " 

. ,'. ,~." " '-' . " . . ' 
. . -.... '" .. 

.: ~ '.:~ , .' .: ':1 " "'"" . ,', " ',' ~ 

,~, p". 

. , . " 

. . 
, : .-. .:"',.' ~'. '., ~.~., " ,. ". I -. 

" .' .. ,'."- . " . ' . 
,', . '. ,' . . , '. ~ . 

'. ," , .,.' .'."' ' .. ' 

,"." ' 

~ 

" . 
. ' . ~ ~ : ;: " ... ' . " . (. ,...:..' . '~": ~:' , 

" : '.' . ,_ .. ' 

:". ;. 

" '.r, . -:.' 

., 
. ~.;\ . 

; .. " '.~' ' .. 
, , ', l' 

. . '.' 
'0 '.'" ',' • 

: j. " 

'... ';: 
... . . . " . -,', ' 

- -\'.' .. , ' .. 
. .. '';.- .. 

I' .. ':. - • , 

., : '. ;., .~ "'." ...,,',' , ~ 
,' .. , : ". ,', . . '. , .. ,' ';'-. .' 

' .. - ',', 
' .. "'. -. 

, . , 
'.' , 

t '_ ' . , 

, ,,' , .. , ."';' ,.". . .... :'.' .. " . ", . , " 

', .. '. .,;':; En gi rleeri n gField J.\cti~i~yNc)(th'E~~fi'~ .', ' •..•..•• 
: .... -: ... :': :::,'.:::::' .N·.ava.l. 'F·a.cili.ties,:·.E·n.giri,e~rin.g ··Q·o'mrnall'ct:···,·'····'· ". ~::', 

' .. 

.. • '.. ", ~:. '. " " • • "" • , '," , • ." 'J ". • \ i: .. " " . ,',,; . 
, " . -::., ',' . , . " 

" , 

" ,~ . 

. .... '. ".: . " 'JANUARY'.·2003·'·:.· .... .' 
. .' . . ' .. ~ . 

,: .. ~ .:. ~., . .' ' 

. . . . . 
,.:, "~! :. :' ... : 

... " " 

, ,' ..... 

" '., , .' 
, '~.' 

. , . 
.. , .. , 

. ,.,,.'. 

", . 

, - . ',' ' . 
• < • 

/ . 

. (. 'I I . , . " 
, .. 

'. i" 
, " .... ..' 

, , .' : I~'.: I '_,' ' ....... ;.>.~' ,-n: ........ ~ .... '. 
'" ' " ..',. " ,( , 

l' •• '.' ., ..... ' _ 

, " .', 

• I .' 

.' ~ 
.', . TETRA.TECH NUS;:INC;: .. 

.' " , 

. " ' '~ ,. .. . \ 

, '. \. ~' ' " ..,..~.' " : , 

. .. ~ . ,. , 



AMENDED 
SITE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

FOR 
PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD 

KITTERY, MAINE 

Prepared by: 

Engineering Field Activitiy North East 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 

10 Industrial Highway, Mail Stop #82 
Lester, Pennsylvania 19113-2090 

January 2003 

FY03 REVISION 2 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

SECTION PAGE NO. 

1.0 INTRODUCTION .......................................................................................................................... 1-1 
1.1 FACILITY LOCATION AND MiSSiON ........................................................................ 1-1 
1.2 HISTORY OF HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL, ENVIRONMENTAL 

INVESTIGATION, AND REMEDIATION ACTiViTIES ............................................... 1-6 
1.2.1 Onshore Studies ........................................................................................................ 1-7 
1.2.2 Offshore Studies ........................................................................................................ 1-9 
1.2.3 Operable Units ......................................................................................................... 1-10 
1.3 REPORT ORGANiZATION ....................................................................................... 1-10 

2.0 SITE DESCRiPTIONS .................................................................................................................. 2-1 
2.1 
2.2 
2.2.1 
2.2.2 
2.2.3 
2.2.4 
2.2.5 
2.2.6 
2.2.7 
2.2.8 
2.2.9 
2.2.10 
2.2.11 
2.3 
2.3.1 
2.3.2 
2.3.3 
2.3.4 

OPERABLE UNIT DESCRIPTIONS ........................................................................... 2-1 
SITE DESCRIPTIONS ................................................................................................. 2-3 
Site 10 - Former Battery Acid Tank No. 24 .............................................................. 2-3 
Site 21 - Acid/Alkaline Drain Tank ............................................................................ 2-4 
Site 6 - Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office Storage Yard (DRMO) 2-4 
Site 29 - Teepee Incinerator Site .............................................................................. 2-5 
Site 8 - Jamaica Island Landfill (JILF) ...................................................................... 2-5 
Site 9 - Former Mercury Burial Site I and Mercury Burial Site II (MBI and MBII). 2-7 
Site 11 - Former Waste Oil Tanks Nos. 6 and 7 ...................................................... 2-8 
Site 5 - Industrial Waste Outfalls .............................................................................. 2-9 
Site 26 - Portable OillWater Tanks ........................................................................... 2-9 
Offshore Areas ........................................................................................................... 2-9 
Site 27 - Berth 6 Industrial Area (formerly Fuel Oil Spill Area) ............................. 2-9 
SITE SCREENING AREAS ....................................................................................... 2-10 
Site 30 - Galvanizing Plant Building 184 ................................................................ 2-10 
Site 31 - West Timber Basin Landfill ...................................................................... 2-11 
Site 32 - Topeka Pier Site ........................................................................................ 2-11 
Site 34 - Former Oil Gasification Plant, Building 62 ............................................ 2-11 

3.0 REGULATORY PROCESS ACTIVITIES ..................................................................................... 3-1 
3.1 CERCLA PROCESS ACTIVITIES .............................................................................. 3-3 
3.1.1 Preliminary Assessment/Site Investigation (P AlSI) and Site Screening 

Process (SSP) ............................................................................................................ 3-3 
3.1.2 Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) ................................................... 3-3 
3.1.3 Removal Action .......................................................................................................... 3-4 
3.1.4 Interim Remedial Action ............................................................................................ 3-4 
3.1.5 Remedial Design/Remedial Action (RD/RA) ............................................................ 3-5 

4.0 SITE RANKING ............................................................................................................................ 4-1 
4.1 RELATIVE RISK SITE EVALUATION FRAMEWORK ............................................... 4-1 
4.2 SUMMARY OF SITE RISK RANKING FOR PNS ....................................................... 4-2 

5.0 SCHEDULE .................................................................................................................................. 5-1 
5.1 SCHEDULE DEVELOPMENT ..................................................................................... 5-1 
5.2 SCHEDULE DURATIONS ........................................................................................... 5-1 

6.0 DOCUMENTS ............................................................................................................................... 6-1 
6.1 DOCUMENTS COMPLETED BEFORE SIGNATURE OF FFA .................................. 6-1 
6.2 DOCUMENTS COMPLETED AFTER SIGNATURE OF FFA ..................................... 6-3 

Contents FY03 SMP Rev. 0 iii 



TABLE OF CONTENTS (Continued) 

SECTION PAGE NO. 

7.0 REFERENCES ............................................................................................................................. 7-1 

APPENDICES 

A DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL CLEANUP PROGRAM FACT SHEETS 
B PNS RELATIVE RISK SITE EVALUATION RANKING WORKSHEETS 
C SUMMARY AND DETAILED SCHEDULES 
D SITE UPDATE FACT SHEET 

TABLES 

NUMBER PAGE NO. 

3-1 RCRA and CERCLA Corrective Action Processes .................................................................. 3-2 
4-1 Relative Risk Ranking Results .................................................................................................. 4-3 

FIGURES 

NUMBER PAGE NO. 

1-1 Great Bay Estuary and Site Locations ..................................................................................... 1-3 
1-2 Facility Site Map .......................................................................................................................... 1-4 

Contents FY03 SMP Rev. 0 iv 



AOC 

ARAR 

CDC 

CERClA 

CHF 

CIA 

CMI 

CMS 

DERP 

DOD 

DRMO 

EEICA 

EERA 

EFANE 

FCS 

FFA 

FS 

GCl 

HHRA 

HRS 

HSWA 

lAG 

lAS 

1M 

IR 

JllF 

MB 

MEDEP 

MEK 

MllCON 

MPF 

MPS 

MTADS 

NACIP 

Navy 

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

Area of Concern 

Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement 

Child Development Center 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and 
Liability Act 

Contaminant Hazard Factor 

Controlled Industrial Area 

Corrective Measures Implementation 

Corrective Measures Study 

Defense Environmental Restoration Program 

Department of Defense 

Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office Storage Yard 

Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis 

Estuarine Ecological Risk Assessment 

Engineering Field Activity Northeast 

Final Confirmation Study 

Federal Facility Agreement 

Feasibility Study 

Geocomposite Clay Liner 

Human Health Risk Assessment 

Hazard Ranking System 

Hazard and Solid Waste Amendments (of 1984) 

Interagency Agreement 

Initial Assessment Study 

Interim Measure 

Installation Restoration 

Jamaica Island landfill 

Mercury Burial 

Maine Department of Environmental Protection 

Methyethyl ketone 

Military Construction 

Migration Pathway Factor 

Media Protection Standard 

Multi-sensor Towed Array Detection System 

Navy Assessment and Control of Installation Pollutants 

U.S. Department of the Navy 

Contents FY03 SMP Rev. 0 v 



NCP 

NOAA 

NPL 

NRL 

OU 

PAISI 

PCB 

PHERE 

PNS 

PP 

PRAP 

PRG 

RA 

RAB 

RCRA 

RD 

RF 

RFA 

RFI 

RI 

ROD 

SMP 

SSA 

SSP 

SWMU 

TCE 

USEPA 

UST 

WWII 

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS (CONT'D) 

National Contingency Plan 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

National Priority List 

Navy Research Laboratory 

Operable Unit 

Preliminary Assessment/Site Investigation 

Polychlorinated Biphenyl 

Public Health and Environmental Risk Evaluation 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 

Proposed Plan 

Proposed Remedial Action Plan 

Preliminary Remediation Goal 

Remedial Action 

Restoration Advisory Board 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 

Remedial Design 

Receptor Factor 

RCRA Facility Assessment 

RCRA Facility Investigation 

Remedial Investigation 

Record of Decision 

Site Management Plan 

Site Screening Area 

Site Screening Process 

Solid Waste Management Unit 

Trichloroethene 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Underground Storage Tank 

World War II 

Contents FY03 SMP Rev. 0 vi 



1.0 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 Navy/Marine Corps Installation Restoration (IR) Program. 

Ultimately, the SMP serves as the schedule for implementation of the IR Program at PNS. The SMP 

is updated annually to revise priorities and schedules of activities as additional information (including 

funding) becomes available. This version of the SMP presents the rationale for the sequence of 

future investigation and remediation activities and the estimated schedule for completion of these 

activities and updates the FY02 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 U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and 

serves as an Interagency Agreement (lAG) 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. 

1.1 FACILITY LOCATION AND MISSION 

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

referred to on National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOM) 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 Site 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 
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been designed, constructed, and repaired at this facility from 1917 to the present. PNS continues to 

service submarines as its primary military focus. 
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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 (in September 

1999). 

Years of shipbuilding and submarine repair work at PNS have resulted in hazardous substances 

being released into the soils, groundwater, surface water, and sediment on and around Seavey 

Island. As a result, investigation and remediation activities have been performed under the IR 

Program. 

The purpose of the IR Program is to identify, investigate, assess, characterize, and clean up or 

control releases of hazardous substances; and to reduce the risk to human health and the 

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

Corps activities. Investigations of hazardous substance releases at PNS began in 1983 when the 

Navy completed an Initial Assessment Study (lAS) (Weston, 1983) that identified and assessed sites 

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

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

evaluated the sites identified in the lAS 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 Facility Investigation (RFI); the Corrective Measures Study (CMS); 

and the Corrective Measures Implementation (CMI) Plan. Until the mid-1990s, investigations at the 

PNS were conducted under RCRA authority. Effective May 31, 1994, PNS was included on the 

National Priority List (NPL). Subsequently, the studies have been conducted under the authority of 

the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), commonly 

known as Superfund. 

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

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

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

was proposed for inclusion on the 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 CERCLA/Superfund process to 

ensure the uninterrupted and continued progress in the investigations. Ongoing work still meets the 

intent of the Hazard and Solid Waste Amendments (of 1984) (HSWA) Permit, but the ongoing 

onshore study to develop and evaluate remedial activities is entitled as a Feasibility Study (CERCLA 

terminology) and combines both RCRA and CERCLA criteria. Consistent with the transition from 

RCRA to CERCLA, the Solid Waste Management Unit (SWMU) terminology has since been 

replaced with "site". Refer to Section 3.0 of this report for a description of the RCRA and CERCLA 

processes. The USEPA, the MEDEP and the Navy will continue to work toward site cleanup under 

CERCLA. The FFA for PNS was signed between the USEPA and the Navy in September 1999. 

Among other things, the FFA outlines the roles and responsibilities for the USEPA and the Navy, 

establishes deadlines/schedules, 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 & BakerITSA, 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 (McLaren/Hart, 1992b). The RFI "Approval with 

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

(McLaren/Hart, 1993) partially responded to the USEPA "Approval with Conditions" however, many 

requirements of the "Approval with Conditions" called for additional field work to resolve data gaps. 
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Subsequently, the RFI Data Gap field work was conducted during June/July of 1994. Results are 

presented in the RFI Data Gap Report (Halliburton NUS, 1995c) and are considered supplemental to 

the RFI report. 

Analytical data collected during the RFI for surface and subsurface soils, groundwater, surface water 

and ambient air were evaluated in accordance with the 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 (McLaren/Hart, 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 (McLaren/Hart, 1992a) was developed to support 

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

of questions on previous sampling methods, techniques, and reporting methods, the Phase II 

Ambient Air Quality and Meteorological Monitoring Report (B&R Environmental, 1996a) was 

prepared as a confirmation air monitoring study. 

The Groundwater Investigation and Monitoring Plan (B&R Environmental, 1996b) was developed to 

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

effective, groundwater investigation and interim monitoring plan for sites of concern at PNS. The 

data was evaluated to determine the impact on the quality of groundwater in the aquifer and the 

impact on state waters. 

The Site Screening Work Plan for Building 184 (Site 30), West Timber Basin (Site 31), and Topeka 

Pier (Site 32) (B&R Environmental, 1998b) was developed to outline work necessary to 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 
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decisions. The purpose of this plan for Site 10 was to investigate additional areas based on new 

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) (McLaren/Hart, 1994c). The Ecological and Human Health 

Risk Assessments were both based on offshore sampling and analysis of surface water, sediments 

and biota conducted as part of the EERA. Seeps from PNS were also sampled and analyzed. 

The overall purpose of the EERA was to assess the potential adverse environmental effects from 

past discharges of contaminants from PNS. Two functional phases of the EERA were developed to 

fulfill this objective. The Phase I EERA (Johnston et. ai, 1994), initiated in September 1991 and 

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

the lower Piscataqua River area in relation to the PNS. Phase I included the collection and analysis 

of water (water column and seep), sediment (surface sediments and sediment cores), and biota 

(mussels, lobster, winter flounder, oysters, eelgrass and algae) samples. The objective of the Phase 

II EERA, the analysis phase initiated in July 1992 and completed in the summer of 1995, was to test 

hypotheses from Phase I and quantify the ecological risk from the PNS. Phase II included the 

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

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

Phase II 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 (McLaren/Hart, 1994c). The data collected 

from Phase II was evaluated to assess human risk in the Phase I/Phase II Data Comparative 

Analysis Report (TtNUS, 1998). The Offshore Human Health Risk Assessment Report is final, and 

the results have been used to establish human health surface water and 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, 

as appropriate. 

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 (TtNUS, 1999) has been prepared as required by the Interim 

Record of Decision (ROD) for Operable Unit 4 (Navy, 1999). 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. As of the signing of the FFA, 

there were five OUs (OU1 through OUS). Since then, three additional OUs (OU6 through OU8) have 

been identified. In addition, one OU (OUS) has been removed from the CERCLA program. Section 

2.1 discusses the OUs at PNS. 

1.3 REPORT ORGANIZATION 

The SMP is organized as follows: 

• Section 1.0 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 1 FY03 SMP Rev. 0 1-10 



• Section 7.0 provides a list of references. 

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 Site Evaluation Ranking Worksheets. 

• Appendix C presents the Schedules. 

• Appendix D provides the Site Update Fact Sheet. 

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 (September 1999). This section also discusses the 

grouping of sites into OUs, including the OUs identified after the signing of the FFA. A fact sheet 

discussing the current status of each site is provided in Appendix D. 

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 

Former 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 AOCs. AOCs are locations of potential or suspected contamination, or areas of 

known contamination that require further study through the CERCLA RifFS 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. Site 

Screening Areas (SSAs) include Building 184 (Site 30), the West Timber Basin (Site 31), Topeka 

Pier (Site 32) and the Former Oil Gasification Plant (Site 34). SSAs are areas that require 

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

through the CERCLA RifFS process. Site screening field investigations at Site 30, 31 and 32 

have been completed and a report issued. Additional investigations are planned for Sites 30, 31 

and 32. Investigation of the Former Oil Gasification Plant has not been conducted. 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, five OUs were designated. This development is consistent with CERCLA. The 
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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. 

Since the signing of the FFA, OU6 was identified in 2000 to address management of migration 

from the Jamaica Island Landfill (JILF). Based on the results of the site screening investigation, 

Sites 31 and 32 have been designated as OU8 and OU7, respectively. In addition, with the 

signing of the Decision Document for No Further Action for Site 27, there are no longer any sites 

within OU5 and therefore, this OU has been removed from the CERCLA program. These updates 

as well as updates on the other sites at PNS are provided in Appendix D. 

The following list includes all the OUs that have been identified at PNS. 

• Site 10- Former Battery Acid Tank No. 24 

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

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

Impact Areas, Quarters S, N, & 68 

• Site 29 - Teepee Incinerator Site 

• Site 8 - Jamaica Island Landfill (JILF) including JILF 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 

• Site 5 - Industrial Waste Outfalls 

• Site 26 - Portable Oil/Water Tanks 

• Offshore Areas Potentially Impacted by PNS On-Shore Sites 
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• Site 27 - Berth 6 Industrial Area (formerly Fuel Oil Spill Area at Berth 6) 

• JILF Management of Migration 

• Site 32 - Topeka Pier Site 

• Site 31 - West Timber Basin Landfill 

2.2 SITE DESCRIPTIONS 

Site descriptions reflect the status prior to signing of the FFA. See Appendix D for the current 

status of each site. 

2.2.1 Site 10 - Former Battery 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. lAS 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 basement/crawl space area) 

and monitoring well installation. 
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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 located beneath the middle of a road and adjacent to railroad tracks. The tank held 

discharge from two clothes washing machines used to clean air filters. The prefilters were used to 

remove dirt, dust and debris from ships. Detergent used for cleaning was "Lestoil". Other wastes 

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

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

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

2.2.3 Site 6 - Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office Storage 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. 
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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. 

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 (FWENC, June 2001 a). 

2.2.4 Site 29 - Teepee 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 

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

the summer of 1998, including dioxin sampling. 

2.2.5 Site 8 - Jamaica Island Landfill (JILF) 

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), 
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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 JILF include 

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

topsoil, pavement and gravel and is used for recreational activities, vehicle parking, and 

equipment storage. The recreational activities include a fitness area and a jogging track. Other 

uses of the landfill and adjacent area include equipment storage and hazardous waste storage 

facility. 

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 further investigated. An advanced geophysical survey was conducted in 1998 at 

the JILF. The specific technology is called Multi-sensor 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 
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potential for surface soil contamination. The CDC has since been moved to a different location, 

and this area is now called the Former CDC. The building and playground equipment have been 

removed and the area is not currently used by children. The Navy has determined additional 

investigation is needed at the Former CDC prior to determining a final remedial action. This 

impact area will be addressed separately from the remainder of OU3. 

2.2.6 Site 9 - Former Mercury Burial Site I and Mercury Burial Site II (MBI and MBII) 

Poured concrete blocks and precast concrete pipes containing mercury contaminated wastes 

were reportedly buried between 1973 and 1975 at two locations within the boundaries of JILF. 

The two mercury burial sites are referenced as Mercury Burial Site I (MBI) and Mercury Burial Site 

II (MBII) and were reported to be placed under 8 to 10 feet of fill. Mercury contaminated wastes 

are reported to include fluorescent bulbs, thermometers, mercury switches and rags, brooms, and 

dust pans. 

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

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

indicated that MBII may have been located south of the previous excavation or southeast of 

Building H25 just beyond or partially under its fenced in and paved parking lot (this was 

investigated as part of the RFI Data Gap Investigation). Additional excavations were conducted, 

however, poured concrete blocks and precast concrete pipes were not located during these 

excavation activities. 

During 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 
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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 (FWENC, June 

2001 b). MBII was located in the Summer 2000. A total of eight blocks and their contents were 

removed and disposed of as a CERCLA Removal Action and disposed in accordance with 

Federal and state law (FWENC, 2001 c). 

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-galion 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 

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. 
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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 Oil/Water Tanks 

Oil/water tanks at the submarine berths are used for the cleanout of submarine bilges and various 

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

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

spillage and improve handling methods. 

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 assessment/media protection standards 

development stage. An ecological risk assessment, in accordance with CERCLA procedures and 

recommendations, investigated the likelihood of adverse ecological effects as a result of 

hazardous waste releases from the Shipyard. This data (Phase I) was also used to prepare a 

human health risk assessment to assess human health exposures from offshore media. An 

interim Record of Decision (Navy, 1999) 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. 

2.2.11 Site 27 - Berth 6 Industrial Area (formerly 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. 

Section 2 FY03 SMP Rev. 0 2-9 



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. 

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 are geographical areas that require 

preliminary screening to determine whether further study pursuant to the CERCLA RifFS process 

will be required. SSAs may expand or contract in size as information becomes available 

indicating the extent of contamination and the geographical area needed to be studied. The 

evaluation process is referred to in the FFA as the Site-Screening Process (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. 

Since the signing of the FFA, two SSAs have been deSignated as OUs. The following discussion 

reflects the status of the SSAs prior to signing of the FFA. Appendix D provides an update on the 

status of the SSAs. Figure 1-2 shows the locations of the SSAs. 

2.3.1 Site 30 - Galvanizing Plant Building 184 

Constructed in 1943 as a Galvanizing Plant, Building 184 was closed after World War II (WWII) 

and most equipment removed. Later the building was used by the Electrical Manufacturing 

Department for dye storage and test equipment. In the late 1950s the space was converted into 

an area for the cleaning of piping with the use of such chemicals as sulfuric acid. In the late 

1960s the area was converted into the present day Welding School and Laboratory. The field 

investigation has been completed and a report issued. Additional investigation consisting of 

exploration under the floor of the building is planned for this site. 
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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. 

2.3.3 Site 32 - Topeka 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. 

2.3.4 Site 34 - Former Oil Gasification Plant, Building 62 

Constructed in the early 1870s, Building 62 served as the Shipyard Illuminating Gas 

Manufacturing Plant, for about 30 years. At the turn of the century, gas illumination on the 

Shipyard was replaced by electricity. Approximately 8,000 gallons of paraffin or gas oil was used 

per year as the source for illuminating gas. Early gas oil illumination advertisements indicate one 

gallon of oil would produce approximately 100 gallons of gas. Also, little waste product was 

produced compared to the more prevalent coal gasification process. 

The building was subsequently used by Public Works for a variety of purposes, including a 

blacksmith shop. In 1999 a removal action was undertaken at this site. A schedule for additional 

work to be 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/schedules, and outlines work to be performed. 

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

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

would undergo several phases of environmental investigation that would ultimately determine the need for 

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

investigation under CERCLA include the Preliminary Assessment/Site Inspection (PAlSI), RI, FS, ROD, 

and Remedial Design/Remedial Action (RD/RA). The process required by the FFA is analogous to 

CERCLA with one exception: the PAIS I is replaced by the SSP. Superfund also has provisions for Interim 

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

The RCRA established a national strategy for the management of ongoing solid and hazardous waste 

operations at active sites. PNS engages in the generation, treatment, storage and disposal of hazardous 

wastes, which requires the facility to be permitted under the jurisdiction of RCRA. The HSW A 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 PAISI. 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 CMS (selection of 

corrective measure), and CMI (implementation of corrective measures). The RCRA corrective action 

program also includes an 1M step that may be conducted in cases when short-term actions are needed to 

respond to immediate threats. 
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RCRA 

RCRA Facility 
Assessment 

RFA 

RCRA Facility 
Investigation 

RFI 

Corrective Measures 
Study 
CMS 

Corrective Measures 
Implementation 

CMI 

TABLE 3-1 

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

Vs. CERCLA 

Preliminary Assessment! 
Site Investigation 

PAIS I 

Remedial 
Investigation 

RI 

Feasibility 
Study 

FS 

Remedial Design 
Remedial Action 

RD/RA 

• Identify releases needing further 
investigation 

• Characterize nature, extent, and rate of 
contaminant releases 

• Evaluate/select remedy 

• Design and implementation of chosen 
remedy 

*Interim measures may be performed at any point in the corrective action process. 
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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 Preliminary Assessment/Site Investigation (pAlSI) and Site Screening Process (SSP) 

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

substance release is the PAISI. At Federal Facilities, the lead agency (the Navy in the case of PNS) 

collects the data for the PAISI. The USEPA evaluates the PAIS I data. The PAIS I relies heavily on 

existing information, and is limited in scope. If the PAIS I 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 PAIS I process. The SSP is the mechanism for 

evaluating whether identified SSAs should proceed with an RifFS. SSAs refer to areas not previously 

identified that may pose a threat, or potential threat, to public health, welfare or the environment. 

The SSP considers current CERCLA and RCRA guidance to determine if there have been releases of 

hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants, to the environment from the SSA. The SSP Report 

provides the basis as to whether a site should become an AOC subject to further study through CERCLA 

RI/FS process. 

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

3.1.2 RemediallnvestigationfFeasibility Study (RifFS) 

The RifFS is the next phase of the CERCLA remedial process and is required for all AOCs. The RI is 

intended to determine the nature and extent of contamination, potential migration pathways, toxicity and 

perSistence of contaminants and potential (risk) for adverse impacts to human health or the environment. 

The FS is intended to develop remedial objectives, identify 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 RifFS, 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 RifFS 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 

EvaluationfCost Analysis (EEfCA) is prepared. Unlike the FS, the EEfCA 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 Action 

An interim remedial action may be completed prior to or during the RifFS 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 Design/Remedial 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 DOD 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 PRG). 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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* 

Site/Site 

Site 10 

Site 21* 

Site 6 

Site 29 

Site 8 

Site 9 

Site 11 

Site 5 

Site 26 

--
Site 27 

Site 30 

Site 31 

Site 32 

Site 34 

TABLE 4-1 

RELATIVE RISK RANKING RESULTS 
PNS, KITTERY, MAINE 

Name 

Former Battery Acid Tank No. 24 

Acid/Alkaline Drain Tank 

DRMO and Impact Area Quarters S, N, & 68 

Teepee Incinerator Site 

JILF 

Former Mercury Burial Sites (MBI and MBII) 

Former Waste Oil Tanks Nos. 6 & 7 

Industrial Waste Outfalls 

Portable OillWater 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 

Former Oil Gasification Plant, Building 62 

Site 21 groundwater currently under investigation as part of Site 31 
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Rank 

High 

Low 

High 

High 

High 

Low 

High 

High 

Low 

High 

High 

High 

Low 

High 

High 



5.0 SCHEDULE 

Schedules for OU1, OU2, OU3, OU4, OU6, OU?, oua, Site 30, and Site 34 are attached as Appendix C. 

5.1 SCHEDULE DEVELOPMENT 

The schedules were developed using the current status of activity for each site at PNS, anticipated 

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

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

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

documents. 

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 DOCUMENTS COMPLETED BEFORE SIGNATURE OF FFA 

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

Document 

Initial Assessment Study 

Final Confirmation Study Report on Hazardous Waste Sites 

RCRA Facility Assessment 

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 

Work/Quality 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 

Work/Quality 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 

Estuarine Ecological Risk Assessment Case Study for Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
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Date 

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 

December 1994 



Document 

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) 

Date 

March 1995 

March 1995 

May 1995 

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

Risks (included in FFA, finalized in April 1996) 

Draft Final Estuarine Ecological Risk Assessment (included in FFA, revised draft final July 1995 

dated April 1997, finalized May 2000) 

RCRA Facility Investigation Data Gap Report November 1995 

Chapter 2: Media Protection Standards for Off-Shore Media Based on Human Health April 1996 

Risks 

Phase II 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 

Geochemical Modeling 

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

Addendum 

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 

(Topeka Pier) 

Work Plan for MTADS Geophysical Mapping at PNS 

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

Phase I/Phase II Data Comparative Analysis Report 

Proposed Plan for Interim Action at OU4 
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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 



Document 

Interim Record of Decision for Operable Unit 4 

Technical Memorandum Lead Contamination at DRMO Impact Area (finalized 

February 2000) 

Groundwater Monitoring Summary Report 

Proposal for Evaluation of Seep/Sediment Data 

6.2 DOCUMENTS COMPLETED AFTER SIGNATURE OF FFA 

Date 

May 1999 

July 1999 

August 1999 

September 1999 

The following documents were completed from October 1999 (after the FFA was signed) to September 

30,2002: 

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, DRMO, Shoreline Stabilization 

Final Drum Removal Report for Drum Investigation 

Final Closeout Report for Mercury Burial Vault Site I 

Final Removal Action Report for Mercury Burial Vault Site II 

Operable Unit 3 Pre-design Investigation Quality Assurance Project Plan 

Record of Decision for Operable Unit 3 

Decision Document for Site 26 
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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 2001 

June 2001 

June 2001 

August 2001 

August 2001 

August 2001 



Document 

Decision Document for Site 27 

Site 10 Additional Investigation Quality Assurance Project Plan 

Preliminary Remediation Goals for Operable Unit 4 

MTADS Geophysical Survey of JILF and Topeka Pier 

Test Pitting Investigation at Site 30, Building 184 

OU3 Phase I Remedial Design 

OU3 Technical Memorandum for the Evaluation of MBII Waste Consolidation and 

Jamaica Cove Options 

Jamaica Island Landfill Phase I Waste Consolidation Remedial Design Work Plan 

Baseline Interim Offshore Monitoring Report for Operable Unit 4 
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Date 

August 2001 

October 2001 

November 2001 

December 2001 

May 2002 

June 2002 

June 2002 

June 2002 

July 2002 
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Defense Environmental Cleanup Program. 
Fact Sheet 

The Relative Risk Site Evaluation Concept 

Introduction 

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

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

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

Relative Risk Site Evaluation Primer E-l 

Definition of Relative Risk Site Evaluation 

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

The relative risk site evaluation framework is 
a qualitative and easy to understand method­
ology for evaluating the relative risks posed by 
sites and should not be equated with more formal 
risk assessments conducted to assess baseline 
risks posed by sites. It is a tool to assist in 
sequencing environmental restoration work (i.e., 
known requirements such as remedial 
investigation or cleanup actions) to be done by a 
DoD Component. It is designed to handle the 
broad range of sites that exist at DoD 
installations and the broad range of data 
available. The grouping of sites into high, 
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"Sites for current DoD installations 
equate with "Projects" in the Formerly 
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Figure 1. Relative Risk Site Evaluation Concept Summary 
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Figure 2. Flow Diagram ofthe Relative Risk Site Evaluation Framework 
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medium, or low relative risk categories is 
not a substitute for either a baseline risk 
assessment or health assessment; it is not a 
means of placing sites into a Response 
Complete/No Further Action category; and 
it is not a tool for justifying a particular 
type of action (e.g., the selection of a 
remedy). 

Use of the relative risk site evaluation 
framework is restricted to environmental 
restoration sites and does not extend to 
unexploded ordnance (UXO) removal, 
building demolition/debris removal 
(BDIDR), 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 
stllkeholder 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, 
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and budgeting requirements, a topic 
discussed below. 

Requirements for Relative Risk Site 
Evaluations 

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

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

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

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

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

Implementation of the Relative Risk 
Site Evaluation Framework 

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

Management Uses of Relative Risk 
Information 

DoD and DoD Components are using the 
relative risk site evaluation framework as a 
tool to help sequence work at sites and as a 
headquarters program management tool. 
As a program management tool, the 
framework is being used by DoD and DoD 
Components to periodically identify the 
distribution of sites in each of three 
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relative risk categories-high, medium, 
and low. A series of discrete relative risk 
site evaluations provides headquarters 
program managers with a macro-level view 
of changes in relative risk distributions 
within DoD over time. 

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

For More Information 

At the Installation, contact 

At DoD Headquarters, contact the Office of 
the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense 
(Environmental Security - Cleanup) at 
703/697-7475. 
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Ofi ce of the Dep uty Under Secreta- y of Defense 
(En -.A ronm ental Securi ty) 

Defense Environmental Cleanup Program. 
Fact Sheet 

ReI ative Risk S; Ie Evalu a 'Ii on Cl.I es 'Ii on s & An s wei' s 

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

A. Field activities within the DoD use 
relative risk infonnation as one means 
of representing the status of their 
environmental restoration program to 
DoD, regulators, and local stakeholders. 
Infonnation on site relative risk is used 
by each military installation or fonnerly 
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 infonnation 
from each field activity to identify to 
Congress, regulators, and other 
stakeholders the distribution of sites in 
each of three relative risk categories­
high, medium, and low. A series of 
discrete relative risk site evaluations 
provides headquarters program 
managers with a macro-level view of 
changes in relative risk distributions 
within DoD over time. In the event of 
budget cuts or recessions, Headquarters 
Program Offices will consider the 
relative risk of sites along with other 
risk management considerations in the 
resultant deferral ofprojects. In general, 
low relative risk sites will be deferred 
before medium relative risk sites, and 
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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 infonnation will also be 
used to provide DoD with a basis for 
establishing goals and perfonnance 
measures for the environmental 
restoration program. In this regard, DoD 
has established goals for all DoD 
Components to reduce relative risk at 
sites or to have remedial systems in 
place where necessary for these sites, 
within the context of legal agreements. 
Military services and DoD will track 
changes in relative risk towards these 
relative risk reduction goals as a 
measure of merit (MOM). Relative risk 
will not be used to set cleanup 
standards, nor will it be used as a basis 
for making remedial action decisions, 
remedy selection decisions, or no further 
action decisions. 

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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factored into all priority setting Relative Risk Site Evaluation Primer on 
decisions, and should be discussed with the DoD Environmental Restoration 
regulators and public stakeholders in the Electronic Bulletin Board, a World 
environmental restoration process. Wide Web site at http://www.dtic.dla. 

millenvirododlenvdocs.html. 
The actual funding priority for a site is 
identified after relative risk infonnation Q.4 What is the role of regulatory agencies 
is combined with other important risk in evaluating relative risk at sites? 
management considerations (e.g., the 
statutory and regulatory status of a A. State and federal regulatory agency 
particular installation or site, public personnel are key participants in the 
stakeholder concerns, program relative risk evaluation process. Their 
execution considerations, and economic involvement in this process largely 
factors). These additional risk depends on their degree of involvement 
management considerations can result in in an environmental restoration program 
a decision to fund work at a site that is at a particular installation or fonnerly 
not classified as a high relative risk. used defense site. At some installations 
Military services have each developed or fonnerly used defense sites, 
guidelines for combining relative risk regulatory agency personnel have 
and risk management considerations as received relative risk training and 
part of their planning, programming, participate directly in the evaluation of 
and budgeting process. relative risk factors for each 

environmental medium at a site. 
Q.3 What is the role of the community in Discussions with regulatory agency 

evaluating relative risk at sites? personnel on relative risk at these 
training sessions and at project team 

A. Community members of Restoration meetings at installations have proven 
Advisory Boards and other members of helpful in increasing regulatory 
the public participate in the technical acceptance of relative risk. DoD seeks 
evaluation of relative risk at a variety of to increase regulatory involvement in 
levels depending on their desire for relative risk evaluations at all 
involvement. At some installations and appropriate installations and fonnerly 
fonnerly used defense sites, community used defense sites. 
members have received relative risk 
training and participate directly in the Q.5 How often will field activities need to 
evaluation of relative risk factors for conduct relative risk site evaluations? 
each environmental medium at a site. At 
other installations and fonnerly used A. Relative risk at sites should be evaluated 
defense sites, community members whenever important new infonnation 
review and provide input into relative about a site becomes available. DoD 
risk evaluations prepared by installation will collect infonnation on site relative 
personnel. DoD intends to increase risk from the military services on a 
community input into relative risk semi-annual basis, once in the middle of 
evaluations at all installations and the fiscal year and once at year end. 
fonnerly used defense sites where there 
is sufficient interest. To increase Q.6 Will progress in the environmental 
community awareness of and access to restoration program be measured on the 
guidance on perfonning relative risk site basis of Relative Risk? 
evaluations, DoD has placed the 
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A. Yes, for the following reasons. Progress 
at sites in DERP has traditionally been 
measured by reporting on the response 
status of sites at the field and 
headquarters level (e.g., number of sites 
with responses complete). While these 
traditional measures of progress are still 
important measures, DoD planning 
guidance for Fiscal Years (FYs) 1998-
2002 establishes goals for all military 
services to reduce relative risk at sites. 
The planning guidance specifically 
requires (1) military services to 
implement actions that lower relative 
risk for all high relative risk within 
specific time frames or have remedial 
systems in place where necessary for 
these sites, (2) implement actions that 
lower relative risk of all medium 
relative risk sites within a specific time 
frame or have remedial systems in place 
where necessary for those sites, and (3) 
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 BRAC 
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 
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screening-level evaluation of site 
information at a point in time based on 
three factors: the contaminant hazard 
factor (CHF), the migration hazard 
factor (MPF), and the receptor factor. In 
terms of hazard assessment, the relative 
risk framework uses maximum (worst­
case) contaminant data, while risk 
assessment uses average and/or 
reasonable maximum concentrations of 
contaminants. For exposure assessment, 
the relative risk framework relies on a 
qualitative evaluation of fate and 
transport of contaminants away from a 
source, while risk assessment 
emphasizes quantitative predictions of 
contaminant fate and transport. In terms 
of toxicity assessment, both relative risk 
and risk assessment use similar data. 
The relative risk framework uses 
concentration standards derived from 
preliminary remediation goals that are 
calculated using the same toxicity data 
used in risk assessment. In terms of 
results, relative risk information is used 
at the field level to help sequence work 
at sites. Risk assessment results are 
typically used to determine whether or 
not additional response actions are 
warranted at a site. 

Q.9 Why were the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) preliminary remediation 
goals (PRGs) multiplied by lOOfor 
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 EP A 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 fonnulas 
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 
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equivalence for purposes of relative risk 
evaluation. 

Q.I0 What is the relationship between 
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) 
and concentration standards in 
Appendix B-1 ? 

A. MCLs, established by EPA under the 
Safe Drinking Water Act, apply to water 
supplies used for human consumption. 
Under the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act, as 
amended (CERCLA), MCLs are often 
considered applicable or relevant and 
appropriate requirements for 
groundwater response actions. Some 
MCLs are risk-based, while others are 
technology-based. When compared to 
concentration standards in 
Appendix B-1, results are mixed. For 
noncancer toxicants, concentration 
standards in Appendix B-1 are generally 
equivalent to or lower than MCLs. For 
cancer-causing agents, concentration 
standards in Appendix B-1 (equivalent 
to 1 in 10,000 excess cancer 
occurrences) are in some cases above 
MCLs and in others below MCLs 
depending in part on whether the MCL 
is risk-based or technology-based. 

Q.ll Why is the threshold for the CHF rating 
of "significant" set at 1 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 defmes what 
remedial action is required. Decisions 
regarding future work are made 
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separately on the basis of a remedial 
investigation, baseline risk assessment, 
and evaluation of the acceptability of the 
calculated risk. As stated in response to 
Question 16, a low overall site rating 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 

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 

Q.J3 

Table 2 of the Primer. 

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

factors, an approximately equal 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 

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.) 

Relative Risk Site Evaluation Primer E-ll 

27 possibilities. 
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With a significant CHF, which 
represents a concentration of 
contaminant that is two orders of 
magnitude above the concentration 
standard (see Appendix B of the 
Primer), any combination of evident or 
potential migration pathway with an 
identified or potential receptor is 
assigned to be in the high category. Any 
potential for exposure to contaminants 
at this high relative concentration will 
receive highest priority. Only if either 
the migration pathway is confmed (no 
migration to a point of exposure) or the 
receptors are limited (little or no 
receptor access to site) is the site placed 
in a medium category. Ifboth 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 of2. 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 confmed 
migration (no migration to a point of 
exposure), all receptor possibilities are 
assigned a low rating because exposure 

Relative Risk Site Evaluation Primer E-12 

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

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

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

A. In 9 November 1993, testifying before 
the Senate Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources, Sherri Goodman, 
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense 
(Environmental Security) stated the 
following: " ... concerns have been raised 
about the use 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 HRS has 
the capability to differentiate among the 

Summer 1997 (Revised Edition) 



relative risk of sites, it is more 
frequently applied to identify candidate 
installations for the NPL. The relative 
r~sk f~am~work is a tool used to group 
sItes m 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 
qu~ntity into account. The HRS assigns 
a smgle 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. 

Relative Risk Site Evaluation Primer E-13 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Site # - SITE NAME 

Site 5 - Industrial Waste Outfalls 

Site 6 - DRMO 

Site 8 -JILF 

Site 9 - Former Mercury Burial Sites 

Site 10 - Former Battery Acid Tank 

Site 11 - Former Waste Oil Tanks 

Site 21 - Acid/Alkaline Drain Tank 

Site 26 - Portable OillWater Tanks 

Site 27 - Fuel Oil Spill Area (Berth 6 Industrial 

Area) 

Site 29 - Teepee Incinerator Site 

Site 30 - Galvanizing Plant, Building 184 

Site 31 - West Timber Basin Landfill 

Site 32 - Topeka Pier Site 

Site 34 - Oil Gasification Plant 
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RANK 

High 

High 

High 

Low 

High 

High 

Low 

Low 

High 

High 

High 

Low 

High 

High 



Site Media 

5 SEDH 

SEDEM 

6 GW 

SWH 

SWEM 

SEDH 

SEDEM 

SOIL 

8 GW 

SWH 

SWEM 

SEDH 

SED EM 

SOIL 

9 GW 

SOIL 

10 GW 

SEDH 

SEDEM 

SOIL 

11 GW 

SOIL 

21 SOIL 

26 SEDH 

SEDEM 

27 GW 

SOIL 

29 GW 

SOIL 

30 GW 

SOIL 

31 GW 

SOIL 

32 GW 

RELATIVE RISK SITE EVALUATION SUMMARY 
Page 2 of 3 

RF MPF CHF 

I E 3.4 

I E 250 

I E 23 

I E < 1 

I E <1 

I E 3.5 

I E 260 

p P 670 

I E 68 

I E <1 

I E 640 

I E 3.5 

I E 150 

I E 7.0 

L C <1 

L C 2.7 

I E 41 

I E <1 

I E 8.0 

P P 490 

I E 8.5 

I P 14 

P C 4.9 

I C 3.5 

I C 35 

I E 1100 

p E 2.2 

I E 26 

I E 520 

P P 1.8 

I P 10 

L P 27 

P C 41 

P P 70 
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CHF Media Rank 

Mod High 

Sig High 

Mod High 

Min High 

Min High 

Mod High 

Sig High 

Sig High 

Mod High 

Min High 

Sig High 

Mod High 

Sig High 

Mod High 

Min Low 

Mod Low 

Mod High 

Min High 

Mod High 

Sig High 

Mod High 

Mod High 

Mod Low 

Mod Low 

Mod Low 

Sig High 

Mod High 

Mod High 

Sig High 

Min Low 

Mod High 

Mod Low 

Mod Low 

Mod Medium 



RELATIVE RISK SITE EVALUATION SUMMARY 
Page 3 of 3 

Site Media RF 

SWEM I 

SEDEM I 

SOIL P 

34 SEDEM I 

SEDH I 

SOIL I 

LEGEND 

Site = Solid Waste Management Unit 

Media 

SEDH 

SEDEM 

GW 

SWH 

SWEM 

Sediment, Human 

Sediment, Ecological Marine 

Groundwater 

RF = Receptor Factor 

P 

L 

Surface Water, Human 

Surface Water, Ecological Marine 

Identified 

Potential 

Limited 

MPF = Migration Potential Factor 

E 

P 

C 

Evident 

Potential 

Confined 

CHF - Contaminant Hazard Factor 

Sig Significant (CHF > 100) 

Mod Moderate (CHF of 2 to 100) 

Min Minimal (CHF < 2) 
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MPF CHF 

E 24 

E 1200 

P 36 

E 330 

E 3.1 

E 41 

CHF Media Rank 

Mod High 

Sig High 

Mod Medium 

Sig High 

Mod High 

Mod High 
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PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD 
INSTALLATION RESTORATION PROGRAM 

RELATIVE RISK SITE EVALUTION 
SITE RANKING 



RELATIVE RISK EVAUIATION WORKSHEET 

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

InstallationlSite Nlme lor FUDS: KITrnRY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 919196 

Lontion (State): ::..)Hot"',;.:;:......:.I'1...!...,;;;€'--_____________ _ Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): SEDHSEDEM 

Site (NameJRMlS 10) , prqJed for FUDS: SWMUOOOO5 Phase of Enc. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RDIRA, or equlv. ReRA Stace): FS 

RMIS Site Type: lNDUSTRIAL DISCHARGE Acr. Status (YIN, II yes, type ofacreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order): Yes 

Point 01 Contact (NallleIPhone): ..;:.M..;:.arty;;;..;..<....;R"'a"'y""m..;;;o"'n"'d _________ _ National Priority List (YIN): __ Y::.;cs:::.... _____ Slte Raak: ___ ...;;.;H;.:Jighiz:.:... _______ _ 

SITE SUMMARY 

(Include only key c:1ements of information used to conduct the relative risk site: evaluation. Attach map view of site if desired.) 

Brief Site Oeserlpllon (Iadee site type, material, disposed 01, dates 1/1 operation, and other relevant inlormation): 
Several discharge points for storm and sanitary sewer water discharges to the Piscataqua River were located at the western end of the Shipyard. 
During I94S to 1975 industrilll wastes were discharged to the river. Materials disposed: Industrial wastes from plating and battery shops including: 
industrial wastewllllr (metals, oils, greases, PCBs, cyanide and phenols). solvents and heavy metals The use of these out falls was terminated 
in 1975. 

Briel Descrlptloa ofPatllwl),! (Groundwater, Surface Water, Sediment, Soli): 
Surface water/sediment: Releases were to the Piscataqua River which is part of the Great Bay Estuary. Sediment and surface water has been impacted. 
In 1976. as part or a study for a proposed dredging project to deepen the berths. sediments in the areas of berths 6.11, &. 13 were sampled and 
analyzed. The results indicated the presence of metals, oils. grease, PCBs, cyanide and phenols. The river as part of the estuary is a resource 
of tremendous value. Cumnt use of the area includes commercial and recreational fishing, lobstering, clamming/oystering, and boating. 

Briel Descriptio" "I Recepton (Haman and Ecological): 
Human: Impacts an human health include ingestion of lobster. mussel and fin fISh; demal contacts from surface water and sediments and surface 
water from swimming, wading and fishing. Ecological: There are five main habitats in the estuary: Eelgrass, mudnats (unvegetated), saltmarshes, 
channel, and sheilligh (part of other habitats). Ecological receptor specifically include: lobster, shellfish, finfISh, and other benthic fauna 
and nora. . 

(I) Use to record mformatiDtl 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 bllS been verified and requires furl 
A Site by delinitiOft 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 contaminltion, or suspected contamination in the 
(or RF A) phase tllIl has not been entered into RMIS. 
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~dimenl Human 

CONTAMINANT Mnimum Co.~. SI.dud 
HAZARD Coell_wet "IglKg mgIKg Ralio (2) 

FAcrOR(I) Arsenic (cancer .""point) 2a.7 21.0 U70 
(CHF) AI\I1I\IIII1III '11,900.0 15.000.0 1.040 (Plac. I.h 'X' nullo one below) 

Benm[ljpyrene 2.2 5.6 0.390 

Lead 124.0 400.0 0.310 Sl&alficul (If TOIII > 100): 
Bcmlalanlhnuxnc 3.6 56.0 0.060 
NickellUld compounds 91.2 1.500.0 0.060 Modrnlt(IrTotall-IOO): X 
Cadmium.aud compounds 2.0 37.0 0.050 

Mercury fInIl «lMPOIinds. (inorganic) 0.67 23.0 0.0)0 Mini •• 1 (If TOIII < 1): 
PotychlorillllCd biphcnyb (PCBs) 0.35 20.0 O,OlD 

Zinc 530.0 22.000.0 0.020 

(I) Evaluate for human conhUtlillllll!5only TOlal: Hili 
(2) Ralio ~ Maximum COIWCtluallonlSIllldatd 
Note: Only top len contlmilllllts are displayed. 

MIGRATION ,,,Wal- Analytical dati or observable evidence indicates thai Coafiacd • Information indicaleS • low potential for coatlminallon 10 • (PIIce 11\ 'X' IICxtlo one below) 
PATHWAY COIltlmilllllon in the IIICdia is present II, is moving potentill point of exposure (could be due 10 the presence 
FAcrOR toward. or has moved to a point of cxpo5U/'C of BcolOSical structuIcs or or physical controls) E"ideal: X 
(MPF) 

Potnlial- Possibility for contlmilllllon to be present at or migrllle POletl11ll1: 
to a point of exposure; or informallon is not sufficient 
to mike a dclermination of Evident or Coafinc:d Coar .. ed: 

.rk! lMI4Iuk/orSd«tloIl: Shldieillf ol&Mre .cdlll lad biotl iadiute presellCC of coatl.ia.&. ia lbe RIIi.alL 

(PIE" an 'X' nexl to one below) 
RJ:CEPTOR IdClll1ied • Recepton idenlified thatluave access to sediment U.hed - lillie or no pIllc:nlial ror rcceplon 10 have a= 10 sediment 
FACTOR Id~.lirtcd: X 
(Rf") 

POlellial: 
PolullIll· Potential ror fCCeplOIS 10 have access to sedimenl 

U.iIcd; 

Brk! RlUltJrtIIle/or Utd/pa: ReccplOn lat:lude nueatio".la.d ocrupttlion.1 CODllct witlt coatlminaled sedimenll.nd (0 • 

. mumpdon or seafood 1Ikc:n from the Piscataqua RivCf. 

Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMotml NSY Site Name: SWMUOOOOS Sedimenll1uman Category: HiSh 
(Higb. Medium. Low) 

--



Stdiment t;co Marine 

COIIIT AMINAI'IT Mnilltum Conr. Slandard 
HAZARD COllt.min.1lI mg/Kg mg!Kg Rallo (~) 
FACTOR (I, DOT 01) 6~.OOO 

(Cllf) Cllrysrnc 3,2 0'{)6 S3.330 (PiKe m ·X· nexl to one below) 
iPyrenc 10.0 0.35 28.570 

Pllcnanthrene 6.2 0.22 27.560 SlplflC .. t (UTatal > 100): X 
Flwl'llml!c;ni; 14.0 0.6 23.))(1 

Bc!ll[I!I~ 3.6 0.23 15,651.1 Modente (If TGtal Z - 100): 
Pol),(;hlorirnucd biphenyls (PClh) OJS 0.05 7.000 
Chlon:lanc. alpha- 6.000 MI.I •• I (If TGIIII < Z): 
Oc:nzo[ -Ipyn:ne 2.2 0,4 BOO 
DOE 0.01 S.OOO 

(I) Evaluate for hl/llUln rontamiDlnts.only Total: 253.680 
(2) Ratio ~ Muimum Concentration/Standard 
Notc: Only top len COftllminants are displayed. 

MIGRA110N Evldenl- Analyticlll data or observable evidence illificates that COlflRd- Informltion indicates I low potential for contamination to I (PIKe m ·X· next to one below) 
PATUWAY conllmination in die medii is pesent II. is moving potentill poinl of exposure (could be due 10 the pesenre 

FACTOR towud. or ha5 moved 10 • point of exposllfC of geological structures or or physical controls) Evldetlt: X 
(MPf) 

PGteatlll- Possibility for conllmination 101 be presenl at or migrate PGletitial: 
to a point Gf exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a detennination of Evident or CClQfined C •• fllIed: 

8rV/ "''''e/or SeIeetItHf: OfT,lIorc Inestlplloa. ~.ve fo ... d coIIII.lnalloll presetliia t.e .,edi. aad biota. 

. 
(PiKe m ·X· next to one below) 

RECEPTOR Idetltlfled - Receptors identified that have access to sediment Limited - Little or no potentill for receptors to have access to sediment 
FACTOR Idetillfled: X 
(RF) 

PGletltIa!: 
Poleatll.- POIenti.1 for receptors to have access to sediment 

U.lted: 

Brltf Ralt:1lf11lt/",. SI!Itr:dfHI: ReceptGn i.dude Pbataqaa RI.~r biola fmm dil'ed upllkr .nd food ch.ln Inllellio •. 

Activity Name KIlTERY ME PORTSMOUllf NSY . Site Name: SWMUOOOOS Sediment Marine Category: Hill!! 
(High. Medium. loW) 



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

IlIStllllatloalSlte Na.e for FUDS: KITIERY ME PORTSMOUlll NSY Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 5116195 

Location (Stllte): .;;..)Ht""'=-..;;..rt~C=--___________ _ Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, SoIl): GW SWH SWEM SEDH SEDEM SOIL 

Site (NamcIRMlS lD) I Projeet for roDS: SWMUOOOO6 PIlue of Ellee. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RDIRA, or equlv. RCRA Stace): FS 

RMIS Site Type: ..,;:S;...;;.T.;;,O;;,:RA;...;;.G.;;,E;:;.;..;:AREA=:..;.... ___________ _ Acr. StalUi (YIN, If yes, type of acreeaent e.c., FFA, Permit, Order): Yes 

Pol.1 of Coatact tNaiDelPIIoH): Marty Raymond Nationl Priority List (YIN): __ y:.,es::.:.... _____ Slte Raak:_. __ ...;.H;;;igh.,;;.;... ________ _ 

SITE SUMMARY 

(Include only key clements of infonnation used 10 conduct the relative risk site evaluation. Attach map view of site if desired.) 

Brief Site Descriptio. (Include lite type, materials disposed of, data of operatioa, aad olher releva.t Informadoa): 
Approximately 2 IICRS orland which for more dian 30 years hIS served IS a temporary storage area for material prior to off-site disposal. Until 
1983, there were (ew release controls at thc.slOrage yard. Ponding of precipilation in some arelS and direct runoff 10 the Piscataqua River occurred 
during that era. Contamination occurred from open storage ofbattcnes and other materials such IS oil-laden tool and die scrap metals. In 
1993 ID interim corrective action WIS taken and a cap WIS installed on lite unpaved sections of the yard. The cap consisted of a gcocomposite 
clay liner, with grotextile above and below and topped with 12 inches of cursed stone choked with cement. Also a storm water catch blSin with 
a trapped outlet _ installed 10 trap floating contaminants such IS oil and to discharge the stonn water to the river. RMIS site type: 

Brief Detcrlpdon of Patlnrays (Groundwater, Surface Waler, Sedimenl, SoIl): 
Groundwater: The site is at the edge of the PiscataqUI River and above the fonner elevation of the shoreline. Previous to the installation 
of the ClIP in 1993 surface stonn water infdtratcd with little resistance tbtough the surface soils, the blocky rock material beneath and inlO 
the river. The tidal fluctuations of the river essentially rcprcscnt the groundwater under the storage yard. Surface water/sediment: Contaminated 
surface water IIId suspended sediment hIS reached the river through runoff and direct discharge to the river IS well IS percolation through the 
surface soils IDd blocky rock material in the subsurface. Soil: Metal contaminated soil mantles the bedrock over an area approximately 710 
feet long by 160 fcct wide. 

Brief Dncrlptkl. of Reeepton (Hu .. an aad Ecolockal): 
Human: The receptors to the contaminants which migrated to the river would be fmfish, shell fISh and other biota within the Piscataqua Rive:r, 
eventually reaching humans through consumption. In addition the potential exists for the ingestion and adsorption of contaminate:d surface soils. 
The installation of the interim cap in 1993 WIS designed to stop panicles from: (a) becoming windbom, (b) percolating through the surface soils 
and into the rocky subsurface and (c) being carried into the river via runoff. Ecological: There are five: main habitats in the e:stuary: 
Eelgrass, mudflats (unvegetated), salbnarshcs, channel, and shellfish (pm of other habitats). Ecological recc:pIOrs include: lobster, shellfish, 
fm fish, and other benthic fauna and flora., etc. 

(I) Use 10 record infonnation on Sites and AreIS ofConcc:rn (AOC) for Relative: Risk Site Evaluation. The tenn Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination hIS been verified and requires Curt 
A Site by dcfmition hIS been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, "projects" equates 10 sites for currenl installations. An AOC is a discrete area of contamination, or suspected contamination in the 
(or RFA) phase that hIS nol been entered intoRMIS. 
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Ground Water 

CONTAMINANT Maximu", Cone.. Standard 

HAZARD Coatlmluftl ulll. ug/l Ratio (1) 

fACTOR (I) Load ~92 40 12300 
(COl') Dichloroclhane. 1.2- (EDC) 73.0 12.0 6.080 (NICe an 'X' nexllo one below) 

Am:nic (cancer cndjlOint) 14,11 4.5 3.29(1 

Mercury and compounds (inorganic) 4.5 11.0 0.410 SigRirK'JI". (lr 1'o.al '" )(10): 
Cadmium and compounds 4.5 18.0 0.250 

Selenium 42.8 1110,0 0.240 Modente: (Jr T otall - 100): X 
Atetone 48,0 610.0 0.080 

Chromium(lObll) 14.95 180.0 0.080 Mlal.al (If Total < Z): 
l~r and compouttds 112.0 1.400.0 0.080 

Nickel and compounds 14.87 730.0 0.020 

(I) EVIIluale fQf human COftlAmllWlU only Tolal: Zl.860 
(2) R.tio .. Maximum Concml"li.onlStandard 
Note: Only top ten c:ontamiNUl\S arc displayed. 

MIGRATION E.-Ideat- Analytical data or observable evidence indicales thaI Coafined- Information indiClltes that the potential for (Place an ·X· next 10 one below) 

PATIIWAV contamination in the media is moving away rrom the soun:c. contaminant migration from the soun:e is limited (due to 

FACTOR geolOSic:al structures or physical controls) E"ldcat: X 
(IIII'I') 

Poteatla'- Possibility ror contamiaation to be present at or migrate Polcatial: 
to I point of ellpOSun:; or inform.tion is not sufficient 
to make I dctcnnination of Evident or Confined C.anRd: 

Briq It.&MlrtltJf' SrtI«II",,: Moallorla, we1b o ... 11e aad .-jaceallo IIIe Plsugq .. Ri.-er ladicale Ille presetlce or coa -
laminatiOn. 

(Place an ·X· next 10 one below) 

JU:CEPTOR Id~alilkd - There is a threatened or potentially threatened waler ,upply Uadtrd- There i5 no JIOlenljally threatened water silpply "",II downgradie1lll!r 
FACfOR ®wngradienl of the 1QUm:. The OW (t:OfIl of 001) is a current the source, The groundwater is not comidcrcd • potential ~ of Ideatlfkd: X 
(RF) drinking Wiler soun:e or is equill, 10 (Clan I or IIA aquifer). OW or is of limited bellilicialll5C (iliA. 1110 or perched aquifer). 

Potenllal: 
Polenll.l- There is no potentially threatened water supply Wl!1I downgradienl 

of the SOUl«. The groundwater is potC11lially ~lc; for OW. Ulllited: 
irriptillJ\ or 8gticulllltC. bUI not prc5Cnlly uJecI (Class 1m aquifer). 

Brit!{ Retil1Mk/ar sn«tlO": Groalld ... ter no,... lato Ihe PhaolJlqaa RI .. ~ and (olll&mlllllioa b .".Ilable for aplJllce by p -
lanlS and 'nimab.. 

Activity Name KITIERY ME PORTSMOUllf NSY Site Name: SWMUOOOO6 Groundwater Category: His!! 
(Hlslt. Medium, low) 



Stili 

CON1'AMINANT MllIi",ulII CODe. Stalldard 
IIAZA1lD (:oata_hlllni lIIatIKI: mJI/K& Ralio(l) 
FACTOR!I) Lead 2S5,OOO,O 400.0 6)7.500 

(CIII') Anllmony and cnmpounds 5tro,O 30,0 19.3)0 (Piau .. ·X· neK( 10 one below) 
Aroclor-1254 7.5 0.97 7.7J() 

Anenic (canter I!ftdpoinl) lLU 21.0 3.m SipirlQllt (UTotal > 100): X 
Benzot.JpyrclII! lJ.0 5.6 2.320 

Nickel and cOfl11XlUnd. 2,670.0 1,500.0 L7SO Model'llle (If Towil- 100): 
MClcUO' and compowsc!$ (inorganic) IH 23.0 0.600 

Cadmium and cOl1ljl(Junds 13.3 37.0 0.360 Mi.i •• 1 (IrTolal < Z): 
BenlolbJnuorantl.cne 12.0 36,0 0,210 

Benz!. J""lhracmc 7.7 56.0 O,I~O 

(I) EvalWlIc for buman contaminants only ToI.I: 674.450 
(2) Ralio - Maximum ConccnlnlioniSbuldard 
Note: Only lOp len contaminanlS are displayed. 

MIGRATION Eyldnl- Analytical dala or observable evidence indicates that Co.fi.ed - Low possibility for contamination 10 be present .. (Piau .. ·X· next 10 one below) 
PATHWAY COIItamination is present II, is moving IOwards, or has or migrale 10 a point of exposure 
FACTOR moved 10 • point of ex(lOSWC E"ldnl: 
(MPF) 

POlndal~ Possibility for contamination 10 be present al or migrate Polnlial: X 
10 • point of exposun:; or infonnation is not sufficient 
10 make • determination of Evident or Confined Co.fiHd: 

Brk/b&HwJe/M Sekrtlo..: Surl.~e tOilumplc!li I"dlale proalt'C of CGlItalllinatifl". Interim cap 'linn unptved porti • 
ons of the site Cl!C\!pt adjl«1ll 10. the Jhofcline. 

(Place .. ·X- ncK( 10 one below) 
RECEPTOR Idnlllied - Rec~ptors identified lhil have access 10 Umlted • lillie or 110 potcRlial for receptors IQ ba~c .cc~ 10 
F.\CTOR contaminall:d SQiI conlAminall:d soil Idntified: 
(1tF) 

POlealbtl: X 
Polealial· POIenlial for receptors 10 bave access 10 

conlaminaltd soil Umil~: 

Brit{ 1l41IilNIJIl! 1M Sd«dMl: Ottup.ticJlul.,~po.ure 10 peFtOllllcl Mlrklill 011 litr. 

Activity Name KI1TERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY SileN.me: SWMUOOOO6 Soil Category: Hill.!! 
(Uigh, Mwiwn, Low) 

-:~"" ~ 



SurflCt Wiler Humin 

CONTAMINANT MnimllmCo,"" SlaDd.nI 
HAZARD ('onpm; •• nt u&'1. .. gil. Ilalio (1) 
FACl'OIl (I) Nickel and c-ompnunds O,QS 7)(1.0 

(CIIF) Lead ",,0 (Platt an 'X' nell! 10 one below) 

Slpmeaal (lfTolll". 100): 

Modenle (If Toul Z· 100): 

Mlal •• 1 (If TNI < Z): )( 

(I) Ev.luate for human conlall1il1llntl only To'a': 
(2) Ratio ~ Muimum ConcentrationlSiandmf 
Nole; Only Iqp ten .;ol'lImil1lllllS are displayed. 

MIGRATION tvld"t· Armlyllcal data or obsetvable e1Ildence indicates Ihil co.n.ed· Informalion indicates a low potential for contamination tPlace III 'X' next to one below) 
PATUWAY conllminldon in the rnedia is praental, is moving to a potential point of exposure (COIIld by due to Ihc 
FACfOR tllWllni. Of has moved to a point of exposure ~ of geological Slnlctures or physical controls) [yldeat: X 
(~PF) 

PoteDtllt. Possibility far contamination to be present.t or migrale PeteIIllal: 
to I point of eltposure; or information is RIt sufficient 
IQ ",ake l delennination orEvidenl Of COttfined c.,.fiaed: 

BtU{ 1t4tll1tN11/t Isr &1«11",,: Studies of IhePlm!pqlllRlvrr lIIedi. and hlola hldl(&le c:on'"IIII •• Uoft "Pr8e11t. 

<Place an .X" I1exIlo one below) 
nC'EPTOIt tdrnllned • Receptors identirted tlu!1 ha,'" IC«SS (0 nnEe WIIltt Limited • lillie Of 110 polential for t«cplOI'S to have Icem to 
FACTOR surface WIIItt Identified: X 
(R.F) 

Potentl.l: 
Polentl.l. 'ok"ti.1 ror receptor! to have ac= to ~urflCC: Wiler 

Ulllited: 

Brllt{ .lIIiDr"II/t lor Sd«llo,,; Ruepton iodode Pt-IIq .. RiYer plant tnd aolmalUrr lad hamlDI mnlllmlDgsurood Or • 

~On!lC1inllbe ,urrlce water, 

Activity NanH! KITTERY ME PORTSMOun~ NSY SUtNamc: SWMUOOOO6 Surface Waen Human Cl1tgory: Hill!! 
(Bi8h. Medium. Low) 



Surract Water Eel! Marill~ 

CONTAMINANT MnimulII COII~. SI.n.dud 
HAZARD COD la_ilia., agll. ugll Ratio (1) 
FACTOR (I) Nil'k~ll!u4l;ompounds O.OS 113 0.010 
(CHF) Lad 8.S (Place an 'X' next to one below) 

Sicamellot (Inola I > 100): 

Maderate (lfToIA11· 100): 

Mlai.al (If Tolal < 1): X 

(I) Evaluale rOf human contaminants only TOlal: 0.010 
(2) Ralio c Maximum Conccnll1llioniSlandard 
Note: Only top len contaminants an: diS\llayed. 

MIGRATION Evidellt· Analytical data or obscntable evidence Indica1e5 thai Coaflaed • Inforrnalion indicalcs a low polentia! for contaminalion (Place an 'X' next to one below) 
'ATIlWAY contamillllion in the medii is praent II, Is movins 10 I poIenlial poinl of exposure (could be due to the 
FACTOR toward, or has moved to I poinl of eltpOflll'e presence of Seologlcal structwcs or physi ... 1 controls) Evidellt: X 
(M'F) 

'otCIIlla1 • Possibility for conlalllinalion 10 be pn:senlll or miSfile 'oIClltial: 
to I poin! of exposure; or information is t\OI sufficicnl 
10 make a dclennination of Evidenl or Qlnfincd Coafiaed: 

BrlIf """,/or SeI«tJMt: Stlldies IIr tile Pilcataq •• River media lad biola iadicale coDlA.iDaliaa is preseaL 

(Place: an 'X' nexllo one below) 
Rtc£PTOIt Idfatlfied • Receptors identified tballUlv~ IICCC5S 10lurfllCcwilcr Umiltd· Litlle 01 no polenlial for r«eptOf$ 1/1 have access 10 
FAcrOll surflll:C water IdtDllfted: X 
(R.F) 

'olrnIW: 
'okudal. POIenli.t rOII~plols 10 have ICCe.s5 10 surface "",.Ief 

U.i1ed: 

Brlq RJJIiDIllllIt for MlffliDn: RccqICon loci_de PilalAqul River biola. 

AttMty Name K1TIERY ME PORTSMOUTlf NSY Site Name: SWMUOOOO6 Surface Waler Marine Calrgory: Hi&!! 
(High, Medium, Low) 

..,"---



Sediment Human 

CONTAMINANT I'ttullllum (:.,n .. St.nd.rd 
HAZARD Conlamln.o! mgIKg mgIKg IlIIlio(2) 
FACTOR (I) Ammic (Cliocer cmdpoinll 111,7 21.0 1,)70 

(CRF) Alumin,'m 77,900.1) 75,000,0 1.040 (Place an ·X· next 10 one below) 
Bc:nT.o{ a jpyrcne 2,;1 5.6 0.390 

Lwl 124,0 400,0 0.)10 SiplrlCllat (arTotal > 100): 
Chromium (10Ia1) 211-0 3.000,0 0,070 

Iknzla]anlhraccne 3.6 56.0 0,060 Modente (If Total 2 ·100): X 
Nickel and compounds 91.2 1,500,0 0.060 

Cadmium .nd compounds 2.0 no 0,050 Mlal ... 1 (IrTotal < 2): 
McrclU)' and compounds (inorsanic) 0.61 23.0 0-0)0 

Polychlorinated biphenyl. (PCBs) O,H 20.0 0.020 

(I) Evaluate for human contaminants only Total: 3.450 
(2) IlIItio - Maximum ConcentrationlSIIlIdard 
Nole: Only top ten contaminanl5 are displayed. 

MIGRATION [vidHt· Analytical data or observable evidence iltdiates lhal co.n.aI· Informalion indicates a low potential for contamination 10 • (Place an ·x· next 10 one below) 
PATHWAY contaminalion in the media is JnSeRt ... is movin8 potential poinl of exposure (could be due 10 the presence 
FACI'OR toward, or has moved 10 a point of ex~ of geological structures or or physical controls) [vidnt: X 
(MPF) 

PotHtlll· Possibility for contIminalionlo be preSClllal or migrate PotHtlal: 
10 a point of exposwe; or information is IICII sufficienl 
10 mike a determination of Evidenl or CGttfined c •• nHd: 

IIrlef ".&MI, lor Sft«tlort: OIIbore I.vestlptlo •••• ve Ioaed co.tallll.ated aedl.enb.ad biota praenL 

. 
(Place an ·X· next 10 one below) 

R[CEPTOR IdHtlfied· Receptors identified thai have access 10 stdimenl U.lted· Little or no potential for receptors to have access 10 sediment 
FACI'OR IdHtlfIed: X 
(RF) 

PotHllal: 
P419ft.l· Potential for recep!OrJ to hIVe access to JCdiment 

Ullliled: 

Brief R4tI"rtlJ/~ [tlf .~/«tIDn: RfaeafillDal .. d O«IIPIIIoIII' u"".a",. 

ActiviCy Name KIlTERY ME PORTSMOUllI NSY Site Name: SWMUOOl106 Sediment f'lumln Cltegory: HiS" 
(liig". Medium, Low) 



StcIll11eat Uo Mlnae 

CONTAMINANT !lfadln ... Caa~. SI •• dard 
IlAZARD Coala.i".1 IIIlIIKe mg/Kg RIItio (2) 

FACTOR(!) DOl' 0.13 6'.000 
(CIIF) CbryJenc 3.2 0.06 53.330 (P1ace an ·X· nexllo one below) 

Pyrenc 10,0 O.)S 2B.S70 

l'henanthrtnC 6.2 0.22 27.560 SlpiflC: .. t (Inaa.1 > 100): X 
fluoranlhcnc 14.0 0.6 23.330 

BCIl1.[.I~ne 3.6 0.23 15.65Q Modente (Inoa.1Z - 100): 
P(llycbh.uinated blphenylt (PCBs) O.lS O.OS 7.000 

Chlordane. alpha· 6.000 Mud .. 1 (Inoa.1 < 2): 
UenzolaJpytcnc 2.2 0.4 5.S00 
ODE 0.01 5.000 

(I) E\'Ihwe (or humin contaminanl5 only. Tulal: 25010 
(2) Ralio = Muimum COCK:eI1lralionlSIandard 
NOIe: Only lOp len COIIIUninanl5 arc displayed. 

MIGRATION Eyidat- Analytical dalI or observable evidence indiealellhat Coafiaed - Information indiealCS I low poIeIItial for conwnil1llion 10 a (Place an ·X· next 10 one below) 
PATHWAY contamination in the media is present at, is IIICI\/illll poIcrIlial poinl of exposwe (could be due 10 the presence 

FACTOR 1Oward, or has moved 10 a point of CXpoSUle of seological struc:lures or or physical controls) Eyideat: X 
(MPF) 

Potealilll- Possibility for contamination 10 be present It or misrale Poteatlal: 
10 I point of expos\IR; or information is not suffICient 
10 make a determinalion of Evidcnl or Ccmnned cnn .. : 

BNf /tJUloNIJ~ fof' SIi«IUm: Olflhon 1.l'CSlipliolU llan ladicaled co ..... Io.n .. pr<SrSllia lbe sedimmt •• d bloa.. 

(Plaa an ·X· nullo one below) 
RECEPTOR Imtlfled - RceqKors identified lhal ha-ve access 10 salimclIl Limited - lillIe or no polenti.t for receptors 10 have IICCUS 10 sediment 
FACTOR Idealil1ed: X 
(RF) 

Polealial: 
Pote.tlal· Potential ror reccplDB 10 have access to sediment 

U.tfeif: 

Brlq 1ltu1oMlt!/", Sd«tIIHl: Bio .. PI'ClC1lI wlthi. tllePileataqu.a River. 

Adivlty Name KITrnRY ME PORTSMOtmi NSY SileName: SWMUIlOOO6 Sediment Marine Category: Hi&!! 
(High. Medium. low) 



ItELATIVE RISK. EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SITE (I) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

InsullatlonlSlte Name for FUDS: KITIERY ME PORTSMOUlH NSY Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 10111197 

Location (Sute): ~.)Itf:.:.:...r?~c=--____________ _ Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SWH SWEM SEDH SEDEM SOIL 

Site (NameIRMlS 11» I Project for FUDS: SWMUOOOO8 Phase of Exec. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RDIRA, or equlv. RCRA Suee): FS 

RMIS Site Type: .;L::..A::..ND=FIL=L=--_____________ _ Aer. Status (YIN, If yes, type o(agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order): Yes 

PoI.t of Contad (NameIPhone): ..:M:..:.arty~-=Ra:=Lym=on::;d=__ ________ _ National Priority List (V IN): _....:Y:...:cs:::..... _____ Slte R .. k: ___ -=.;H:.:ligh:c.. _______ _ 

SITE SUMMARY 

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

Brief Site Description (Indude site type, materials disposed of, dates of operation, and other re\ennt Information): 
The JILF covers approximately 25 acres of filled land. Prior to land tilling activities tidal nats with tidal drainage channels separated Jamaica 
Island from Seavey Island. From 194510 1978 this area was tilled with general refuse. trash, conSlnlction rubble and various industrial wastes. 
In 1978 a 2-acre fOi!t thick clay cap and clay burler wall were constructed around a portion of the landfill that accepted dredge spoils. The 
nLF is now covered with topsoil, pavemenl or rock and used as recreational, parking and equipment laydown areas, respectively. Groundwater 
at JILF varies fiom brackish to fresh and is nol used as a source of drinking water. The groundwater at the JlLF varies spatially III1d seasonally 
from fresh to brackish to seawater-like. 

BridDesciiption of Pat. way 1 (Groundwater, Sarrace Water, SedIDlea", Sol\): 
Groundwater: The groundwater oflhe island, specifically under JlLF is impacted by the land filled constituents. While the groundwater is not 
used or intended to be used for drinking water purposes and is separate fiom the mainland groundwater, there is communication of the groundwater 
with the estuarine river While no contamination exists which indicates the need for any prompt remedial action, seeps of groundwater are discharging 
contaminants to tho! Piscataqua River. Ongoing offshore studies will indicate the need for consideration of groundwater seeps. Soil: Possible 
occupational and m:reational exposure irthe surface soils are disturbed. 

Brld Description of Recepton (Human .nd Ecological): 
Human: Groundwater is not used on the Shipyard and there is no evidence to indicate that there is any additonal risk to human health fiom exposure 
to surface soils during recreational use of the area. Ecological: Groundwater seeps and contaminated sediments are making some impacts on the 
estuarine nora and {auna as some s!ress is thought to exist in mussels and eelgrass. Human and ecological receptors from past migration of 
contaminants include Piscataqua River biota and human consumption of seafood from the areB. 

(I) Use to record infonnation on Sites and Areas ofConcem (AOC) ror Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The tenn Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and requires furt 
A Site by detinition has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDSProgram, "projects" equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete area of contamination, or suspected contamination in the 
(or RFA) phase that has not been entered into RMIS. 

Page I - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet 



\Orouad waler 

CONTAMINANT Muimum COlIC. Stand.rd 
HAZARD Cogt.llllu., • ttIJ. yrJI • llack> (lJ 

FAt.TORI\) Naphthalene 140.0 6.2 22.5&0 

(CHF) Aroclor-1254 13.0 0.73 17.810 (Place an ·X· next to one below) 

LClid 49.2 4.0 11300 

Dichloroelhanc. 1,2- (EOC) 73.0 12.0 6.080 SiCllirltA.1 (IITII,.I > 100): 
Arsenic «(jIrn:o:t endpoint) 14.11 4.5 3-290 

Bmlla}anthtaccDe t4.S 9.2 I.SBO Moderale (1ITOI.il11- 100): X 

BCfWI\ b /nllOfandlCl1e 14.0 9.2 1.520 

Chloroform 10.0 16.0 0.630 Mi.i •• 1 (II Tot.1 < 1): 

Elhylb<:nz.,ne 530.0 1.300,0 0.410 

MfiCUrv and compounds (inIlrg!mic) U 110 0.410 

(I) Evaluate rill human contaminan15 only ToW: 61.910 

(2) Ralio ~ Maximum CDfIWllralion/Standard 
NoIc:: Only lop len contaminanlS He displayed. 

MIGRATION Eyideal- Analytical data or observable evidence indicates thai Co.fi.ed - Informalion indicales that the poICnlial for (Place an ·X· Dextto one below) 
PATIJWAY conlamination in the media is movinl away from the source. conlaminant migrlltion from the IOWCC is limiled (due to 
FACTOR geological SlnIClures or physical conuols) E"ideal: X 
(MPf) 

Poleal.l- Possibility for contamination to be present lit or migrllle Polnul: 
10 a point of exposure; or informuion is not sufficient 
10 make a determination of Evident or Confined Co.liIIeII: 

Brkf RIllfDNk for S~IDtr: MallOnn, wells Oll.fllc .ad tdj.ceot to the Plscatliqui River indicate Ille prcseace of eo. -
IImlnation 

(Place an ·X· neKt to one below) 
RECEPTOR Idelltlrled - lkn: is. thralt:M4 Of potendally Ihreatened waler supply I..Imiled- There Is 110 poc~nlially Ihrealened WIlIer supply well cIowngradicnJ of 
FACTOR 4owngr.dient of the SOlii'«. lk OW (alIIJ. ar not, is • currenl the source. 1lu: groundWlller is not considered. potential sour« of Idclltlrled: X 
(Ry) drinking WIlIer SOIIr,. ar i~ equiv. to (Class lar IIA aquifer). OW or i. of hmiled henifici.11UC (lilA. 1118 or perched aquifer). 

'otclltlal: 
POlentlal· lkre is no polentially thrdltened WIIlCf supply well downaBLIicnt 

of the ~e. The groundwater is potCfllillly usable for OW. Umited: 
irrigation or agriculture. but not p«:$elllly usI;d (ClaSS US aquifer), 

Brief Rllllo.'e/or !M«t/al!: GroUlld •• tn no..., 11110 Ihe Pbcataqua River aad coatamiaatiollu anilable 'or apl.lle hy h-
;olll. 

Atlivity Namr KITIl:RY ME PORTSMOUTIf NSY Sitt Name: SWMUOOOO8 Groundwater Category: "iSh 
(High. McdilUll.l.ow) 



Soil 

--
CONTAMINANT Ma.lmum Canr. Slandud 
HAZARD Contamln"nl mgIKg m~,_ IUlio(l) 
FACTOR (I) Copp« lind <:1ltnp(IUnd5 12.!OO.1l i.8oo.0 OW 
(Cllf) lad 3)9,0 400.0 0.850 (Place an ·X· ncxllo one below) 

~ic(canccf cntipolnlJ 14.2 21.0 0.680 

Aroclor-1254 OM 0.97 0.67() Sicalflc ... (lfT.tal > 100): 

DDT 19.0 no.o 0.110 

Cadmium Ind compound5 3.2 37.0 O.MO Modentc (IfT.tal Z • 100): X 
Benzofajpymw: 0.43 S.6 0.080 

Zinc 1.2S0.0 22.000.0 0.060 Mlnl •• 1 (If Total < Z): 
Mercury and cotnpounds (inorganic) 1.3 23.0 0.060 
BcnzoIb lrtlIOranthene 0.51 5.6.0 0.010 

(I) Evalllllc for human contaminants only Tol.l, 6.970 

(2) Rallo ~ Maximum COIICentratianiStandard 
Note: Only lop ten contaminants are displa# 

MIGRATION Eyideal- Analyllcal data or observ.ble evidence indicates that ConfiDed· Low possibility for contamination to be present It tPlac:e an ·X· next to one below) 
PATlIWAV COIIIamiMtion is present .t. is movins towards, or has or migrate .0 I point of exPOSIn 
FACTOR moved to a point of exposure Eyiden1: X 
(MPF) 

Potentt.l- Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate ••• callal: 
to I point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a cletennination of Evident or Confined C.nflaal: 

IlrVf 1l1IIiIJMl~ lor ~«tIo1I: Sorf.ce 101I .... pln I.date tile praence of colI .... ln •• ioll. ElIpDlDre ... roap co.tact. In -
gcstion or inhalation is possible. 

(PI.ce an .X" next 10 one bekJwl 
neEPTOR fdeallfifd • R«eptol$ idmllified t\lalluive access I~ Umlted· LillIe or no pottnlial (or m:cpIon 10 have teem 10 
FACTOR COllUminlled soil ellntllmi!l5ted soil Identified: X 
(Rf) 

POlentlal: 

Potenllal- Potential far n:ceplol"!l 10 have act>:SS to 
~onlaminated $Oil UlIIlted: 

Brkf 111111_'" forSdt!ctfotC R~to" iBdude pcnom worki.,. or IIvilll on tllc.hlpyard, 

Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Sitc Namc: SWMUOOOOA Soil Category: Hi&!! 
(High, Medium, lAw) 



:surraCC Water II urn. n 

CONT"MINANT Mullllalll COlIC. SIs"dud 
HAZARD COlllallli".,,1 uc/L uEIL Ralio(l) 

F"crOR(I) N~~I.nd ~OmPQII~ O,OS 130.0 
(Cm') Lead 4.0 (Place .n • X· nexi III one below) 

Signifk .... (IfTo .. 1 > 100): 

Mode ... lr (If Tolsll· 100): 

!\tinim.1 (IfTalal < 1): X 

(I) Evalll&lC for human conlaminanl! only TOIsI: 

(2) RoItio - Maximum ConcenlrationlSlandard 
Note: Only lOp len conlaminanlS arc displayed. 

MIGAATION E"IdClit. Analytical dais or observable evidence indicaleJ that co.n.ed • Information indicates a low poIcntial for conlaminaliOfl (Place an ·X· nex110 one below) 
PATlIWAY conIUnination in the media is pRSCIIt at, is movins to • potential point of cxposure (could by due to !he 

Fo\croR toward, or has moved to a point of exposure pmence of gcoloJical structures or physical COIIIrols) E"ldeal: X 
(MPF) 

PoIClilial· Possibility for contamination to be presenl al or miSratc: Pote.llal: 
to a point of CXPQ5urc; or information is not sufficienl 
to make I dclmllilllltion ofEvidwt ot Confined Coaii.cd: 

Brief ~MhfM'Sd«IUHI, Staelia of tile Piscataqua Riyer lII~i •• IId blata l!ldleatc pretea« of 4:olllslllllulllo .. 

(Place an 'X' nexi to one bc:low) 
RECEPTOR Idratirml. Rc!:epCDl$ldenIified that havc access to surrace WIIltr Limited • Littleot no potential for reuptors to havc aecc:u 10 

F"CTQR SUfface waler Id ... tified: X 
(1lF) 

PolcllliaJ: 
Pote!llial· Potential for rcccplOfl to have acCCS5 to 5Ulface WIller 

Limited: 

BrlefRIlliDMhforSNctltm: ReccpIO'" llldudt PileauqUl Rlnr pin. Illd animlillfc ... d bumlnl consuming _food or c • 
on(al;ting surface wal., and sedimenlll. 

Activity Name KtlTERY MEPORTSMOunt NSY Sile Name: SWMUOOOO8 Surfate Water lIuman Category: W8!! 
tHigh. Medium. Low) 

-



Surrac~ W.I~r E~IJ Marlllt 

CONTAMINAl'«" MnhnuQI COrte. Siandud 
HAZARD ClIolamhunl llt:li, uJ!ll. a.ho(2) 

FACTOR (I) Dieldrin U S50,OIlO 
(CHF) DOT 0.04 Jt,,()(lO (Place an 'X' nexllo one below) 

Mcl'QJ/Y (l,7 om 28.000 

I Copper and compounds 30.8 2.9 10,620 Slplflc .. t (l(Tobl > 100): X 
Nickel and compounds 42,} 8.3 S.IOO 
Zil1C -I1l.a 86,Q 04.800 Modente (If TobI1-100): 

tc.d 36,S II,S 4.290 

Potycltlorinaled biphenyls 0.05 0.03 1.700 Mini •• ' (If Tobl < 1): 

Mirel< 0.250 

CluumiuRl VI and compounds 77 50,0 0.1$0 

(llEv.IUlII<: for hUlllllh CUnlaminanll only Tolal; 641.460 

(2) RIIlio ~ Maximum ConcClltratloniStandIU'd 
Note: Only lop ten contaminants are displayed. 

MIGRATION [vldea.- Analytial data or ob!cfvable evidence inciiates thai Coanaed - Information indicates a low potential for contaminalion (Place an 'X' next to one below) 

'ATRWAV conlamination in the media is present at. is moving 10 a polenlial point of exposure (could be due to the 

FACTOR toward, or has moved to a point of e"JI05UIe presence of geologial 5Iruclures or physical controls) Evldeal: 

(MI'F) 
'otentlal - Possibility for contamination to be presenlal or migrate Potntlal: X 

to a point of cXpG<un:; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Coanned: 

IlMf • .tIoMI~/tN SdmlMt: Stadia of the .lIcabqa. RIver .. edl •• ad blob Indicate the presence of eoab.ia.tloll. 

. 
(Place an 'X' nexl to one below) 

RECEPTOR Idntlfted - Receptors identified that have access 10 smface waler U .. lted- Linle or no potential for receptors to have access to 

FACTOR surface water Identified: X 
(Ilf) 

Polenllal: 
PolC1l11a1 • Potenti.1 ror recep10rs to have ICCC$S to smace waler 

Umlted: 

Brie[ Il4IIDNIf~ 111' Sd«tuJtl: Rrcqrlon Inclqd~ I'i!oc.Itaqua River blot. espoted 10 surface waler. 

Activity Name K.11TERY ME PORTSMOUl1l NSY Site Name: SWMUOOOOS Surfau Watu Marine Category: His!! 
(llillh. Medium, Low) 



SedlwtDI lIumlD 

CONTAMINANT tobd ..... m COD". Stand.rd 
HAZARD CODblmlaut mGfKg mlUKa Rallo (1) 

FACTOR (I) A~i~ (_ endpoint) 21t1 21.0 1.370 
(CUr) Ahnninwn 71.900 0 7S.000,0 1.040 (Place an 'X' neX110 one below' 

~[.Jpyrcnc: 22 5,6 0,390 

Lead 124,0 400.0 D,JID Sig.ir1cut (lrYOlal > 100,: 
Chromium (tollll) 21LO 3.000,0 0.010 

Benzr.lamllracene 3,6 56.0 0,060 Moderate (IrYolall- 100,: X 
Ni1;kJ:1 and compounds 91.2 1,500,0 0,060 

Clldlnium and compounds 2,0 31,0 0.050 ·MiIIi •• 1 (Ir Tolal < 1,: 
Mercury and compounds (inorganic) 0,67 21,0 0,030 
Zinc 530.0 ll.OOO,O 0.D20 

(I) Evaluate Cor hwnan contaminants only . TObll: 3.450 

(2) Ratio - Maximum ConccntntiOlVStandud 
Nole: Only top len contaminants an: displayed. 

MIGRATION Evldeat· Analytical data or observ.tJle evidence indicates that Co.filled- InConnation indicates • low potenli.1 Cor contamination to a (Place an 'X' next to one below) 

'ATHWAY contamination in the medi. is presenl at, is movins potential point of exposure (could be due 10 the pn:seDCC 

FACTOR toward, or has moved 10 • poin! oC exposure oC BealoBieal structwes or or physiul c:on\IOls) EYideat: X 
(MPF) 

'oteatlal • Possibility for contamination 10 be present at or migrate 'oletltlal: 
10 a point of exposure; or infonnation is not suffleienl 
to make. cletennination oCEvidenl or Confined Co.fiaed: 

·rlIf~/tN~ St .... ia 01 tile 'ilcataqa. Ri'Wer .edla aad biala lad kate tile prae.ec or coala.laatiaa. 

(Place an 'X' nex110 one below) 
RECEPTOR Idcalif'lCd - Reccpton identified that have access 10 sediment Li.itcd - lillie or no potenlial Cor recepIOI'S to have access to sediment 
FACTOR IdeatlflCd: X 
(Rr) 

'oteatlal: 
'oteatlal- POlenti.t for recepIOI'S 10 have access to sedimenl 

U.itcd: 

.riq 1W1D1UIl~ /Dr SeltcrJon: kKuaUo,,11 .ad o«"pallo.a' exposure. 

AClivity Name KInEtY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: SWMUOOOO8 Sediment Human Category: Hillh 
(Jlish. Medium. low) 



Sfdimtnt Eto Marint 

CONTAMINANT Mnhnlim C"n~. Standnd 
HAZARD Calltamhltinl mgIKg ml!fKR Ratio (2) 
FAcrOIl (I) Chryscnc: U 0_06 nJ30 
(CHF) j'yrene 10_0 1)35 2R no (PllIec an 'X' nUllO one ~Iow) 

FllIIllUl1tittnc 14.0 0_6 23330 
Benz! a)mlhracene 3.6 OXI IH50 Siplrleallt (If Total > 100): X 
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) OJ:; 0.05 7.000 

lknzofaJpyrene 2,2 0.4 BOO MlKlrnlr (If TOlal 2 - 100): 
MeteIII}' and tornJ)Olll16t (il1MlAllic) 0,67 O,IS 4.470 

linc 530.0 120.0 4.420 Mlni •• 1 ({fTobll < 2,: 
Lead 124,0 35.0 H~O 

Nickcl and COmPOund! !ilU 30.0 ),040 

(I) Eva.lllltc fllJ humin tDntlImlnants only Talal: 1 !IO. 120 
(2) Ralio B M8lIimum Conc;cnlnllioniStandard 
Note: Only lop ten contaminants are displ.yed, 

MIGRATION t;yldetll- AnalytiCilI dabl or observable cvidcnc:e indicates !hat Co"filled· Information indicates a low potential for contamination to a (Place an 'X" IICxt to one below) 
PATHWAY contaminalion in the media is present al, is movilll potential poinl of ClIpDSurc (could be due to the presence 
FACTOR lowud. or has moved 10 a point of ClIpDSUR of gcolClllical struclures or or physical controls) t;vidsl: X 
(MI'F) 

"olellllal· Possibility for contamination to be pn:scnt at 01 migrllle Potrattal: 
to. point of exposure; or information is not Jufficicnl 

10 make • dclcrmirwion of Evident Of Confined CuIiHd: 

Brlq 1ftillllllal~ [",. Sm«t#o,,: Sludl~ o(lhr PiKahtq .. Klnr ladle.te Ihfl preIMtr of coolllmllllllioll in Ihe ~lmralllllll. 
biolll. 

(place an 'X' rIC"'IIO one below) 
RtCF.PTOR IdmliflCll • Rcceplon identified lhat have attrSllo sedimenl Limited - lillIe or no pol\!l1lial ror n:ceplon to haoe acccg \0 sediment 
FACTOR Id~llfIcd: X 
(RF) 

Polraltal: 
Potenlial- Potential for receptors 10 have ICtUS 10 sedimenr 

UmltC'd: 

Brit! RtUlort.k/or 5m«t#o,,: Rffcplon Indude P~laqll. Rin. bioI. npo~ 10 Rdlmrala. 

Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOurn NSY SiteNam~: SWMUOOOO8 Sedlmenl Marine Category: Hiah 
(1I1gh, MedIum. Low) 



RELA. TIVE RISK EVALUA nON WORKSHEET 

SITE (I) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

InstalladolllSlle NJlme ror rVDS: K1TfERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Entered (Day, Month, Yen): 10/\6/97 

Location (State): .;:..)ftf""';;:.:..._~~e _____________ _ Media Enluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): SOIL 

Site (NameIRM1S ID) I Project for rUDS: SWMUOOOO9 Phase of Elltc. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RDIRA, or equlv. RCRA Stage): FS 

RMIS Site Type: SURFACE DISPOSAL AREA Agr. Status (YIN, If yes, type of agreement e.g., FIo'A, Permil, Order): Yes 

. Poilt OrColtlCt (NallleJPholt): Marty Raymond Nationl Priority List (YIN): __ Y.;..e~s,--_____ Slte Rlak: ____ =Lo=.w.:.:... ________ _ 

SITE SUMMARY 

(Include oaly key clements of infonnation used to conduct the relative risk site evaluation. Anach map view of site if desired.) 

BrierSite DetcripiOI (Iltlude alte type, materials disposed or, dates oroperalloD, aad other releva.t I.formltio.): 
At 2 locations witJrin the boundaries ofSWMU 8, the Jllllaica Island Landfill, mercury waste consisting of such materials as spent fluorescent 
bulbs, broken or diiscarded thennometers and thennostats, mercury switches, and mercury-contaminated rags, brooms, and dust pans used for cleanup 
of spills, was enclosed in steel drums and encased in large concrete blocks or pipes sealed at both ends with concrete. At the east location 
concrete blocks \\iCtC found intact and therefore left in place and the concrete pipe was removed because the integrity of the concrete ends was 
questioned. At the wcstlocation no concrete blocks or pipes could be found despite three attempts. SlIIIpling of excavated soil malCrial and 
nearby monitorinr; wells at both locations indicated there have been no releases of mercury at either the west or east mercury burial sites. 

Brief DacriptiC'llllof Pltbway. (Grouadwlter, Surflce Wlter, Sediment, Soli): 
Groundwater: lht groundwater is common to the groundwater of SWMU 8, the Jamaica Island Landfill. If releases occurred to the groundwater the 
contaminants would be contained within the groundwater beneath the mercury burial site and host Jamaica Island Landfill with some discharge occurring 
through the salew.er freshwater interface boundary between the island and the Piscataqua River. Soil: At the east location the soils consist 
of brown to grey ililty clay with debris consisting of reinforcing rods, roots, gravel and concrete. At the west location the soils arc primarily 
spent sandblast griI with some sandy clay and significant debris consisting of steel rod, gravel and concrete. At both location the soil is 
underlain by fOl1n« tidal flat highly organic clay soil deposits. 

Brief DacriptiOIi of Recepton (Humin Ind EcoiogicII): 
Human: Vnless ~Ioratory excavations arc.conducted there would be no human receptors to any potential contaminants contained within the concrete 
blocks or pipes. The soils are not contaminated from the disposed malCriai and furthennore there would be no exposure unless excavation is conducted. 
Ecological: Since there is no indication of any releases to the surrounding soil there is no potential for release to the surrounding ecology. 
At the east locaIilll1 the blocks arc above the ground water piezometric level. At the west location there is a potential that the unkown location 
of the disposed t(lflcrete blocks could be physically located below the groundwater and thereby have the means to release contaminants to the groundwater. 
However, there bono indication of any releases in the nearby monitoring wells. 

(I) Usc to record information on Sites and Areas ofConcem (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and requires fun 
A Site by defmilion bas been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program. "projects" equates 10 sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete area of cOntamination, or suspected contamination in the 
(or RFA) phase tlmt has not been entered into RMIS. 

Page I - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet 



GrOund Wlter 

.-
CONTAMINANT M.limam Conr. 51.ndnd 
HAZARD Conll" .. i.a.1 ugIL !IfIlL RaliO!1I 
FACTOR (I) MCfWry 1!1d (.ompoulXh (inorglUli,,) ItO 
(CHF) (Place an ·X· next to one below) 

Slpillcaat (IrYotal > 100): 

Moderate (If Total Z - 100): 

Mlal.al (If Total < Z): X 

(I) Evaluatdor human contaminants only Tolal: 
(2) Ralio - Maximum ConcenuationlSlal\dUd 
Note: Only lOp ten contaminants are displ.yecI. 

MIGRATION Evideat - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates .hat Coafiu4 - Information indicates thai the potential for \place U\ ·X· next to one below) 
'ATHWAY contamination in the media is movin.aw.y from the source. contaminant migralion from the source is limited (due to 

FACTOR geological structuJes or physical controls) Evldetll: 
(M'F) 

'oteltlal- Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate 'o_tIIl: 
to a point of exposure; or information is nQt sufficient 
to mike a determination of Evident or Confined COlnHtl: X 

IJrlef IldMMIe/llr Umilltl: ReeeptDn IKllde onpatioaal elpGSare If vnlts are excavated I. opetted. 

(Place U\ ·X· next to one below) 
RECEPTOR Idetltllled - There is a threatened or potentially thmttened ~ter supply U.lted - There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradient of 
FACTOR downgndient oflbe source. The GW (cont. or not) is a current the source. The groundWiler is not considered a potential source of IdeatlRed: 
(RF) drinking Wlter soun:e or is equiv. to (Class I or IIA aquifer). OW or is of limited benificial usc (lilA. 1118 or perched aquifer). 

'Dtelldal: 
'Olfllli.l- There is no potentiAlly threatened _r supply well downgtlldient 

of the 1OUfCC. Thc groundwa1et is pI1entially II$IIble for OW. Umited: X 
irrigation or agriculture. but nol pmenlly I1sed (CluslJD aquifer). 

8M{ IlIlllDfllll~ ftJr Sdml",,: Meralry colllalltluUoa Is aDl ~11It de\rcted outside tbe mcnary luIrI.t ntllts. 

Activity Nlme KITTERY ME PORTSMOurn NSY SileNamc: SWMUOOOU9 Groundwlter Category: LoYJ. 
(Wah. Medium. Low) 



Soil 

CONTAMINANT M .. imum Coot. Slaoderd 
HAZARD ConlaminIIII mgIKg m£IKg Ralio (2) 
FACTOR(J) I Bcnzo!-IIlY","" 120 5.6 2.140 
(CIU) &nzo!blOuonnd..:no 14.0 56.0 0150 (Place an ·X" ne~llo one below) 

Ikntf. Janlhta«n~ 14.0 56.0 0.2S0 

~klnuotal\lhcllC 1(}0 560.0 0,020 Sicnirlca.t (IfT ... 1 > 100): 
Citryscne 12.0 5,600.0 

Modente (If To .. ll· 100): X 

Mi.l.al (If To .. 1 < 1): 

(I) Evaluate ror human conlaminltlts only To .. l: 1.660 

(2) Ralio ~ Maximum ConccnlntioniSlandard 
NOIe: Only lop \en contaminanl$ are dispJ.ycd. 

MIGRATION Evide1l' - Analyneal daIA or observJblc c"ldenee indicates lilal COllfi.ed - Low possibililY for contamination 10 be presental (Place an ·X· next 10 one below) 
P'ATUWAY contaminalion is Pl'CSCIII II, i5 mov;ng IOwards, or has or migrate 10 Il poinl of e~posure 
FACTOR ~ \0 Il poinlllC expos~ Evideat: 
(I'dP.., 

Pote1ltial· Possibility for contaminalion 10 be JnSenl al or migrate Poleaml: 
10 a poinl of exposure; or infDmllltion is !lilt suffieienl 
\0 make a dctaminalion of Evidcnl or Confined Coafilled: X 

BriI/R .. lIJllllltl /'" Sri«tfo,t: Rrftplon iadude ocupaliollalelpaaur" Ir ".ulu are ezca"ated and opened. 

• 
(Place an ·X· next 10 one below) 

RECEnOR Ideallfleil. Recepton idcntifted that have access to Li.iled - Little or no potenlial for receptors to have access 10 
FA.CTOR contaminated soil contaminated soil Idealifted: 
(RF) 

Poleaml: 
Potentilll· PD\ential for receptors to have access to 

contaminated soil Limited: X 

BMf btioule/tw Sel«tiDIt: ReceptOR IDel.de oec.patioul elposare Ir ezcavatioa oec.rred. 

Activlly Name KlTIERY ME PORTSMOUTII NSY Site Name: SWMUOOOO9 Soil Category: Low 
(High, Medium, Low) 

'-.-." '"'-.. 



RELATIVE RISK EV,\LUATION WORKSHEET 

SITE (I) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

InlJullatlonlSlte Name for FUBS: KIlTERY ME PORTSMOUTII NSY Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 2/19199 

Locatio. (State): ...;;...)IH"-,-.;;..I'?-.;~~ _____________ _ Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SED" SEDEM SOIL 

Site (Na .. eJRMIS IB) I Project for FUBS: SWMUOOOIO Phue of Exec. (SI, RI, FS, Rem", RBIRA, or e,ul\'. RCRA SUCe): FS 

RMIS Site Type: UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK. Acr. Status (YIN, If yes, type of agreement e.c., FFA. Permit, Order): Yes 

Point of Contact (Na .. tlPhone): Marty Raymond National Priority List (YIN): _...;y;..;es-'--_____ slte Raak: ___ -:":.::i:2sh=-_______ _ 

SITE SUMMARY 

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

Brief Site Descrlption (Include site type, .. aterials disposed of. dates of operation, and other relnaDt information): 
An underground 9680-gallon steel storage tank located outside ofOldg. 238 used for holding waste battery acid reSulting from battery rebuilding 
operations. The unit and battery operations hIVe been closed. In 1984 an approximate 2-inch diameter hole was discovered in the bottom of the 
tank. The volume of the tank would vary according to rise and fall of the tidal changes of the adjacent river. The tank was taken out of service 
in 1984 and removed in 1986. The area has subscquendy been covered with asphalt pRving. Materials disposed: Sulfuric battery acid contaminated 
with lead. Datcs of operation: 1974-1984. 

Brief Description of Pathways (Groundwater, Surface Water. Sediment, SoIl): 
Groundwater: The leaking storage tank was reportedly located below the groundwater table. The tank is located within 20 feet of the edge of 
the shoreline of the river and the area is likely in direct communication with the tidal action of the river, the contaminants would hIVe had 
direct access to the estuarine river. Soil: Soils surrounding the area loamy clay mixed with rocky debris. 

Brief Description of Recepton (Haman and Ecolo&lcal): 
Contaminants released from the tank to the river would be exposed to the seafood chain which would include: shellfish, finfish, lobster and other 
benthic organisms. Humans could become exposed through seafood consumption or occupational exposure to soils or groundwater during eXClvation 
work. 

(I) Use to record infonnation on Sites and Areas ofConcem (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The tenn Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and requires furt 
A Site by definition has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, "projects" equates to sites ror current installations. An AOC is a discrete area of contamination, or suspected contamination in the 
(or RF A) phase thlt hIS not been entered into RMIS. 

Page I • Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet 



Grollnd Water 

CONTAMINAlIT M.Ii.D. CODe. Standard 
IIA1.ARD Coatami.aol agIL 1I£Il. Rallo (1) 

FAL,OR{I) Manganese. 2.0S0.0 110.0 11.6010 

(CHF) kid 6S.4 4,0 16.)50 (Piau an ·X· nexllo one below) 
Iron 52,400.0 11.000.0 4,760 

.. 
Chromilln'l VI and compounds 79.3 IBo.o 0.440 Sic.me .. 1 (UTalal > 100): 
VlllIIIIIium 101.0 260.0 U.390 

Nickel andcompollods 201.0 730.0 11.280 Modenle(IfTola.l-IOO): X 

Bmlium and compounds 276.0 l.600.0 0.110 

Mercury and coml'Ounds (inorganie) 11,29 11.0 0.030 Mlal.al (If TOlal < 1): 
Zinc 129.0 11.000.0 0.010 
Thallium 8M 

(I) EvallllIC for human contaminants onl)' . TOIa': 41.0lI0 
(2) Ratio - Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants arc displilyed. 

MIGRATION f,yldeal- An;alylic:al data or observable CYidcnc:c indicates that co.rlDed- Information indicates thai the potential for (Plac:e an ·X· ncxllII one below) 

'.\TUWAY contamination in the media is mayi", aWllY from the sowa:. contaminant mipation flom the SO\IICC is limited (due III 
FACTOR BcoloBical structures 01" physic:al controls) [yideal: X 
(MPF) 

Polftll8l. Possibility for contamination III be present a' or mipaIC '01ft1l81: 
III a point of exposure; or information is not suflicienl 
10 make a determination of Eyident or Confined CDDhed: 

Brlq RMIiIMkfllr' Sd«tIOII: Metal COIIlIIlIIiaalJoo U prcseolln tll~ solI, potentiattD In"h laID IH &fOUlldwaler nuts -

(PI ICe: an ·X· ne~llo one: below) 
RlCEPTOR Idntifled- There is a,hteatencd or polenlillly thrcaleRed Wlter supply Umittd- There is no polentially tbtUlc:ncd waler supply II/dl do",npicnt of 
FACTOR downsradienl of the.soun:c, The OW (coaL or not) iJ I ~uncnl the: )!)\If«!. The sroundWIIICf is IlOl ~Il$id<;ted " pol~iaJ source of fdcDdr\C.'d: X 
(RF) drinkinS waj~ $l)Utec or is equiv. 10 (Clus 101" IIA aqulf~r). DWor is orlimiled. bcnilici.1 usc: (lilA, UlB 01" pcr~ aquifer). 

'olatial: 
Potential. Thcte is no polentially thrUlcncd WIllet supply well downgradi~nl 

orlhe source. The groundWiter is potenlially usable for OW. U.II~: 

iniptiOll or agricultllle.lwlllOl prcscIIlly used (Clw liD aquifcr) 

Briq 1I~/lIr Sd«tilln: Gto.lldwakr trathi.,lbe PdcahlqU. RIver would be ."hl.blc ror uplake by Ibe plant .ad .-
nimillifc DOd hwnaos consuming safood. 

Activity Naml: KITTERY ME POkTSMOlrm NSY Silt Name: SWMUOOOIO GroundwlI.er Category: BiBh 
(High. Medium. Low) 



Soli 

CONTAMINANT MuimamCoo.:. St.ndard 
HAZARD Conlaminanl IIIlV'Klt ml:ff<lt R.alio (l) 

FACTOR (I) l.Q4 172.00(>-0 400,0 430,000 
(CHr) AnlilMtly and ttRnpounds I,S80.0 30.0 52-670 (Piece In ·X· next to one below) 

Mcn:lIIZ Ind c<lmpound~ljnorganicl 30,0 23.0 1,)00 

Iron 24.100.0 22,000,0 1.100 SltnlflC .. 1 (If Telll > 100): X 
Anemic (clnter) 23,1 21.0 1.100 
V&Mdi\1tl1 109,0 j20,O 0.210 Moderate (inollll- 100): 
Barium and cOtnPilUi'Ids 887,0 5.200.0 0,170 
Coppa and COtnIlOund! 416.0 2.800,0 0.170 MI.I.al (II Toill < 1): 
Manganese and compouncb 32ft.0 3.100,0 0,110 
Cadmium and compounds ),9 37,0 0,110 

(I) Evaluate for human conIIIninants only TOIII: 417.120 
(2) Ralio - Maximum ConcentrllioWStandard 
NOIc: Only top len contaminants are displayed. 

MIGRATION Evldnl- Analytical dill or obsetv.ble evidence indicates lhat Co.RIIed- Low possibility for contamination to be present at (PIICe an ·X· next to one below) 
PATHWAY contamination is present at, is mavins towards. or has or miSflte to a point of exposun: 
FACTOR moved to a point of exposure EYiclell: 
(MPF) 

Potenti.l- Possibility for contamination to be present It or miSfIle PotClitial: X 
to. point of exposun:; or information is not sufficient 
to mate I determination of Evident or COQlined COIRIIed: 

Btl" MlllloMle /", Sft«tiD1t: Soli ... ples I.dlcate the prance 01 eonll .. ln.tioa. Sile II nrre.lly c:onrc:d with .Iph. -
Upavemenl 

(PIece In ·X· next to one below) 
RECEPTOR IdntiRc:d - Receptors identified that have access to Li.11ed - Little or no potential for receptors to han access to 
FACTOR contJminated soil contaminated soil Idnllfle4: 
(RF) 

PotClitial: X 
Polenti.l- Potenti.1 for receptors to have access 10 

conIaI1Iinated lOil Li.lled: 

Britf .lIIIo".1L II#' ~1«IltI .. : <>«Upatio ... 1 uposure duria, work .. hkb could disturb Ihe lOlls In the am. 

Adivity Name KITtERy ME PORTSMO.urn NSY Site Name: SWMUOOOIO Soil Category: His!! 
(II iSh, Medium. Low) 



Scdtmrnillum.n 

CONTAMINANT MnilllllBJ COlt. Studnd 
fL.\ZARD Coat.lIlio.al mgIKg mg/K& Ratio(l'J 
FACTOR(\) Lead 124.0 400.0 0.310 
(CIIF) Zinc 530.0 22,000.0 O.WO (Place an 'X' IICxtlo one below) 

Sitllillcaal (InOIII > 100): 

Modenle (InotaI1- 100): 

Miai.al (UTotal < 1): X 

(I) Evaluate fOf human cotltaminanlS only Tatal: 0.330 
(1) Ralio = Maximum ConcenlnltionlSlAndard 
Note: Ooly lop len contaminants arc displayed. 

MIGRATION Eyldelll- Analytical data or obsetvablc evidence indicates that Coafilled- Information indicates • law potential for contaminalion 10 a (PIKe an 'X' neXilo one below) 
PATHWAY CGntaminatioo io the media is present ai, is l\tO\'i"ll potential point of exposure (could be due 10 the presence 
FACTOR -rd. or has moved 10 a poinl of exposure of gcological structures or or physiQI controls) [yidelll: X 
(PtfPF) 

Potnllal- Possibility for contaminalionlo be presenlll or migrate Potnlial: 
10 a point of exposure; or informalion is not sufficienl 
10 make a determination of Evident or Confined Coafiaed: 

Brill ~''" Sd«fiIHI: ShMlla or tile Pilcataqu River iadicate Ille prCletlcc or coallalulioa ill tile HdiiaHI aad -
biota. 

(Place an 'X' neXiIo one below) 
RECEPTOR Idetllified - RCceptors identified thai have access 10 sediment Li.lted - Little or no potential for receptors 10 have access 10 sediment 
FACTOR Idetllified: X 
(RF) 

Poletllial: 
Poletllial - Potential for reccptors 10 have access 10 sedimenl 

Liailed: 

Brill ItMUIIMIc ,., Sd«diItI: Receplon la~'ade _food collllllllplioa aad recreallo ... or KCllpalloaa' expolure 10 Hdiaell -
ts. 

Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOlJrn NSY Site Name: SWMUOOOIO Sediment Human Category: HiSh 
(High, Medium, Low) 

- .. ~ 



,,~--

~iment Eco Manne 

CONTAMIN AN'f M .. imurn Cone. St.ndard 
HAZARD Coalaminanl mg/Kg mg/Kg Ralio(21 
FACTOR(!) Zinc S3(l,O 120.0 H2O 
(CIIF) Lead 120\.0 J5,0 I.HO (Place an ·X· next to one below) 

SlplrlCllllt (If Tobl > 100): 

Moderale (If Tobl2 - 100): X 

Milll •• 1 (IrTobl < 2): 

(I) Evahlllle ftIC humin eontlminall15 only Total: 7.960 

(2) Ratio ~ Maltimum Concmtnlti-onfSlandilrd 
NoIe: Only top len contuninants an: displayed. 

MIGRATION E~ldeel- Analytical data or observable evidence indiClltcs that COllfined - Information indiClltes a low potential for contunination to a \Place an ·X· next to one below) 
.ATHWAY contamination in the media is present at, is mavins poteotial point of exposuR (c:oukI be due to the pmenee 
FACTOR toward, or has monel to a point of exposure of seolOSical structures or or physical controls) EvIdeIol: X 
(M'F) 

'ondal- Possibility for contunination to be present at or mipte 'olnIJaI: 
to a poim of exposure; or information is not suflitiem 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Coafilled: 

6rVf ~e/orU«tItI": Sladies or Ihe PlKabq .. River fdate Ihe presence or ~ab .. f .. nb fa the Mdf .. nl.ad -
biota, 

(Place an ·X· next to one below) 
RECEPTOR Idellllfiftl .• ReecplDrS identified thaI hIIve ac«n to sedimelll, Umlled - Utile or no potential rOI receptor.! to have acccn to wdimtlll 
FACTOR Idclliffled: X 
(RF) 

Polea,lal: 
Polrallal • Polential for rcc~plilrs 10 have .cceu to sediment 

Ullliled: 

BrVf IlistloMle/or UtrlItJ,,: R«ep1an fa dude PlJclItaqu Rl.-tr biot., 

Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOI.ITH NSY Site Name: SWMUOOOIO Sediment Marine Category: His!! 
(tllsh. Medium, lAw) 



RELATIVE RISK EVALlJATION WORKSHEET 

SITE (I) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

lutallatioalSlte Name for FUDS: KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTII NSY Dlte Entered (Day, Month, Year): 101\7195 

Location (State): )oIH'=:...;;n....;..;C~ ____________ _ Media Enluated (GW, SW. Sediment, Soil): GWSOIL 

Site (NameIRMlS 10) I Project for FUDS: SWMUOOOII Phase of Elec. (51. RI, FS, Remv. KOlKA. or equlv. RCRA Stage): FS 

RMIS Site Type: UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK A!:r. Status (YIN,lfyes, type of agree meat e.!: .• FFA. Permit. Order): Yes 

Polot of Contact (Na.eJPboae): Marty Raymond Natioul Priority List (YIN): _....;Y""e;.;;s ______ SIIe Rlak: ____ "_i .. ghc:...-_______ _ 

SITE SUMMARY 

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

Brief SIte DescriptiOll (Include slte type •• aterials disposed of, dates of operation, aad other reiennt i.formation): 
Two 8,OOO-galion underground steel tanks from railroad cars were buried side by side toward the eastern end of the Shipyard ncar SWMU 8, Jamaica 
IsIUld Lindfill. The IUIks were used to temporarily store waste oils Uld solvents both potentially contaminated with various metals. In 1979 
Uld again in 1986 the IUIks were inspected for leaks Uld found to be sound. The inspection in 1979 was UI actual exhumation Uld reburial Uld 
it was stated "no evidence of releases" at that time. The inspection in 1986 included a tightness test. The tanks were removed in 1989 and 
at that time the tanks appeared to be sound Uld neither showed signs oflnkage or deterioration. Therefore, soil contamination is believed 
to have occurred by occasional spillage from over-filling. 

Brid Description of Pathway. (Groundwater. Surface Water, Sediment, Soil): 
Groundwater: When the tanks were removed in 1989 inspection of the excavated area revealed that the groundwater table was approximately 6 feet 
from the surface and at the "spring line" or half way I;lP the diameter of the removed tanks. Soil: The excavated area exhibited soils indicative 
ofloarny soil whicb had been previously tansported to provide proper suppon as fine-grained material to surround the buried 1UIks. The walls 
of the excavated l\I.mal were representative of heterogeneous material at other locations of the IUldfill consisting of clayey, silty sand containing 
random rock, gravel, construction debris, wire and other steel debris. The soil had the appearance Uld smell of a high content of petroleum 
contamination. 

Brief Description of Kecepton (Hu.an and Ecological): 
Human: The area is covered with concrete and/or asphalt pavement. Ecological: As a potential contributor of contaminants to the groundwater 
in the area and because it is speculated at this time that the groundwater flow eventually reaches the back bay, SWMU II has the potential to 
contribute contaminants to the flora Uld fauna of the back bay and the Piscataqua River. 

(I) Usc to record information on Sites and Areas ofConcem (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The tenn Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and requires furt 

A Site by defmitioo has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, "projects" equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete area of contamination, or suspected contamination in the 
(or RFA) pbase that has not been entered into RMIS. 

Page I - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet 
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\Oround Wiler 

CONTAMINANT MuimDmC"nc. Standard 
HAZARD C"at&lllinni ullfL ugll. RAUo(l) 
FACfOR(I) Ikn:m{ .jpyn,m: U 0.92 5.210 

(CHF) Aroo;lar·!1:S4 LJ 07) 1.780 (Place an ·X· next to one below) 
Aroo;lor·1241 01.8 0.780 

Dmz! _Ianthratene U 9.2 0,520 Slplflc .. t (If TolIIl > 100): 

Bcrmnc U 39.0 0.12Q 
OichlorodiOllQf'O!I1C1hane 2S.0 391),0 0.060 Moderate (lfTolllI1- 100): X 
Tolume 21.0 720.0 0,0)0 

Dichloroe!hine. 1.1- 14.0 810.0 0.020 MI.I.al (II TolIIl < 1), 

~Iene (mixed) 14.0 1,400.0 0.010 

MctJ",lp/Icnol,4. 180.0 

(I) Evaluate Cot humin contlmiJ\llJlIS only TolIIl: 11.5-40 
(2) Ratio = Maximum ConcetrtnlionlSlllndard 
Note: Only top ten COIIllIIIIinanlS an: displayed. 

MIGRATION EYideat- Analytic.ll data or observable nidenc:c indicates that Confined - Infonnation indic:ates that the potential for (Placc an ·X· next \0 one below) 
PATHWAY COIIllIIIIination iii the media is moving away from the soun:e. contaminant migration from the source is limited (due to 

'AeroR geological structures or physical COIIITOIs) Evideal: X 
(MPF) 

Poteat .. l. Possibility for COIIllIIIIination 10 be present at or migrate Poteat .. l: 
to a point of exposure; or infonnalion is not sulTlcient 
to make a determinalion of Evident or Confined CODfllIft: 

8rlrf .lIIfDlfIIle I'" SeI«tiIM: Mo.ltorllllwdls o .... lte a.d dOWIIlf1ldleat indlCllte coIIIII.III.IIo ..... _tented aWllY rre. 1-
he site. 

0 

(Place an ·x· next 10 one below) 
RECEPTOR Ide.1Ifted - There is a threalened or potentially threatened water supply U .. iled- There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradient of 
FACfOR downgradient orthe source. The GW (conI. or not) is a current the source. The groundwater is not considered a potential source of Ideatilled: X 
(RF) drinking water source or is cquiv. \0 (Class lor IIA aquifer). OW or is of limited benirK:ial use (iliA. 1118 or pen:hed Iquifer). 

Potelllial: 
POlntlal- TlIen: is no potentially IIueateno:d WIller supply well downgradienl 

of the SOUItt. The groundWIIler is potentilll)'. U511blr:. for DW. U .. lted: 
irrisation ()f agrieulhlll; but nol pmcntly used (CIB.'lS 110 aquifer) 

BrlrfR/IIIo"eJ~f",Sd«rlDn: Croundwattr 110M co .... rd th~ Phcataq" Rlnr and contamination would be avaUallk for upt-
ake by p!1I/1!s omd snimab, 

Activity Nlme K.ITrnRY ME PORTSMOUTII NSY Sit~Nlme: SWMUOOO\l Groundwater Catrgory: Hillh 
(High, Medium. low) 



Soil 

CONTAMINANT MuimuPl Cont'_ Sondard 
HAZARD COBOIRmanl mg/Kz mg/J\& Ratio (11 
FACTOR (I) Atoelor-1254 D.O 0.91 IJ.~OO 

(CHF) Lud 339.0 400.0 0.850 (Place an ·X· next to one below) 

Benzlalanlhracene I(),O 56.0 0.110 
Sillirteall (UTolal > 100): 

Moderate (UToIa11. 100): X 

Mili.11 (If Tolll < 1): 

(I) EVIluate for hwnan conllminants only. TOIaI: 14.430 
(2) Ratio - Maximum Concentralion'Standud 
Note: Only top IelI c:onwninanlS are displayed. 

MIGRAnON E"ldeat· Analytic:al data or observable evidence indic:atcs that CoalilCd • Low possibility for conllminalion to be present II (PIICC an ·X· next to one below) 
PATHWAY conllmination is present al, is movins towards. or has or misrate to a point of eKposure 
FACTOR moved to a point of eKposUre Evldeat: 
(MPF) 

Poleltlal· Possibility for conllmination to be presentll or migrate 'olelltlal: X 
to a point of eKposwe; or infonnation is noI sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Cot!lined CoalilCd: 

arlef .~/'" SNt:tltnc S.rlace soils •• pla I.kate cOlla_lulion. Site b nrl'Clltly covered witb plve_elL 

(Place an ·X· next to one below) 
RECEPTOR Ideltilied - Rcc:eplon identified that have access to Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to 

FACTOR COftllminated soil c:onllminated soil IdClitilied: X 
(RF) 

'olmlial: 
'oteatial- Potential for reccplon to have .c~ 10 

contaminated soil U",I~: 

Briq RtiloltGlt 141' SeI«tfoll: Rectpton Illelude oecupltioaal nposure to pnsolU disllirbiag Ibe Mils. 

Activity Name K1TTERY MEPORTSMOtmlNSY Site Nlme: SWMUOOOII Soil Calegory: UiSh 
(High. ~iwn. law) 

-



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 101161'97 

SOIL 

InstallatlonlSlte Name for FUDS: KITTERY ME PORTSMOU1ll NSY 

Locatloa (State): ..Htf 1'1 t3 
~~--~--------------~------------

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

Site (NameIRMlS ID) I Project for FUDS: SWMUOOO2I Phase of Enc. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RDIKA, or equlv. ReRA Stage): 

RMIS Site Type: UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK Agr. Status (YIN, If yes, type ohgrement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order): 

,. --

FS 

Yes 

Marty Raymond Natlo ... Priority List (YIN): __ y:...:e::;s ______ Slte Raak: ___ ---'=Lo;.;.;.;w~ _______ _ 

SITE SUMMARY 

(Include only key elements ofinfonnation used to conduct the relative risk site evaluation. A~ch map view ofsite if desired.) 

Brief Site Dnc:rlptfoa (Iadude site type, .. aterlals disposed of, dates ofoperatloa, and other relevant Information): 
A 69.5 gallon steel underground stonge tank located adjacent to building 75. This tank was in use from 1974 to 1991 and received waste water 
from air filter cleaning, deburring machines and acid/alkaline metal cleaning. Removed in 1991 the tank had large holes in both ends. The tank 
contents were anal)7.ed IIIId determined to be non-hazardous. Four soil samples were taken prior to backfilling. 

Brief Dnc:iiptloa .f Pathways (Gronndwater, Surface Water, Sediment, SoIl): 
Site is within an industrial area and currently covered with pavement. 

Brief Descriptio of Recepton (Human aad Ecological): 
Occupational exposUre during work which could disrupt pavement. 

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

Page I - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet 



Soil 

CONTAMINANT M';2im" .. COD« StaDdard 
HAZARD Coalaaaia ... 1 mlElKc m~KI RAlio (1) 
FACTOR (I) i8cnzo{alpyrmc n.o ~6 1.910 
(CRr) ~mtI·)anthracme H.O 56.0 0,610 (Place an ·X· next 10 one below) 

BellZOlblflllOranll1et!e 18.0 56,0 0,320 

Beftlto( Ie }fluoranlh<:nc 4l.() 560.0 0,0110 Sic.iflCaal (If Tol.1 > 100): 

~Ilty$e"" 14.0 5,600.0 0.010 
Mod.,rol., (11T0 .. 1 :z. (00): X 

MIaI •• 1 (If To .. 1 < 1): 

(I) EVlhalC fOi human conlaminDllIS only Total, 4.940 
(2) Rotio ~ Muimwn ConccnlnlioniSIandord 
Note: Only top len conIUninanlS on: displayed. 

MIGRATION Evldal· AnalyIic:oI dall 01 obserYablc evidence indicates !hal Co.fined • Low possibility fOi contamination 10 be prescnlll (Place an ·X· nex110 one below) 
PATHWA\' contamination is prcscnlll, is movinS IOwards, or his or migrale 10 • poinl of exposure 
FACTOR moved 10 • poinl of exposure Evidall: 
(MPF) 

Po!altial· Possibility fOi conlamination 10 be present.1 or migralC Poletllial: 
10 I poinl of exposure; or informalion is JIO\ sufficienl 
10 make • detennination of Evidenl or Confined Co.fi.eeI: X 

BrV/ ...... ,,,, Sft«IIH: Soil a.ples I.dlall., Illc preICIICC or co .... ia.lio •• 

(Place an ·X· nex110 one below) 
RECEPTOR Ideadfted • Rec:cpcon idenlified !hal have .a:ess 10 Limited • Linte or no potenli.l for receptors 10 have ac:c:ess 10 
FACTOR contaminated soil contaminated soil IdeatiflCd : 
(Rf) 

Paleali.l: X 
Poleali.l· Potential for recepion 10 have IIC«SS 10 

conllmir~ttd soil Urnil9: 

Brkf RIIlIDIIIIIl! [Dr Sd«tlD,,; OCcupllioul elJlOSun duriaC work whiclJ could diorupt pavemetal aad soil 

Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOtmJ NSY SiuName: SWMU 00021 Soil Category: low 
(High. Medium,low) 

...-:--.... 



RELATIVE RISK EV ALVA TION WORKSHEET 

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Installation/Site Name for FVDS: KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 3/30/98 

Location (State): ....l~~_' =--M~~,--_______________ _ Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): SEDH SEDEM 

Site (NamelRMIS ID) / Pro,ject for FVDS: SWMU00026 Phase of Exec. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RD/RA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): FS 

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

Point of Contact (Name/Phone): Marty Raymond National Priority List (Y/N): _---2cY~e~s ______ Site Rank: ____ ....lL=!o~w:!_ _________ _ 

SITE SUMMARY 

(Include only key elements of infonnation 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. Oil/water 
wastes containing acid and alkaline cleaning solutions are then pumped into rail cars for proper disposal. Occasional overflows in the past 
resulted in wastes flow into the adjacent Piscataqua River, pavement prevented wastes from infiltrating into the soil. 

Brief Description of Pathways (Groundwater, Surface Water, 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. 

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

Page I - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet 



Sediment Human 

CONTAMINANT Maximum Cone. Standard 
HAZARD Contaminant ml!lKl! ml!lKl! Ratio (2) 

FACTOR (1) Arsenic (cancer endpoint) 28.7 21.0 1.370 
(CHF) Aluminum 77 900.0 75000.0 1.040 (Place an "X" next to one below) 

Benzor a lpyrene 2.2 5.6 0.390 
Lead 124.0 400.0 0.310 Significant (If Total > 100): 
Mercury and compounds (methyl) 0.67 5.5 0.120 
Chromium (total) 211.0 3000.0 0.070 Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 
Benzr a lanthracene 3.6 56.0 0.060 
Nickel and compounds 91.2 1500.0 0.060 Minimal (If Total < 2): 
Cadmium and compounds 2.0 37.0 0.050 
Zinc 530.0 22000.0 0.020 

(I) Evaluate for human contaminants only Total: 3.540 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

MIGRATION Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates a low potential for contamination to a (Place an "X" next to one below) 
PATHWAY contamination in the media is present at, is moving potential point of exposure (could be due to the presence 

FACTOR toward, or has moved to a point of exposure of geological structures or or physical controls) Evident: 
(MPF) 

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

to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined: X 

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

(Place an "X" next to one below) 
RECEPTOR Identified - Receptors identified that have access to sediment Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to sediment 

FACTOR Identified: X 
(RF) 

Potential: 
Potential- Potential for receptors to have access to sediment 

Limited: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Occupational and recreational exposure to sediments as well as consumption of seafood. 

Activity Name: KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: SWMUOO026 Sediment Human Category: Low 
(High, Medium, Low) 



Sediment Eco Marine 

CONTAMINANT Maximum Cone. Standard 
HAZARD Contaminant ml!/Kl! ml!fKl! Ratio (2) 
FACTOR (1) Lead 124.0 8.0 15.500 
(CHF) Nickel and comoounds 91.2 8.0 11.400 (Place an "X" next to one below) 

Zinc 530.0 86.0 6.160 
Phenanthrene 6.2 5.0 1.240 Significant (If Total > 100): 
Fluoranthene 14.0 16.0 0.880 
Cadmium and comoounds 2.0 9.0 0.220 Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 
Aldrin 0.02 1.0 0.020 
DDE om 14.0 Minimal (If Total < 2): 
Hexachlorobenzene 0.01 
Polychlorinated biohenyls (PCBs) 0.35 

(I) Evaluate for human contaminants only Total: 35.420 
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed. 

MIGRATION Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates a low potential for contamination to a (Place an "X" next to one below) 
PATHWAY contamination in the media is present at, is moving potential point of exposure (could be due to the presence 
FACTOR toward, or has moved to a point of exposure of geological structures or or physical controls) Evident: 
(MPF) 

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

to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined: X 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Studies of the Piscataqua River indicate the presence of contamanation in the sediment and -
biota. 

(Place an "X" next to one below) 
RECEPTOR Identified - Receptors identified that have access to sediment Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to sediment 
FACTOR Identified: X 
(RF) 

Potential: 
Potential- Potential for receptors to have access to sediment 

Limited: 

Brief Rationale for Selection: Piscataqua River biota exposed to the sediment. 

Activity Name: KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: SWMU 00026 Sediment Marine Category: Low 
(High Medium, Low) 



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SITE (I) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

hutallatioalSile Name for FUDS: KlTfERY ME PORTSMOUTII NSY Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 4/14195 

Locatio. (State): ....HIf 1'1 e 
~~--------------------------------

Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sedimeat, SoU): GWSOIL 

Site (NameIRMlS 10) I Project for FUDS: SWMU 00027 Phase of Ene. (SI, RI, FS, Rem", RDIKA, or equi'" RCRA Stage): FS 

RMlS Site Type: POL (PETROLEUMIlUBRICANTS) UNES Agr. Status (YIN, II yes, type ofagreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order): Yes 

Pol.t of Contad (Na.elPhoae): Marty Raymond Natio .. 1 Priority List (YIN): _....;Y:.;e:.::s ______ Slle Ra.k:_· __ --=.H::ig~h::...... _______ _ 

SITE SUMMARY 

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

BridSlte Dnc:ripfloa (Iadude site type, .aterials disposed of, data of operatloa, aad other relc\'ant Informadoa): 
Site was location oU6 oil pipeline from 1920s to 1978. In 1918 the pipc!line ruptured and released oil into the soil. A section of the pipeline 
was removed in 1978 and the pic\ine was taken out of service. This site is adjacent to the Piscataqua River. 

Brief Dnc:ription of Path"ays (Grouadwater, Surface Water, Sediment, Soil): 
Area is covered wilh asphalt pavement and contains many utility lines. Groundwater fiom site flows into Piscataqua River. 

Brief Dnc:riptloa of Recepton (Huma. aad Ecological): 
Groundwater is nol currently a source for drinking water. However it can reach the Piscataqua River and impact aquatic \ife. 

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

A Site by defmition has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, "projects" equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete area of contamination, or suspected contamination in the 
(or RFA) phase that has not been entered into RMIS. 

Page I - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet 
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Grouad Watrr 

CONTAMINANT Matintllllt ("Otic. Sta"dard 
HAZARD COlllamllanl ulll 11111· Rallo (2) 
FACTOR (I) l.tDd (,50U.O 4.0 1125,OOU 
(CHF) Dichloroethanc. 1.2. (EOC) 24.0 120 2J)()() (Place an ·X· next 10 one below) 

Chrotnium (lOll!! 139.0 I RO,O 0.770 

Cadmium and compounds 11.0 IlI.O 0.610 Siplllc .. t (If Total:> 100): X 
M=ury and compounds (inorpnic) 4.7 11.0 O.4l0 
Trichl~. 1,1,2- 6,0 20.0 0.300 Modcr.te(UTobI2 -100): 
Btrylliumand COIII!)OIIIIds 21.3 73Jl 0.290 
Cobalt suM 2,200,0 0~2J0 MI.I •• I (If Total < 2): 
Nickel and ronIpounds 27.0 1)0,0 0,040 

(I) ElI1Iluate for humin c:ontaminaniS OIIly Total: 1119.610 
(2) Ratio ~ Maximum CO!Icel1tratlonlSWldard 
Note: Only lop len conllminants are displayed. 

MIGRATION ["ldeet- Analytical data or obse!Yable evidence indicales thaI Coonaed- Information indicates thaI the potential for (Place an ·X· next 10 one below) 
PATHWAY conwnination in the media is movinS away from the source. contaminant mi8'lltion from the source is limited (due \0 

FACTOR gcolOlical slructures or physical controls) [vldeet: X 
(MPF) 

Poteallll- Possibility for contaminalion to be presenl at or mi8'llle POleatlal: 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
\0 make a determinalion of Evident or Confined CD.naed: 

BNf """"IMIt! lor StIl«lftlIl: MOIIllorla, MIls 01Hite aid adJaceat to the PlKataq.a River Indlcale Ille preaeaee Dr COlI -

tamination. 

(place an ·x· next 10 one below) 
RtCEPTOR Ideetllied - Then: is alhn:atcned or potentially Ihn:.alelied wakt supply Limited - Thetc is 00 pc.ttentllily ,'neatened WIlla supply wo:lI c\uwngraditnt of 
FACTOR domljlntdicnl oflhe -c. TheGW (cont Of not) iu cumnt the saun:e. The gnJundWllt", is not consi~ • potential source of Id""lilied: X 
(1lFl drinkins Wlter SOlI," or is equiv, \0 (Class I or nA aquifer). OW Of i5 of limited bcnificial use (lilA. utB or pcn::hed aquifer), 

Potfllllal: 
Polrollal· "Then: is no potentially lhmtlened water suPl'ly well downgradienl 

of the SOtIrce. The groundwater is potentially usable ror OW. Lilllited: 
ilTisalion Of Ilgriculture. but not pre~I'y used (Class un aquifer). 

Brlq RtlIIII""kl"r StIl«tlIl": COIItamla.ted groundwater could no .. dlrcclly into the Plscat.qua Rinr aDd be .vellable fo-
r uptake by plant and animillife. 

Activity Name KlTJEIlYME PORTS MOunt NSY Sile Name: SWMUOOO21 Groundwater Calegory: WISh 
(High, Medium, Low) 



Soil 

CONTAMINANT ,.. .. Imum Cone. Standard 
HAZARD Co.utant m&lK& mgIKlt &110(2) 
FACTOR (I) kad 6n,S 41):tO uao 
(CHF) CWlniwn ItId compollflds 5.9 37.0 0.160 (Piau an ·X· nexllo one below) 

Mangancselnd COII1Pollnib 42l,0 3,100.0 0140 

Copper IlIId tomJlOllll'h 306.0 2.1100.0 0.110 Sicaltic .. t (Inotal > 100): 
Zin\: I.SIO.O 22.Il00.0 0.010 
B<I\lu{a!pymIC 0.23 5.6 0,040 Moderate (lfTotall- 100): X 
Nickel ItId comlXlunds 60.0 1,500.0 0.040 

~.nd compounds (inorganic) O.SI 23,0 0.020 Miai •• 1 (If Total < 2): 
Chromium (10lIl1) 66.4 3,000.0 0.010 

Bariwn ItId COII1poundi 9),8 5.200.0 amo 

(I) Evt.lu&Ic for human contaminant< ollly Total: l.2lO 
(2) Ratio - Maximum Concentration/Standard 
HOle: Only lOp len contaminants are displayed. 

MIGRATION Ewicleat- Anal)'lic:al data or obserwable cwidcncc: indig\ca that CODnDed - Low possibilily for contamination to be presenlll (Piau an ·X· nexllo one below) 
PATHWAY contamination is present It, is movinllOwuds. or has or mipale 10 I poinl of exposure 
FACTOR moved to a poine of exposure Eyiclut: X 
(MPF) 

Poteatial- Possibility for contamination 10 be present al or milrale POleDtial: 
10 a poinl or exposure; or information is not sufficienl 
10 make a dctmninalion of Evidenl or Confined Coaflttecl: 

Brief ."_~/or Sd«fitnI: SoiI ... plel IDdkate presetlCC of coatami •• tioa. 

(Place m ·X· nexllo one below) 
R£CEI'TOR Id~atlrted - RecqJ\Oll identified thaI have *,C6S 10 Limited - Lillie or no potcnlixl for rt:CI'Plors 10 ha\'c aeceu 10 
FACTOR contaminated soil contaminll\cd soil Idcltlifitd: 
(RF) 

Potullll: X 
Poluli.l- Pllli'nllal for rcccp!Of$ 10 ha\'c access 10 

CIIntaminitcd 5Qi\ Limited: 

Briq RlIllofUlt~ for St/~: Receplon lact.de OttUpalioaa' eIpII'Idre fntm ellen.IIGu IIr dlililY work ill Ibe are •• 

Activity Name KITTERY ME I'OR1'SMOurn NSY SileName: SWMUOOO27 Suil Calegory: Hill!! 
(Uigh. Medium. Low) 



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSlIEET 

SITE (I) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

InslanationlSile Name for roDS: KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTII NSY Date Enlered (Day, Monlh, Year): 2119199 

Locatio .. (Slale): .,;,:..)fH'.:.:..:..._11-=-6=-_____________ _ Media Evaluated (GW. SW, Sedllllent. Soli): GWSOIL 

Slle (NameIRMlS 10) I Project for FUDS: SITE 00029 Phase orElee. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RDIKA, or equlv. RCRA Stace): CERCLA RlIFS 

RMIS Site Type: ..:B:.:URN:.:.::.:.:ARE.==::..A=--____________ _ . Aer. Slalus (YIN, tryes, type of agreemenl e.g., FFA, Permit. Order): Yes 

Polat of COllI act (NameIPlloae): .:.M;,::II1y=..:.l...:Ri=.,;YDI=on:::d=---________ _ Natlo .. al Priority List (YIN): __Y!.:e=::s~ _____ Slte RII.k: ___ --=Hc:;i"'gh::.:..... _______ _ 

SITE SUMMARY 

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

Brief Site Descriptfon (1lIClude IIle type, materl.1s disposed or, dala or opentlo ... and olher releva .. 1 I.formadon): 
Historical research shows site was previously used as a site for open pil and "teepee" incinerator burning of wastes. Ash and residues were 
removed and placed in SWMU 8. This area is on reclaimed land which aerial photographs indicate received Shipyard WlStes. Filling occured while 
site was used for open burning of wastes. 

Brief DescrlpdOll of Pathways (Groundwater, Sarraee Water, Sedlmeat, Soli): 
Exposure can occur through contact with soils. Site covered with buildings and pavement, some grassy areas remain. Migration to the river is 
possible via groundwater or erosion of soils. 

Brief Description IlIf Receplon (Huma. and Ec:oIOClcal): 
Occupational exposure to personnel working on or near the site during operations which disrupt the soil. Groundwater at site may also be impacted 
and migrating to the Piscataqua River. 

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

Page I - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet 



Ground Watn 

CONTAMINANT M ... imum COliC. Slaad.nt 
HAZARD COIIIalBI ... , .. gIL Il~ o.lio (l) 
FACTOR (I) lead 49.2 40 12.300 
(CUF) Dithlorocthane. 1)- (EDC) 7).0 12.0 6.080 (Place an ·X· nexlto one below) 

A~nic (can;:cr) 14.8 4.5 3.290 

CoPJlCf and compounds 1,400.0 1,400.0 1000 SipiflCaDI (II Tolal > 100): 
Manllanese and compOllIKb 1.670.0 1.700.0 0.980 

AmimollY and comptlUnlh 12.2 \S.O 0.110 Moderate (1ITolall- 100): X 
Mel'eUt)' 4.S 11,0 0.4)0 

Cadmiwn and compounds 4.S 18.0 0.1S0 MiDI .. al (If Tolal < 1): 

Sd"nium 42.8 IBO.O 0.240 
Imn l.II40.0 11.000.0 0.170 

(I) Ev.l""e for humin contaminants only TOIAI: 25.930 
(2) Ratio e Maximum Concf'nlraliotliStandard 
NoIe: Only top ten contaminants are disp/lfed. 

MIGRATION Evldal- Analytical datA or observable evidence indicates thai CODfi.ed - Informalion indicates thai the potential for (Place an ·X· next to one below) 
PATHWAY contamination in the media is moving aWl!, from the source. contaminant migration from the source is limited (dllC to 
FACTOR geological Struclures or physical controls) [villeal: X 
(MPF) 

Polalial- Pouibilily for contamination to be present al or migrate Potetllial: 
to a point of exposwe; or information is not sufficient 
to make a dctcnnination of Evident or Ccmlincd Co.filled: 

.rlIf Il~/'" SD«tltl1I: Mq.llorilll weill o .... ile alld adjaeeal 10 Illc Pilcalaqu River illdlcalc lbe praeDce of ca. -
taminatian. 

(Place an ·X· nextta one below) 
RECEPTOR Idelilified - Then: is • threatened or potentially duub:ned wato:r supply Umlied- Thete is 110 poIenliaU)' threatened water supply well downgradi~nl of 
FACTOR downgrJdient of th!:$OUfCC, The OW (toIIl. or notl is a current the 5Uurce. liM: groundwater is not considered a potential source of Ideatifted: X 
(RF) drinldng water IOUn:c Of is equiv. 10 (Ctllu I Of IIA aquifer}, DW or is of limited benificia' use(UIA,nffi or p:rched aquifer). 

Poleatlal: 
Polealial- There is no potCRtlally threatened water supply well downgradlcm 

of lhe: source. The gfoundWillct i5 potentially usable for OW. Ullliled: 
irrigation or .gOcull,", bill not prcKmly ~ (Class liB aquifer) 

Ib1q IWIoMlt!fo, S#ltctiIJ": GrOuad_ln 00 ... 11110 Ib~ PIsCIlaqulI River lind cORlllmiaaliol II available for UPlllkt: by p. 
lanu and animals . 

. Activity Name KJTIEtY ME PORTSMourn NSY Siu:Namc:: SlTEOOO29 Groundwater Catc:gory: Hillh 
(lligh. Medium, Low) 

-



" 

SoIl 

CONTAMINANT lIfadmum Cune. SI."d.rlf 
HAZARD Conlamiunl mEfKg mW1\g blio (1) 
FAcrOR(I) Ltad 116,0000 400,0 290,000 
(CUP) Antimony and eompoul'd5 5,720,0 )0,0 190.670 (Place an 'X' next to one below) 

~ ItId compounds 47,800,0 2.800,0 17.(170 

111m 258,000,0 2i,ooo,o 11.130 SIc.lflea.c (If T.c.1 > 100): X 
2J.7.g. TCDD (dioxinl 5,590 

A~ic (uncer) 38,0 It.O 1.810 MocIel1lle(lfToc.12-100): 
c.dmlum and WlIIPO!IIKIs 51.0 37.0 1.380 
Nicltcl and compounds 1,870,0 1,500.0 1.2S0 MI.I •• I (In.c.1 < 2): 
t.f.ollRA/lCSC and compolillds 3,180,0 3,100,0 1.030 
Vanadium 150,0 5lO,0 0,480 

(I) EViluau: for human conlAminants only Tolal: m.6IO 
(2) Ita,io ~ Mlll<imum ConccnlllllioniSlandatd 
Note: Only lOp ten contaminants are displtyed. 

MIGRATION [yldeol- Aulytical dala or observable evidence indicotes that Coonoed- Low possibility for contamination 10 be presenl at (place an ·X· next 10 one below) 
PAmWAY contamination is present It, is movinltowuds, or has or mipate to a point of exposure 
FAcrOR moved 10 a point of exposun: ["ldnl: X 
(MPF) 

POleoClaI- Possibility for contamination 10 be present at or mipate PolaClaI: 
10 • point of exposun:; or information is not suffICient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined CHfioed: 

Brkf • .,."..,'" Sd«flmt: S.rfoee 10111 I.dlcale eolia_I •• Iio. II presetlt •• d •• n .oc been been ... ted Co .1.1 .. 1%-
e exposun: to worken, . 

(place OIl ·X· next to one below) 
RECEPTOR ldntifled - Receptors identified that havc access 10 U .. ited- Littlc or no potential for m:epIorS to ha"e ICce5S 10 

FAcrOR contaminated soil conttlminaled JOiI I"eollfted: X 
(RF) 

Potetltlal: 
Polentlal· PoltIItial for receptors 10 have ac~ to 

contaminated soil Umlt~: 

BM{ RlltitItttd~ 1M Sd«tfan: Worktn billie lra.r Ihe .he ma,. be npoHd "'rough laltal.llo. or derlllal tolltact. 

Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: SfffiOOO29 Soil Category: Hi&!! 
(Hilh, Medium, Low) 



RELATIVE RISK EV ALVA TION WORKSHEET 

SITE (I) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

IlIStallatiolllSlte N •• e for FUDS: KITTERY ME PORTSMOurn NSY Date Elliered (Day, Montb, Year): 2118199 

LotatiOil (State): ;.;.JIoItt'.;;.:......;.r1~6 _____________ _ Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soli): GWSOIL 

Site (NameIRMlS 10) I Project for FUDS: SITE 00030 PII .. of Enc. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RDIRA, or equlv. RCRA Stace): CERCLAPA 

RMIS Site Type: ..;;P..;;;L;;.;A~TIN=G;..;S;.;;.H;.;:O;,:.P ____________ _ Acr. Status (YIN, If yes, type ohcreemeat e.C., FFA, Permit, Order): Yes 

Poi lit of COlltact (Name1Pboae): ..;;Marty=~Ra=:.)'1II=on=d,--________ _ NatiOllal Priority List (YIN): _...::Y;,.;:e;:,.s _____ Slte R .. k:_· __ --...:.;Hi::.·gh=-_______ _ 

SITE SUMMARY 

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

Briel Site Descripdoa (Inelade lite type, .ateriall disposed of, data of operation, and otller relevant iafonaalion): 
Building 184 is currently used as a welding school for navy employees. Previously the site was used for galvanizing and metal cleaning. A yellow 
powderery emore~nce has appeared at tbejoint between the wallllld the Door at the location where an acid dip tank was located. This substance 
bas a very low pH' (2.3) IIld cadmium, chromium, barium and lead were found in TCLP tests of this powder. 

Briel Descriptioil 01 Patbway. (Groundwater, S.rraee Water, Sediment, Soli): 
Primary pathway of concern is exposure to workers in building. 

Brief Descriptio. of Recepton (Human and Ecoiockal): 
Occupational exposure. 

(I) Use to recotd information on Sites IIld Areas ofConcein (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site'is defmed as • discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and requires furt 
A Site by dcfmition has been, or will be. entered into RMlS. For the FUDS Program. "projects" equates to sites for current installations, An AOC is a discrete area of contamination. or suspected contamination in the 
(or RF A) phase that has not been entered into RMlS. 

Page I • Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet 
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Ground Water 

CONTAMINANT MuimulIl Cone. S~ndard 

HAZARD Coal_miaa.1 lI&1l . "WI. Ilalio (1) 
FACfOR(I) 4ad 1.6 4,0 0.900 
(CHF) Manganese and compounds 1.100,0 1,700,0 0.650 (Place an ·X· next to one below) 

Iron 2.120,0 11.000.0 0,190 

Bi5(2-ethylhc~yl)pll\h.l.lc (DEHP) 6,0 480,0 0.010 SlllIiflcaal (UTotal > 100): 
I'I!I:noI 0,9 22.000,0 
I!utyl bt:fIlYl phlllable 0.9 7.300.0 Mocleraer (If total Z • lGO): 
Zil1C 11.0 11.000.0 

Mlal.al (II Toc.l < Z): X 

(II Evaluale for human COIlIlIminanl5 only Tat_It 1.7~ 

(2) Ratio - Maxim\ltll Conccntration/Standatd 
Hole: Only top ten contaminanU an: displ,yed. 

MIGRATION Evldnt· Analytical dati or observable cviclcnc:c indicates that CoafilM!d· Infannation indicates that the potential for (Place an ·X· next 10 one bt:1ow) 
PATHWAY contamination in the media is moving away from the source. contaminant migration from the soun:c is limited (due 10 
FACfOR geological structures or physical controls) Evldnt: 
(MPF) 

Palratlal· Possibility for conIImination to be present It or migrate Potratlal: X 
to a point of exposure; or infannation is noIsuflicient 
to make a determination of Evidenl or Confined ConfiHd: 

.rUf .lIIliHWelM Sd«tIDtI: Palratlal for \raehl .. to aronlld_Ier esilb. 

(Place an ·X· next 10 one bt:low) 
RECEPTOR Idratifled • There is a threalened or potentially threalf:ned WIlIer supply U",I!ed· There is no potentially threatened water supply well downpldient of 
FACTOR downgradient of the source. The OW (cant or not) is a turrent the source, The poundwater is not considered a potential source of "ratified: 
(RF) drinking water source or is equiv. to (Class I or ItA aquifer), OW or is oflimitccl beaitieial use (IIIA.IIIB or pm:hed aquifer). 

role.ti.l: X 
Pote" ... ,· There is no potentially \h"",lcned WIllet supply welldowngradient 

of the~, The grQ1lMWIIlcr il potentially usable (or OW. U.dttol: 
irrigation or agricultlm. but nol pre~ly tI5ed (Class liB Iqui(er). 

Brlq' .atJo,..le 1M Sei«tioft: Waler may eYl;tlfa.tty rad! .IIulllqua R"er. 

Activity Name KlTIERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: SITEOOOJO Groundwater Calegory: low 
(nish. Medium. Low) 



Soil 

CONTAMINANT MniDluDI CC>D~. Studud 
HAZARD CDatamiDul mg/Kg mg/K& Ratio (1) 

FACTOR (I) BClW>!a]pyrme 24.0 H 4.290 
(CHI") Dibenz[ Db IAIlIhtaI:cl\C 76 S.6 1.360 (Place an ·X· next to one below) 

Irll/l 27,800.D 22,000.0 1.260 
Lead 394.0 400.0 0.990 Siaaiflaal (If TIII,,1 > 100): 
Arsenic (cancc:r) 15.7 21.0 0.750 
BcnUl[b]f1!111Onthc1Ic 24.0 $6.0 0.430 Moderale (If Total Z - 100): X 

~~A~ 20..0. 56.0 0.360 

AlumlilUfll 19,900.0 75.000.0 0.270. Miai.al (If Togi < Z,: 
Indcno{ 1.2,J<d)py~tIC 14.0. 56.0 0.250 
Manganese and (ompounds 717,1) 3,100.0 0.230 

(I) Evaluate for human contaminants only Togl: IUIO 
(2) Ratio a Maximum ConccnlrllioniSIllIdard 
HOle: Only lop ten contaminants arc displayed. 

MIGRATION Evidnl- AIIaIytical data or observable evidence indicates that COllfiaed - Low possibililY for contamination 10 be presenlal (Place an ·X· neKtlO onc below) 
.ATHWAY contamination is prescnlll, is movinllOwards, or has or migrate to • point of eKposu~ 
FACTOR moved 10 a point of eJ<POSure Evidnt: 
(MPF) 

'o\callal- Possibility for contamination 10 be pre5Cnllt or migrate POlcalial: X 
10 a point of cxposure; or information is not sufficicnt 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined CODfiDed: 

/JrlIf ... -u/orU«tiolt: Direct occ.patioDal ezpGtDrc to worken willai. BuildiDgl1W llarougla i .... latio. Dr dermal c-
onlKt. 

(Place an ·X· nelttlO one below) 
RECEPTOR ldeltirlCd - Receptors identified that have ICCCSS to Limited - Little or no potential for receptors 10 have access 10 
FACTOR contaminated soil contaminated soil Idcatlfled: X 
(RF) 

'ole.tIal: 
'olellial- POIcntial for receptors 10 have ICCCSS 10 

contaminated soil limited: 

arll{ 1tMio-u lor Sd«tioIr: Direct occupltio.DI ClpDSure to worken wilhi. BuildiDgllW. 

Aelwity Name KI1TERY ME PORTSMOlITH NSY Sile N.m~: SITE 00030 Soil CaCegor)': Bill!! 
(High. Medium. Low) 

- .---



RELATIVE RISK EV ALVA TION WORKSHEET 

SITE (I) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

InstallationlSlte Name for FVDS: KllTERY ME PORTSMOUTII NSY 

Location (State): JoRor /'1/5 
Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): _=21..:.1.:,:9199= ____________________ _ 

~~--------------------------------
Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): ..,:G::.,W:.:.,.:S:,:O:.,::IL=--_______________ _ 

Site (Na.eJRMIS 10) I ProJed for FUDS: SITE 00031 Phase of Euc. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RDIKA, or equlv. RCRA Stace): CERCLAPA 

RMIS Site Type: -=L::..:A:.:..;ND=..:...FIL=L~ __________________________ _ ACr. Status (YIN, If yes, type ofa,reemen' e.I., FFA, Permit, Order): Yes 

Poln. of Co.tad (NameIPhone): Marty Raymond National Priority List (YIN): __ Y:.:e::s~ _____ Slte Raak: ___ --=Lo:::..:.w=--_______ _ 

SITE SUMMARY 

(Include only key elements ofinfonnation used to conduct the relative risk site evaluation. Attach map view of site ifdesin:d.) 

Brief Site Deseripdon (Include lite type, materials disposed of, dates of opentloa, and other relevant Information): 
Historical infonnation indicates this site was used as ~ landfill during early part of this century. The site is currently covered by buildings 
and pavement. Direct exposure is unlikely except for excavation work. 

Brief Deserlptio .. of Pathways (GroulHlwater, Surface Water, Sediment, Soil): 
The site may impa(t the plant and animal life and humans consuming seafood in the vicinity of the site. 

Brief Deseriptioa of Recepton (Haman and Ecological): 
Human: Construttion exposure to worken during excavation. Plant and animal life within the Piscataqua River and humans consuming seafood 
caught &om this arca. 

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

Page I - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet 



Ground Waler 

CONTAMINANT MaaJmum COliC. Slandln! 
HAZARD Cnalallliulll 1>£11. ugll. IbUo(2) 

FACTOR (I) Ancni, (cancer) 4116 4,5 10.80(; 
(CUF) Lead 357 4.0 8.930 (Place an ·X· IICx110 one below) 

Manganc>c and compo\llld!J 9,730.0 1.700.0 s.no 
Iron 9.930.0 11,0000 0,900 Sic.ille .. 1 (If Total> 100): 
AlllminlUll 4,950,0 37.0000 0,130 

BlrilUll and 219.0 2,600,0 0.110 Modente (If Total 2 - 100): X 
Mercury and tonlpounds (inorganic) OAS 11.0 0.040 

Selenium 4.3 IIID.O 0.020 Mi.i.al (If Total < 2): 
ButyJ be--"!YI plnhall'" 11.0 7.300.0 
1'hlII1 illm 48.6 

• 
(I) Evaluale for hWIWI c:ontaminants only TOIaI: 26.660 
(2) Ratio - Maximpm ConcenIIatioWStandard 
Note: Only top ten c:ontaminants are displayed. 

MIGRATION E"ldetll- Analytical daIa or observable evidence ilidiCIIICS that Cnan.ed- Information indicates that the potential for (Place an ·X· next to one below) 
PATHWAY c:ontamination in the media is moving away from the source. c:ontaminant misration from the soum: is limited (due: to 

FACTOR geological structures or physical controls) E"ldetll: 
(MPF) 

Potntlal- Possibility for contamination to be pcsc:nt at or misrale Poistlal: X 
to a point of exposure: or information is not sufficient 
to make a detennination of Evident or Coa.fined co.r .. ~: 

-M/ .~/" Sd«tIlHI: 

(Place an ·X· nexlto one below) 
RECEnOR Wentified- Then: is a threaIcned or potentially tlvcalclled water supply Li.11ed - There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgtadient of 
FACTOR downgtadient ..,rlhe iIOWCC. The GW (COlli. or not) is a current the source. The groundwater is IlOl considered a poteDtiai source of Identified: 
(RF) drinking water source or is equiv. to (Class I or IIA aquifer). OW or is of limited benificial use (lilA, II1B oc perched aquifer). 

'otsti.l: 
'oleatlal- Then: is no potentially tlvcatened water supply well downgtadient 

oflbe source. The groundwater is potentially usable for OW, Uailed: X 
irrigation or agricullure, bU11IOI p!'Cjicntly U$ed (ChIS.!< liB aqui(I:I). 

Brief bt11>1I1Il~ 10' S~/«tWn: 

AC:IMty Name KfTfERY MEPORTSMOU1lI NSY Site Name: SITE 00031 Groundwater Category: Low 
IlliKb. Medium. tow) 

-



'"' 

Soil 

com AMlNAh, M .. im"", Cone. Siandard 
HAZARD Contamlunl mg/Ka Dlg/Kg Ralio (I) 

FACTOR (I) uad 9.08(},0 400,0 znoo 
(OIF) Iron 133,000-0 22.000.0 6,O!i{l (Place an ·X· next 10 one below) 

Merc:ury aI1d eompolln<b (inorgani£) 109.1) n.o ,U40 

~nit (canut) 45.1i 1 \.0 2.l7(} SlpirlCll.1 (Inotal > 100): 

BellW\.a)pyrene 8.(; 5.6 1540 

~ ttnd compoun<!! 4,090,0 2,SOO.a 1.460 Modcr.te (U TOlal!- lOG): X 
Mang __ and ~m\lOU!ld5 1.150.0 1,100,(} 0.310 
[)jbcm:lahlanlh~ 1,6 5.6 0.290 MI.I •• I (UTOlal < 2): 
Alumimll1\ 22.100.0 75.000.0 0.290 
Nickel.nd 342.0 1,S00.0 0.230 

(I) Evaluale for human COlltalili!llllls. only Tes'al: 40.810 

(2) JUlio - Maximum ConcentralioniSllIndard 
Note: Only lOP len contaminants Ire displayed. 

MIGRATION ["klnt - Analy1ica1 data or observable eviclcnce indiCites thai co.n.ed- Low possibility for contaminalion 10 be pmcnlll (Place an OX· next 10 one below) 
PATHWAl' contamination is pmcnlal. is ItIOYillltowwls, or has or migralc 10 a point of cxposure 
FACTOR IIIOved \0 a point of exposure [yldeal: 

(M'F) 
Potndtll- Possibility for contaminalion 10 be prescnllI or migrate PoICllIiIII: 

\0 a point of Cllposure; or information is not lufficienl 
\0 make • determination of Evident 01 Confined co .. n.ed: X 

Itrlq-_""-k lor Sft«lllm: SaIl cllu".llon alld IIlstorlcal evldCllcc IlIdicalc Ille Wesl TI.ber Bas wu .ted .. a la.dn -
II. . 

(Place .n .X" nexllo one below) 
RteEPTOR Idcatlrocd - Recep\OIS iden!irted Ihat have KCCSI \0 U.lted- Linle 01 no potenlial fOl teeep\ors \0 have KCCSI \0 

FACTOR wnwninltcd $Oj1 cDn1lminatcd soil Ideatir /til : 
(Rf) 

'olmll.l: X 
POleaUsl- l'otenli.1 rOf receptors ID have IIcce.<51O 

contaminated soil U.llfd: 

Brief RtrdolMll! for &rl«tUm: RCCqltof Includes D«lIpltlo"a' f!1lpotlln Ir eKe1I"llioll occared. 

Activity Nlml! KITTERY ME PORTSMOIJ11f NSY Site Nlme: SITE 00031 Soil CltegOry: Low 
(High. Medium. Low) 



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKsHEET 

SITE (I) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

l.stallatloalSite Name for FUDS: KITTERY ME PORTSMOurn NSY Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 5124199 

Location (State): .)Hf"="-.,;JVI:.....:,..t;;,.;;:-'--_____________ _ Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soli): GW SEDEM SOil 

Site (NaDItIRMIS 10) I Project for FUDS: SITE 00032 Phase ofEKec. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RDIRA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): CERCLA PA 

RMIS Site Type: ~LA;:..;;;..ND~F:;;IL..:;:L ______________ _ Air. Status (YIN, If yes, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Pel'llllt, Order): Yes 

Point of Contact (NameJPbone): Marty Raymond National Priority List (YIN): __ Y;;..e5=-_____ Slle R .. k:_· __ -""H.;;.;i ... gh~ ________ _ 

SITE SUMMARY 

(Include only key clements of informal ion used to conduclthe relative risk site evaluation. Attach map view of site if desired.) 

Brief Site IJeKription (Include site type, .. aterials disposed of, dates of opention, and other relevant Infonaatlon): 
Historical information this site had been used as a landfill and salvage acea carly in 19005. 

Brief Description of Pathway. (Groundwater, Surface Water, Sedlaunt, Soli): 
Contact with soils IIld groundwater. 

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

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

Page I • Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet 



-
Ground Wat~r 

CONTAMINANT Mnhftunl COile. Sialld..-d 
HAZARD Conla.l .. a.1 ullL ugll, Ratio (2) 
FACTOR (I) ~ 195,1'1 4,0 41t750 
(CHF) Mlnllllne$C 1,070,0 110,0 9.730 (Place an "X" ~xt 10 ~ below) 

Arseni~ (canecr) 41.2 45 9,160 

Iron 17.000.0 11,000.0 1,550 Slplflalal (Inotal > 100): 
Copper and IroIIlJ)Olllllls 4%,() 1.0400,0 0.3s() 

N~I~wmPl'~ 128,0 730.0 0.180 M"enk (lneta.2 - leo): X 
Aluminum 2,710,0 37.000.0 0.070 

Barium and compounds_ 128,0 2.600.0 O.OSO MIIII ••• (If Total < Z)! 
Zinc S32.0 11,000.0 0.050 
Mcn:ury_~ l (inotgAlTic) 0.46 11.0 0.040 

(l) Evaluate for IlIlInan conIBnIilWllS only Totlh 69.930 

(2) Ratio ~ Maximmn Ccme:.:nlDtioniStandard 
Note: Only lop ten contmninants are displayed. 

MIGRATION E"ldetll - Analytical data or obserwblc cyidcncc indlClta thai Coned - Informalion indicates thIt the potential for (P11Ce an ")C" next to one below) 
'AmWAY contamination in the media is moving away from the source. contunilWlt miption from the soun:e is limited (due to 

FACTOR geological strumIIa or physic:aJ controls) EYldetll: 

(M'FI 
'otetlllal- Possibility for contamination 10 be present It or mipte 'olallal: X 

10 a point ofcxposun:; or information is not suffICient 
10 make. determination of Evident or Con/i~ Coanaed: 

BrWf • .tID,""e far SNctItHt: 

(place an "X" ~ to one below) 
RECEPTOR Idnllfied - ~ is a'threat~ or potentially ~~ waler supply U.lted - There is no potentially threat~ water supply well downgndient of 
FACTOR downgndicnt of the source. The OW (coni. or Il0l) is a currenl the soura:. The groundwater is not considered a potenlial soun:e of 1detl11fied: 
(RF) drinking watet soun:c or is equiv. 10 (Class. or IIA aquifer). OW or is of limited bcnificial use (iliA. 11m or ~hed aquifer). 

'olallal: X 
'Dtetlt".- ~ is no potentially ~~ water supply well downpadient 

of the source. The groundwater is potentiaUy usable for OW. U.lted: 
iniplion or agriculture, but not ~ntly used (Class 1m aquifer). 

8M! .tItIt1""e /tIt Sftmilnt: 

Activity Name KITlllRY ME PORTSMOtml NSY Site Name: SITE 00032 Groundwater Category: Mcd 
(Hish. MedlillD, Low) 



Soil 

CONTAMINANT MnitnuDI ('nac. Standard 

HAZARD Contaminant mKIKI 81111"11 Ratio (~) 

FACTOR(l) ICow« and compourods 30,600.0 2,800.0 10.930 

(CHF) Iron 234.000.0 22,000.0 10,640 (Place an ·X· next to one below) 

lad 2.120.0 400.0 6.800 

A~nic (ewt«r) 15.8 21.0 L230 SiaairlC:Jlal (IrTola' > 100): 

Nickel and compound. 1,540,0 I,SOO.O IMo 

~=I.Jpyrcne 
S,7 5.6 1.020 Modenlc (IfTolall- 100): X 

Ml:l1:ury and ~ompolPlds (il1Ol'llan«:) 16,] 23.0 0.710 

Antimony .nd eompound5 IR.O 30,0 0.600 MiIIi.al (If Total < 1): 

Manganese: and comllOlUlds I,SlItI.O 3,100,0 0.510 

Zinc 9,6JO.O 12,000,0 (1.440 

(I) Evaluate fOl' human contaminants only TOlal: 36,010 

(2) Ratio - Maximum COIICeIIlrationiSIandard 

NOIe: Only lOp ten contaminants arc displ.y~, 

MIGRATION Evldeal- Allalytkal data 01' observable evidence indicates that Confined - Low possibility for contamination to be present at (Place an ·X· next to one below) 

PATHWAY contamination is presental, is moving toWJrds, or has 01' migrate to a point of exposure 

FACTOR moved to a point of exposure 
Evid"l: 

(MPF) 
'olcalllll- Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate 

'olntlal: X 

10 a point of exposure; or information is IlOl sufficient 

to make a determination of Evident 01' Co<lfincd 
CoaOaed: 

Brief """"{or Sder:doII: Esposare to coata_i .. ted lOils. 

(Place an ·X· next to one below) 

RECEPTOR Ideadlled - Receptors identified that have access to Li_iled - little or no potential for reccplon to have ac:ccss to 

FACTOR contaminated soil contaminated soil Ideadrled: 

(JUi) PoICIIlilll: X 

'oleatlal· POICntial for receptors to have access to 

COIIllminiled soil 
Li.iled: 

BrlJtf RAlIolflJl~ I'"~ ~/ectWlf,' O«lIpauouai and rcsidtlliial apos.re to Shipyard worken and res!drab. 

Attlvity Nallle KITlliRY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Sile Name: SITEOOO32 Soil Cacrgory: Med 

!High, Mc:dium, Low) 



-

Surface Waler Uo Mannr 

CONTAMINANT Mullnu", Cant- St.ndlrd 
HAZARD COlliaminlllt ugll. ugIL Ratio (1) 
FACTOR (II C~ and comJlOllllds n5 2.~ 14.660 
(CHf) Nickd and QOIIIPllunds 41.!l5 8.3 i040 (Place an ·X· next to one below) 

lint: 201.3 86,0 2.340 
Lelid 9.3 8.5 1.090 Sipincall (llTotal > 100): 
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) 0.01 0.03 0.350 

Mi~ 0.010 Modenlt (IlTotall- 100): X 
,:!~chl« epol!lde 
Anthnli:CI1e Mhll.al (UTotal < 1): 
Fluorene 
Manganese and <:OIIIPOIInds 40.0 

(I) EvlllUIIle fl!f hllll\ln Qontall\iruurtJ only TOIlI: ll~ 

(21 Ratio ~ MalCimum CancenlmtionlStmdard 
NOIc: Only top ten COIdaminants Ire displl)'td. 

MIGRATION [vldeot- Analytical dall Of observable evidence indicates that CallOIled - Information indicatts I low potential for contamination ,PIKe an ·X· next to one below) 
PATHWAY amtamination in the media is present at, is moving to I potential point of exposure (could be due to the 
FACTOR toward, or has moved to a point of exposure presence of gcol08ical SInIcIUreS or ""ysial c:ontrols) Evldeol: X 
(MPf) 

POltlllill- Possibility for COIdamination to be present It or migrate hteIItbll: 
to I point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a detennination of Evident or Confined CHIIod: 

IIrVf Itdll""r for SdrcdOIl: Ofhhore InvtStipllou .... e lOI. collta.l.alia. preltlll I. tilt .ed" .. d biota. 

(PI_ 811 "X··next to one below) 
RECEPTOR Idtlltlfled - llecepton identified that have KCtSS to sllffact water U.lled- Little or no potential for rec:epIorS to have access to 
FACTOR surface water ldeatlfled: g: 
(Rf) 

Poit'lll"': 
'otell, .. I- POUinlial for rm:plon 10 have 1t(:CU 10 surface Wiler 

Ullllled: 

Brit{ ItIltlD"lth/tlr .td«tflHl: il«rpfon Include PheilIqullUver biota frolll direct .ptlke IIId rood ehlln Inaatlon. 

Activity Name KlTI'ERY MEPORTSMOUTI-I NSV Site Name: srrnOOO32 Surface Water Marine Category: .uioh 
(HiglJ. MJ;dium. Low) d 



Sediment Eco Manne 

CONY AMINANT Muimum Co"e. Standard 
HAZARD CCllltaminant IIIIIIKI mgl)t:c JUtlo (1) 
FACTOR (I) DOO,4,.- 1,06 1060.000 
(CHF) DOT 0.06 31870 (Place 111 ·X· next to one below) 

Mtrc\lry 2.91 O.IS 19.830 

Chrvscnc l.I 0.06 18.3)0 SiCllilicall1 (InOlal > 100): X 
Pyrene 4.22 /),)S 12.060 
Lead 144.0 35.0 9.830 Moderate (UToIll11- 100): 
AntlIra«1Ie 0.81 0.09 9.540 

C_, and CGmllOllnds SliM 70.0 8.090 ~lIi •• 1 (Ir Tolal < 1): 
DOE,4,4- 002 7.800 
F1UGIette 0.:16 0.04 7.490 

(I) Evaluate: for human contamInants only Total: 1117,96(1 
(2) Rltio - Maximum ConcentrallonlSWldud 
Note: Only lop len contuniRll1ts IR displayed. 

MIGRATION E"Wall - Allllytiell data or obsc",abIe eviden<:e indicates thel Coanned - Infonnation indicates a low potential for contunillllion to • (PiKe 111 ·X· next to one below) 
PATHWAY conwninetion in the media is preseIItlt, is moving potential point of exposure (could be due to the presence 
FACTOR 1Oward, or has moved to • point of exposure of geol08ical structures or or physical controls) Evldall: X 
(MPF) 

.olallill- Possibility for contaminetion 10 be present It or migrate 'olallill: 
10 • point of exposure; or informetion is not sufficient 
10 make • detcrminetion of Evident or Confined ConfiDed: 

BrIef ~/.r SeI«filHl: OffdioR In"atlcaliaa ~aYe rOlllld collla.illllliaa praeal ia Ibe medlll aad biola, 

(Place 111 ·X· next 10 one below) 
RECEPTOR Ideadfled - Receptors identirled thel have access 10 sedimenl Umiled - Little or no potential for rec:epton to have access 10 sediment 
FACTOR IdealifJed: X 
(RF) 

'olallill: 
'olaltill- Potential for recepton 10 hive access 10 sediment 

Umiled: 

Brlq bIitIMl~ lor Sel«doIt: Reeepion iacillde Pbcataqua Rinr biola rrom dlrecl .plake aad rood cbill ialesliall, 

Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTII NSY Site Name: SITEIlOO32 Sediment Marine Category: IIiSh 
(High. Medium. Law) 

-



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

InstalladonlSlte Nrrne for FUDS: KITTERY ME PORTSMOUlli NSY 

lAcadon (State): .>Hi" PIc 
Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): _=5f2.;:..::4/99~ _____________________ _ 

~~--------------------------------
Media Enlllited (GW, SW, Sediment, Soli): ..:S:::E:::D:..;.H;:.;S:;;.;E:;;.;D;.:E:;:M=S..::;O.;.;IL~ ____________ _ 

Site (NI.~IS 10) I Project for FUDS: SITE 00034 Phase of Exec. (SI, RI, FS, Rem", RDIRA, or eqall'. RCRA Stale): 

RMIS Site Type: ....;:O....;:nIE..:.=.;;..:R ____________________________ _ AIr. Stat.s (YIN, If yes, type of ql"Hment eol., FFA, Permit, Order): No 

Point of Co. tad (NameIPhOIIe): Nadoul Priority List (YIN): _....;:N....;:o'-_____ Slte .. lIk: ___ --"'H""ighO<;:... _______ _ 

SITE SUMMARY 

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

Brief Site Dncrlptloll (Include .Ite type, ... aterlals disposed of, dltes of opera don, and other relennt Informadon): 
Building 62 was the former Oil Gasification Plllltllld former Blacksmith Shop. The building has lIso been used as a pesticide storage 1IJ'Ca. 

Brief Dncrlption of Pathways (Groundwater, Sarface Water, Sediment, Soil): 
The site is located idjacentto the shoreline. 

Brief Descrlpdon of Recepton (Hu.an I.d Ecolllltkal): 
Humlll: Occcupationalllld Construction exposures IIJ'C likely at this time. Ecological: The site could effect the plllltllld lIIimallife IIId 
hum illS consuming seafood. 

(I) Use to record information on Sites IIId Areas ofConcem (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete lIJ'Ca for which suspected contamination has been verified IIId requires furt 
A Site by definilioll has been, or will be, entered into RMlS. For the FUOS Program, "projects" equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete lIJ'Ca of contamination, or suspected contamination in the 
(or RFA) ph~.thll has not been entered into RMIS. 

Page 1 - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet 



Soil 

c()NT AMlNANT rot .. i ... " ... COliC. Staadard 

HAZAIlD COIItam!u1l1 mgiKg mgiKll a.!iII (11 
FACTOR (I, Lead 5.450.0 400.0 13.630 
(Cl"') Bem.ol.lpy,,:~ ~LO 5.6 9.110 (Place an ·x· next to one below) 

Antimony lI!Id comllOIlnds 231.0 30.0 7.700 

Dil>.:nz{ahJanlluKCnc ~OO 5.6 3.570 Sipilic .. t (UTolel > 1(0): 

Iron 37.000.0 22.000.0 1.6110 

Benz(a)antilraccII<: 150 56.0 1.520 Moderate (If T01e11- 1(0): X 
A~nic~nccrL 17.6 21.0 0.840 

Bcnzojll10uoranlh!:ne 46.0 SO.O 0.820 Mi"i.al (If Tolel < 1): 
Indeno( 1,2.l-cd]pyrcne 38.0 56.0 0.680 
Na£.hthalcnc 18.0 55.0 0.330 

(I) Evalll.lle for human conwni~1$ only Tolal: 41.ISO 
(2) Ratio E Maximum Concentration/Standard 
Note: Only top len conwninanll uc displ.yed. 

MIGRATION ["idnt. Analytical data or observable evidence indicates dial COllfillCd - Low possibilily for conwninalion 10 be pracnt at (Place an ·x· next 10 one below) 
PATHWAY contamination is present at. is moving IOwvds, or has or mignlte to a point of exposure 
FACTOR moved 10 a point of exposure E .. idot: X 
(MPF) 

POlntbll- Possibilily for conwnination 10 be prisenlal or migrate Plllntial: 
10 a poinl of exposure; or infonnalion is not sufficient 
10 make a determination of Evident or Confined Coafilled: 

·Mf~/"~: A.alytical4ale iMicateilOiI coale.iaatiD. may lie _"'atiall off.llore. 

(Place an ·X· nex110 one below) 
RECEPTOR IdntifHd - ReceptorS identified WI have access 10 U.ited- Little Dr 110 potential for receptorS 10 have access 10 
FACTOR contaminated soil conwninatcd soil lllcatifled: X 
(RF) 

Potcatial: 

PDttlltial· Potenti.1 for recepton 10 have acceu 10 
contaminated soil, Ullliled: 

Briq IIdli11lU1h lor S,I«II",,; Rrcepton Idtlllilied 1I.,'e acceu til sediment which coot •• lllation m.y bave moved 10. 

Activity Name KI1TERY ME PORTSMOlITH NSY Site Namt: SlTEOOOJ4 Soil Calegory: lfili!! 
(Hlet>. Medilml. Low) 

-



Sediment Human 

CONTAMINANT M • .Jmum C:ouc.. S ... d..,4 
IlA.ZA.RD Celll .. ",I ... , ",!ifK& mz/K& Iblio (2) 
FAcrOR(t) Denzo[a!JlYmIC 5.6 5,6 1.000 
(CHF) DibeRzl·hlanlh~eM 2.5 5.6 0.450 (Plate an ·X· Milt 10 one below) 

Lead 181.0 400.0 oASO 
Amnfc (cancer) 8.0 21.0 0.l80 Slpllklla, (inollll > lOll): 
lkn1:(a)anthnccllC 9.2 S6:0 0.160 
llIdtnoll.2.l-cdjpyrenc 1.2 56.0 0.130 Modente (If Tetall- 1011): X 
Denlolb In_thenc 1.1 S6.0 0.130 
Anthrm:DIe 1,700.0 14.000.0 0.120 MI.I.al (inollli < Z): 
Chlordane, alpha- (2) 16.0 160.0 0.100 
Ahlminlill\ 5,900.0 . 7S.000.0 O.OaD 

(I) Evaluate for human contaminan1s only Toul: J.110 
(2) Ibtio = Muimum Con«ntralionlS1andafd 
Note: Only lop len contaminants are displayed. 

MIGRATION EvIdH'- Analytical dalll or observable evidence indicalcS \hat Coanaed - Information indicalcS a low polential for contamination to a (Place an ·X· ncllt to one below) 
.ATHWAY conlllminalion in the media is present at, is movins potential point of ClIposure (could be due to the prescn<:e 

FACTOR towan!. or has moved to a point of exposure of geoJosical stnIClures or or physical controls) Evidnl: X 
(M'F) 

'oletll .. l- Ponibility for conlllmination to be present at or migrate Poleatlal: 
10 a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient 
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Coanled: 

lIrief It.tltl""~ 1M Sd«fiD,,: A .. 1yl1al1 dar. I.dlalles 1Oi! coalll.lulion .ay be "'I&ntl ... olfshore. 

(Place an ·X· ncxlto one below) 
RECEPTOR IdHlilled - Receptors identified that have access to sediment U",ited - Linle or no poIential for m:eptors to have access 10 sediment 
FACTOR Idcolirled: X 
(RF) 

'oteollal: 
'otHI .. I- Potential for receptors to have access 10 sediment 

U.lted: 

Briq Rtltl"".rl! for St!ltct#ttIf.' Reaplon Idrnllned lone Icasalo srdlmmt whleh conr."dnltioa .ay ".~ IIU",ed til. 

Artivtty Name KITfERYME PORTIlMOUTHNSY Site Name: SlTE00D34 Sediment Human Cattgory: lIis.!! 
(Hish. Medium. Low) 



Sediment E'fo Marinr 

CONTAMINANT MatiaUlI1I Cone, Siaodud 
HAZARD LOIII.Pllllul 1II1!1'K« IIIg1!{-, Ratio (1) 
FACl'OR{I) Clu}'!iCfIC 10.0 006 166.670 
(alF) ~.)lInlhraccfIC 9.2 0.23 40.000 (PlACe an 'X' ne><110 or", below) 

Fluorene 1.1 0.0-1 J 1.430 

PhelllU1l~ 6.'" 0.12 18440 SicaiOCJlJlI (If Total> 100): X 
An\llm~.~ 1.7 0,09 20.000 
fknzo[ a ]Ilvn:ne S.6 OA 14.000 Modcnlc{UTolall-IOOj: 
l-luorlnlhtJlc :U 0.6 8.670 

ODD,4,4- 0.01 8400 Miairul (IrTolal <: 1); 
Lead 181.0 ]jJJ S 170 
DDT 0.01 4.200 

(\) EvalllAlc for hll/ll&ll contaminanlS only TDlal: JlJ..t50 
(2) Ralio - Maximum Cm=nlrationfStandard 
Nau:. Only lQp ten ccmtam inanl$ arc di~played. 

MIGRATION [vidnt- Analytical data or observable evidence indicales thai COJlfi.ed - Information indicaleS a low polential for COnlamilllllion 10 • (Place an 'X' ntl<lto OIlC below) 
PATHWAY contamination in the media is present at, i$ moving poIenli,' poinl of exposure (could be due to die JII'Clence 
FACTOR IOwan!, UI 1m moved 10 • plinl of ~\It1! Df geulngical S1~lUrtS or or physical conlrols) Evidr"': X 
(MPF) 

Polcatlal - P01$.bilily for cantaminltion 10 be pn:!iC1II al or migrale Porcallal: 
10 a polnl of elIposurc; Or infl)lmalion l!I not sufficient 
10 m«t I dt:rc:nninalion of E ... idou or Cwfincd COldilled: 

Brlq R4liDlttluIDT Sd«&It: A.alytical dala imticatelllOiI wdtlll!b'llioll mlY lit mle,...II_1 ofT.bort. 

(Place an ·X· next 10 one below) 
RtC£l'TOR IdtD.'if~- IttccplOff ilknllfied that have &CJ;cn \0 sediment Umitecl- lillie or 110 potential for rnoeptors t" have aceess 10 Sl!dirncnt 
FACTOR identified: X 
(RF) 

PoteDlial: 
Pote.llal- Potential (or receptors 10 have "'ccss 10 salimenl 

URliled: 

Brk! RatJolfIIh lIlT ~«tJort: R«eplon ideatlfled bve access 10 IedhDcal wbleb calltlmiaalloa ... a)· bavc mOiled 10. 

Activity Name KJTIERY ME PORTSMOUlH NSY Site Name: SITE 00014 Sediment Marine Category: Hi&!! 
(lligh. Medium, Low) 

'-. 



APPENDIXC 

SUMMARY AND DETAILED SCHEDULES 

C.1 OU1 SCHEDULE (SITES 10 & 21) 

C.2 OU2 SCHEDULE (SITES 6 & 29) 

C.3 OU3 SCHEDULE (SITES 8, 9, & 11 SOURCE CONTROL) 

C.4 OU4 SCHEDULE (OFFSHORE) 

C.S OU6 SCHEDULE (SITE 8 MANAGEMENT OF MIGRATION) 

C.6 OU7 SCHEDULE (SITE 32) 

C.7 OU8 SCHEDULE (SITE 31) 

C.8 SITE 30, GALVANIZING PLANT BUILDING 184, SCHEDULE 

C.9 SITE 34, FORMER OIL GASIFICATION PLANT, BUILDING 62, 

SCHEDULE 

APP Covers FY03 SMP Rev. 2 



APPENDIX C.1 

OU1 SCHEDULE (SITES 10 & 21) 

APP Covers FY03 SMP Rev. 2 



Wed 1/15/03 
2:00 PM 

ID Task Name 
43 SITE 10 ADDITIONAL INVESTIGATION 

44 Prepare Draft Site 10 Workplan 

49 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft Site 10 WOrKplan 

50 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Site 10 Wor1<plan 

54 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Site 10 Workplan 

55 Prepare Site 10 Workplan Response to Comments Letter 

60 USEPA, MEDEP Receive Site 10 Workplan Response to Comments Letter 

61 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews Site 10 WOrKplan Response to Comments Letter 

65 Navy Receives Comments on Site 10 Workplan Response to Comments Letter 

66 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 

67 Prepare Draft Final Site 10 Workplan 

68 US EPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final Site 10 Workplan 

69 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final Site 10 WOrKplan 

73 Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 

74 Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 

75 Prepare Final Site 10 WOrKplan 

76 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Site 10 WOrKplan 

77 Fieldwork 

78 Prepare Draft Site 10 Field Investigation Report 

83 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft Site 10 Field Investigation Report 

84 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Site 10 Field Investigation Report 

88 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Site 10 Field Investigation Report 

89 Prepare Site 10 Field Investigation Report Response to Comments letter 

94 USEPA, MEDEP Receive Site 10 Field Investigation Report Response to Comments lett 

95 US EPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews Site 10 Field Investigation Report Response to Comme 

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

100 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 

101 Prepare Draft Final Site 10 Field Investigation Report 

102 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final Site 10 Field Investigation Report 

103 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final Site 10 Field Investigation Report 

107 Navy Receives Approval. Comments, or Notice of Dispute 

108 Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 

109 Prepare Final Site 10 Field Investigation Report 

110 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Site 10 Field Investigation Report 

111 

112 GROUNDWATER MODELING REPORT 

113 Prepare Modeling Work Plan 

118 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Modeling Work Plan 

119 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews Draft Modeling Work Plan 

123 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Modeling Work Plan 

124 Prepare Modeling Work Plan Response to Comments Letter 

125 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Modeling Work Plan Response to Comments Letter 

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

130 Navy Receives Comments on Modeling Work Plan Response to Comments Letter 

131 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 

132 Prepare Draft Final Modeling Work Plan 

133 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final Modeling Work Plan 

134 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final Modeling Work Plan 

138 Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 

139 Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 

% 
93% 

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% 

100% 

100% 

50% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

Dur Slart Finish o N D 
899 d Man 9/18/00 Wed 3/5103 

141 d Man 9/18/00 Man 2/5101 

1 d Tue 216/01 Tue 216/01 

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

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

45 d Fri 3/23/01 Sun 5/6101 

1 d Man 5f7101 Man 5f7101 

36 d Man 5f7101 Man 6/11/01 

1 d Tue 6/12101 Tue 6/12101 

7d Tue 6/12/01 Man 6/18/01 

100 d Wed 6/6/01 Thu 9/13/01 

1 d Man 9/17/01 Man 9117/01 

23d Man 9/17/01 Tue 10/9/01 

1 d Tue 10/9/01 Tue 10/9/01 
~ 

16d Tue 10/9/01 Wed 10/24/01 II 
16d Tue 10/9/01 Wed 10/24/01 III 

1 d Thu 10/25101 Thu 10/25/01 • 120 d Fri 10/26/01 Fri 2122102 

122 d Fri 2122102 Sun 6/23102 

1 d Man 6/24/02 Man 6/24/02 

65 d Man 6/24/02 Tue 8/27/02 

15d Wed 8/14/02 Wed 8/28/02 

65d Wed 8/14/02 Thu 10/17/02 

1 d Thu 10/17/02 Thu 10117/02 

57d Thu 10/17/02 Thu 12112102 

25d Tue 11/19/02 Fri 12/13/02 

8d Fri 11/29/02 Fri 12/6102 

28 d Fri 12/6/02 Thu 112103 

1 d Fri 1/3/03 Fri 1/3/03 

30 d Fri 1/3/03 Sat 211103 

1 d Man 2/3/03 Man 213103 

30 d Man 213/03 Tue3/4/03 

30d Man 213/03 Tue 3/4/03 

1 d Wed 3/5/03 Wed 3/5/03 

602 d Fri 8/29/03 Thu 4/21105 

90 d Fri 8/29/03 Wed 11/26/03 

1 d Thu 11/27/03 Thu 11/27/03 

45 d Thu 11/27/03 Sat 1110/04 

1 d Sun 1/11/04 Sun 1/11/04 

45 d Sun 1/11/04 Tue 2/24/04 

1 d Wed 2125/04 Wed 2125/04 

30d Wed 2125/04 Thu 3/25/04 

1 d Fri 3/26/04 Fri 3/26/04 

7d Fri 3/26/04 Thu 4/1104 

30 d Fri 3/26104 Sat 4/24/04 

1 d Sun 4/25/04 Sun 4/25/04 

30d Sun 4/25/04 Man 5/24/04 

1 d Tue 5/25/04 Tue 5/25/04 

30 d Tue 5/25/04 Wed 6/23/04 

2002 
J F M A M 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Site Management Plan Schedules 

OPERABLE UNIT 1 (OU 1) 

2003 2004 
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II 

• MI 

• III 
III 
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III 
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• 
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J A SON D J F M A M J J A SON D J F M A M J J A SON D J F M A M J J A SON D J F M A M J J A SON D J F MA M J 



Wed 1/15/03 
2:00 PM 

10 Task Name 
140 Prepare Final Modeling Work Plan 

141 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Work Plan 

142 Prepare Modeling Report 

147 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Modeling Report 

148 US EPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Modeling Report 

152 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Modeling Report 

153 Prepare Modeling Report Response to Comments Letter 

158 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Modeling Report Response 10 Commenls Letter 

159 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews Modeling Report Response to Comments Letter 

163 Navy Receives Comments on Modeling Report Response to Comments Letter 

164 Prepare Draft Final Modeling Report 

165 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final Modeling Report 

166 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final Modeling Report 

170 Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 

171 Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 

172 Prepare Final Modeling Report 

173 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Report 

174 

175 FEASIBILITY STUDY (Primary Document) 

176 FS, PRAP & ROD Conlracting Action 

184 Award SOW for FS 

185 Prepare Draft FS Report 

191 USEPA & MEDEP Receives Draft FS Report 

192 US EPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft FS Report 

196 Navy Recieves Comments on Draft FS Report 

197 Prepare FS Report Response to Comments letter 

202 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive FS Report Response to Comments Letter 

203 US EPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews FS Report Response to Comments letter 

207 Navy Receives Comments on FS Report Response to Comments Letter 

208 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 

209 Prepare Draft Final FS Report 

210 US EPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final FS Report 

211 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final FS Report 

215 Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 

216 Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 

217 Prepare Final FS Report 

218 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final FS Report 

219 

220 PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN (PRAP) 

221 Authorize Release of Funds 

222 Award PRAP/ROD and RDIRA Schedule 

223 Prepare Proposed Remedial Action Plan 

224 Prepare Draft PRAP 

229 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft PRAP 

230 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft PRAP Schedule 

234 Navy Receives Comments on Draft PRAP 

235 Prepare Response to Comments letter & Draft Final PRAP 

236 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final PRAP & Response to Comments letter 

237 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 

238 Prepare for Public Comment Period 

% 
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% 

0% 

Our Slart Finish o N 0 J F 
30 d Tue 5/25/04 Wed 6/23/04 

1 d Thu 6/24/04 Thu 6/24/04 

90 d Fri 6/25/04 Wed 9/22104 

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

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

1 d Sun 11/7104 Sun 11/7/04 

45d Sun 1117104 Tue 12121/04 

1 d Wed 12122/04 Wed 12/22104 

30d Wed 12/22104 Thu 1120105 

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

30 d Fri 1/21/05 Sal 2119/05 

1 d Sun 2120105 Sun 2120105 

30d Sun 2120105 Man 3/21/05 

1 d Tue 3/22105 Tue 3/22105 

30 d Tue 3/22105 Wed 4/20105 

30d Tue 3/22105 Wed 4/20105 

1 d Thu4/21/05 Thu 4/21/05 

787 d Sun 2120105 Tue 4/17/07 

70d Sun 2120105 Sal 4130105 

1 d Sun 5/1105 Sun 5/1105 

505 d Man 5/2105 Man 9118/06 

1 d Tue9/19/06 Tue9/19/06 

45 d Tue 9119/06 Thu 1112/06 

1 d Fri 1113/06 Fri 1113/06 

45 d Fri 1113/06 Sun 12117/06 

1 d Man 12118/06 Man 12118/06 

30 d Man 12118/06 Tue 1116107 

1 d Wed 1/17/07 Wed 1/17/07 

7d Wed 1/17/07 Tue 1/23/07 

30d Wed 1/17107 Thu 2115/07 

1 d Fri 2116/07 Fri 2116/07 

30 d Fri 2116/07 Sal 3/17/07 

1 d Sun 3/18107 Sun 3/18/07 

30 d Sun 3/18/07 Man 4/16/07 

30 d Sun 3/18/07 Man 4116/07 

1 d Tue 4/17/07 Tue 4/17107 

229 d Wed 1/17/07 Sun 9/2107 

1 d Wed 1/17/07 Wed 1/17/07 

1 d Thu 1/18/07 Thu 1/18/07 

198 d Fri 1/19/07 Sal 8/4/07 

117 d Fri 1/19/07 Wed 5/16/07 

1 d Thu 5/17/07 Thu 5/17/07 

30d Thu 5/17/07 Fri 6/15/07 

1 d Sal 6/16/07 Sal 6/16/07 

21 d Sal 6116/07 Fri 7/6/07 

1 d Sal7fl107 Sal7fl107 

14 d Sal7fl107 Fri 7/20107 

14 d Sal 7/21/07 Fri 8/3107 

2002 
MAM J J A S 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Site Management Plan Schedules 

OPERABLE UNIT 1 (OU 1) 
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Wed 1/15/03 
2:00 PM 

ID Task Name 

239 Public Comment Period 

240 

241 PREPARATION OF RDIRA SCHEDULE AND REMEDIAL DESIGN 

242 Prepare RDIRA Schedule (Secondary) 

243 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive RD Schedule 

244 Regulatory and RAB Review 

245 DecisionlResolution Period 

246 

247 RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) 

248 Prepare Draft ROD (Primary Document) 

253 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft ROD 

254 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft ROD 

258 Navy Receives Comments on Draft ROD 

259 Prepare Response to Comments Letter & Draft Final ROD 

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

265 US EPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final ROD 

269 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Final ROD 

270 MEOEP Submits Letter of Concurrence/Non-Concurrence 

271 Prepare Final ROD 

272 Navy Signs Final ROD 

273 USEPA Receives Final ROD 

274 USEPA Signs Final ROD 

275 Navy Distributes Final Record of Decision 

276 

277 REMEDIAL DESIGN 

278 RD Contracting Action 

286 Award Remedial Design 

287 Design To Be Determined 

288 

289 REMEDIAL ACTION 

290 RA Contracting Action 

298 Award Remedial Action 

299 Mobilization 

300 Start of Significant & Continuous Onsite Activity 

2002 
% Dur Start Finish o N D J F MA 

0% 30d Sat 8/4/07 Sun 912107 

0% 150 d Fri 7/20/07 Sun 12/16/07 

0% 90 d Fri 7120107 Wed 10/17/07 

0% 1 d Thu 10/18/07 Thu 10/18/07 

0% 30 d Thu 10/18/07 Fri 11116107 

0% 30 d Sat 11/17/07 Sun 12116/07 

0% 223 d Sat 717107 Thu 2114108 

0% 87 d Sat 717107 Mon 1011/07 

0% 1 d Tue 10/2107 Tue 1012/07 

0% 30 d Tue 10/2107 Wed 10131107 

0% 1 d Thu 1111107 Thu 11/1107 

0% 21 d Thu 11/1/07 Wed 11121107 

0% 1 d Thu 11122107 Thu 11122107 

0% 21 d Thu 11/22107 Wed 12112107 

0% 1 d Thu 12113/07 Thu 12113/07 

0% 1 d Thu 12113/07 Thu 12113/07 

0% 20d Thu 12113/07 Tue 1/1108 

0% 1 d Wed 1/2/08 Wed 1/2108 

0% 1 d Thu 1/3/08 Thu 1/3/08 

0% 14 d Wed 1/2108 Tue 1/15/08 

0% 30 d Wed 1/16/08 Thu 2/14/08 

0% 485 d Tue 9/18/07 Wed 1/14/09 

0% 70 d Tue 9/18/07 Mon 11/26/07 

0% 1 d Wed 1/16108 Wed 1/16/08 

0% 365 d Wed 1116108 Wed 1/14/09 

0% 191 d Thu 11/6/08 Fri 5115/09 

0% 70d Thu 11/6/08 Wed 1114/09 

0% 1 d Thu 1115109 Thu 1/15/09 

0% 89d Thu 1/15/09 Mon 4/13/09 

0% 1 d Fri 5/15/09 Fri 5/15/09 

M J J A S 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Site Management Plan Schedules 
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APPENDIX C.2 

OU2 SCHEDULE (SITES 6 & 29) 

APP Covers FY03 SMP Rev. 0 



Sun 6/9/02 
11:47 AM 

ID Task Name 

120 FEASIBILITY STUDY (Primary Document) 

121 Prepare Draft FS Report 

127 US EPA & MEDEP Receives Draft FS Report 

128 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Review Draft FS Report 

132 Navy Receives Comments on Draft FS Report 

133 Prepare FS Report Response to Comments Letter 

138 US EPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive FS Report Response to Comments Letter 

139 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Reviews FS Report Response to Comments Letter 

143 Navy Receives Comments on FS Report Response to Comments Letter 

144 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 

145 Prepare Draft Final FS Report 

146 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final FS Report 

147 US EPA. MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final FS Report 

151 Navy Receives Approval. Comments. or Notice of Dispute 

152 Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 

153 Prepare Final FS Report 

154 US EPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Final FS Report 

155 

156 PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN (PRAP) 

157 Authorize Release of Funds 

158 Award PRAP/ROD and RD/RA Schedule 

159 Prepare Draft PRAP 

164 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft PRAP 

165 US EPA. MEDEP & RAB Review Draft PRAP Schedule 

169 Navy Receives Comments on Draft PRAP 

170 Prepare Response to Comments Letter & Draft Final PRAP 

171 US EPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final PRAP & Response to Comments 

172 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final PRAP & Response to Comments L 

176 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Final PRAP 

177 Prepare Final PRAP 

178 Prepare for Public Comment Period 

179 Public Comment Period 

180 

181 PREPARATION OF RD/RA SCHEDULE AND REMEDIAL DESIGN 

182 Prepare RD/RA Schedule (Secondary) 

183 USEPA. MEDEP & RAB Receive RD Schedule 

184 Regulatory and RAB Review 

185 Decision/Resolution Period 

186 

% Our Start 

0% 836d Sat 3/1/03 

0% 625d Sat 3/1103 

0% 1 d Mon 11/15/04 

0% 45d Mon 11/15/04 

0% 1 d Thu 12130104 

0% 45d Thu 12130104 

0% 1 d Sun 2113/05 

0% 30d Sun 2113/05 

0% 1 d Tue 3/15/05 

0% 7d Tue 3/15/05 

0% 30d Tue 3/15/05 

0% 1 d Thu 4/14/05 

0% 30d Thu 4114/05 

0% 1 d Sat 5/14/05 

0% 30d Sat 5/14/05 

0% 30d Sat 5/14/05 

0% 1 d Mon 6/13/05 

0% 228d Fri 4115/05 

0% 1 d Fri 4/15105 

0% 1 d Sat 4116/05 

0% 88 d Sun 4/17/05 

0% 1 d Thu 7/14/05 

0% 30d Thu 7/14105 

0% 1 d Sat 8/13/05 

0% 21 d Sat 8/13/05 

0% 1 d Sat 9/3/05 

0% 21 d Sat 9/3/05 

0% 1 d Sat 9/24/05 

0% 21 d Sun 9/25/05 

0% 14d Sun 10/16/05 

0% 30 d Sun 10/30105 

0% 150 d Fri 10/14/05 

0% 90 d Fri 10/14/05 

00/0 1 d Thu 1/12106 

0% 30d Thu 1/12106 

0% 30d Sat 2111/06 

Finish 

Mon 6/13/05 

Sun 11114/04 

Mon 11/15/04 

Wed 12129104 

Thu 12130104 

Sat 2112105 

Sun 2113/05 

Mon 3/14/05 

Tue 3/15/05 

Mon 3/21/05 

Wed 4/13/05 

Thu 4/14105 

Fri 5/13/05 

Sat 5114/05 

Sun 6/12105 

Sun 6/12105 

Mon 6/13/05 

Mon 11128/05 

Fri 4/15/05 

Sat 4/16/05 

Wed 7/13/05 

Thu 7/14/05 

Fri 8/12105 

Sat 8/13/05 

Fri 9/2105 

Sat 9/3/05 

Fri 9/23/05 

Sat 9/24105 

Sat 10/15/05 

Sat 10/29/05 

Mon 11/28/05 

Sun 3/12106 

Wed 1/11106 

Thu 1/12106 

Fri 2110106 

Sun 3/12106 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Site Management Plan Schedule 

OPERABLE UNIT 2 (OU 2) 
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Sun 6/9/02 
11:47 AM 

ID Task Name 
187 RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) 

188 Prepare Draft ROD (Primary Document) 

193 US EPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft ROD 

194 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft ROD 

198 Navy Receives Comments on Draft ROD 

199 Prepare Response to Comments Letter & Draft Final ROD 

204 US EPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Response to Comments & Draft Final ROD 

205 US EPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final ROD 

209 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Final ROD 

210 MEDEP Submits Letter of Concurrence/Non-Concurrence 

211 Prepare Final ROD 

212 Navy Signs Final ROD 

213 USEPA Receives Final ROD 

214 USEPA Signs Final ROD 

215 Navy Distributes Final Record of Decision 

216 

217 REMEDIAL DESIGN 

218 RD Contracting Action 

226 Award Remedial Design 

227 Design To Be Determined 

228 

229 REMEDIAL ACTION 

230 RA Contracting Action 

238 Award Remedial Action 

239 Mobilization 

240 Start of Significant & Continuous Onsite Activity 

% Dur Start 
0% 253d Sat 9/3/05 

0% 116d Sat 9/3/05 

0% 1 d Wed 12128/05 

0% 30d Wed 12128/05 

0% 1 d Fri 1/27/06 

0% 21 d Fri 1/27/06 

0% 1 d Fri 2117/06 

0% 21 d Fri 2117/06 

0% 1 d Fri 3/10/06 

0% 1 d Fri 3/10/06 

0% 20d Fri 3/10/06 

0% 1 d Thu 3/30/06 

00;0 1 d Fri 3/31/06 

0% 14d Thu 3/30/06 

0% 1 d Sat 5/13/06 

0% 503d Mon 11/14/05 

0% 70d Mon 11/14/05 

0% 1 d Sat 4/1/06 

0% 365d Sat 4/1/06 

0% 525d Sun 1/22106 

0% 70 d Sun 1/22106 

0% 1 d Sun 4/2106 

0% 89 d Sun 4/2106 

00;0 1 d Sat 6/30/07 

Finish 

Sat 5/13/06 

Tue 12/27/05 

Wed 12128/05 

Thu 1/26/06 

Fri 1/27/06 

Thu 2116/06 

Fri 2117/06 

Thu 3/9/06 

Fri 3/10/06 

Fri 3/10/06 

Wed 3/29/06 

Thu 3/30/06 

Fri 3/31/06 

Wed 4112106 

Sat 5/13/06 

Sat 3/31/07 

Sun 1/22106 

Sat 411/06 

Sat 3/31/07 

Sat 6/30/07 

Sat 4/1/06 

Sun 4/2106 

Thu 6/29/06 

Sat 6/30/07 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Site Management Plan Schedule 

OPERABLE UNIT 2 (OU 2) 
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APPENDIX C.3 

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

APP Covers FY03 SMP Rev. 2 



Wed 1/15/03 
2:21 PM 

ID Task Name 

209 Pre-DESIGN INVESTIGATION 

210 Pre-Design Work Plan (Secondary Document) 

211 Prepare Draft WOrkplan 

218 Regulatory/RAB Review 

219 Site Inves Scope Coordination Meeting with Regulators 

220 Prepare Responses to Comments/Final Work Plan 

221 Submit Responses to Comments/Final Work Plan 

222 Mobilize for Fieldwork 

223 Field Work & Geotechnical Analysis 

227 

228 PHASE 1 REMEDIAL DESIGN (Primary Document) 

229 Pre-Design Data Package 

230 Regulatory/RAB Receive Data Package 

231 Prepare Draft Remedial Design 

232 Submit Draft (Preliminary) Design Documents 

233 Navy, FWENC, Regulatory & RAB Review Draft Design 

237 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Design 

238 Prepare Responses to Comments and Draft Final Design 

239 Navy, FWENC, Regulatory & RAB Reviews Responses to Comments and Draft Final Design 

243 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Design 

244 Technical Meeting on Draft Final Phase 1 Remedial Design 

245 Prepare Responses to Comments on Draft Final Phase 1 Design 

246 Navy, FWENC, Regulatory & RAB Reviews Responses to Comments on Draft Final Design 

247 Navy Receives Comments on Responses to Comments on Draft Final Design 

248 Prepare Final Phase 1 Remedial Design 

249 Navy, FWENC, Regulatory & RAB Receive Final Remedial Design 

250 

251 PHASE 2 REMEDIAL DESIGN (Primary Document) 

252 Pre-Design Data Package 

253 Regulatory/RAB Receive Data Package 

254 Prepare Draft Remedial Design 

255 Submit Draft (Preliminary) Design Documents 

256 Navy, FWENC, Regulatory & RAB Review Draft Design 

260 Receive Comments on Draft Design 

261 Prepare Responses to Comments on Draft Design 

262 Navy, FWENC, Regulatory & RAB Review Responses to Comments 

266 Receive Comments on Draft Design 

267 Prepare Draft Final (100%) Design Documents 

268 Navy, FWENC, Regulatory & RAB Review Draft Final Design 

272 Receive Comments on Draft Final Design 

273 Prepare Final Design 

276 Navy, FWENC, Regulatory & RAB Receive Final Design 

277 

% Dur Start 

100% 203 d Fri 3/30101 

100% 127 d Fri 3/30101 

100% 66 d Fri 3/30101 

100% 30 d Mon 6/4/01 

100% 7d Mon 6/18/01 

100% 30d Wed 7/4/01 

100% 1 d Fri 8/3/01 

100% 10 d Fri 8/3/01 

100% 156 d Wed 5/16/01 

100% 443 d Wed 4/4101 

100% 45d Fri 9/28/01 

100% 1 d Mon 11/12/01 

100% 288d Wed 4/4/01 

100% Od Fri 1/18/02 

100% 32 d Mon 1/21/02 

100% Od Thu 2/21/02 

100% 35d Thu 2/21/02 

100% 33 d Thu 3/28/02 

100% 1 d Tue 4/30102 

100% 1 d Fri 5/10102 

100% 31 d Tue 4/30102 

100% 8d Mon 6/3/02 

100% 1 d Mon 6/10102 

100% 10 d Mon 6/10102 

100% 1 d Thu 6/20102 

100% 587 d Thu 4/5101 

100% 45d Fri 9/28/01 

100% 1 d Mon 11/12/01 

100% 288d Thu 4/5/01 

100% 1 d Sat 1/19/02 

100% 45d Sun 1/20102 

100% 1 d Wed 3/6/02 

100% 45d Wed 3/6/02 

100% 30 d Mon 4/22/02 

100% 1 d Wed 5/22/02 

100% 78 d Wed 5/22/02 

100% 34d Thu 8/8/02 

100% 3d Mon 9/9102 

100% 59 d Wed 9/11/02 

100% 1 d Tue 11/12/02 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Site Management Plan Schedule 

OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 3 

2002 
Finish o I N D J F M A 

Thu 10/18/01 • Fri 8/3101 

Sun 6/3101 

Tue 7/3/01 
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Thu 8/2/01 

Fri 8/3/01 

Sun 8/12/01 
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Thu 6/20102 

Sun 11/11/01 ~ 

Mon 11/12/01 • Thu 1/17/02 

Fri 1/18/02 • Thu 2121102 -Thu 2/21/02 • Wed 3/27/02 -

M 

Mon 4/29/02 -Tue 4/30102 • Fri 5/10102 I 
Thu 5/30102 -Mon 6/10102 

Mon 6/10102 

Wed 6/19/02 

Thu 6/20102 

Tue 11112102 

Sun 11/11/01 

Mon 11/12/01 • Fri 1/18/02 

Sat 1/19/02 • Tue 3/5102 -Wed 3/6/02 • Fri 4/19/02 -Tue 5/21/02 .. 
Wed 5/22/02 • Wed 8/7102 

Tue 9/10102 

Wed 9/11/02 

Fri 11/8/02 

Tue 11/12/02 

2003 2004 
J J A S 0 N D J F M A M J J A S 0 N D J F M A M J J A 

I 

• I 

• 

III 

• 
• 



Wed 1/15/03 
2:21 PM 

10 Task Name 
278 LANDFILL CONSOLIDATION TECHNICAL MEMORANDUMS 

279 Prepare Draft Tech Memos 

280 Submit Draft (Preliminary) Tech Memos 

281 Navy, FWENC, Regulatory & RAB Review Tech Memos 

286 Receive Comments on Draft Tech Memos 

287 Prepare Draft Final Tech Memos 

288 Navy, FWENC, Regulatory & RAB Review Draft Final Tech Memos 

289 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Design 

290 Technical Meeting on Draft Final Tech Memo 

291 Prepare Responses to Comments on Draft Final Tech Memos 

292 Navy, FWENC, Regulatory & RAB Reviews Responses to Comments on Draft Final Memos 

293 Navy Receives Comments on Responses to Comments on Draft Final Memos 

294 Prepare Final Tech Memos 

295 Navy, FWENC, Regulatory & RAB Receive Final Tech Memos 

296 

297 FWENC Participation in Remedial Design 

300 

301 PRE-CONSTRUCTION SUBMITTALS 

302 Nego/Award FWENC Pre-Construction Budget 

303 PHASE I CONSTRUCTION WORK PLAN & HEAlTH AND SAFETY PLAN (HASP) 

304 Prepare to Draft Phase I Construction Work Plan & HASP 

305 Regulatory & RAB Review Draft Phase I Construction Work Plan & HASP 

309 Prepare Draft Final Draft Phase I Work Plan 

310 Regulatory & RAB Review Draft Final Phase I Construction Work Plan & HASP 

311 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Final Work Plan 

312 Technical Meeting on Draft Final Work Plan 

313 Prepare Responses to Comments on Draft Final Work Plan 

314 Navy, FWENC, Regulatory & RAB Reviews Responses to Comments on Draft Final Plan 

315 Navy Receives Comments on Responses to Comments on Draft Final Work Plan 

316 Prepare Final Phase 1 Work Plan 

317 Navy, FWENC, Regulatory & RAB Receive Final Work Plan 

318 

319 PHASE II CONSTRUCTION WORK PLAN & HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN (HASP) 

320 Prepare to Draft Construction Work Plan & HASP 

325 Navy, FWENC, Regulators & RAB receive Draft Work Plan & HASP 

326 Navy, FWENC, Regulators & RAB Review Work Plan & HASP 

330 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Work Plan & HASP 

331 Respond to Regulatory & RAB Comments on Draft Work Plan & HASP 

332 Prepare Draft Final Work Plan & HASP 

333 Regulators & RAB Receive Draft Final Work Plan & HASP 

334 Regulators & RAB Review Draft Final Work Plan & HASP 

335 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Final Work Plan & HASP 

336 Prepare Final Construction Work Plan & HASP 

337 Regulators & RAB Receive Final Construction Work Plan & HASP 

338 

% Our Start 

100% 195 d Sat 12/8/01 

100% 42d Sat 12/8/01 

100% 1 d Sat 1/19/02 

100% 31 d Sat 1/19/02 

100% 1 d Wed 2/20102 

100% 36 d Wed 2120102 

100% 33 d Thu 3/28/02 

100% 1 d Tue 4/30102 

100% 1 d Fri 5/10102 

100% 31.d Tue 4/30102 

100% 8d Mon 6/3/02 

100% 1 d Mon 6/10102 

100% 10 d Mon 6/10102 

100% 1 d Thu 6/20102 

100% 45 d Mon 4/30101 

99% 412 d Wed 12112/01 

100% 70d Wed 12/12101 

100% 191 d Wed 12112/01 

100% 37d Wed 12/12/01 

100% 30d Fri 1/18/02 

100% 36 d Wed 2/20102 

100% 33 d Thu 3/28/02 

100% 1 d Tue 4/30102 

100% 1 d Fri 5/10102 

100% 31 d Tue 4/30102 

100% 8d Mon 6/3/02 

100% 1 d Mon 6/10102 

100% 10 d Mon 6/10102 

100% 1 d Thu 6/20102 

98% 302d Mon 4/1102 

100% 143 d Mon 4/1102 

100% 1 d Thu 8/22102 

100% 47d Thu 8/22/02 

100% 1 d Tue 10/8/02 

100% 45 d Tue 10/8/02 

100% 45 d Tue 10/8102 

100% 1 d Fri 11/22/02 

100% 35 d Fri 11/22/02 

100% 5d Thu 12126/02 

75% 30 d Thu 12/26/02 

0% 1 d Mon 1/27/03 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Site Management Plan Schedule 

OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 3 

Finish o I N I 0 J F I M 

Thu 6/20102 

Fri 1/18/02 -Sat 1/19/02 • Mon 2118102 -Wed 2/20102 • 

2002 
A 

Wed 3/27/02 -
M 

Mon 4/29/02 -Tue 4/30102 • Fri 5/10102 I 
Thu 5/30102 -Mon 6/10102 

Mon 6/10102 

Wed 6/19/02 

Thu 6/20102 

Wed 6/13/01 

Mon 1/27/03 

Tue 2119102 

Thu 6/20102 

Thu 1/17/02 -Sat 2/16/02 -Wed 3/27/02 -Mon 4/29/02 • Tue 4/30102 • Fri 5/10102 I 
Thu 5/30102 .. 
Mon 6/10102 

Mon 6/10102 

Wed 6/19/02 

Thu 6/20102 

Mon 1/27/03 

Wed 8/21/02 

Thu 8/22/02 

Mon 10/7/02 

Tue 10/8/02 

Thu 11/21/02 

Thu 11/21/02 

Fri 11/22/02 

Thu 12126102 

Mon 12130102 

Fri 1/24103 

Mon 1/27/03 

J I J 

III 

• I 

• 

III 

• I 

• 

2003 2004 
A S 0 N 0 J F M A M J J A S 0 N 0 J F M A M J J A 

I 

I 

I 

~ --• 
l1li 

• III 

• 



Wed 1/15/03 
2:21 PM 

ID Task Name 

339 REMEDIAL CONSTRUCTION 

340 Nego/Award FWENC Construction Budget 

341 FWENC Mobilization 

342 Start of Significant and Continuous On-Site Action 

343 FWENC Begins Construction 

344 Construction Period 

345 

346 EXPLANATION OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES (ESD) (Primary Document) 

347 Prepare Draft ESD 

351 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft ESD 

352 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft ESD 

353 Navy Receives Comments on Draft ESD 

354 Prepare ESD Response to Comments Letter 

355 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive ESD Response to Comments Letter 

356 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews ESD Response to Comments Letter 

357 Navy Receives Comments on ESD Response to Comments Letter 

358 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 

359 Prepare Draft Final ESD 

360 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final ESD 

361 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final ESD 

362 Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 

363 Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 

364 Prepare Final ESD 

365 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final ESD 

366 

367 REMEDIAL ACTION (RA) REPORT 

368 Prepare Draft RA Report 

369 Regulatory & RAB Review Draft RA Report 

370 Prepare Responses to Comments on Draft RA Report 

371 Regulatory & RAB Review Responses to Comments 

372 Prepare Draft Final RA Report 

373 Regulatory & RAB Review Draft Final RA Report 

374 Prepare Final RA Report 

375 Submit Final RA Report 

376 

377 LONG TERM MONITORING PLAN (Primary Document) 

378 L TM Work Plan Contracting Action 

379 Notice of Award, L TM Plan 

380 Prepare L TM Plan 

381 Prepare Draft L TM Plan 

382 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft L TM Plan 

383 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft L TM Plan 

384 Navy Receives Comments on Draft L TM Plan 

385 Prepare L TM Plan Response to Comments Letter 

386 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive L TM Plan Response to Comments Leiter 

387 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews L TM Plan Response to Comments Leiter 

% Dur Start 

21% 1488 d Sun 11/11/01 

100% 70d Sun 11/11/01 

100% 30d Sun 5/26/02 

100% 1 d Mon 6/24/02 

100% 1 d Mon 6/24/02 

15% 1263 d Mon 6/24/02 

4% 302d Wed 111/03 

17% 90d Wed 1/1103 

0% 1 d Tue 4/1/03 

0% 45d Tue 4/1/03 

0% 1 d Fri 5/16/03 

0% 45d Fri 5/16/03 

0% 1 d Mon 6/30103 

0% 30 d Mon 6/30103 

0% 1 d Wed 7/30103 

0% 7d Wed 7/30103 

0% 30d Wed 7/30103 

0% 1 d Fri 8/29/03 

0% 30d Fri 8/29/03 

0% 1 d Mon 9/29/03 

0% 30d Mon 9/29/03 

0% 30 d Mon 9/29103 

0% 1 d Wed 10/29/03 

0% 331 d Thu 12/8/05 

0% 120 d Thu 1218105 

0% 45d Fri 4/7/06 

0% 45d Mon 5/22106 

0% 30d Thu 7/6/06 

0% 30d Sat 8/5/06 

0% 30 d Mon 9/4/06 

0% 30d Wed 10/4/06 

0% 1 d Fri 1113/06 

0% 1246 d Mon 1/26/04 

0% 70 d Mon 1/26/04 

0% 1 d Mon 4/5/04 

0% 331 d Mon 4/5/04 

0% 120 d Mon 4/5/04 

0% 1 d Tue 8/3/04 

0% 45 d Tue 8/3/04 

0% 1 d Fri 9/17/04 

0% 45 d Fri 9/17/04 

0% 1 d Mon 11/1/04 

0% 30 d Mon 11/1/04 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Site Management Plan Schedule 

OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 3 

Finish Q _I N I D I J J FJ M 
Wed 1217105 

Sat 1119102 

Mon 6/24/02 

Mon 6/24/02 

Mon 6/24/02 

Wed 1217105 

Wed 10/29/03 

Mon 3/31/03 

Tue 4/1/03 

Thu 5/15/03 

Fri 5/16/03 

Sun 6/29/03 

Mon 6/30103 

Tue 7/29/03 

Wed 7/30103 

Tue 8/5103 

Thu 8/28/03 

Fri 8/29/03 

Sat 9/27/03 

Mon 9/29/03 

Tue 10/28/03 

Tue 10/28/03 

Wed 10/29/03 

Fri 11/3/06 

Thu 4/6/06 

Sun 5/21/06 

Wed 7/5/06 

Fri 8/4/06 

Sun 9/3/06 

Tue 1013/06 

Thu 11/2106 

Fri 11/3/06 

Sun 6/24/07 

Sun 4/4104 

Mon 4/5/04 

Tue 3/1/05 

Mon 8/2/04 

Tue 8/3/04 

Thu 9/16/04 

Fri 9/17/04 

Sun 10/31/04 

Mon 11/1/04 

Tue 11/30104 

2002 
A M J I J I A I S 

-• • 
2003 2004 

QINIDI J IFIMIAIMIJ I J IA S Q N D J F M A M I J I J I A 

• • • -• -• -• 
III -• -~~ 

• 

• 
• 



Wed 1115/03 
2:21 PM 

10 Task Name 

339 REMEDIAL CONSTRUCTION 

340 

341 

342 

343 

344 

345 

Nego/Award FWENC Construction Budget 

FWENC Mobilization 

Start of Significant and Continuous On-Site Action 

FWENC Begins Construction 

Construction Period 

346 EXPLANATION OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES (ESD) (Primary Document) 

347 Prepare Draft ESD 

351 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft ESD 

352 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft ESD 

353 Navy Receives Comments on Draft ESD 

354 Prepare ESD Response to Comments Letter 

355 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive ESD Response to Comments Letter 

356 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews ESD Response to Comments Letter 

357 Navy Receives Comments on ESD Response to Comments Letter 

358 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 

359 Prepare Draft Final ESD 

360 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final ESD 

361 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final ESD 

362 Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 

363 Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 

364 Prepare Final ESD 

365 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final ESD 

366 

367 REMEDIAL ACTION (RA) REPORT 

368 Prepare Draft RA Report 

369 Regulatory & RAB Review Draft RA Report 

370 Prepare Responses to Comments on Draft RA Report 

371 Regulatory & RAB Review Responses to Comments 

372 Prepare Draft Final RA Report 

373 Regulatory & RAB Review Draft Final RA Report 

374 Prepare Final RA Report 

375 Submit Final RA Report 

376 

377 LONG TERM MONITORING PLAN (Primary Document) 

378 L TM Work Plan Contracting Action 

379 Notice of Award, L TM Plan 

380 Prepare L TM Plan 

381 Prepare Draft L TM Plan 

382 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft L TM Plan 

383 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft L TM Plan 

384 Navy Receives Comments on Draft L TM Plan 

385 Prepare L TM Plan Response to Comments Letter 

386 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive L TM Plan Response to Comments Letter 

387 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews L TM Plan Response to Comments Letter 

% Our Slart 

21% 1488d Sun 11/11/01 

100% 70 d Sun 11/11/01 

100% 30 d Sun 5/26/02 

100% 1 d Mon 6/24/02 

100% 1 d Mon 6/24/02 

15% 1263 d Mon 6/24/02 

4% 302 d Wed 1/1/03 

17% 90 d Wed 1/1103 

0% 1 d Tue 4/1/03 

0% 45 d Tue 4/1/03 

0% 1 d Fri 5/16/03 

0% 45 d Fri 5/16/03 

0% 1 d Mon 6/30103 

0% 30 d Mon 6/30/03 

0% 1 d Wed 7/30/03 

0% 7 d Wed 7/30103 

0% 30 d Wed 7/30103 

0% 1 d Fri 8/29/03 

0% 30 d Fri 8/29/03 

0% 1 d Mon 9/29/03 

0% 30 d Mon 9/29/03 

0% 30 d Mon 9/29/03 

0% 1 d Wed 10/29/03 

0% 331 d Thu 1218/05 

0% 120 d Thu 1218/05 

0% 45 d Fri 4/7/06 

0% 45 d Mon 5/22/06 

0% 30 d Thu 7/6/06 

0% 30 d Sat 8/5/06 

0% 30 d Mon 9/4/06 

0% 30 d Wed 10/4/06 

0% 1 d Fri 11/3/06 

0% 1246 d Mon 1/26/04 

0% 70 d Mon 1/26/04 

0% 1 d Mon 4/5/04 

0% 331 d Mon 4/5/04 

0% 120 d Mon 4/5/04 

0% 1 d Tue 8/3/04 

0% 45 d Tue 8/3/04 

0% 1 d Fri 9/17/04 

0% 45 d Fri 9/17/04 

0% 1 d Mon 11/1/04 

0% 30 d Mon 11/1/04 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Site Management Plan Schedule 

OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 3 

Finish SON 0 

Wed 1217105 

Sat 1/19/02 

Mon 6/24/02 

Mon 6/24/02 

Mon 6/24/02 

Wed 1217105 

Wed 10/29/03 

Mon 3/31/03 

Tue 4/1/03 

Thu 5/15/03 

Fri 5/16/03 

Sun 6/29/03 

Mon 6/30103 

Tue 7/29/03 

Wed 7/30103 

Tue 8/5103 

Thu 8/28/03 

Fri 8/29/03 

Sat 9/27/03 

Mon 9/29/03 

Tue 10/28/03 

Tue 10/28/03 

Wed 10/29/03 

Fri 11/3/06 

Thu 4/6106 

Sun 5/21/06 

Wed 7/5106 

Fri 8/4/06 

Sun 9/3/06 

Tue 1013/06 

Thu 11/2106 

Fri 1113/06 

Sun 6/24/07 

Sun 4/4104 

Mon 4/5/04 

F 

Tue 3/1/05 '"""""" ~-"~=y- -~.~ ~-.-~.--~" ~ 
tt:.-_~--;"~~_~---",--j;.t.~: 

Mon 8/2/04 

Tue 8/3104 

Thu 9/16/04 

Fri 9/17/04 • 

Sun 10/31/04 _ 

Mon 11/1104 • 

Tue 11/30104 fill 

2006 2007 
o F M A M A o F M A M 

-----.-
• 



Wed 1115/03 
2:21 PM 

ID Task Name 
388 Navy Receives Comments on L TM Plan Response to Comments Letter 

389 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 

390 Prepare Draft Final L TM Plan 

391 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final L TM Plan 

392 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final L TM Plan 

393 Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 

394 Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 

395 Prepare Final L TM Plan 

396 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final L TM Plan 

397 

398 FIVE-YEAR REVIEWS 

399 Submit First Five-Year Review 

% Dur Slart 
0% 1 d Wed 12/1/04 

0% 7d Wed 1211/04 

0% 30d Wed 1211104 

0% 1 d Fri 12/31/04 

0% 30 d Fri 12/31/04 

0% 1 d Sun 1/30105 

0% 30d Sun 1/30105 

0% 30 d Sun 1/30105 

0% 1 d Tue 3/1/05 

0% 1 d Sun 6/24/07 

0% 1 d Sun 6/24/07 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Site Management Plan Schedule 

OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 3 

I 2005 2006 
Finish S IQINIDI J IFIMIAIMIJ I J IA IslOINID I J IFIMIA 

Wed 1211104 • Tue 12/7/04 II 
Thu 12130/04 -Fri 12/31/04 • Sat 1129105 -Sun 1/30105 • Mon 2128105 -Mon 2/28/05 -Tue 3/1/05 • 
Sun 6/24/07 

Sun 6/24/07 

2007 
M J J A S 0 NIDIJIFIM A M J J 

• • 



APPENDIX C.4 

OU4 SCHEDULE (OFFSHORE) 

APP Covers FY03 SMP Rev. 1 



Fri 8/9/02 
9:34AM 

ID Task Name 
63 PRELIMINARY REMEDIATION GOAL REPORT 

64 Prepare Draft Preliminary Remediation Goal (PRG) Report 

65 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft PRG Report 

69 Prepare PRG Report Response to Comments Letter 

70 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive PRG Report Response to Comments Letter 

71 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews PRG Report Response to Comments Letter 

75 Navy Receives Comments on PRG Report Response to Comments Letter 

76 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 

77 Prepare Interim PRG Submittal 

78 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Interim PRG Submittal 

79 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Interim PRG Submittal 

80 Navy Receives Comments on Interim PRG Submittal 

81 Prepare Draft Final PRG Report 

82 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final PRG Report 

83 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final PRG Report 

87 Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 

88 Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 

89 Prepare Final PRG Report 

90 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final PRG Report 

91 

92 BASELINE INTERIM MONITORING REPORT (Baseline Report) 

93 Start of Round 4 Sampling Event 

94 Prepare Draft Baseline Report 

95 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Baseline Report 

96 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Baseline Report 

100 Prepare Baseline Report Response to Comments 

101 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Baseline Report Response to Comments 

102 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews Baseline Report Response to Comments 

106 Navy Receives Comments on Baseline Report Response to Comments 

107 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 

108 Prepare Draft Final Baseline Report 

109 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final Baseline Report 

110 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final Baseline Report 

114 Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 

115 Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 

116 Prepare Final Baseline Report 

117 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Baseline Report 

~ ~ 
100% 570 d 

100% 201 d 

100% 66d 

100% 45 d 

100% 1 d 

100% 30 d 

100% 1 d 

100% 14 d 

100% 30 d 

100% 1 d 

100% 30 d 

100% 1 d 

100% 96d 

100% 1 d 

100% 37 d 

100% 1 d 

100% 29 d 

100% 29 d 

100% 1 d 

100% 454 d 

100% 1 d 

100% 236 d 

100% 1 d 

100% 50d 

100% 38 d 

100% 1 d 

100% 30 d 

100% 16 d 

100% 16 d 

100% 30 d 

100% 1 d 

100% 46 d 

100% 14 d 

100% 29d 

100% 29 d 

100% 1 d 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Site Management Plan Schedule 

OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 4 

I 2002 I ~003 I 2004 I 
~rt .~ QltiJ D 1ti£J M I A I MI. J I J I A I S I 0 I N I D I J I F I M I A I M I J I J I A I S I 0 I N I D I J I F I M I A I M I J I J I A I S I 0 I N I D 
Wed 5/3/00 Fri 11/23/01. 

Wed 5/3/00 Sun 11119/00 

Mon 11/20/00 Wed 1124101 

Thu 1/25/01 Sat 3/10/01 

Sun 3/11/01 Sun 3/11/01 

Sun 3/11/01 Mon 4/9101 

Tue 4/10/01 Tue 4/10/01 

Tue 4/10/01 Mon 4/23/01 

Wed 4/11/01 Thu 5/10/01 

Fri 5/11/01 Fri 5/11/01 

Fri 5/11/01 Sat 6/9101 

Sun 6/10/01 Sun 6/10/01 

Sun 6/10/01 Thu 9/13/01 

Mon 9/17/01 Mon 9/17/01 

Mon 9/17/01 Tue 10/23/01 .-
Wed 10/24/01 Wed 10/24/01 • Wed 10/24/01 Wed 11/21/01 • Wed 10/24/01 Wed 11/21/01 • Fri 11/23/01 Fri 11/23/01 • 

Sat 5/5/01 ThU8/1/02_ 

Sat 5/5101 Sat 5/5/01 

Sun 5/6/01 Thu 12127101 

Wed 1/2102 Wed 112102 • Wed 1/2102 Wed 2120/02 -Wed 2/20/02 Fri 3/29/02 • Mon 4/1/02 Mon 4/1/02 • Mon 4/1/02 Tue 4/30/02 • Mon 5/6102 Tue 5/21/02 • Mon 5/6102 Tue 5/21/02 I 
Wed 5/1102 Thu 5/30/02 • Fri 5/31/02 Fri 5/31/02 • Fri 5/31/02 Mon 7/15/02 -Wed 7/3102 Tue 7/16/02 I 
Wed 7/3102 Wed 7/31/02 • Wed 7/3102 Wed 7/31/02 • Thu 8/1/02 Thu 8/1/02 • 



Fri 8/9/02 
9:34AM 

ID Task Name 
119 OFFSHORE FEASIBILITY STUDY (FS) 

120 Prepare Draft FS Report 

126 USEPA & MEDEP Receives Draft FS Report 

127 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft FS Report 

131 Navy Receives Comments on Draft FS Report 

132 Prepare FS Report Response to Comments Letter 

137 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive FS Report Response to Comments Letter 

138 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews FS Report Response to Comments Letter 

142 Navy Receives Comments on FS Report Response to Comments Letter 

143 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 

144 Prepare Draft Final FS Report 

145 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final FS Report 

146 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final FS Report 

150 Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 

151 Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 

152 Prepare Final FS Report 

153 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final FS Report 

154 

155 PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN (PRAP) 

156 Authorize Release of Funds 

157 Award PRAP/ROD and RD/RA Schedule 

158 Prepare Proposed Remedial Action Plan 

159 Prepare Draft PRAP 

164 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft PRAP 

165 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft PRAP Schedule 

169 Navy Receives Comments on Draft PRAP 

170 Prepare Response to Comments Letter & Draft Final PRAP 

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

172 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 

173 Prepare for Public Comment Period 

174 Public Comment Period 

175 

176 PREPARATION OF RD/RA SCHEDULE AND REMEDIAL DESIGN 

177 Prepare RD/RA Schedule (Secondary) 

178 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive RD Schedule 

179 Regulatory and RAB Review 

180 DecisionlResolution Period 

% Dur 
0% 746 d 

0% 505 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 45 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 45 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 30 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 7d 

0% 30 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 30 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 30 d 

0% 30 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 230 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 198 d 

0% 118 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 30 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 21 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 14 d 

0% 14 d 

0% 30 d 

0% 150 d 

0% 90 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 30 d 

0% 30 d 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Site Management Plan Schedule 

OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 4 

2005 I ~006 I 2007 2008 
Start Finish J IFIMIAIMIJ /J /A/S/O/N/D/J /F/M/A/M/J /J /A/S/O/N/DIJ /F/M/A/M/J /J /A/S O/N/D/J /F/M/A 

Sat 7/2105 Tue 7/17/07 -...-- • Sat 7/2/05 Sat 11118/06 

Sun 11/19/06 Sun 11/19/06 • Sun 11/19/06 Tue 1/2/07 -Wed 1/3/07 Wed 1/3/07 • Wed 1/3/07 Fri 2/16/07 -Sat 2/17/07 Sat 2/17/07 • Sat 2/17/07 Sun 3/18/07 • Mon 3/19/07 Mon 3/19/07 • Mon 3/19/07 Sun 3/25/07 I 
Mon 3/19/07 Tue 4/17/07 • Wed 4/18/07 Wed 4/18/07 • Wed 4/18/07 Thu 5/17/07 • Fri 5/18/07 Fri 5/18/07 • Fri 5/18/07 Sat 6/16/07 • Sun 6/17/07 Mon 7/16/07 • Tue 7/17/07 Tue 7/17/07 • 
Mon 3/19/07 Sat 11/3/07 

Mon 3/19/07 Mon 3/19/07 • Tue 3/20107 Tue 3/20107 • Wed 3/21/07 Thu 10/4/07 

Wed 3/21/07 Tue 7/17107 

Wed 7/18/07 Wed 7/18/07 • Wed 7/18/07 Thu 8/16/07 • Fri 8/17/07 Fri 8/17/07 • Fri 8/17107 Thu 9/6/07 • Fri 917107 Fri 917107 • Fri 917107 Thu 9/20107 I 
Fri 9/21/07 Thu 10/4/07 I 
Fri 10/5/07 Sat 11/3/07 ,-

Wed 9/19/07 Fri 2/15/08 

Wed 9119/07 Mon 12/17/07 

~ 
Tue 12/18/07 Tue 12118107 • Tue 12118/07 Wed 1/16/08 • Thu 1/17/08 Fri 2/15/08 • 



Fri 8/9/02 
9:34AM 

ID Task Name 
182 RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) 

183 Prepare Draft ROD (Primary Document) 

188 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft ROD 

189 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft ROD 

193 Navy Receives Comments on Draft ROD 

194 Prepare Response to Comments Letter & Draft Final ROD 

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

200 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final ROD 

204 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Final ROD 

205 MEDEP Submits Letter of Concurrence/Non-Concurrence 

206 Prepare Final ROD 

207 Navy Signs Final ROD 

208 USEPA Receives Final ROD 

209 USEPA Signs Final ROD 

210 Navy Distributes Final Record of Decision 

211 

212 REMEDIAL DESIGN 

213 RD Contracting Action 

221 Award Remedial Design 

222 Design To Be Determined 

223 

224 REMEDIAL ACTION 

225 RA Contracting Action 

233 Award Remedial Action 

234 Mobilization 

235 Start of Significant & Continuous Onsite Activity 

~ ~ 
0% 200 d 

0% 64 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 30 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 21 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 21 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 20 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 14d 

0% 30 d 

0% 501 d 

0% 70 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 365 d 

0% 519 d 

0% 70 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 89 d 

0% 1 d 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Site Management Plan Schedule 

OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 4 

2005 
Start F~ Jl£JM/A/MJJ /J /A/S 
Fri 8/17/07 Mon 3/3108 

Fri 8/17/07 Fri 10/19/07 

Sat 10/20/07 Sat 10/20/07 

Sat 10/20/07 Sun 11/18/07 

Mon 11119107 Mon 11/19/07 

Mon 11/19/07 Sun 12/9107 

Mon 12/10/07 Mon 12/10/07 

Mon 12/10/07 Sun 12/30/07 

Mon 12/31/07 Mon 12/31/07 

Mon 12/31/07 Mon 12/31/07 

Mon 12/31/07 Sat 1119108 

Sun 1/20/08 Sun 1/20/08 

Mon 1/21/08 Mon 1/21/08 

Sun 1/20/08 Sat 2/2108 

Sun 213108 Mon 3/3/08 

Sat 9/8/07 Tue 1120/09 

Sat 9/8/07 Fri 11116/07 

Tue 1/22108 Tue 1/22/08 

Tue 1/22/08 Tue 1/20/09 

Wed 11/14/07 Wed 4115109 

Wed 11/14/07 Tue 1/22108 

Wed 1/23/08 Wed 1/23/08 

Wed 1/23/08 Sun 4/20/08 

Wed 4/15/09 Wed 4/15/09 

2006 2007 2008 
O/N/D/J /F/M/A/M/J /J /A/S O/N/DIJ /F/M/A/M/J /J /A/S/9/N/D/J /F/M/A 

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



Fri 8/9/02 
9:34AM 

ID Task Name 
182 RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) 

183 Prepare Draft ROD (Primary Document) 

188 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft ROD 

189 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft ROD 

193 Navy Receives Comments on Draft ROD 

194 Prepare Response to Comments Letter & Draft Final ROD 

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

200 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final ROD 

204 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Final ROD 

205 MEDEP Submits Letter of Concurrence/Non-Concurrence 

206 Prepare Final ROD 

207 Navy Signs Final ROD 

208 USEPA Receives Final ROD 

209 USEPA Signs Final ROD 

210 Navy Distributes Final Record of Decision 

211 

212 REMEDIAL DESIGN 

213 RD Contracting Action 

221 Award Remedial Design 

222 Design To Be Determined 

223 

224 REMEDIAL ACTION 

225 RA Contracting Action 

233 Award Remedial Action 

234 Mobilization 

235 Start of Significant & Continuous Onsite Activity 

% Dur 
0% 200 d 

0% 64 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 30 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 21 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 21 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 20 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 14 d 

0% 30 d 

0% 501 d 

0% 70 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 365 d 

0% 519 d 

0% 70 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 89 d 

0% 1 d 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Site Management Plan Schedule 

OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 4 

I 2009 I 2010 I 2011 
Start Finish M I J I J I A I~ 0 I N I D I J I F I M I A I M I J I J I A I S I 0 I N I D I J I F I M I A I M I J I J I A I S I 0 I N I D I J I F I M I A I M I J I J 
Fri 8/17/07 Mon 3/3/08 

Fri 8/17/07 Fri 10/19/07 

Sat 10/20/07 Sat 10/20/07 

Sat 10/20/07 Sun 11/18/07 

Mon 11/19/07 Mon 11/19/07 

Mon 11/19/07 Sun 12/9/07 

Mon 12/10/07 Mon 12/10/07 

Mon 12/10/07 Sun 12/30/07 

Mon 12/31/07 Mon 12/31/07 

Mon 12/31/07 Mon 12/31/07 

Mon 12/31107 Sat 1/19/08 

Sun 1/20/08 Sun 1/20/08 

Mon 1/21/08 Mon 1/21/08 

Sun 1/20/08 Sat 2/2/08 

Sun 213/08 Mon 3/3/08 

Sat 9/8/07 Tue 1/20/09 

Sat 9/8/07 Fri 11/16/07 

Tue 1/22/08 Tue 1/22/08 

Tue 1/22/08 Tue 1/20/09 

Wed 11/14/07 Wed 4/15/09 

Wed 11/14/07 Tue 1/22108 

Wed 1/23/08 Wed 1/23/08 

Wed 1/23/08 Sun 4/20/08 

Wed 4/15/09 Wed 4/15/09 • 



APPENDIX C.S 

OU6 SCHEDULE (SITE 8 MANAGEMENT OF MIGRATION) 

APP Covers FY03 SMP Rev. 0 



Sun 6/9/02 
11:18AM 

10 Task Name 
3 OU6 DaO Meeting 

4 

5 RI WORK PLAN (Primary Document) 

6 RI Work Plan Contracting Action 

7 Notice of Award, RI Work Plan 

8 PREPARE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI) WORKPLAN 

9 Prepare Draft RI Work Plan 

10 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft RI Work Plan 

11 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft RI Work Plan 

12 Navy Receives Comments on Draft RI Work Plan 

13 Prepare RI Work Plan Response to Comments Letter 

14 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive RI Work Plan Response to Comments Letter 

15 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews RI Work Plan Response to Comments Letter 

16 Navy Receives Comments on RI Work Plan Response to Comments Letter 

17 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 

18 Prepare Draft Final RI Work Plan 

19 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final RI Work Plan 

20 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final RI Work Plan 

21 Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 

22 Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 

23 Prepare Final RI Work Plan 

24 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Work Plan 

% Our 
100% 2d 

0% 431 d 

0% 70d 

0% 1 d 

0% 361 d 

0% 120 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 45d 

0% 1 d 

0% 45 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 30 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 7d 

0% 30 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 30d 

0% 1 d 

0% 30d 

0% 30 d 

0% 1 d 

PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD 
SITE MANAGEMENT PLAN SCHEDULE 

OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 6 

I 2002 I 2003 I 2004 I 2005 
Start Finish JIAISIOINIDIJIFIMIAIMIJIJIAISIOINIDIJIFIMIAIMIJIJIAISIOINIDIJIFIMIAIMIJIJIAISIOINIDIJIFIMIAIMIJ 

Tue 10/2/01 Wed 1013/01 • 
Mon 4/26/04 Thu 6/30105 

Mon 4/26/04 Sun 7/4104 -Mon 7/5/04 Mon 7/5/04 • Mon 7/5/04 Thu 6/30105 

Mon 7/5104 Mon 1111/04 -Tue 11/2/04 Tue 11/2104 :. 
Tue 11/2/04 Thu 12116/04 • Fri 12/17/04 Fri 12/17/04 • Fri 12/17/04 Sun 1130105 • Mon 1/31/05 Mon 1/31/05 • Mon 1/31/05 Tue 3/1105 • Wed 3/2105 Wed 3/2105 • Wed 3/2105 Tue 3/8/05 I 
Wed 3/2105 Thu 3/31/05 • Fri 4/1/05 Fri 4/1/05 • Fri 4/1/05 Sat 4/30105 • Sun 5/1105 Sun 5/1/05 • Sun 5/1/05 Mon 5/30105 • Tue 5/31/05 Wed 6/29/05 , Thu 6/30105 Thu 6/30105 



APPENDIX C.6 

aU7 SCHEDULE (SITE 32) 

APP Covers FY03 SMP Rev. 2 



Wed 1/15/03 
2:27 PM 

ID Task Name 
1 RI WORKPLAN 

2 Prepare Draft RI QAPP 

7 US EPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft RI Workplan 

8 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft RI Workplan 

13 Navy Receives Comments on Draft RI Workplan 

14 Prepare RI Workplan Response to Comments Letter 

19 USEPA, MEDEP Receive RI Workplan Response to Comments Letter 

20 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews RI Workplan Response to Comments Letter 

24 Navy Receives Comments on RI Workplan Response to Comments Letter 

25 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 

26 Prepare Draft Final RI Workplan 

27 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final RI Workplan 

28 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final RI Workplan 

32 Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 

33 Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 

34 Prepare Final RI Workplan 

35 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final RI Workplan 

% Dur 
93% 553 d 

100% 210 d 

100% 1 d 

100% 68 d 

100% 19 d 

100% 53 d 

100% 1 d 

100% 67 d 

100% 4d 

100% 7d 

100% 30 d 

100% 1 d 

100% 46 d 

100% 14 d 

50% 79 d 

0% 30 d 

0% 1 d 

Start 
Sat 9/1/01 

Sat 9/1/01 

Mon 4/1/02 

Mon 4/1/02 

Mon 5/20/02 

Mon 5/20/02 

Fri 7/12102 

Fri 7/12/02 

Fri 9/13/02 

Fri 9/13/02 

Fri 9/13/02 

Tue 10/15/02 

Tue 10/15/02 

Tue 11/19/02 

Tue 11/19/02 

Wed 2/5/03 

Fri 3/7/03 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Proposed RifFS Schedule 
OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 7 

2002 2003 
£iDish ~iNJllLJ iFLMlAiMiJ~JiAiS OiNiDiJiFiMiAiMiJiJ iAiS 

Fri 3/7/03 

Fri 3/29/02 

Mon 4/1/02 • Fri 6/7/02 -Fri 6/7/02 • Thu 7/11/02 .. 
Fri 7/12102 • Mon 9/16/02 -Mon 9/16/02 • Thu 9/19/02 I 

Sat 10/12/02 

Tue 10/15/02 I. 
Fri 11/29/02 -Mon 12/2/02 • Wed 215/03 --t--

Thu 3/6/03 • Fri 3/7/03 • 

2004 
OiNiDiJiFiMiAiMiJiJiAiS OiNiDiJ 



APPENDIX C.7 

QUa SCHEDULE (SITE 31) 

APP Covers FY03 SMP Rev. 0 



SUI) 6/9/02 
11:16AM 

JQ I Task Name 
1 RI WORKPLAN 

2 Prepare Draft RI Workplan 

7 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft RI Workplan 

8 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft RI Workplan 

12 Navy Receives Comments on Draft RI Workplan 

13 Prepare RI Workplan Response to Comments Letter 

18 USEPA, MEDEP Receive RI Workplan Response to Comments Letter 

19 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews RI Workplan Response to Comments Letter 

23 Navy Receives Comments on RI Workplan Response to Comments Letter 

24 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 

25 Prepare Draft Final RI Workplan 

26 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final RI Workplan 

27 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final RI Workplan 

31 Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 

32 Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 

33 Prepare Final RI Workplan 

34 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final RI Workplan 

% Our 
0% 292 d 

0% 81 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 45d 

0% 1 d 

0% 45d 

0% 1 d 

0% 30d 

0% 1 d 

0% 7d 

0% 30d 

0% 1 d 

0% 30 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 30d 

0% 30d 

0% 1 d 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Proposed RifFS Schedule 
OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 8 

2010 I 2011 I 2012 I 2 
Start Finish MIAIMIJIJ IAISIOINIOIJ IFIMIAIMIJIJ IAISIOINIOIJ IFIMIAIMIJIJ IAlslOINIOIJ IFIM 

Wed 3/31/10 Sun 1/16/11 -Wed 3/31/10 Sat 6/19/10 -Sun 6/20/10 Sun 6/20/10 • Sun 6/20/10 Tue 8/3110 -Wed 8/4/10 Wed 8/4/10 • Wed 8/4/10 Fri 9/17/10 _: 
Sat 9/18/10 Sat 9/18/10 • Sat 9/18/10 Sun 10/17/10 • Mon 10/18/1 0 Mon1 0/18/1 0 :. 

Mon 10/18/1 0 Sun 10/24/10 I 
Mon 10/18/1 0 Tue 11/16/10 • Wed 11/17/10 Wed 11/17/10 • Wed 11/17/10 Thu 12116/10 • Fri 12/17/10 Fri 12/17/10 • Fri 12/17/10 Sat 1115111 • Fri 12/17/10 Sat 1115111 • Sun 1/16/11 Sun 1/16/11 • 



APPENDIX C.8 

SITE 30, GALVANIZING PLANT BUILDING 184, SCHEDULE 

APP Covers FY03 SMP Rev. 2 



Wed 1/15/03 
2:31 PM 

ID Task Name 
1 SITE 30, BUILDING 184, WORKPLAN AND REPORT 

2 Submit RTC on Draft Site 30 Workplan 

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

4 Navy Receives Comments on RTC 

5 Prepare DF Site 30 Workplan 

6 EPA, MEDEP, & RAB Receive DF Site 30 Workplan 

7 EPA, MEDEP, & RAB Review DF Site 30 Workplan 

8 Navy Receives Comments on DF Site 30 Workplan 

9 Prepare Final Site 30 Workplan 

10 EPA, MEDEP, & RAB Receive Final Site 30 Workplan 

11 Perform Site 30 Field Work (Secondary Document) 

12 Procurement and Preparation 

13 Security and Mobilization 

14 Perform Field Work 

15 Receive Lab Analysis 

16 Data Validation 

17 Data Processing 

18 Prepare Draft Site 30 Report 

23 USEPA & MEDEP Receives Draft SSA Report 

24 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft SSA Report 

28 Navy Receives Comments on Draft SSA Report 

29 Prepare SSA Report Response to Comments Letter 

30 USEPA, MEDEP Receive SSA Report Response to Comments Letter 

31 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews SSA Report Response to Comments Letter 

35 Navy Receives Comments on SSA Report Response to Comments Letter 

36 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 

37 Prepare Draft Final SSA Report 

38 US EPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final SSA Report 

39 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final SSA Report 

43 Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 

44 Navy and Regulator Resolution of Notice of Dispute 

45 Prepare Final SSA Report 

46 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final SSA Report 

% 
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% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Site Management Plan Schedules 

Site 30, Galvanizing Plant (Building 184) 

2002 
Dur Start Finish OINIDIJ IFIMIAIMJ~JJIAIS 
662 d Fri 10/13/00 Mon8/5/02_ 

1 d Fri 10/13/00 Fri 10/13/00 

31 d Fri 10/13/00 Sun 11/12/00 

1 d Mon 11/13/00 Mon 11/13/00 

30 d Mon 11/13/00 Tue 12/12/00 

1 d Wed 12/13/00 Wed 12113/00 

42 d Wed 12/13/00 Tue 1/23/01 

1 d Wed 1/24/01 Wed 1/24/01 

30 d Wed 1/24/01 Thu 2/22101 

1 d Fri 2/23/01 Fri 2/23/01 

127 d Sat 2/24/01 Sat 6/30/01 

20 d Sat 2/24/01 Thu 3/15/01 

14 d Fri 3/16/01 Thu 3/29/01 

4d Fri 3/30/01 Mon 4/2/01 

30 d Tue 4/3/01 Wed 5/2/01 

45 d Thu 5/3/01 Sat 6/16/01 

14 d Sun 6/17/01 Sat 6/30/01 

90 d Sun 7/1/01 Fri 9/28/01 

1 d Mon 10/1/01 Mon 10/1/01 
~ 

50 d Mon 10/1/01 Mon 11/19/01 

1 d Mon 11/19/01 Mon 11/19/01 • 50 d Thu 11/15/01 Thu 1/3/02 .. 
1 d Fri 1/4/02 Fri 1/4/02 • 33 d Fri 1/4/02 Tue 2/5/02 • 1 d Tue 2/5/02 Tue 2/5/02 • 7d Tue 2/5/02 Mon 2111/02 I 

29 d Tue 2/5/02 Tue 3/5/02 • 1 d Wed 3/6/02 Wed 3/6/02 • 30 d Wed 3/6/02 Thu 4/4/02 • 1 d Fri 4/5/02 Fri 4/5/02 • 29 d Fri 4/5/02 Fri 5/3/02 • 29 d Fri 4/5/02 Fri 5/3/02 • 1 d Mon 5/6/02 Mon 5/6/02 • 

2003 I 2004 
01 N I D I J I F I M I A I M I J I J I A I S 10 I NI D I J I F I M I A I M I J I J 



Wed 1/15/03 
2:31 PM 

ID Task Name 
47 

48 PROPOSE RI/FS SCHEDULE (IF REQUIRED) 

49 

50 EE/CA (Primary Document) 

51 Prepare Draft Site 30 EE/CA Report 

52 USEPA & MEDEP Receives Draft EE/CA Report 

53 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft EE/CA Report 

54 Navy Receives Comments on Draft EE/CA Report 

55 Prepare EE/CA Report Response to Comments Letter 

56 USEPA, MEDEP Receive EE/CA Report Response to Comments Letter 

57 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews EE/CA Report Response to Comments Letter 

58 Navy Receives Comments on EE/CA Report Response to Comments Letter 

59 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 

60 Prepare Draft Final EE/CA Report 

61 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final EE/CA Report 

62 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final EE/CA Report 

63 Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 

64 Navy and Regulator Resolution of Notice of Dispute 

65 Prepare Final EE/CA Report 

66 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final EE/CA Report 

% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Site Management Plan Schedules 

Site 30, Galvanizing Plant (Building 184) 

2002 
Dur Start Finish OINIDIJ IFIMIAI~IJIJIAIS 

1 d Mon 8/5/02 Mon 8/5/02 • 
377 d Wed 12/19/01 Mon 12/30/02 

157 d Wed 12/19/01 Fri 5/24/02 

1 d Tue 5/28/02 Tue 5/28/02 • 44 d Tue 5/28/02 Wed 7/10/02 -14 d Thu 6/27/02 Wed 7/10/02 I 
45 d Thu 7/11/02 Sat 8/24/02 -1 d Mon 8/26/02 Mon 8/26/02 • 32 d Mon 8/26/02 Thu 9/26/02 • 4d Tue 9/24/02 Fri 9/27/02 I 
7d Fri 9/27102 Thu 10/3/02 

29 d Fri 9/27/02 Fri 10/25/02 

1 d Mon 10/28/02 Mon 10/28/02 

32 d Mon 10/28/02 Thu 11/28/02 

3d Fri 11/29/02 Sun 12/1/02 

29 d Fri 11/29/02 Fri 12/27/02 

29 d Fri 11/29/02 Fri 12/27/02 

1 d Mon 12/30/02 Mon 12/30/02 

~Q3_ I ~OO4 

OINIDIJ IFIMIAIMIJIJIAISIOINIDIJ IFIMIAIMIJIJ 

• • I 
• • • 



APPENDIX C.g 

SITE 34, FORMER OIL GASIFICATION PLANT, BUILDING 62, SCHEDULE 

APP Covers FY03 SMP Rev. 2 



Wed 1/15/03 
2:34 PM 

10 Task Name 
1 SITE 34 WORKPLAN 

2 Prepare Preliminary Site 34 Data Quality Objectives (DQOs) 

7 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Preliminary DQOs 

8 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Preliminary DQOs 

12 Navy Receives Comments on Preliminary DQOs 

13 Prepare Draft Site 34 QAPP (including draft DQOs) 

17 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Site 34 QAPP 

18 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Site 34 QAPP 

22 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Site 34 QAPP 

23 Prepare Site 34 QAPP Response to Comments 

24 USEPA, MEDEP Receive Site 34 QAPP Response to Comments 

25 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews Site 34 QAPP Response to Comments 

29 Navy Receives Comments on Site 34 QAPP Response to Comments 

30 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 

31 Prepare Draft Final Site 34 Workplan 

32 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final Site 34 Workplan 

33 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final Site 34 Workplan 

37 Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 

38 Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 

39 Prepare Final Site 34 Workplan 

40 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Site 34 Workplan 

41 

42 SITE 34 FIELD WORK 

43 Procurement and Preparation 

44 Security and Mobilization 

45 Perform Field Work 

46 Receive Lab Analysis 

47 Data Validation 

48 Data Processing 

49 

% Our 
80% 481 d 

100% 114 d 

100% 1 d 

100% 17 d 

100% 7d 

100% 131 d 

100% 1 d 

100% 55 d 

100% 11 d 

100% 45 d 

100% 1 d 

100% 35 d 

100% 5d 

100% 7d 

75% 30 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 30d 

0% 1 d 

0% 30 d 

0% 30 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 220 d 

0% 21 d 

0% 20 d 

0% 90 d 

0% 30 d 

0% 45 d 

0% 14 d 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Site Management Plan Schedule 

Site 34, Former Oil Gasification Plant (Building 62) 

2002 I 2003 I 2004 I 2005 
Start Finish OINIDIJ IFIMIAIMIJIJ IAISIOINIDIJ IFIMIAIMIJIJ IAISIOINIDIJ IFIMIAIMIJIJ IAISIOINIDIJIFIMIAIMIJ 

Mon 12/3/01 Fri 3/28/03 

Mon 12/3/01 Tue 3/26/02 -Wed 3/27/02 Wed 3/27/02 • Wed 3/27/02 Fri 4/12/02 I 
Tue 4/9102 Mon 4/15/02 I 
Tue 4/16/02 Sat 8/24/02 -Mon 8/26/02 Mon 8/26/02 • Mon 8/26/02 Sat 10/19/02 -Fri 10/11/02 Mon 10/21/02 • Fri 10/11/02 Sun 11/24/02 -Mon 11/25/02 Mon 11/25/02 • Mon 11/25/02 Sun 12/29/02 • Thu 12/26/02 Mon 12/30102 • Thu 12/26/02 Wed 111/03 I 

Thu 12126/02 Fri 1/24/03 

Mon 1/27/03 Mon 1/27/03 
~ 

Mon 1/27/03 Tue 2/25/03 • Wed 2126103 Wed 2126/03 • Wed 2126/03 Thu 3/27/03 • Wed 2126/03 Thu 3/27/03 • Fri 3/28/03 Fri 3/28/03 • 
Sat 3/29/03 Mon 11/3/03 

Sat 3129/03 Fri 4/18/03 • Sat 4/19/03 Thu 5/8103 • Fri 5/9/03 Wed 8/6/03 -Thu 8/7/03 Fri 9/5/03 • Sat 9/6/03 Mon 10/20103 -Tue 10/21/03 Mon 11/3103 I 



Wed 1/15/03 
2:34 PM 

10 Task Name 

50 SITE 34 REPORT 

51 Prepare Draft Site 34 Report 

56 USEPA & MEDEP Receives Draft Site 34 Report 

57 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Site 34 Report 

61 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Site 34 Report 

62 Prepare Site 34 Report Response to Comments 

63 USEPA, MEDEP Receive Site 34 Report Response to Comments 

64 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews Site 34 Report Response to Comments 

68 Navy Receives Comments on Site 34 Report Response to Comments 

69 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 

70 Prepare Draft Final Site 34 Report 

71 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final Site 34 Report 

72 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final Site 34 Report 

76 Navy Receives Notice of Dispute 

77 Navy and Regulator Resolution of Notice of Dispute 

78 Prepare Final Site 34 Report 

79 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Site 34 Report 

80 

81 PROPOSE RifFS SCHEDULE (IF REQUIRED) 

% Our 
0% 301 d 

0% 90 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 45d 

0% 1 d 

0% 45 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 30 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 7d 

0% 30d 

0% 1 d 

0% 30 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 30 d 

0% 30 d 

0% 1 d 

0% 1 d 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Site Management Plan Schedule 

Site 34, Former Oil Gasification Plant (Building 62) 

2002 I 2003 I 2004 I 2005 
Start Finish OINIDIJ IFIMIAIMIJIJ IAISIOINIDIJ IFIMIAIMIJIJ IAISIOINIDIJ IFIMIAIMIJIJ IAISIOINIDIJ IFIMIAIMIJ 

Tue 11/4/03 Mon 8/30104 

Tue 11/4/03 Sun 211/04 -Mon 2/2/04 Mon 2/2/04 • Mon 2/2/04 Wed 3/17/04 -Thu 3/18/04 Thu 3/18/04 • Thu 3/18/04 Sat 5/1104 -Sun 5/2/04 Sun 512104 • Sun 512104 Mon 5/31/04 • Tue 6/1104 Tue 6/1/04 • Tue 6/1/04 Mon 6/7/04 I 
Tue 6/1/04 Wed 6/30104 • Thu 7/1/04 Thu 7/1/04 • Thu 7/1/04 Fri 7/30104 • Sat 7/31/04 Sat 7/31/04 • Sat 7/31/04 Sun 8/29/04 • Sat 7/31/04 Sun 8/29/04 • Mon 8/30104 Mon 8/30104 • 

Mon 11/29/04 Mon 11/29/04 • 



APPENDIX D 

SITE UPDATE FACT SHEET 

APP Covers FY03 SMP Rev. 2 



.r;J PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD 
Kittery, ME 

Update on Installation Restoration Program Sites 

• 

• 

Introduction 

This Fact Sheet describes the sites and their status within the Installation Restoration Program (IRP) at 
the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS), Kittery, Maine. These sites are in various phases of cleanup under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA, commonly known 
as Superfund). The Fact Sheet explains the various clean-up, or remedial, phases and indicates which 
phase of the CERCLA process each site is in as of September 30,2002. Additional information related to 
the history of PNS, the IRP sites, and the environmental regulatory process for PNS is provided in the 
FY03 Amended Site Management Plan (SMP). 

PNS is a federal facility and because investigations have been conducted under several regulatory programs, 
including CERCLA and the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), the investigative history for 
PNS has been complicated. Hqwever, a Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) between the Navy and U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S; EPA) called for the Navy to meet the provisions of CERCLA, as 
well as RCRA, and applicable state law. The process required by the FFA is comparable to CERCLA, 
which is described below". 

IRP Sites and SSAs at PNS 

The IRP sites at PNS have been grouped as operable units (OUs) so sites that are near each other or that 
have similar characteristics are addressed together. Currently, the OUs are as follows: 

• OU 1: Site 10 - Former Battery Acid Tank No. 
24 and Site 21 - ACid/Alkaline Drain Tank 
(groundwater only). 

.OU2: Site 6 - Defense Reutilization and 
Marketing Office Storage Yard (DRMO) and Site 
29 - Incinerator Site. 

• OU3: Soil/fill material and groundwater within 
the Jamaica Island Landfill (JILF) boundary, 
including Site 8 - JILF, Site 9 - Former Mercury 
Burial Sites (MEl and MBII), and Site 11 - Former 
Waste Oil Tanks Nos. 6 and 7. 

• OU4:. Site 5 - Industrial Waste Outfalls, and 
Offshore Areas Potentially Impacted by PNS 
Onshore Sites (Offshore Areas of Concern). 

• OU6: Management of migration froIl) the JILF 
(migration in the intertidal area offshore of the 
JILF) . 

.OU7: Site 32 - Topeka Pier Site. 

• OU8: Site 31 - West Timber Basin. 

Site 26 - Portable Oil/Water Tanks (formerly part 
of OU4) and Site 27 - Berth 6 Industrial Area 
(formerly Fuel Oil Spill Area at Berth 6) are no longer 
included in the CERCLA program because the 
decision documents for these sites have been Signed 
for no further action under CERCLA. Site 27 is the 
only site within OU5; therefore, OU5 is no longer 
included in the CERCLA program. 

In addition to the IRP sites, two SSAs are currently 
under investigation at PNS: 

• Site 30 - Galvanizing Plant Building 184. 

• Site 34 - Former Oil Gasification Plant, Building 
62. 
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CERCLA Remedial Phases 

The CERCLA clean-up process has several phases. 
Because investigations at some of the sites were 
conducted under RCRA. the corresponding RCRA 
phase is also indicated. 

The preliminary assessment/site inspection (PA/ 
SI) is the initial study conducted under CERCLA at 
a site in response to a real or suspected hazardous 
substance release. The comparable step under the 
FFA is the site screening process (SSP), and. under 
RCRA. this phase of investigation is the RCRA 
facility assessment (RFA). The SSP. RFA. and PAl 
SI are the tools under the different regulatory 
programs for evaluating whether identified site 
screening areas (SSAs) should proceed to the RI/ 
FS stage for further investigation. (SSAs are areas 
not previously identified that may pose a threat. or 
potential threat. to public health. welfare. or the 
environment.) 

If the initial study of a site indicates the need for 
further inv~stigation. a remedial investigation/ 
feasibility study (RI/FS) is conducted under the 
CERCLA remedial process. The RI is intended to 
determine the nature and extent of contamination . 
potential migration pathways. the toxicity and 
persistence of contamination. and the potential 
(risk) for adverse impacts to human health or the 
environment. The FS is intended to develop the 
objectives for site cleanup. to identify regulations 
and gUidance relevant to the site that must be 
considered in clean-up activities. and to identify 
and evaluate the possible clean-up options for the 
site. The RCRA facility investigation (RFI) / corrective 
measures study (CMS) corresponds with the RI/ 
FS process. 

The next stage in the prqcess is the Proposed Plan 
(also known as a Proposed Remedial Action Plan or 
PRAP), which outlines the Navy's proposed clean­
up alternative. The Proposed Plan is provided to 
the public for their review and comment during a 
formal comment period. 

At the end of the formal comment period and 
consideration of the public's comments on the 
Proposed Plan. the Navy prepares a Record of 
Decision (ROD) that identifies the selected clean­
up option. The USEPA and the Navy sign the ROD. 
and the Maine Department of Environmental 
Protection (MEDEP) issues a letter of concurrence 
or non-concurrence. RCRA does not have a process 
similar to the Proposed Plan/ROD. 

3 

The ROD establishes the scope of the remedial. or 
clean-up. design and subsequent remedial action. 
Pre-design investigations are sometimes necessary 
to gather more information to support the design. 
The RCRA corrective measures implementation 
(CMI) corresponds with the remedial design (RO)/ 
remedial action (RA) process. 

At any time during the investigation of a site. the 
Navy may conduct a removal action or an interim 
remedial action for a site to reduce the threat to 
human health or the environment by removing 
released hazardous substance or reducing potential 
exposure pathways. For the removal action. an 
engineering evaluation/cost analysis (EE/CA) is 
prepared to select the best removal acti(m for the 
site. A focused FS may be prepared to identify an 
interim removal action. An Interim Proposed Plan 
and Interim ROD are prepared as part of the 
selection of the interim action. 
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Site Descriptions and Status 

The following provides a description of each site 
(by OU) with the current status of the site. Table 1 
shows a summary of the status of each site. 

OUI consists of Site 10 - the Former Battery 
Acid Tank No. 24 and Site 21 - the Acid/ AlkaUne 
Drain Tank (groundwater concerns only). The 
sites in OU1 are located in the western portion of 
PNS. OU 1 is in the RI stage of the CERCLA process. 

Site 10 was an underground, 9.680-gallon steel 
holding tank that was used from 1974 until 1984 
for waste lead battery acid from battery rebuilding 
operations. The tank was taken out of service in 
1984 when it was found to be leaking. and the tank 
was removed in 1986. Subsequently. the area of 
investigation was expanded to include potential 
tank fill line leaks. Investigations were previously 
conducted at the site in 1991 (of soil around the 
tank) and in 1998 (of soil around the tank and fill 
lines and of groundwater by the tank). Based on 
the results of the 1998 investigation. it was 
determined that additional information on soil and 
groundwater contamination at the site was 
necessary. The additional investigation was 
performed in November 200 1. The draft report with 
the results of the November 2001 investigation is 
currently under regulatory and RAB review. The 
1998 and 2001 investigations were conducted as 
part of the RI for Site 10. 

Site 21 was a 695-gallon underground steel tank 
used from 1974 until 1991 to hold discharge from 
two washing machines. The washing machines were 
used to clean air filters. which were used to remove 
dirt and debris from ships. In 1991. as part of the 
RFI for PNS. the tank was excavated and removed 
in accordance with a closure plan. The tank was 
not intact. Stained fill and exposed bedrock were 
evident in the excavation. Confirmation soil samples 
were collected from the excavation. which was then 
backfilled with clean fill and covered with asphalt. 
The Navy. USEPA. and MEDEP agreed that no 
further action was necessary for soil and that 
groundwater will be investigated as part of the Site 
31 investigation, and documented this decision in 
a Consensus Document signed in October 1996. 
The investigation of Site 31 was conducted in the 
summer of 1998. The results indicated that 
groundwater has not been impacted by Site 21 and 
the Navy recommended no further action for Site 
21 groundwater. 

4 

OU2 consists of Site 6 - the DRMO and Site 29 -
Teepee Incinerator Site. The sites are located • 
in the southern portion of PNS. The RI for OU2 
(including the revised risk assessment completed 
in 2000) are complete and the Navy is planning to 
conduct an FS. 

Site 6 has been in operation since approximately 
1960. The 2-acre area is used for temporary storage 
of used materials that are to be taken off site for 
recycling or disposal. Practices that resulted in 
obvious sources of contaminants. such as open 
storage of batteries. were ended in apprOximately 
1983. Currently. within the fenced area of the 
DRMO. asphalt or an interim cap covers most of 
the surface. 

Heavy metal contamination of soils at the site was 
identified in 1984. The site was further investigated 
from 1989 to 1992 (as part of the RFI for PNS). in 
1995 (as part of the RFI Data Gap Investigation for 
PNS), and during the 1996/1997 groundwater 
monitoring program for PNS to determine the 
nature and extent of contamination at the site and 
the potential risks associated with the 
contamination. 

Interim corrective measures were conducted in 
1993 including capping of areas of the site with • 
high metals concentrations as well as installing 
stormwater controls. These measures were 
conducted to reduce the spread of site 
contamination. 

Shoreline erosion that exposed contaminated soil 
at Site 6 was discovered in the summer of 1999. 
and interim erosion controls were put in place in 
September 1999. The shoreline was regraded in 
November 1999. 

Site 29 includes the area surrounding Buildings 
298 and 310 along the southern shoreline of PNS. 
The site encompasses the area around a former 
open burning area and a former industrial 
incinerator (Teepee Incinerator) and ash disposal 
area. 

Sampling as part of the RFI for PNS included Site 
29 within the DRMO investigation boundary. 
Subsequent to the RFI. the area of Site 29 has been 
investigated as a separate site. The site was further 
investigated as part the 1996/ 1997 groundwater 
monitoring program for PNS and the 1998 field 
investigation at the site to determine the nature 
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Table 1 

Installation Restoration Program Status 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery, Maine 
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and extent of contamination at the site and the 
potential risks associated with the contamination. 

OU3 consists of Site 8 - Jamaica Island Landfill, 
Site 9 - Former Mercury Burial Sites, and Site 
11 - Former Waste on Tank Nos. 6 and 7. OU3 is 
located in the eastern portion of PNS and is 
currently in the RD /RA stage of the remedial 
process. 

The JILF was a tidal mudflat that the Navy used as 
a disposal area from 1945 to 1978 for general refuse. 
trash. construction rubble. and various industrial 
wastes. Site 9 comprises two mercury burial vaults 
(MBI and MBII) that were placed in the landfill in 
the 1970s and were removed intact in the 1990s/ 
early 2000. Site 11 consists of two tanks. nos. 6 
and 7. in the northeastern corner of JILF that were 
used from 1943 to 1989 and were removed (intact) 
in 1989. There is evidence. however. that spills 
occurred during earlier tank filling. 

Sampling of the sites within OU3 was conducted 
as part of the RFI for PNS. the RFI Data Gap for 
PNS. and the 1996/1997 groundwater monitoring 
for PNS to determine the nature and extent of 
contamination at the site and the potential risks 
associated with the contamination. After the revised 
risk assessment for OU3 was complete (in 2000), 
the Navy prepared an FS for OU3 in 2000. [Since 
preparation of the FS. OU3 was divided and now 
consists of source control only; management of 
groundwater migration is now being addressed as 
OU6 (see OU6 discussion).) The Proposed Plan for 
OU3 was issued January 2001 and the ROD was 
signed in August 2001. Remedial action at OU3 
will consist of a cover over the landfill. institutional 
controls to limit use of and exposure to the area. 
shoreline erosion controls. and long-term 
monitOring of the effectiveness of the remedy. The 
design of this action is currently being prepared. 
The first phase of the design includes movement of 
the waste in the portion of the landfill near Jamaica 
Cove to the remaining portion of the landfill to 
consolidate the waste in a smaller area. Mter the 
consolidation. wetlands will be constructed in the 
area near Jamaica Cove. The consolidation 
activities were completed in September 2002-.: 

At the time the RFI for PNS was conducted. the 
Child Development Center (CDC) was located to the 
west of the JILF. Sampling, as part of the RFI, was 
conducted in this area to ensure that the children 
at the CDC were not being exposed to soil 
contaminated by wind dispersal of JILF 

6 

contamination. The CDC has since been moved to 
a different location and this area is now referred to 
as the Former CDC. The bUilding and playground 
eqUipment have been removed and the area is 
currently used as an open-green space. with grass 
and trees covering the area. The Navy has 
determined that additional sampling is needed at 
the Former CDC before determining a final remedial 
action. The Navy is currently developing the 
planning documents for the additional sampling. 

OU4 is the PNS offshore area and consists of Site 
5 - Industrial Waste Outfalls and Offshore Areas -
Potentially Impacted by PNS Onshore Sites. Site 
26 - Portable Oil/Water Tanks was previously 
included within OU4. Sites 5 and 26 were included 
in OU4 because these two sites had potential 
offshore impacts, but no potential onshore impacts. 
The Navy is currently conducting an interim action 
for OU4 (as discussed below) before preparing an 
FS for OU4. 

Site 5 consisted of several discharge points along 
the Plscataqua River. near Berths 6, 11. and 13. 
The outfalls were used to discharge liqUid industrial 
wastes from plating and battery shops prior to 
construction of the Industrial Waste Treatment 
Plant. They are believed to have been in operation 
from 1945 to 1975. and they may have contained 
heavy metals (mercury. lead. cadmium. chromium. 
copper. and zinc). oil and grease. and 
polychlOrinated biphenyls (PCBs). 

Site 26 was the oil/water tanks at the submarine 
berths used for the clean-out of submarine bilges 
and various tanks. The resulting oily wastes are 
pumped for offsite disposal. Although the tanks 
are still in use. operations have been modified and 
equipment improved over the years to eliminate 
spillage and improve handling methods. In August 
2001. a decision document was signed for no­
further action under CERCLA and this site has been 
removed from OU4. 

Offshore areas refer generally to areas in the 
Piscataqua River offshore of PNS that may have 
been affected by the release of hazardous waste or 
hazardous constituents from any site or study area 
located at PNS. Sampling of the offshore areas from 
1991 to 1993 was conducted as part of the estuarine 
ecological risk assessment (EERA). A human health 
risk assessment was conducted using the EERA 
data. Based on the results of the risk assessment. 
the Navy determined that interim monitoring was 
warranted for OU4 to determine whether onshore 
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remedial actions, natural processes, and/or other 
sources may have impacted the offshore areas. An 
Interim ROD was signed in May 1999 that requires 
the Navy to conduct this interim offshore 
monitoring. A monitoring plan has been prepared 
and to date five rounds of sampling have been 
completed. Round 6 sampling was conducted in 
August 2002 and the samples are currently being 
analyzed by the laboratory. 

In 2001, preliminary clean up levels (preliminary 
remediation goals or PRGs) were developed for OU4 
using the interim offshore monitoring data. The 
PRGs are being used as interim remediation goals 
for the OU4 interim monitoring to determine 
whether additional scrutiny is required. In 
addition, the PRGs may be used as part of the 
OU4 FS to evaluate possible remedies. 

OU6 is the management of migration from the 
JILF (migration in the intertidal area offshore 
of the JILF). In October 2000, the JILF was split 
into two OUs: OU3 (see description earlier in this 
fact sheet) and OU6. The Navy, USEPA, and 
MEDEP determined that, in order to move forward 
with a remedy for soil/landfill material and the 
groundwater within the landfill boundary without 
further delay, the groundwater migrating off site 
to Jamaica Cove and Clark Cove of the Piscataqua 
River would need to be addressed separately. The 
Navy prepared a memorandum explaining the 
separation of operable units; however, the 
separation of operable units is not reflected in the 
documents and studies conducted and finalized 
in November: 2000 or before. The Navy, with input 
from the USEPA, MEDEP, and Restoration Advisory 
Board (RAB), is currently determining the 
additional investigation necessary to complete the 
Rl for OU6. A meeting was held in October 2001 
to discuss the objectives for any additional 
investigation and discussions between the Navy, 
USEPA, and MEDEP have continued to determine 
the necessary investigations. The remedy for OU3 
may change the conditions of portions of the 
shoreline of the JILF (which is within OU6); 
therefore, any additional investigations will likely 
be conducted near or after the completion of the 
construction activities for the remedy for OU3. 

OU7 is Site 32, the Topeka Pier Site, which is 
the fill area east of Dennett's Island and north 
of Seavey Island near Topeka Pier. Various 
materials were used to fill the area, including 
bricks, wood, glass, asbestos cloth, and foundry 
waste. An Rl was recommended for the site based 
on the site screening investigation conducted in 
1998. The Navy is currently preparing the draft 
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final work plan (referred to as a Quality Assurance 
Project Plan or QAPP) for the Rl investigation. Site 
32 is the only site within the newly identified OU7. 

OU8 is Site 31, the West Timber Basin. The site 
is a portion of the f"illed area between Dry Docks 
1 and 3. Original operations at the site were storage 
and seasoning for wood used in the production of 
Navy ships. Metal washing and pickling activities 
were also conducted at the site. A site screening 
investigation was conducted at the site in 1998, 
and based on the results, an Rl was recommended 
for the site. Site 31 is the only site within the newly 
identified OU8. 

Site 30 is the Galvanizing Plant, Building 184, 
is located in the north-central portion of PNS, is 
currently under an SSI investigation (as part of 
the SSP). The building, constructed in 1943, 
includes an acid-proof pit in which pickling tanks 
were used as part of the galvanizing operations 
and later as part of the Clean Room Facility. Use 
of the pit was discontinued in the early 1960s and 
the pit was filled and covered with a concrete floor. 
Over the years, a crystalline substance has been 
noted along the edges of the pit. Based on 
investigation of soil and groundwater outside the 
building (in 1998) and in the pit (in 2001), the Navy 
has recommended that a removal action be 
conducted for the pit before determining whether 
an Rl is necessary for the site. The Navy is currently 
preparing the final EEjCA. 

Site 34 is the Former Oil Gasification Plant, 
Building 62 and it is located in the western 
portion of PNS. It originally served as an 
illuminating gas manufacturing plant. It was later 
used as a blacksmith shop from apprOximately 
1915 to 1930 and from approximately 1930 to 
present has been used by Public Works. Pesticide 
storage in a portion of the bUilding occurred from 
approximately 1960s to 1985. Currently the 
building is used as the bobcat (mini bulldozer) 
maintenance shop and storage. Ash was noted on 
the northern side of the building and six drums of 
the ash were removed in 1999. The regulators and 
RAB are currently reviewing the draft work plan 
(QAPP) to collect data for the site investigation (SSP) 
for Site 34 and to support a removal action for the 
ash. 
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FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION, 
CONTACT 

Mr. Alan Robinson 
Public Affairs Office 
Code 100PAO 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Portsmouth, NH 03804-5000 
(207) 438-1140 

Mr. Matthew Audet 
U.S. EPA 
1 Congress Street 
Suite 1100 Mail Code HBT 
Boston, MA 02114-2023 
(617)918-1449 

Mr. Iver McLeod 
MaineDEP 
17 State House Station 
Augusta, ME 04333 
(207) 287-8010 
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