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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 

NavytMarine 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 FY05 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 US. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and serves as an 

Interagency Agreement (IAG) for the completion of al! necessary investigation and remedial actions at PNS. 

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

history at PNS. 

1.1 FACILITY LOCATION AND MISSION 

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

to on National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) nautical charts as Seavey Island, with the 

eastern tip given the name Jamaica Island. Attached by a rock causeway is Clark's Island, which is not 

industrialized. The Piscataqua River is a tidal estuary 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, showing conditions as of the signing of the FFA (September 1999), is included as Figure 1-2. 

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

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

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

constructed, and repaired at this facility from 191 7 to the present. PNS continues to service submarines as 

its primary military focus. 
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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 ~ p ~ e n d i x  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 RI/FS process. To most efficiently address the AOCs, AOCs have been combined 

where appropriate into OUs. A description of the OUs is provided herein. 

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

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

Topeka Pier Site (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 RVFS process. 

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

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 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, 32, and 

34 have been designated as OU8, OU7, and OU9, 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 
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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 to date. 

Site 10 - Former Battery Acid Tank No. 24 

Site 21 - Former AcidIAlkaline Drain Tank (groundwater only) 

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

Areas, Quarters S, N, & 68 

Site 29 - Former Teepee Incinerator Site 

Site 8 - Jamaica Island Landfill (JILF) Source Control including JlLF Impact Area, Former Child 

Development Center (CDC) 

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

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

Site 5 - Former Industrial Waste Outfalls 

Site 26 - Portable OilNVater Tanks 

Offshore Areas Potentially Impacted by PNS On-Shore Sites 

OU5 - 

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

OU6 - 

JlLF Management of Migration 
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Site 32 - Topeka Pier Site 

Site 31 -West Timber Basin 

Site 34 - Former Oil Gasification Plant, Building 62 

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

indicated potential historical fill line leakage, necessitating expansion of the area of investigation. 

Additional investigation was performed in the summer of 1998, including surface soil sampling (at the 

Building 238 basementkrawl space area) and monitoring well installation. 

2.2.2 Site 21 - Former AcidIAlkaline 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 
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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, the 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 (Site 31). 

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

The DRMO, which has been in operation for more than 30 years, is approximately two acres and it serves 

as a temporary storage area for used materials prior to off-site recycling or disposal. Materials stored at 

the DRMO include lead and nickel-cadmium battery elements, motors, typewriters, paper products, and 

scrap metal. Most of the DRMO is situated on filled land. Until recently, there were no release controls at 

the DRMO. Previous visual inspection indicated ponding of precipitation in some areas and direct runoff 

to the Piscataqua River in other areas. Practices that resulted in obvious sources of contaminants, such 

as open storage of batteries, which could be leached or otherwise released by pathways such as 

infiltration or runoff, were terminated approximately in 1983. Currently within the fenced area of the 

DRMO, asphalt or an interim cap covers most of the surface. 

The FCS was conducted at the DRMO in 1984. Surface and subsurface soil samples were collected 

within the DRMO and immediately west of the DRMO. Heavy metal contamination was noted; however, 

additional information was necessary to determine the nature and extent of contamination and to define 

the subsurface geology at the DRMO. 

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

collected at the DRMO and in the vicinity. During the RFI Data Gap investigation of 1994, hydrogeology 

and tidal influences were further investigated. 

In 1993, interim corrective measures were conducted at the DRMO which included capping and paving of 

sections of the DRMO, installation of storm water controls, and installation of a new concrete curb. The 

cap consists of 12 inches of compacted, crushed stone aggregate stabilized with portland cement, two 
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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 (McLarenIHart, 1993a). 

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 Teepee lncinerator 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, 

2001 a). 

2.2.4 Site 29 - Former 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 HSWA 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 kovers an approximate area of 25 acres of filled land. Prior to landfilling activities, tidal flats 

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

these tidal flats. From approximately 1945 to 1978 this area was filled with general refuse, trash, 

construction rubble, and various industrial wastes. The various industrial wastes received reportedly 

included incinerator ash; plating sludges containing chromium, lead and cadmium; asbestos insulation; 

volatile organic compounds including trichloroethene (TCE), methylene chloride, toluene and methyl ethyl 

ketone (MEK); acetylene and chlorine gas cylinders; contaminated dredge spoils containing chromium, 

lead, small amounts of oils containing polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), mercury and possibly phenols; 

waste paints and solvents; and spent sandblasting grit. Other items reported to have been used as fill at 

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

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

storage. The recreational activities include a fitness area and a jogging track. Other uses of the landfill 

and adjacent area include equipment storage and hazardous waste storage facility. 
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In 1978, the PNS received approval to dredge over 100,000 cubic yards of sediment from Berths 6, 11 

and 13, and to dispose of the material in a portion of the JILF. Cyanide, heavy metals, oil and grease, and 

low concentrations of PCBs were reported in dredge spoils samples. Approximately nine acres of the 

landfill were covered with dredge spoils from 1978 (Normandeau Associates, 1978). 

At the time of disposal of the dredge spoils in 1978, 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 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 MBll) 

Poured concrete blocks and precast concrete pipes containing mercury contaminated wastes were 

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

burial sites are referenced as Mercury Burial Site I (MBI) and Mercury Burial Site 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. 
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During the RFI, attempts were made to locate both burial sites. The original excavation locations were 

based on existing concrete plaques that marked the presumed location of the burial sites. Only burial site 

MBI was located in the field during the original RFI investigation. The poured concrete blocks and precast 

concrete pipes at MBI were excavated and inspected for integrity in 1991 during the RFI. All of the 

concrete appeared to be in reasonably good condition. Concrete blocks and the vertical section of 

concrete pipe were encountered at approximately 7.5 feet. Each poured concrete block was supported by 

a 1 -foot thick concrete pad; the concrete sewer pipe was not supported. All the concrete appeared intact 

and was left in place and backfilled with original soil and fill material. 

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

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

MBll may have been located south of the previous excavation or southeast of Building H25 just beyond or 

partially under its fenced in and paved parking lot (this was investigated as part of the RFI Data Gap 

Investigation). Additional excavations were conducted; however, poured concrete blocks and precast 

concrete pipes were not located during these excavation activities. 

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

Mercury Burial sites. During the RFI Data Gap Investigation of 1994 the concrete pipe at MBI was 

excavated and disposed in an offsite landfill. The pipe was found to be plugged with concrete at both 

ends. Sampling results did not indicate an elevated concentration of mercury. Also during the RFI Data 

Gap investigation, another attempt, via test pit excavation, was made to locate MBII, with no success. The 

three remaining concrete blocks at MBI, and their contents were removed and properly disposed of, as a 

Removal Action in 1997 (FWENC, June 2001b). MBll was located in the Summer 2000. A total of eight 

blocks and their contents were removed and disposed of as a CERCLA Removal Action and disposed in 

accordance with Federal and state law (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-gallon underground steel tanks from railroad cars, in use from 1943 to 1989, and 

located at the northeastern end of the JILF. Waste oils from facility shops including cooling and cutting 

oils, motor oils, transmission oils, and hydraulic oils were stored in the tanks prior to off-site disposal. A 

Consent and Agreement Order has indicated that degreaser solvents were labeled as waste oils and may 

have been inadvertently stored in these tanks. Waste oils may also have contained various metals. In 

1979 the tanks were excavated, inspected, and reburied because there was no evidence of releases at 

that time. In 1986, both tanks were tightness tested and found to be sound. These tanks were excavated 

and removed in 1989 according to state regulations and inspections. Upon removal, both tanks appeared 
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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. 

2.2.8 Site 5 - Former Industrial Waste Outfalls 

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

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

construction of the Industrial Waste Treatment Plant. The outfalls are believed to have been in operation 

from 1945 to 1975 and are located near Berths 6, 11 and 13. Wastes discharged include wastes from 

plating and battery shops contained in Buildings 79 and 238. The wastewaters may have contained heavy 

metals (mercury, lead, cadmium, chromium, copper and zinc), oil and grease, and PCBs. 

2.2.9 Site 26 - Portable OilMlater Tanks 

Oillwater 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. 

2.2.1 0 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 
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offshore studies are in the risk assessmentfmedia 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. These 

data (Phase I) were 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. 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 RIIFS 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. 
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Since the signing of the FFA, three 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 - Galvanizina Plant, Buildinq 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. 

2.3.2 Site 31 - West Timber Basin 

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, Buildina 62 

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

for about 30 years. At the turn of the century, gas illumination on the Shipyard was replaced by electricity. 

Approximately 8,000 gallons of paraffin or gas oil was used per year as the source for illuminating gas. 

Early gas oil illumination advertisements indicate one gallon of oil would produce approximately 100 

gallons of gas. Also, little waste product was produced compared to the more prevalent coal gasification 

process. 
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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 deadlineslschedules, 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 AssessmentJSite Inspection (PNSI), RI, FS, ROD, 

and Remedial DesignIRemedial Action (RDIRA). The process required by the FFA is analogous to 

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

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

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

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

wastes, which requires the facility to be permitted under the jurisdiction of RCRA. The HSWA of RCRA 

were enacted in 1984 and broadened the authority of RCRA to include a multi-step corrective action 

process for releases of hazardous wastes to the environment. 

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

RCRA corrective action process closely resembles the CERCLA program (see Table 3-I), 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 IM step that may be conducted in cases when short-term actions are needed to 

respond to immediate threats. 
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TABLE 3-1 

RCRA 

RCRA Facility 
Assessment 1 RFA 

RCRA Facility 
lnvestigation 

U 

I Corrective Measures 
Studv 

Corrective Measures 
Implementation 

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

Vs. CERCLA 

Preliminary Assessment, 
Site lnvestigation 

U 
Remedial 

lnvestigation 

Feasibility 
Study 

u 
Remedial Action 

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

Identify releases needing further 
investigation 

Characterize nature, extent, and rate of 
contaminant releases 

Evaluatelselect remedy 

Design and implementation of chosen 
remedy 
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Most environmental activities at PNS were initiated under RCRA in accordance with the HSWA permit. 

However, PNS was included on the NPL effective May 31, 1994 and is now governed by CERCLA as 

described in the FFA. 

This section describes the CERCLA remedial process, the RCRA Corrective Action Process and 

describes the similarities and differences between RCRA and CERCLA. 

3.1 CERCLA PROCESS ACTIVITIES 

This section provides a description of the CERCLA remedial process. 

3.1.1 Preliminarv Assessment/Site lnvestiqation (PAISI) and Site Screeninq Process (SSP) 

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

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

collects the data for the PNSI. The USEPA evaluates the PNSI data. The PNSI relies heavily on 

existing information, and is limited in scope. If the PNSI identifies sites or study areas as potentially 

posing a threat to human health or the environment, a Remedial InvestigationIFeasibility Study is 

conducted. 

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

evaluating whether identified SSAs should proceed with an RIIFS. 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 

RIIFS process. 

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

3.1.2 Remedial Investiqation/Feasibilitv Studv (RIIFS) 

The RIIFS 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 RIIFS, 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 RIIFS 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 

EvaluationICost Analysis (EEICA) is prepared. Unlike the FS, the EEICA 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 RIIFS to reduce the threat to human 

health or the environment by removing released hazardous substances or reducing potential exposure 

pathways. In order to select the best remedial alternative for an interim remedial action, a focused FS 

may be prepared. An interim action must be consistent with the anticipated long-term remedial action. An 

interim ROD is issded and interim remedial design and remedial action activities are initiated. 
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3.1.5 Remedial DesiunlRemedial Action (RDIRA) 

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 SlTE 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 (CHF) 

The Migration Pathway Factor (MPF) 

The Receptor Factor (RF) 

The 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 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 migration from the source is limited or a 

low possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate to a point of exposure. 
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The 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.miI/envirodod/policies/pdcleanup/relrisk~relrisk.htmI). The fact sheets provide an explanation of 

the evaluation concept and answers to frequently asked questions related to the evaluation. 

4.2 SUMMARY OF SITE RISK RANKING FOR PNS 

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

are included as Appendix B. 
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TABLE 4-1 

RELATIVE RISK RANKING RESULTS 
PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY, MAINE 

Sitelsite I Name I Rank 

I Site 10 

I Site 21 * 

I I - 
Site 8 I JlLF and lm~act  Area I High 

Former Battery Acid Tank No. 24 

Former Acid/Alkaline Drain Tank 

DRMO and Impact Area 

Former Tee~ee Incinerator Site 

I Site 9 

High 

Low 

High 

Hiah 

I Site 11 

Site 5 

Former Mercury Burial Sites (MBI and MBII) 

Former Waste Oil Tanks Nos. 6 & 7 

Site 26 

Low 

High 

-- 

Site 27 

Site 30 

Site 31 

Former Industrial Waste Outfalls 

Portable OilNVater 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 

- - - - - - - 

Site 21 groundwater currently under investigation as part of Site 31 

High 

Low 

High 

High 

High 

Low 

Topeka Pier Site 

Former Oil Gasification Plant. Buildina 62 

Section 4 FY06 SMP Rev. 0 

High 

High 



5.0 SCHEDULE 

Schedules for OU1, OU2, OU3, OU4, OU6, OU7, OU8, OU9, and Site 30 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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APPENDIX A 

DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL CLEANUP PROGRAM FACT SHEETS 
(From Appendix E of the RGlative Risk Site Evaluation Primer) 

A.l RELATIVE RlSK SlTE EVALUTION CONCEPT 

A.2 RELATIVE RlSK SlTE EVALUATION QUESTIONS AND 

ANSWERS 
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Ohice ofthe Deputy Under Secretwy of Ddenree 
[Environmental Security) 

Introduction 

DeP- Enviro~~~mtal Cleanup P r ~ ~ .  
Fact Sheet 

The Relatlve Rkk  Slte Evaluatlm Concept 

Definition of Relative Risk Site Evaluation 

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

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

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

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

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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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 
CompleteINo 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 demolitionldebris 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 
stakeholder concerns, program execution 
considerations, and economic factors). 
These additional risk management 
considerations can result in a decision to 
fund work at a site that is not classified as 
a high relative risk. DoD Components 
have each developed guidelines for 
combining relative risk and risk 
management considerations as part of 
their planning, programming, and 
budgeting process. 

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

and budgeting requirements, a topic 
discussed below. 

Requirements for Relative Risk Site 
Evaluations 

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

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

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

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 
7031697-7475. 

distribution of sites in each of three 
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APPENDIX A.2 

RELATIVE RISK SITE EVALUATION QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS 

APP Covers FY06 SMP Rev. 0 



Q.1 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 information as one means 
of representing the status of their 
environmental restoration program to 
DoD, regulators, and local stakeholders. 
Information on site relative risk is used 
by each military installation or formerly 
used defense site, in conjunction with 
other risk management considerations, 
to help sequence work at sites in light of 
available resources within DoD. 

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

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

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

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 
decisions, and should be discussed with 
regulators and public stakeholders in the 
environmental restoration process. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Will progress in the environmental 
restoration program be measured on the 
basis of Relative Risk? 
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A. Yes, for the following reasons. Progress 
at sites in 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) 1 998- 
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 (BRAC) installations? 

A. Yes. DoD planning guidance requires 
that available restoration funds at BRAC Q-9 
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. A. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

equivalence for purposes of relative risk 
evaluation. 

Q.10 What is the relationship between 
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) 
and concentration standards in 
Appendix B-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 "signzjkant " 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 defines what 
remedial action is required. Decisions 
regarding future work are made 
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separately on the basis of a remedial 
investigation, baseline risk assessment, 
and evaluation of the acceptability of the 
calculated risk. As stated in response to 
Question 16, a low overall site rating is 
not equivalent to a no fiu-ther action 
decision. Thus, the descriptors used in 
the relative risk evaluation process such 
as "significant," "moderate," and 
"minimal," as applied to the CHF ratios, 
and "high," "medium," or "low," as 
applied to the overall site rating, must be 
considered relative terms to be used 
only in the relative rating of the sites 
under consideration. If there is 
insufficient data to categorize a site, it is 
identified as 'Not Evaluated." 

The threshold values for the CHF 
descriptors were chosen as 2 and 100 
such that when the site CHF was 
combined with the other site rating 
factors, an approximately equal 
distribution of sites among the three 
overall categories of "high," "medium," 
and "low" would result. This was 
determined by testing the framework 
with various values of CHF thresholds 
at thousands of DoD sites. Each of the 
three site-rating factors, which are based 
on the three elements of the conceptual 
site model used in a baseline risk 
assessment, are intended to have a 
balanced and appropriate impact on the 
final overall site rating. The balanced 
weighting of the three factors is 
illustrated (see Figure 7 in the Primer) 
by the fact that a "moderate" CHF will 
result in a "high" overall site rating if an 
"identified" receptor exists and the MPF 
is either "evident" or "potential." Even 
with a "potential" receptor, a "high" 
overall rating will result if an "evident" 
pathway exists for a site with a 
"moderate" CHF. (Also see 
Question 13 .) 

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

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

Q.13 What is the rationale for the assignment 
of ratings to the 2 7 combinations of the 
three factors used in the Relative Risk 
Site Evaluation Framework? . 

A. The bottom line answer is that for 
relative risk site evaluation to be a 
useful programmatic tool, it had to 
result in placing a significant 
distribution of the evaluated sites into 
each of the three broad categories of 
"high," medium," and "low." The 
thresholds for each category were 
established by evaluating data from all 
the services to ensure that there would 
be a distribution of sites into each 
category. The choices of categories for 
the 27 possible combinations of the 
three different site characterization 
factors (depicted in Figures 3 and 7 of 
the Primer) are based on a balanced 
consideration of the three factors as they 
describe the degree of completion of 
exposure of receptors to contaminants. 
The logic of the assigned categories is 
perhaps best understood by considering 
the combinations depicted in Figure 7 of 
the Primer in light of the exposure 
scenarios represented by each of the 
27 possibilities. 
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With a significant CHF, which 
represents a concentration of 
contaminant that is two orders of 
magnitude above the concentration 
standard (see Appendix B of the 
Primer), any combination of evident or 
potential migration pathway with an 
identified or potential receptor is 
assigned to be in the high category. Any 
potential for exposure to contaminants 
at this high relative concentration will 
receive highest priority. Only if either 
the migration pathway is confined (no 
migration to a point of exposure) or the 
receptors are limited (little or no 
receptor access to site) is the site placed 
in a medium category. If both migration 
is unlikely and receptor access is 
unlikely, the site is assigned a low 
rating. In this case, the contaminant, 
though present at high concentrations, 
will not be exposed to receptors and can 
await cleanup while other sites with a 
more certain scenario for exposure are 
addressed. 

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

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

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

What happened to the Defense Priority 
Model (DPM) ? 

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." 

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

Both the HRS and evaluation 
framework are screening tools that can 
be used to evaluate relative risks at 
waste sites. The HRS is an EPA 
regulation (40 Code of Federal 
Regulations 300, Appendix A) used to 
place sites or aggregates of sites on the 
National Priorities List (NPL) if scores 
are above 28.5. Although the HRS has 
the capability to differentiate among the 
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relative risk of sites, it is more 
frequently applied to identify candidate 
installations for the NPL. The relative 
risk framework is a tool used to group 
sites in high, medium, and low relative 
risk categories to help sequence work at 
installations or former defense sites 
given the available resources. The HRS 
evaluates groundwater, surface water, 
soil, and air pathways and considers 
human and ecological receptors (called 
targets). Each pathway in the HRS is 
evaluated using three factor categories 
(likelihood of release, waste 
characteristics, and targets) each of 
which is subdivided into a number of 
factors tied to site-related information. 
The relative risk framework evaluates 
groundwater, surface water, and surface 
soils and considers human and 
ecological receptors. Both the HRS and 
relative risk use toxicity data from EPA 
databases for assessing contaminants; 
however, only the HRS takes waste 
quantity into account. The HRS assigns 
a single score to a site between 0 and 
1 00 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. 

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

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

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

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

m e n  are relative risk site evaluations 
not performed? 

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

Relative Risk Site Evaluation Primer E-13 Summer 1997 (Revised Edition) 



APPENDIX B 

PNS RELATIVE RISK SITE EVALUTION RANKING WORKSHEETS 

APP Covers FY06 SMP Rev. 0 



RELATIVE RISK SlTE EVALUATION SUMMARY 
Page 1 of 3 

11 Site 5 - Former Industrial Waste Outfalls 

Site # - SITE NAME 

High 

RANK 

11 Site 6 - DRMO and Impact Area High 

11 Site 8 - JlLF and Impact Area High 

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

11 Site 10 - Former Battery Acid Tank No. 24 High 

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

11 Site 21 - Former AcidIAlkaline Drain Tank 
I 

Low 

Site 26 - Portable OilNVater Tanks Low 

I 
11 Site 30 - Galvanizing Plant, Building 184 I High 
I 
11 Site 31 - West Timber Basin I Low 

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

11 Site 32 - Topeka Pier Site I High 

High 

Site 29 - Former Teepee Incinerator Site High 

Appendix B FY06 SMP Rev. 0 

I Site 34 - Former Oil Gasification Plant, Building 62 High 



RELATIVE RISK SITE EVALUATION SUMMARY 
Page 2 of 3 

Site 

5 

6 

8 

9 

10 

11 

21 

26 

27 

Media 

SEDH 

SEDEM 

GW 

SWH 

SWEM 

SEDH 

SEDEM 

SOIL 

GW 

SWH 

SWEM 

SEDH 

SEDEM 

SOIL 

GW 

Sol  L 

GW 

SEDH 

SEDEM 

SOIL 

GW 

SOIL 

29 

30 
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SOIL 

SEDH 

SEDEM 

GW 

SOIL 

31 

RF 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

P 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

L 

L 

I 

I 

I 

P 

I 

I 

GW 

SOIL 

GW 

SOIL 

P 

I 

I 

I 

P 

GW 

SOIL 

M PF 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

P 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

C 

C 

E 

E 

E 

P 

E 

P 

I 

I 

P 

I 

C 

C 

C 

E 

E 

L 

P 

CHF 

3.4 

250 

23 

< 1 

< 1 

3.5 

260 

670 

68 

< 1 

640 

3.5 

150 

7.0 

< 1 

2.7 

41 

< 1 

8.0 

490 

8.5 

14 

E 

E 

P 

P 

4.9 

3.5 

35 

1100 

2.2 

P 

C 

CHF 

Mod 

Sig 

Mod 

Min 

Min 

Mod 

Sig 

Sig 

Mod 

Min 

Sig 

Mod 

Sig 

Mod 

Min 

Mod 

Mod 

Min 

Mod 

Sig 

Mod 

Mod 

26 

520 

1.8 

10 

Media Rank 

High 

High 

High 

High 

High 

High 

High 

High 

High 

High 

High 

High 

High 

High 

Low 

Low 

High 

High 

High 

High 

High 

Hiah 

Mod 

Mod 

Mod 

Sig 

Mod 

27 

41 

Low 

Low 

Low 

High 

High 

Mod 

Sig 

Min 

Mod 

High 

High 

Low 

High 

Mod 

Mod 

Low 

Low 



RELATIVE RISK SITE EVALUATION SUMMARY 
Page 3 of 3 

Site 

32 

LEGEND 

34 

Site = Solid Waste Management Unit 

Media 

GW 

SWEM 

SEDEM 

SOIL 

Media 

SEDH = Sediment, Human 

SEDEM = Sediment, Ecological Marine 

GW = Groundwater 

SWH = Surface Water, Human 

SWEM = Surface Water, Ecological Marine 

SEDEM 

SEDH 

SOIL 

RF = Receptor Factor 

RF 

P 

I 

I 

P 

I = Identified 

P = Potential 

L = Limited 

I 

I 

I 

MPF = Migration Potential Factor 

MPF 

P 

E 

E 

P 

E = Evident 

P = Potential 

C = Confined 

E 

E 

E 

CHF - Contaminant Hazard Factor 

Sig = Significant (CHF > 100) 

Mod = Moderate (CHF of 2 to 100) 

Min = Minimal (CHF < 2) 

CHF 

70 

24 

1200 

36 
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330 

3.1 

41 

CHF 

Mod 

Mod 

Sig 

Mod 

Media Rank 

Medium 

High 

High 

Medium 

Sig 

Mod 

Mod 

High 

High 

High 
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RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SlTE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

InstallationlSite Nrme for FUDS: KITERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 9/9/96 

Location (State): .bW Media Evaluated (CW, SW, Sediment, Soil): SEDH SEDEM 

Site (NamclRMIS ID) I PrOjcct for FUDS: SWMU OOOOS Phase of Exec. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RDIRA, or  equiv. RCRA Stage): FS 

RMlS Site Type: INDUSTRIAL DISCHARGE Agr. Status ( Y N  If yes, type of agreement e.g.. FFA. Permit, Order): Yes 

Point of Contact (NrmdPhom): Marly Raymond Nmtional Priority List (Ym): Yes Site bmk: High 

SlTE SUMMARY 

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

Brief Site DcscripHon (lmcl.de dtc type, mmterials disposcd of. d a t a  d operation, and other rckvant infonnatlon): . 

Several discharge points for storm and sanitary sewer water discharges to the Piscataqua River were located at the western end of the Shipyard. 
During 1945 to 1915 industriel wastes were discharged to the river. Materials disposed: Industrial wastes h m  plating and battery shops including: 
industrial wastewulcr (metals. oils, greases, PCBs, cyanide and phenols), solvents and heavy metals The w of these outfalls was terminated 
in 1975. 

Brief Description 6f P a t b w s ~  (Groundwater, Snrfmce Water. Sediment, Soil): 
Surface waterlsedirnent: Releases were to the Piscataqua River which i s p ~  of the Great Bay Estuary. Sediment and surface water has been impacted. 
In 1976, as piwl oTa study for a proposed dredging project to deepen the berths, sediments in the m a s  of berths 6.1 1. & 13 were sampled and 
analyzed. The results indicskd the presence of metals, oils, grease, PCBs, cyanide and phenols. The river as part of the estuary is a resourcc 
of tremendous valw. Current use of the area includes commercial and recreational fishing, lobstering. clammingloystering, and boating. 

Brkf Descriptionaf Receptors (Human and Ecological): 
Human: Impacts m human health include ingestion of lobster, mussel and fin fiih; dcmal contacts h m  surface water and sediments and surface 
water from swimming, wading and fishing. Ecological: There arc five main habitats in the estuary: Eelgrass, mudflats (unvegctatcd), salbnarshes, 
channel. and shellfish (part ofothcr habitats). Ecological receptor ~pecifically include: lobster. shellfish. finfish, and other benthic fauna 
and flora. 

(1) Use to record hfwmatim on Sita and Areas of Concern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The t e n  Site is defined as a discrete m a  for which suspected contamination hns brm verified and requires fun 
A Site by definitian has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For chc FUDS Program. "projects" equates to sites for cumnt installations. An AOC is a disaele m a  of contamination. or suspected contamination in the 
(or RFA) phase h t  has not brm entered into RMIS. 

Page 1 - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet 



Sediment Human 

INTAMMAW I 1 Msximum Comc. I Staadnrd 1 

( I)  Evrtwit TiM humn conWinmU aniy 
(21 Rsrio- M-imum ConcabxtiodnlSllrdard 
Nae: Only top r n  conaminants ue displayed. 

Fottl lhl - Porribility for eonluninrtion to be pracnl at or mignk 
to a poinl ofexporun; or infomution is no( sulTiiicnt 
to nuke a dcttrmi~tion of Evident or Colulined 

Told: l-2L.J 

(Place ur 'X' next lo one below) 

Signifiual (If Told > I W): 

Moderate (IlTolllI - 100): X 

Minimal (If Tobl  c 1): 

Cornfinal - Infamrtion indium a low potential for conminuion to a ( P k  an 'X' ncxl lo one below) 
poccntid point of exp~urc  (could be duc to (hc pacncc 
ofgmlogiul rtmcturcs or or physical controls) E v i d ~ t :  X 

I d a ~ i W  - Rc~cpwr identified th.1 have w c s s  to Bcdimcnl Limited - Litllc or nu potenlie1 for rccepon lo hnvc LCCC~ 10 sediment 

Lctivity Name KirtFRY ME PORTSMOtm4 NSY Site Name: SWMU OM105 Scdimcnt liuman Category: H t ~ h  
(High. Mcd~um. Low) - 
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- - 
Ground Wmtcr 

( I )  Evalwtc fw hunun conlsmiwir only 
(2) &tio a Maximum CarrmttiorJStanlanl 
Note: Only top ten contaminnnu uc displayed. 

Analytical data or olncrvablc evidence indicates Ihl 
conhmitution in the media is moving awry fmm the source 

Possibility for contamismtion to be pesnt  at or migrate 
t o r  point of exposure; w information is not suflicicnt 
to make a dctmination of Evident or Cmfimd 

(PI= m 'X' next to one k low)  

Signifiinl ( l i l 'old 3 100): 

Medcnlc (ItTotaI 2 - 100): X 

Mlnlmal (I f  Total < 2): 

Confined - Information indicates that the potential for (Plur an 'X' next lo om below) 
contaminmt migntion fmm the mucc is limited (due to 
gco lg iu l  Jtruaum or physical controls) Erldab X 

BdefR.rlorulc forSclrrrlo11: Morllorimg d b  o u l b  a d  d j ~ m t  to tbe Pbcabqma Rivw i rd iute the pracaee of car - 
tamination. 

Rd@Rurio~le fmsricctlon: Croondr~tcr  no- k t o  the Plxrtaqna River and contamlnrllon b rvailrble for uptake by p - 
imu und snirnats. 

Lctivity Name K I m Y  ME PORTSMOUIH NSY Site Name: SWMU 00Ml6 Groundwater Category: ihgh 
(High, Medium. Low) 



Evidat - h l y t i u l  data or obKnlMe evidence ind ium Uut 
contamimtion is ptrcnt 4 is moving lowudr. or has 
moved to r  point ofcxpowc 

Powatlrl- Possibility for contunination lo k pevnt  at or mi- 
lor poinl of uposurc; or in fmr l ion  is not suCIicicnt 
to mrkc r dekrmination of Evidmt or Confined 

Codimcd - Low possibility for contamination to bc prcscnt .t 
or migrate to r point of exposure 

13mitnl- Little or nn pdcnrlal Tor tfxcpon lo have access to 
canlaminnled soil 

(Place m "X" nca to onc below) 

S i p i l i i n t  (I f  T o l d  > 100): X 

Moderate ( l fToU l2  - 100): 

Mimimrl ( lrTolal< 2): 

(Plrcc m 'X" next to one below) 

Evldal: 

P0tcllti.l: X 

Comdwd: 

(Place m 'X- next to onc below) 

Identilied: 

Powatbl: X 

Limitd: 

ktivity Nnmc K I n E R Y  ME WRTSMOm NSY Site Name: SWMU 06 Soil Category: h r h  
(High. McJ~rrm, Low) 



Surfact Water Bumrn 

ZCErTOR 
ACTOR 
w 

(I) Evaluate for humnn conuminan~r nnly 
(2) Ratio = Muimum C o n c r n t n r i d S ~  
Note: Only top ten c c m m i m t s  uc displayed. 

Evldlat - Awlylieal Bu or &%rv.bk evidence inbrutes that 
contnmination in the media is pcvm a t  i s  moving 
lnw~~nl ,  or hu moved to r point oiexposun 

rofeatul - Possibility for cancamirution to be prncnl at or migntc 
to r  point of exposwe: or infomution is ml suflicient 
m make t dctmnirution olEvidchl nr Cnnlincd 

Conflned - Information indicates a low potential for conluni~t ion 
to a potential p i n t  o f  c x p u r c  (could by due to the 
pmmee o f  geological rtrvaures m physiul controls) 

drlc/Rdwll~IcfirSddm: Stu4iu o f  the P k t r q v ~  Rbcr ndh and l i b la  indlcrtc coaeminrlian b pemt. 

(PI= m -X" ncxc to onc k low)  

Signiticaal ( i r t o u l  3 100b 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): 

M l n i r r l  (IfTo(rl< 2): X 

( P l w  an 'X' next to ene below) 

Idtat i f id: X 

Potenti1t: 

Umlkd: 

Lctkity Name K ~ Y  ME WRTSMOUTI~ NSY Sil t  Nnmc: SWMU Surface Water Human Cartgory: HI& 
(I4rgh. Mednun. Law) 



Surface Water Eta Msrier 

NUTAMINANT I I 1 SInndnrd I 1 

W E f T 6 R  
'ACTOR 
w 

( I )  Evnlurw iw titinun wnlminanu only 
(2) Rnlio = Mmimum C ~ n t e n m t i d S W r d  
Note: Only lop ~cn eontunirunts are displayed. 

E v h t  - M y l i e r l  chta or obsmtlble evidence indicates t h 1  
comuninuh in the media is prrrrm a(, is moving 
bwud, or hu moved lo a point of expcwn 

h t a t L 1  - Possibility for contunination to k p n a i  at or migrate 
lo poiat of exposure; or inionnation i r  aot wfIicienl 
to make a &emination o f  Evident or Confined 

Comli.cd - Infomution indicates a low potential for mumination 
lo a potcnlid point of exposure (could k due lo the 
presence of g d o g i u l  s b u t u r a  or physiul controls) 

( P b  m "X" nea lo one below) 

Sigmifianl (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (11ToUl2 - 100): 

X Mimiral (If Total< 2): 

(PI- m 'X" nca IO one below) 

E v h t :  X 

Polal id: 

Comlmd: 

( P ~ c c  an 'X' next lo one below) 

Idcnttkd: X 

PoImtW: 

timild: 

Activity Name K ~ E R Y  ME PORTSMOUIH NSY Site Name: SWMU Surfi~cc Water Marine Cactgory: HIK~I 
Wgh. Medium, Low) 







RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SlTE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

InrhllationlSite Name for FUDS: KITERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Entered (Day, ~ o n t h ,  Year): 1011 1197 

Location (State): JW /rg Media Evaluated (CW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SWH SWEM SEDH SEDEM SOIL 

Site (Nmmc/RMIS 11)) I ProJect for FUDS: SWMU 00008 Phase of Exec. (SI, RI, FS, Remv. RDIRA, or equlv. RCRA Stage): FS 

RMlS Site Type: LANDFLL Agr. Status (Ym. If yes, type of agreement t.g., FFA, Permit, Order): Yu 

Pdot of Contact (Nrmflhone): Marty Raymond National Priority List (YA): Yes Site ltamk: High 

SlTE SUMMARY 

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

Brief Site Dcscriphn (Include site type, rnrterlab disposed of, d a t a  of operation, rnd other rekvant Information): 
The JlLF coven a~roximately 25 acres of filled land. Prior to landfilling activities tidal flats with tidal drainage channels separated Jamaica 
Island fium Servcy Island. From 1945 to 1978 this arc8 was filled with general refuse. trash, construction rubble and various industrial wastes. 
In 1978 a 2-acre f m  thick clay cap and clay banier wall were constructed around a portion of the landfill that accepted dredge spoils. The 
JILF is now covered with topsoil, pavement or rock and used as recreational, parking and equipment Iaydown areas, respectively. Groundwater 
at JlLF varies from brackish to fresh and is not used as a source of drinking water. The groundwater at the JILF varies spatially and seasonally 
from f i h  to brackiih to seawater-like. 

Brief h ' r i p t i a n  of Pathways (Groundwater, Surface Water, Scdlmcat. Wl): 
Groundwater: Thc groundwater of the island. specifically under JlLF is impacted by the landfilled constituents. While the groundwater is not 
used or intended to be uscd for drinking water purposes and is separate from the mainland groundwater, t h m  is communication of the groundwater 
with the m a r i n e  river While no contamination exists which indicates the need for any prompt remedial action. sctps of groundwater arc discharging 
contaminants to the Piscataqua River. Ongoing offshore studies will indicate the need for consideration of groundwater seeps. Soil: Possible 
occupational and recreational exposure if the surface soils arc disturbed. 

BrlelDewriptlon of Rccepton (Human and Ecological): 
Human: Groundmtcr is not uscd on the Shipyard and there is no evidence to indicate that there is any additonal risk to human health from exposure 
to surface soils during recreational use of the area. Ecological: Groundwater seeps and contaminated sediments arc making some impacts on the 
estuarine flora and fauna as some swss 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 area. 

(I) Use to m r d  information on Sites and Areas of Concern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a dismte arca for which suspected contamination has been verified and requires furt 
A Site by &finit& has been, or will be, entmd into RMIS. For the FUDS Program. "projects" equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a disctzte m a  of contamination, or suspected contamination in the 
(or RFA) phase that has not beem entered into RMTS. 

Page I - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet 



-- 

Ground Water 

3N'TAMMANT I I Maximum (:OM. I Standard I I 

(I)  Evduk far human cmurnimu only Totml: 67.910 
(2) Ralio - Mulmum Cocwcn~~wlrStandnrd 
Nw: Only top ten conlamirunts ue displayed. 

Ev ldat  - M y t i a l  d.1. or olncnmble evidence indicates Ihl 
~ ~ n ( u n i ~ c i o n  in the media is moving away from h e  mum. 

h t a t W  - Possibility for conlaminuion to be peren! u or mignlc 
t o r  point o f  expmue; or infomution is nol suflicirnl 
IO nukc r detenninmtim o f  Evident or Conlined 

(Plrcc m "X" next to one below) 

Si~i l i trat  (If Total > 100): 

Modtnte ( I f T 6 l d  2 - 100): X 

Mimimd (If T o h l <  2): 

ComRmcd - Infomudon indicues hat the potential for ( P h  m 'X' next to one below) 
wnuminmnt mignlion from ihc vwcc is limilul (due to 

geological s ~ ~ ~ t u r c r  or physical contmls) Evidat: X 

ldcntirwd - Them ir a 1hrealdllS4 w ~ t h I I y  1hrc4wd ~ 1 s t  supply l imikd - therc 15 no potenttally thnrlcnd mlcr gupply wcll downgndtcnt o f  
downgndient of the sosowte. The GW (mi GI not) 1s r c u m t l  the source Thc gmundmur IS mc CMsidcd a polmtlal souw of Ideatlkd: 
drinking witrsourm M IS qulv, to (Ctrss I or IIA aqwfer) DW or is  o i  Ilrnited benlficial ux (IIIA. I l fB ot pcrchcd aquifer) 

Potcmllrl: 
Po~cnrhl - T h c ~  IS m potentidly t h r t ~ t c d  wer supply wcll downgmdicnt 

of tk rauttr The graundwrrer is pmnthlly ursblc im UW. Limited: 
mipicon or agrtrulturc. but MI! pccsrnlly USA (Ctsrs I1B aquifer) 

Brlc/Rdon#le fw.%kdon: Crov~~dwnIes l?on into the P i t n q u s  River and contmarinrtioa b nvrilabk for uparke by b - 
;oh. 



Soil 

-- 

ONTAMINANT I I Marimurn CQRC. Standnrd 1 

IICRATION 
A l l I w A Y  
ACTOR 
Mpn 

(I) Evrtrutc fw human mnlarninurts only 
(2) Q t io  - Mnnimm ConcmlntiorJScnnchrd 
Nore: Only top t m  cmtuninmts am displnyd 

EvMmt - Anrlyticrl dm or obsenabk evidence indium that 
conuminrtion b present a& is moving lovnrdc, or hr 
mwcd to a point o f  exposure 

Potcathl- Possibility for contunitwtion to be pMlt d or migmk 
to a point o f  exposure; of information is mt sullicimt 
to make a dacrminrtion of  Evident or Confind 

Confined - L w  possibility for conumimtion to be pmrm at 
a migrale to a point o f  cxpmure 

B d c f R d h d e  forSclrCrl011: Surface rol l  u m p l a  Iadlcab tbc pnreacc of  conlrmlnmtioa. Exposwe tbromgb comta& la - 
gation w inhalation is possible. 

Poicathl- P~~cntial far Rccplon lo have a c m  to 

conuminrttd mil 

t J m W  - I.ittle w no prMntial for fcqAots l o  have 1 C c d n  lo 
cnn~amimted m i l  

(Place m 'X' ncxt to w blow) 

Sigalbmt ( I f  Total > 100): 

M o d m k  (lf Total 2 - IW): X 

Mldmal  (lf Total< 2): 

f Place an "X' next Io one below) 

EvMml: X 

Prtatl.l: 

Comf ld:  

(PI= m "X ncxt to one below) 

Idmti lkd- X 

Potmthl: 

Umltrd: 

activity ~ m m t  WTTERY ME P O R T S M O ~  NSY site Nsmr: SWMU O M K ~ ~  Soil Category: Hinh 
(High, Mtdium. Low) 





Sudscc Wsfrr Ecn Mrr inc  . 

I 1 1 Standard 

ECEFTOR 
ACTOR 
tm 

Mircx I I 0250 

Chmmium Vl and compoundr 7 7 50.0 0.150 
I 

(I) Evaluolc for humah eonlaminmnb only 
(2) Ratio - Msximum CrmccntmtionlSLandud 
Note: Only lop tcn conhminanb uc displayed. 

Evidnt - Atmlytiul data or okwrblc evidence indicata thaI 
contunitmtion in h e  media is prucnt at, is moving 
towud, or hu  moved to r point of cxpowc 

totcatbl- Possibility for conhminrtion to be present a a mignle 
tor point ofcxpowc; or infomution is nol suRicimt 
to make r dctcrminrtion of Evident or Cmined 

Confired - Information indicates r low potential fa eomMIinrtion 
to a potenM point of expure  (could be due to chc 
prrscncc of geologiml sheturn or physical controls) 

B d e f R d o d r  fwScl&: S t d k r  oftbe tbutmqmr River media and bioh Indicate (be p-n ofcomtamimrtbn. 

United - Little or m, potential for meplon to have access to 
surface wlcr 

(Plrcc m 'X" next to one bclow) 

S@l(iumt ( I ITohl> 100): X 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): 

Mlnlmrl (If Total < 2): 

(Plrcc m 'X' nca to ore below) 

Evidat: 

htemtial: X 

Comfid: 

(Place m 'X" ncxl to one below) 

IdatiCed: X 

Potcnthl: 

Wmlttd: 

rctivity Name KfTlFRY ME P O R T S M Q ~ ~ , N S V  Site Name: S W M U ( ~ ~ J  Sudncc Water Marine Category: High 
(Iligh. Mcd~rrm, Low) 



ECEFTOR 
ACTOR 
w 

(Plrcc m 'X' ncxt to onc below) 

Sigaifiimt (If Total > 100): 

Modem& (If  Total 2 - 100): X 

M i i m r l  (If Total < 1): 

I I 

(I) Evaluate for human contuninmts only , 
(2) Ratio - Muimum Conccn(ntion~St8adud 
Nofe: Only top tcn wntuninm& uc displayed. 

Potemrid - P&bility for contunination to be prcmd at or migntc 
to r  point of exposure; or infomution is not s u t l i i e n l  
to make r determirution of Evidmt or CoclIincd 

Total: - 
Contiud - lnromution indicates r low potential for mtunirut ion to r (PIrcc m "X" next lo onc below) 

potential point o f  expourrr (could be due to the pracncc 
of geological structures or or physiul conlmlr) Evideml: X 

BwRm%m& fiSdcceior. Studia 01 h e  Fhutaqra River media r d  biota i l d i u t c  tk pracncc of co~tarlmrtiom. 

IdaliCkd - Rcecp(on identified th8t h v e  to sediment 

Potenthl- Potentid for to have rccess to sediment 

(PI- m 'X' ncxt to one below) 
Limited - L ink  or ro potential for recepton to have - to sediment 

Idemtikl: X 

toIe.lirl: 

Umitcd: 

rctivity Name ~ T E R Y  ME W R T S M O ~ I  NSY Site Name: SWMU WUOB Sediment Human Category: HIR~ 



I.., . - . 



RELATIVE RlSK EVALUATEON WORKSliEET 

SlTE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

InstallrHoJSite Kame for FUDS: KITIERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 10/16197 

Location (State): Mr 4E Medim Evrluated (CW, SW, Sediment, Soil): SOIL 

Site (NamclRMIS ID) 1 Prajcct for FUDS: SWMU 00009 Phase of Excc. (SI. RI, FS, Remv, RDIRA, or equiv. RCRA Strge): FS 

RMlS Site Type: SURFACE DISPOSAL ARFA Agr. Ststus (YA, If y q  type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order): Yes 

Pdnt of Contact (NaaclPbow): Maw Raymond National Priority List (YA): Yes Site Rmk: Low 

SlTE SUMMARY 

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

Brkf Slbc Dmrlflon (Include dte type, materhb dbposcd of, dmtn of operation, mnd other relevant information): 
At 2 localions wi@i the boundaria of SWMU 8, the Jamaica Island Landfill, mercury waste consisting of such materials as spent fluorescent 
bulbs, broken w &carded thennomettn and thermostats. mercury switches, and mercury-contaminated rags. brooms, and dust pans used for cleanup 
of spills, war enclosed in steel drums and e n d  in large concrete blocks or pipes scaled at both ends with concrete. At the east location 
concrete block were found intact and therefore left in place and the concrete pipe was removed because the integrity of the concrete ends was 
questioned. At west location no concrete blocks or pipes could be found &spite t h m  attempts. Sampling of excavated soil material and 
nearby monitoring wells at both locrtions indicated there have bccn no releases of mercury at either the west or east mercury burial sites. 

Brkf Dacriptioaof Pathways (Groundwater. Surface Water, Sediment, Soil): 
Groundwater: lk groundwater is common to the groundwater of SWMU 8, the Jamaica Island Landfill. If rrleases occurred to the groundwater the 
contaminants would be contained within the groundwater beneath the mercury burial site and host Jamaica lsland Landfill with some discharge occurring 
through the saltwater khwate r  interface boundary between the island and the Piscataqua River. Soil: At the east location the soils consist 
of brown to ~ r c y  silty clay with debris consisting of reinforcing rods, roots, gravel and concrete. At the west location the soils arc primarily 
spent sandblast grir with some sandy clay and significant debris consisting of steel rod, gravel and concrete. At both location the soil is 
underlain by fom#r tidal flat highly organic clay soil deposits. 

Brief DtscripHooof Rccepton (Hurnm and Ecdqical): 
Human: Unless exploratory excavations arcconducted there would be no human receptors to any potential contaminants contained within the concrete 
block or pipes. We soils are not contaminated from the disposed material and hrthennorr there would be no exposure unllss excavation is conducted. 
Ecological: Sin@ there is no indication of any releases to the surrounding soil there is no plentiai for release to the surrounding ecology. 
At the east locaticn the blocks arc above the ground water piezomelric level. At the west location there is a potential that the unkown location 
of the disposed mcrete blocks could be physically located below the groundwater and thereby have the means to release contaminants to the groundwater. 
However. there kno  indication of any releases in the nearby monitoring wells. 

(I) Usc to recodinformation on Sites and Areas of Concern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. Thc term Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and requires furt 
A Silc by definition has been, or will be, e n f e d  into RMIS. For the FUDS Program. "projects" equates to sites for current insrallations. An AOC is a discrete uca of contamination, or suspeclcd conlamination in the 
(or RFA) phw that has not bccn m t m d  into RMIS. 

Page I - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet 
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RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SITE ( I )  BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

11~talbHolJSlte Nrme for FUDS: KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 21 1 9/99 

LocaHom (State): bRT /C1E Media Evaluated (CW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SEDH SEDEM SOIL 

Site (NamclRMIS ID) I Project for FUDS: SWMU OOOIO P h w  of Exec. (SI. RI, FS, Remv, RDIRA, or  eqniv. RCRA Stage): FS 

RMlS Site Type: UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK Agr. Status (Ym, If y a ,  type of q m m e n t  e.g., FFA, Permit, Order): Ycs 

Point of Contact (NamdPhone): Marty Raymond Nalonal Priority List (Y/N): Yes Site h a k :  High 

SITE SUMMARY 

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

Brkf Site DtscWion (Inclde site type, materials disposed of. date9 of operation, and other relevant information): 
An underground 9680-gallon steel storage tank located outside of Bldg. 238 used for holding waste battery acid r e d i n g  from battcry rebuilding 
operations. The unit and battcry operations have been closcd. In 1984 an approximate 2-inch diameter hole was discovered in the bonom of the 
td. 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 m a  hss subsequently been covered with asphalt paving. Materials disposed: Sulhric battcry acid contaminated 
with lead. Dates of operation: 1974-1984. 

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

Brkf Description of Receptors (Human a d  Ecologkal): 
Contnminants 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 exposurc to soils or groundwater during excavation 
work. 

(I) Use to record information on Sitcs and h a s  of Concern (AOC) for Relative Rkk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete m a  for which suspected contamination has been verified and requires furl 
A Site by definition has b m ,  or will be, m t m d  into RMIS. For the FODS Program, "projects" equates to sites for cumnt installations. An AOC is a discrete area of contamination. or su~px tcd  contamination in the 
(or RFA) phase that has not bcen c n t d  into RMIS. 

Page 1 - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet 
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RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SITE ( I )  BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

InstalhtiolJSite Name for FUDS: KITERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 10/17/95 

Location (State): Mr /'7& Media Evaluated (CW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SOIL 

Site (NamdRMIS ID) I Project for FUDS: SWMU 0001 1 Phue of Exec. (SI, RI, FS. Remv, RDIRA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): FS 

RMlS Site Type: UNDERGROUND STORACiE TANK Agr. Status (Ym, If ya .  type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order): Yes 

Point of Contact (NamclPhome): Marty Raymond National Priority L i t  (YA): Yes Site Rank: High 

SITE SUMMARY 

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

Brief Sltc b r i p t b .  (Include dte  Ope, materiab diapoacd of. d a t a  of operation, and other rekvant imformation): 
Two 8.000-gallon underground stccl tanks from railroad cus were buried side by side toward the eastern end of the Shipyard near SWMU 8, Jamaica 
lsland Landfill. l h e  tanks m r e  used to temporarily store waste oils and solvents both potentially contaminated with various mcds. In 1979 
and again in 1986 the tanks were inspected for leaks and found to k sound. The inspection in 1979 was an actual exhumation and reburial and 
it was slated "no evidence of relcascs' at that time. The irupcction in 1986 included a tightness test. The tanks wen removed in 1989 and 
at that time the tanks appeared to bc sound and neither showed signs of leakage or deterioration. Therefore, soil contamination is believed 
to have occumd by occasional spillage from over-filling. 

Brief Description of Pathways (Groundwater. Surface Water, Sediment, Soil): 
Groundwater: When the tanks were removed in 1989 inspection of the excavated m a  revealed that the groundwater table was approximately 6 feet 
tiom the surface and at the "spring line' or halfway up the diameter of fie removed tanks. Soil: The excavated area exhibited soils indicative 
of loamy soil whicb had been previously tansportcd to provide proper support as fme-grained makrial to surround the buried tanks. The walls 
of the excavated material were representative of heterogeneous material a( other locations of the landfill consisting of clayey, silty sand containing 
random rock, gravel, construction debris, wire md other steel debris. The soil had the appearance and smell of a high contcnt of petroleum 
contaminaIion. 

Brief b r i p t i o n  of Receptors (Human and Ecological): 
Human: The m a  is covered with concrete ad lo r  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 I I has the potential to 
contribute contaminants to the flora and fauna of the back bay and the P i t a q u a  River. 

(I) Use to rccord information on Sites and Areas of Concern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been v'erified and requires furt 
A Site by dcfmition has been, or will bc, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, "projects" equates to sites for cumnt 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 







RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Imtallation/Site Name for FUDS: K17TERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Entered (Day, ~ o n t h ,  Year): 101 16B7 

Location (State): -NH H E  Medh Evaluated (CW. SW, Sediment, Sdl): SOIL 

Site (NamclRMIS ID) I Projcrt for FODS: SWMUOOOZl Phuc of Exec. (S1, RI, FS, Remv, RDIRA, or  qaiv. RCRA Stage): FS 

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

Point of Conhct (NamclPhone): Marty Raymond ~ a t i o u l  ~r lor i ty  ~ 1 s t  (m): Yes Site Ramk: Low 

SITE SUMMARY 

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

BrkfSite ~escripilon (Include dtc type. nateriab disposed of. dates oCopcratioa, and other relevant Inionnation): 
A 695 gallon steel underground stonge tank located adjacent to building 75. This tank was in use from 1974 to 1591 and received waste water 
horn air filter cleaning, &burring machines and acid/alkaline metal cleaning. Removed in 1591 the tank had large holes in both ends. The tank 
contents w m  analyzed rmd &ermined to be non-hazardous. Four soil samples were taken prior to backfilling. 

~riefDcs&iption of Pathways (Groundwater, Surface Water, Sediment, Sd9: 
Site is withm an industrial a m  and cumf ly  covered with pavement. 

B r k l  Description of Receptors (Human and Ecological): 
Occupational expawe dwing work which could disrupt pavement. 

(I) Use to record infinnation on Sites and Awns of Concern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The tam Site is defined as a discrete m a  for which suspected amtammation 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 disncte area of contaminabion, or suspected wntmninalion in the 
(or RFA) phase hat has not been entered into RMIS. 
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U M D  
ETOR (I) 
HF) 

I IGMTION 
ATHWAY 
ACrOR 

lECErTOR 
'ACTOR 

W 

Soil 

I Mmrimum Caac. 1 Standard I 1 

(I) Evalualc for hurmn mnpminmu only 
(2) Rstio = Muimum Concc~t idStuuJard . . 
Note: only top ten contaminants a n  displayed. 

Analytical data or obrervabk cvidaKe ind ium t h t  
m m i n r t i o n  is pmcnt a& is moving tow&, or hrs 
moved to a point ofexposun 

Possibility for cont~ inr t ion to be pmml at or migratc 
to a point ofexposure; or information is not sullicicnt 
to nuke a daerrninrtion of Evident or Confined 

B ~ R d o d e J k r  Sclsclba: Soil u r p l e  Indicate tCe p m c ~ ~  of mn1.o 

l d a t i l k d  - k p t o n  i d d f i c d  I h t  h v e  rca, to 

mtuninrtul soil 

Paicnthl - P e n t i d  for nctplon lo have a ~ ~ w  10 

con tnmi~kd  mi l  

Confined - Low possibility for contuninntion to k p a n t  at 
or migrate to a point of exposure 

Limited - Link or no potential for rcccpon to have sues to 

conuminrtul soil 

B l l M R ~ b d c  far Srleerlarc Ckcupaliaad euposurr during work which could dhrupi pavcmmt hod roil 

(PI- m "X" next to one below) 

SignXnmt ( I f  Total > 100): 

Moderate (I f  Total 2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If T o l d  < 2): 

( P k  m "X' next to onc below) 

Evident: 

P0tenti.l: 

Confiaed: X 

(Place m 'X' next to onc below) 

Ideati(*d: 

Polcnti8l: X 

Ijmitcd: , 

Activity Nnmt K ~ R Y  ME PORTSMOLTH NSY Site Nsmc: SWMU WZl Soil Category: LOW 

(HI& Mcd~wn. Low) 



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

InstallationlSite Name for FUDS: KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 3130198 

Location (State): & (Vl Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): SEDH SEDEM 

Site (NameIRMIS ID) I Project for FUDS: SWMU 00026 Phase of Exec. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RDIRA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): FS 

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

Point of Contact (NameIPhone): Marty Raymond National Priority List (YW: Yes Site Rank: Low 

SITE SUMMARY 

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

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

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

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

(1) Use to record information on Sites and Areas of Concern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and requires 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 AOC is a discrete area of contamination, or suspected contamination in the 
(or RFA) phase that has not been entered into RMIS. 
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Sediment H u m a n  

AZARD 
ACTOR (1) 
:Hn  

ONTAMINANT 

IIGRATION 
ATHWAY 
ACTOR 
WPF) 

XCEPTOR 
'ACTOR 
w 

Maximum Conc. Standard 

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

Contaminant 
Arsenic (cancer endpoint) 
Aluminum 
Benzo[a]pyrene 
Lead 
Mercury and compounds (methyl) 
Chromium (total) 
Benzralanthracene 
Nickel and compounds 
Cadmium and compounds 
Zinc 

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

Potential - Possibility for contamination to he present at or migrate 

melKe 
28.7 

77,900.0 
2.2 

124.0 
0.67 
211.0 
3.6 
91.2 
2.0 

530.0 

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

Total: 3.540 

m m e .  
21.0 

75,000.0 
5.6 

400.0 
5.5 

3,000.0 
56.0 

1,500.0 
37.0 

22,000.0 

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

Ratio (2) 
1.370 
1.040 
0.390 
0.310 
0.120 
0.070 
0.060 
0.060 
0.050 
0.020 

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

Identified - . Receptors identified that have access to sediment 

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to sediment 

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

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

(Place an "X" next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

X Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

(Place an "X" next to one below) 

Evident: 

Potential: 

Confined: X 

(Place an "X" next to one below) 

Identified: X 

Potential: 

Limited: 

ktivity Name: KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: SWMU 00026 Sediment Human Category: LOW 



ONTAMINANT I I Maximum Cone. I Standard 1 I 
Contaminant 

Sediment Eco Marine 

Nickel and compounds 
Zinc 
Phenanthrene 
Fluoranthene 
Cadmium and compounds 

[IGRATION 
ATHWAY 
ACTOR 
rlPF) 

m g N g  

ECEPTOR 
ACTOR 
w 

m m e  I Ratio (2) 

91.2 
530.0 
6.2 
14.0 
2.0 

Lead 

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

8.0 124.0 
8.0 
86.0 
5.0 
16.0 
9.0 

Hexachlorobenzene 

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

15.500 
11.400 
6.160 
1.240 
0.880 
0.220 

0.01 

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

Total: 1 
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) 

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

0.35 

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

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

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to sediment 

(Place an " X  next to one below) 

Significant (If Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If Total < 2): 

(Place an "Xu next to one below) 

Evident: 

Potential: 

Confined: X 

(Place an "X" next to one below) 

Identified: X 

Potential: 

Limited: 

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

IActivity Name: KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: SWMU 00026 Sediment Marine Category: LOW 



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

InrtrllrtiodSite Nmme for FUDS: KIITERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 411 4/95 

Lotadon (Stmtc): RCFf He Mcdia Evaluated (CW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SOIL 

Site (Namc/RMIS ID) I Project for FUDS: SWMU 00027 P h a r  of Exec. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RDIRA, or  equiv. RCRA Stage): FS 

RMIS Site Type: POL (PRROLEWUBRICAmS)  LlNES Agr. Status (Ym, If yes, type of agmment  e.g., FFA, Permit, Order): Yes 

P o i ~ t  of Contact (NamdPhone): Marty Raymond National Priority List (Ym): Yes Site Rank: High 

SITE SUMMARY 

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

Brkf Site DmripHon (Include site type, ra ter lab  disposed of, d a t a  ofoperntion. and other rekvant information): 
Site wm location of 116 oil pipeline horn IW09 to 1978. In 1978 the pipeline rupturcd md released oil into the soil. A section of thc pipelinc 
wrp rcmovcd in 1978 and the pieline was taken out ofservice. This site i4 adjaant to the Piscataqua River. 

Brief Dtrcription of Pathways (Groundwater, Surfacc Water, Sediment, Soil): 
A m  is covmd with asphalt pavement md contains many utility lines. Groundwater from site flows into Piscataqua River. 

Brkf k r i p t i o n  of Reccpton (Human and Ecologkal): 
Groundwater is not currently a source for drinking water. However it cao reach the Piicefaqua River and impact aquatic life. 

( I )  Ux to record information on Sites and Areas of Concein (AOC) for Rclativc Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination ha. bccn verified and requires furl 
A Site by dcfmition has been, or will be, cnctrcd into RMIS. For the FUDS Rogram. "projects" equates to s i ta  for cumnt insullations. An AOC is a discrete area of conlamination, or suspected conumination in the 
(or RFA) phase that has not k e n  entered into RMIS. 
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Soil 

(PI- m 'X" next to one below) 

S i ~ i 6 a . t  (I f  Total > 100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 

M i u m d  (IfTotal< 2): 

( I )  Evrlurcc for hum- mtsminan& onIy 
(2) Ratio - Muimum ConccntratiodSUnbrd 
Note: Only top ten contaminants uc displnyed. 

Evidut  - Arulytial dam a obscnflble evidence indiulcs llut 
contunirulim is pfcunl at. is moving tom&. or has 
moved to a point of exporue 

?atemcirl- Possibility for contunidon to k pmcnt at or migrate 
t o r  point of upouuc; or infomu(ion is not suRicient 
to nuke a damnination of Evi&m or Conlined 

Polratial - Polenlid for wpon l o  have a c m s  to 

c o n t m i ~ t t d  mil 

Coaflned - Low possibility for contamination to k prrscnt 11 
or mignte to 8 point o f  exposure 

Limiltd - L~l f le  or mr pM$ntirl for receplon ta have u c W  ba 
contnm~wlcd mil 

B+fRYl6~lcJ3rScIKnbn: Rcccpton hrludeoccupmtioud e x p u r e  fwm cravntiosl or uliltly work in Ih t  ares. 

(Place m 'X" next to MK below) 

Evidut: X 

(Place m "X' next to one k low)  

ldmti lhd: 



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSllEET 

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Instmllation/Site Name lor FODS: KIITERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Entered (Day. Month, Year): U 1 9/99 

h a t i o a  (state): ~ R T  ME Media Evaluated (CW, SW. Sediment, Soil): GW SOIL 

Site (NametRMIS 1D) I ProJcct lor FUDS: SITE 00029 Phase 01 Exec. (Sf. RI, FS, Remv, RDIRA, or quhr. RCRA Sage): CERCLA RVFS 

RMIS Site Typ: BURN AREA Agr. Status (Ym, I1 yes, type of agmmeat  e.g., FFA, Permlt, Order): Yes 

Pdat  of Costact (NamdFhoac): Marly Raymond Natioaal Priority Lift (Ym): Yes Sltc R ~ m k  High 

SITE SUMMARY 

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

BrklSlte Dcscriptibn (Include dte  type, materiah d b p d  01. dates oloperrtioa, and other relevant inlormation): 
' 

Historical m a r c h  shorn site was prwiously used as a site for open pit and "tccpcc" incinerator burning of wastes. Ash and residues were 
m o v e d  and placed in SWMU 8. This uea is oa reclaimed land which r a i d  photographs indicate received Shipyard wastes. Filling occured while 
site was used for open burning of wastes. 

Brkl  k r i p t i w  of Pathways (Groundwater. Surlace Water, Sediment, Soil): 
Exposure can occur through contact with mils. Site covered with buildings and pavement, some grassy areas remain. Migration to the river is 
possible via groundwater or erosion of soils. 

Brkf Dcscriptloa af Rcccpton (Humaa and Eedqical): 
Occupational exposure to pmonncl 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. 

(1) Use to record infonnation on Sitcs and Amas of Concern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The tmn 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 sitcs for current installations. An AOC is a discrete area of contamination. or suspected contamination in the 
(or M A )  phase that has not been entmd into RMIS. 
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Sdl 

I 1 Maximum C'onc, I Stmndard I 1 

ECEITOR 
ACTOR 
w 

(I) Evrlwrc for human contminaots only 
(2) Ratio - Maximum C a n c c n t m t i o n l ~  
Note: Only top tm emtuninmu ue displayed. 

Edcmt - A d y t i a l  dah a h a b k  evidcna indicates that 
contunination is present 4 is w i n g  towards, a hrc 
mwed tor point of expowe 

M a t l a l  - Porribility for mtuninuion to be prrrmt at or migrue 
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufliirnt 
to makc a determination of Evident w Confined 

Comflnd - Low possibility for conuminuion to be p ~ l t  n 
or migmtc to a point of exposure 

Ids t i f kd  - RcEepon idcnti fd Umt have ~ c e u  to 

contaminated s i l  

Palenthi - Qoranial for receptors ro have to 
cmtnminated soil 

Umltcd - Little or no potential for recepton to h v e  acccu to 

cankaminnkd mil 

(Plur an 'X' next to one below) 

SigmiRaat (If Tmml r 100): X 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): 

MIminaI ( I fTsb l<  2): 

(Plrc m "X' ma to one below) 

Evbdat: X 

Falarial: 

Cwfimed: 

(Plwr m 'X' neat to onc below) 

Idcrtllkd: X 

Potestlrl: 

Wmltcd: 

ktbiQ' Nlmt KITI-ERY ME P O R ~ M O W H  NSY S I C  Name: ~ r 1 ~ 0 0 0 2 9  Soil Clteg~ly: HI& 
(lligh. Medium. Lo*v) 



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SlTE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

IsrtallatbJSltc Name for FUDS: KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 21 18/99 

LocaHom (State): Mr Mtdia Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SOIL 

Site (Namc/RMIS ID) I Project for FUDS: SlTE 00030 P b u c  of Exec. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RD/RA, or  quiv.  RCRA Stage): CERCLA PA 

RMIS Site Type: PLATING SHOP Agr. Status (YA, If yes, type of agmmcat  c.g., FFA, Permit, Order): Yes 

Pdnt of Contact (NamdPbome): Marty Rapond National Priority Lbt (Ym): Yes Site Rank: High 

SITE SUMMARY 

(Include only b y  elements of information uscd to conduct the rclativc risk site evaluation. Attach map view ofsilc if desired.) 

Brkf Site DcrclS~tloa ( 1 1 ~ I d e  site type, materials d b p m d  of, datw of operation, and other relevant information): 
Building 184 is c m U y  uscd as a welding school for mvy employees. Previously the site was uscd for galvanizing and metal cleaning. A yellow 
powdemy eflloreotnce has appmd at thejoint between the wall md the floor at the location when an acid dip Lank w a ~  located. This s u b s t ~ c e  
has a vcry low pH(2.3) and cadmium. chromium, barium and lead were found in TCLP tests of this powder. 

Brief Dncriptbir of Patbwmyr (Groundwater, Surface Water, Wlmcnt, Soil): 
Primmy patbway of wncun is exposw to workers in building. 

Brkf Dacriptiou of Reccpton (Human and Ecolog&.l): 
Oefupalional exposure. 

(I) Use tor& information on Sites and Areas of Concein (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site'b defined as a diirrte area for h i c h  suspected contamination has been verified and requires fun 
A Site by defiirion has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, "projects" equates to sites for cumnt installations. An AOC is r discrete arc4 of contamination, or suspcctcd contnmination in the 
(or RFA) phrrc that has nor been cntcted into RMIS. 
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Soil 

(I) Evrlurte for human conuminrnu only 
(2) Ratio - Maximum Co~cntntidSURdsrd 
Note: Only top ttn unruminunU ue displayed. 

Analytical drt. or observable evidence indiula rhl 
unrhmirvlion is  prrmt al, is moving tow&, or 
mwed to r poilu of exposun 

Possibility for contunirution lo k pctem r t  or mignlc 
to r point ofcxposurc; or infornution is aot sumcienl 
to rmLc r dclcrminalion of Evidcnl m Confined 

Conlimed - Low possibility for conumimlion to be pml rl 
or mignlc to a point of cxposure 

(Place m 'X" next to om below) 

Signikamt (If Tbt.l>100): 

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X 

Minlmrl(IfTol.l< 2): 

(Plue m "X" next to onc below) 

Evidemt: 

( P k  m 'X' next to one below) 

Limited - Link or no polcnlirl for raep(on lo hvc access to 
COIIluni~ted soil 

?olemtLI: 

Limited: 

Brlc/R.rlolulc for Sr*rrlon: Direct occupmtknrl erposure lo worken within Building LM. 

Wvity  Name KITTERY ME P C M S M O ~ M  NSY Site Nnme: SIEW~O Soil Cattgo y: tiwh 
(Iiipb. Medium. Law) 



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SITE ( I )  BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

lnstallationlSite Name for FUDS: KIITERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Dmte Entered (Day, Month, Year): U19t99 

~ocat ion (state): ~ R T  N" Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SOIL 

Site (NanclRMIS ID) I Projut  for FUDS: SITE 0003 1 Phase of Exec. (SI, RI, FS. Remv, RDIRA, or q u h .  RCRA Stage): CERCLA PA 

RMIS S ib  Type: LANDFILL Agr. Status (Ym, If yes, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order): Yes 

Point of Corntact (NamclPkaar): Ma* Raymond Nmtiorul Priority List (Y/N): Yes Site R.mk: Low 

SITE SUMMARY 

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

BrkfSlte DeMripHon (Include dte type, materiab disposed of, d a t a  of operrtioa, and other relevant iafonnmtion): . . 

Historical information indicates this site was used as a landfill during early part of this century. The site is cumntly covered by buildings 
and pavement. D k c t  exposure is unlikely except for excavation work. 

Brltf Dacriptbrr of Pathways (Groundwrter, Surface Water. Sediment, Soil): 
The site may impact the plant and animal life and humans consuming seafood in the vicinity of the site. 

Brlef Dmriptioa of Receptors (Hamm and Ecdoglcal): 
Human: Construction exposure to worken during excwation. Plant and animal life within the Piscataqua River and humans consuming seafood 
caught 6mn this m a .  

(1) Use to record information on Sites and Areas of Concern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a discrete m a  for which suspected contamination has been verified and requires hrd 
A Site by definition hlu btm. or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, "projects' equates to sites for current installations. An AOC is a discrete m a  of contmination, or suspected contamination in the 
(or RFA) phase (hst has not been entered into RMS. 
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RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET 

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

ImstmUaUodSite Name for FUDS: KI'ITERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 5124199 

Location (Stste): #K ME Media Evaluated (CW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SEDEM SOIL 

S i b  (Name/RMIS ID) I Projrct for FUDS: SITE 00032 Phase of Excc. (SI, RI, FS. Rcmv, RDIRA, o r  quiv.  RCRA Stwe): CERCLA PA 

RMIS Site Type: LANDFILL Agr. Stmtlu (YN, If yes, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit. Order): Yes 

Point of Contmct (NamtlPbone): Ullrty Raymond National Priority List (YIN): Ycs Site Ramk: . High 

SITE SUMMARY 

(Includt only key elements oiinf-ation uscd to conduct the relative risk site evaluation. Attach map view of site if desired.) 

Brkf Site k r i p t i o n  (Include rite type, mateiiab diiposcd oE, d a t a  of operatiom. and o t k r  relevant information): 
Historical informalion this site had btcn used u a landfill and salvage m a  early in 1900s. 

Brkf Description of Pathway8 (Cmrndwater, Surface Water, Sedimnt, Soil): 
Contnct with soils and groundwater. 

Brkf Ducr iptbe  of Rccepton (Human and Ecological): 
Occupational and residential exposure h m  Shipyard workers and family housing residents 

( I )  Use lo record irtformation on Sites and Areas of Conccin (AOC) for Relative Risk Sitc Evaluation. The term Sitc is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has ken verified and requires fun 
A Site by defmition has brm, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, "projects" equates to sitcs for cumnt installations. An AOC is a discrete area of contamination, or suspected contamination in the 
(or RFA) phase &a has not b c a  cntncd into RMIS. 
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RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSllEET 

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

InstallationlSlte Ntmc for FUDS: KITIERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 5/24/99 

~oca t ioa  (state): JW Media Evaluated (CW, SW. Sediment, Soil): SEDH SEDEM SOIL 

Site (NamclRMIS ID) I Project for FUDS: SITE 00034 Phase of Exec. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RDIRA, or equiv. RCRA Strge): 

RMIS Site Type: O W R  Agr. Status (Ym, If y a ,  type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit. Order): No 

Pdnt  of Comtrct (NamclPhome): NaHaul Priority List (YN): No Slh Itrak: High 

SITE SUMMARY 

(Include only key elements of infomation used to conduct the dat ive  risk site evaluation. Attach map view of site if dcsi i . )  

Brkf Site Dracripfbn (Include rite type, materials dlrposcd of, dates of operation, and otbcr rdevant information): 
Building 62 wm the former Oil Gasification Plmt and fonna Blacksmith Shop. The building has also bctn w d  as a pesticide storage area 

Brkf Dmriptioa of Pathways (Groundwater, Surface Water, Sediment, Soil): 
The site is located mdjaccnt to the shoreline. 

Brief Dacription of Recepton (Human and Ecdogkal): 
Human: Occcupathnal and Construction exposures are likely at this time. Ecological: 'Ihe site could cffect the plant and animal life and 
humans consuming seafood. 

(I) UK to record information on Sites and Artas of C o n m  (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evaluation. The term Site is defined as a disaete area for which suspected contamination has bcm vcr i f~d  and requires furt 
A Site by has beefi, or will be, entered into RMIS. For LC FUDS Program. "projects" equates to sites fm cumnt installations. An AOC is a discrete area of contamination. or suspected contamination in the 
(or RFA) phe-tha has not been entered into RMIS. 
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ECEFTOR 
ACTOR 
w 

(Place M 'X' ncxl to one below) 

S i i f i u a t  (If T o l d  D 100): 

Moderate (If T o u l  2 - 100): X 

Minimal (If ToUIe  2): 

(1 ) Evaluate for humrn wn(uniwU only 
(2) Ratio = Mrxirnum ConcemntionlSundd 
Note: Only top ten muminants uc displayed. 

Evidat  - Adyt icd  &la orobscwabk cvidmc indicaks lhal 
contunirution is prercnt at, is moving bwuds, or b 
moved to r point of exposure 

C o a f i d  - Low possibility for conumi~t ion b k p n l  
or migrate to B point of exposure 

Po ta t id  Possibility for eonmirution to k pr&nt 11 or rnignlc 
to r point of exposwe; or infomulion is oot sufficica 
to rmke r dctcrminrtion of Evidmt or Conlined 

Limited - Little or m potential for mcpton to have rcccu lo 
concMIinrtcd soil 

MfjlW&rrcrk far ,I%IceiInn: Wcyrron Mcnflkd luw rccar 10 Kdimcnl wbicb c o n t a m i ~ ~ n  may hive  moved lq. 

rctivity Name KnTERY ME WRTSMOUM NSY Site Nome: ,sm W 3 4  Soil Category: titah 
(High. Mcd~m. Low) 

( P k  m 'X' next to one below) 

Evldcmk X 

r o m t h i :  

C0.W: 
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