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LIST OF REVISIONS TO FINALIZE THE FY09 AMENDED SITE MANAGEMENT PLAN
PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY, MAINE

The cover, title page, table of contents, and acronym and abbreviations pages were
updated to reflect Rev 1 and changes as necessary based on text and appendices
changes. Revisions to Sections 2, 6, and 7 were made based on updates from June 2008
to September 2008. Revised sections are noted as Rev 1. Revisions to the schedules in
Appendix C were made based on updates since June 2008 to April 10, 2009. Task lines in
the schedules that have been revised are noted with asterisks. Appendix D was removed
because no comments on the June 2008 draft FY09 Amended SMP required responses to

comments.

The following updates to Appendix C schedules were made since June 2008:

Schedule

Task

Revision Description

Operable Unit 1

FS

The Feasibility Study (FS) Report schedule was updated to
reflect receipt of United States Environmental Protection
Agency (USEPA) technical comments on the draft document.
In January 2009, USEPA requested that the Navy submit
responses to USEPA and Maine Department of Environmental
Protection (MEDEP) technical comments on the draft
document and not to wait for receipt of USEPA legal
comments. The Navy submitted the responses to technical
comments on the draft FS Report on February 6, 2009.
Follow-up comments, due March 9, 2009, are expected from
the USEPA by April 13, 2009. The Navy estimated that
USEPA legal comments wouid be provided by April 20, 2009.
The schedule for the FS Report was updated based on the
actual and anticipated dates.

PRAP

The Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) schedule was
updated to reflect submittal of the draft on December 8, 2008
and receipt of MEDEP comments on the draft on January 12,
2009. USEPA requested that the schedule for review and
comment on the draft PRAP be extended until comments on
the draft FS are resolved and the draft final FS was submitted.
The schedule was revised to show that USEPA comments on
the draft PRAP would be received after submittal of the draft
final FS. Subsequent dates for the draft final PRAP, public
comment period, Record of Decision (ROD), Remedial Design,
and Remedial Action were updated accordingly.

RIP

The Navy’s current Remedy In Place (RIP) date was added to
the schedule.
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Schedule

Task

Revision Description

Operable Unit 2

Suppleme
ntal RI

Field work (including laboratory analysis, data validation, and
data base update) was completed in July 2008, and the draft
Supplemental Remedial Investigation (Rl) Report was
submitted on September 30, 2008. MEDEP and USEPA
comments on the draft Supplemental RI were received
December 1, 2008 and February 9, 2009, respectively.
Responses to comments on the draft were submitted on April
1, 2009. The schedule was updated accordingly.

FS

The revised draft FS Report was submitted on November 10,
2008. MEDEP and USEPA technical comments on the draft
were received December 23, 2008 and March 4, 2009,
respectively. The Navy estimated that USEPA legal comments
would be provided by April 13, 2009. Based on discussion
among the Navy, USEPA, and MEDEP, the responses to
comments on the draft revised FS Report will be delayed to
allow resolution of regulatory comments on the draft
Supplemental Rl Report (after receipt of regulatory comments
on the draft final). The PRAP, ROD, Remedial Design, and
Remedial Action schedules were updated accordingly.

RIP

The Navy’s current RIP date was added to the schedule.

Operable Unit 3

LUC Plan

The schedule for the Land Use Control (LUC) Remedial Design
(RD) was updated to reflect submittal of the revised draft LUC
RD on April 13, 2009. The schedule for subsequent dates for
the LUC RD was revised accordingly.

OM&M
Implement
ation

The schedule for the Operation, Maintenance, and Monitoring-
(OM&M) Program was updated to reflect the actual submittal
dates for the final data packages for Rounds 1, 2, and 3. The
draft Rounds 1 through 4 Data Evaluation Report was
submitted on October 15, 2008. MEDEP and USEPA
comments on the draft were received December 13, 2008 and
January 26, 2009, respectively. Responses to comments on
the draft were submitted on March 13, 2009. The schedule
was updated accordingly. The schedule for Round 5 was
updated to reflect submittal of the data package on September
30, 2008. The schedule for Round 6 was updated to reflect
sampling in October 2008 and submittal of the data package
on January 26, 2009. The schedule for Round 7 was added.
Sampling and inspection activities are anticipated for May 11 to
May 14, 2009

Operable Unit 4

AS Phase
Il

The submittal date for the draft Additional Scrutiny Phase ||
Report was delayed to allow for discussion among the Navy,
USEPA, and MEDEP on the next steps for OU4.

Rounds 9
and 10

The Round 9 Data Package was submitted on September 22,
2008 and Round 10 sampling was conducted in December
2008. The dates were updated accordingly.

RIP

The Navy’s current RIP date was added to the schedule.
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Schedule Task Revision Description
Phase Il The Phase |l Work Plan and Field Work schedules were
Operable Unit 7 | RI updated to reflect actual completion dates.
RIP The Navy’s current RIP date was added to the schedule.
Rl Work There were no changes in the schedule.
Operable Unit 8 | Plan
RIP The Navy’s current RIP date was added to the schedule.
Removal | The submittal of the final Removal Action Completion Report
Action was updated based on submittal of the final report in
September 2008.
Operable Unit 9 | RI The draft Rl Work Plan was submitted on October 22, 2008.
Workplan | MEDEP and USEPA comments on the draft were received
December 9, 2008 and February 9, 2009, respectively.
Responses to comments on the draft were submitted on March
27, 2009. The schedule was updated accordingly.
RIP The Navy's current RIP date was added to the schedule.
Removal | The schedule for the removal action for Site 30 had been
Site 30 Action delayed because of planned changes in use of Building 184 at

Site 30. The changes are anticipated to be complete in FYO09.
A new schedule for the removal action will be determined for
FY10.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This Site Management Plan (SMP) for Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS) in Kittery, Maine was prepared by
the United States Department of the Navy (Navy), Naval Facilities Engineering Command (NAVFAC) Mid-
Atlantic. 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 under the Navy
Installation Restoration Program (IRP). Ultimately, the SMP serves as the schedule for implementation of the
IRP 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 Fiscal Year (FY) 08 Amended SMP. 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 govemned by the
Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) for PNS. The FFA establishes the roles and responsibilities of the Navy
and United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and serves as an Interagency Agreement
(IAG) for the completion of all necessary investigation and remedial actions at PNS.

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

1.1 FACILITY LOCATION AND MISSION

PNS is a military facility with restricted access on an island located in the Piscataqua River, as shown on
Figure 1-1. PNS is referred to on National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) nautical
charts as Seavey Island, with the eastern tip given the name Jamaica Island. Clark’s Island is to the east
attached by a rock causeway to Seavey Island. The Piscataqua River is a tidal estuary that forms the
southern boundary between Maine and New Hampshire. PNS is located in Kittery, Maine, north of
Portsmouth, New Hampshire, at the mouth of the Great Bay Estuary (commonly referred to as Portsmouth
Harbor).

PNS is engaged in the conversion, overhaul, and repair of submarines for the Navy. The long history of
shipbuilding in Portsmouth Harbor dates back to 1690, when the first warship launched in North America,
the Falkland, was built. PNS was established as a government facility in 1800, and it served as a repair
and building facility for ships during the Civil War. The first government-built submarine was designed and
constructed at PNS during World War (WW) I. A large number of submarines have been designed,
constructed, and repaired at this facility since 1917. PNS continues to service submarines as its primary

military focus.
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Military activities are concentrated in the western portion of the facility in the Controlled Industrial Area
(CIA) (the southern and southwestern portions of Dennett's Island). This area includes all of the dry docks
and submarine berths and numerous buildings that house trade shops related to maintenance activities.
Access to the area is tightly controlled and limited to individuals having appropriate clearances. The CIA
is covered with buildings and asphalt to support military operations at PNS. Uses of other portions of PNS
include administration offices, officers’ residences, equipment storage, parking, and recreational facilities.
Outside the CIA, areas are covered with asphalt, grass, and/or buildings depending on the use of the
area. As part of the remedy for Operable Unit (OU) 3, wetlands were constructed north of OU3, adjacent
to Jamaica Cove, and a parking lot and a recreational area were constructed on top of OU3.

Water for operations and drinking at the Shipyard are supplied by the Kittery Water District. Kittery’s water
supply originates from surface reservoirs located in the vicinity of York, Maine. Groundwater at PNS is not
used for drinking, irrigation, industrial processes, fire fighting, or any other purposes.

A portion of PNS is on the National Register of Historic Places. The area between the two bridges
connecting PNS to Kittery, Maine was placed on the Register by the National Park Service in 1977. Based
on a Cultural Resources Survey of PNS (Louis Berger Group, Inc., April 2003), the boundary of the PNS
Historic District was expanded and includes the majority of the CIA. Two other historic districts were also
identified (Portsmouth Naval Hospital and Portsmouth Naval Prison Historic Districts).

1.2 REGULATORY HISTORY AND OVERVIEW OF ENVIRONMENTAL INVESTIGATIONS

The following is a description of the regulatory history and an overview of environmental investigation and

remediation activities performed before September 30, 2008.

Prior to Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) and Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) regulation at PNS, years of shipbuilding and submarine repair work
at PNS resulted in hazardous substances being released into the soil, groundwater, surface water, and
sediment on and around Seavey Island. As a result, investigation and remediation activities have been
performed under the Department of Defense (DoD) IRP. The purpose of the IRP is to identify, investigate,
assess, characterize, and clean up or control releases of hazardous substances; and to reduce the risk to
human health and the environment from past waste disposal operations and hazardous material spills at
Navy activities. The IRP parallels CERCLA as discussed in Section 3.0. Investigations of hazardous
substance releases at PNS began in 1983 when the Navy completed an Initial Assessment Study (IAS)
(Weston, June 1983) that identified and assessed sites posing a potential threat to human health and the
environment. The final phase of this study was completed in 1986 with the issuance of a Final Confirmation
Study (FCS), (LEA, May 1986), which evaluated the sites identified in the IAS to confirm the presence of

contamination.
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USEPA became involved with PNS in 1985 when the agency requested information on PNS' hazardous
wastes and conducted a visual site inspection under the authority of RCRA. Since 1988, Maine Department
of Environmental Protection (MEDEP) has also provided oversight of investigation and remediation at PNS.
In March 1989, USEPA issued a Corrective Action Permit under the RCRA Hazardous and Solid Waste
Amendments (HSWA) of 1984 (USEPA, March 1989) that required PNS to investigate 13 Solid Waste
Management Units (SWMUs) and take appropriate corrective action. Until the mid-1990s, investigations at
the PNS were conducted under RCRA authority. RCRA provides "cradle to grave" tracking of hazardous
substances, from generator to transporter for treatment, storage, or disposal. RCRA activities are conducted
in four phases: the RCRA Facility Assessment (RFA); the RCRA Facility Investigation (RFl); the Corrective
Measures Study (CMS); and the Corrective Measures Implementation (CMI) Plan. In 1993, the PNS sites
were evaluated by USEPA under Superfund's Hazard Ranking System (HRS), used to determine the relative
threats posed to the public health and environment by sites contaminated with hazardous substances (TRC
Companies, May 1993). Under the HRS, a score is developed based on the potential for hazardous
substances to spread from the site through air, surface water, and groundwater. Additional ranking factors
include population, waste characterization, and potential damage to natural resources. Based on the HRS
evaluation, PNS was proposed for inclusion on the USEPA's National Priorities List (NPL) in June 1993,
Effective May 31, 1994, PNS was included on the NPL, and subsequent studies have been conducted
under the authority of CERCLA, commonly known as Superfund. Consistent with the transition from
RCRA to CERCLA, the SWMU terminology was replaced with “site.” Ongoing work meets the intent of the
HSWA Permit, but ongoing studies to develop and evaluate remedial activities are conducted as part of a
Remedial Investigation (RI)/Feasibility Study (FS) (CERCLA terminology) and combine both RCRA and
CERCLA criteria.

In 1994, the USEPA directed the onshore and offshore components of work required by the HSWA Permit be
separated, because the onshore portion of the study was being delayed by the more complex offshore
investigation. Therefore RFI/RI investigations for onshore and offshore areas were conducted separately.
However, potential impacts from onshore sites to offshore areas were evaluated as part of the onshore
studies, as discussed further in the site- or OU-specific discussions in Section 2.0.

The FFA for PNS was signed by USEPA and the Navy in September 1999, became effective February
2000, and supersedes the HSWA Permit. The State of Maine has elected not to be a party to the FFA at
this time. However, the state is afforded a participatory role in the site remediation process by virtue of
CERCLA. Among other things, the FFA outlines roles and responsibilities, establishes
deadlines/schedules, outlines work to be performed, and provides a dispute resolution process for primary
documents. The FFA ensures that CERCLA decisions will be consistent with RCRA and other federal and
state hazardous waste statutes and regulations as appropriate for the sites at PNS. USEPA, MEDEP, and
the Navy continue to work toward site cleanup at PNS under CERCLA. Refer to Section 3.0 of this report for
a description of the RCRA and CERCLA processes.
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During the initial investigations of PNS (as part of the RFA), 28 potential sites (referred to as SWMUs at that
time) located onshore and offshore of PNS were identified. After the 28 potential sites were examined in
greater depth, 15 were eliminated from further investigation, leaving 13 sites that required investigation and
appropriate corrective action (Kearney & Baker/TSA, July 1986). These 13 sites, Sites 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12,
13, 16, 21, 23, 26, and 27, were listed in the HSWA Permit. Subsequent to the HSWA, four (Sites 12, 13, 16,
and 23) were identified as No Further Action (NFA) sites, and four (Sites 30, 31, 32, and 34) were newly
identified. In addition, a portion of Site 6 was separated and given a separate number (Site 29). Therefore,
the FFA included Sites 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 21, 26, 27, 29, 30, 31, 32, and 34 and offshore area. Subsequently,
Sites 21, 26, and 27 and the Jamaica Island Landfill (JILF) Impact Area (within Site 8) have been removed
from the IRP. The remaining IRP sites are under various stages of investigation/remediation as discussed
further in Section 2.0. The locations of the IRP sites under investigation or remedial action are shown on

Figure 1-2.

NFA decision documents, prepared under CERCLA for seven former IRP sites and an impact area for one
IRP site, provide information on the NFA sites. The NFA Decision Document for Site 12 - Boiler
Blowdown Tank, Building 72, Site 13 - Rinse Water Tank, Building 76, Site 16 - Rinse Water Tank,
Building 174, and Site 23 - Chemical Cleaning Facility Tank, Building 174 was signed in 1997 (Navy, July
1997). The NFA under CERCLA Decision Documents for Sites 26 and 27 were signed in 2001 (Navy,
August 2001a and 2001b). The NFA Decision Documents for Site 21 and the JILF Impact Area were signed
in 2008 (Navy, February 2008a and 2008b).

A list of important PNS historical events related to environmental investigations and relevant dates is
shown below. The identified events are illustrative, not comprehensive. Additional information on site- or
OU-specific investigations is provided in the discussion related to the specific OU or site screening area.

Event Date
IAS completed 1983
USEPA involvement began 1985
FCS completed 1986
RFA completed ' 1986
MEDEP oversight began 1988
PNS Corrective Action Permit under the HSWA issued March 1989
RFI Report and Addendum to RFI Report and Onshore 1992 and 1993
Ecological Risk Assessment completed
Sampling to support offshore risk assessments conducted 1991 through 1993
PNS placed on the NPL May 31, 1994
Onshore and offshore components of investigation 1994
separated
Public Health and Environmental Risk Evaluation (PHERE) 1994
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Event Date
and Offshore Human Health Risk Assessment completed
RFl Data Gap Report and Air Monitoring Report completed 1995 and 1996
Four rounds of groundwater and intertidal seep and 1996/1997
sediment monitoring conducted
NFA Decision Documents for Sites 12, 13, 16, and 23 1997
signed ' .
FFA signed, supersedes the HSWA Permit 1999
Onshore/Offshore Contaminant Fate and Transport ' 1999
Modeling completed
Interim Record of Decision (ROD) for OU4 signed, Interim 1999
Oftshore Monitoring Plan completed, and monitoring started
Estuarine Ecological Risk Assessment (EERA) for offshore 2000
Areas of Concern (AOCs) completed
Site investigations for Sites 10, 29, 30, 31, and 32 2000
conducted
ROD for OU3 signed 2001
Start of significant construction for OU3 remedy June 2002
Site investigation of Site 34 conducted 2003
First Five-Year Review Report for PNS completed June 2007

1.3 SUMMARY OF ONSHORE AND OFFSHORE STUDIES

Initial investigations addressed PNS sites as one large study area in accordance with the remedial process
outlined in the HSWA Permit. As the process progressed it became clear that certain sites and the offshore
area would require more time than others to be adequately characterized in accordance with the HSWA
Permit and CERCLA. In the 1990s, the onshore and offshore studies were conducted separated and
subsequently the Navy reorganized the approach used to study the IRP sites such that PNS sites are
investigated on individual or OU basis, in accordance with the FFA. The following summarizes the large-
scale studies. The resuits of the studies were used to supplement additional investigation on a site- or QU-
specific basis. Additional information on site- or OU-specific investigations is provided in the disbussion
related to the specific OU or site screening area in Section 2.0.

1.3.1 Onshore Studies

In accordance with the HSWA Permit requirements, the RFI was performed. The RFI consisted of several
phases of investigations spanning from October 1989 to February 1992. The results of the RFl were then
assembled into the RFI Report (McLaren/Hart, July 1992). The RFI "Approval with Conditions" was issued
by the USEPA in March of 1993. The Addendum to the RFI Report (MclLaren/Hart, June 1993) partially
responded to the USEPA "Approval with Conditions;" however, many requirements of the "Approval with
Conditions” called for additional field work to resolve data gaps. Subsequently, the RF! Data Gap field work
was conducted during June/July of 1994. The results are presented in the RFI Data Gap Report (Halliburton
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NUS, November 1995) and are considered supplemental to the RFI Report. An onshore ecological risk
assessment was conducted in conjunction with the fourth phase of the RFI (McLaren/Hart, August 1992) and
the results were considered as part of the Draft Onshore FS Report (Halliburton NUS, March 1995).

Analytical data collected during the RFI for surface and subsurface soils, groundwater, surface water and
ambient air were evaluated in accordance with the USEPA Superfund Risk Assessment Guidance. The
results of this evaluation were summarized in the PHERE (McLaren/Hart, March 1994). These results were
utilized in developing the Final Onshore Media Protection Standards (MPSs) Proposal (McLaren/Hart, April
1994). Final MPSs were then set by the USEPA. The final MPSs were essentially used as Preliminary
Remediation Goals (PRGs) in the Draft Onshore FS Report (Halliburton NUS, March 1995). The Draft
"Onshore FS Report identifies and recommends remedial alternatives for each SWMU. The Applicable or
Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) Report (Halliburton NUS, September 1994) and Revised
CMS Proposal (Halliburton NUS, July 1994) also were utilized in developing the Onshore FS. ARARs are
legally applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements, standards, criteria or limitations as used by
CERCLA and as defined in the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP).

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

The Groundwater Investigation and Monitoring Plan (B&R Environmental, November 1996) was developed to
investigate facility groundwater. The purpose of this plan was to facilitate the implementatibn of a cost-
effective, groundwater investigation and interim monitoring plan for sites of concern at PNS. The data were
evaluated to determine the impact on the quality of groundwater in the aquifer and the impact on state
waters. Four rounds of groundwater sampling were conducted from December 1996 to November 1997.
Intertidal seep and sediment sampling was conducted concurrently with the groundwater sampling. The
results of the groundwater monitoring are presented in the Groundwater Monitoring Summary Report
(TtNUS, August 1999). The resuilts: of the intertidal seep and sediment sampling are presented in the
Seep/Sediment Summary Report (TtNUS, August 2000).

Two phases of contaminant fate and transport modeling were conducted for several PNS sites to estimate
the potential for chemicals in the soil and groundwater to migrate to the offshore and adversely impact
surface water and sediment in. offshore areas of PNS (TtNUS, December 1999). The 1996/1997
groundwater, seep, and sediment data were used as part of the contaminant fate and transport modeling.
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13.2 Offshore Studies

The offshore portion of the RFI included an EERA and a Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA)
(McLaren/Hart, May 1994). The EERA and HHRA were both based on offshore sampling and analysis of
surface water, sediments and biota conducted as part of the EERA. Intertidal seeps from PNS were also

sampled and analyzed.

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

Data collected during Phase | of the EERA were also used to develop the HHRA for Offshore Media
(McLaren/Hart, May 1994). Data collected during Phase |l were evaluated to assess human risks in the
Phase |/Phase |l Data Comparative Analysis Report (TtNUS, October 1998). The results of the Offshore
HHRA Report were used to establish offshore MPSs, which were never finalized. The results of the offshore
investigations were used as part of the preparation of the Interim ROD for OU4 (discussed further in
Section 2.0).

14 OPERABLE UNIT DESIGNATION

In the 1990s, the Navy reorganized the approach used to study the IRP sites. Instead of addressing PNS
sites as one large study area and cleanup action, the sites were organized into OUs that clustered them with
other sites with similar kinds of contamination or combined them because of geographic proximity.
Restructuring into OUs allows sites that are ready for cleanup to proceed without waiting for studies on other
sites to be completed.

The sites identified in the HSWA Permit and the newly identified sites were grouped, based on similar

characteristics or proximity, into OUs. As of the signing of the FFA, four sites were determined to require
NFA (Sites 12, 13, 16, and 23) and therefore were not included in an OU. The sites listed in the FFA were
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grouped into five OUs (OU1 through OUS). Since the signing of the FFA, OU6 was identified in 2000 to
address management of migration from the JILF. However, an Explanation of Significant Difference
(ESD) for the OU3 ROD was signed in October 2005 to document that management of migration of
groundwater from the JILF would be addressed under the OU3 remedy. Therefore, OU6 was recombined
with OU3. Based on the results of Site Screening Investigations (SSlIs), Sites 31, 32, and 34 were
designated as OU8, OU7, and OU9, respectively. In 2001, the Decision Document for Site 27 was signed,
the only site within OU5, and therefore this OU is no longer part of the CERCLA program. In 2001, Site 26
was removed from OU4, and in 2008, Site 21 was removed from OQU1. There is one study area at PNS,
Site 30. Section 2.0 describes the OUs and study area at PNS.

15 REPORT ORGANIZATION

The SMP is organized as follows:

e Section 1.0 is this introduction.

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

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

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

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

¢ Section 6.0 provides a list of documents prepared as part of the IRP for PNS prior to and after signing
the FFS.

e Section 7.0 provides a list of references.

The Appendices are as follows:

e Appendix A presents the Defense Environmental Cleanup Program Fact Sheets related to the Relative
Risk Site Evaluation (provided in Appendix E of the Relative Risk Site Evaluation Primer).

o Appendix B presents the PNS Relative Risk Site Evaluation Ranking Worksheets.

o Appendix C presents the current OU and site schedules.
. o Appendix D provides the responses to comments on the draft SMF_’.

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

IRP sites that have potential or suspected contamination, or areas of known contamination that require
further study through the CERCLA RI/FS process are referred to as AOCs in the FFA. IRP sites that
require preliminary screening to determine whether they should become AOCs that require further study
through the CERCLA RI/FS process are referred to as Site Screening Areas (SSAs) in the FFA. The
evaluation process for SSAs is referred to in the FFA as the Site Screening Process (SSP), and provides
procedures for determination, investigation, and schedule of SSAs. An SSlI is used to determine whether
an SSA requires further study in an RI/FS, further investigation, or no further action. SSAs that require
further study in an RI/FS become AOCs. To most efficiently address the AOCs, AOCs have been
combined where appropriate into OUs.

PNS IRP sites discussed in the SMP (referred to as SMP Sites) are listed in Section 2.1 and shown on
Figure 1-2. A summary of the history and status for each site within the associated OU and the SSA are
provided in Sections 2.2 through 2.9. Sites where NFA has been documented (see Section 1.0) are not

discussed in this section.

21 SMP SITES

The following is a list of the sites discussed in the SMP, organized based on OU designation.

Descriptions of the sites on an OU-basis are provided in Sections 2.2 through 2.9.

ou1

¢  Site 10 — Former Battery Acid Tank No. 24

ou2

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

o Site 29 — Former Teepee Incinerator Site

ou3

e Site 8- JILF
¢ Site 9 — Former Mercury Burial Sites (MBI and MBII)
e Site 11 - Former Waste Oil Tanks Nos. 6 & 7
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U4

Site 5 — Former Industrial Waste Qutfalls

e Offshore Areas Potentially Impacted by PNS On-Shore Sites

o
c
~

o Site 32 — Topeka Pier Site

(o]
c
00

e Site 31 - For.mer West Timber Basin

ou9

s Site 34 — Former Oil Gasification Plant, Building 62
SSA

e Site 30 — Former Galvanizing Plant, Building 184

2.2 Oou1

OU1 consists of Site 10 — Former Battery Acid Tank No. 24. An FS is currently being prepared for OU1.

Site 10 occupies a small peninsuia located in the CIA near the southern shore of PNS (see Figure 1-2).
Site 10 is currently and has historically been located within an industrial area. The site is located on fill
material that was placed prior to the 1920s. Building 238, located on Site 10, was used for battery
recharging operations that previously resulted in releases of hazardous materials. Currently the building
consists mostly of office space; some minor battery recharging work is still performed but the current
process does not generate chemical waste. The area surrounding Building 238 and spanning Site 10 are
covered by asphalt. A loading dock is located on the southern and éastern side of the building. The site is
bounded by the Piscataqua River on the east and south. The southern portion of the western site
boundary is formed by the Piscataqua River. Buildings 303 and 179 are west and additional operational
buildings are north of the site. The Site 10 shoreline along the Piscataqua River from the west to the
southeast is bounded by a quay wall of granite blocks. Berths 4 and 5 are located south and east of
Building 238, respectively. Barges are commonly docked at these berths. A crawl space with an earthen
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floor exists beneath a portion of Building 238 and the loading dock. The ground elevation of the earthen

floor is approximately 5 to 6 feet below the ground elevation outside the building and loading dock.

A list of important Site 10 historical events and relevant dates in site chronology is shown below. The

identified events are illustrative, not comprehensive.

Event Date
Filling of area was conducted and area apparently used for berthing and/or Before 1826 to 1860s and
launching boats 1900s to 1915
Other industrial uses of area apparently began 1910s to 1920s

Building 238 built and lead-acid battery recharging operations began within 1955
the building

Lead-battery acid wastes were discharged directly to the river (through an 1955 to 1974
industrial waste outfall that is part of Site 5)

Lead-battery acid wastes discharged to underground storage tank (Battery 1974 to 1984
Acid Tank No. 24) south of Building 238

Leak in underground tank discovered and use of tank discontinued 1984
Underground tank and surrounding contaminated soil removed 1986
RFI sampling conducted 1991

Additional sampling of soil and groundwater to determine nature and extent 1998, 2001, and 2006
of contamination conducted at Site 10

OU1 RI Report finalized July 2007

Draft OU1 FS Report submitted April 2008

Building 238 was constructed in 1955. Lead-acid battery recharging operations were conducted within the
building. Sulfuric acid used for the recharging was stored in large tanks inside Building 238. Large lead-
acid storage batteries were drained inside Building 238, and until 1974, the acidic discharges drained
direcfly to the offshore through an industrial waste outfall (Site 5) (TtNUS, June 2006a; Weston, June
1983). In 1974, the acidic discharges were directed into a lead-acid drain pipeline to an underground
storage tank. The drain line exited the building in the crawl space and then dropped vertically into the
earthen floor of the crawl space. The acidic discharge flowed through the drain line through the floor of
the building to a steel underground storage tank (Battery Acid Tank No. 24) of 9,680-gallon capacity. A
leak was discovered in the tank in 1984, and the tank and surrounding contaminated soil were removed in
1986 (TtNUS, June 2006a).

Soil and/or groundwater at Site 10 was investigated in 1991 as part of the RFI (McLaren/Hart, July 1992),
in 1998 as part of the Site 10 Field Investigation (TtNUS, March 2000), in 2001 as part of the Site 10
Additional Investigation (TtNUS, March 2003a), and in 2006 as part of the Site 10 Data Gap Investigation
(TtNUS, June 2006a). The investigations showed the fill material was rocky and ranged in thickness from
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10 feet to 40 feet (particularly nearer to the shoreline). Gravel, bricks, and other building materials were

also found in the fill material. Groundwater at the site is tidally influenced and is saline or brackish.

Based on evaluation of the data for Site 10, it was determined that lead was the primary contaminant of
concern, and in addition to soils in the area of the tank leak, soils in the crawl space by the drain line had
high concentrations of lead [greater than 10,000 milligram per kilogram (mg/kg)]l. Groundwater
concentrations did not indicate that groundwater was a medium of concern for human health exposure or
for offshore impact. It was determined that additional information on the nature and extent of lead in soil
in the areas with high concentrations of lead and on lead concentrations in groundwater were necessary
before preparing the Rl Report. The Site 10 Data Gap Investigation Quality Assurance Project Plan
(QAPP) was finalized in 2006 (TtNUS, June 2006a), and the investigation was conducted in July and
August 2006. The Navy finalized the Rl Report (TtNUS, July 2007) and the Navy began preparation of the
OU1 FS based on the results of the Rl Report.

The offshore area of Site 10 is part of the Dry Dock AOC that was investigated as part of the EERA and is
part of the more recent interim offshore sampling at monitoring station MS-12 (see Figure 2-1). Sampling
locations at MS-12 are in a depositional area west of Site 10 and south of Building 178 (TtNUS, November
2004a). The offshore area is discussed as part of OU4 in Section 2.5.

23 ou2

OU2 consists of Site 6 — DRMO Storage Yard, including the DRMO Impact Area, and Site 29 — Former
Teepee Incinerator Site. An RI/FS is currently being conducted for OU2.

OU2 is located in the south-central portion of PNS as shown on Figure 1-2. Since the area was filled,
Sites 6 and 29 within OU2 have been industrial and commercial areas. The DRMO Impact Area, included
in OU2 because this area was thought to be impacted by particulate deposition from DRMO activities, has

been a residential (military) area since before 1900.

The current DRMO area is the fenced area south of Quarters S and N and west of Building 298. The DRMO
is responsible for the reuse, transfer, donation, sale, or disposal of excess and surplus DoD property in New
England. DRMO operations are conducted in the paved portion of the fenced area; the area that was capped
in 1993 is covered with grass and barricaded from use for any activities. The operations use temporary
trailers and buildings; there are no permanent buildings located at the DRMO. Two buildings are located in
the Site 29 area; Building 298 is used for office space, and Building 310 is the hose handling facility. There
are no hazardous waste-related activities at the QU2, and hazardous chemicals are not used as part of any
of the current site operations.
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OU2 is located along the Piscataqua River. The OU2 shoreline is steeply sloped and the shoreline has
shoreline erosion controls (riprap and a seawall). The shoreline controls that include riprap were placed
along portions of the shoreline in 1999, 2005, 2006, and 2008 to provide shoreline protection along the
OU2 shoreline. The OU2 shoreline is difficult and dangerous to access because of the strong river
currents and the location at the base of a steep embankment. There is a small intertidal sediment area
adjacent to OU2 to the east.

A list of important OU2 historical events and relevant dates in site chronology is shown below. The identified

events are illustrative, not comprehensive.

Event Date
QU2 area filled with material excavated from Henderson's Point 1902 to 1905
DRMO activities began (stone crusher and scrap metal yard) 1920
Additional filling and disposal at OU2 (in waste disposal area) 1920 to 1975/1979
Seawall constructed 1940s
Coal and coke storage facility located at Site 6 (Building 172) 1942 to 1957
Sandblast grit (unused) storage located at Site 6 (Building 172) 1957 to 1960
Teepee Incinerator (Building 290) operated 1965 to 1975 .
Building 298 used as industrial waste treatment facility 1975 to 1980s
Hose handling facility located at Site 29 (Building 310) 1980 to present
Pesticide handling conducted at Building 314 1982 to 1995
Open storage of batteries at DRMO discontinued 1983
Environmental sampling began at OU2 (as part of FCS) 1984

RFI and RFI Data Gap investigation conducted at Site 6 (including what is 1989 to 1992 and 1995 -
now Site 29)

DRMO capped as an interim corrective measure 1993
Clean closure under RCRA of industrial waste treatment facility (Building 1997
298)

Portion of Site 6 separated into a new site (Site 29) and field investigation at | 1998
Site 29 conducted

Emergency Removal Action (shoreline stabilization) at Site 6 1999

Excavation for utility trench at Building 298 conducted 2002

Draft FS prepared for OU2 2004

Soil washing treatability study conducted 2005

Emergency Removal Action (shoreline stabilization) conducted at 2005 and 2006/2008
Site 29/shoreline repairs completed

Additional investigation at OU2 conducted 2007 to 2008

Draft Supplemental Rl Report submitted September 2008

After Site 6 and the majority of Site 29 were filled in the early 1900s, the area was used for DRMO
operations (from approximately 1920). Over the time the area was used as a DRMO, materials reportedly
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stored at the DRMO included lead and nickel-cadmium battery elements, motors, typewriters, paper
products, and scrap metal. The major hazardous materials of concern were the lead battery cells and
plates that were stockpiled on uncovered pallets. Nickel-cadmium batteries were also stored in the same
manner. Historically, DRMO operations primarily appear to have occurred in the current fenced area of
the DRMO, but operations apparently have occurred in areas directly adjacent to the DRMO. Operations,
such as open storage of batteries and other materials, that could cause contaminants to be leached or
otherwise released by pathways such as infiltration or runoff was terminated in approximately 1983. In
1993, interim corrective measures were conducted for a portion of the DRMO (McLaren/Hart, April 1993)
and included the capping and paving of sections of the area, installation of storm water controls, and
installation of a new concrete curb.

The main activities that occurred in the Site 29 area are related to open burning, waste disposal, and
industrial incineration. Filling of the remaining portion of OU2 may have begun in the 1920s. This area
was apparently filled with paper, wood, rubbish, and ash, and is referred to as the waste disposal area.
The ash is reportedly from open burning of trash that was conducted in the waste disposal area from
approximately 1918 until 1965, when the teepee incinerator was built. Ash from the teepee incinerator
was also disposed in the waste disposal area. Onsite disposal reportedly ended in 1975 when trash was
being taken off site for disposal. Also, construction drawings of Building 298 from 1973 and of
Building 310 from 1980 and Shipyard maps from the mid- to late 1970s support that disposal in the waste
disposal area ended between 1975 and 1979 (between when Building 298 and Building 310 were
constructed). Materials identified in soil borings located in the waste disposal area are generally
consistent with the background information; waste materials observed in the borings include ash, cinders,
wire, glass, wood, and metal pieces. Asbestos was also found during the excavation of the Building 310
foundation, which is located over the waste disposal area.

The teepee incinerator was built in 1965 and used to burn waste material until 1975. The teepee
incinerator (Building 290) was used primarily for disposal of wood, paper, and rubbish, with occasional
burning of cans of paint and solvents. Ash from the incinerator was deposited south of the incinerator until
1971 when the residue began to be landfilled in the JILF (at OU3, located approximately 1,000 feet
northeast of OU2) and the Kittery municipal landfill. The incinerator ceased operations in 1975. The
incinerator was apparently demolished soon after operations ended. |

Building 298 was built in 1975 and was used as an industrial waste treatment facility until the 1980s.
Industrial waste waters were treated in the facility and the treated effluent from the facility was discharged
to the Shipyard's sanitary sewer system (and then the Kittery Municipal Treatment Plan). Sludge
generated in the treatment process was disposed by a private contractor. Spill prevention and control
methods were in place during operation of the facility and there were no releases that would affect soil or
water outside the building. Clean closure under RCRA was documented in May 1997 and accepted by the

Section 2 FY09 SMP Rev. 1 2-6



MEDEP in November 1997. The building is currently used as office space. In 2002, a utility trench was
excavated to place new utilities to service the offices. The excavated soil was disposed as hazardous
material, the trench was backfilled with clean fill material, and the trench is considered a clean area within
the OU2 boundary. Building 310 was built around 1980 and is used as a hose handling facility.

Environmental sampling began at OU2 in 1984 as part of the FCS (LEA, June 1986). OU2 has been
included in various investigations since then including the RFI (McLaren/Hant, July 1992), RFI Data Gap
Investigation (Halliburton NUS, November 1995), groundwater monitoring (TtNUS, August 1999), Site 29
field investigation (TINUS, March 2000), 1999 removal action at Site 6 (FWENC, June 2001), Building 298
trenching (TtNUS, November 2002), and OU2 soil washing treatability study (TtNUS, January 2006a).
The investigations showed that Site 6 and much of Site 29 (in the area filled in the early 1900s as part of
Henderson's Point excavation), consists of angular rock fragments overlain by general fill material
composed of sand and gravel with minor amount of wood and metal debris and cinders. In the remaining
fill area of OU2, sand, gravel, and silt overlie waste fill that includes cinders, ash, plastic, glass, wire, and
other waste materials. Fill thicknesses generally range from approximately 6 feet to 23 feet; however, the
maximum fill thickness is approximately 40 feet (along the shoreline in the waste disposal area). The
groundwater at:OU2 is tidally influenced and is generally brackish or saline.

The Sites 6 and 29 data indicate that the main contaminants in soil are metals (particularly lead),
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs),' and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and in groundwater are
metals. OU2 has little natural areas that would be a habitat for onshore ecological receptors. The human
health risk assessment (TtNUS, November 2000) indicated unacceptable risks for current and future
potential receptors exposed to Site 6 or Site 29 soils; risks were acceptable for exposure to groundwater
and soils in the DRMO Impact Area. Contaminant fate and transport modeling conducted for OU2
(TtNUS, December 1999) indicated that migration of groundwater to the offshore was not anticipated to
impact the offshore. A draft FS was prepared for OU2 in 2004 (TtNUS, November 2004b) to identify and
evaluate potential remedial options. Based on regulatory comments, the Navy determined that additional
investigation to better define the extent of soil contamination at OU2 was necessary to refine potential
remedial options in the FS. Additional groundwater data are also needed to address regulatory concerns
regarding groundwater migration to the offshore. The Navy prepared a QAPP for the additional
investigation at OU2 (including the area adjacent to the north of the DRMO fenceline) (TtNUS, October
2007), and field work was conducted from November 2007 to May 2008. The Navy is preparing a
supplemental Rl and revised draft FS based on the results of the additional investigation.

Sampling activities as part of the Additional Scrutiny Investigation for OU4 (discussed further in Section
2.5) included samples of soil eroding along the top of the Site 29 shoreline (TtNUS, August 2005a). The
data showed that the erosion was likely the cause of the elevated metals (copper, lead, nickel) observed
in offshore sediments (TINUS, February 2006). Shoreline controls were placed in the eroding areas in
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November 2005 and June 2006 as part of emergency removal actions (TtEC, October 2005 and June
2008). Repairs to a portion of the shoreline controls were made in March 2008. As part of the June 2006
activities, surficial debris (including metal pieces and wires) was removed in the eastern portion of Site 29

and the area was covered with gravel.

The offshore area of OU2 is part of the DRMO Storage Yard AOC that was investigated as part of the
EERA and is part of the more recent interim offshore sampling at monitoring station MS-11 (see Figure 2-
1). Sampling locations at MS-11 are in a depositional area east of OU2 (east of the seawall at Site 29)
and along the QU2 shoreline (mussel sampling locations) (TtNUS, November 2004a). The offshore area
is discussed as part of OU4 in Section 2.5.

24 ous

QU3 consists of Site 8 - JILF, Site 9 - Former Mercury Burial Sites (MBI and MBII), and Site 11 - Former
Waste Oil Tanks Nos. 6 & 7. Post-remedial operation, maintenance, and monitoring (OM&M) is being
conducted at QU3 (TtNUS, June 2006b).

OU3 is located in the eastern portion of PNS as shown on Figure 1-2. The current QU3 area is
approximately 22 acres and is used for parking, occupational uses, and recreational uses. Wetlands are
located adjacent to the northern end of OU3, by Jamaica Cove. The hazardous waste storage facility
(Building 357) is located to the northeast, and waste material extends under a portion of the paved area to
the west of the building. Clark Cove is to the east of the landfill. The solid waste storage facility (Building
337) is located to the south. The Automotive Hobby Shop and hospital are located to the west. Waste
material in the saturated zone extends under a portion of the paved area at the Automotive Hobby Shop.
The current features reflect post-remedial construction conditions.

A list of important QU3 historical events and relevant dates in the site chronology is shown below. The

identified events are illustrative, not comprehensive.

Event Date

Use of underground storage tanks at Site 11 to store waste oil before offsite disposal 1943
began

Landfilling of tidal flats east of Seavey Island and west - southwest of Jamaica Island 1945
began

Poured concrete blocks and precast concrete pipes containing mercury-contaminated | Between 1973
wastes buried in two locations (MBI and MBII) at the JILF and 1975

Dredged sediment from the Dry Dock area disposed at the JILF and landfilling of the 1978
area discontinued

|AS identifies the JILF and MBI and MBII as sites 1983
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Event Date

Environmental investigations began at OU3 (as part of the FCS) 1984

Use of tanks at Site 11 discontinued and tanks and surrounding soil removed 1989

RFl and RFi Data Gap investigations conducted 1989 to 1992
and 1994

Pipe and blocks (three) removed from MBI and disposed off site 1994 and 1997

Geophysical survey of OU3 conducted 1998

Blocks (eight) removed from MBIl and disposed off site 2000

Revised OU3 Risk Assessment and FS for OU3 prepared 2000

Test pitting investigation conducted based on results of geophysical survey; 40 drums | 2000

containing non-hazardous material located and removed

ROD for OU3 signed 2001

Phase | remedial design completed, evaluation of consolidation for MBIl area and 2002

Jamaica Cove area conducted, and Phase |l remedial design completed

Significant construction of remedy started 2002

Changes to OU3 ROD documented in ESD documents 2003 and 2005

Remedy construction completed 2004

Remedial action construction report completed 2006

Post-remedial OM&M pian finalized without the Land Use Control Remedial Action 2006

Plan

OU3 Rounds 1 and 2 post-remedial OM&M conducted 2006

First Five-Year Review Report completed June 2007

OU3 Rounds 3 and 4 post-remedial OM&M conducted 2007

OU3 Round 5 post-remedial OM&M conducted April to May
2008

Site 8 is the landfill (JILF) and Sites 9 and 11 were located within the JILF boundary. The Navy used the
JILF, which previously consisted of tidal mudflats, as a disposal area from 1945 to 1978 for general
refuse, trash, construction rubble, dredged sediment, and various industrial wastes. The boundary of OU3
is defined by the boundary of the landfill. Prior to the OU3 remedy, the landfill was 25 acres; however,
landfill material from 3 acres adjacent to Jamaica Cove were excavated as part of the remedy and this
area was removed from the landfill footprint. Mercury burial vaults (MBI and MBIl) were placed in two
locations within the landfill in the 1970s and then removed (intact) and disposed off site in the 1990s/early
2000. There is no indication that mercury from the vaults has contaminated surrounding soil or
groundwater. The waste oil tanks at Site 11 were used from 1943 to 1989. The tanks were removed
intact along with surrounding soil in 1989. Soil contamination remaining in the vicinity of Site 11 appears
to be landfill material mixed with petroleum materials that may have originated from spills during filling of
the tanks formerly at Site 11.

Environmental sampling began at OU3 in 1984 as part of the FCS (LEA, June 1986). OU3 has been
included in various investigations including the RFI, RFI Data Gap investigation, groundwater monitoring
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and seep and sediment sampling in the intertidal area in 1996 and 1997, geophysical survey, and test
pitting investigation. Removal actions were also conducted to remove the vaults at MBI and MBIl. As
discussed in the OU3 ROD (Navy, August 2001c), OU3 is characterized as containing a large volume of
low-level hazardous materials. There is no indication of residual contamination from Site 9 (mercury), and
soil contamination remaining in the vicinity of Site 11 appears to be landfill material mixed with petroleum
materials that may have originated from spills during filling of tanks formerly located at Site 11. Soil and
groundwater data for Sites 8, 9, and 11 show similar chemical contamination throughout the area of the
landfill. A variety of organic and inorganic constituents were detected in soil and groundwater and include
volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs), PCBs, pesticides, metals,
and petroleum hydrocarbons. During the 2000 test pitting at the JILF (in February/March), dioxin analysis
of selected subsurface soil samples was conducted and low levels of dioxins were detected. The
contamination distribution at the three sites is consistent with the heterogeneous nature of the materials
that were landfilled at the JILF (i.e., a range of concentrations of a variety of chemicals was detected in the
JILF suggesting a heterogeneous mixture of wastes in the landfill).

The risk assessment for OU3 showed that remedial action was necessary and the FS was prepared in
2000. The ROD for OU3 was signed in 2001. The United States Army Corps of Engineers performed the
Remedial Design for OU3 in 2002 (US Army, June 2002a, June 2002b, June 2002c, and November
2002). Tetra Tech EC, Inc. performed the remedial action for OU3 in 2002 through 2004 (TtEC, May
2006).

The selected remedy in the ROD for OUS included installation of a hazardous waste landfill cover and
implementation of institutional controls, erosion controls, and monitoring (Navy, August 2001c). In
addition, a 2003 ESD for the ROD (Navy, September 2003) described excavation and consolidation of
material within the limits of the JILF, which was completed in 2002, and construction of the wetlands within
the excavated area, which was completed in 2003. Cap construction was completed in September 2004.
A second ESD was issued in 2005 (Navy, October 2005) to recombine management of groundwater
migration (formerly OU6) with the source control remedy (OU3). The OM&M program for OU3 was
initiated in July 2006. Rounds 1, 2, 3, and 4 sampling and inspection activities were conducted in July
2006, December 2006, April 2007, and November 2007 respectively. Based on the inspections, minor
maintenance activities were conducted in 2006 and 2007. The Navy is preparing the Rounds 1 through 4
Data Evaluation Report. Round 5 sampling and inspection activities were conducted in April and May
2008, and Round 6 is planned for fall 2008.

Based on the initiation of remedial activities at OU3 in June 2002, the first Five-Year Review Report for
PNS was submitted in June 2007 (TtNUS). Five-year review of OU3 is required by statute because
hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remain on site that do not allow for unlimited use and

unrestricted exposure.
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The offshore area of OU3 is part of the Jamaica Cove and Clark Cove AOCs that were investigated as
part of the EERA and are part of the more recent interim offshore sampling at monitoring stations MS-5
through MS-9 (see Figure 2-1). Sampling locations are within the intertidal and subtidal areas of Jamaica
and Clark Coves (TINUS, November 2004a). The offshore monitoring results are discussed as part of
QU4 in Section 2.5.

25 ou4

OU4 consists of the areas offshore of PNS that were potentially affected by PNS onshore IRP sites and
Site 5 — Former Industrial Waste Outfalls, a site that had offshore impacts but no onshore impacts. An
interim remedy {(monitoring) is being conducted for OU4 before an FS is prepared. Onshore OUs with
sites that have potential offshore impacts are OU1 (Section 2.2), OU2 (Section 2.3), OU3 (Section 2.4),
OU7 (Section 2.6), OU8 (Section 2.7), and OU9 (Section 2.8). Additional information on the onshore sites
is provided in these sections.

OU4 is the offshore area of the Piscataqua River and the Back Channel around PNS. OU4 includes Site 5
and six AOCs as shown on Figure 1-2. As part of the Interim Offshore Monitoring Program, 14 interim
offshore monitoring stations are located around PNS, in the offshore AOC areas, as shown on Figure 2-1.

A list of important OU4 historical events and relevant dates in the site chronology is shown below. The

identified events are illustrative, not comprehensive.

Event Date

Outfalls in the Dry Dock area were used to discharge industrial wastes into the ~1945 to 1975
Piscataqua River

Sanitary and storm sewer systems separated; industrial discharge through outfalls Completed by

discontinued 1975
Industrial waste outfalls first identified as a site and operations that previously 1983
discharged to the outfalls are identified (as part of the IAS)

Environmental sampling began including the offshore (as part of FCS) 1984

Phase | and Phase Il offshore sampling for the offshore human health and 1991 to 1993
ecological risk assessments conducted

Final HHRA Report for Offshore Media completed 1994

Interim ROD for OU4 signed, interim offshore monitoring plan completed, and first 1999
round of sampling conducted

EERA document finalized 2000

PRGs for OU4 developed 2001

Baseline evaluation of first four rounds of interim offshore monitoring data completed | 2002

Evaluation of first seven rounds of interim offshore monitoring data completed, and | 2004
stations requiring additional scrutiny and/or additional monitoring (as part of Rounds
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Event Date

8 and 9) identified

Work plan (QAPP) for the additional scrutiny investigation completed and Round 8 2005
and additional scrutiny investigations conducted

Additional scrutiny investigation report and work plan for second phase of additional | 2007
scrutiny completed

Phase |l additional scrutiny investigation and Round 9 interim offshore monitoring November 2007
conducted and April 2008

Site 5 — Former Industrial Waste Outfalls is a site that had offshore impacts but no onshore impacts. This
site is located within the Dry Docks AOC, and any impacts that Site 5 may have had on the offshore are
being addressed as part of the Dry Dock AOC. Site 5 consisted of numerous discharge points along the
Piscataqua River in the berth area by the dry docks in the western end of PNS. The outfalls were used
from approximately 1945 to 1975 to discharge liquid industrial wastes (primarily from acidic, alkaline, and
metal-plating rinse baths) to the offshore before the sanitary and storm sewer systems were separated
and offshore discharge of industrial wastes was discontinued. The wastewaters may have contained
heavy metals (mercury, lead, cadmium, chromium, copper, and zinc), oils and grease, and PCBs. Lead
sediment from decommissioned batteries (as part of operations at Site 10) was also reportedly included in
the discharges to the river before 1975 (Weston, June 1983). Maintenance dredging is conducted
periodically in the berth areas. The most recent dredging occurred between January 2002 and April 2002,
between Interim Offshore Monitoring Program Rounds 5 and 6 (TtNUS, November 2004a).

The AOCs were identified in the EERA sampling as nearshore habitats adjacent to PNS that may have
been affected by onshore IRP sites. A conceptual model developed as part of the risk assessment was
used to identify six AOCs, Clark Cove, Sullivan Point, DRMO Storage Yard, Dry Docks, Back Channel,
and Jamaica Cove. Various studies were conducted as part of the Phase | and Phase Il EERA
investigations. Phase | and Phase Il data and conclusions were synthesized to assess potential risks to the
estuarine environment in the vicinity of PNS. The risk determinations for surface water and sediment
exposure for each AOC and the chemicals of potential concern (COPCs) for each AOC were identified.
The ecological risks associated with surface water were negligible to low, and the ecological risks
associated with sediment were low to intermediate. COPCs included metals, PAHs, and PCBs.

The HHRA for Offshore Media (McLaren/Hart, May 1994) and the Phase I/Phase Il Offshore Data
Comparative Analysis (TtNUS, October 1998) provide the details on the assessment of human health
risks for OU4. Based on the assessment and as provided in the Interim ROD for OU4, human health risks
for exposure to sediment and surface were acceptable; risks for consumption of seafood exceeded
regulatory guidelines. However, the human health risk assessment could not differentiate whether the
chemicals that cause the risk were from PNS sources or from other sources within the lower Piscataqua
River. Also, because risks are similar to or lower than other areas of the coastal waters of Maine, it would
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not be feasible to address human health risk until an overall effort is made (by all contributors) to reduce

contamination in the lower Piscataqua River (Navy, May 1999).

The Navy determined that interim monitoring was warranted for OU4 to provide current data on the
offshore areas to determine whether onshore remedial actions, natural processes, and/or other sources
have affected the chemical concentrations in OU4. Therefore, an Interim ROD for OU4 was signed in
May 1999 that requires the Navy to conduct interim offshore monitoring for OU4 (Navy, May 1999).

The monitoring program initially included sediment, mussel, and juvenile lobster sampling and analysis
(TEINUS, October 1999). The first round of interim offshore monitoring samples was collected in 1999.
The data from Rounds 1 and 2 were used to develop PRGs for OU4 (TtNUS, November 2001). The
PRGs are being used as Interim Remediation Goals (IRGs) for making decisions as part of the interim
offshore monitoring program. The data from Rounds 1 through 4 were evaluated to determine whether
changes were needed to the interim offshore monitoring program (TtNUS, July 2002). The major changes
to the interim offshore monitoring program based on the Rounds 1 through 4 data were to discontinue
select analyses (acid volatile sulfides and simultaneously extract metals) for sediment, discontinue
juvenile lobster sampling, and conduct subsequent sampling (starting with Round 5) during late summer.
Data from Rounds 1 through 7 were evaluated to determine whether additional sampling (as part of
Rounds 8 and 9) and/or additional scrutiny were needed for select monitoring stations (TtNUS, November
2004a). Based on the Rounds 1 through 7 data evaluation, recommendations were also made to only
sample sediment during Rounds 8 and 9 (mussel samples will not be collected) and to-discontinue

alkylated PAH analysis of samples.

To address the additional scrutiny needs, a QAPP for the additional scrutiny activities was prepared in
2005 (TtNUS August 2005a), the sampling was conducted in 2005, and the data package was submitted
in 2006 (TtNUS, February 2006). The report of the results for the first phase of the additional scrutiny
investigation (TtNUS, August 2007) recommended additional investigation at two monitoring stations, and
a QAPP for the second phase of additional scrutiny was prepared (TtNUS, September 2007). Phase Il
sampling was conducted in November 2007 and May 2008.

Round 8 sampling was conducted in 2005, and the data package was submitted in 2006 (TtNUS, January
2006b). Round 9 sampling was conducted in 2007, and Round 10 sampling is planned for fall 2008.

A description and current status of each monitoring station are as follows:
e MS-01: This monitoring station is located in the Back Channel AOC, offshore of Site 34 (OU9) where

a SSI was conducted in 2003 (TtNUS, August 2004). Additional scrutiny investigation was conducted
at MS-01. Rounds 8 and 9 sampling were not required for MS-01. As discussed in Section 2.8, a

Section 2 FY09 SMP Rev. 1 2-13



non-time-critical removal action was conducted for source material at Site 34, and additional sampling
at MS-01 is planned as part of the OU9 RI.

e MS-02 and MS-10: These monitoring stations are located in the Back Channel and Sullivan Point
AOCs, respectively. They are not located offshore of any known IRP sites. Additional scrutiny and
Rounds 8 and 9 sampling were not required for these monitoring stations.

e MS-03 and MS-04: These monitoring stations are located in the Back Channel AOC, offshore of Site
32 (OU7). Foundry slag associated with Site 32 has been identified in the intertidal areas of MS-03
and MS-04 and is likely the source of the metals at those stations. As discussed in Section 2.6, in
June 2006, a time-critical removal action was conducted to provide shoreline erosion controls where
significant erosion was occurring. As part of the removal action, surficial debris (including slag) was
removed from the shoreline and shoreline controls were placed along the entire Site 32 shoreline, in
the mid- to high tide area. Additional scrutiny was recommended for these monitoring stations and
activities for additional scrutiny will be identified and conducted as part of the Phase Il RI field work for
OU7. Rounds 8 and 9 sampling were not required for these monitoring stations.

» MS-05, MS-06, MS-07, MS-08, and MS-09: MS-05 and MS-06 are located in the Jamaica Cove AOC
and MS-07, MS-08, and MS-09 are located in the Clark Cove AOC. Stations MS-05, MS-08, and
MS-09 are offshore of OU3, and MS-06 and MS-07 are in the offshore area adjacent to OU3. As
discussed in Section 2.4, remedial action was conducted at OU3, which included excavation of wastes
from OU3 adjacent to Jamaica Cove (and subsequent wetlands construction in the excavated area),
excavation of wastes from the offshore area within MS-08, and placement of shoreline controls along
the entire OU3 shoreline. The construction activities apparently affected sediment concentrations in
the offshore area within MS-05, MS-08, and MS-09. Additional scrutiny was recommended for these
monitoring stations to determine the extent of sediment impact for MS-05 and MS-09 and to restart
the trend line for all three stations (as part of Rounds 8 and 9 sampling). MS-06 and MS-07 do not
appear to have been impacted by OU3.

e MS-11: This monitoring station is located in the DRMO Storage Yard AOC and is located offshore of
OU2. As discussed in Section 2.3, erosion of metals-contaminated soil along a portion of the OU2
shoreline (by Site 6) was identified in 1999, and a time-critical removal action was conducted to
prevent further erosion of contaminants by placing shoreline erosion controls along a portion of the
OU2 shoreline. Additional erosion was noted in areas of the OU2 shoreline where erosion controls
were not in place, and a time-critical removal action was conducted in 2005 and 2006 to provide
shoreline erosion controls in the remaining portion of the OU2 shoreline (along portions of the Site 29 .
shoreline). In 2008, repairs were made to the shoreline controls placed in 2005. The entire OU2
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shoreline now has some type of shoreline erosion controls. Sediment is present at only one location
at MS-11; the sediment concentrations at the other two locations (if sediment was present) are
estimated using mussel data from those locations. Additional scrutiny was conducted to confirm that
elevated concentrations of metals (copper, lead, and nickel) in MS-11 sediment are likely from erosion

from OU2. Rounds 8 and 9 sampling were not required for MS-11.

e MS-12: This station is located in the Dry Dock AOC, offshore of Site 10 (OU1). As discussed in
Section 2.2, there was one industrial waste outfall (Site 5) that discharged in the offshore area of
Site 10 (apparently from Site 10 operations and other operations nearby). Lead-contaminated soil is
present at Site 10 that is from a previous CERCLA release at the site; however, groundwater data
from Site 10 do not indicate that the site is a current source to the offshore. PAHs are not chemicals
associated with the Site 10 source. Metals (including lead) and PAHs were reportedly included in
discharges from Site 5; however, these discharges were discontinued by 1975. Therefore, there do
not appear to be any current IRP sources to MS-12. The elevated levels of lead and/or PAHs at
MS-12 may be caused by a combination of sources that may or may not be related to PNS, including
potential migration or transport from IRP sites, discharges from barges/boats, storm water outfalls
located in the vicinity of the shipyard, and dock-side activities, to name a few. Additional scrutiny was
required for MS-12 to determine the extent and potential sources of contamination. Rounds 8 and 9
sampling were not required for MS-12.

o MS-13 and MS-14: These stations are located in the Dry Dock AOC, to monitoring sediment
potentially. impacted by Site 31 (OU8). Industrial waste outfalls (Site 5) had discharge points in this
area. These discharges were discontinued by 1975. The area by MS-13 was dredged between
January and April 2002 (between Rounds 5 and 6). Potential sources of PAHs that may or may not be
related to PNS include potential migration or transport from IRP sites, discharges from barges/boats,
storm water outfalls located in the vicinity of the shipyard, and dock-side activities, to name a few.
Rounds 8 and 9 sampling were required for these monitoring stations; additional scrutiny was not
required.

2.6 ou7

OU7 contains Site 32 — Topeka Pier Site. An Rl is currently being conducted for OU7.

Site 32 encompasses approximately 17 acres of filled land from just west of Building 162 to east of
Building H29 and from the Back Channel south to Building 129 and is located on the northern shore of
PNS as shown on Figure 1-2. The current land use includes office parking (about 35 percent of the site
area), equipment storage, vehicle and rail car maintenance, transducer repair, boat launch, and temporary
housing/Hospital Corps (Building H23, in the southeastern corner, is used to house transient Navy
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personnel). OU7 is located along the Back Channel of the Piscataqua River. The pier and offshore areas

are used for docking of boats.

A list of important OU7 historical events and relevant dates in site chronology is shown below. The identified

events are illustrative, not comprehensive.

Event Date
Filling of area conducted 1900 to 1945
Lumber storage began (in southeastern corner of Site 32) 1910
Various buildings constructed related to lumber yard (to support WWI) | 1920
Many of current buildings built (to support WWII) 1941 to 1945

Wastes from buildings discharged to river; discontinued when sanitary | 1940s to 1970s
sewer system installed

Building 306 constructed as a transducer repair facility 1980
Excavation work uncovered debris in area and Site 32 identified as 1994 to 1995
site screening area

88l and geophysical survey conducted 1998

Phase | of Rl field work conducted 2003

Parking area repaved 2003/2004 :
Site 32 Phase | Rl Data Package January 2004
Emergency removal action (shoreline stabilization) conducted June 2006

Filling began-in 1900 when excavated material from the construction of Dry Dock No. 2 was used to
connect Dennett's and Seavey Islands. A new pier, Topeka Pier, was constructed in the Back Channel of
the Piscataqua River to dock the prison ship USS Topeka. Storing and milling of lumber in the area
began by 1910, and a timber basin was established at the southeastern corner of the site. The area to the
west of the timber basin was used to store coal, wood, and scrap iron. Building 98 was constructed to
store combustibles including paints and oils. By the early 1920s, a sawmill (Building 129), a lumber
storehouse with timber racks (Building 132), and an additional lumber storehouse (Building 148) were built
west of the timber basin to accommodate the increased demand for lumber during WWI. Filling continued

until 1945.

In 1994 and 1995, excavation work performed along Goodrich Avenue and near Building H23 by the
Shipyard uncovered debris including large dry cell batteries, graphite electrodes, brick, wood, metal pipe
and wire, glass, asbestos cloth, and crucibles used in foundry operations. Subsequently the area was
identified as an SSA. Based on the SSI in 1998 (TtNUS, May 2000), Site 32 was recommended for an
RI/FS and subsequently identified as OU7.

Environmental sampling at OU7 included groundwater monitoring (at one well cluster) and seep and
sediment sampling in the intertidal area in 1996 and 1997, an SSI in 1998 (TtNUS, May 2000), a Multi-
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Sensor Towed-Array Detection System (MTADS) geophysical survey in 1998 (Naval Research Laboratory,
December 2001), and Phase | of the Rl in 2003 (TtNUS, January 2004 and June 2004). Phase Il of the RI
is planned for fall 2008.

Fill material included rock, earth, sediment (from excavation at Dry Dock No. 2), cinders, and other waste
and scrap material that could not be destroyed by incineration. The site surface is mostly paved or
covered by buildings, with some small areas of grass landscaping. Based on the various investigations,
depths to the bottom of fill ranged from 8.5 to 18 feet below ground surface (bgs) across the site. The fill
generally consists of silt and silty clay with traces of fine grained sand, rock fill, metal fragments and
shavings, brick, wood, sandblast grit, pottery, glass, and coal and cinders. Fill is underlain by natural
marine and glaciomarine silt and clay except in the southernmost borings where fill is underlain by glacial
till. Groundwater was encountered at approximately 4 to 9 feet bgs. Groundwater is tidally influenced and
flows toward the Back Channel. The majority of the groundwater at the site is saline or brackish.

The MTADS survey to identify magnetic and electromagnetic anomalies was conducted on the
approximately one-fourth to one-third of the site that was accessible. The portions of the site not surveyed
were inaccessible because of equipment, fenced laydown areas, railroad tracks, and other structures.
Site features (e.g., utilities) appeared to be the source of the anomalies for all but one location. A soil
boring was installed as part of the Phase | Rl within the area of the anomaly. Metals wastes were found in
this boring at a depth of 4 to 8 feet bgs; no drums were found.

In April 2002, the Navy conducted a storm sewer video camera survey to determine the condition of the
storm sewer system that flows through Site 32. The survey indicated that a majority of the sewers were in
poor condition with debris, dislocated joints, etc. and that groundwater infiltration was occurring at several
locations that could be accessed by the video camera. The storm sewers have outfalls in the Site 32
intertidal area. Most of these outfalls are tidally influenced, and it is likely that the outfalls are points where
groundwater from the site is being transported to the Back Channel. Therefore, the Navy considers the
storm sewer outfalls as potential groundwater transport pathways in the Rl for Site 32.

PAHs, PCBs, and metals are the main contaminants detected in soil at OU7; metals are the main
contaminants detected in groundwater. Only metals were detected in outfall and surface water samples;
however, the concentrations were less than risk-based screening levels. Based on the evaluation of
Site 32 data, the Navy recommended a second phase of sampling to collect additional groundwater data
for metals, soil sampling to further investigate high chemical concentrations detected at two locations, and
exploratory borings to define the extent of petroleum contamination at one location. The Navy is preparing
a QAPP for the second phase of sampling.
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During Phase | sampling, the presence of foundry slag and copper and nickel concentrations in sediment
in the intertidal area of Site 32 were further investigated. The slag mapping indicated that slag is generally
in the mid- to high tide portion of the intertidal area, and potentially impacted finer-grained sediment was
found in the mid- to low tide portion of the intertidal area. The sediment data showed that concentrations
of copper and nickel in sampling grids located further away from the shoreline were less than their
respective ecological screening levels. Samples that showed exceedances of ecological screening levels
were located in the mid tide area and were bounded by samples to the east, west, and north. In June
2006, the Navy conducted an emergency removal action to address shoreline erosion along the shoreline
north of Building 306. Based on the presence of debris, including foundry slag, the Navy removed surface
debris and placed shoreline controls along the entire length of the Site 32 shoreline (approximately 1,200
linear feet) (TtEC, June 2008), in the mid- to high tide area. The Phase Il RI field work will include

sediment sampling to refine the extent of exceedances of ecological screening levels.

The offshore area of OU7 is part of the Back Channel AOC that was investigated as part of the EERA and
is part of the more recent interim offshore sampling at monitoring stations MS-03 and MS-04. Sampling
locations within each monitoring station are located in the intertidal and subtidal area along the OU7
shoreline (TEINUS, November 2004a). The offshore area is discussed as part of OU4 in Section 2.5.

27 ous

OUS8 contains Site 31 — West Timber Basin. An RI will be conducted for this site

0OU8 is located in the CIA, in the northeastern portion of PNS as shown on Figure 1-2. OU8 is an
industrial area and is surrounded by buildings or dry docks. The main site features were associated with
the former plate yard, which was a fenced area with railroad spurs. Equipment and temporary facilities
were within the fence of the former plate yard. Building 157, formerly the plate yard office, was vacant
until removal in 2006. Building 92 located east of the former plate yard is the Structural Shop.

A list of important OU8 historical events and relevant dates in the site chronology is shown below. The
identified events are illustrative, not comprehensive.

Event Date

Wood storage and seasoning for shipbuilding conducted in the West | Early 1900s to 1913
Timber Basin

Filling of the West Timber Basin began 1916

Quay wall installed to enclose the basin 1917

Metal washing plant (Building 110) constructed 1920s

Filling of basin continued 1920 to 1940

Section 2 FY09 SMP Rev. 1 2-18




Buildings 110, 51, and 83 razed, pickling tanks adjacent to Building 1940

110 removed, and train tracks constructed

Building 92 extended over a portion of the timber basin 1940

Plate yard with pickling tanks and washing aprons active 1940 to 1960

Pickling tanks removed after use of plate yard discontinued Unknown (after 1960)

Site screening investigation 1998

Removal of surface features and initial construction activities September to December 2006
associated with expansion of Building 174

During the early 1900s, wood for shipbuilding was stored and seasoned in the West Timber Basin. In
1900, filling of the West Timber Basin was proposed to provide additional pier and working space to
accommodate the increased docking and repair of battleships at PNS. Additionally, storage racks and
pickling tanks were proposed for erection in the area for use in steel plate cleaning and recovering. By
1913, wet storage of wood had ceased at the West Timber Basin, and following approval of the proposal
in 1916, the timber basin began to be filled. A metal washing plant (Building 110) for the recovery of
metals from the ash and skimmings of the brass foundries on the Shipyard was erected on the northern
side of the site. Reportedly, some to all of the by-product from the plant was discarded into the timber
basin. In addition, by-products from smelting and pigging (the process of pouring melted iron from a form
into a mold) operations at the Shipyard were deposited into the timber basin. In 1917, a quay wall
enclosed the basin, and between 1920 and 1940, the basin continued to be filled. The fill included rock,

soil, cinders, and other waste and scrap material.

In 1940, Building 92 had been extended into the West Timber Basin, and a new plate yard was
constructed near the quay wall. Also in 1940, the metal washing plant was razed along with Buildings 51
(acetylene plant and former pitch plant) and 83 (latrine). The Building 110 pickling tanks were removed,
and train tracks traversed the area. The plate yard was active for 20 years (until 1960), serving as the
primary steel storage yard and pickling location. The pickling tanks for the plate yard were removed from
the site at an unknown time. Filling of the area west of the timber basin was conducted from
approximately 1940 to 1948.

Environmental sampling at OU8 was conducted as part of the SSI in 1998 (TtNUS, May 2000). The
investigation was conducted to determine the presence or absence of contamination and to determine
whether further investigation under CERCLA was needed for the site. Soil and groundwater sampling

locations targeted areas where contamination would be more likely to be found.

The investigation showed that fill material consists mostly of sand, silt, and rock fragments. Trace
amounts of brick and other debris were also found in the subsurface fill material. The fill varies in
thickness from 8.5to 17.5 feet. A wedge of coal, cinders, and ash (approximately 8 feet thick, starting
around 2 to 4 feet bgs) exists in the northern part of the site, tapering to the south to less than 1 foot thick.
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The groundwater at OU8 appears to be tidally influenced and ranges from saline/brackish along the
perimeter of the site to fresh/mildly brackish further in land. The main chemicals detected in site soils
were PAHs and metals. Low levels of PAHs detected intermittently throughout the site suggest that these
levels may be attributable to ongoing industrial activities at the site. Consistent with the presence of
waste-like materials in the subsurface, higher levels of PAHs and metals were detected in the subsurface.
Although maximum concentrations of various metals in surface soil exceeded residential risk-based
screening levels, the concentrations appear to be generally similar to or less than facility background soil
concentrations. For subsurface soil, three metals (arsenic, iron, and lead) had maximum concentrations
exceeding industrial and residential risk-based screening levels. These three metals also had maximum
concentrations in total groundwater (unfiltered) exceeding drinking water criteria and/or risk-based
screening levels (although no clear correlation could be made as to those metals that exceed soil
screening criteria and those that exceed groundwater criteria at individual sample locations) (TtNUS, May
2000).

Based on the results of the investigation, the site was recommended for further investigation as part of an
RI. Soil (and fill material) at OU8 is covered by asphalt or buildings, OU8 is located in the CIA of PNS,
and groundwater is not used for drinking. Therefore, site media do not pose an imminent concern.
During preparation of schedules for the OUs at PNS, it was determined that OU8 had a lower priority than
the other onshore Ous. Therefore, the start of the Rl currently is planned for 2012.

The offshore area near OU8 is included in the Dry Dock AOC that was investigated as part of the EERA
and is included in the more recent interim offshore sampling at monitoring stations MS-13 and MS-14.
Sampling locations at MS-13 are located adjacent to Dry Dock No. 1 to the east and at MS-14 are located
east of Dry Dock No. 3 (TtNUS, November 2004a). The offshore area is discussed as part of OU4 in
Section 2.5.

2.8 ous

OU9 contains Site 34 — Former Oil Gasification Plant, Building 62. An RI will be conducted for this site.
Based on site conditions, the Navy determined that a non-time-critical removal action for the ash at the
site to address the majority of potential risk is appropriate before conducting an Rl for the site. The final
action memorandum for the removal action (Navy, February 2006) was signed in February 2007, and the
removal action was conducted in 2007. Preparation of the Rl Work Plan began in 2008.

OU9 (Site 34) is located in the central portion of PNS as shown on Figure 1-2. The buildings at and in the
vicinity of OU9 are used for industrial and commercial uses, and the paved areas surrounding the
buildings are used for parking. Building 62 and its annex are currently used by the Shipyard Public Works
Department as a mini-bulldozer shop and for storage. A new parking garage is located east of the former
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locations of Buildings 63 and 188. OU9 is in the historic district at PNS, and buildings at and near the site
(Buildings 40, 43, 60, and 62) are considered contributing elements to the National Registry District (Louis
Berger Group, April 2003). There is a relatively flat, grassy area with a picnic table north of former
Building 63. In general, the land on the northern side of Building 62 Annex and northeast of Building 62
slopes gently north towards the roadway and then slopes steeply (i.e., forms ledges) to the water’s edge at
the shoreline of the site adjoining the Back Channel of the Piscataqua River. Access to the shoreline from
the site is difficult because of the rapid changes in terrain at the ledges.

A list of important OU9 historical events and relevant dates in the site chronology is shown below. The
identified events are illustrative, not comprehensive.

Event Date
Ash was generated during coal (fuel) combustion as part of the oil 1870s to early 1900s
gasification process
Ash was generated during coal (fuel) combustion as part of the 1915 to 1930
blacksmithing operation
Building 62 reportedly gutted by a fire 1919
Shipyard Public Works Department used Building 62 for storage 1930 to Present
Pesticides stored at Building 62 1960s to 1985

Site identified as site screening area and removal of six drums of ash | 1998 and 1999
(less than 2 cubic yards) from pile north of Building 62

Site screening investigation conducted and extent of ash investigated | 2003 and 2004

Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) for Site 34 prepared 2005
and public comment period held

Design for removal action began 2006

Removal action conducted 2007

Building 62 (built in the late 1800s) and the more recent annex (built in the 1940s) are the most prominent
features related to the use of the site. Ash was generated from the combustion of coal as part of the oil
gasification (kerosene was converted to illuminating gas) from 1870s to early 1900 and as part of the
blacksmith shop from 1915 to 1930. Ash, assumed to be from the combustion of coal (and potentially
including ash from the building fire) appears to have been deposited primarily north of Building 62,
resulting in an ash pile. The pile is covered by vegetation including grass and small bushes and trees.
Ash was also found under asphalt around Buildings 62, 62 Annex, and 63. After 1930, Building 62 and
~ Annex were used by the Shipyard’s Public Works Department. Pesticide storage activities were
conducted in Building 62 in the 1960s and ended when a new pesticide control shop was built on the
southern side of the Shipyard in 1985.

Previous environmental activities at OU9 included removal of six drums of ash (less than 2 cubic yards)
from the ash pile in 1999, soil and sediment sampling in 1998 and 2003 (as part of the site screening
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investigation), and an ash extent investigation in 2004. An EE/CA was completed in 2005 that
recommended excavation and landfill disposal of the ash pile and ash exposed at ledge areas (TtNUS,
September 2005), and a non-time-critical removal action to implement these recommendations was

completed in 2007.

High concentrations of PAHs and metals are associated with the presence of ash in site samples, and a
rapid decrease in concentrations occurs with depth. Concentrations of PAHs and metals are typically low
in samples without ash. The visual presence of ash was used to define the approximate extent of
contamination as part of the 2004 investigation. The human health risk screening conducted as part of
the SSI indicated potential human health risks from exposure to ash material at the site because it
contains PAHs and metals at concentrations exceeding residential and industrial risk screening levels.
The depth to the bottom of the deepest ash layer was 5 feet bgs, and typically there were significant
reductions in concentrations beneath the deepest ash layer. Based on data from temporary wells installed
(and subsequently abandoned), no overburden groundwater is present at the site. The depth to bedrock

varies from 5 to 12 feet bgs.

Based on the results of the investigation (TtNUS, August 2004), the site was recommended for an Rl to
assess the potential risks from site operations. The Navy recommended a removal action be‘ performed
before the Rl because the PAH and metals concentrations in the ash material are much greater than risk
screening levels and would result in potentially unacceptable risks if the ash was uncovered. Because the
majority of the contamination at the site appears to be associated with ash material, a removal action for
the ash could address the majority of unacceptable risks at the site. The Rl will address residual site-

related risks after removal of the ash.

The offshore area of QU9 is part of the Back Channel AOC that was investigated as part of the EERA and
is part of the more recent interim offshore sampling at monitoring station MS-01. Sampling locations at
MS-01 are in the intertidal area and subtidal area along the OU9 shoreline (TtNUS, November 2004a).
Based on the results of the most recent investigation at MS-01 in November 2007, investigation of the
extent of PAH-contaminated sediment at MS-01 will be conducted as part of the OU9 Rl. The offshore
area is discussed as part of OU4 in Section 2.5.

29 SITE SCREENING AREA, SITE 30

Site 30 — Galvanizing Plant, Building 184, is a study area at PNS. This area is still under investigation to
determine whether further action as part of an RI/FS is needed. Based on site conditions, the Navy
determined that a non-time-critical removal action is appropriate for Site 30 before determining whether an
RIFS is necessary. The final action memorandum for the removal action (Navy, January 2006) was

signed in June 2006.
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Site 30 is located in the central portion of PNS as shown on Figure 1-2. Building 184 is used for industrial
purposes (welding school), and the surrounding buildings are commercial and industrial. Another IRP site
at PNS (Site 32) is located approximately 200 feet north and northeast of Site 30.

A list of important Site 30 historical events and relevant dates in the site chronology is shown below. The

identified events are illustrative, not comprehensive.

Event Date
Building 184 constructed as a galvanizing plant (acid proof pit used) 1943
Building 184 converted to an electrical testing facility (pit covered) 1946

Building 184 converted to clean room facility for cleaning metals parts | Between 1954 and 1956
(pit uncovered and used)

Building 184 used as welding school (pit covered with concrete floor) Early 1960s to present

Crystalline substance observed along edge of acid pit 1973

Crystalline substance observed and analyzed 1994 and 1996 to 1997
Site screening investigation conducted 1998

Test pit excavated within acid pit, and samples of fill material and 2001

crystalline substance analyzed

EE/CA for Site 30 finalized and public comment period held 2005

Action memorandum for non-time-critical removal action signed 2006

Periodic removal of crystalline material by Shipyard 1997 to 2006

Removal of crystalline material and covering of affected area 2006

Regrading and repavement conducted outside Building 184 to redirect | 2007
storm water runoff away from the building

Building 184 was constructed in 1943 as a galvanizing plant to accommodate the Shipyard's increased
production schedule in support of the WWII effort. However, by the end of the war, the Shipyard’s
production requirements were reduced dramatically, and galvanizing was performed off yard by a private
contractor. In 1946, Building 184 was converted from a galvanizing plant to the Shipyard's electrical
testing laboratory. Sometime between 1954 and 1956, the building was converted into a clean room
facility and used for cleaning and assembling metal parts. In the early 1960s, the building was converted
into a welding school, and a flame-spray galvanizing system was installed in the building. The building is
still being used as a welding school (Navy, January 2006).

The specific types and quantities of chemicals used throughout the history of Building 184 are largely
unknown. However, chemicals used in industrial cleaning operations similar to these performed at the
Shipyard include caustic solutions (sodium hydroxide, sodium carbonate, trisodium phosphate, and
tetrasodium pyrophosphate), acid solutions (hydrochloric and sulfuric), and flux solutions (sodium silicate).
These chemicals were most likely used when Building 184 was a galvanizing plant and when the tanks in
the acid pit were used as industrial cleaning tanks. For the metal parts assembly operations, the tanks
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were filled with various chemicals including large amounts of sulfuric acid, trisodium phosphate, alcohol,

and acetone (Navy, January 2006).

As part of the original galvanizing operations, an acid pit was constructed in the floor of the central portion
of Building 184, along the eastern wall. With the changes in usage of Building 184, the use of the acid pit
also changed. The acid pit was filled and covered as part of the electrical testing laboratory where large
shock-testing and vibration-testing machines were used. Moulds and dies were stored in the area. The
conditions of the acid pit and tank at the time of covering are unknown. The acid pit was then uncovered
when the building was converted to a clean room facility. The pickling tanks within the pit were used for
metal parts assembly in the clean room. Use of the pit and tanks was again discontinued when the
building was converted to a welding school. The pit was filled and covered. An office was constructed
over the former acid pit area in the early to mid-1970s (Navy, January 2006).

The former acid pit, measuring approximately 52 feet long, 35 feet wide, and a maximum of 4 feet deep,
was constructed as a concrete pit lined with acid-proof bricks set in acid-proof cement. The bottom of the
acid pit was sloped to a drain at the center of the western side of the pit. The original drain appears to
have been connected to the sanitary sewer system on the western side of the building, although detailed
historical sewer drawings are not available (Navy, January 2006).

The acid pit originally contained pickling tanks used as part of galvanizing operations. The tanks,
including a flux tank, a water tank, an acid tank, and a caustic tank, were used to remove oxide scale from
metal surfaces and to obtain a chemically clean surface in preparation for plating and galvanizing by
immersion in a diluted acid bath. When the building use was converted to a clean room, the pickling tanks
within the pit were used as part of the metal parts assembly (Navy, January 2006).

The condition of the pit and tanks is unknown; however, test pitting activities conducted in 2001 indicated
the presence of chemicals that are likely residuals from the cleaning operations. The chemicals within the
former acid pit are believed to be the source of the crystalline substance observed along the base of the
wall adjacent to the acid pit. The former acid pit is currently covered by a concrete floor slab, and the
boundaries are clearly delineated by a slightly raised floor slab and by the joints between the original
adjacent floor and the slab placed over the former acid pit area. A wood-framed office structure, welding
training booths, and various equipment are located on the former acid pit area floor slab. Additionally, two
floor drains and a clean-out plug are present within the concrete slab in the area of the former acid pit. A
utility trough transects the entire width of the northern end of the former acid pit.

The crystalline substance along the edges of the former acid pit was first observed in 1973 and again in

1994 and 1996. The crystals had a low pH (around 1.0 or 2.0) and were composed of predominantly
sulfate and metals. The material was not hazardous based on Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure
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(TCLP) characteristics but may be hazardous based on the RCRA corrosivity criterion if brought in contact

with water (Navy, January 2006).

Environmental investigations were conducted in 1998 as part of the SSI (TtNUS, May 2000) and Test
Pitting Investigation (TtNUS, May 2002). The SSI Report indicated that soil and groundwater sampled
outside the building were not impacted by any potential environmental releases from the pit inside the
building. However, the report recommended that it might be necessary to perform additional investigation
activities at the former acid pit within Building 184 to more accurately assess potential past environmental
releases. A Test Pitting Investigation was conducted in 2001. During the Test Pitting Investigation, water
was observed in the pit, and the water coming in contact with crystalline materials within the pit are
believed to be the cause of the crystalline growth along the outside edges of the pit. The investigation
report stated that the pit water is not expected to be hydraulically connected to groundwater at the site as
indicated by the difference in elevations between the pit water and groundwater in a monitoring well
outside the building adjacent to the pit location. However, the source of the water is not known.

Based on regulatory concerns regarding the investigation of groundwater at Site 30, it was determined that
more: discussion among the Navy and regulators was needed to resolve the concerns. Although it was
determined that further work for Site 30 was a low priority compared to other IRP sites at PNS, the Navy
determined that a non-time-critical removal action for the former acid pit was warranted to abate potential
exposure to nearby human populations and to mitigate the potential threat of a release to the environment
of hazardous substances associated with the former acid pit within Building 184. An EE/CA (TtNUS,
August 2005b) was finalized and a removal action alternative that does not require relocation activities and
excavation of pit materials within Building 184 was recommended. The action memorandum, dated
January 2006, was signed in June 2006. Periodic scraping and appropriate disposal of the crystals, taking
measures to minimize water entering the pit, and installation and operation of a pit dewatering system is
planned until Building 184 operations are relocated and a permanent CERCLA remedy is determined.

In June 2006, the Navy removed crystals, cleaned the area, and placed a vinyl cover over the affected
area within Building 184. As part of the Site 34 removal action, the Navy also regraded outside Building
184 to direct storm water away from the pit and area of crystal growth. The Navy is preparing to conduct
additional measures to remove water from the pit in 2008.
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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 DoD IRP. Funding to pay for such investigations are allocated for
DoD sites. ‘

This SMP is an attachment to the FFA. The FFA was developed to enable the Navy to meet the
provisions of CERCLA, RCRA, and applicable state law. Among other things, an FFA outlines roles and
responsibilities, establishes deadlines/schedules, and outlines work to be performed.

The IR Program parallels CERCLA, otherwise known as Superfund. Under the Superfund program, past
disposal activities which may have resulted in the release of hazardous constituents to the environment
would undergo several phases of environmental investigation that would ultimately determine the need for
a remedy, and if necessary, the selection and implementation of the remedy for the site. The phases of
investigation under CERCLA include the Preliminary Assessment (PA)/Site Inspection (Sl), Ri, FS, ROD,
and Remedial Design (RD)/Remedial Action (RA). The process required by the FFA is analogous to
CERCLA with one exception: the PA/SI 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 ongoing solid and hazardous waste
operations at active sites. PNS engages in the generation, treatment, storage and disposal of hazardous
wastes, which requires the facility to be permitted under the jurisdiction of RCRA. The 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 PA/SI. The
RCRA corrective action process closely resembles the CERCLA program (see Table 3-1), and consists of
the RFA (release identification step), the 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.

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

3.1 CERCLA PROCESS ACTIVITIES

This section provides a description of the CERCLA remedial process.

3.1.1 Preliminary Assessment/Site Investigation (PA/SI) and Site Screening Process (SSP)

The initial study conducted under CERCLA at a site in response to a real or suspected hazardous
substance release is the PA/SI. At Federal Facilities, the lead agency (the Navy in the case of PNS)
collects the data for the. PA/SI. The USEPA evaluates the PA/SI data. The PA/SI relies heavily on
existing information, and is limited in scope. If the PA/SI identifies sites or study areas as potentially
posing a threat to human health or the environment, an RI/FS is conducted.

The SSP as outlined in the FFA is an alternative to the PA/SI process. The SSP is the mechanism for
evaluating whether identified SSAs should proceed with an RI/FS. SSAs refer to areas not previously
identified that may pose a threat, or potential threat, to public health, welfare or the environment.

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

RI/FS process.

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

3.1.2 Remedial Investiqation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS)

The RI/FS is the next phase of the CERCLA remedial process and is required for all AOCs. The Rl is
intended to determine the nature and extent of contamination, potential migration pathways, toxicity and
persistence of contaminants and potential (risk) for adverse impacts to human health or the environment.
The FS is intended to develop remedial objectives, identify ARARs, develop and screen remedial
alternatives, analyze remedial alternatives, and compare the alternatives against the CERCLA criteria
(protection of human health and the environment, compliance with ARARS, reduction of toxicity, mobility,
or volume through treatment, short-term effectiveness, long-term effectiveness, implementability, cost,
state acceptance, community acceptance).
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After completion of the RI/FS, a Proposed Plan (PP, also referred to as a Proposed Remedial Action Plan
or PRAP) is completed which outlines the Navy's proposed remedial alternative. The PP is released to
the public and a formal public comment period is held. Subsequently, a ROD that identifies the preferred
remedial alternative(s) is issued. The State of Maine has the opportunity to concur on the ROD.

3.1.3 Removal Action

A removal action may be completed prior to or during the RI/FS to reduce the threat to human health or
the environment by removing released hazardous substances or reducing potential exposure pathways.
Emergency removal actions are taken when there is an imminent threat to human health or the
environment. Time-critical removal actions are taken when a threat to public health or welfare of the
environment exists and it is determined that less than six months exist before on-site removal activity must
be initiated. Non-time-critical removal actions are those actions where a planning period of at least six
months exists before on-site activities to reduce the threat to human health or the environment exists.

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

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

3.14 Interim Remedial Action

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

3.1.5 Remedial Design/Remedial Action (RD/RA)

The ROD establishes the scope of the RA. The RD often proceeds in a stepped process and addresses
detailed design issues not addressed during the FS. The RA involves implementation of the RD. The
FFA establishes a process for developing an RD/RA schedule.
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TABLE 3-1

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

Vs.

CERCLA

Preliminary Assessment/

Site Investigation
PA/SI

U

Remedial
Investigation
RI

Y

Feasibility
Study
FS

I

Remedial Design
Remedial Action
RD/RA

*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

Evaluate/select remedy

Design and implementation of chosen
remedy



4.0 SITE RANKING

This section provides a description of the relative risk ranking procedure and a summary of relative
ranking results. Results of the risk ranking procedure are intended to assist in prioritizing site cleanups.
Risk ranking of the site, provided in Appendix B, was conducting from 1995 to 1999, prior to the signing of
the FFA. Site that were determined to be NFA prior to the signing of the FFA were not included in the risk
ranking.

41 RELATIVE RISK SITE EVALUATION FRAMEWORK

The DoD 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 or 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 (grouridwater, 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
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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.

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 réceptors 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
https://www.denix.osd.mil/denix/Public/Library/Cleanup/CleanupOfc/Documents/Cleanup/relrisk_app_e.pd
f). 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.

Section 4 FY09 SMP Rev. 0 4-2



TABLE 4-1

RELATIVE RISK RANKING RESULTS
PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY, MAINE

OU No. Site ' Site Name Rank
1 Site 10 Former Battery Acid Tank No. 24 High
Site 21* Former Acid/Alkaline Drain Tank (groundwater only) Low

2 Site 6 DRMO Storage Yard and Impact Area High
Site 29 Former Teepee Incinerator Site High

3+ Site 8* JILF and Impact Area High
Site 9 Former Mercury Burial Sites (MBI and MBI!) Low

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

4 Site 5 Former Industrial Waste Outfalls High
Site 26*** | Portable Oil/Water Tanks Low

- Offshore Areas (Offshore impacts from Sites 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 26, 27) High

5 Site 27*** | Berth 6 Industrial Area High
NA Site 30 Former Galvanizing Plant, Building 184 High
8 Site 31 Former West Timber Basin Low
7 Site 32 Topeka Pier Site High
9 Site 34 Former Qil Gasification Plant, Building 62 High

*  NFA was documented for Site 21 and the JILF Impact Area and these were removed from the
associated OU.

** A remedial action was implemented for QU3.

***  NFA under CERCLA was documented for Sites 26 and 27 and these sites were removed from the

associated OU.

NA Not applicable.
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5.0 SCHEDULE

Schedules for OU1, OU2, OU3, OU4, OU7, OU8, OU9, and Site 30 are attached as Appendix C.

51 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). I no comments are received on the draft final version, it becomes the
final document. If comments are received, the necessary modifications will be made and the final Primary
Document will be issued. Secondary documents, as listed in the FFA, also undergo review; however, a
draft final version is not provided.

5.2 SCHEDULE DURATIONS

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

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

Documents for PNS IRP sites completed before the signature of the FFA and after signature of the FFA
are provided in Sections 6.1 and 6.2, respectively.

6.1 DOCUMENTS COMPLETED BEFORE SIGNATURE OF FFA

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

Document Date

Initial Assessment Study June 1983
Final Confirmation Study Report on Hazardous Waste Sites May 1986
RCRA Facility Assessment July 1986
RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI) Proposal August 1989
Addendum to RCRA Facility Investigation Proposal February 1991
Interim Human Health Risk Assessment for Quarters S, N, and 68 April 1991
RCRA Facility Investigation Work Plan August 1991
Work/Quality Assurance Project Plan for the Case Study for Estuarine Ecological September 1991

Risk Assessment
Interim Human Health Risk Assessment for the Day Care Center October 1991
Revised Ambient Air Quality Monitoring Report (Section 11 of the RFI) April 1992
Draft RCRA Facility Investigation Report July 1992
Onshore Ecological Risk Assessment August 1992
Interim Corrective Measures at the Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office April 1993
Final Hazard Ranking System Package May 1993
Addendum to RCRA Facility Investigation Report June 1993
Background Soil Sampling Work Plan August 1993
Work/Quality Assurance Plan for Phase Il of Estuarine Ecological Risk Assessment February 1994

Case Study

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

Final Media Protection Standards Proposal for Onshore Media (Chapter 1) April 1994

Final Human Health Risk Assessment Report for Offshore Media - May 1994

Media Protection Standards for Offshore Media: Sediment and Surface Water June 1994
(Chapter 3)

RF1 Data Gap Work Plan June 1994

Work Plan for Phase Il Ambient Air Quality and Meteorological Monitoring Program July 1994
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Document

Draft Revised Corrective Measures Study Proposal

Draft Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) Report

Estuarine Ecological Risk Assessment Phase I: Problem Formulation

Draft Onshore Feasibility Study (FS) Report

Draft Final Estuarine Ecological Risk Assessment (included in FFA, finalized May
2000)

RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI) Data Gap Report

Media Protection Standards for Offshore Media Based on Human Health Risks
(Chapter 2)

~ Phase Il Ambient Air Quality and Meteorological Monitoring Report

Community Relations Plan

Consensus Document, No Further Action for Soils, SWMU 21

Technical Memorandum on Seep Sampling

Groundwater Investigation and Monitoring Plan (formerly titled Interim Groundwater
Monitoring Plan)

Onshore/Offshore Contaminant Fate and Transport Modeling Phase | Work Plan

Draft Onshore/Offshore Contaminant Fate and Transport Modeling Phase | Report

Technical Memorandum on Risk Evaluation of Surface Soils from Jamaica Island
Landfill (JILF) Site

Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) for Mercury Burial Site |

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

Final Action Memorandum for Mercury Burial Site |

MEDEP Evaluation of Heavy Metal Migration at Portsmouth Naval Shipyard with
Geochemical Modeling

Onshore/Offshore Contaminant Fate and Transport Modeling Phase | Report
Addendum

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

Site Screening Process Plan

Site Screening Work Plan, Building 184 (Site 30), West Timber Basin (Site 31), and
Topeka Pier (Site 32)

Final Work Plan for MTADS Geophysical Mapping

Onshore/Offshore Contaminant Fate and Transport Modeling Phase Il Work Plan

Phase I/Phase 1l Offshore Data Comparative Analysis Report

Proposed Plan for Interim Action at Operable Unit 4

interim Record of Decision for Operable Unit 4
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Document Date

Technical Memorandum Lead Contamination at DRMO Impact Area (finalized July 1999
February 2000)

Groundwater Monitoring Summary Report August 1999

Proposal for Evaluation of Seep/Sediment Data September 1999

6.2 DOCUMENTS COMPLETED AFTER SIGNATURE OF FFA

The following documents were completed from October 1999 (after the FFA was signed) to September
30, 2008:

Document Date
Interim Offshore Monitoring Plan for Operable Unit 4 October 1999
Removal Action Work Plan for DRMO Shoreline Stabilization October 1999
Onshore/Offshore Contaminant Fate and Transport Phase Il Modeling Report December 1999

Technical Memorandum for Recommended Human Health Risk Assessment Protocol December 1999
for QU2

Technical Memorandum, Lead Contamination at DRMO Impact Area February 2000
Final Work Plan for Mercury Burial Vault Il and Drum Investigation February 2000
Field Investigation Report, Site 10 (Building 238) and Site 29 (Teepee Incinerator) March 2000

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

Facility Background Development May 2000
Revised OU3 Risk Assessment May 2000
Final Estuarine Ecological Risk Assessment May 2000

Seep/Sediment Summary Report for Data Collected Between December 1996 and August 2000
November 1997

Test Pitting Investigation Report , Jamaica Island Landfill October 2000
Revised OU2 Risk Assessment November 2000
Feasibility Study Report for Operable Unit 3 November 2000
Proposed Remedial Action Plan for Operable Unit 3 January 2001
Work Plan for Building 184 Subfloor Investigation February 2001
Final Action Memorandum for Site 6, Defense reutilization and Marketing Office June 2001
{DRMO) Shoreline Stabilization

Final Drum Removal Report for Drum Investigation June 2001
Final Closeout Report for Mercury Burial Vault Site | June 2001
Final Removal Action Report for Mercury Burial Vault Site 1l June 2001
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Document Date

Operable Unit 3 Pre-design Investigation Quality Assurance Project Plan August 2001
Record of Decision for Operable Unit 3 August 2001
Decision Document for Site 26 August 2001
Decision Document for Site 27 August 2001
Site 10 Additional Investigation Quality Assurance Project Plan October 2001
Preliminary Remediation Goals for Operable Unit 4 November 2001
Final MTADS Geophysical Survey (of JILF and Topeka Pier) December 2001
Test Pitting Investigation Report, Building 184, Site 30 May 2002
OU3 Phase | Remedial Design (specifications and plans) June 2002
Technical Memorandum, OU3, Evaluation of MBIl Waste Consolidation and Jamaica June 2002
Cove Options
Remedial Design Work Plan, Jamaica Island Landfill Phase | Waste Consolidation June 2002
Baseline Interim Offshore Monitoring Report for Operable Unit 4 July 2002
Phase |l, Operable Unit 3 Remedial Design Analysis Report (including drawings and November 2002
specifications)
Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA), Site 30 (Building 184) December 2002
Final Remedial Design Work Plan for Jamaica Island Landfill Phase | Cap  January 2003
Construction ‘
Site 10 Additional Investigation Report March 2003
Site 32 Remedial Investigation Quality Assurance Project Plan March 2003
Site 34 Site Investigation Quality Assurance Project Plan March 2003
Addendum to Site 32 Remedial Investigation Quality Assurance Project Plan August 2003
Explanation of Significant Difference for the Record of Decision for OU3 September 2003
Former CDC Area Investigation Report April 2004
Technical Memorandum, Recommendation regarding Phase Il of the Remedial June 2004
Investigation for Site 32
Site Screening Investigation Report for Site 34 August 2004
0OU2 Soil Sampling and Treatability Study Work Plan November 2004
Rounds 1 through 7 Interim Offshore Monitoring Report for Operable Unit 4 November 2004
Additional Scrutiny Quality Assurance Project Plan for Operable Unit 4 (OU4) August 2005
Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) for Site 30 (Building 184) (Revision 1) August 2005
Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) for Site 34 September 2005
Explanation of Significant Difference for the Record of Decision for OU3 October 2005
Time Critical Removal Action Work Plan for DRMO (Site 29) Shoreline Stabilization October 2005
0OU2 Screening-Level Soil Washing Treatability Study Report January 2006
Action Memorandum for Non-Time-Critical Removal Action for Site 30 January 2006
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Document
Action Memorandum for Non-Time-Critical Removal Action for Site 34
Work Plan for Site 29 Removal of Waste Debris and Site 32 Shoreline Stabilization
OU3 Remedial Action Report (for the Jamaica Island Landfill Phase | Waste
Consolidation and Phase Il Cap Construction)
Site 10 Data Gap Investigation Quality Assurance Project Plan
Post-Remedial Operation, Maintenance and Monitoring Plan for OU3
Five-Year Review Report for Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
Remedial Investigation Report for Operable Unit 1
Additional Scrutiny Report for Operable Unit 4
Phase Il Additional Scrutiny Quality Assurance Project Plan
Operable Unit 2 Additional Investigation Quality Assurance Project Plan
No Further Action Decision Document for Site 21 — Former Acid/Alkaline Drain Tank
No Further Action Decision Document for the Jamaica Island Landfill Impact Area
Closeout Report for Site 29 Removal of Waste Debris and Site 32 Shoreline
Stabilization
Closeout Report for Site 29 Removal Action Stabilization
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Office of the Depulty Under Secretary of Defen se
(Environmental Security)

Fact Sheet

Defense Environmental Cleanup Program

The Relatlve Risk Site Evaluation Concept

Introduction

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

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

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

Definition of Relative Risk Site Evaluation

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

The relative risk site evaluation framework is

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

Use of the relative risk site evaluation
framework is restricted to environmental
restoration sites and does not extend to
unexploded ordnance (UXO) removal,
building demolition/debris removal
(BD/DR), potentially responsible party
(PRP) activities, or compliance activities.

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

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

consideration in the priority setting process.

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

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

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

and budgeting requirements, a topic
discussed below.

Requirements for Relative Risk Site
Evaluations

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

(3) lacking sufficient information, or

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

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

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

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

Relative risk site evaluations should be
based on the information currently
available on contaminants, migration
pathways, and receptors. Sites lacking
sufficient information for the conduct of a

Relative Risk Site Evaluation Primer
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relative risk site evaluation should be given
a “Not Evaluated” designation and should
then be programmed for additional study, a
removal action if warranted, or other
appropriate response action, including
deferral, before they are evaluated.

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

Implementation of the Relative Risk
Site Evaluation Framework

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

Management Uses of Relative Risk
Information

DoD and DoD Components are using the
relative risk site evaluation framework as a
tool to help sequence work at sites and as a
headquarters program management tool.
As a program management tool, the
framework is being used by DoD and DoD
Components to periodically identify the
distribution of sites in each of three

Relative Risk Site Evaluation Primer

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

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

For More Information

At the Installation, contact

At DoD Headquarters, contact the Office of]
the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense
(Environmental Security - Cleanup) at
703/697-7475.
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CHice of the Deputy Under Secreta yof Defense
(Environmental Security)

Fact Sheet

Defense Environmental Cleanup Program

Relative Rigk Site Evaluation Questions & Answers

Q.1 How is relative risk information being

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

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

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

0.2

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

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

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

Relative risk is not the sole factor in
determining the sequence of
environmental restoration work, but it is
an important consideration in the
priority setting process. It should be

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

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

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

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

0.4
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Relative Risk Site Evaluation Primer on
the DoD Environmental Restoration
Electronic Bulletin Board, a World
Wide Web site at http://www.dtic.dla.
mil/envirodod/envdocs.html.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

What is the relationship between the
Relative Risk Site Evaluation

Framework and risk assessment?

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

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

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

carcinogens?

0.9

A. PRGs are concentrations of

contaminants in a specific medium that
have been estimated to (1) cause 1-
excess cancer occurrence per 1,000,000
people over the course of a 70-year life-
time or (2) cause non-cancer adverse
effects (e.g., birth defects, neurological
problems). These values have been

. calculated through the use of toxicity
data found in EPA databases and by
using conservative assumptions (e.g., a
person will obtain all water for drinking
and showering over a 30-year period

E-9

Summer 1997 (Revised Edition)



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

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

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

0.10
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equivalence for purposes of relative risk
evaluation.

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

MCLs, established by EPA under the
Safe Drinking Water Act, apply to water
supplies used for human consumption.
Under the Comprehensive
Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act, as
amended (CERCLA), MCLs are often
considered applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements for
groundwater response actions. Some
MCLs are risk-based, while others are
technology-based. When compared to
concentration standards in

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

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

The relative risk site evaluation
framework is a programmatic tool used
to categorize sites that have
requirements for future work into three
broad bands called “high,” “medium,”
and “low.” In order to place the CHF in
the appropriate perspective, it is
important to note that neither the intent
nor the application of relative risk
evaluation is to classify risk in an
absolute sense that defines what
remedial action is required. Decisions
regarding future work are made

— e _______]
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separately on the basis of a remedial
investigation, baseline risk assessment,
and evaluation of the acceptability of the
calculated risk. As stated in response to
Question 16, a low overall site rating is
not equivalent to a no further action
decision. Thus, the descriptors used in

the relative risk evaluation process such

2 <4

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 factorsis
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

Q.13

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

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

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

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

27 possibilities.

m
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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 confined
migration (no migration to a point of
exposure), all receptor possibilities are
assigned a low rating because exposure

Relative Risk Site Evaluation Primer
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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
100 from a one-time ranking that
becomes permanent. The relative risk
framework assigns a site a high,
medium, or low rating at a point in time,
but allows for re-evaluation of a site
when important new information
becomes available. HRS ranking is
detailed, time-intensive, and requires
significant support documentation. In
addition, HRS evaluations are typically
not specific to sites when applied to
military installations. HRS evaluations
are based on an aggregation of sites
across an installation. Relative risk
evaluation is simpler and more
transparent than HRS evaluation, is
applied site by site, but is subject to
more judgment.

Relative Risk Site Evaluation Primer
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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.

When are relative risk site evaluations
not performed?

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

Page 1 of 3
Site # - SITE NAME RANK
Site 5 - Former Industrial Waste Outfalls High
Site 6 — DRMO and Impact Area High
Site 8 — JILF and Impact Area High
Site 9 — Former Mercury Burial Sites (MBI and MBII) Low
Site 10 — Former Battery Acid Tank No. 24 High
Site 11 — Former Waste Oil Tanks Nos. 6 & 7 High
Site 21 — Former Acid/Alkaline Drain Tank Low
Site 26 - Portable Oil/Water Tanks Low
Site 27 - Fuel Qil Spill Area (Berth 6 Industrial Area) High
Site 29 — Former Teepee Incinerator Site High
Site 30 — Former Galvanizing Plant, Building 184 High
Site 31 — Former West Timber Basin Low
Site 32 - Topeka Pier Site High
Site 34 — Former QOil Gasification Plant, Building 62 High
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RELATIVE RISK SITE EVALUATION SUMMARY

Page 2 of 3
Site Media RF MPF CHF CHF Media Rank

5 SEDH I E 34 Mod High
SEDEM I E 250 Sig High

6 GW I E 23 Mod High
SWH | E <1 Min High

SWEM | E <1 Min High

SEDH I E 3.5 Mod High

SEDEM | E 260 Sig High

SOIL P P 670 Sig High

8 GW ! E 68 Mod High
SWH |, E <1 Min High

SWEM | E 640 Sig High

SEDH | E 35 Mod High

SEDEM I E 150 Sig High

SOIL | E 7.0 Mod High

9 GW L C <1 Min Low
SOIL L C 27 Mod Low

10 GW | E 41 Mod High
SEDH I E <1 Min High

SEDEM | E 8.0 Mod High

SOIL P P 490 Sig High

1 GW I E 8.5 Mod High
SOIL ] P 14 Mod High

21 SOIL P C 4.9 Mod Low
26 SEDH | C 3.5 Mod Low
SEDEM | o] 35 Mod Low

27 GwW | E 1100 Sig High
SOIL P E 22 Mod High

29 GW I E 26 Mod High
SOIL | E 520 Sig High

30 GW P P 1.8 Min Low
SOIL | P 10 Mod High

31 GwW P 27 Mod Low
SOIL P C 41 Mod Low
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RELATIVE RISK SITE EVALUATION SUMMARY

Page 3 of 3
Site Media RF MPF CHF CHF Media Rank
32 GW P P 70 Mod Medium
SWEM 1 E 24 Mod High
SEDEM | E 1200 Sig High
SOIL P P 36 Mod Medium
34 SEDEM ! E 330 Sig - High
SEDH | E 3.1 Mod High
SOIL 1 E 4 Mod High
LEGEND
Site = Solid Waste Management Unit
Media
SEDH = Sediment, Human
SEDEM = Sediment, Ecological Marine
GwW = Groundwater
SWH = Surface Water, Human
SWEM = Surface Water, Ecological Marine

RF = Receptor Factor
| = Identified
= Potential

L = Limited

MPF = Migration Potential Factor

E = Evident
P = Potential
C = Confined

CHF - Contaminant Hazard Factor

Sig = Significant (CHF > 100)
Mod = Moderate (CHF of 2 to 100)
Min = Minimal (CHF < 2)
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PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD
INSTALLATION RESTORATION PROGRAM

RELATIVE RISK SITE EVALUTION
SITE RANKING
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RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Installatien/Site Nsme for FUDS: . KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 9/9/96

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

Site (NmelﬁMlS 1D) / Project for FUDS: SWMU 00005 Phase of Exec. (SI, R, FS, Remv, RD/RA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): FS

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

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

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

Brief Site Descripiion (Incinde site type, materials disposed of, dates of operation, and other relevant information): .

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

in 1975. :

Brief Description of Pathwsys (Groundwater, Surface Water, Sediment, Soif):

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

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

Brief Description of Receptors (Human and Ecelogical):

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

and flora. : ’ :

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

_ Potential -

Bri¢f Rationale for Selection:  Stwdics of offshore media and biota indicate presence of contamination in the sediments.

Yeatified >  Recepors identifiod tiat have socess tn sediment

Polcutinl - Porential Tor receptons to hiive sccess tosodinment

Scdiment Human

Maximumt Coue Standurd
Contaminaet /Ky L Ratie ()
Arsepic {cancer endpoint) By 218 1370
Aluminum 71,9000 75,0000 1.040
s ¥ 55 0,390
Lend 1240 400.0 0310
Bonalajaothracene 36 360 0.060
w 91.2 15000 0.060
Cadmium and compoueds 10 70 0050
Mescary sad camposnds (wganic) £7 8O 0.030
Polychlorinuted biphicnyls (PCRs) 035 200 £.020
[Zine 3100 22,0000 0020
(1} Evaluste for hamsin contaninants only Total: 338
(2) Ratio » Maximuta Contentration/Standasd

Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.

-

Analytical data or obscrvable evidence indicates that
contamination in the media is present at, is moving
toward, or has moved 10 8 point of exposure

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

Possibility for contamination to be presest at or migrate

1o a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient
to make a desermination of Evident or Confined

Limited - Litthe or 0o potential for receptons 36 have socess t sediment

Brief Rutlowile for Selection: Recepiors inciude rocresticns) snd sceupationst contact with cosiaminnted sediments and oo~

(Place sn X" next 1o one below}
Significant (If Tolst > 100):
Moderate (1 Tord 2 - 104):

Minimal (If Total <1):

(Place an "X" next to one below)

Evideat: X

" Petestial:

Confined:

(Place an " X" noxt 1o one below)

Mentified: X

X

Activity Name KITTERY MEPORTSMOUTHNSY

Site Name:

SWMLI0060S

Sediment Human Category:  High

{High, Medium. Low}

ane r8&




Sediment Eco Marine

CONTAMINANT Marimum Cone. Standard
HAZARD L =Ky my/kg Ratie (1)
FACTOR(D) DT 013 __ 65.000
(CHF) hrysen 32 0.06 €333 (Ptace an "X" next to one below)
100 a.3s 28.570
52 s 00 27.360 Significant (If Tota1>100): X |
140 0s 23330
36 0.3 15650 Moderate (If Total 2 - 100):
638 D.08 7.000
- 6,000 Minimal (If Total <2): —_—
22 04 5.500
.01 5.000
{1} Evaluate for humas contmvinants only Totah: 153.680
{23 Ratio = Maximum Con o
MIGRATION . Evident- Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates a Jow potential for contamination to & (Place an X" next to onc below)
PATHWAY contamination in the media is presemt at, is moving potential point of exposure (could be due to the presence
FACTOR toward, or has moved 1o s point of exposwe of geological structures or or physical controls) Evident: X
(MPF) :
Poteatial - Possibility for contamination to be preseni at or migrate Potential:
1o a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient
to make s determination of Evident or Confined Confined:
Brief Ratlonale for Selection:  Offshore investigations kave found contamination present in the media and biota.
(Place an "X" next to one below)
RECEPTOR fdeantified -  Receptors identified that have access to sediment Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to sediment
FACTOR Identified: X
(RF}
Potential:
Potentisl - Potential for receptors to have access to sediment
Limited:
- Site Name: SWMLI 00003 Sediment Marine Category: . Jigh

(High, Medium, Low)



RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

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

Lecation (State): MNH~ 7”7 5 . Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SWH SWEM SEDH SEDEM SOIL

Site (Name/RMIS ID) / Project for FUDS: SWMU 00006 Phase of Exec. (S, RI, FS, Remyv, RD/RA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): FS

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

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

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

Brief Site Descrigtion (Include site type, materinls disposed of, dates of operation, and other relevant information):
Appmximncly!moﬂmdwhidnformmdlmSOyemhlsurvedamp«uyumgemformneﬁnlpﬁwmdf-simdisposal.uml
1983, there were f2w release controls at the storage yard. Ponding of precipitation in some arcas snd direct runoff to the Piscataqua River occurred
during that era. Contamination occurred from open storage of batterics and other materials such as oil-laden tool and dic scrap metals. In

1993 an interim carrective action was taken and a cap was installed on the unpaved sections of the yard. The cap consisted of a geocomposite
clay liner, with geotextile above and below and topped with 12 inches of cursed stone choked with cement. Also a storm water catch basin with

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

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

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

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

the river. The tidal fluctustions of the river essentially represent the groundwater under the storage yard.  Surface watcr/sediment: Contsminated
surface water sad suspended sediment has reached the river through runoff and direct discharge to the river as well as percolation through the
surface soils and blocky rock material in the subsurface. Soil: Metal contaminated soil mantles the bedrock over an area approximatcly 780
feet long by 160 feet wide.

Brief Description of Receptors (Human and Ecological):

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

Eelgrass, mudflats (unvegetated), saltmarshes, channel, and shellfish (part of other habitats). Ecological recepiors include: lobster, shellfish,

fin fish, and other benthic fauna and flore., etc.

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

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

Page 1 - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet



CONTAMINANT
HAZARD
FACTOR (1)
(CHF)

MIGRATION
PATHWAY
FACTOR
{MPF}

RECEFTOR
FACTOR
(RF)

Evident -

Poteantial -

Ground Water

Maxinum Cone. Standard
Contaminant wgll Ratio ()
Lead - 393 40 12.300
Dichloroethane, 1.2~ (EDC) 130 120 6.080
Assenic (cancet endpoint) u % 4.3 3.290
and ~ ic) 45 10 0410
Cadmivm and compiounds 4.5, 10 9:250
Selentum 433 1800 0.240
Acetone a0 $100 0.080
Chromium (iotal) 1495 180.0 0.080
and 1120 1,400.0 0.080
Nickel snd 1487 300 g0
(13 Evaluste for human contaminents only Total: 21960
(2} Ratie = Maximm Conceriration/Swndand

Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.

Analytical deta or observable evidence indicates that

Confined - Information indicates that the potential for

contamination in the media is moving away from the source.

Possibility for contamination 1o be present at or migrate

t0 a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient

0 make a determination of Evident ot Confined

contaminant migration from the source is limited (due to

geologicat structures or physical controls)

WIM[nSJxM Monitoring wells on-site and adjacent to the Piscataqua River indicate the presence of con -

tamination.

Toentified -

There is » theestered or potentially threstened water supply

downgradient.of the source. The GW {cont. or nof) is & currest
drinking water sowrce or is equiv. to (Chiss | or A squifer).

There s no potentially threstened water supply well downgradient
of the source. The groundwatee is poteatisily useble for DW,
invigation or agriculiure; but not preseatly wsed (Class 1B squifes).

Brief Ratienale for Selection: Growndwater fiows inte the Piscataqua River snd costsmination is avallable for uptake by p -
Tants wad animals.

Limited - There is no poientisily threntened water supply well downgeadient of
the source. The groundwater is not considesed & potentisl soarce of
DW of is of Hmited benificial use (IT1A, HIB or perched squifer).

{Place an *X° noxt o one below)

W (16 Totat> 100):

Modersie (I Total 2 - 100):

Minimsl (If Total <2):

(Place an "X" next to one below)
Evident: X
Potential:

Coaflaed:

{Place an "X" next to one below)
Sduntified: X
Potentisl:

Linitted:

Site Name: SWML 00006

Groundwater Category:  High
{High, Medium, Low)




CONTAMINANT Matimum Couc. Standard
FACTOR (1) lead 255,000,0 4060 $37.500
(CHF) ; wd 350.0 0.0 19530 (Place an “X" next 1o onc below)
Aroclor-12354 1.5 697 100
Arsenic {cances endpoint}) 61 210 39% Siguificant (If Total > 100):
. . L 130 £ 232
Nicke! snd 28700 1.500.0 L% Moderate (If Totat 2 - 100):
ey and 3.8 3.9 8.600 )
Cadmium snd compounds 133 1§ 370 038 Misimal (If Total <2):
Beroftiflsomhene 20 560 0210
{Benz[ajanshracene 17 350 0.140
(1) Evalustc for buscoun contaminnnts only Totalk: CHAR
(2) Ratio = Maximutn Concontrstion/Stapdarg
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.
MIGRATION  Evideat - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Low possibility for contamination to be present at (Place an "X" next to one below)
PATHWAY contamination is present at, is moving towards, or has or migrate to a point of exposure
FACTOR moved to a point of exposure Evident:
(MPF)
Petential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potential: X
10 8 point of exposure; or information is not sufficient
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined:
Brief Rationale for Selecvion:  Suriace woil samples indicate presence of contaminntion. tnterim cap covers supaved portl -
on of the site except adiscent 1o the shoreling.
] (Place an " X" nextio one below)
RECEPTOR  Mestified -  Receptors identifiod that have sccess to Limiiod - Litthe or no potential for receptoes to lave scoess o
FACTOR contaminaied sofl contirniosted soil Hdentified:
=) R
Potestish: X
Fotentiat - Potentisl for receptors 10 have acoess 16
contamibnated soil Limited:
Brief Rationale for Setlection: Occupstions! exposure 10 personnet working an site.
Activity Nume XITTERY ME PORTSMOUTUNSY ., SieName:  swvuoos Soil Category:  thigh




CONTAMINANT

HAZARD
FACTOR{T)
(CHF}

MIGRATION  Evidest -
PATHWAY

FACTOR

(MPF}

RECEFTOR
|

Surlace Water Heman

Maximum Conc. Standurd
Contaminsnt sl Retin (2}
Nicked and compounds 0.0 7300

4.0

{1) Evsluste for human conteminams only

{2) Ratio = Maximsm Concentration/Standand
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.

Analytical dat o ohscrvable evidence indicates that
contamination in the media is present at, igmoving

towand, or hiss moved 10 & point of exposure

Totak

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

Pesxibility for contsmination to be present st or migrate

1o & point of exposure; or information is nat sufficient
0 mske & dejermination of Eviders or Confined

Identified «  Reoeptors identifiest tint have socess lo wurfice weter

Potentis)» Potential foe receptors to have access to surfice water

Bricf Rusionale for Selectlon:  Studles ol the Phscxtaqus River medin snd bots indicate contumination iy presest.

Limited = Little orno poteatind for receptors (o have secess 1o
surfice water

Belef Rutionale for Selection: Receptors include Piscstoqus River plant snd snimal life and humams consuming seafond or -
cootacting the surface yter,

(Place an X" next toonc below)

Shywilieant (1 Toal > 100):

Mederste (11 Total 2 - 100):

X

Minimal (If Total < 2)

{Place 2n "X" next 10 one below)

Evident: X

Potential:

Confined:

{Place 20" X" next 10 one below)

!




" Burlace Water Eco Manine

CONTAMINANT

SWIMU 00006 ' Surface Water Marine Category
(High, Modium, |ow)

Maimam Cose. Standard
HAZARD Contamissnt uglt. Ratio (1)
FACTOR(1) Nickel and . .08 83 0410
(CHF) Lesd LS (Place an "X" next to one below)
Significaat (I Total > 100):
Moderate (If Total 2 - 100):
Minimal (If Total < 2):
(1} Evalusie for lanan conaminants only Total: s010
(2) Rasia = Miximim Concentration/Stusdard
Note: Only top ten contaminants are dispisyed.
MIGRATION  Evideat- Analytical deta or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates a low poteniisl for contamination (Place an "X" next to onc below)
PATHWAY contamination in the media is present of, is moving 10- a potential point of exposure (could be due to the
FACTOR toward, or has moved 10 & point of expasare presence of geological structures or physical controls) Evidest: X
(MPF)
Poteatial - Possibility for contamination o be presont at or migrate Potential:
10 a point of exposure; or information is ot sufficient
10 make s determination of Evidemt or Confined Confined:
Brief Racionale for Selection: Studies of the Piscataqua River media and biota indicate contamination is present.
_ (Place an X" pexi wone below)
RECEPTOR deniified - Receprors identified tiat have scoess to surface waler Limited « Litthe or no potential for receplons to have seoess to
FACTOR nuipce watet Tdeutified: X
(RF)
Patential - Powntinl for receplors 1o have sccess o surface waler
Limited:
Brief Rutionale fer Seieceion: - Receptors incinde Fiscatagus River bista.
Activity Nuswe KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTHNSY Site Name: + High




CONTAMINANT
HAZARD
FACTOR (1)
[((oi13]

MIGRATION
PATHWAY
FACTOR
(MPF)

RECEPTOR
FACTOR

Evident -

Petential -

Sediment Human

(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Staadard
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displeyed.

Analytical dsta or observable evidence indicates that
contaminstion in the media is present at, is moving

toward, or has moved to a point of exposure

Confined - Information indicates a low potential for contamination to &
potential point of exposure (could be due to the presence

Wiaxhmum Cone. T Stamdnrd
Contaminang mKe mpKg Ratio (1)

| Arsenic (cancer codpoint) 8.7 210 1370
Alumimum 113009 150000 1.040
| Berzojaipyrene 22 36 6.3%
Lead 1240 4000 0310
[Checeniam (ioral) 1 11K 3.000.0 0070
I;M!M* 36 560 0.060
Nicke! and compounds 913 1,5000 0.060
Cadsrium and compounds 20 37.0 0.0%
snd compeands (inarganic) 067 230 0030
@- iphenyls (PCB3) 0.3% 200 0.020
(1) Evaluate for human contaminants Total: 3450

of geological structures or or physical controls)

Possibility for contamination to be preseatat or migrate

1o a point of exposure; or information is st sufficient

to make a determination of Evident or Casfined

Brief Rationaie for Selection:  Offhore investigations have found contaminated sediments and biota present.

Tdeutified -

Potential - Potentisl for receptors to have access to sediment

Receptors identificd that have access to sediment

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

(Place an "X" next to one below)

Significant (If Total > 100):

Moderate (If Total 2 - 108): X

Minimal (If Total <2):

(Pluce an "X" next to one below)
Evident: X
Petential:

Confined:

(Place an "X" next to one below)

Activity Name KITTERY MEPORTSMOUTHNSY




anred

Sediment Eco Marine

CONTAMINANT Matisum Canc. Standnrd
HAZARD mp/Kp & Ratio (2)
FACTEM (1) 013 65.000
(CHF} 132 0.06 53330 (Place an "X" next (o onc below)
160 .35 24570
52 E}_ 2‘252‘60 Significant (If Total > 100): X
0] X3 5330
38 0.2 15650 Mederste (If Total 2 - 100);
i 0.35 .08 7000 ii .
. 6000 1 Minimsl (O Total < 2): -
21 04 3.500
001 3000
(13 Evaluate for lnunsn contsminants only - Tolak 18630
(2) Ratio~ Maximum Concertration/Sundind
* Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.
MIGRATION  Evidest- Aﬂnﬁm«w«rwmu Coafined - Information indicates a low potential for contamination to & (Place sn "X" next to one below)
PATHWAY contamination in the media is present at, is moving polential point of exposure (could be due lo the presence
FACTOR toward, or has moved to a point of exposurs of geological structures or or physical controls) Evideat: X
(MPF}
Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Poteatial:
1o & point of exposure; or information is not sufficient
to make a determination of Evident or Coufined Coafised:
Bricf Ravionale for Selection:  Ofiikore investigations have indicated contamingats presest bn the sediment and biota.
(Place an “X" next to one below)
RECEPTOR  Iestifiod -  Receptons identifiod that have access to sediment Limited - Little or fo-potential for receptors o have sccess to sediment
FACTOR Hdentifiod: X
(RF)
Folentinl:
Potential - Poiential for receptons 10 have scoess 1o sedisent
Limited:
Brief Rusiondle for Seluction: Blota piesest within the Piacstaqua River.
Site Name: SWMU 00006 Sediment Marine Category:  High




RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Installation/Site Name for FUDS: KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH N§Y Date Entered (Day, Mouth, Year): 10/1197

Location (State): Dt /P& Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SWH SWEM SEDH SEDEM SOIL

Site (Name/RMIS ID) / Project for FUDS: SWMU 00008 Phase of Exec. (SI, R, FS, Remv, RD/RA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): FS

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

Polat of Contact (Name/Phome): Marty Raymond National Priority List (Y/N): Yes Site Rank: _High
SITE SUMMARY

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

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

The JILF covers spgroximately 25 acres of filied land. Prior to landfilling activitics tidal flats with tidal drainage channels separsted Jamaica
Island from Seavey {sland. From 1945 to 1978 this area was filled with general refuse, trash, construction rubble and various industrial wastes.
In 1978 a 2-acre foat thick clay cap and clay barrier 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 snd cquipment laydown areas, respectively. Groundwater
at JILF 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 fresh to brackish to seawater-like.

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

Groundwater: The groundwater of the island, specifically under JILF is impacted by the landfilled constituents. While the groundwater is not

used or intended 16 be used for drinking water purposes and is separate from the mainland groundwater, there is communication of the groundwater
with the estuarine river While no contamination exists which indicates the need for any prompt remedial action, seeps of groundwater are discharging
contaminants to the Piscataqua River. Ongoing offshore studies will indicate the need for consideration of groundwater seeps. Soil: Possible
ocmxplﬁonalmdmelﬁmalexpmeifﬂleswfmsoilsmdimnbed.

Brief Deseription of Recepters (Human and Ecological):

Human: Groundwater is not used on the Shipyard and there is no evidence to indicate that there is any additonal risk to human health from exposure
10 surface soils during recreational use of the arca. Ecological: Groundwater seeps and contaminated sediments are making some impacts on the
estuarine flora and fauna as some siress is thought to exist in mussels and celgrass. Human and ecological receptors from past migration of
contaminants include Piscataqua River biota and human consumption of scafood from the arca.

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

Page 1 - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet



CONTAMINANT
HAZARD:
FACTOR {1}
(CHF)

MIGRATION
PATHWAY

(MFF)

FACTOR
(RF}

Evident -

Poteatial -

Ground Water

Muximum Cone,

(13 Evaluate for human contsmisants only
€23 Ratio = Maximum Concentiation/Stasderd
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.

Analytical dats or observable evidence indicates that
contamination in the media is moving awxy from the source.

Possibility for contamination 1o be present at or migrate
10 & point of exposure; or information is not sufficient

to make a determination of Evident or Cosfined

Standard
Contaminant , Ratio (3}
T e o 22580
Amcior-1154 130 4.73 17810
% w1 - [ 13300
Dichlomoihane, 1.2- (EDC) 730 120 6080
- |Aeseric {cancer endpoint) 41 4.5 12%
| Berefalanthiracene 4.8 9.2 380
rw 40 92 520
Chloraform 100 160 0630
Ethythenzene $300 1.300.0 DA4ID
Mescary and compounds (inorgaic) 45 110 0410
Total: 615910

Confined - Information indicates that the potential for
contaminant migration from the source is limited (due to
geological structures or physical controls)

Brief Raciomule for Setection: Maaitoring wefls on-site snd sdjacent to the Fiscataque River lndicate the presence of cos -

aminstion.

Haentilied -

There is a thresiened o potentislly threatensd water supply
downgradient of the source. The GW (cont. or net} is x current
drinking witér source o¢ Is equiv. o (Class 1 or HA squifer).

‘Theee is no potentially threstenad water supply well downgradicnt
of the source. The groundwater is potentially ussbile for DW,
irrigation oc agriculturc, but not presently uscd (Class 1B squifer).
Brief Resionals for Selection: Grossdwatcr flows inte the Piscatagun River andd contumination is nvailable for uptakc by b -
jola.

Limited - There is o potentially thratencd water supply wel downgradient of
the source. The groundwaier is not considered & potentiaf source of
DW ot is of lunited benificial use (MHA, BIB or perched aquifer).

(Place an "X" next to one below)
Significans (If Totsl > 100):
Mederate (If Total 2 - 100):

Misimal (If Total < 2):

(Place an "X" next to one below)
Evident: X
Potential:

Coafined:

{Place an "X* next to one below)
Hdeutified: X
Fatentink:

Limited:

X

Site Name:

SwMuooos

Groundwater Category:  High
{iigh, Mediven, Low)




Soll
CONTAMINANT Maximum Conr. " Stasdinrd
HAZARD Contaminant "y mp/Ky Ratis (2)
FACTOR{1) [Copper and compounds 122000 28000 4360
(CHF} Lesd 1390 400.0 n,g_sc (Piace an "X" next to onc below)
142 200 0.680
945 0.97 0.670 Sigaificant (I Total > 100):
19.0 1700 0110
32 318 .09 Moderate (1f Total 2 - 100): X
D A3 56 0.080
12500 22,0000 0.060 Mimimal (If Total <2):
1.3 230 0.000
0.51 $5.0 0010
(1 Evalusic for huinan contaminants only Totak: 6570
(2) Ratio = Maxtmum Concenteation/Stendand ‘
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.
MIGRATION  Evidest- Amlyﬁuldmotmleeviduuindimm Confined - Low possibility for contamination 0 be present at {Place an "X" next to onc below)
PATHWAY contamination is present at, is moving lowards, or has or migrate to & point of exposure
FACTOR moved to a point of exposure Evident: X
(MPF)
Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present st or migrate Potential:
10 a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient
to make & determination of Evident or Confined Confined:
Brief Resionele for Selection:  Sarface soil ssmples indicate the presence of contamination. Exposure through contact, in -
gestion or inhalation is possible.
(Place 30 "X" next 1o one befow)
RECEPTOR  Hestified - Reeeptors identified that Inive sccess 10 Limited - Litthe ot o potential for receptons (o have sccess o
FACTOR contarminated soil conaminsted soil Tdentifhed: X
(RF} :
Potential:
Potentiat - Fotentinl for moeptors 1o have scoess .
contaminaed soit Limited:
Bricf Rasiunaie for Selection:  Receptors include persem workiog or living on the shipysrd.
Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTEMOUTHNSY SieNeme:  swMuoooos Soll Category:  High

(High, Mediom, Low)




CONTAMINANT

FACTOR (1)
(CHF}

IMIGRATION
PATHWAY
FACTOR
|(vrEy

FACTOR
(RF)

“Surlace Water Human

_ Maximwm Cone. Stamdsed
- Contaminynt L . Ratio (2)
Mickel snd .08 300
Lead : 4.0
(1) Evalusic for haman contaminanis coly Totak:
(2} Ratio = Medmum Concentration/Stasland
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.

Evideat - Analytical data or obscrvable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates a low potential for contamination
contamination in the media is present af, is moving 1o a potential point of exposuse (could by due to the
foward, or has moved 1o a point of exposure presence of geological structures or physical controls}

Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate

%o a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient
w rake s detcrmination of Evident or Confined

Bricf Retionaly for Seection:  Studies of the Pacataqus River wedin snd biota tndicate presesce of contamination.

Hdentified - Receplors identificat that have sccess o serface water Limited - Little. o no potential for teceptors @ have access to
surlace water

Peteatial - Potential for receptors 1o have access to surface water

Bricf Rasionsle for Selection:  Receptors include Piscataqun River plaat and saimal lifc sud bomans consuming seafosd or ¢ -
‘ontacting surfnce water snd sediments.

{Place an “X" nexi w one below)

Significant (I Total> 100):

Moderste (1 Total 2 - 100):

E ———

Minimat (1 Total < 2): x

(Piace an *X* next to one below)
Exident: X
Potentiak:

Confined:

(Piace an "X" next 1o onc below)
Yaeatifind: X
Patentinl:

Limited:

Site Name: SWiU 00008 Surface Water Hunian Category:
(High, Medium, Low)




CONTAMINANT
HAZARD
FACTOR (1)
(CHF)

MIGRATION
PATHWAY
FACTOR
(MPF)

RECEPTOR
FACTOR
|(RF)

Evident -

Potential -

Surface Waier Eco Marine -

Muximom Cone. Stsndard
Contaminant ; gl Ratie (2}
Dizidrin Ll $50.000
DDT 0.04 IO
Mescury 0.7 203 28,000
Copper snd compounds 308 T 25 10630
Nicke! and compounds 423 %] S.100
l%im 4130 16.0 4500
Lead 363 83 290
inated biphenyls 008 003 1 1700
0.25%
Chsomivan V1 and . 11 300 o150
(13 Evalusie foc hamen contsminants onfy Total: 641,460
(2) Ratic'=Muximur Concentration/Standesd

Note: Only top ten contaminants sre disphyed.

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

Confined - Information indicates a low potential for contamination
to a potential point of exposure (could be due to the

presence of geological structures or physical controls)

Possibility for contamination to be present st or migrate
to & point of exposure; or information is not sufficient

to make a determination of Evident or Cosfined

Brief Rationsie for Selection:  Studies of the Piscataqua River media and biota indicate the presence of contamination.

Sdentified -

Receptors identified that have access to surface water

surface water

Poteutist Potential for receplons to have sccess 1o surface valer

Brief Rationule for Selection: Receptors bicinde Piscatagus River blots exposed to surface water,

.

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

(Place an "X" next to one below)
Significant (If Total > 100): X

Mederate (If Total 2 - 100):

Minimat (I Tetal <2):

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

Potential: X
Ceonfined:

{Place an "X" next to one below)

Tdentified: X

Activity Name KITTERY MEPORTSMOUTHNSY

Site Name:

SWMU 00008 Surface Water Marvine Culegory:

(High, Mediven, Low)




(CONTAMINANY
HAZARD
FACTOR (1)
(CHF)

MIGRATION
PATHWAY
FACTOR
(MPF)

FACTOR

Evideat -

Potential -

Brief Rationale for Selection: Studies of the Piscataqua River media and bieta indicate the prescace of contamination.

Identified - Receptors identified that have access to sediment

Bediment Human

Musimam Conc. Stundard
. Contaminnut my/kg L L Ratio (3)

Ansenic {cancer sndpoint) P X 2.0 1.310

Aluminum 719060 75,0000 1040

£ i 22 56 0.390

Lead » 240 4009 0.310

Chrarnivm (lotal) 2118 30000 400

Benz{ajanthracenc 36 360 0,050

Nickel and 9t.2 1,500.8 0.060

Cadmium and 10 10 0.050

Mescury sad compounds {inosganic) 067 230 9030

3300 220000 0020

{1) Evaluste for human contaminants only _ ~ Total: 3.4%
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard

Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.

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

Ceafined - 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)

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

Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to sediment

Brigy Rusionale for Selection:  Recveationnl and occupatioast expusore.

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

~ Minimal (i Total <2):

(Place an "X" next 10 one below)

Significant (If Total > 100):

Moderate (If Total 2 - 180): X

JEE———

(Place an "X" next to one below)

Evidest: X

Potentinl:

Confined:

(Plage an "X" next to onc below)

Activity Name KITTERY ME vORTSMOUTHNSY

Site Name: SWMU 00008

Sediment Human Cmy' High




CONTAMINANT
HAZARD
FACTOR (1)
lcum

MEIGRATION
PATHWAY
FACTOR

(MPF)

RECEPTOR
FACTOR
(RFy

Evident-

Scdiment Eco Marine

Maxhmum Conc. " Standsrd
Contaminant ¢ Ratie (2}
[Chrysene 32 0.06 51330
Pyrene 100 0.35 1570
Fiupmnthenie N 140 08 23330
Benz{ajanthracent _ 38 (i) 15,650
chior is {PCBS) 033 0.0 7000
Benzo{slpyrene 21 04 3.500
Mercury std compounds (inorganic) 967 .13 24D
Zine: $30.0 1300 4420
Lead 1240 358 3560
[ Nicke! and compounds 2 308 100
(1} Evalusic for human contaminmts only Totak: 150.120
(23 Rativ = Maximuom Concentration/Standerd

Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.

Analytical dats or obscrvabie evidence indicates that
contamination in the media is present st, is moving

toward, or his moved 1o a point of exposure

Cenfined - 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 controis)

Possibility for contamination 1 be present st or mignic

o point of exposure: ot information is not sufficient
o make s deteemination of Evident of Confined

Brief Retipnale for Selection:  Studles of the Piscxtaqus River indicate the presence of costamination in the sediment and -
biata.

Identified - mmwwmmm

Potentisl - Pozentint for receptors 1o Rave scoess to sediment

Lim#ed - Littie or o potential for recepions 10 hve socess 1o sediment

Brief Resionale for Selection:  Receptors include Piscutugun River bista exposed to sediments.

(Place an "X" nexd 10 ome below)

Sigaificsnt (3 Total > 100): X

Modersie (M Toin) 2 - 100):

Mintael (If Total < 1)

(Place an "X" next to one below)
Evideat: X
m S ——————
Confined:
{Plxce an " X" next 1o one helow)
Hentifind: X
Potential:

Limited:

Site Namie:

WM

Sediment Marine Category:  High




RELATIVE RiSK EVALUATION WORKSHEET

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Installation/Site Name for FUDS: KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Eatered (Day, Month, Year): 10/16/97
Location (State): 2t~ /7(E - Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): SOIL
Site (Name/RMISID) / Praject for FUDS: SWMU 00009 Phase of Exec. (S, RI, FS, Remv, RD/RA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): FS
RMIS Site Type:  SURFACE DISPOSAL AREA Agr. Status (Y/N, If yes, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order): Yes
'Point of Contact (Name/Phone): Marty Raymond - National Priority List (Y/N): Yes Site 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 Descrigttion (Include site type, materials disposed of, dates of operation, and other relevant information):

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

bulbs, broken or discarded thermometers and thermostats, mercury switches, and mercury-contaminated rags, brooms, and dust pans used for clcanup

of spills, was enclgsed in steel drums and encased in large concrete blocks or pipes sealed at both ends with concrete. At the cast location

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

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

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

Groundwater: The groundwater is common to the groundwater of SWMU B, the Jamaica Island Landfill. If releases occurred to the groundwater the
contaminants wosilit be contained within the groundwater beneath the mercury burial site and host Jamaica Island Landfill with some discharge occurring
through the saltwaser freshwater interface boundary between the island and the Piscataqua River. Soil: At the cast location the soils consist

of brown to grey silfy clay with debris consisting of reinforcing rods, roots, gravel and concrete. At the west location the soils are primarily

spent sandblast gyit- with some sandy clay and significant debris consistiag of steel rod, grave! and concrete. At both location the soil is

underlain by former tidal flat highly organic clay soil deposits.

Brief Descriptionof Receptors (Human and Ecological):

Human: Unless cxploratory excavations are.conducted there would be no human receptors to any potential contaminants contained within the concrete
blocks or pipes. Thie soils are not contaminated from the disposed material and furthermore there would be no exposure uniéss excavation is conducted.
Ecological: Since there is no indication of any releases to the surrounding soil there is no potential for release to the surrounding ecology.

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

of the disposcd cancrete blocks could be physically located below the groundwater and thereby have the means to release contaminaats to the groundwater.
However, there isno indication of any refeases in the nearby monitoring wells.

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

Page 1 - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet



CONTAMINANT
HAZARD
FACTOR (1)
{(CHF)

MIGRATION
PATHWAY
FACTOR
(MPF)

RECEPTOR
FACTOR
{(RF)

Evident -

Potestial -

Ground Water

Mazimom Conc.

L L0

Standard

Ratio 3)

Contaminant
Mercury s compounds (innrganic)

119

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

Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that
contamination in the medin is moving away from the source.

Totali

Confined - Information indicates that the potential for
contaminent migration from the source is limited (dve to

rorical or physi )

Possibility for contamination to be present st or migrate
10 & point of exposure; or information is not sufficient

to make a determination of Evident or Confined

Brief Rationale for Selection: Recepters laclude ecupstional exposure if vaults are excavated and epened.

Potential -

There is a threatened or potentially threatened water supply
downgradient of the source. The GW (cont. or not) is & current
drinking water source or is equiv. to (Class [ or ITA aquifer).

There is o potentially tirestened witer supply well downgradient
of the source. ‘The groumdwister is poseiisily usable for DW,
frrigation or-agriculture; but riot presently wsed (Class B nquifer).

Brief Rationnle for Sviection; »MME“MMMMWWM

Limited - There is no potentiaily threatened water supply well downgradient of
the source. The groundwater is not considered a polential source of
DW or is of limited benificial use (IIIA, I11B or perched aquifer).

(Place an "X" next to one below)
Significaut (If Total > 100):

Mederate (If Total 2 - 100):

X

Minimal (M Total <2):

{Place an "X" next to one below)

Evideat:

(Place sn "X" next to one below)

Udentified:

Poteatial:

Activity Name KITTERY MEFORTSMOUTHNSY

Site Name: SWML 00009




CONTAMINANT Muzimum Cone, Standurd
BAZARD me/Kg Ratin 3}
FACTOR (13 120 5.6 2.140
(CHF) Ho %49 0250 (Place an “X" next to one below)
14.6 6.0 0.250
l&g 56(&0 0,0_210 Significant (If Total > 100):
120 3,600.0
Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X
Minimal (If Total <2):
{13 Evalinte for humisn contanrinants only Total: 2.660
{2} Ratio « Maximim Concentrstion/Standard
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.
MIGRATION Evident Analytical dats or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Low possibility for contamination to be present at (Place an “X" next 10 one below)
PATHWAY contamination is-present at, is moving tovards, or has ot migrste to a point of exposure
FACTOR moved 10 s point of exposirs Evident:
(MPF)
Potentini - Possibility for conternination to be present st or srigrate Petential:
w0 & paint of exposite; or information is not sufficient
1o make s determination of Evident or Confined Cenfined: X
Biief Rationale for Selection: Recspioin inrlude acapations! eepesure if vaukts are excavated and opened.
L4
' (Place an "X" next to one below)
RECEPTOR Identified - Receptors identified that have access to Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to
FACTOR contaminated soil coataminated soil Identified:
(RF)
Potential:
Potential - Potential for receptors to have access 0
contaminated soil Limited: . X
Brief Rationale for Selection: Recepters include occupstions! exposure if excavation occurred.
Activity Name KITTERY MEPORTSMOUTHNSY Site Name: _SWMuU 00009 Soil Category: Low

(High, Mcdium, Low)




RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

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

Location (State): " /75 Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SEDH SEDEM SOIL

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

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

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

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

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

An underground $680-gallon steel storage tank located outside of Bldg. 238 used for holding waste battery acid resulting from battery rebuilding
operations. The unit and battery operations have been closed. In 1984 an approximate 2-inch diameter hole was discovered in the bottom of the
tank. The volume of the tank would vary according to rise and fall of the tidal changes of the adjacent river. The tank was taken out of service

in 1984 and removed in 1986. The area has subsequently been covered with asphalt paving. Matcrials disposed: Sulfuric baticry acid contaminated
with lead. Dates of operation: 1974-1984. :

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

Groundwater: The leaking storage tank was reportedly located below the groundwater table. The tank is located within 20 feet of the edge of
the shoreline of thiz river and the area 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 area loamy clay mixed with rocky debris.

.

Brief Description of Receptors (Human and Ecological):

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

(1) Use to record information on Sites and Areas of Concem (AQC) for Relative Risk Site Evalustion. The term Site is defined as n‘discme arca for which suspected contamination has been verified and requires furt

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

Page 1 - Relstive Risk Evaluation Workshect



i MIGRATION
PATHWAY

F(um

FACTOR

Bricf Rasionale for Selection: Mrtal contamination is present in the soil, patentin to leach into the groundwater cxists -

&

Heatified -

Ground Water

Maiimum Conc. Standard

Contaminest wpl. Ratia (1)

30508 1108 18640

Lesd 634 %0 6,350

Iron 52,4000 110000 4.760

Chremium V1 and compounds 793 130.0 0440

Vanadium 1010 2600 63%

Nicke! snd compousds 201.0 1380 4.2

Bariun-s0d compounidy F76.0 26000 6110

[ Mercury and compounds (inoeganic) 029 HO 0.030

Zire 129.0 11.000.0 6010
[Thalfum 3

(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only Tetal: 41.000

(2) Ratio = Maximum Concenteation/Standard
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.

Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that

Cenfined - Information indicates that the potential for

contamination in the media is moving awsy from the source.

Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate

10 » point of cxposure; or information is not sufficient
to make a determination of Evident or Confined

There is  twestened or potentiatly thventencd water supply

dowagradient of the soumrce. The GW (cont. or not) is & cusreat
drinking water sourcs of i equiy. 10 {Class | or HA aaifer).

There is no potentially thireatened water sipply well downgradiem
of the source. The groundwates is poteatially usable for DW,
irigation or agricylivse, bt not peesently used {Clas 118 aquifed).

contaminam migration from the source is limited (due to

geological structures or physical controls)

Brigf Rasionsie for Selection: Grousdwater reaching the Placataqus River would be available for wpiake by the plant and o -

* sdvnd Hifie sond humans consuming seafood.

Limited ~ Theve is no potentially thueatoned water supply well downgrwdient of
the source. The groundwister is aot consideend & potential sooree of
LW or is of limited benificial use (1A, H1B of perched squiler).

(Place an "X" next to one below)

Significant (If Total > 190);

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100):

X

Minimal (If Tota) <2):

(Place an "X" next to one below)

Evident: X

Petential:

Coafined:

{Pace a0 "X" next 1o one bielow)

Slentified: X

Activiey Name SITIERY MEPORTSMOUTHNSY

Site Name:

Swmu ool




CONTAMINANT Masimom Coac. Standard
HAZARD Contaminant | mpKe m__g_;
FACTOR(1) i 1720000 4000
(CHF) Amimmz MW 1,580 309 52.670 (Place an "X" next to one below)
Mﬁmmm Jo0 8O 1.309
24,1000 32,000.0 100 Sigaificant (I Totsl > 100): __ X ___|
A.mﬁn {cancer) 2431 218 100
Vasadiom 1099 5200 a.zm Moderate (If Total 2 - 100):
Bariom snd £87.0 52000 0,170 4
Copper wnd compounds 4860 28000 o1 Miaimal (If Total <2):
and X o 3, mo.n a1
Cadmium s ﬁ 39 31 0 0.110
(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only Total: 487.120
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standerd
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.
MIGRATION  Evident- Analytical dats or observable evidence indicates that Cosfined - Low possibility for contamination to be present at (Place an *X" next to one below)
PATHWAY contamination is present at, is moving towards, or has or migrate to a point of exposure
FACTOR moved to a point of exposure Evideat:
(MPF)
Potentisl - Possibility for contamination to be present st or migrate Potential: X
to & point of exposure; or information is not sufficient
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Coafined:
Brief Rationale for Selection:  Soil samples indicate the presence of contamination. Site is currently covered with asphs -
it pavement. ’
(Place an "X" next to one below)
RECEPTOR  ldentified -  Receptors idemtified that have access o Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access o
FACTOR contaminated soil contaminated soil dentified:
(RF)
Petestial: X
Potentis] - Potential for receptors to have access to
contaminated soil Limited:
Brief Rutionale for Sciection: Occupations! expesure during work which could disturk the solls in the aves.
Site Name: SwMii acote Soil Category:

(High, M, Low}




Sediment Human

CONTAMINANT Mazimem Cone. Stawdard
HAZARD Contaminnnt Ratie {2}
FACTOR (1) Lond 1240 400 a3
(CHF) Zine: 5300 22,0000 6420 (Place an X" next to one below)
Sigaificant (If Total > 100):
Moderate (If Total 2 - 100):
Minimal (If Total <2):
(1} Evaluste for homan contaminants only Total: 850
(2): Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.
MIGRATION  Evident- Analytical data or obsesvable evidence indicates that Coafised - Information indicates a low potential for contamination to a (Piace an "X" next to one below)
PATHWAY contamination in the media is present at, is moving potential point of exposure (could be due to the presence
FACTOR toward, or has moved 10 a point of exposure of geological structures or or physical controls) Evident: X
(MPF)
Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Poteatisl:
%0 a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient
to make & determination of Evident or Confined Coafined:
Brief Rationale for Selection:  Stwdies of the Piscataqua River indicate the presence of contamination in the sediment and -
biota.
(Place an X" next 10 one below)
RECEPTOR Mentified -  Receptors identified that have access 1o sediment Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to sediment
FACTOR Identified: X
(RF)
Poteatial:
Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to sediment
Brief Rasionale for Selection: Receptors iuclude seafosd consumption aad recrestional or accupational exposure to sedimen -
ts.
Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: SWMU 00010 Sediment Human Category: High

(High, Medium, Low)




Sediment Eco Marine

(Rbigh, Modian, Low)

CONTAMINANT Masimum Cone. Sixdinrd
HAZARD Contamiannt mp/Kg Ratie (1)
JFACTOR () Zivk, 5300 108 442
(cHF) Lead 340 350 1 3340 (Place an “X" next 1o one below)
Significant (If Total > 100):
Moderate (If Totsl 2 - 100): X
Minimal (I Total <2):
&
(1) Evaluats for human comsnsiramts only Total: 7.960
(2) Ratio = Maximuan Concentention/Stndard
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.
MIGRATION Evidest- Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates a low potential for contaminationto s {Place an “X" next 1o one below)
PATHWAY contamination in the media is present at, is moving potential point of exposure (could be due to the presence
FACTOR toward, or has moved to 8 point of exposure of geological structures or or physical controls) Evident: X
(MPF)
Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potentisl:
10 a point of cxposure; or information is not sufficient
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined:
Brief Rationale for Selection:  Studies of the Piscataqua River indicate the presence of contaminants in the sediment and -
biots.
{Piace an “X" next to one below)
RECEFTOR HHentilied -  Receptors idemtified that have sceess to sediment Limited - Little of v potentisl for recoptons to tve seoess 1o sediment :
FACTOR Tdentified: X
(RF)
Potentiak:
Potoutisl - Potential for receptons fo Nave actess to sodinsent .
Limited:
Activity Name KITTERY MEPORTSMOUTHNSY Site Name: 00010 Sediment Marine Category




Installation/Site Name for FUDS: KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY

Location (State): Y /Y&

Site (Name/RMIS ID) / Project for FUDS: SWMU 00011

RMIS Site Type: _UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK

RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Date Entered (Day, Moath, Year): 10/1795

Mediz Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Sail): GW SOIL

Phase of Exec. (SI, RI, FS, Remv, RD/RA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): FS

Agr. Status (Y/N, If yes, type of agreement e.g., FFA, Permit, Order): Yes
National Priority List (Y/N): Yes Site Rank: High

Point of Contact (Name/Phone):  Marty Raymond

SITE SUMMARY

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

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

Two 8,000-gallon underground stee! tanks from raiiroad cars were buried side by side toward the eastern end of the Shipyard near SWMU 8, Jamaica
Isiand Landfili. The tanks were used to temporarily store waste oils and solvents both potentially contaminated with various metals. In 1979

and again in 1986 the tanks were inspected for leaks and found 0 be sound. The inspection in 1979 was an actual cxhumation and reburial and

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

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

to have occurred by occasional spillage from over-filling.

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

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

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

of the excavated nesterial were representative of heterogencous matcrial at other locations of the landfill consisting of clayey, silty sand containing
random rock, gravel, construction debris, wire and other steel debris. The soil had the appcarance and smcll of 2 high content of petrolcum
contamination.

Brief Description of Receptors (Human and Ecological):

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

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

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

Page | - Relative Risk Evaluation. Worksheet



Ground Water
(CONTAMINANT Masimum Cont. Stawidsrd
HAZARD Contuminant L Lo wp/l Ratio (1)
FACTOR((1) ] i3 a9 S22
(CHF) Arpclor- 1254 13 073 1780 (Place an "X" next to one below)
Aroctor-1242. 478 0.788
| Benzfusnthracene 48 9.2 0,520 Significant (If Total > 100):
[Benzene 48 390 0.1
250 FT) 0.060 Moderate (if Totsd 2-100): ___X |
Toluene 310 7200 4.0
Dichlotoethane, 1.1- 4o 3100 8,020 Minimal (If Total <2):
| Xylone (mixed) o 1400.0 0010
[Methylphenol, & 1890
(1) Evaluate for human contaminanis only Totak: 8340
(2} Rautio = Maximum Concentration/Standsrd
Note: Only top ten contaminants arc displayed.
MIGRATION  Evidest- Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates that the potential for (Place an “X" next to one below)
PATHWAY contamination in the media is moving away from the source. contaminant migration from the source is limited (due to
FACTOR geological structures or physical controls) Evident: X
(MPF) .
Poteatisl - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Petential:
%0 a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient
to make & determination of Evident or Confined Coufined:
Brief Rationale for Selection: Moenitering wells sn-site and down gradient indicate contamination has migrated away frem t- .
he site.
(Place an "X" next to one below)
RECEPTOR Mentified -  There is a threatened or potentially threatened water supply Limited - There is no potentially threatencd water supply well downgradient of
FACTOR downgradient of the source. The GW (cont. or not) is a current the source. The groundwater is not considered a potential sourccof  Identified: X
(RF) drinking water source ot is equiv. to (Class 1 or T1A squifer). DW or is of limited benificial use (IIA, 1B or perched aquifer).
' .mll
Potentisl - There is no potentially threstened water supply well downgradient d
of the source. The groundwaiter is polentially usable for DW, Limited:

Bricf Ratiowale for Seiectivn: Croandwater fiows townedl the Plscatagus River and contsminstion would be xvailabie for npt -

Trrigation or ngriculiure, bist not prescatly dsed (Class 1B squifer)

ke by plarts snd snimals.

|

Activity Name KITTERY MEPORTSMOUTHNSY

Site Name: Swmtiooot

Groundwater Category:  High
(Figh, Modiom, Low)




CONTAMINANY
HAZARD
FACTOR (1)
(CHF)

{MIGRATION
PATHWAY
FACTOR
{ry

FACTOR
(RF)

Maximum Conc. Standsrd
Contuminant mpky np/Ky Ratio (1)

Amelor- 1254 ‘ 130 097 13.400
Lead 3390 400.0 0,850
| Bera{alanthracene 100 560 0.1%0
(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only . Total: 14.430
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard
Nate: Only top ten contaminants sre displayed.

Evidest - mmm«mmmm Confined - Low possibility for comtaminatioa to be present at
contamination is present at, is moving towards, or has or migrate to a point of exposure
moved to a point of exposure

Petential - Possibility for contamination to be present at o¢ migrate

%0 & point of exposure; or information is not sufficient
0 make a determination of Evident or Confined

Bricf Retionaie for Selection:  Surface soils samples indicate contamination. Site is curreatly covered with pavement.

Sdentified -  Receptors identified that have access to
contaminated soil

Potential - Potential for receptors te bave pccess to
conteminaied sofl

Limited - Little or no potential for receptors 10 bave access to
contaminated soil

(Place an "X" next to one below)
Significant (If Total > 100):
Mederate (If Total 2 - 100):

Misimal (If Total <2):

(Place an X" next to one below)
Evideat:

Poteatial: . X
Coafined:

(Place an "X" next to one below)
Identified: X
Patentisl:

Eimiind:

X

Site Name:

SWMU 00011

(High, Medium. Low} .



& s B s maia’

RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

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

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

Site (Name/RMIS [D)/ Project for FUDS: SWMU 00021 Phase of Exec. (S, RI, FS, Remv, RD/RA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): FS

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

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

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

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

A 695 gallon steel underground storage tank located adjacent to building 75. This tank was in usc from 1974 10 1991 and received waste water
from air filter cleaning, deburring machines and acid/atkaline meta! cleaning. Removed in 1991 the tank had large holes in both ends. The tank
contents were analyzed and determined to be non-hazardous. Four soil samples were taken prior to backfilling.

Brief Description of Pathways (Groundwater, Surface Water, Sediment, Soif):
Site is within an indastrial area and currently covered with pavement.

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

(1) Use to recoed information on Sitcs and Areas of Concern (AOC) for Relative Risk Site Evalustion. The term Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and requires furt

A Site by definition. has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, "projects” equates to sites for curvent 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 | - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet



CONTAMINANT T Mszimem Cone. Standard
HAZARD Contaminnnt wp/Ky Ratie (2}
FACTOR (1) Benzofsjpyrene 20 56 35%
(CHF) | Bensfalanthracenc 340 6.0 0410 (Place an X" next to one below)
 Bertzoftfluotanthete 180 56.0 0.0
 [BenecixiNuonnthene 1 $0 s60.0 0080 Sigaificant (If Total > 100):
[Cheysene T 56000 t 0810
] _]_ Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X
Minimal (if Tetal < 2):
(1) Evaluste for human contuminants only Total: 454
(2) Ratio = Maximum i
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.
MIGRATION  Evident- mmm«mmmm Confined - Low possibility for contamination to be present at (Place an "X" next to one below)
PATHWAY contamination is present a1, is moving towards, or has or migrate to a point of exposure
FACTOR moved to a point of exposure Evident:
(MPF)
Poteatial - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Poteatisl:
10 & point of exposure; or information is not sufficient
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Ceonfined: X
Brief Rationale for Selection:  Soil samples indicate the presence of contamination.
. (Place an *X" next to one below)
RECEFTOR Ideatified - Receptors identified that have access to Limited - Little or no potential for recepiors to have access to
FACTOR contaminated soil contaminated soit Identified:
(RF)
) Petential: X
Potential Potentinl for recepuors to huve sccess to
connminated soil Limited:
Bricf Rasionaie for Selection: Ocenpationst exposure during work which could disrept pavement amd soil
Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTHNSY SieName:  swMyoosy Soil Category:  Low




RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

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

Location (State): 3 ME_ Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): SEDH SEDEM

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Page 1 - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet



Sediment Human

CONTAMINANT Maximum Conc. Standard
HAZARD Contaminant __mg/Kg mg/Kg Ratio (2)
FACTOR (1) Arsenic (cancer endpoint) 28.7 21.0 1.370
(CHF) Aluminum 77,900.0 75.000.0 1.040 (Place an "X" next to one below)
Benzo[alpyrene 2.2 5.6 0.390
[Lead . 124.0 400.0 0.310 Significant (If Total > 100):
Mercury and compounds (methyl) 0.67 5.5 0.120
Chromium (total) 211.0 3,000.0 0.070 Moderate (If Total 2 - 100): X
Benz[a]anthracene 3.6 56.0 0.060
Nickel and compounds 91.2 1,500.0 0.060 Minimal (If Total < 2):
Cadmium and compounds 20 370 0.050
Zinc 530.0 22,000.0 0.020
(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only Total: 3.540
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.
MIGRATION  Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates a low potential for contamination to a (Place an "X" next to one below)
PATHWAY contamination in the media is present at, is moving potential point of exposure (could be due to the presence .
FACTOR toward, or has moved to a point of exposure of geological structures or or physical controls) Evident:
(MPF)
Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potential:
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined: X
Brief Rationale for Selection:  Studies of the Piscataqua River indicate the presence of contaminants in the sediment and -
biota.
(Place an "X" next to one below)
RECEPTOR Identified - .  Receptors identified that have access to sediment Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to sediment
FACTOR Identified: X
RF)
Potential:
Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to sediment
Limited:
Brief Rationale for Selection: Occupational and recreational exposure to sediments as well as consumption of seafood.
Activity Name: KITTERY ME PORTSMQUTHNSY Site Name: SWMU 00026 Sediment Human Category: Low

(High, Medium, Low)




Sediment Eco Marine

(High, Medium, Low)

CONTAMINANT Maximum Conc. Standard
HAZARD Contaminant mg/Kg mg/Kg Ratio (2)
FACTOR (1) Lead 124.0 8.0 15.500
(CHF) Nickel and compounds 91.2 8.0 11.400 (Place an "X" next to one below)
. | Zinc 530.0 86.0 6.160
Phenanthrene 6.2 5.0 1.240 Significant (If Total > 100):
Fluoranthene 14.0 16.0 0.880
Cadmium and compounds 2.0 9.0 0.220 Moderate (If Total 2 - 100):
Aldrin 0.02 1.0 0.020
DDE 0.01 14.0 "Minimal (If Total < 2):
Hexachlorobenzene 0.01
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) 0.35
(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only Total: 35.420
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.
MIGRATION Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates a low potential for contamination to a (Place an "X" next to one below)
PATHWAY contamination in the media is present at, is moving : potential point of exposure (could be due to the presence
FACTOR toward, or has moved to a point of exposure of geological structures or or physical controls) Evident:
(MPF) :
Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potential:
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined: X
Brief Rationale for Selection:  Studies of the Piscataqua River indicate the presence of contamanation in the sediment and -
biota.
(Place an "X" next to one below)
RECEPTOR Identified - Receptors identified that have access to sediment Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to sediment
FACTOR Identified: ___X
(RF)
Potential:
Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to sediment
Limited:
Brief R le for Selection:  Piscataqua River biota exposed to the sediment.
Activity Name: KITTERY MEPORTSMOUTHNSY Site Name: SWMU 00026 Sediment Marine Category: Low




RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

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

Location (State): Ni¥ /M E . Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SOIL

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Page 1 - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet



CONTAMINANT
HAZARD
FACTOR(1)
(CHF)

PATHWAY
FACTOR

MIGRATION
‘(M"")

FACTOR

Ground Water

Standard

Maximun Conc.

Costaminant it g, Ratio (1)
[Cead I X 40 1025000
[Dichioroethane, 1.2- (EDC) 340 120 7.008
Cliromrivm (totaf} 139.0 18058 9T
Cademium and compounds 110 80 4610
Mcrcusy and compounds (morgasic) [ 1 1.0 0430
T 12 i £0 09 0300
[Beryili aad compounds 213 B 0.2%
| Cobalt 509.0 22000 0.230
(Nickel s compounds - § 20 700 0040
(1) Evaluste for human contsminsnts only Towut: 1A
(2) Ratio = Maximarn Conositeation/Standard

Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.

Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that
contamination in the media is moving away from the source.

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

Confined - Information indicates that the potential for
contaminant migration from the source is limited (due to
geological structures or physical controls)

Brief Resionale for Selection: Menitering weils on-site aed adjacent to the Piscataqua River indicate the presence of con -

tamination.

Thentified - There is s threatened o potentially theeatened water yupply
downgradient of the source. The GW (Cont. or not is- cusrent
drinking water source o s equiv, 10 (Class 1 or [TA wquifes).

Potentinl- Thore isno potentisily threatened water supply well downgradiont
of the source. ‘The groundweler is potentinlly usable for DW,
irvipation ov agriculiore, bit not presently wsed (Class HB aquifer)

Limited - There is no potentially threatentd water supply well downgradient of
he source, The groandwater is not consideviad & posemiin} source of

DW or is of limited bénificial use (1A, HIB or perched squifer):

Brief Rutioniie for Selection: Costaminited groundwaler could fiove directly intu the Piscataqun River and be available fo -

rupkake by plant and snimal fife.

(Place an X" next to onc below)

Significant (If Total > 100): X

Moderate (I Tetal 2 - 100):

Misimal (i Tetal <2):

(Place an "X" next to one below)
Evident: X
Potential:

Confined:  _________
(Place an "X" next to one below)
Hentified: X
Potentind:

Limited:

Site Name: SWMLI 00027

Groundwater Category:  jigh

CHigh, Medivn, Low)




(CONTAMINAKT
HAZARD
FACTOR (1)
(CHF)

MIGRATION
PATHWAY
FACTOR
(MPF)

Evideat -

Petential -

Brief Retionsle for Selection:  Seil samples indicate presence of contamination.

Mazimam Cone. Standard
Cantaminant np/ky e i 3 Ratio (3)
Lesd 6333 4000 380
Cadinioe sod 59 318 e.l60 (Place an "X" next to one below)
| Mangancse md compourds 229 3.1000 0,140
. |Copper 20d componnds 3060 23000 0.110 Siguificant (if Total > 100);
Zink 18100 22.000.0 0.020
| Benzofalpyrene 0.23 5.6 0.040 Mederate (If Total 2 - 100):
Nickel and 60.0 1.300.0 0040
[Eﬁw) [0 28 0.020 Miaimal (I Total <2):
Chromian (totsl) 654 3.000.0 0.020
Burium and compounds 1.8 3,000 0020
(1 Evaluate Tor buman contuminants only Total: 3336
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Stagdard
Note: Only top ten contaminants are dispiayed.
Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Ceonfined - Low possibility for contamination 10 be present at (Place an X" next to one below)
contamination is present at, is moving towards, or has of migrate to a point of exposure
moved to a point of exposure Evideat: X
Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potential:
10 a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined:

(Place an "X" next to onc below)

X

RECEFTOR ~ ldewiificd-  Recepiors identified that have sccess 1o Limited - Little or né poteotial for receptors (o have acoess o
FACTOR conmninnied soil contaminated soit fentified:
(R¥)
Potential: X
Foleatial - memmhwmw
cotansinslod soil Limited:

Brief Ratlonale for Selection: Receptars include sccuputivast expasore fram excavations or willity work in the sres,

Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTHNSY SiteName:  SWMU 0007 Soil Category:  Jigh
{High, Mcdium, Low)




RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

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

Location (State): M Me Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SOIL

Site (Name/RMIS ID) / Project for FUDS: SITE 00029 Phase of Exec. (S1, Rl FS, Remv, RD/RA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): CERCLA RIFS

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

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

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

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

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

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

Brief Description of Recepters (Human and Ecological):
Occupational exposure to personnel working on or near the site during operations which disrupt the soil. Groundwater at site may also be impacted
and migrating to the Piscataqua River.

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

Page | - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet



Ground Water

CONTAMINANT Viaxisum Conc. Seandard
HAZARD Comtaminant L L L L5 Rutls (2}
FACTOR (1) ILM 493 40 12300
(CHF) Dichloroethuse, 1,2- (EDC) 30 120 6.080 (Piace an "X" next to one below)
| Arsenic {cancer) 148 43 3290
nd 4 400.0 14000 008 Siguificant (If Total > 100):
wnd compoands %3 17000 9980
snd 122 150 0.810 Mederate (If Total 2 - 100):
Mereury 45 110 040
| Cactoniium snd compounds: As 138 0.250 Minimal (If Total <2):
Selenium rE) 1390 0240
lion 18400 11,0000 0.170
(13 Evalunte for human contaminants only Total 15930
(2) Ratis = Muximuem Concentration/Standard
Note: Only top ten contaminamts are displayed.
MIGRATION  Evidest- Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates that the potential for (Place an "X" next to one below)
PATHWAY contamination in the media is moving awsy from the source. contaminant migration from the source is limited (due to
FACTOR geological structures or physical controls) Evident: X
{(MPF)
. Potential - Possibility for contamination 0 be present at of migrate Peteatial:
to a point of exposuse; or information is nat sufficient
0 make a determination of Evident or Copfined Confined:
Brief Ratlonale for Selection: Monitering wells on-site and adjacent to the Piscataqus River indicate the presence of con -
v
{Plsce an "X" next to ane helow)
RECEFTOR Sdestified - There is x threatenod of potentially Dresiened witee supply Limited ~ There is ne potcntally theeatencd water supply well downgradient of
FACTOR downgradient of the source. The GW (coat. or not} is a.cument the sousce. The groundwater is ol considered & potential sowrceof  Meatified: X
(RF) drinking wilte source or is eqalv. t (Class L.or A squifer). DW o is of limited beatficial use (1A, B or perched aquifer).
Potentiaf:
Potentisl~ There is no potentislly Uieatencd waler supply well downgraient
of the source. The groundwaier is potentisify usable for DW, Limited:
inigation oragriculture, bist not preseatly wsed {Class 1B squifer),
Bricf Rationsie for Selection: Groundwater flows into the Piscatagun River and costaminstion v available for uptake by p -
Innts and animals, -
Site Name: SITE 00028 Groundwater Category:  High
: (High, Meditumi, Low}




Soil
CONTAMINANT T Maximum Conc. T Standurd
HAZARD Contyminnul =p/Ky mp/Kg Batie 3}
FACTOR (1) Lend $16,0000 A0 290.000
(CHF) Antimony and compounds 3700 306 196670 (Place an “X" next to one below)
seud compounds 47,8000 23000 17570
Tron 253.000.0 22,0000 11730 Significant (If Total > 100): X
2,3.78-TCDD {dioxin) 5. 590
Arseniic (cancer} 0 10 ,_s__j_g Mederate (I Total 2 - 100):
Cadmiusn and componds 310 310 380
Nickel and 18700 1,500.0 250 Minimat (If Tetal < 2):
and compounds 31800 3.1000 30
Vanadiom 750 1 5300 G480
(1% Evaluate for human contaminants only Yorak: 523800
(2} Ratio = Miximum Concentiation/Sisdend
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displiyed.
MIGRATION  Evidest- Anatytical deta or obscrvable evidence indicates that Confined - Low possibility for comamination to be present at (Place an "X" next to one below)
PATHWAY contamination is present at, is moving towards, or has or migrate to 8 point of exposure
FACYOR moved to a point of exposure Evideat: X
(MIF) .
Potentisl - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrae Poteatial:
10 » point of exposure; or information is not sufficient
1o make & determination of Evident or Confined Confined:
Bricf Rationale for Selection:  Surface soils indicate costamination is present and have not been been isolated to minimiz -
€ exposure to workers.
(Place an "X" next to one below)
RECEPTOR Identified - Receptors identified that have access to Limited - Little or no potential for receplors to have access 1o
FACTOR contaminsied soif contaminated soil Kdentified: X
(RF)
Potential:
Patentisd - Potential for receptons to have scoest 10 )
contaminated soil Limised:
Brief Ruttonnle for Selection:  Workers in the sren of the site may be exposed through inhalation or dermsl contact.
Activity Neme KITTERY MEPORTSMOUTHNEY Site Name: _SITE 00029 Soil Category: High
. (High, Medium. Low)




RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

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

Lecation (State): it /"7E Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SOIL

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

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

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

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

Brief Site Descrijtion (Inchude site type, materials disposed of, dates of aperation, and other relevant information):

Building 184 is carently used as s welding school for navy employees. Previously the sitc was uscd for gatvanizing and metal cleaning. A yellow
powdcmyeﬂlorcmhaappe-edume.joimbetmﬂuwﬂlmdtheﬂootuthelomionmemlciddipunkwnsloum This substance
has a very low pH(2.3) and cadmium, chromium, barium and lead were found in TCLP tests of this powder.

Bricf Description of Pathways (Greundwater, Surface Water, Sedimeat, Seil):
Primary pathway of concem is exposurc to workers in building.

Brief Description of Receptors (Humasn and Ecelogical):
Occupational exposure.

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

Page | - Refative Risk Evaluation Worksheet
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CONTAMINANT
HAZARD
FACTOR (1)
(CHF)

MIGRATION
PATHWAY
FACTOR
(MPF)

Ground Waier

Maxtmum Conr. “Siandard RS
Conteminant ) : Ratio (3)
Lead ) 36 40 8.900 .
W i 1,1000 170080 0.650
Tron 21200 11,0000 D.190
Bial: 5.0 A800 0410
Phenol ; 0.9 220000
Buey! boucyl pithlate () 73000
Zin: 110 1 11,0000
(1} Evaluate for homan comaminants only Fotalt 1.7%
(2) Ratio =~ Maximum ConcemrationStandard
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.
Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates that the potential for
contamination in the media is moving away from the source. contaminant migration from the source is limited (due to
: geological structures or physical controls)

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

Brief Rationale for Selection:  Potential for leaching to groundwater exists.

(Place an "X" next to one below)

Significant (If Total > 160):

Moderate (If Total 2 - 100):

Misimal (I Total <2): X

(Place an "X" next to one below)

Evident:

Potential: X

RECEPTOR Mentified-  There is a threatened or potentially threaténed water supply Limited - There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgradient of
FACTOR downgradient of the source. The GW (cont. or not) is a current the source. The groundwater is not considered a potential source of  Identified:
(RF) drinking water source or is equiv. to (Class | or {IA aquifer). DW o is of limited benificial use (1A, HIB or perched aquifer).
Potentist: X
Poteatin-  There s no potentislly threstened water supply well downgeadient
of the source. The groundwater is potentisly ssable for DW, Lismited:
inigation of sgriceliure, but not presently ssed (Class 118 aquifer).
Brief Rationale for Sclection:  Water may eventuslly reach Piscatnqua River.
Activity Name KITTERY MEFORTSMOUTHNY Site Name: SITE 00030 Grosndwater Category:  Low




CONTAMINANT
HAZARD
FACTOR (1)
{(CHF)

MIGRATION
PATHWAY
FACTOR
(MPF)

RECEPTOR
FACTOR
(RF)

Evidest -

Potential -

!oi-im. Conc. Stmmiard

Contamisant - mp/Kg Ratis {3}
Benzo{alpyrene M0 56 E¥)
Dibena{abjentheacene s _3E_ 1368
Iron : 21,8000 22.006.0 1.260
Lend 3940 4000 9990
Arsetic (cancer) 5.7 210 0.750
[ Benzofb]fuorsnthene 249 360 04%
O — o —Fome o0
i 19.900.0 75,3».0 9370

Indenof |2 1o 0250
Manganess and compounds 7179 “m 0.9
(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only Tetal: 10.430

(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentratiow/Staadard
Notc: Only top ien contaminants are displayed.

Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that

contamination is present at, is moving lowards, or has

moved to 8 point of exposure

Possibility for contaminstion to be preserit st of migrate
to & point of exposure; or information is not sufficient
to make a determination of Evidemt or Confined

Brief Rasienale for Selection:  Disect eccupational exposure to workers within Building 184 through inkalation or dermal ¢ -

ontact.

Identified -

Potential -

Receptors identified that have access to
contaminated soil

Potential for receptors to have access to
contaminated soil

Coafined - Low possibility for contamination to be present at
or migrate (0 a point of exposure

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

Brief Rationale for Selection: Direﬂomplhﬂewnhvnrhnwithialﬁldiqlu

contaminated soil

(Place an "X" next to onc below)

Siguificant (If Tetal > 100):

| ———

Moderate (1f Tetal 2 - 100):

Minimal (If Total <2):

(Ptace an "X" next to onc below)
Evideat:

Potemtiale ___ X
Confined:

(Place an "X" next to onc below)
Mdentified: X
Peteatial:

Limited:

X

Site Name: $ITE 00630

Soll Category:  High
_{High, Medium, Low)




RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Installation/Site Name for FUDS:  KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 219/9

Location (State): bt A7E Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soil): GW SOIL

Site (Name/RMIS ID) / Project for FUDS: SITE 00031 Phase of Exec. (S, RI, FS, Remv, RD/RA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): CERCLA PA

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

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

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

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

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

Brief Description of Receptors (Human and Ecelogical):
Human: Construction exposure to workers during excavation. Plant and animal life within the Piscataqua River and humans consuming seafood
caught from this agea.

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

' Page 1 - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet



Ground Water

X

CONTAMINANY Maximum Cone. Standard
HAZARD Contamsinant st o/l Ratia {2)
FACTOR(1) Arsenic {cancer} a5 43 16800
jccun Lead 357 (X 1| 8930 (Place an "X" next to onc below)
[Manganess sad compounds 9.73698 17000 ST
Yion ; 99300 T 11,0000 0900 Siguificant (If Total > 100):
Alumisom 49500 37,8000 0130
Bagium wid compoundt 27190 26000 , G110 Moderate (M Total 2 - 100):
[Mercury and compounds (inorganic) 945 1.0 £.040
Selenium 43 1800 6.020 Minimal (If Total <2):
[Butyl beneyl phihalat 1] 7300
Thallium ‘ 16 , —
9
(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only Tetal: 26.660
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standard

Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.

MIGRATION  Evidest- Analytical dats or observable evidence indicates that Cenfined - Information indicates that the potential for (Place an "X" next to one below)
PATHWAY contamination in the media is moving away from the source. contaminant migration from the source is limited (due to
FACTOR : geological structures or physical controls) Evideat:
(MPF) .
Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate . Petential: X
’ to a point of exposure; o information is not sufficient
to make & determination of Evident or Cosfined Confined:
Brief Rationale for Selection:
(Place an "X" next to onc below)
RECEPTOR Mestified -  There is a threatened or potentially threateaed water supply Limited - There is no potentially threatened wates supply well downgradient of
FACTOR downgradient of the source. The GW (cont. or not) is & current the source. The groundwater is not considered & potentisl source of  Idestified:
(RF) drinking water source or is equiv. to (Class I or IIA aquifer). DW or is of limited benificial use (IILA, HIB or perched aquifer).
Poteatisi:
Potential - There is no potentially threstened waier supply well downgradient .
of the source. The groundwates is potentislly usable for DW, Limited: X
irrigation or agriculture, but ot presciily used (Class 11B squifer). '
Bricf Rutionale for Selection:

Site Name: SITE 00031 Groundwiter Calegory:
(High Medium, Low)




(High, Medium, Low)

CONTAMINANT Muximuw Cone. Sandard
HAZARD Contasinnat mg/Ky Ratis (1)
FACTOR (1) 9.0800 . ?&%’i 2700
(CHF) 1330000 220000 6050 (Place an X" next to one below)
1090 23.0 & 740
455 210 AT Significant (If Tetal > 100):
16 56 1.540
40900 g 1460 Mederate (If Total 2 - 100): X
L1500 3.1000 0,310
1.6 3.6 0.29% Minimat (If Total < 2):
22,1000 750000 4.390
0 1.500.0 0230
1) Evaluste for homan contaminants only Totak M0
{2) Ratio Maximisn Concertration/Standerd
Note: Only top ten contaminams are displayed.
MIGRATION. - Evidest- Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Cenfined - Low possibility for contsmination to be present at (Place an "X" next to one below)
PATHWAY contamination is present af, is moving towards, or has or migrate to a point of exposure
FACTOR moved to a point of exposure Evident:
(MPF) :
Potewtial - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potentiak:
% a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined: X
Brief Rationale for Selection:  Seil excavations and bistorical evidence indicate the West Timber Bas was used 83 2 landfi -
1.
(Place an "X™ next to one below)
RECEPTOR Identified -  Receptors identified that have access o Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to
FACTOR contantinated w0il contsminmied soif fdentifiod:
(RF)
Peteatial: X
Potestint - Potentis! for receptors to have sccess
comaminated sotl Eimited:
Biief Rutionale for Selection:  Recepter inctedes occupations! exposure if excavation oceured.
Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Site Name: SITE 00031 Soil Category: Low,
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RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Instaliation/Site Name for FUDS:  KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Eatered (Day, Month, Year): 5/24/99

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

Site (Name/RMIS ID) / Project for FUDS: SITE 00032 Phase of Exec. (S1, Rl, FS, Remv, RD/RA, or equiv. RCRA Stage): CERCLA PA

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

Point of Centact (Name/Phone): Mty Raymond National Priority List (V/N): Yes Site Rask:__ - _High
SITE SUMMARY

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

Brief Site Description (Include site type, materials disposed ef, dates of eperation, and other relevant information):
Historical information this site had been uscd as a landfill and salvage sea early in 1900s.

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

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

() UsetoleeudiafmmﬁionousmmmofCM(AOC)meveRiskSihEvalualion. 'l'llemmSiteisdeﬁnedasndisemeneaforwhichsuspec\cdcomminnionhlsbeenveriﬁedandrequires furt
A Site by definition has been, or will be, entered into RMIS. For the FUDS Program, "projects” equates (o sitcs for current installations. An AOC is a discrete area of contamination, or suspected contamination in the
(or RFA) phase that has not been catered into RMIS. .

Page | - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet



Ground Water
CONTAMINANY Maximam Conc. " Standard
HAZARD Contaminant it . . Rutis {2}
FACTOR (1) Lead 1950 40 48750
(CHF) [ Menganese 18700 110.0 §730 (Place an "X" next to one below)
Assenic {cancer) AlL2 4.5 9.150
Iron 12.000.0 11,0000 550 Siguificant (If Total > 100):
Copper snd compounds 4960 14000 0.3%0
| Nickel and compods no 7300 0.18 Mederate (If Total 2 - 100): X
Alsiinom - 270 37,0000 0.0%
Barium and 1280 26000 0030 Mintmal (If Total < 2):
Zinc = $R20 110000 a0
ol 0.46 110 0.040
(1} Evalusic for humen contaminants only Tuiah .95
(2) Ratio.» Maxinvam Concentration/Standerd
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displeyed.
MIGRATION  Evident- Analytical data or obsesvable evidence indicates that Cenfined - Information indicates that the potential for (Place an "X" next to one below)
PATHWAY contamination in the media is moving away from the source. contaminant migration from the source is limited (due %0
FACTOR : geological structures or physical controls) Evident:
(MIF}
Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present st or migrate Potential: X
to a point of exposure; or information is not sufficient
10 make a determination of Evident or Confined Coufined:
Brief Rationale for Selection:
) (Place an "X" next to one below)
RECEPTOR Tdentified - There is a threatened or potentially threatencd water supply Limited - There is no potentially threatened water supply well downgeadient of
FACTOR downgradient of the source. The GW (cont. or not) is a current the source. The groundwaier is not considered a potential source of  Identified:
(RF) drinking water source or is equiv. to (Class I or HA aquifer). DW or is of limited benificia) use (I11A, IIIB or perched aquifer).
Potential: X
Potential - There is no potentially threstened wates supply well downgradient
of the source. The groundwater is potentisily usable for DW, Limited:
irrigation or agricuiture, but not presemily uved (Class IIB aquifer).
Brief Rationaie for Selection:
P ——
She Name:  SITED00032 Groundwater Category:  Med
(High, Modiwn, Low)




CONTAMINANT
HAZARD
FACTOR (1)
(CHF)

MIGRATION
PATHWAY
FACTOR

(MPF)

Evidest -

Potential -

Note:Onlytopwnmmmmmdisphyd.

Anslytiuldnuoubwvnbleeviduuinﬁamthu
contamination is present at, is moving towgrds, or has

moved to a point of exposure

Fiarincam Conc. Sanndard
_Costeming iy gy Ratio (1)
| Copper and compounds 30,6000 33000 193
Leon 2H.000.0 22,0000 10640
Lesd. 2.1200 4000 6,500
Aryenic {cancet) 258 210 - 123
" INickel and compounds 1,540.0 13000 LO30
| Beszofalpyrens 57 36 1020
[Mercury aed compounds (inorganic) 163 BI_ azt0
 Antimony and compounds 180 Ny L
 Manganese snd compounds ,380.0 31008 0.510
946300 22,0000 0440
(1) Evaluate for human contaminants only Total: 36.010
(2) Ratio = Maximum Concentration/Standsrd

Possibility for contamination 1o be present at or migrate
m-poimofem:miufomﬁonisaammciun
to make a determination of Evident or Coafined

Brief Rationale for Selection:  Exposure to contaminsted seils.

Confined - Low possibility for contamination to be present at
or migrate to a point of exposure

(Place an "X" next to one below)
Significant (If Total > 100):
Mederate (If Total 2 - 100): X

Minimsl (If Total <2):

(Place an "X" next to onc below)

Evident:

Poteatial:

—_—

Cosfiaed:

(Pisce an *X" next to one below)

__(Hligh; Medium, Low)

RECEPTOR Ideatified - Receptors identified that have access to Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to
FACTOR contaminated soil contaminated soil Ideatified:
(RF)
Potential: X
Potential - Potential for receptors to have access 1o
coataminated soil Limited:

Brief Rasionale for Selection: Wu&ruﬂuﬁdwhwmudw«a

Activity Nawe KITTERY ME PORTEMOUTHNSY Site Name:  SITE Q0032 Sell Category:  Med




Poteutial « Potential for recepites 1 have socess to sarface water

" Sarlace Water Eco Marine
CONTAMINANT Mazimam Cone. Siandard
HAZARD Contsmisant gl L Ratia (2)
FACTOR (1)  Copper and compotinds - 413 19 14.660
(CHF) Nickel and compounds 41.83 83 5.040 {Place an "X" next to one below)
Zinc 3 3] T 3340
Lesd - 93 [ 050 Significant (If Total > 100):
| Pulychiotinated bighenyls (PCBs) [ 003 0.350
Mirey i 0.080 Mederate (If Total 2 - 100): X
Anhesens Misimsl (f Totat<2):  _____ |
[Froorea 1
[Mangancse snd compounds ] (]
(1) Evalumte for human contattinants only Totak: 560
(2) Ratio = Maxiwum Conconirtion’Stundard
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.
MIGRATION  Evidest- Analyticsl dats ot observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates a low potential for contamination {Place an "X" next to one below)
PATRWAY contamination in the media is present st, is moving to & potential point of exposure (could be due to the
FACTOR toward, or has moved to a point of exposure presence of geological structures or physical controls) Evident: X
(MPF)
Potential - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Potential:
10 8 point of exposure; or information is not sufficient
to make a determination of Evident or Confined Coafined:
Brief Rationale for Selection:  Offshore investigations have found contaminstion present in the media and biota.
{(Place an "X" next to one below)
RECEPTOR Mentified -  Receptors identified that have access to swiface water Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to
FACTOR ’ surface water
(RF)

Potentinl:

Identified: K

Liscited:

SiteName:  SI7E00032 mwwmﬁucmm H.‘ﬂh



~Sediment Eco Marine

{CONTAMINANT ‘Mazimum Cose. Standurd
HAZARD Costaminsst apikg :L L mEKe Ratlo {2}
FACTOR (1) DOD A A- 06 1060.000
(CHF) DDT .06 3% (Place an "X" next to one below)
Mevcury 297 .15 _19.530
¥ 18 0.06 $.330 Sigaificant (If Total > 100): X
422 §.3% 12.060
Lend 3440 350 9230 Moderate (If Total 2 - 100):
Anthrscene: 0.81 009 9.540
(Copper sud compotads 566.0 700 1090 Minimal (If Total < 2):
DDE 4.4 o0 1800
Fluncene .26 004 7490
(1) Evaluste for humus contaminasis only Totak: 1217.960
(2) Ratio = Maximum Conceveation'Standard
Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.
MIGRATION  Evident- Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Information indicates s low potential for contamination to & (Place an "X" next 10 onc below)
PATHWAY contamination in the media is present at, is moving potential point of expasure (could be due to the presence
FACTOR toward, or has moved 10 a point of exposure of geological structures or or physical controls) Evident: X
(MPF)
Potestial - Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrate Peoteatial:
0 a point of exposure; or information is sot sufficient
10 make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined:
Brief Rasionsle for Selection:  Offshore investigations have found contamination preseat in the media and biots.
(Place an "X" next to one below)
RECEPTOR Mdentified -  Receplors identified that bave access to sediment Limited - Little or no potential for receptors to have access to sediment
FACTOR . Identified: X
(RF)
Potential:
Poteatial - Potential for receptors to have access 1o sediment
Limited:
Brief Rasionale for Selection: mmmmmm-dm.mn-dmmnmn
Activity Name KITTERY MEPORTSMOUTHNSY Site Name: SITE 00032 Sediment Marine Catejpory:  High
. (High, Medium, Low)




RELATIVE RISK EVALUATION WORKSHEET

SITE (1) BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Instaliation/Site Name for FUDS: KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTH NSY Date Entered (Day, Month, Year): 5124199

Location (State): D~ rE Media Evaluated (GW, SW, Sediment, Soll): SEDH SEDEM SOIL

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

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

Peint of Countact (Name/Phone): National Priority List (Y/N): No Site Rauk: __High
SITE SUMMARY

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

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

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

Brief Description of Receptors (Human and Ecological): »
Human: Occcupstional and Construction exposures arc likely at this time. Ecological: The sitc could cffect the plant and animal life and
humans consuming seafood.

(1) Use to record ixformation on Sites and Areas of Conoern (AOC) for Reitive Risk Site Evalustion. The term Site is defined as a discrete area for which suspected contamination has been verified and requires furt

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

Page 1 - Relative Risk Evaluation Worksheet



CONTAMENANT

FACTOR (1}
r(CKﬁ

MIGRATION
PATHWAY
FACTOR
(MPF)

FACTOR
(RF)

Evident -

Petentisl -

Muxium Cone. Standscd
Contaminsat gy kg Basie
@ 34500 3000 13,630
wlm $1.0 $4 9,110
Antimony snd compounds "B w0 7700
Dibenz{ahjamhracenc 20 56 3,570
ron 37,0000 710008 1680
Bens{apniracens ) 30 5»
Arsenic {cancer) 176 0 ) 0340
ofty] flueranthene 469 560 0.520
Indenof 1.2, 3-cd]pyrene 384 250 D680
iepe (124 550 0330
(1) Evaluate for human contamingiits oy . Totak: 41,188
(2) Ratio = Maximum ConcenratiowSixndacd

Note: Only top ten contaminants are displayed.

Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that
contamination is prescnt a4, is moving towards, or has

moved to a point of exposure

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

Cseafined - Low possibility for contamination to be present at
or migrate to s point of exposure

Brief Rationale for Selection:  Analytical data indicates soi} contamination may be migratiag effshore.

dentified -

Porentinl <

Receprors identified that have access to

contaminsied soil

Potential for receprons 1o have sccess o

coniamisaiod soil

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

Brist Ratisnule for Selection: WmiMmManMWMMm

(Place an "X" next to one below)

Significant (If Total > 100):

Moderate (3 Total 2 - 100):

Minimat (If Total <2):

(Place an "X" next to onc below)

Evideat:

Poteatial:

Confined:

(Place an "X" next to onc below)

Mdentified: X

1

—————————
A———————

X

SiteName:  SUEQOM

Soil Category: High
jgh, Madiom, Low)




CONTAMINANT
HAZARD
FACTOR (1)
(CHF)

MIGRATION
PATHWAY
FACTOR
(MPF)

Mariwm Conc. B
mi/Ke _ mpiy Rutie (2}
5.6 - l.«)(:t"%‘2
25 36 0430 (Place an "X" next to onc below)
§81.0 400.0 445D .
‘-:9 210 9«32_3 Siguificant (If Total > 100):
i 92 _§_6‘.D B.160
1 72 360 0.130 Moderate (If Totst 2-108: ___X
7. 560 0.130 .
1,700 14,0000 0120 Minimal (If Total <2):
150 1800 g3l
$5000 75.000.0 0.080
(1) Evaluste fof human contaminants only Total: i
2) Ratio~ Maximum Concentstion/Standard
Note: Only top ten comtaminants are displayed,
Evident - Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Confined - Enformation indicates a low potential for contamination to a (Place an "X" next to onc below)
contamination in the media is present at, is moving potential point of exposure (could be due to the presence
toward, or has moved 0 & point of exposure of geological structures or or physical controls) - : Evident: X
Potential-  Possibility for contamination to be present at or migrste Potentisl:
to & point of cxposure; or information is not sufficient

o make a determination of Evident or Confined Confined:

Brief Resionale for Selection:  Analytical data indicates soil contamination may be migrating offshore.

(Place an "X" next to one below)

RECEPTOR Tdentified - Receptors identified that have access to sediment Limited - Littic or no potential for receptors 10 have access to sediment
FACTOR ldentified: X
(RF)
Potentialz
Potential - Potential for receptors to have access to sediment
Limited:
Brics Raslonale for Selection: WWMM”MMtMMMmmMn
Activity Name KITTERY ME PORTSMOUTHNSY SkeName:  SITE000M Setiment Human Categery: tigh




CONTAMINANTY Masimum Conc. Siandard
HAZARD /Ky up/kg Ratis (1)
FACTOR {1} 00 0.06 166.670
(CHF} 52 023 40.000 {Placc an "X next 1o one below)
&t 0.04 LA
64 022 28440 Sigaificant (If Total > 100; __ X |
17 0 20,000
5% 04 14000 Moderate (if Totsl 1 - 100):
3.2 06 84670
801 l.f_}ﬁ Minimal (M Toral < 2y;
i81.0 150 5470
D81 4.%
11) Evaluate for human contaminants only T 331450
{2) Ratio= Masimum Concentration/Standard
Notz: Only top ten contaminents are displeyed.
MIGRATION  Evideat- Analytical data or observable evidence indicates that Coafined - Information indicates a low potential for contsmination 4o & {Place an "X*™ next to one below)
PATEBWAY conlamination in the media is present at, is moving potential point of exposure (could be due 1y the presence
iI-'M:T(:!i sowned, e hias movid 1 & potea of exposure of geolopical structurcs or of physical controls) Evident: X
(MPFy
Potontial - Possibility for contamination 1o be prosemt st or migeate Potentink:
to & point of exposurc; or informution is paf sufficikent
to make s detemvination of Evident or Confined Confined:
Brief Rutionuie for Selection: Auslyticsl dain indicates soif contamination may be migrating offshore:
‘ {Piace an “X” next 1o one below)
RECEFTOR = ldentified - Recepion ideniifiod that have sccess 10 sediment Limited - -Linde of no potentinl for receptons 0 have sctoss tn sidiment
FACTOR : dentitied: X
(RF)
Potentinl:
Potential - Potential for receptors to have scoess to sediment
o Limited:
Beicf Rutionale for Selection:: Raceptors identifiod Save sccess to sediment whick contamination msy have moved to.
——— _——

Activity Nawe KITTERY MEPORTSMOUTHNSY

Site Name: SITE 000

Sediment Marine Category: - Hizh
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APPENDIX C.1
OU1 SCHEDULE (SITE 10)

APP Covers FY09 SMP Rev. 1



Pt : Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
' Site Management Plan Schedules
OPERABLE UNIT 1 (OU1)

(Site 10)
ID  [Notes|Task Name % Dur Start Finish I 2 2009 2010
OINJDJTJIFIMIAIMIIIIJATSIOINTIDTI I TFIMIAIMIITITATSIOINIDIIIFIMIAIMIJIJITAISIOINTID
150 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT (Primary Document) 100% | 1398d Thu 1/8/04 Mon 11/5/07 ) .
193 FEASIBILITY STUDY (Primary Document) 82% 929d Thu 1/4/07 Mon 7/20/09 :
194 FS, PRAP & ROD Contracting Action . 100% 95d Thu 1/4/07 Sun 4/8/07
202 Award SOW for FS 100% 1d Mon 4/98/07 Mon 4/9/07
203 Prepare Draft FS Report 100% 236d Mon 8/13/07 Fri 4/4/08
209 USEPA & MEDEP Receives Draft FS Report ) - 100% id Mon 4/7/08 Mon 4/7/08 . ’
210 . USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft FS Report (without EPA legal) 100% 300d ' Mon 4/7/08 Sat 1/31/09 . _
214 - Navy Recieves Comments on Draft FS Report (without EPA legall) 100% 250d Thu 5/29/08 Mon 2/2/09 . ‘ .
215 * Prepare FS Report Response to Comments Letter (without EPA legal) 100%| 253d] Thu5/29/08 Thu 2/5/09 —
220 * USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive FS Report Response to Comments Letter 100% 1d Fri 2/6/09 Fri 2/6/09 . ’
221 ‘ USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews FS Report Response to Comments Letter 66% 73d Fri2/6/09|  Sun 4/19/09 -
226 * Navy Receives Comments on FS Report Response to Comments Letter (including EPA legal) 50% 39d Fri 3/13/09 Mon 4/20/09 ’
227 B Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 50% 46d Fri 3/13/09]  Mon 4/27/09 n
228 - Prepare Draft Final FS Report 0% 30d| Mon 4/20/09 Tue 5/19/09 -
229 . USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final FS Report 0% 1d Wed 5/20/09 Wed 5/20/09 .
230 * USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final FS Report 0% 30d Wed 5/20/09 Thu 6/18/09 -
234 * Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 0% 1d Fri 6/19/09 Fri 6/19/09 ’
235 v Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 0% 10d Fri 6/19/09 Sun 6/28/09 ‘
236 * Prepare Final FS Report 0% 30d Fri 6/19/09 Sat 7/18/09 -
237 * USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final FS Report 0% 1d Mon 7/20/09 Mon 7/20/09 .
238 * | PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN (PRAP) v 52%) 334d Mon 9/8/08 Fri 8/7/09 —
239 * Authorize Release of Funds for RD/RA Schedule 0% id Mon 4/20/09 Mon 4/20/09 l
240 * Award RD/RA Schedule - 0% 1d Tue 4/21/09 Tue 4/21/09 ‘
241 - Prepare Proposed Remedial Action Plan 55%| 304d Mon 9/8/08 Wed 7/8/09 —
242 . Prepare Draft PRAP 100% 91d Mon 9/8/08 Sun 12/7/08 _
247 * USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft PRAP 100% id Mon 12/8/08 Mon 12/8/08 ’
248 - USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft PRAP 51%| 164d| Mon 12/8/08] Wed 5/20/09 —
252 * Navy Receives Comments on Draft PRAP 50% 130d Mon 1/12/09 Thu 5/21/09 ’ Vel
253 * Prepare Response to Comments Letter & Draft Final PRAP 0% 21d Thu 5/21/09| Wed 6/10/09 :
254 * USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final PRAP & Response to Comments Letter 0% . 1d Thu 6/11/09 Thu 6/11/09
255 * Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 0% 14d Thu 6/11/09 Wed 6/24/09
256 * Prepare for Public Comment Period 0% 14d Thu 6/25/09 Wed 7/8/09
257 * Public Comment Period 0% 30d Thu 7/9/09 Fri 8/7/09
258 * | PREPARATION OF RD/RA SCHEDULE AND REMEDIAL DESIGN 0% 136d Tue 6/23/09 Thu 11/5/09
259 Prepare RD/RA Schedule (Secondary) 0% 80d Tue 6/23/09 Sun 9/20/08
260 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive RD Schedule 0% 1d Mon 9/7/09 Mon 9/7/08
261 Regulatory and RAB Review . 0% 30d Mon 9/7/09 Tue 10/6/09
262 Decision/Resolution Period - 0% 30d Wed 10/7/09 Thu 11/5/09




Tue 4/7/09

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard

1:37 PM Site Management Plan Schedules
OPERABLE UNIT 1 (OU1)
(Site 10)
D [Notes| Task Name % | Dur Start Finish 2008 2009 : 2010

OJNIDIJ[FIMIAIMIJTITATSIOIN]D Y IFIMTWIFIMIAIMIJIJIAIS OIN]D
263 *TRECORD OF DECISION (ROD) 0%| 224d| T1hu6/11/08] Wed 1/20/10
264 Prepare Draft ROD (Primary Document) 0% esd Thu 6/11/09 Sun 9/6/09
271 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft ROD % 1d Mon 9/7/09 Mon 9/7/09 3
272 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft ROD 0% 30d Mon 9/7/09| Tue 10/6/09 B
276 Navy Receives Comments on Draft ROD 0% 1d] Wed 10/7/09] Waed 10/7/09 ’
277 Prepare Response to Comments Letter & Draft Final ROD 0% 21d Wed 10/7/09( Tue 10/27/09 -
282 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Response to Comments & Draft Final ROD 0% 1d| Wed 10/28/08| Wed 10/28/09 X 3
283 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final ROD 0% 21d| Wed 10/28/08 Tue 11/17/08 B
287 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Final ROD 0% 1d| Wed 11/18/09| Wed 11/18/09 ’
288 MEDEP Submits Letter of Concurrence/Non-Concurrence 0% 1d| Wed 11/18/09| Wed 11/18/09 ’
289 Prepare Final ROD 0% 20d| Wed11/18/08| Mon 12/7/09 B
290 Navy Signs Final ROD 0% 1d Tue 12/8/09 Tue 12/8/09 .
291 USEPA Receives Final ROD 0% 1d| Wed12/9/09] Wed 12/9/09 <
202 USEPA Signs Final ROD 0% 14d]| Tue 12/8/09| Mon 12/21/09 3
293 Navy Distributes Final Record of Decision 0% 30d| Tus 12/22/09 Wed 1/20/10 ’
294 *| REMEDY IN PLACE 0% 1d| Thu12/30/10| Thu 12/30/10 4
295 *| REMEDIAL DESIGN 0%] 485d| Mon&/24/09| Tue 12/21/10
296 RD Contracting Action 0% 70d Mon 8/24/09 Sun 11/1/09
304 Award Remedial Design 0% 1d| Tue12/22/09| Tue 12/22/09 ’ )
305 Design To Be Determined 0%| 365d| Tue12/2208| Tue 12/21/10 el D ]
306 *|REMEDIAL ACTION 0%| 191d| Wed10/13/10| Thu 421711 EfF
307 RA Contracting Action 0%| 70d| Wed10/1310| Tue 12/21/10 e
315 Award Remedial Action 0% 1d| Wed 12/22/10| Wed 12/22/10 <
316 Mobilization 0% 89d]| Wed 12/22/10 Sun 3/20/11
317 Start of Significant & Continuous Onsite Activity 0% 1d Thu 4/21/11 Thu 4/21111 1




APPENDIX C.2
OU2 SCHEDULE (SITES 6 and 29)

APP Covers FY09 SMP Rev. 1



Portsmouth Naval Shipyard

Thu 4/16/09
2:25 PM "
Site Management Plan Schedule
OPERABLE UNIT 2 (OU2)
(Sites 6 and 29)
iD Notes |Task Name % Dur Stant Finish 2008 2010 15] 013
OINID[JIFIMIATMIITITATS [GINTO LI TFIMIATM JTATS|OINIDIIIFIMIAIMITIIJATSTOINIDIJIFIMIATMIITITATS[O IJIJIAISOIN]D
7 FEASIBILITY STUDY (Primary Document) 79%| 2481d| Sald/1/03 | Mon 12/14/09
118 Prepare Draft FS Report 100% 625d| Sat3/1/03 Sun 11/14/04
124 USEPA & MEDEP Receives Draft FS Report 100% 1d[ Mon 11/15/04 | Mon 11/15/04
125 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft FS Report 100% 135d| Mon 11/15/04 Tue 3/29/05
129 Navy Receives Comments on Draft FS Report 100% 64d| Wed1/26/05 | Wed %30/05
130 Propare FS Report Response to Comments Letter 100% 1130| Wed 3/30/05 | Wed 7/20/05 |
138 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive FS Report Response to Comments Letter 100% 1d{ Thu7/21/05 Thu 7/21/05
138 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews FS Report Response to Comments Letter 100% 112d{ Thu 7/21/05 Wed 11/9/05
140 Navy Receives follow-up on FS Report Resp 1o C Letter 100% 21d| Thu 10/20/05 Wed 11/9/05
141 * Prepare Revised Draft FS Report 100% 119d| Mon 7/14/08 Sun 11/9/08 ]
142 * USEPA & MEDEP Receives Revised Draft FS Report 100% 1d| Mon 11/10/08 | Mon 11/10/08 [
143 - USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Revised Draft FS Report 0% 152d] Mon 19/10/08 | Fri 4/10/09 [T
147 . Navy Receives Comments on Revised Draft FS Report 0% §3d| Wed 1/21/08 | Mon 4/13/09 T
148 . Prepare FS Report Response to Comments Letter 0% 45d| Wed 7/1/09 Fri 8/14/09 [ ]
149 * USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive FS Report Response to Comments Letter 0% 1d| Frig/14/09 Fri 8/14/09 [
150 * USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews FS Report Response to Comments Letter 0% 30d{ Frigh4/09 Sat 9/12/09 -]
154 * Navy Receives Comments on FS Report Response to Comments Letter 0% 1d]| Mon 9/14/09 Mon 9/14/09 <
155 * Navy and Regulator C Resoluti 0% 7d| Mon 9/14/09 Sun 9/20/09 | |
|56 : Prepare Draft Final FS Report % 30d| Mon 9/14/09 | Tue 10/13/08 [ ]
157 . USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final FS Report 0% 1d]| Wed 10/14/09 | Wed 10/14/09 &
158 * USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final FS Report 0% 30d| Wed 10/14/09 | Thu 11/12/08 [ ]
162 T Navy Receives Approval, G or Notice of Dispute 0% 14| Fai1/i3/08 | Fn 1171309 S
163 - Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 0% 30d| Fri11/13/09 Sat 12/12/09 [ ]
164 * Prepare Final FS Report 0% 30d| Fri11/13/09 Sat 12/12/09 [ ]
165 " USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final FS Report 0% 1d| Mon 12/14/09 | Mon 12/14/09 L 2
166 “|PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN (PRAP) 0% 228d| Thu 10/15/09 | Sun 5/30/10 [
167 Authorize Release of Funds 0% 1d| Thu 10/15/08 { Thu 10/15/09 L3
168 Award PRAP/ROD and RD/RA Schedule 0% 1d| Fri10/16/09 Fri 10/16/09 <
168 Prepare Draft PRAP 0% 88d| Sal10/17/09 | Tue 14210 s
174 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Recsive Draft PRAP 0% 1d| Wed /1310 Wed 1/13/10 <&
175 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft PRAP 0% 30d| Wed 1/13/10 Thu 2/11/10 [ ]
179 Navy Receives Comments on Draft PRAP 0% 1d} Fii 2112110 Fri 2/12110 <
180 Prepare Response to Comments Letter & Draft Final PRAP 0% 21d| Fn212/10 Thu 3/4/10 B
181 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final PRAP & Response to Comments Letter 0% 1d Fri 3/5/10 Fri 3/5/10 &
182 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final PRAP & Response to Comments Letter 0% 21d Fri 3/6/10 Thu 3/25/10 [:::]
186 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Final PRAP 0% 1d} Fri3/26/10 Fri 3/26/10 <
187 Prepare Final PRAP 0% 21d{ Sat3/27/10 Fri 4/16/10 E |
188 Prepare for Public Comment Period 0% 14di Sat4/17/10 Fri 4/30/10 [ ]
189 Public Comment Period 0% 30d| SatsM1/10 Sun 5/30/110 ]
190 “|PREPARATION OF RD/RA SCHEDULE AND REMEDIAL DESIGN 0% 150d| Thu 41510 Sat /11110 ]
191 Prepare RD/RA Schedule (Secondary) 0% 90d| Thu4/1510 Tue 7/43/10 B
192 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive RD Schedule 0% 1d| Wed 7/14/10 Wed 7/14/10 '3
193 Regulatory and RAB Review 0% 30d| Wed7/14/10 Thu 812/10 [ ]
194 Decision/Resolution Period 0% 30d| Fri8/1310 Sat 9/11/10 [ ]
195 “|RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) % 246d| Salai3/10 | Sat1113/10 o
196 Prepare Draft ROD (Primary Document) 0% 108d| Sat3/13/10 Tue 6/29/10 [ ]
204 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft ROD 0% 1d{ Tue 6/29/10 Tue 6/29/10 <*
205 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft ROD 0% 30d| Wed&/30/10 Thu 7/29/10 Ba
209 Navy Receives Comments on Draft ROD 0% 1d| Fri7/30/10 Fri 7/30/10 &
210 Prepare Response.to Comments Letter & Draft Final ROD 0% 21d{ Fri7/30/10 Thu 8/19/10 ]
215 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Response to Comments & Draft Final ROD 0% 1d{ Frig/206/10 Fri 8/20/10 L J
216 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final ROD 0% 21d| Fri8/20/10 Thu 9/9/10 - : . N
220 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Final ROD 0% id] Fr9/10/10 Fri 9/10/10 L3
221 MEOCEP Submits Letter of C: /Non-C 0% 1d| Frig/10/10 Fri 9/10/10 <*
T52 Prepare Final ROD % 20d| Fro/i0/i0 | Wed 9/29/10 | =
223 Navy Signs Final ROD 0% 1d| Thu9/30/i10 Thu 9/30/10 ’
224 USEPA Receives Final ROD 0% 1d| Fri10/1/10 Fri 10/1/10 ’
225 USEPA Signs Final ROD 0% 14d| Thu9/30/10 | Wed 10/1340 a
226 Navy Distributes Final Record of Decision 0% 1d| Sat11/13/10 | Sat11/13/10 <
227 * | REMEDY IN PLACE 0% 1d]| Mon9/3/12 Mon 9/3/12
228 “|REMEDIAL DESIGN % 435d] Thuo/i0 | Thu 1011311 [ e ]
229 RD Contracting Action 0% 70d| Thu8/5[10 | Wed 10/13/10 [ ]
237 Award Remedial Design 0% 1d]| Thu 10714710 | Thu 10/1410 ®
238 Design To Be Determined 0% 365d] Thu 10/1410 | Thu 10/13/11 | T
239 * | REMEDIAL ACTION 0% 879d] Fris/sA1 | Mon 12/36/13 : R S R
240 RA Contracting Action 0% 70d|  Fn8sal Thu 10A311 i [ ]
248 Award Remedial Action 0% 1d{| Fr10/1411 Fri 10114711
249 Mobilization 0% 89d| Fri1014/11 Tue 1/10/12
250 Start of Significant & Continuous Onsite Activity 0% 1d{ Sat12/31/11 Sat 12/31/11
= Remedal Acion Fakiwork | 7504 S 1z _| Mon 125075 | e




Thu 4/16/09

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard

226PM Site Management Plan Schedule
OPERABLE UNIT 2 (OU2)
(Sites 6 and 29)
iD Notes |Task Name % Dur Start 10 2011 2012 2013
Mmulﬂ_uzs_‘owuuu JATS|OTNIo T JFIMIATMIJTJTATS [OINTOJJTFTMIATMTJ T TATSIOINTOTJIFMIATMIJTITATS[OTN]D
252 SUPPLEMENTAL RI (A1) B6%| 1300d| Mon 1/9/06
253 SUPPLEMENTAL Rl QAPP (WORKPLAN) 100% 666d| Mon 1/9/06 H
785 | FIELDWORK iysis, DV, Data Base Update) 100%|  269d| Tue 11/6/07 | Mon 7121/08 EEE
286 *| SUPPLEMENTAL RI REPORT (Primary Document) ©7%|  407d| Salaioz/os | Fa7/31/08 I S SN
287 ; Prepare Draft Supplemental Al Fleport 100% 192d] Sal22/08 | Mon 9/20/08 ] . i
292 : USEPA & MEDEP Heceives Draft Supplemental Al Report 160% 1d| Tue 5/30/08 | Tue G/30/08 |
293 5 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Supp TRI Report 700% 133d] Tue &/30/08 | Mon 2708 RN
267 v Navy Recieves G on Draft TR Report 100% 71d| Mon 12/1/08 | Mon 2/0/00 . |
208 * Prepare Rl Report Resp to Ci Leiter 100% 51d| Mon2/8/09 | Tue ¥31/00 ]
303 H USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Supp T RI Report Response 1o C: Letter 100% 1d| Wed 41708 | Wod 4/1/09 |
304 v USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Heviews I AT Report Responsa to Cr Letier 0% 30d| Wed4/1/09 | Thu 4/30/00 1}
308 - Navy Receives C: on Supp TRI Report Resp o C Letior 0% 1d| Fn5/1/09 Fri 6/1/00 1
309 - Navy and Regulator C A 7 0% 7d| Fd 51/00 Thu 5/7/09 []
370 v Prepars Draft Final Al Report % 30d| Fni 5709 St 5/30/00 -
311 . USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final Supplemental Rl Report 0% 1d| Mon 8/1/08 Mon 6/1/09 |
312 - USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final Supp ! Ri Report 0% 30d| Mon 6/1/08 Tue 6/30/09 [ ]
316 - Navy Recer App I, C or Notice of Dispute 0% 1d{ Wed7/1/09 Wed 7/1/09 |
317 * Navy and Regutator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 0% 30d{ Wed7/1/09 Thu 7/30/09 B3
318 - Prepare Final Supplemental Rl Report 0% 30d]) Wed7/1/09 | Thu 7/30/09 [ ]
319 . USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Supplamental RI Report 0% 1d| Fri7/31/09 Fri 7/31/09 i




APPENDIX C.3
OU3 SCHEDULE (SITES 8, 9, and 11)

APP Covers FY09 SMP Rev. 1



Jue armos Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
' Site Management Plan Schedule
OPERABLE UNIT 3 (OU3)
(Sites 8, 9, and 11)
ID Notes |Task Name % Dur Start Finish
410 OPERATION, MAINTENANCE AND MONITORING PLAN (OM&M Plan) 80%| 2122d] Mon 1/26/04 | Mon 11/16/09
411 OM&M Plan Contracting Action 100% 25d| Mon 1/26/04 Thu 2/19/04
412 Notice of Award, OM&M Plan 100% 1d| Fri2/20/04 Fri 2/20/04
413 Prepare OM&M Plan 100%| 865d| Fri2/20/04 Mon 7/3/06
430 Prepare LUC (Appendix E of OM&M Plan) 23%| 1629d| Thu 6/2/05 Mon 11/16/09 i
431 Navy Receive Comments on draft LUC 100% 22d| Thu 6/2/05 Thu 6/23/05 : ' »
432 * Prepare Revised Draft LUC 95% 56d| Mon 2/16/09 Sun 4/12/09 [ o]
433 * USEPA, MEDEP, & RAB Receive Revised Draft LUC 0% 1d| Mon 4/13/09 Mon 4/13/09 oo |
434 * USEPA, MEDEP, & RAB Review Revised Draft LUC 0% 45d| Tue 4/14/08 Thu 5/28/09 B
435 * Navy Receives Comments on Revised Draft LUC 0% 1d| Fri5/29/09 Fri 5/29/09 { _
436 - Prepare Responses to Comments on Revised Draft LUC 0% 45d| Sat5/30/09 Mon 7/13/09| o]
437 * USEPA, MEDEP, & RAB Received Responses to Comments on Revised Draft LUC 0% 1d| Tue 7/14/09 Tue 7/14/09 |
438 * USEPA, MEDEP, & RAB Review Response to Comments on Revised Draft LUC 0% 30d| Wed 7/15/09 Thu 8/13/09 _ ]
439 * Navy Receives Comments on Responses to Comments on Revised Draft LUC 0% 1d| Fri8/14/09 Fri 8/14/09 |
440 * Prepare Responses to Comments and DF LUC 0% 30d| Sat8/15/09 Sun 9/13/09 ]
441 * USEPA, MEDEP, & RAB Receive Response to Comments and DF LUC 0% 1d| Mon 9/14/09 Mon 9/14/09 ' L 2
442 * USEPA, MEDEP, & RAB Reviews Response to Comments and DF LUC 0% 30d| Tue9/15/08 | Wed 10/14/09 [
443 * Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 0% _1d| Thu 10/15/09 | Thu 10/15/09 |
444 * Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 0% 30d| Thu 10/15/09 Fri 11/13/09 &3
445 * Prepare Final LUC 0% 30d| Thu 10/15/09 Fri 11/13/09 . B
446 * USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final LUC 0% 1dj Mon 11/16/09 | Mon 11/16/09 *
447 FIVE-YEAR REVIEWS 99%] 2180d| Fri 7/7/06 Sun 6/24/12 R e e e T s s T e e e e |
448 First Five-Year Review : 100%| 354d| Fri7/7/06 Mon 6/25/07
472 Second Five-Year Review (due 5 years after First Five-Year Review) 0% 1d| Suné6/2412 Sun 6/24/12 :
473 OPERATION, MAINTENANCE AND MONITORING PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 86%|1632d?| Fri 2/10/06 Fri 7/30M10 e e e e e
474 Submit draft sampling SOPs 100% 1d! Fri2/10/06 Fri 2/10/06 ) .
475 Conduct Tidal Study 100% 5d| Mon 3/27/06 Fri 3/31/06
476 Conduct First Round 100%| 702d| Mon 7/17/06 TuebN7/00 e
477 Conduct groundwater and gas sampling 100% 6d| Mon 7/17/06 Sat 7/22/06
478 Conduct routine inspection 100% 6d| Mon 7/17/06 Sat 7/22/06
479 * Prepare and submit final data package 100%| 696d| Sun 7/23/06 Tue 67/ :
485 Conduct Second Round 100%| 619d| Mon 12/11/06 | Wed 8/20/08 e
486 Conduct groundwater and gas sampling 100% 5d| Mon 12/11/06 Fri 12/15/06 '
487 Conduct routine inspection 100% 5d| Mon 12/11/06 Fri 12/15/06
488 * Prepare and submit final data package 100%| 614d[ Sat12/16/06 | Wed 8/20/08 (e
492 Conduct Third Round 100%| 471d| Mon 4/9/07 Tue 7/22/08 SR :
493 Conduct groundwater and gas sampling 100% 5d| Mon 4/9/07 Fri 4/13/07
494 Conduct routine inspection 100% 5d| Mon 5/28/07 Fri 6/1/07
495 * Prepare and submit final data package 100%| 466d| Sat4/14/07 Tue7/22/08
499 Conduct Fourth Round 100%] 280d] Thu7/26/07 | Wed4/30/0s




Tue 4/7/09

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard

raoPM Site Management Plan Schedule
OPERABLE UNIT 3 (OU3)
\ (Sites 8, 9, and 11) -
ID | Notes [Task Name % Dur Start Finish 2008 ] i 2009
L B
507 Rounds 1 through 4 data evaluation report (Primary Document) 81%| 534d| Sun 1/27/08 Mon 7/13/09 i
508 * Prepare Draft Rounds 1 through 4 Report 100%| 262d| Sun1/27/08 | Tue 10/14/08 L
509 * USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft Report 100% 1d| Wed 10/15/08 | Wed 10/15/08 *
510 * USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Report 100%| 104d|Wed 10/15/08 | Mon 1/26/09 T )
51 * Navy Receives Comments on Draft Report 100% 27 d| Wed 12/31/08 | Mon 1/26/09 L
512 * Prepare Response to Comments Letter 100% 45d| Tue 1/27/09 Thu 3/12/09 L]
513 * USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Response to Comments Letter 100% 1d| Fri3/13/09 Fri 3/13/09 L g
514 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews Response to Comments Letter 95% 30d| Fri3/13/09 Sat 4/11/09 BN
515 Navy Receives Comments on Response to Comments Letter 0% 1d| Mon 4/13/09 Mon 4/13/09 »
516 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 0% 7d| Mon 4/13/09 Sun 4/19/09 [ |
517 Prepare Draft Final Rounds 1 through 4 Report 0% 30d| Mon 4/13/09 Tue 5/12/09 [
518 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final Report 0% 1d| Wed5/13/09 | Wed 5/13/09 4
519 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Dratft Final Report 0% 30d| Wed 5/13/09 Thu 6/11/09 [ ]
520 Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 0% 1d| Sat6/13/09 Sat 6/13/09 *
521 Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 0% 7d| Sat6/13/09 Fri 6/19/09 a
522 Prepare Final Rounds 1 through 4 Report 0% 30d| Sat6/13/09 Sun 7/12/09 I
523 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Report 0% 1d| Mon 7/13/09 Mon 7/13/09 L
524 Conduct Fifth Round 100%{ 170d| Mon 4/14/08 Tue 9/30/08 B
625 Conduct groundwater and gas sampling 100% 5d| Mon 4/14/08 Fri 4/18/08 ]
526 Conduct routine inspection 100% 2d| Thu5/8/08 Fri 5/9/08 4
527 * Prepare and submit data package 100%| 165d| Sat4/19/08 Tue 9/30/08 b ]
531 Conduct Sixth Round 100% 99 d| Mon 10/20/08 Mon 1/26/09 [
532 * Conduct groundwater and gas sampling 100% 4 d| Mon 10/20/08 | Thu 10/23/08 I
533 * Conduct routine inspection 100% 1d| Tue 10/21/08 | Tue 10/21/08 N 4
534 * Prepare and submit data package 100% 95d| Fri 10/24/08 Mon 1/26/09 |
538 * Conduct Seventh Round 0%| 104d| Mon 5/11/09 Sat 8/22/09 e
539 Conduct groundwater and gas sampling 0% 4d| Mon 5/11/09 Thu 5/14/09 |
540 Conduct routine inspection 0% 1d| Mon 5/11/09 Mon 5/11/09 *
541 Prepare and submit data package 0%| 100d| Fri5/15/09 Sat 8/22/09 Lo o]




APPENDIX C.4
OU4 SCHEDULE (SITE 5 and OFFSHORE AOCs)

APP Covers FY09 SMP Rev. 1



Thu 4/16/09 Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
2:14PM Site Management Plan Schedule
OPERABLE UNIT 4 (OU4)
(Site 5 and Offshore AOCs)
ID | Notes |Task Name % Dur Start Finish ] 2008 2009 2010 2011
OINIDIJIFIMIAIMIIIJTAIS|OINIDIJIFIMIAIMIIIJIAIS|OINIDIJIFIMIAIMIJTITAISIOINIDIJIIFIM]A]
175 ADDITIONAL SCRUTINY REPORT (AS Report) 100% 763 d Tue 10/4/05 Mon 11/6/07 :
214 Round 9 Interim Monitoring Samping Event 100% 323d Mon 11/5/07 Mon 9/22/08 F ]
215 Start of Round 9 Sampling Event 100% 1d Mon 11/6/07 Mon 11/5/07| @ :
216 * Submit Round 9 Data Package | 100% 1d Mon 9/22/08 Mon 9/22/08 2 2
217 Round 10 Interim Monitoring Samping Event 0% 172d| Tue 12/16/08 Fri 6/5/09 [ ]
218 * Start of Round 10 Sampling Event 0% 4d| Tue 12/16/08 Fri 12/19/08 L 2
219 *| . Submit Round 10 Data Package 0% 1d Fri 6/5/09 Fri 6/5/09 L3
220 PHASE Il ADDITIONAL SCRUTINY INVESTIGATION 30% 924d Sun 7/1/07 Sat 1/9/10 NN s
221 Prepare Draft Additional Scrutiny QAPP Addendum and HASP 100% 76d Sun 711/07 Fri 9/14/07
222 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Additional Scrutiny QAPP Addendum and HASP 100% 1d Mon 9/17/07 Mon 9/17/07
223 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews Draft Additional Scrutiny QAPP Addendum and HASP 100% 25d Sat 9/15/07 Tue 10/9/07 § )
224 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Additional Scrutiny QAPP Addendum 100% 8d Tue 10/2/07 Tue 10/9/07 J§
225 Navy and Regulatory Comment Resolution 100% 14d| Wed 10/10/07 Tue 10/23/07 |
226 Prepare Final Additional Scrutiny QAPP Addendum and HASP 100% 10d| Wed 10/24/07 Fri11/207] @
227 USEPA, MEDEP, & RAB Receive Final Additional Scrutiny QAPP Addendum and HASP 100% 1d Mon 11/5/07 Mon 11/5/07 |
228 Conduct Field Investigation 100% 166 d Mon 11/5/07 Fri 4/18/08 |
229 * Submit Phase Il (and Round 9) Data Package 100% 1d Mon 9/22/08 Mon 9/22/08 &
230 |Delayed Additional Scrutiny Phase Il Report 1% 511d Sun 8/17/08 Sat 1/9/10 N T e
231 Prepare Draft AS Phase il Report 2% 296 d Sun 8/17/08 Mon 6/8/09 [ ]
235 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft AS Phase It Report 0% 1d Tue 6/9/09 Tue 6/9/09 <&
236 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft AS Phase Il Report 0% 45d Tue 6/9/09 Thu 7/23/09 ]
240 Navy Receives Comments on Draft AS Phase Il Report 0% 1d Fri 7/24/09 Fri 7/24/09 |
241 Prepare Response to Comments on Draft Report 0% 45d Fri 7/24/09 Sun 9/6/09 ]
242 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Response to Comments on Draft Report 0% 1d Tue 9/8/09 Tue 9/8/09 . {
243 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Responses to Comments on Draft Report 0% 30d Wed 9/9/09 Thu 10/8/09 [ ]
247 Navy Receives Foliow-up Comments on Draft AS Report 0% 1d Thu 10/8/09 Thu 10/8/09 |
248 Prepare Response to Comments and Draft Final Report 0% 30d Fri 10/9/09 Sat 11/7/09 B
249 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Response to Comments and Draft Final Report 0% 1d{ Tue 11/10/09 Tue 11/10/09 |
250 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Response to Comments and Draft Final Report 0% 30d| Tue 11/10/09 Wed 12/9/09 [ ]
254 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Final Report 0% 1d| Thu 12/10/09 Thu 12/10/09 |
255 Navy and Regulatory Comment Resolution 0% 7d| Thu 12/10/09 Wed 12/16/09 |
256 Prepare Final AS Phase Il Report 0% 30d} Thu 12/10/09 Fri 1/8/10 |
257 Submit Final AS Phase [l Report 0% 1d Sat 1/9/10 Sat 1/9/10 |
258 * | REMEDY IN PLACE 0% 1d Mon 11/4/13 Mon 11/4/13




Thu 4/16/09

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard

2:14 PM Site Management Plan Schedule
OPERABLE UNIT 4 (OU4)
(Site 5 and Offshore AOCs)
D | Notes |Task Name % Dur Start Finish | | 2012 ' | 2013 2014
|M{JIJ{AIS|0INIDIJ IFIM}A}MIJHJIAISIOIN{DIJ IFIMIAIMIJ]J]AIS|OINIDIJIFIMIAIMIU]JIAIS]|OIN
326 OFFSHORE FEASIBILITY STUDY (FS) 0% 749d Sun 1/2/11 Sat 1/19/13
327 Prepare Draft FS Report 0% 505d Sun 1/2/11 Sun 5/20/12 ]
333 USEPA & MEDEP Receives Draft FS Report 0% td Mon 5/21/12 Mon 5/21/12 L 2
334 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft FS Report 0% 45d Mon 5/21/12 Wed 7/4/12 | ]
338 Navy Receives Comments on Draft FS Report 0% 1d Thu 7/5/12 Thu 7/5/12 L 3
339 Prepare FS Report Response to Comments Letter 0% 45d Thu 7/5/12 Sat 8/18/12 [ ]
344 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive FS Report Response to Comments Letter 0% 1d Sun 8/19/12 Sun 8/19/12 <&
345 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews FS Report Response to Comments Letter 0% 30d Sun 8/19/12 Mon 9/17/12 [ ]
349 Navy Receives Comments on FS Report Response to Comments Letter 0% 1d Tue 9/18/12 Tue 9/18/12 <o
350 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 0% 7d Tue 9/18/12 Mon 9/24/12 1
351 Prepare Draft Final FS Report 0% 30d Tue 9/18/12 Wed 10/17/12 | ]
352 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final FS Report . 0% 1d Sat 10/20/12 Sat 10/20/12 L 3
353 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final FS Report 0% 30d Sat 10/20/12 Sun 11/18/12 B
357 Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 0% 1d| Mon 11/19/12 Mon 11/19/12 L 2
358 Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 0% 30d{ Mon 11/19/12 Tue 12/18/12 [ ]
359 Prepare Final FS Report 0% 30d| Wed 12/19/12 Thu /17113 B
360 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final FS Report 0% id Sat 1/19/13 Sat 1/19/13 <
361 PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN (PRAP) 0% 232d Tue 9/18/12 Tue 5/7113 L ]
362 Authorize Release of Funds 0% id Tue 9/18/12 Tue 9/18/12 o
363 Award PRAP/ROD and RD/RA Schedule 0% 1d| Wed9/19/12 Wed 9/19/12 L 2
364 Prepare Proposed Remedial Action Plan 0% 198d Thu 9/20/12 Fri 4/5/13 [ ]
365 Prepare Draft PRAP 0% 120d Thu 9/20/12 Fri 1/18/13 [ ]
366 Prepare Rough Draft PRAP 0% 30d Thu 9/20/12 Fri 10/19/12 [ ]
367 Navy Receives Rough Draft PRAP 0% id Sat 10/20/12 Sat 10/20/12 |
368 Navy Reviews Rough Draft PRAP 0% 30d Sat 10/20/12 Sun 11/18/12 ]
369 Prepare Draft PRAP 0% 30d| Wed 12/19/12 Fri 1/18/13 [ ]
370 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft PRAP 0% 1d Sat 1/19/13 Sat 1/19/13 <
371 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft PRAP Schedule 0% 30d Sat 1/19/13 Sun 2/17/13 [ ]
375 Navy Receives Comments on Draft PRAP 0% 1d Mon 2/18/13 Mon 2/18/13 L 2
376 Prepare Response to Comments Letter & Draft Final PRAP 0% 21d Mon 2/18/13 Sun 3/10/13 B
377 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final PRAP & Response to Comments Letter 0% 1d Mon 3/11/13 Mon 3/11/13 ¢
378 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 0% 14d Mon 3/11/13 Sun 3/24/13 B
379 Prepare for Public Comment Period 0% 14d Mon 3/25/13 Sun 4/7/13 [ ]
380 Public Comment Period 0% 30d Mon 4/8/13 Tue 5/7/13 ’ [ ]
381 PREPARATION OF RD/RA SCHEDULE AND REMEDIAL DESIGN 0% 150 d Sat 3/23/13 Mon 8/19/13 I
382 Prepare RD/RA Schedule (Secondary) 0% 90d Sat 3/23/13 Thu 6/20/13 L
383 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive RD Schedule 0% 1d Fri 6/21/13 Fri 6/21/13 L
384 Regulatory and RAB Review 0% 30d Fri 6/21/13 Sat 7/20/13 [ ]
385 Decision/Resoiution Period 0% 30d Sun 7/21/13 Mon 8/19/13 [ ]
386 RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) 0% 200d Fri 4/5/13 Mon 10/21/13 ST
387 Prepare Draft ROD (Primary Document) 0% 64d Fri 4/5/13 Fri 6/7/13 o]
392 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft ROD 0% 1d Sat 6/8/13 Sat 6/8/13 L J
393 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft ROD 0% 30d Sat 6/8/13 Sun 7/7113 L]
397 Navy Receives Comments on Draft ROD - 0% 1d Mon 7/8/13 Mon 7/8/13 L J
398 Prepare Response to Comments Letter & Draft Final ROD 0% 21d Mon 7/8/13 Sun 7/28/13 [ ]
403 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Response to Comments & Draft Final ROD 0% 1d Mon 7/29/13 Mon 7/29/13 L 2
404 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final ROD 0% 21d Mon 7/29/13 Sun 8/18/13 ]
408 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Final ROD 0% 1d Mon 8/19/13 Mon 8/19/13 <
409 MEDEP Submits Letter of Concurrence/Non-Concurrence 0% 1d Mon 8/19/13 Mon 8/19/13 L2
410 Prepare Final ROD 0% 20d Mon 8/19/13 Sat 9/7/13 -]
411 Navy Signs Final ROD 0% 1d Sun 9/8/13 Sun 9/8/13 ¢
412 USEPA Receives Final ROD 0% 1d Mon 9/9/13 Mon 9/9/13 ¢
413 'USEPA Signs Final ROD 0% 14d Sun 9/8/13 Sat 9/21/13 ®
414 Navy Distributes Final Record of Decision 0% 30d Sun 9/22/13 Mon 10/21/13 L ¢
415 REMEDIAL DESIGN 0% 503d Thu 4/25/13 Tue 9/9/14 [ D T e S ]
416 RD Contracting Action 0% 70d Thu 4/25/13 Wed 7/3/13 B
424 Award Remedial Design 0% 1d Tue 9/10/13 Tue 9/10/13 <&
425 Design To Be Determined 0% 365d Tue 9/10/13 Tue 9/9/14 [ o e e ]
426 REMEDIAL ACTION 0% 519d Wed 7/3/13 Wed 12/3/14 R
427 RA Contracting Action 0% 70d Wed 7/3/13 Tue 9/10/13 EE
435 Award Remedial Action 0% 1d Wed 9/11/13 Wed 9/11/13 L 2
436 Mobilization 0% 89d| Wed9/11/13 Sun 12/8/13 ]
437 Start of Significant & Continuous Onsite Activity 0% 1d Wed 12/3/14 Wed 12/3/14 <




APPENDIX C.5
OU7 SCHEDULE (SITE 32)

APP Covers FY09 SMP Rev. 1



Tue 477109 Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
' Site Management Schedule
OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 7
(Site 32)
ID | Notes [ Task Name % Dur Start Finish 2008 2009
OINID]J IF|M|AIM]JIJ]|]AIS]|]OINID M| A

66 PHASE I Rl Work Plan and Field Work 85%| 970d Tue 1/2/07 Fri 8/28/09
67 RIWORKPLAN 100%| 675d Tue 1/207|  Thu 11/6/08 [N
68 Receive Funding for Phase !l 100% 1d Tue 1/2/07 Tue 1/2/07 ) :
69 Prepare Draft Rl QAPP 100%| 180d Wed 1/3/07 Sun 7/1/07
74 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft Rl Workplan 100% id Mon 7/2/07 Mon 7/2/07
75 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Rl Workplan 100%| 12td Mon 7/2/07| Tue 10/30/07 R
79 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Rl Workplan 100% 65d Mon 8/27/07 | Tue 10/30/07
80 * Resolve Comments and Prepare Rl Workplan RTC Letter and Draft Final 100%| 335d| Wed 10/31/07 Mon 9/29/08 [ T T
84 * USEPA, MEDEP Receive Rl RTC and Draft Final 100% 1d Tue 9/30/08 Tue 9/30/08 0
85 * USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews RTC and Draft Final 100% 30d Tue 9/30/08 | Wed 10/29/08 -
89 * Navy Receives Comments on RTC and Draft Final 100% 1d Thu 10/30/08 | Thu 10/30/08 ¢
90 * Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 100% id Thu 10/30/08 | Thu 10/30/08 ¢
91 * Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 100% 7d Thu 10/30/08| Wed 11/5/08 [ |
92 * Prepare Final Rl Workplan 100% 7d Thu 10/30/08 Wed 11/5/08 |
93 * USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Rl Workplan 100% 1d Thu 11/6/08 Thu 11/6/08 ¢ .
94 * Perform Round Il Rl Field Work 100% | 133d Thu 10/30/08| Wed 3/11/09 SR
100 * Prepare Data Package & Evaluation of Results 42%| 109d Thu 3/12/09 Sun 6/28/09 e
107 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft Evaluation of Results and Final Phase H Data Package 0% id Mon 6/29/09 Mon 6/29/09
108 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Phase Il Data Package & Evaluation of Results 0% 30d Mon 6/29/09 Tue 7/28/09
112 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Phase Il Data Package & Evaluation of Results 0% 1d Wed 7/29/09 Wed 7/29/09
113 Prepare Response to Comments Letter 0% 30d Thu 7/30/09 Fri 8/28/09
114 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Response to Comments Letter 0% 1d Fri 8/28/09 Fri 8/28/09
115 * | REMEDY IN PLACE 0% 1d Fri 9/30/11 Fri 9/30/11 -




APPENDIX C.6
OU8 SCHEDULE (SITE 31)

APP Covers FY09 SMP Rev. 1



Sue 47109 Portsmouth Naval Shipyard
' Site Management Plan
OPERABLE UNIT 8 (OU8)
(Site 31)

ID Notes |Task Name % Dur Start Finish 2012 3 5
1 RI WORKPLAN 0% | 292d Mon 1/2/12 Fri 10/19/12
2 Prepare Draft Rl Workplan 0%| 81d Mon 1/212|  Thu 3/22/12 [
7 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft Rl Workplan 0% id Fri 3/23/12 Fri 3/23/12 ’
8 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Rl Workplan 0%| 45d Fri 3/23/12 Sun 5/6/12 I
12 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Rl Workplan 0% 1d Mon 5/7/12 Mon 5/7/12 :
13 Prepare Rl Workplan Response to Comments Letter 0% 45d Mon 5/7112] Wed 6/20/12 o ]
18 USEPA, MEDEP Receive Rl Workplan Response to Comments Letter 0% 1d Thu 6/21/12 Thu 6/21/12
19 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews Rl Workplan Response to Comments Letter 0% 30d Thu 6/21/12 Fri 7/20112 s
23 Navy Receives Comments on Rl Workplan Response to Comments Letter 0% 1d Sat 7/21/12 Sat 7/21/12
24 Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 0%| 7d Sat 7/21/12 Fri 7/27/12
25 Prepare Draft Final RI Workplan 0% 30d Sat 7/21/12 Sun 8/19/12 L)
26 . USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final Rl Workplan 0% 1d Mon 8/20/12 Mon 8/20/12 <
27 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final Rl Workplan 0%| 30d| Mon8/20/12| Tue9/18/12 g
31 Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 0% 1d Wed 9/19/12 Wed 9/19/12 ¢
32 Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 0% 30d| Wed9/19/12] Thu 10/18/12 e ]
33 Prepare Final Rl Workplan 0%| 30d[ Wed9/19/12| Thu10/18/12 e o )
34 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Rl Workplan 0% 1d Fri 10/19/12 Fri 10/19/12 <
35 * | REMEDY IN PLACE 0% id Mon 9/1/14 Mon 9/1/14




APPENDIX C.7
OU9 SCHEDULE (SITE 34)

APP Covers FY09 SMP Rev. 1



Tue 4/7/09

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard

142 P Site Management Plan Schedule
OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 9
(Site 34)
ID | Notes |Task Name % Dur Start Finish ] 2008 2009 2010 2011
IO{NID}J IF}M{AIM}J}J IAIS OINIDJJTFIMIAIMIUTUTATSIOINIDIJIFIMIAIMIJIJIAIS[OINIDIJIFIMIAIMIJIJIATIS]O
84 SITE 34 REMOVAL ACTION (Secondary Document) 100% 1624d| Wed 3/31/04 Tue 9/9/08
85 Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) 100% 548d| Wed 3/31/04 Thu 9/29/05
101 Prepare for Public Comment Period 100% 19d| Fri 9/30/05 Tue 10/18/05
102 Public Comment Period 100% 30d{ Wed 10/19/05 Thu 11/17/05
103 Action Memorandum (AM) 100% 540d| Fri 9/30/05 Fri 3/23/07
118 Design and Fieldwork 100% 850d| Thu9/1/05 Sat 12/29/07 NN
119 * Completion Report 100% 257d| Fri 12/28/07 Tue 9/9/08 [ e R ]
120 RI WORKPLAN (UFP-SAP and HASP) 42% 813d| Wed 4/2/08 Wed 6/23/10 [ e e E e s ]
121 * Prepare Draft Rl Workplan 100% 203d| Wed 4/2/08 Tue 10/21/08 —
133 . USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft Rl Workplan 100% 1d} Wed 10/22/08 | Wed 10/22/08
134 * USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Rl Workplan 100% 111 d| Wed 10/22/08 Mon 2/9/09
138 v Navy Receives Comments on Draft Rl Workplan 100% 62 d| Wed 12/10/08 Mon 2/9/09
139 * Prepare Rl Workplan Response to Comments Letter 100% 45d| Tue 2/10/09 Thu 3/26/09 (]
144 * USEPA, MEDEP Receive Rl Workplan Response to Comments Letter 100% 1d Fri 3/27/09 Fri 3/27/09 L2
145 * USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Reviews Rl Workplan Response to Comments Letter 0% 30d Fri 3/27/09 Sat 4/25/09 ER
149 * Navy Receives Comments on Rl Workplan Response to Comments Letter 0% 1d| Mon 4/27/09 Mon 4/27/09 <
150 * Navy and Regulator Comment Resolution 0% 7d| Mon 4/27/09 Sun 5/3/09 -]
151 * Prepare Draft Final Rl Workplan 0% 30d| Mon 4/27/09 Tue 5/26/09 | ]
152 * USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Final Rl Workplan 0% 1d| Tue 5/26/09 Tue 5/26/09 L 2
153 * USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Final Rl Workplan 0% 30d| Tue 5/26/09 Wed 6/24/09 B
157 * Navy Receives Approval, Comments, or Notice of Dispute 0% 1d| Thu 6/25/09 Thu 6/25/09 L 2
158 * Navy and Regulator Resolution or Notice of Dispute 0% 30d|  Thu 6/25/09 Fri 7/24/09 [
159 * Prepare Finat Rl Workplan 0% 30d| Thu 6/25/09 Fri 7/24/09 ]
160 * USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Final Rl Workplan 0% 1dj Sun 7/26/09 Sun 7/26/09 *
161 * Field Work - mobilization and sampling 0% 45d| Mon 7/27/09 Wed 9/9/09 ]
162 * Laboratory Analysis 0% 30d| Sat10/10/09 Sun 11/8/09 o]
163 * Data validation and Data base update 0% 45d| Mon 11/9/09 Wed 12/23/09 [ ]
164 * Prepare Data Package & Evaluation of Results 0% 225d| Thu 9/10/09 Thu 4/22/10 B
172 * USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receives Draft Evaluation of Results and Data Package 0% 1d| Thu4/22/10 Thu 4/22/10 <
173 * USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Evaluation of Results 0% 30d| Thu4/22/10 Fri 5/21/10 B
177 * Navy Receives Comments on Draft Evaluation of Results 0% 1d| Sun5/23/10 Sun 5/23/10 ¢
178 * Prepare Response to Comments Letter ) 0% 30d| Mon 5/24/10 Tue 6/22/10 B
179 * USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Response to Comments Letter and Final Memo 0% 1dj Wed 6/23/10 Wed 6/23/10 L 2
180 * | REMEDY IN PLACE 0% 1d| Tue2/14/12 Tue 2/14/12




APPENDIX C.8
SITE 30, FORMER GALVANIZING PLANT BUILDING 184, SCHEDULE

APP Covers FY09 SMP Rev. 1



Tue 4/7/09

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard

819 PM Site Management Plan Schedules
Site 30, Galvanizing Plant (Building 184)
ID Notes Task Name % Dur Start Finish
J AlMIJglJTAISIOINID]JIF
77 SITE 30 REMOVAL ACTION 36%| 2799d] Mon 2/23/04 Sat 10/22/11
78 Revised EE/CA (Secondary Document) 100% 555d{ Mon 2/23/04 Tue 8/30/05
91 Public Comment Period 100% 50d{ Wed8/31/05 Wed 10/19/05
94 Revised Action Memorandum (Secondary Document) 100% 286d| Wed9/21/05 Mon 7/3/06 :
102 Delayed Removal Action Work Plan (Secondary Document) 0% 175d Thu 5/1/08 Wed 10/22/08 R
103 Prepare Draft Site 30 Removal Action Work Plan 0% 113d Thu 5/1/08 Thu 8/21/08 [ ]
110 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Receive Draft Work Plan 0% 1d Fri 8/22/08 Fri 8/22/08 o
i USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Review Draft Work Plan 0% 30d Fri 8/22/08 Sat 9/20/08 [ ]
115 Navy Receives Comments on Draft Work Plan 0% 1d| Mon 9/22/08 Mon 9/22/08 <&
116 Prepare Final Work Plan 0% 30d} Mon 9/22/08 Tue 10/21/08 [
117 USEPA, MEDEP & RAB Recsive Final Work Plan 0% 1d} Wed 10/22/08 Wed 10/22/08 L) .
118 Delayed Perform Site 30 Removal Action 0%]| 1095d| Thu 10/23/08 Sat 10/22/11 o e ERE LU PR Ry, e e BT U e S R ey




	TRANSMITTAL LETTER
	LIST OF REVISIONS
	TABLE OF CONTENTS
	LIST OF APPENDICES
	LIST OF TABLES
	LIST OF FIGURES

	ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS
	INTRODUCTION
	1.1 FACILITY LOCATION AND MISSION
	1.2 REGULATORY HISTORY AND OVERVIEW OF ENVIRONMENTAL INVESTIGATIONS
	1.3 SUMMARY OF ONSHORE AND OFFSHORE STUDIES
	1.4 OPERABLE UNIT DESIGNATION
	1.5 REPORT ORGANIZATION
	FIGURE 1-1 - GREAT BAY ESTUARY AND SITE LOCATION
	FIGURE 1-2 - FACILITY SITE MAP

	SITE DESCRIPTIONS
	2.1 SMP SITES
	2.2 OU1
	2.3 OU2
	2.4 OU3
	2.5 OU4
	2.6 OU7
	2.7 OU8
	2.8 OU9
	2.9 SITE SCREENING AREA, SITE 30
	FIGURE 2-1 - OVERVIEW OF INTERIM OFFSHORE MONITORING STATION LOCATIONS

	REGULATORY PROCESS ACTIVITIES
	3.1 CERCLA PROCESS ACTIVITIES
	TABLE 3-1 - RCRA AND CERCLA CORRECTIVE ACTION PROCESSES

	SITE RANKING
	4.1 RELATIVE RISK SITE EVALUATION FRAMEWORK
	4.2 SUMMARY OF SITE RISK RANKING FOR PNS
	TABLE 4-1 - RELATIVE RISK RANKING RESULTS

	SCHEDULE
	5.1 SCHEDULE DEVELOPMENT
	5.2 SCHEDULE DURATIONS

	DOCUMENTS
	6.1 DOCUMENTS COMPLETED BEFORE SIGNATURE OF FFA
	6.2 DOCUMENTS COMPLETED AFTER SIGNATURE OF FFA

	REFERENCES
	APPENDICES
	APPENDIX A - DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL CLEANUP PROGRAM FACT SHEETS
	APPENDIX B - PNS RELATIVE RISK SITE EVALUATION RANKING WORKSHEETS
	APPENDIX C - SCHEDULES
	APPENDIX C.1 - OU1 SCHEDULE (SITE 10)
	APPENDIX C.2 - OU2 SCHEDULE (SITES 6 and 29)
	APPENDIX C.3 - OU3 SCHEDULE (SITES 8, 9, and 11)
	APPENDIX C.4 - OU4 SCHEDULE (SITE 5 and OFFSHORE AOCS)
	APPENDIX C.5 - OU7 SCHEDULE (SITE 32)
	APPENDIX C.6 - OU8 SCHEDULE (SITE 31)
	APPENDIX C.7 - OU9 SCHEDULE (SITE 34)
	APPENDIX C.8 - SITE 30, FORMER GALVANIZING PLANT BUILDING 184, SCHEDULE





