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Introduction

The NMED-Surface Water Quality Bureau (SWQB) agreed to work in cooperation with the
Hazardous and Radioactive Materials Bureau (HRMB) regarding a 3011-grant comment entitled
“The Oversight of Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) Removal Activities.” The grant
provided funds to SWQB to complete the following activities:

1.

Complete the review of seven (7) removal action documents for RCRA Solid Waste
Management Unit (SWMU) sites located at LANL. Removal activities were defined by
Region 6 EPA as work completed in an Interim Action (IA) and/or Voluntary Corrective
Action (VCA) document. The document review was to include field inspections, and
review of sampling and analysis plans for each grant site. Comments were to be provided
to HRMB, LANL, and to appropriate stakeholders (such as neighboring Indian Pueblos).

Coordinate with San Ildefonso and Bandelier National Monument (BNM)
representatives, LANL, and HRMB to ensure that appropriate regulatory standards and
technical consistency are met.

Coordinate project activities such that LANL RCRA/HSWA programmatic issues are
addressed, and provide HRMB with the necessary involvement regarding environmental
justice issues associated with the document reviewed.
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Summary of SWQB Activities Conducted to Meet the Grant Requirements

The SWQB choose seven (7) SWMU sites located at Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
which had IA or VCA documentation in-house at HRMB. The sites chosen also reflected sites
located in Canyons which had surface water tributaries which tract to or through Indian Pueblo
(San Ildefonso) land and BNM properties. These sites also exhibited high to medium erosion
potential survey scores which indicated surface water concerns were present.

The sites chosen were:

SWMU # 01-001(d), Hillside 138, VCA

SWMU # 01-001(f), Hillside 140, VCA

SWMU # 01-003(d), Surface Disposal Site, VCA

SWMU # 10-003(a-0) and 10-007, Liquid Waste and Landfill Disposal Sites
SWMU # 33-006(a), Firing Site, IA

SWMU # 35-003(d, 1, q) Former Waste Water Treatment Facilities, IA
SWMU # 53-002(a), Disposal Lagoon, IA

All SWMU s, except one, have potential to impact San Ildefonso Pueblo land. SWMU # 33-
006(a) is located adjacent to BNM.

SWQB staff worked with LANL staff to assure that all seven grant sites were surveyed for
erosion potential. DOE/LANL, NMED-SWQB, and NMED DOE/OB staff had cooperatively
developed a screening method for erosion potential which could be applied to SWMUs.

An example of the screening method is included as Attachment One.

The erosion potential survey (designated by LANL as the AP 4.5 process and later changed to
SOP 2.01) was a tool which the SWQB and LANL found useful in determining potential impact
to surface water due to sediment released from SWMU sites during storm water events. SWQB
and LANL also formed a Surface Water Assessment Team (SWAT) to review all high and
medium scored sites. During these reviews the seven grant sites were addressed. The SWAT
review process took into consideration other pertinent data such as analytical data (water and/or
sediment data) collected at site as well as the SOP 2.01 score. A recommendation was then made
by the SWAT (which consisted of LANL and NMED representatives) to address the erosion
potential at a site by applying Best Management Practices (BMPs). Copies of these
recommendations were sent to the LANL Environmental Restoration (ER) Program and the
NMED-SWQB and HRMB. In addition, grant activities were discussed with HRMB at monthly
LANL
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Working Group (LWG) Meetings. Erosion Potential Assessments and SWAT Recommendations
for each of the seven (7) sites in included as Attachment Two.

SWQB visited each site with LANL representatives and documented any deficiencies regarding
stabilization measures (BMPs). All sites with deficiencies were reinspected after corrections
were made, and found to be in satisfactory condition.

SWQB staff also met several times with, and provided documentation to, San Idefanso Pueblo
and BNM representatives concerning the grant activities, findings and recommendations. At no
time did these representative indicate that any of their regulatory standards and/or technical
consistency were not met with regard to the grant sites.

In order to insure that communication regarding the grant activities was made available to other
stakeholders with interest in environmental restoration at DOE/LANL, SWQB made a
presentation to the Natural Resource Trustee Council (NRTC) for LANL. In addition, in
coordination with DOE/LANL a tour to view the majority of the grant sites was arranged for the
NRTC. A copy of the agenda can be found as Attachment Three.

The tour was attended by all except the Department of Interior and San Ildefanso representatives
(see the list of representatives as part of Attachment Three). These representatives however,
contacted me after the tour and were given an undated on what happened at the tour. At the
conclusion of the tour, each council member was also requested to submit their comments to
SWQB regarding any of the sites visited at the tour (see Attachment Four).

To date only comments from NMED-HRMB and the DOE/LANL have been received. These
comments have been included at Attachment Five.
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Conclusions and Final Recommendations

1. SWQB will continue to work as a resource to the NRTC of LANL as a whole, and to any
of its membership individually. SWQB is committed to working with these parties to
insure that natural resources as well as other surface water concerns are addressed during
the application of stabilization methods for protection of surface waters.

2. SWQB considers the stabilization methods (BMPs) applied to the grant sites appropriate,
and is committed to work with DOE/LLANL to assure that they are maintained and
monitored to verify that they continue working.

3. SWQB has established with HRMB that the erosion potential survey scores will be used
by SWQB in reviewing documentation (e.g. IA, VCA, NFA) on SWMUs for assessing
surface water concerns. If required, SWQB will assist HRMB during public hearings
and/or environmental justice issues associated with the grant sites.



Attachment One

Erosion Potential Screening Survey Assessment Sheets Used by LANL



Environmental Restoration Program Part A: page 1 of 1

CONSTITUENT ASSESSMENT
SITE INFORMATION :
1. 3BWMURPS 2. Date/Time (WD/Y H:M am/pm) | L
3. ER Point of Contact | 4. QU-OtherPOC ‘ ’

5. C HSWA C Area of Concam (AOC) (check both if AOC is on HSWA Parma)

6, Site Ranking Score |

e

7. Desertption of the historical operations of this SWMUANRP:

8, Description of the current opernstions of this SWMU/IRP (If any):

o i
| PRE STATUS
! Actior/Status 4o Date (check all that apply)
| C None Dets Compieted or Anticipated
Flaldinvestigation O Phasst T Phased ............... | ‘
iterimMessurea C M C BMPY  ...iiiiiiiiiinee. [ 1
]
L
|
{

AccoleradClaanup C vea T vem ...l
Othee O Monitoring O CMs  ....coeoen.....
Reportstats O RFiRspot O SAP ...vvvvnnnnn...
Other

O NFADOU. if chacksd, supply criterta number(s; [

SAMPLE INFORMATION
Y/IN
O C 10. Have surfaceisediment (depth leee than 12 Inches) aampies been collectsd that reflect
current site conditions?

{yes: 1) Attach dats.
2) inciude analyis nems, vaiue, units, jocation ID, sampie ID, SAL, depth, & mecia (soil, WY, #ic.)
3) Plesse attach axiating map, showing whare sampias ware taiken, if avaliabile.

[0 [ 11. Have surface weter sampies been coliectad that refiect current sits conuitions?

Hyes: 1) Atachdsta.
2) Inciude ensiyte name, valus, units, location (D, fitered/non-fllered, & flow data, ¥ svaliable.
3) Please stiach axisting map, showing where sampies Were taken, If sveliable.

O [J 12.1sdeta pending? Myes: 1) List date dats are anticipated: |
2) Provide list of COPCa identified in RFI Work Plan as an attachwnent.

13. Signature of OWOther Representaiive




SURFACE WATER Part B: Page 1 of 3

SITE ASSESSMENT
SITE INFORMATION "
|

1a) SWMU/ IRP # 1b) Structure Number | ! 1¢) OU Number

2. Date/Time IM/D/Y H:M am/pm) |
SITE SETTING (check all that apply)

3. O On mesa/hill top (a). O In the canyon floor/drainage basin, but not in an

established channel (c).
®; Within a bench of a canyon O Within established channel in the canyon floor
or drainage basin (b). or drainage basin (d).
Explanation:

4. Estimated ground and/or canopy cover at site: (deciduous leaves, pine needles, rocks, vegetation,

trees, -
(@ ix x J (b) Aoy %
. . ‘ x | x: R X
(illustration) ‘ X ! x Xx x x| 2 :
~
Estimated % of ground/canopy cover: — 0% to 25% C 25% 1075 O 75% to 100
Explanation:
5. Steepest slope at the area impacted: (b) {c)
(a)
—— {\
O Less than 10% O 10% t0 30% O 30% and greater
Explanation:
RUNOFF FACTORS
Y/N

C 0O 6. Is there visible evidence of runoff discharging from site? If yes, answer a) - c) beiow:

O D 6a) Is runoff channelized? If yes, describe (O Man-made channel. O  Natural channel.

Expianation:




SURFACE WATER Part B: Page 2 of 3
SITE ASSESSMENT

-
RUNOFF FACTORS, CONT'D

|
i
6b) Where does evidence of runoff terminate? j
i

(O Drainage or wetland (name) [ |

(O Within bench of canyon setting (name) ,, \
(O Other (i.e., retention pond, meadow, mesa top} [ ! :
Explanation: ‘ E

Y/N |

E :] 6¢) Has runoff caused visible erosion at the site? It yes, explain below O Sheet _ Rill O Gully

Explanation:

RUN-ON FACTORS

Please rate the potential for storm water to run on to this site: {Check EITHER #7 or #9)

E z 7. Are structures (i.e., buildings, roof drains, parking lots, storm drains) creating run-on to the site? i

Explanation:

o 8. Are current operations {i.e., fire hydrants, NPDES outfalls) adversely impacting run-on to the site?

Explana(ion:

04 9. Are natural drainage patterns directing stormwater onto site?

Explanation:

ASSESSMENT FINDING:

D E 10. Based on the above criteria and the assessment of this site, does soil erosion
potential exist? (REFER TO EROSION POTENTIAL MATRIX.}

11. Signature of ER Representative

Initials of independent reviswer. . L. .
—_— P Check here when information is entered in database: ; | .
. 1




SURFACE WATER Part B: Page 3 of 3
SITE ASSESSMENT

This page is for Notes, recommendations, and photos.

Y/ N
12 a) O C Is there visible trash/debris on the site?

b} C O Is there visible trash/debris in a watercourse?

Description of existing BMPs:

CcC O Are BMPs being properly maintained? If no, describe in "Other Internal Notes.”

O‘ O Are BMPs effectively keeping sediment in place and reducing erosion potential?

OTHER INTERNAL NOTES:

Recommended BMPs {Best Mansgement Practices) for this site:




Los Alamos National Laborét

Environment, Safety & Health Division
ESH-18 Water Quality & Hydrology Group

ry

Surface Water Assessment

Erosion Matrix for

Erosion/Sediment Transport Potenfial

Low Medium High Calculated
CRITERIA EVALUATED Value 0.1 | 05 | 1.0 Score
Site Setting (43)
On mesa top 1
Within bench of canyon 4 Defined based on topographic setting
Within the canyon foodplain but not watercourse 13
Within bottom of canyon channel in watercourse 17
Estimated % ground and canopy cover 13 >75% 25-75% <25%
Slope 13 0-10% 10-30% >30%
Surface Water Factors-Run-off (46)
Visible evidenc e of unoff discharging? (Y es/No) 5 If no, score of 0 for runoff section.
fyes, score 5 and proceed with section.
Where does runoffterminate? 19 Other Bench Setting | Drainage/Wetland
Has runoff caused visible erosion? (Y es/No) 22 Sheet Rill Gully
If no, score as 0. If yes, calculae as appropiate.
Surface Water Factors-Run-on (11)
Stuctures adwersely affecting un-on (Y es/No) A fyes, scare as 7. If no, score as 0.
Curmrent operations adwersely impacting (Y es/No) 4 Ifyes, scare as 4. If no, score as 0.
Natural drainages onto site (Yes/No) 7 Ifyes, scae as 7. Ifno, scomre as 0.
*Select either structures or natural drainages. ‘
MAX. POSSIBLE EROSION MATRIX SCORE: 100 Total Score

Report Printed 12/28/98 12:52:47 PM.




Attachment Two

Erosion Potential Survey Assessment Scores and Surface Water Assessment Team (SWAT)
Recommendations for Each of the Seven Grant Sites



SWMU # 01-001 (d) Hillside 138



Surtace Water Assessment Team (SWAT)
Recommended ana Proposed Actions for PRS 1-001(4)

PRS: oS
SWAT Meeting Dats: ©110/1557 FMU Contact: Zawara o
ZHiciar Submittal Date: 270798 ER Contact: Terrv wst
Zcnsutuent Data: ‘28 Zrosion Matnix: 748

Genera) SWAT Comments:

Known as ruisige 138, hag a Remeaal Action comoleted In August of 1996. 20 cu/yds of soi comaminatea with Mg and

Pu were removed from the tower portion of the ste. The sfte was reseeded and coverea wah jte matting, siraw paie check
Jams were staked down Siope of excavateq areas and an earthen berm was suit beiow the ennre area. The excavated area -
now ras zero aischarge of surface water runorf from tne sne. The agiacent grainage, wnich aiso recesves runoff from town-
sne areas above. 1S monnorea for surface water quaitv at 'wo locauons.

Date ot Part B Revision: — Rewvisit Recommended Revisit Date:

Revisit Camments:

Actions Recommaended at SWAT Meeting: Ownar:
ltem: * Zontinued inspection & maintenance of existng 8MPs ER
tarm: < -uifillment of 8 quaners of surtace water MONIONNG requirement gescroeq in the Z8H.18

Zemedial Action Status Reoon for the site (January 1997)
Target Actuai

Actions Prooosed by ER. FM or ESH-18: Owner: Date: Date:
ltem: © Ccnunued inspection & mantenance of exisung SMPs. IR Cngoing

~spection ana mainienance s ongoing.
ltem: < Fuifiilment of 8 quaners of surtace water montonng . SS5SH-18 Zngoing

T requirement descnbed in the Remeql Action Status
Raoon for the sxe. ESH-18 was taskea with instaiing the -
‘monnonng stations, ER wil foliow up with ESH-18 to
‘ansure they were instalied and are being operated.

INSPECTION & MAINTENANCE INFORMATION

Descrinuion of Existing BMPs from Erosion Assessment Tabular List of BMPs:
BMPs inciuge: Siraw baies and jute mamng on niiside, reseeqing, eann earth berm
berm wrn rmarting at eage of roadpeg on bencn. EMPS instalied 5/31.95. muiching

seeding, permanent

straw Dale barner

Frequency 3 Months Contact Mary Jane Wincn Records Heid: Puebio Comptex

Generst Commaents:

The site 1s inspectea on a monthlv basis or after rainfail events greater than S incnes. The surface water monaonng
requirements gescrived in the Remegial Action Status Report (Jan 97) began in October 1956

Form Printea 1.599 3:31:52 PM Page 4ot 183
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Los Alamos National Laboratory _~NL-ER-AP<4
Savironm=atal Restoration Program =37 A page 1ct
CONSTITUENT ASSESSMENT
SITE INFCRMATION
‘. 72S Numper ALY . CatefTime tM/D/Y H:M amiom) 122,37 2 43 20 PM
1. ER Pointof Contact 7~ Newwon 4. FMU/Responsibie Party Contact Brag Marun
. @ riSWA  Area of Ccncern (ACC) znecx cotn if AOC .5 on HSWA Permnm)
5. Site Ranking System (SRS} # 43
7. CTescription of the historical ocerauons of this PRS:
Sazuztank (niisiae 138) T
3. Cescnotion of the current operauons cf this PRS (if any):
PRS STATUS
ActiorvStatus to Dats (check ail that aopty)
~ None Sate Completed or Anticipated
® Fisid Investigauon  _ Phasei _ Shasell
" intenm Measures _ IM ® EMPs
® Accelerated Cleanup @ VCA _ VCM
® Cther ® Monitonng _ CMs
" ReportStatus _ RFIReport  _ SAP

NFA/DQU. If checked. SUDDly cntena numbens):

SAMPLE INFORMATION
YIN

fg E 10. Have surfacers- timent (degth less than 12 inches) sampiles been coliectad that reflect
cumrent site ccr  dons?

fyes: 1) Attacn aata.

2) Inciude anatvte name. vatue. unns. location 0. samoie (0. SAL. deoth, & media (sou. tuff, etc.)
3) Please anach exisung map. SNOwINQ where sampies were taken, if avanable.

X [T 11. Have surface watsr samoies been coilectsd that reflect current site conaitions?

fyes: 1) Attach cata.
2) Include anarvte name. vaiue. unas. tocation 1D. filterea/non-filtereqa. & flow aata, if avaiable.
3) Please anacn existing mad. SNOWING where samples were taken, if avaiable.

i
=i

12. Is data pending? If yes: ) L:st aate data are anticipated:
2) Proviae list of COPCs identrfied in RFI Work Plan as an atachment.

C. Newton

3. Signature o1 £R Representauve




-5s Alamos National Laboratory -ANL-ER-AP- 2
SURFACE WATER ~an B: page 2 cf 4
SITE ASSESSMENT

.72 INFORMATION

‘a1 #RS Numper I 1b) Structurs Number “IA 1¢) FMU Numper
2. Cate/Time tM/DFY H:M armvom) 3/12/97 12:00:00 AM

SITE SETTING (check aii that aopiy)

:. : Zn mesa top (a). @ inthe canyon ficor, but not in an establishea channel (c).

® Within a bench of a canyon (b). : within established channet in the canyon ficor (d).

Zzzianauon:  Source 10calion cn nusige CCtaineq ¢n Cencn apove Los Alamos Canvon. Agiacent grainage
giscnarges into LA Canyon.

4. Zsumateq ground and/or cancoy cover at site: (GEeCIUOUS ieaves. Dine needies. rocks. vegetanon. rees,
susiures. aspnait. etc.) e
‘a) x :
X 8) x X x X

(illustraoon} X x X xx X - ;
Zezmatea % of grouna/cancoy cover:  _ 0% 10 25% ® 25% 10 75% = TS%to100%

Zxslanauon: FAManiy rock ana uie matting. #ine neeqies with as$0cCialed PONGeros/PINOR Cancoy.

£, Z:sepest siope at the area mMmpacted: 5) ~ [
a T~
) — ~—
_ Lessman10% ® 10% to 30% @) 30% and greater

Sxpianation: SOUFCe area iocaied on bencn. ouTiall previously ischarged inta agiacent dranage aiong cliff face.

RUNOFF FACTORS

YIN
x: E 5. Is there visible evidence of runoff discharging from site? if yes, answer a) - ¢) beiow:

fX [T :za)is runoff channeizea? If yes. descnbe: ~ —  Man-made channel. @ Nawrai cnannel.

Expianauon: Run-off from uoper portron of site (Source area) termnates into roadbed on bench. Adjacent channei
axists on eastem bounaary of site which 2180 receves flow from townss I0CatoN SDOVe.




RUNCFF FACTORS. CONTD

<21 Where goes evigence of runotf terminate?

® Crainage or weuandg (name) LIS Ajlamos

Aithin pencn of canyon seting (name) .25 Alames

Cther (i.e.. retantuon pond, meaaow, mesa top)

Sxplanauon: Cper source area nas zero giSCharge afer remegiation ang stapiization measures were gulit.
Agjacent grainage ccntnues into LA Canyon.

YN

(X 1_ 221 Has runoff causea visibie erosion at the sne? if yes, expiain celow: Sheet @ Rill Gully

Sxptanauon: Smau nus cn nuisice. Seqiment transport retainea in imMmeaiate area oy 8MPs in place.

RUN<CN FACTORS

Please rate the potential for storm water 10 run on to this site: (Check EITHER #7 or #9)

E X T Are structures (1.e.. Culaings, reof drains, parxing lots. Stomm arains) creatng run-on (0 the site?

Zxplanagon:

[C X 3 Are current coerauons (i.e.. fire nyarants. NPDES outfalls) aaverssly impacting run-on to the site?

Exptanaton:

E 3. Are natural arainage panems cirecung stonmwater onto sne?

x|

Sxplanauon: Sheet flow aown nuisice.

ASSESSMENT FINDING:

I'_' E 10. Based on the above criteria ana the assessment of this site. does soil erosion
potential exist? (REFER TO EROSION POTENTIAL MATRIX.)

S. Veens

11. Signature of Watsr Quality/Hydrology Resresentative

7/
Cma /e in NGent reviewss. . .
v '-mais of ingepe - Zheck nere wnen information 1s entered in database:  [3G




CITMe Cage st

This page is for ESH-18 notes, recommendations, and photos.

‘1N
12, a) @ !5 there visipie trash/dabns on e ste?
o]} ® 5 there visible trash/denns in 3 watercourse?

Tescniption of existing BMPs:
ZtAPs inciyge: Straw Bales and iute mating on riiside. reseeqing, eann derm with mating at eqge ¢f roaaned on cencn

®  Are BMPs being property maintainea? If no. gescnbe in "Cther internal Notes

®:  Are BMPs effectively keeoing sediment in niace and reduting erosion cotential?

CTHER INTERNAL NOTES:

<ite nas been remediated and is ungergoing 8 quarter montonng requirement.  Site now has zero gischarge from upper
source area aue o eannen berm. Liontonng IS CCCUMNG in agiacent drainage area.




Los Alamos National Laboratory AP 4.5 Surface Water Assessment

Environment, Safety and Health Division

ESH-18 Water Quality and Hydrology Group Erosion Matrix fOl' PRS 1 "001 ‘d)

 Erosion/Sediment iriiilupdli Potontial
!.ow Medium lhgll Calculated
CRIIERIA EVALUATED  Vale [ — 01 l_,. i’gg e 10_ ' Score

Site Setting (43)
On mesa top ) N T i
W’;lfu?ba‘&i—la( a_(-\ym—l - ' 4 Detined based on topograptne selting
Within the canyon ﬂoodplam but nol wateicourse 13 130
Within boltom of canyon channel in watercourse | 17 S
Estimated % ground and canopy cover 13 >75% 2575% | <25% | es
Slope 113 0-10% I 1030% I C O 230% | moo
Surface Water Factors Run-off (46)
Visible evidence of minoff discharging? (Yes/No) 5 " lino, scote of O for unoft section | so

Ifyes, score 5 and proceed wnh section.

Where does runolf terminate? 19 Other

HHas runoff caused \asuble emsno;\? (Yes/f\ior o 22 Sheel

Bench Selting Dmumge/Wellaml o

RGO Gully 1o

¥ no, score as 0. If yes, calculale as appropnale

Surface Water Factors-Run-on (11)

Structures adwersely affecting run-on (Yes/No) 7* If yes, score as 7. I no, score as 0. ‘ 00
Current operations adversely impacting (Yes/No) 4 “Wyes, scoreas 4. lfno, scoreas 0. 00
Natural drainages onto site (Yes/No) 7 lfyes, scare as 7. lfno, scareas 0. | 70

*Selact either structuras or natural drainages.

MAX. POSSIBLE EROSION MATRIX SCORE: 100 Totat Score | /45"

** Indicates BMPs in place Etosion patential without BME’s would be greates



SWMU # 01-001 (f) Hillside 140



Surface Water Assessment Team (SWAT)
Recommended and Proposed Actions for PRS 1-001(f)

PRS: sonpn

SWAT Meeting Date: ~ 2'4/1998 FMU Contact: Edwara Heth
Official Submittal Date: ~ £/2/1998 ' ER Contact: Terry Rust
Constituent Data: 7 /88 Erosion Matnx: - 56:7

General SWAT Comments:

Hillside 140 and Agéregaﬁtie;(rf&ilj (OU 1078 Work Plan) within townsite near LoS Aia“r;c;siCﬁa'ﬁy&. Intenm Action
performea in 1996 to remove eievated hot spots of Uranium "hot spots” using FIDLER. Geomatting, reseeaing and
straw baies were placed to reauce erosion potential at site. In 1997, trees were removed near the site as part of the
Fire Risk Management efforts. The site was re-evaluated and found to have caused no further impacts 10 erosion
potential.

Date of Part B Revision: Revisit Recommenaed Revisit Date:

Revisit Comments:

Actions Recommended at SWAT Meeting: QOwner:
Item: 1 Maintain current BMPs for insoection. ER
o Target Actual
Actions Proposed by ER, FM or ESH-18: Owner: Date: Date:
item: 1 BMPs will be inspected with ESH-18 and maintained as : ER Ongoing

" needed

INSPECTION & MAINTENANCE INFORMATION

Description of Existing BMPs from Erosion Assessment Tabular List of BMPs:
BMPs in place: reseeding, jutemat, straw pale check dams. Site covering, poly-jute ‘
appears stable. Located near a storm water monitoring location E 030. mulching

Hillside 140. BMPs installed 9730/94."

seeding, permanent ;

straw bale barrier

Frequency Annual Contact Mary Jane Winch Records Held: Puebio Complex

Generali Comments:

Requested that NMED review and respona to RFI Report. VCA Report and the submittal of supplemental information
provided in 1996 prior to proposing additional actions at this site.

Form Printed 1/13/99 9:13:59 AM Page 1 of 1



Los Alamos Nationai Laboratory LANL-ER-AP-4.5
Environmental Restoration Program Part A: page 1 of 4
CONSTITUENT ASSESSMENT

SITE INFORMATION

PRS Numoper: SIS Cate/Time (M/D/Y H:M amypm) 12237 2 4500 BM
Flease attacn 2xisting mao, :{ 3vauacle. £R Pcint of Contact: C !ewton

® HSWA Area of Concern {AQC) FMU/Responsible Party Contact: COE

Site Ranking System (SRS} #: T

Description of the histoncal operations of this PRS:

Sepuc 1ank (nuisice 140)

Descniption of the current aperauons of this PRS (if any):

PRS STATUS

Action/Status to Date: Checxk ali that appiy

"~ None " Accelerated Cleanup (VCA, VCM)
@ Field Investigation (Phase {, Phase il ~ Other: (Monitoring, CMS, ete.)
Interim Measures (IM.BMP) © NFA/DQU. If checked, supply NFA/DOU
cnteria #
Check as appropnate: \ Plan _  Field work : Report

TATE ANTICIPATED

SAMPLE INFORMATION

Y/N

b_{ I'i Have surface soil, surtace segiment {depth < = 12 inches), or surface water sampies been
collected as identified above. that retlect current site conaitions?

if yes: )} Attacn data.
2) Inciude analvte name, vaiue. units. location tD, sampie {D. deoth, and
meaia isau, tuff, etc.

If data 1s penaing: 1} List date data are anticipate

2) List contamunants of potental concern (CCPCs) identified in RFl Work Plan.

Signature ot ER Repgesen /:uvo Check nhere when information 18 enterea in database: (%X

12: Report Printed 7/°3/97 9:33.03 AM



Los Alamos National Laboratory LANL-ER-AP-4.5

SURFACE WATER Part B: page 2 of 4
SITE ASSESSMENT
SITE INFORMATION
1a) PRS Number 1-001(hH 1b) Structure Number N/A 1¢) FMU Numbper
2297

2. Date/Time (M/D/Y H:M am/pm)

SITE SETTING (check ail that apply)
2. @ Onmesatop(a). _ Inthe canyon floor, but not in an established channel (c).

®: Within a bench of a canyon (b). v Within established channel in the canyon floor (d).

Explanation: Within tne nm of the canyon.

4. Estimatea grouna anc/or canopy cover at site: (deciquous ieaves. pine needies, rocks, vegetation, trees,
structures, aspnat. etc.) -
(a) x xx (b)x"xx (c) F

(ilustration) x X Xxx X. 4
Estimated % of ground/canopy cover: éz 0% to 25% : 25% to 75% :: 75% to 100%

Pine needales. rock ground cover. Ponderosa pine canopy cover. Trees have been thinhed as pan of

Explanation:
the Fire Break Management efforts.
5. Steepest siope at the area impacted: ®) (©)
(@)
— Lessthan 10% @' 10%to 30% — 30% and greater

Explanation: On siope benind congominiums.

RUNOFF FACTORS

YIN
XL s is there visible evidence of runoff discharging from site? If yes, answer a) - ¢) below:

[} [ 6a) Is runoff channeiized? If yes. descride: Man-made channel. /@ Natural channel.

Explanation: Located in/near natural drainage.

15: Report Printed 2/2/98 10:30:40 AM



$-001(f)... page 3 of 4

RUNOFF FACTORS, CONTD

5b) Where does evidence of runoff terminate?

® Drainage or wetiand (name) Los Aiamos Canyon

Within bench of canyon setting (name)

QOther (i.e., retantion pond, meadow, mesa top)

Explanation: Smail tnbutary of LA Canyon.

Y/IN
[ [~ 5¢) Has runoff caused visibie erosion at the site? If yes. expfain oelow: ® Sheet Rl ~ Guly

Expianation: Mostly exposed tuff/begrock beiow site.

RUN-ON FACTORS
Please rate the potential for storm water to run on to this site: (Check EITHER #7 or #9)

C b_T 7. Are structures (1.e., buiidings. roof drains, parxing iots. storm drains) creating run-on to the site?

Explanation:

Cx 8. Are current operations (i.e.. fire hydrants. NPDES outfalls) agversely impacting run-on to the site?

Explanation:

9. Are natural dramage pattems directing stormwater onto site?

Explanation: Sheet fiow from above site.

ASSESSMENT FINDING:

ﬁ C 10. Based on the above criteria and the assessment of this site, does s0il erosion
potential exist? (REFER TO EROSION PQTENTIAL MATRIX.)

S. Veens

11. Signature of Water Quality/Hydrology Representative

___Initials of independent reviewer. Check here when information is entered in database: [

15: Report Printed 2/2/98 10:30:40 AM



{XL(:

1-001(f)... page 4 of 4

This page is for ESH-18 notes, recommendations, and photos.

YI N
12. a) . \0 Is there visible trash/depns on the site?

_—

§) ® s there visioie trasn/debns in a watercourse?

{ v )
Descrigtitn of existing BMPs:
BMPs 1n piace: reseeding. jutemat. straw bale cneck dams. Site appears stable. Located near a storm water manaonng
focatron E 030. Hiliside 140.

/“‘\
L_.I'-/Are BMPs being properny maintained? If no. gescnibe in ‘Cther internat Notes."

2 / Are BMPs effectively keeping seaiment in piace and requcing erosion potentiai?

OTHER INTERNAL NOTES:
Exisung BMPs should be upgraced and maintained. especiaily below site witnin the drainage channel. Tires and visible
debns aownstream from ste. Possidly from Balley Bridge PRS 1-003 (Agg. B).

15: Report Printed 2/2/98 10:30:41 AM



Los Alamos National Laboratory AP 4.5 Surface Water Assessment

Enviro . . -
ESH-18 Water Qualhy and Hydrology Group Erosion Matrix for PRS 1-001(f)
Erosion/Sediment Transport Potential
Low Medium High Calculated
CRITERIA EVALUATED Value 0.1 | 05 [ 1.0 Score

Site Setting (43)
On mesa top 1 S S
Within bench of canyon 4 Defined based on topographic setting T
Within the canyon floodplain but not watercourse 13 T
Within bottom of canyon channel in watercourse 17 T
Estimated % ground and canopy cover 13 >75% 25-75% <25% s
Slope 13 0-10% 10-30% >30% 65

Surface Water Factors-Run-off (46)

Visible evidence of runoff discharging? (Yes/No) 5 ¥ no, score of O for runoff section. 50
if yes, score 5 and proceed with section.

Where does runoff terminate? 19 Other Bench Setting |Drainage/Wetland 190

Has runoff caused visible erosion? (Yes/No) 22 Sheet Ritl Gully 22

if no, score as 0. If yes, calculate as appropriate.

Surface Water Factors-Run-on (11)

Structures adversely affecting run-on (Yes/No) 7 if yes, score as 7. If no, score as 0. 00
Current operations adversely impacting (Yes/No) 4 if yes, score as 4. If no, score as 0. 00
Natural drainages onto site (Yes/No) 7* lfyes, scoreas 7. If no, score as 0 70

*Select either structures or natural drainages.

MAX. POSSIBLE EROSION MATRIX SCORE: 100 Total Score 56.7

Report Printed 2/2/98 10.30.38 AM.



SWMU # 01-003 (d) Surface Disposal Site



Los Alamos National Laboratory LANL-ER-AP-4.5
SURFACE WATER Part B: page 2 of 4
SITE ASSESSMENT

1. Date/Time IM/D/Y H:M am/pm)  B/12/97 10:2C:00 AM 2a) Location Number: 1 002g)
2b) FMU N e
SITE INFORMATION ’ umoer:
3. .autuge:! Longituge: .
4. Source of coorainate information: ‘" Survey _ GPs _ Engineering Scaling

SITE SETTING (check sil that appiy)

5. _ On mesa top (a). - the canyon floor, but not in an estabiished channel (c).

éi Within a bench of a canyon (b). i -ithin established channei in the canyon floor (d).

Expianauon:  Cn nuisige in Los Alamos Canyon. Just over eage of mesa 10p.

6. ESstimated ground and/or canopy cover at site: (deciduous leaves, pine needies, rocks, vegetauon, trees,
structures, aspnait, etc.)

(8) i x x B, x “‘ e}
(illustrauon) ! X x - * lv .

Estimated % of ground/canopy cover: j 0% to 25% 5) 25% to 75 (:) 75% to 100

‘Expianaton:  Rock, grass and smai busnes.

7. Stsepest siope st the area impacted: b} {c}
a) \ ;\
b } !

' Less than 10% ® 10% 10 30% — 30% and greater

‘Explanation:

RUNOFF FACTORS

YIN
r’? r 8. ls there visible svidencs of runoft discharging from site? If yes. ane a) - ¢) bel

ey a) is runoff channelized? If yes, describe: ) Man-made channei. x) Natural channel.

Explanation:
|

i

VDRI,




1-003(d)... zage 3 st 4

" RUNOFF FACTORS, CONT'D

I
'

b) Where does evidence of runoff tarminate?

Drainage or wetland (name)

§) ‘Within bench of canyon serting {(name) Los Alamos Canvon
Other (i.e., retention pond, meadow. mesa top)
i
i Coordinates of termination point: Latitude: i ; Longitude: |
i Explanation:
e
{ ﬁ‘- r- ¢) Has runotf causea visible erosion at the site? !f ves, expiain beiow: <: Sheet é) Rill j Gully

i Expiansuon: SMal nils at vanous iocatlions on steepest portion of Nilisiae. No evigence along bencn at bortom
I of hill.

j RUN-ON FACTORS
Please rate the potential for storm waster to run on to this site: (Check EITHER #9 or #11)

i—. fr 9, Are structures (i.8., buiidings, roof drains, parxing lots, storm drains) creasting run-on to the site?

Expisnstion:

T r’? 10. Are current cperations fi.e., fire hyarants, NPDES outfails) adversely impacung run-on to the sit

] Explanation:

. 11. Ate natural drainage patterns directing stormwater onto site?

Expiansuon: Sheet flow from siope.

ASSESSMENT FINDING:

r- r*- 12. Based on the above criteria and the assessment of this site, does soil erosion
potantiai exist? (REFER TO EROSION POTENTIAL MATRIX.)

T. Lemke

Signature of Water Quality/Hydrology Representative

ﬁ £ Initisis of independent reviewer. Check here when information is entered in datsbase: [X

!

|
|
|
|




1-003(gi... page 3-INT of 4

This page is for internal ESH-18 notes, recommendations, and photos.

e
TONS

Yy i$ there visibie trasn or deors on the site? Erosion Matrix Scare: 49 5
_ @) s there visiDie trash or debns in a watercourse’

Recommended BMPs (Best Management Practices) for this site:

Dascription of existing BMPs:

Mo T34 Pe St w 2 S ecdlesd

é) Are BMPs being propeny maintainea? !t no, gescrioe in "Other internai Notes.”

® Are BMPs sffactively keeping sediment in place ana reaucing  .sion potentiai?

)

OTHER INTERNAL NOTES:
Cebns pnmaniy metal from oid metal paint cans.



Los AlamogNat—Bﬁal Labbratb}ym

Environment, Safety and Health Division
ESH-18 Water Quality and Hydrology Group

Erosion/Sediment Transport Potential

Low ___ Medium High Calculated
CRITERIA EVALUATED Value 0.1 ] 0os | 1.0 Score
Site Setting (43)
On mesa lop 1 - S
Within bench of canyon 4 Defined based on topographic setling 40
Within the canyon floodplain but not watercourse 13 i _
Within bottom of canyon channel in walercourse | 17 .
Estimated % ground and canopy cover | 13 | >15% 25-75% <25% | 65
Slope o 0wk 1030% | 230% 85
Surface Water Factors-Run-off (46) 3 -
Visible evidence of runoff discharging? (Yes/No) 5 If no, scoie of 0 for mnoft section. S0
ifyes, score 5 and proceed with seclion. 1
Where does runoff terminate? 19 Other Bench Setting |Drainage/Wetland 95
Has runoff caused usible erosion? (Y es/No) 22 Sheet Rill Guilly 1o
if no, score as 0. If yes, calculate as appropriate. o
Surface Water Factors-Run-on (11)
Structures adversely aflecting run-on (Yes/No) [ yes, scofe as 7. ifno, score as 0. a0
Cument operations adversely impacting (Yes/No) | 4 fyes, score as 4. lfno, scoireas 0. o
Natural drainages onto site (Yes/No) 7 fyes, score as 7. {no, score as 0 ] e
“Select either structures or natural drainages. o )
MAX. POSSIBLE EROSION MATRIX SCORE: | 100 Total Score 495

AP 4.5 Surface Water Assessment
Erosion Matrix for PRS 1-003(d)



Lcs Alamos National Laboratory LANL-ER-AP-4 5
Environmental Restoration Program Part A: page 1 of 4
CONSTITUENT ASSESSMENT

SITE INFORMATION

1. PRS Number ©-2C3Ud 2. Date/Time (M/D/Y H:M amipm) 1/22/97
3. ER Point of Contact T =ust 4. FMU/Responsible Party Contact DOE
5. @ HSWA Area of Concern (AQC) (cnecx potn if AOC is on HSWA Permit)

6. Site Ranking System (SRS) # 28

7. Description of the historicat operations of this PRS:
Surface aisposai sete (Can Dumo)

8. Description of the current operations of this PRS (if any):

PRS STATUS
ActioryStatus to Dats (checx ali that apply)

_ None Dats Compieted or Anticipated
@ Fieid Investigation _ FPhasel _ Phasell

intenm Measures _ IM _ BMPs
_ Acceierated Cleanup : VCA j VCM

Other _ Monitoring  CMs

Report Status _ RFIReport  _ SAP

NFA/OOU. if checked. supply criteria numberts):

SAMPLE INFORMATION
YIN

X [ 10. Have surface/sediment (depth less than 12 inches) sampies been collected that reflect
current site conditions?

Ifyes: 1) Attachdata.
2) Inciude anatyte name, value. units. iccation (D. sampie ID. SAL, depth, & media (sod, tuff, etc.)
3) Please attach existing map, snowing wnere sampies were taken, if avaiable.
l" ﬁ 11. Have surtace water sampies been coliected that reflect current site conditions?

ifyes: 1) Atftach data.
2) Inciude anatyte name, value. units, location ID. filtered/non-filtered, & flow data, if available.
3) Please atach existing map. Snowing wnere samples were taken, if available.

l"' I’T 12. Is data pending? !f yes: 1) List date data are anticipated:
2) Provide list of COPCs identrfied in RFI Work Plan as an attachment.
T. Rust
13. Signature of ER Representative

14: Report Printed 1/13/98 1:08:12 PM



SWMU # 10-003 (a through o) Liquid Waste Disposal Sites



Surface Water Assessment Team (SWAT)
Recommended and Proposed Actions for PRS 10-003(a)

PRS: 10-003(a)
SWAT Meeting Date: | 2/18/1998 FMU Contact:  Eaward Hoth -
Official Submittai Date: ©/23/1998 ER Contact: 7 v—gry Rust
Constituent Data: | Yes ‘ Erosion Matrix: | 59.2

Generai SWAT Comments:

'Former liquid waste disposal compiex located within the fiocodpiain of Bayo Canyon. Excavation of bunding and
fcontaminated maternial were competed in 1963 to a depth of 18 feet. Recent investigation have determined that
‘contamination remaining at depth is bemng brought to the surface by vegetation in some areas.

f ~
Date of Part B Revision: | L~ Revisit Recommended Revisit Date:

Revisit Comments:

;\cﬁon: Recommended at SWAT Meeting: Owner:
i Itemzi 1 |Obtain adeguate site map depicting are of concern with existing 8MPs plotted ER

i ishowing reiationship to the agiacent watercourse.

| Item:i 2 |Provide ER plan for further mvestigation/remeaiation and how monuments at site ER

‘relate to the 10-year plan.

: Target Actuai
iActions Proposed by ER. FM or ESH-18: Owner; Date: Date:
ftem: 1 ‘U\deouate maps will be proviged. : ER Oct 88
ltem:: 2 |ER Plan wil be discussea ana providea asap ‘ ER FY99
INSPECTION & MAINTENANCE INFORMATION
Description of Existing BMPs from Erosion Assessment Tabular List ot BMPs:
'Sand bags and straw bales plac i ion, siit fence installed . isandbags
ion down-slope side. enure area fenced and signs posted. BMPs installed sitt fence
13/31/97
straw bale barner
Frequency -Annuai Contact :Mary Jane Winch Records Held: Puebio Compiex

Generai Comments:

Form Printed 1/6/99 3:31:53 PM Page 8 of 183



Los Alamos National Laboratory LANL-ER-AP-4.5

SURFACE WATER Part B: page 2 of 4
SITE ASSESSMENT
| 1. Date/Time (M/D/Y H:M amipm) i7/22/37 3:00:00 PM 2a) Location Number: ! 10-003(a) i

SITE INFORMATION 2b) FMU Number: |

‘ 3. Latitude: : i Longitude: |
4. Source of coordinate information: " Survey > aps (C Engineering Scaling
SITE SETTING (check ali that apply)
5. _ Onmesa top (a). {@ in the canyon fioor. but not in an established channel (c).
; " Within 8 bench of a canvyon (b).  Within established channel in the canyon fioor (d).

[Explanaton: Located adjacent to watercourse, axtent of shades; this PSR part of 10-007.

L

structures, asphait, etc.)
{a) i x x | {b) |

6. Estimated ground and/or canopy cover at site: (deciduous ieaves, pine needies, rocks, vegetation, trees,

) ) x X xX | {c)
{illustration} 1 X "1 X x x

Estimated % of ground/canopy cover: (_ 0% to 25% @ 25% to 75 @ 75% to 100
Explanation: Some spots 20-75% internal to the side, the extent on the down stream edges, 75-100% and 25-
75%.
7. Steepest siope at the area impacted: (b) {c)
{a)
— ——
(@ Less than 10% @ 10% to 30% O 30% and greater

Explanation: From oid road to flat area 10-30%, next to watercourse 0-10%.

RUNOFF FACTORS
YIN
B [T 8. is there visible evidence of runcff discharging from site? if yes, answer a) - ¢) below:

[ [ a) is runotf channelized? If yes, describe: (O Man-made channel. (@ Natural channel.

Explsnation:  Looks iike natural drainage small less than 1.0 foot deep, covered with pine needles.

13; Report Printed 8/12/97 2:25:22 PM



10-003(a)... page 3 of &4

RUNOQFF FACTORS, CONT'D

b) Where does evidence of runoff terminate?

@ Drainage or wetiand (name) Bayo Canvon

Within bench of canyon setting (name) | |

—
~
~
~

Other (i.e., retention pond, meadow, mesa top)

Coordinates of termination point: Latitude: ; | Longituds: |

:‘Explanlﬁon: Channet on the outside of silt feice, discharges into main channel.

!
{
! Y/N i

IZJ' E c) Has runoff caused visible erasion at the site? If yes, explain below- «3 Shest C Rt - Gully

I
\)\

Exptmon Silt fence installed on the down siope of the site, sometsedmm accumuiatea on the NE

: comer of the site, sheet flow from site if any e )
‘ — -

RUN-ON FACTORS

Please rate the potential for storm water to run on to this site: (Check EITHER #9 or #11)

]
E E /9.  Are structures (i.e., buildings, roof drains, parking iots. storm drains) creating run-on to the site?

Explanation: Culvert unaer road.

'
i

E E 10. Are current operations (i.e., fire hydrants, NPDES outfails) adversely impacting run-on to the site

11. Are natural drainage patterns directing stormwater onto site?

Expianation: Minimat on the W end, straw bales instalied.

ASSESSMENT FINDING:

C E 12. Based on the above criteria and the assessment of this site, does soil erosion
potential exist? (REFER TO EROSION POTENTIAL MATRIX.)

M. Alexander

Siw/v of Water Quality/Hydrology Representative

Initials of independent reviewer. Check here when information is entered in database: [X]

13: Report Printed 8/12/97 2:25.22 PM



10-003(a)... page 3-INT of 4

This page is for internal ESH-18 notes, recommendations, and photos.

N
~ é/ Is there visibie trash or debris on the site? Erosion Matrix Score: ! 59 2

_ @ Is there visible trash or debris in a watercourse?

Recommended BMPs (Best Management Practices) for this site:

Description of existing BMPs:

f

/_5) C Are BMPs being property maintained? if no, describe in "Other internai Notes.”

‘® (_  Are BMPs effectively keeping sediment in piace and reducing erosion potential?

OTHER INTERNAL NOTES:
Existing BMPs prevent any additionat channelization, no additionai BMPs recommended, maintenance and operation of

BMPs. Thres photographs taken.

13: Rep;m Printed 8/12/97 2:25.23 PM



Los Alamos National Laboratory AP 4.5 Surface Water Asse;ément

Environment, Safety and Health Division

ESH-18 Water Quality and Hydrology Group Erosion Matrix for PRS 1 0-003(8)
Erosion/Sediment Transport Potential
Low Medium High Calculated
CRITERIA EVALUATED Value 0.1 | 0.5 l 1.0 Score
Site Setting (43)
On mesa top 1
Within bench of canyon 4 Defined based on topographic setting
Within the canyon floodplain but not watercourse 13 13
Within bottom of canyon channel in watercourse 17
Estimated % ground and canopy cower 13 >75% 25-75% <25% 65
Slope 13 0-10% 10-30% >30% 65
Surface Water Factors-Run-off (46) :
Visible evidence of runoff discharging? (Yes/No) 5 If no, score of 0 for runoff section. 5
If yes, score 5§ and proceed with section.
Where does runoff terminate? ' 19 Other Bench Setting |Drainage/Wetland 13
Has runoff caused visible erosion? (Yes/No) 22 Sheet Rill Gully 22
if no, score as 0. Ifyes, calculate as appropriate.
Surface Water Factors-Run-on (11)
Structures adwersely affecting run-on (Yes/No) 7* if yes, score as 7. If no, score as 0.
Current operations adversely impacting (Yes/No) 4 if yes, score as 4. Ifno, score as 0. 0
Natural drainages onto site (Yes/No) 7 if yes, score as 7. Ifno, score as 0. .
“Select either struclures or natural drainages.
MAX. POSSIBLE EROSION MATRIX SCORE: | 100 Total Score 9.2

Report Punted 8/12/9, 2 2521 PM



Los Alamos National Laboratory LANL-ER-AP-4 5

~-gnvironmental Restoration Program Part A
CONSTITUENT ASSESSME
SITE INFORMATION
1. PRS Numper: 10-003(a) 2. Date (M/D/Y): 11/11/87 Time (am/pm)5:15:00 PM
3. ER Point of Contact Beverly Martin 4. FMU/Responsible Party Contact Beverly Martin

5.HSWA  Yes 6. Site Ranking System (SRS) #35

7. Description of the historical operations of this PRS:
{Per the approved OU 1079 RF! work plan, disposal pit (TA-10-41) that was part of a ligid waste disposai compiex
1Wthh served the radiochemistry laboratory, TA-10-1. It was a liquid disposal pit constructed of reinforced
.concrete with a steel cover. It was 2 ft wide, 2 ft long, and 5 ft deep. The pit was excavated to a depth of 18.6 ft
Idurlng the 1963 D&D activities. The excavation was then backfilled with material taken from other parts of Bayo

ICanyon as well as D&D debris.

!
i

8. Description of the current operations of this PRS (if any):
‘None. Site was D&D’d in early 1860s and is now vacant.

PRS STATUS
9. Action/Status to Date (check ail that apply)
C] None Date Completed or Anticipated |
[ Field Investigation (X Phase | [ Phase li | 08/01/94 | }
(O Interim Measures [JIM X BMP M: :
BMPs:|  11/01/96 | i

(JVCA _vCm [ |
[ Other  Monitoring [ CMS [ g
C Report Status [_ SAP X RFI Report SAP: [ | RFIRPTs:[ 04/18/96  06/03/96 |

SAP INFO: | _ ! ::
X NFA/DOU If checked, supply HH NFA criteria number and date:i 5 ] |

SAMPLE INFORMATION
@ Yes O No 10. Have surface/sediment (depth less than 12 inches) samples been
collected that retlect current site conditions?

If yes: 1) Attach data
2) Include analyte name, value, units, location ID, sample ID, SAL, depth, and media

(soil, tuff, etc.
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available.

OYes @No 11. Have surface water samples been coliected that refiect current site conditions?

if yes: 1) Attach data
2) Include analyte name, value, units, location ID, filtered/non-filtered, & flow data, if

available.
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available.

OYes ®No 12. Are data pending?

- If yes: 1) List date data are anticipated:
2) Provide list of COPCs identified in RFI Work Plan as an attachment.

WY T

13. §/gnature of ER Representative

R O v —



Surface Water Assessment Team (SWAT)
Recommended and Proposed Actions for PRS 10-003(b)

PRS: | 10-003(b)
SWAT Meeting Date: | 8/18/1998 i FMU Contact: Edward Hoth
Officiai Submittal Date: . 9/23/1998 ‘ ER Contact: Terry Rust
Constituent Data: No i Erosion Mstrix: 59.2

General SWAT Comments:

JFormer liquid waste disposal complex located within the flooaplain of Bayo Canvon. Excavation of building and
contaminated matenal were competed in 1963 to a depth of 18 feet. Recent invesugation have determined that
contamination remaining at depth is being brought to the surface by vegetation in some areas.

Date of Part B Revision: — Revisit Recommenaed Revisit Date:

Revisit Comments:

(thionc Recommended at SWAT Meeting: Owner:
! ttem:; 1 |Obtain acequate stte map cepicting are of concern with existing BMPs plotted ER
~:showing refationsnip to the adiacent watercourse.
Item:: 2 |Provide ER ptan for further investigation/remediation and how monuments at site ER

‘refate to the 10-year pian. !

. : L : : Target- Actuai
Actions Propesed by ER, FM or ESH-18: ' Owner: Date: Date:
’ Item:: 1 iAdeauate maps will be provided ER ¢ Oct98
i Item:i 2 |ER Plan wil be discussed and provided asap ! ER FY99
INSPECTION & MAINTENANCE INFORMATION
Description of Existing BMPs from Erosion Assessment Tabular List of BMPs:
(gnd bags and straw bales placed up-lope for diversion, silt fence installed sandbags
on down-siope side, entire area fenced and signs posted. BMPs installed silt fence
13/31/97 _

straw bale barner
Frequency Annuai Contact :Mary Jane Winch Records Held: Puebio Compiex

General Comments:

Form Printed 1/6/99 3:31:53 PM Page 9 of 183



Los Alamos National Laboratory LANL-ER-AP-4.5
SURFACE WATER Part B: page 2 of 4

SITE ASSESSMENT

1. Date/Time (M/D/Y H:M am/pm) [7/22/37 3:00:00 PM 2a) Location Number: :  10-003(b)

2b) FMU Number:

l
i
i
f SITE INFORMATION
I

3. Latitude: | + Longntude: |
4. Source of coordinate information: " Survey  aps (C Engineering Scaling
SITE SETTING (check all that apply)
5. " On mesa top (a). ®) In the canyon floor, but not in an established channel (c).
: Within a bench of a canyon (b). : Within established channel in the canyon floor (d).

‘Explansuon: Located agjacent to watercourse, extent of shades; this PRS parn of 10-007.

6. Estimated ground and/or canopy cover 8t site: {deciduous leaves, pine needies, rocks, vegetation, trees,
structures, asphait, etc.)

(3 1x x l b . x xx (c)
(illustration) | x x| [ x «x x‘
‘ S —

Estimatea % of ground/canopy cover: C 0% to 25% @ 25% to 75 @ 75% to 100
Explanaton: Some spots 20-75% intemnat to the side, the extent on the down stream edges, 75-100% and 25-
75%.
7. Steepest siope at the area impacted: (b) {c)
a |
T [\\
(@ Less than 10% @ 10% to 30% C 30% and grester

Explanation:  From oid road to flat area 10-30%. next to watercourse 0-10%.

RUNOFF FACTORS
Y/N
@D 8. Is there visible evidence of runoff discharging from site? If yes, answer a) - ¢) below:

[T a) is runoft channelized? if yes, describe: (O Man-made channel. (@) Naturai channel.

Explanation: Looks like natural drainsge smali less than 1.0 foot deep, covered with pine needies.

13: Report Printed 8/12/97 2:27:29 PM
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RUNOFF FACTORS, CONT'D

b} Where does evidence of runoff terminate?

§ Drainage or wetiend {(name) 8ayo Canyon

~ Within bench of canyon setting (name) ! i

—~ t

Other (i.e., retention pond, meacgow, mesa top)

Coordinates of termination point: Latitude: | 7 Longitude: | i

‘Expianation: Channei on the outsie of silt feice, discharges into main channel.

Y/N
BC [ ¢ Has runotf caused visibie erosion at the site? If yas, explain below: (@ Shest [ Rill T Gully

Expianation: Silt fence instalied on the down sicpe of the sits, some sediment accumuiated on the NE
‘ comer of the site, sheet flow from site if any :

RUN-ON FACTORS
Please rate the potential for storm water to run on to this site: {Check EITHER #9 or #11)

lz [C 9. Are structures (i.e., buildings, roof drains, parking lots, storm drains) craating run-on to the site?

Expianation: Culvert under road.

:
1
i
{

C [X 10. Are curremt operations {i.e., fire hydrants, NPDES outfslis) adversely impacting run-on to the site

;Explmlﬁon:

IZ: E 11. Are natural drainage patterns dirscting stormwater onto sita?

[Explanation: Minimal on the W end, straw Daies installed.

ASSESSMENT FINDING:

E E 12. Based on the above criteria and the assessment of this site, does soil erosion
potential exist? (REFER TO EROSION POTENTIAL MATRIX.)

M. Alexander

Si of Water Quality/Hydrology Representative
2 Initiais of independient reviewsr. Check here when information is sntered in databass: [

13: Report Printed 8/12/97 2:27:29 PM
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This page is for internal ESH-18 notes, recommendations, and photos.

<

———— e

N .
é Is there visible trash or debris on the site? Erosion Matrix Score: | 59 2

!

Is there visible trash or debris in a watercourse?

() )

@

Recommended BMPs (Best Management Practices) for this site:

Description of existing BMPs:

‘® (C Are BMPs being properly maintained? If no, describe in "Other internal Notes."

:’9 . Are BMPs effectively keaping sediment in place and reducing erosion potential?

OTHER INTERNAL NOTES:
Existing BMPs prevent any additional channeiization, no additional BMPs recommended, maintenance and operation of

BMPs. Three photographs taken.

13: Report Printed 8/12/97 2:27.29 PM



Los Alamos National Laboratory AP 4.5 Suﬁace Water

Environment, Safety and Heaith Division . . Assessment
ESH-18 Water Quality and Hydrology Group Erosion Matrix for PRS 10-003(b)
Eroslon/Sediment Transport Potential
Low Medium High Calculated
CRITERIA EVALUATED Value 0.1 I 05 I 1.0 Score
Site Setting (43)
On mesa top 1
Within bench of canyon 4 Defined based on topographic setting
Within the canyon floodplain but not watercourse 13 13
Within bottom of canyon channel in watercourse 17
Estimated % ground and canopy cover 13 >75% 25-75% <25% 6.5
Slope . 13 0-10% 10-30% >30% 65
Surface Water Factors-Run-off (46) .
Visible evidence of runoff discharging? (Yes/No) 5 If no, score of 0 for runoff section. 5
If yes, score 5 and proceed with section.
Where does runoff terminate? 19 Other Bench Setting |Drainage/Wetland 19
Has runoff caused visible erosion? (Yes/No) 22 Sheet Rill Gully 22
i no, score as 0. If yes, calculate as appropriate.
Surface Water Factors-Run-on (11)
Structures adversely affecting run-on (Yes/No) 7* If yes, score as 7. If no, score as 0. 7
Current operations adversely impacting (Yes/No) 4 if yes, score as 4. If no, score as 0. 0
Natural drainages onto site (Yes/No) 7 if yes, score as 7. i no, score as O. .
*Select either structures or natural drainages.
MAX. POSSIBLE EROSION MATRIX SCORE: | 100 Total Score 9.2




Los Alamos National Laboratory CANL-ER-AP-4.5
.nvironmental Restoration Program Part A
CONSTITUENT ASSESSME

SITE INFORMATION

1. PRS Numper: *10-003(b) 2. Date (M/IDY): 11/12/97 Time (am/pm)8:40:00 AM
3. ER Point of Contact Beverly Martin 4, FMU/Responsible Party Contact Beverly Martin
5.HSWA  Yes ' 6. Site Ranking System (SRS) #35

7. Description of the historical operations of this PRS:

Per the approvea QU 1079 RFI work plan, disposal pit (TA-10-42) that was part of a ligid waste disposal complex
‘which served the ragiochemistry laboratory, TA-10-1. It was a liquid disposal pit constructed of reinforced
.concrete with a steel cover. It was 2 ft wide. 2 ft long, and 5 ft deep. The disposal pit was excavated to a depth of:
:18.6 ft during the 1963 D&D activities. The excavation was then backfilled with material taken from other parts of
‘Bayo Canyon as weli as D&D debris.

8. Description of the current operations of this PRS (if any):
‘None. Site was D&D’d in early 1960s and is now vacant.
|

P
i
i

PRS STATUS
9. Action/Status to Date (check all that appty)
 None Date Completed or Anticipated
[ Field Investigation X Phase | [_ Phase Il | 08/01/94
[ Interim Measures [ IM X BMP IM: |
BMPs:[  11/01/96 | &
JVCA T VeM |
[ Other . Monitoring — CMS }
 Report Status [_ SAP X RFI Report SAP: | | RFIRPTs: | 04/18/96 06/03/96
SAP INFO: ! [
X NFA/DOU  If checked, supply HH NFA criteria number and date:! 5 o |
SAMPLE INFORMATION

OYes @No 10. Have surface/sediment (depth less than 12 inches) samples been
collected that reflect current site conditions?

If yes: 1) Attach data
2) Include analyte name, value, units, location 1D, sample 1D, SAL, depth, ancd mec:a

(soil, tuff, etc{‘
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available.

O Yes @ No 11. Have surface water samples been coilected that reflect current site conditions?

If yes: 1) Aftach data
2) Include analyte name, value. units, location 1D, filtered/non-filtered, & flow data. f

available.
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available.

QO VYes @®No 12. Are data pending?

-If yes: 1) List date data are anticipated:
2) Provide list of COPCs identified in RFl Work Plan as an attachment.

gﬂmwm L

ature of ER Representative

'\/8«&.1 N\ a7



Surface Water Assessment Team (SWAT)
Recommended and Proposed Actions for PRS 10-003(c)

PRS: i 10-003(c)
SWAT Meeting Date: | 8/18/1998 i FMU Contact: Edward Hoth
Official Submirtal Date: - 9/23/1998 ‘ ER Contact: Terry Rust
Constituent Data: No Erosion Matrix: £9.2

General SWAT Comments:

EFormer liquid waste disposal compiex locatea within the floodpiain of Bayo Canyon. £xcavation of buiiding and
lcontaminated matenal were competed in 1963 to a depth of 18 feet. Recent investgation have determined that
icontamination remaining at depth is being brought to the surface by vegetation in some areas.

[ — R
Date of Part B Revision: — Revisit Recommenaed Revisit Date: :

Revisit Comments:

‘Actions Recommended at SWAT Meetng: Owner:

Item:: 1 {Obtain adequate site map aepicung are of concern with exising BMPs piotted ER
" showing relationship to the agiacent watercourse.

Item:: 2 |Provide ER plan for further investigation/remeaiation and how monuments at site ER '
"relate to the 10-vear plan. : -

|
]
|

| Target Actual
lActions Proposed by ER. FM or ESH:18: Owner: Date: Date:
item:: 1 |Adequated maps will be provided. : ER Oct 98 o
Item: 2 |ER Plan will be discussed and provided asap | ER FY99 !
INSPECTION & MAINTENANCE INFORMATION
Description of Existing BMPs from Erosion Assessment Tabular List of BMPs:
Sand bags and straw bales piaced up-iope for diversion, silt fence instalied sandbags
on down-siope side, entire area fenced and signs posted. BMPs instalied silt fence
3/31/97 -
straw bale barrier
Frequency jAnnual Contact :Mary Jane Winch Records Held: !Pueblo Compiex

General Comments:

Form Printed 1/6/99 3:31:53 PM Page 10 of 183



Los Alamos National Laboratory LANL-ER-AP-4.5
SURFACE WATER Part B: page 2 of 4
SITE ASSESSMENT

1. Date/Time (M/D/Y H:M amipm) 7/22/97 3:00:00 PM | 2a) Location Number: | 10-003(d) | |

L

SITE INFORMATION 2b) FMU Number: | B

i

3. Latitude: [ _J Longitude: [L ] \
4. Source of coordinate information: " Survey C 6ps (O Engineering Scaling

i
SITE SETTING (check all that apply) ‘

5. O On mesa top (a). @ in the canyon floor, but not in an established channei (c).
7> Within s bench of a canyon (b). (C Within established channel in the canyon floor (d).
Explanation:  Located adjacent to watercourse, extent of shades; this PRS part of 10-007. R

6. Estimated ground and/or canopy cover at site: (deciduous leavas, pine needles, rocks, vegetation, trees,
structures, asphait, etc.)

@ix  x b, x 5xx (c)
{illustration) x x X x x

Estimated % of ground/canopy cover: O 0% to 25% @ 25% to 75 @ 75% to 100

i

iExplanstion:  Some spots 20-75% intemnal to the side, the extent on the down stream edges, 75-100% and 25-
l ‘ 75%.

i !
+
‘

7. Steepest siope at the area impacted:

{c)
b
* R —

@ Less than 10% @ 10% to 30% O 30% and greater

iExplanation:  From old road to flat area 10-30%, next to watercourse 0-10%.

RUNOFF FACTORS
Y/N
E D 8. Is there visible evidence of runoff discharging from site? lf yes, answer a) - c) below:

@ | a) Is runoff channelized? If yes, describe: O Man-made channei. @ Natural channel.

Expianation: Looks like natural drainage small jess than 1.0 foot deep, covered with pine needies.

13: Report Printed 8/12/97 2:28:13 PM
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i

RUNOFF FACTORS, CONT'D

YIN

X

RUN-ON FACTORS

Please rate the potential for storm water to run on to this site: (Check EITHER #9 or #11)

E'i U 9. Are structures {i.e., buildings, roof drains, parking lots, storm drains) creating run-on to the site?
Explanation: Cutvert under road.

E E 10. Are current operations {i.e., fire hydrants, NPDES outfalis) adversely impacting run-on to the site
[Explanation:

5‘- E; 11. Are natural drainage patterns directing stormwater onto site?
Explanation: Minimal on the W end, straw bales installed.

ASSESSMENT FINDING:
D 12. Based on the above criteria and the assessment of this site, does soil erosion

b} Where does evidence of runoff terminate?

‘@ Drainage or wetland (name) [Bayo Canyon ]
~~

Within bench of canyon setting (name) [ ]

7" Other li.e., ratention pond, meadow. mesa top) |

]
J
Coordinates of termination point: Latitude: | ] Longitude: | ]

Explanation: Channel on the outside of silt feice, discharges into main channei.

c) Has runoff caused visible erosion at the site? If yes, explain below: (@ Sheet () Rl (O Gully

lExplanation: Silt fence instalied on the down slope of the site, some sediment accumulated on the NE
comer of the site, sheet flow from site if any

potential exist? (REFER TO EROSION POTENTIAL MATRIX.)

M. Alexander

Signature of Water Quality/Hydrology Representative

Initials of independent reviewer. Check here when information is emtesrad in database: E{

13: Report Printed 8/12/97 2:28:13 PM



10-003!(d)... page 3-INT of 4

This page is for internal ESH-18 notes, recommendations, and photos.

Y/ N
C ‘® s there visible trash or debris on the site? Erosion Matrix Score: 59 2
C @ Is there visible trash or debris in a watercourse? )

—_

Recommended BMPs (Best Management Practices) for this site:

Description of existing BMPs:

@) C Are BMPs being properly maintained? {f no, describe in "Other internai Notes.”

@ C Are BMPs effectively keeping sediment in place and reducing erosion potentiai?

OTHER INTERNAL NOTES:
Existing BMPs prevent any additional channelization, no additional BMPs recommended, maintenance and operation of
BMPs. Three photographs taken.

13: Report Printed 8/12/97 2:28:13 PM



Los Alamos National Laboratory AP 4.5 Surface Water Assessn;e;t

Environment, Safety and Health Division

ESH-18 Water Quality and Hydrology Group Erosion Matrix for PRS 1 0-003(d)
Erosion/Sediment Transport Potential
Low Medium High Calculated
CRITERIA EVALUATED Value 0.1 | 0.5 B 1.0 Score
Site Setting (43)
On mesa top 1
Within bench of canyon 4 Defined based on topographic setting
Within the canyon floodplain but not watercourse 13 13
Within bottom of canyon channel in watercourse 17
Estimated % ground and canopy cover 13 >75% 25-75% <25% 6.5
Slope 13 0-10% 10-30% >30% 6.5
Surface Water Factors-Run-off (46)
Visible evidence of runoff discharging? (Yes/No) 5 i no, score of 0 for runoff section. 5
if yes, score 5 and proceed with section.
Where does runoff terminate? 19 Other Bench Setting |Drainage/Wetland 19
Has runoff caused visible erosion? (Yes/No) 22 Sheet Rill Gully 22
' if no, score as 0. K yes, calculate as appropriate.
Surface Water Factors-Run-on (11)
Structures adwersely affecting run-on (Yes/No) 7* if yes, score as 7. if no, score as 0.
Current operations adversely impacting (Yes/No) 4 if yes, score as 4. If no, score as 0. 0
Natural drainages onto site (Yes/No) 7 fyes, score as 7. If no, score as 0. .
“Select either structures or natural drainages.
MAX. POSSIBLE EROSION MATRIX SCORE: | 100 Total Score | 992

Fopotbon. ~n 20 17 P



Los Alamos Nationat Laboratory LANL-ER-AP-4 .5

““’Environmental Restoration Program Part A
CONSTITUENT ASSESSME
SITE INFORMATION
1. PRS Number: 10-003(d) 2. Date (M/DfY): 11/12/97 Time (am/pm):1:30:00 PM
3. ER Point of Contact ‘ Beverly Martin 4. FMU/Responsible Party Contact Beverly Martin
5.HSWA  Yes 6. Site Ranking System (SRS) #35

7. Description of the historical operations of this PRS:
Per the approved OU 1079 RFI work plan, a liquid disposal pit (no structure number) discovered during the 1963
D&D of TA-10. It was 1 ft in diameter and was located 2 ft south of PRS 10-003(b).

8. Description of the current operations of this PRS {(if any):
INone. Site was D&D’'d in early 1960s and is now vacant.

PRS STATUS
9. Action/Status to Date (check all that apply)
[ None Date Completed or Anticipated
(] Field Investigation (X Phase | []Phase I | 08/01/94 | B

[ Interim Measures [JIM X BMP IM: _

BMPs:| 11/01/96 | |
JVCA CVCM | | |
O Other [ Monitoring [J CMS | A
[J Report Status [_ SAP X RFI Report SAP: [ | RFIRPTs:[ 04/18/96 | 06/03/96 |
SAP INFO: | ] 1
(X NFA/DOU  if checked, supply HH NFA criteria number and date:| 5 I j

SAMPLE INFORMATION
OYes @No 10. Have surface/sediment (depth less than 12 inches) samples been
collected that reflect current site conditions?

If yes: 1) Attach data - , _
2) ( Iqiclgdf? a?alyte name, value, units, location ID, sample ID, SAL, depth, and media
sail, tuff, etc.
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available.

OYes @®No 11. Have surface water samples been collected that reflect current site conditions?

If yes: 1) Attach data _ )
2) Include analyte name, value, units, location ID, filtered/non-filtered, & flow data, if

available.
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available.

O Yes @®No 12. Are data pending?

If yes: 1) List date data are anticipated:
2) Provide list of COPCs identified in RFlI Work Plan as an attachment.

HAdeen YN LK ')4;

13. S{ghature of ER Representative



Surface Water Assessment Team (SWAT)
Recommended and Proposed Actions for PRS 10-003(d)

PRS: 10-003(d)
SWAT Meeting Date: 8/18/1998 FMU Contact: Edward Hoth
Official Submittal Date: §/23/1998 ER Contact: Terry Rust
Constituent Data: : No Erosion Matrix: 59.2

General SWAT Comments:

[Former quid waste gisposal complex iocated within the floodplain of Bayo Canyon. Excavation of buiiding ang
contaminated matenal were competed in 1963 to a depth of 18 feet. Recent investigation have determined that
contamination remaining at depth is being brought to the surface by vegetation 1n some areas.

Date of Part B Revision: . Revisit Recommended Revisit Date:

Revisit Comments:

Actions Recommended at SWAT Meeting: Owner:
ltem: 1 !Obtain agequate site map depicung are of concern with existing EMPs piotted : ER
showing refationship to the adiacent watercourse. ‘
item:: 2 |Provide ER plan for further mvestigation/remeaiation and how monuments at site i ER i

—

relate to the 10-vear pian.

: Target Actual

‘Actions Proposed by ER. FM or ESH-18: Owner: Date: Date:
ltem:- 1 |Adeqguate maps wil be proviaed. =R Oct 98

{ Item: 2 |ER Plan wil be discussed and provided asap ZR FY39

INSPECTION & MAINTENANCE INFORMATION

Description of Existing BMPs from Erosion Assessment

Tabular List of BMPs:

3/31/97

Sang bags anad straw bales placed up-lope for diversion, siit fence instalied
on down-siope side, entire area fenced and signs posted. BMPs instatied

Frequency :Annual . Contact Mary yane Winch

Generai Comments:

Form Printed 1/6/99 3:31:54 PM

sandbags

siit fence

straw bale barrier

Records Held: iPueblo Complex
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Los Alamos National Laboratory LANL-ER-AP-4.5
SURFACE WATER Part B: page 2 of 4
SITE ASSESSMENT

e—

1. Date/Time (M/D/Y H:M am/pm} [7/22/97 3:00:00 PM ! 2a) Location Number: ' 10-003(q)

SITE INFORMATION 2b) FMU Number: |

3. Latitude: | © Longrtude: !
4. Source of coordinate information: : Survey : GPS O Engineering Scaling

SITE SETTING (check all that apply)

5. : On mesa top (a). @ In the canyon floor, but not in an established channei (c).
: Within a bench of a canyon (b). C Within established channel in the canyon fioor (d).

'Expianation:  Located agiacent to watercourse, extent of shages; this PRS part of 10-007.
|

6. Estimated ground and/or canopy cover at site: (deciduous leaves, pine needies, rocks, vegetation, trees,
structures, asphait, etc.}

(@) rx x (b | x x |
fillustration) L x 1 X x
Estimated % of ground/canopy cover: O 0% t0 25% @ 25% t0 75 @ 75% to 100
i[Expianation: Some spots 20-75% intemal to the side, the extent on the down stream edges, 75-100% and 25- .
75%. ;
!
' :
7. Steepest siope at the area impacted: bl {c)
(a)
@ Less than 10% ® 10% to 30% C 30% and greater

Expisnation: From oid road to flat area 10-30%, next to watercourse 0-10%.

RUNOFF FACTORS
Y/N
ED 8. Is there visible svidence of runoff discharging from site? If yes. answer a) - ¢) below:

E D a) is runoft channedized? if yes, describe: G Man-made channei. @ Natural channel.

'Exphnlﬁon: Looks like natural drainage smail less than 1.0 foot deep, covered with pine needies.

13: Report Printed 8/12/97 2:28:13 PM



10-0031(d)... page 3 ot 4

| RUNOFF FACTORS, CONT'D
|
|
5) Where does evigence of runoff terminate?

Drainage or wetiand (name) iBayo Canvon

@

Within bench of canyon setting (name) : j

—

Other (i.e., retention pond, meadow, mesa top)

Coordinates of termination point: Latitude: | ! Longitude: |

Explanstion:  Channel on the outside of silt feice, discnarges into main channei. i l

Y/N
E E ¢} Has runoff caused visible erosion at the site? |f yes, expiain below: (@ Sheet : Rifl : Guilly |

Explanation: Silt fence instalied on the down siope of the sne, some sediment accumulated on the NE
comer of the site, sheet flow from site f any

RUN-ON FACTORS

Pleass rats the potential for stormn water to run on to this site: (Check EITHER #9 or #11)

IZ C g. Are structures (i.e., buildings, roof drains, parking lots, storm drains) creating run-on to the site?

'Explmm'on: Culvert under road. |

E E 10. Are current operations (i.e., fire hydrants, NPDES outfails) adversely impacting run-on to the site

Explanation:

F‘J E 11. Are naturai drainage patterns directing stormwater onto site?

‘Expianstion: Minimal on the W end, straw bales instalied.

ASSESSMENT FINDING:

D 12. Based on the sbove criteria and the assessment of this site, does soil srosion
potential exist? (REFER TO EROSION POTENTIAL MATRIX.)

M. Alexander

Signature of Water Quaiity/Hydrology Representative
Initiais of independent reviewer. Chack here when information is entersd in database: [

13: Report Printed 8/12/97 2:28:13 PM
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This page is for internal ESH-18 notes, recommendations, and photos.

Y/ N

: @) is there visible trasn or debris on the site? Erosion Matrix Score: | 59 2
~ o | . - ; .
'@ s there visible trasn or dabris in a watercourse? i

Recommended BMPs (Best Management Practices) for this site:

Description of existing BMPs:

@ C Are BMPs being property maintained? !f no, descnbe in “Other internal Notes.*

‘® (C Are BMPs effectivery keeping sediment in place and reducing erosion potentiai?

OTHER INTERNAL NOTES:
Existing BMPs prevent any aaditional channelization, no additional BMPs recommended, maintenance and operation of

BMPs. Three photographs taxen.

13: Report Printed 8/12/97 2:28:13 PM



Los Alamos National Laboratory AP 4.5 Surface Water Assessment

Environment, Safety and Health Division

ESH-18 Water Quality and Hydrology Group Erosion Matrix for PRS 10-003(d)
Eroslon/Sediment Transport Potential
Low Medium High Calculated
CRITERIA EVALUATED Value 0.1 | 0.5 [ 1.0 Score
Site Setting (43)
On mesa lop 1
Within bench of canyon 4 Defined based on topographic setting
Within the canyon floodplain but not watercourse 13 13
Within bottom of canyon channel in watercourse 17
Estimated % ground and canopy cover 13 >75% 25-75% <25% 65
Slope 13 0-10% 10-30% >30% 65
Surface Water Factors-Run-off (46)
Visible evidence of runoff discharging? (Yes/No) 5 if no, score of 0 for runoff section. 5
If yes, score 5 and proceed with section.
Where does runoff terminate? 19 Other Bench Setting |Drainage/Wetland 19
Has runoff caused visible erosion? (Yes/No) 22 Sheet Rill Gully 22
if no, score as 0. If yes, calculate as appropriate.
Surface Water Factors-Run-on (11)
Structures adwersely affecting run-on (Yes/No) 7 lf yes, score as 7. Ifno, score as 0. 7
Current operations adversely impacting (Yes/No) 4 if yes, score as 4. If no, score as 0. 0
Natural drainages onto site (Yes/No) 7* if yes, score as 7. lfno, score as 0. .
*Select either structures or natural drainages.
MAX. POSSIBLE EROSION MATRIX SCORE: | 100 Total Score 592

Fopevtd oo om0 0 A



Los Alamos Nationai Laboratory LANL-ER-AP-4.2

~-znvironmental Restoration Program  ~~ Part A
CONSTITUENT ASSESSME
SITE INFORMATION
1. PRS Number: 10-003(d) 2. Date (M/D/Y): 11/12/87 Time (am/pm):1:30:00 PM
3. ER Point of Contact | Beveny Martin 4. FMU/Responsible Party Cantact Beverly Martin
5. HSWA Yes 6. Site Ranking System (SRS) #35

7. Description of the historical operations of this PRS:

Per the approvea OU 1079 RFI work plan, a liquid disposai pit (no structure number) discovered during the 1963
.D&D of TA-10. It was 1 ft in diameter and was located 2 ft south of PRS 10-003(b).

8. Description of the current operations of this PRS (if any):
None. Site was 0D&D’d in early 1960s and is now vacant.

' |
PRS STATUS
9. Action/Status to Date {check ail that apply)
T None Date Completed or Anticipated
C Field Investigation (X Phase | [ Phase i | 08/01/94 | |

C Interim Measures [JIM X BMP IM: | |

BMPs:[ 11/01/96 |

OVCA (JvcM [ ]
[0 Other [ Monitoring [ CMS (
C Report Status [~ SAP X RFi Report SAP: [ | RFIRPTs:[ 04/18/96 |  06/03/396
SAP INFO: | |
(X NFA/DOU  If checked, supply HH NFA criteria number and date:| 5 1| |
SAMPLE INFORMATION

OYes @ No 10. Have surface/sediment (depth less than 12 inches) sampies been
collected that reflect current site conditions?
If yes: 1) Aftach data : .
2 ( ln‘c!umdf? a?alyte name, value, units, location ID, sample ID, SAL, depth, and media
soil, tuff, etc.
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available.

OYes @®No 11. Have surface water samples been collected that reflect current site conditions?

If yes: 1) Attach data _ .
2) Ingilubc{e analyte name, value, units, location ID, filtered/non-filtered, & flow data, if
available.
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available.

OYes ®No 12. Are data pending?

-If yes: 1) List date data are anticipated:
2) Provide list of COPCs identified in RFi Work Plan as an attachment.

13. A‘é ature of ER Representative
K)\ V. ..O mn o -




Surface Water Assessment Team (SWAT)
Recommended and Proposed Actions for PRS 10-003(e)

PRS: | 10-003(e)
SWAT Meaeting Date: 3/18/1998 FMU Contact: Edwarg Hoth
Official Submittal Date: 3/23/1988 ER Contact: Terry Rust
Constituent Data: No Erosion Matnix: 82

General SWAT Comments:

-Former liquid waste disposal compiex focated within the floodpiain of Bayo Canyon. Excavation of buiiding and
‘contaminated material were competed in 1963 to a depth of 18 feet. Recent investgation have cetermined that
contamination remaining at depth is beng brougnht to the surface by vegetation in some areas.

Date of Part B Revision: B —— Revisit Recommended Revisit Date:

Revisit Comments:

iActions Recormmended at SWAT Meeting: Owner:
© item:; 1 |Obtain adequate site map cepicung are of concern with existing BMPs oiotted ER
i ‘showing reiationship to the adiacent watercourse.
| Item:) 2 'Provide ER pian for further mvestigation/remediation and how monuments at site ER
: ~irelate to the 10-year plan.
:? e . Target Actual
Actions Proposed-by ER, FM:or ESH-18: Owner: Date: Date:
Item:) 1 |Adequate maps will be broviaed ER Oct 98
ltem:: 2 |ER Plan wiil be discussed and provide asap ER FYeg t
INSPECTION & MAINTENANCE INFORMATION
Description of Existing BMPs from Erosion Assessment Tabuiar List of BMPs:
‘Sand bags and straw bales placed up-iope for diversion, siit fence instalied | sandbags
on down-siope side, entire area fenced and signs posted. BMPs instalied it fence
3/31/97 .
e — straw bale barrier
Frequency Annuai Contact Mary Jane Winch Records Heid: Puebio Complex

General Comments:

Form Printed 1/6/99 3:31:54 PM - Page 12 of 183



Los Alamos National Laboratory LANL-ER-AP-4.5
SURFACE WATER Part B: page 2 of 4
SITE ASSESSMENT

e e— Y
1. Date/Time (M/D/Y H:M armmvpm) :7/22/97 3:00:00 PM i 2a) Location Number: ¢ 10-003(e)

2b) FMU Number: !

SITE INFORMATION

3. Latrtude: | i Longitude: | i

4. Source of coordinate information; " Survey T Gps (C Engineering Scaiing

SITE SETTING (check ail that appiy)

On mesa top (a). @ In the canyon floor. but not in an established channel (c).

Within a bench of a canyon (b). ’-3 Within established channel in the canyon fioor (d).

~
5' S~
—~
—

Expiansuon:  Located agiacent 10 watercurse. extent of shades; this PRS part of 10-007.

|

6. Estimated ground and/or canopy cover at site: (deciduous issves, pine needias, rocks, vegetation, trees,

structures, asphait, etc.) —
_ _ @ xx B x xx c) '
{illustration) 1 x | x x x

Estimated % of ground/canopy cover: ‘C 0% to 25% @ 25% to 75 @ 75% to 100

[Explanation: Some spots 20-75% intemnal to the side, the extent on the down stream edges, 75-100% and 25-
75%.

|
i
|

7. Steepest slope at the area impacted: {c)

[}
(a) (bl
’\ l\

(@) Less than 10% @ 10% t0 30% C 30% and greater

[Explanation:  From oid road to flat area 10-30%, next to watercourse 0-10%.

RUNOFF FACTORS

Y/N
55 [T s. is thers visible evidence of runotf discharging from site? If yes, answer a) - ¢} below:

X [T a) is runoff channeiized? if yes, describe: (O Man-made channel. @ Natural channel.

'Exphmﬂon: Looks like natural drainage smail less than 1.0 foot deep, coverad with pine needies.

*3: Report Printed 8/12/97 2:28.32 PM




1
|

I
|
|
|
|

10-003(e)... page 3 of 4
RUNOFF FACTORS, CONT'D
b) Where does evidence of runotf terminate?
@) Drainage or wetiand (name) Bavo Canyon
“ Within bench of canyon satting (name) :
" Other (i.e., retention pond, meadow, mesa top)
Coordinates of termination point: Latitude: | i Longruge: |
Expianation: Channet on the outside of siit feice, discharges into main channel.
YI/N !
[X [C c) Has runoft causea visible erosion at the site? If yes, explain below: (@ Sheet " Rill " Gully

Expianation:  Silt fence instatied on the down siope of the site, sOme sediment accumulatea on the NE ,

5 comer of the site, sneet flow from sie if any

RUN-ON FACTORS

Please rate the potential for storm water to run on to this site: (Check EITHER #9 or #11)

) [Z E 9. Are structures (i.8., buildings, roof drains, parking lots, storm draing) creating run-on to the site?

Expisnation: Culvert under road.

[C X 10. Are curem operations {i.a., fire hydrants, NPDES outfalls) adverseiy impacting run-on to the site

[Expisnation:

FZ E 11. Are natural dranage patterns directing stormwater onto srte?

[Expianation: Minimai on the W end, straw Dales instalied.

ASSESSMENT FINDING:

l: 12. Based on the above criteria and the assessment of this site. doess soil srosion
potential exist? (REFER TO EROSION POTENTIAL MATRIX.}

M. Alexander

Signature.of Water Quality/Hydrology Representative
.'.h‘/_ Initials of independent reviewer.

Chack here when information is entsred in database:

13: Report Pnnted 8/12/97 2:28:32 PM



10-003(e)... page 3-INT of 4

This page is for internal ESH-18 notes, recommendations, and photos.

Y/ N
", @ s there visible trash or debnis on the site? Erosion Matrix Scors: | 59 2 i
7 @ s tnere visibie trasn or debns in @ watercourse? ; ) “

—
—————————

Recommended BMPs (Best Management Practices) for this site:

!
| |
I

Description of existing BMPs:

Are BMPs being property maimtainea? !f no, describe in "Other internal Notes.*®

—
\s_/
C Are BMPs effectively keeping sediment in place and reducing erosion potentiai?

® @

OTHER INTERNAL NOTES:
Existing BMPs prevent any additional channeiizanon, no additional BMPs recommended, mamtenance and operation of

BMPs. Three photograpns taken.

13: Repont Printed 8/12/97 2:28:32 PM



Los Alamos National Laboratory AP 4.5 Surface wéier Aséesshient

Environment, Safety and Health Division

ESH-18 Water Quality and Hydrology Group Erosion Matrix for PRS 1 0-003(8)
Erosion/Sediment Transport Potential
Low Medium High Calculated
CRITERIA EVALUATED Value 0.1 l 0.5 l 10 Score
Site Setting (43)
On mesa top 1
Within bench of canyon 4 Defined based on topographic setting
Within the canyon floodplain but not watercourse 13 1l
Within bottom of canyon channel in watercourse 17 T
Estimated % ground and canopy cower 13 >75% 25-75% <25% 65
Slope 13 0-10% 10-30% >30% 65
Surface Water Factors-Run-off (46)
Visible evidence of runoff discharging? (Yes/No) 5 If no, score of 0 for runoff section. 5
if yes, score 5 and proceed with section.
Where does runoff terminate? 19 Other Bench Setting |Drainage/Wetland 19
Has runoff caused visible erosion? (Yes/No) 22 Sheet Rill Gully 22
If no, score as 0. If yes, calculate as appropriate.

Surface Water Factors-Run-on (11)
Structures adversely affecting run-on (Yes/No) 7* if yes, score as 7. If no, score as 0.
Curmrent operations adwersely impacting (Yes/No) 4 If yes, score as 4. if no, score as 0. 0
Natural drainages onto site (Yes/No) 7t f yes, score as 7. If no, score as 0.
*Selact either structures or natural drainages.
MAX. POSSIBLE EROSION MATRIX SCORE: | 100 Total Score 592




~_ Los Alamos Nationat Laboratory o CANL-ER-AP-2.5
£nvironmental Restoration Program Part A
CONSTITUENT ASSESSME '

SITE INFORMATION

1. PRS Numper: *0-003(e) 2. Date (M/D/Y): 11/12/97 Time (am/pm):1:45:00 PM
3. ER Point of Contact Beveriy Martin 4. FMU/Responsible Party Contact Beverly Martin
5. HSWA Ves 6. Site Ranking System (SRS) #35

7. Description of the historical operations of this PRS:

:Per the approvea OU 1079 RF! work plan, a liquid gisposal pit (no structure numoer) discovered during the 1963
'D&D of TA-10. it was 4 square feet ang was focated 40 ft north of PRS 10-003(a).

|
|
!

8. Description of the current operations of this PRS (if any):
None. Site was D&D'd in early 1960s and is now vacant.

|
|

PRS STATUS
9. Action/Status to Date (check ait that apply)
C None Date Completed or Anticipated ‘
(C Field Investigation [< Phase | [ Phase Il | 07/01/94 | |

[ Interim Measures [ IM X BMP IM: [ i

BMPs:| 11/01/96 | %

CVCA _VCM { ! |

 Other _ Monitoring [_ CMS 1\ 3

C Report Status [ SAP Q;RFI Report SAP: | | RFIRPTs: | 04/18/96 | 06/03/96 ;

‘ 1 !

XX NFA/IDOU  if checked, supply HH NFA criteria number and date:| 5 N ] i
SAMPLE INFORMATION

OYes ®No 10. Have surface/sediment (depth less than 12 inches) samples been
collected that reflect current site conditions?
if yes: 1) Attach data
2) Include analyte name, vaiue, units, iocation D, sampie ID, SAL, depth, and med:a

(soil, tuff, etc.
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available.

O Yes @®No 11. Have surface water samples been coilected that reflect current site conditions?

If yes: 1) Attach data
2) Incilut::lle analyte name, value, units, location ID, filtered/non-filtered, & flow data. f
available
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available.

O Yes @®No 12. Are data pending?

If yes: 1) List date data are anticipated:
2) Provide list of COPCs identified in RFi Work Plan as an attachment.

ture of ER Representative



Surface Water Assessment Team (SWAT)
Recommended and Proposed Actions for PRS 10-003(f)

PRS: ! 10-003(f)
SWAT Meeting Date: | 8/18/1998 FMU Contact: Edwarg Hoth
Official Submittal Date: 9/23/1998 ER Contact: Terry Rust
Constituent Data: Mo Erosion Matrnix: 59.2

Generai SWAT Comments:

IFormer liquid waste disposai complex located within the fioodpiain of Bayo Canyon. Excavation of building and
lcontaminated materiai were competed in 1963 to a depth of 18 feet. Recent investigation have determined that
!contammation remaining at depth is being brought to the surface py vegetation in some areas.

Date of Part B Revision: . —  Revisit Recommended Revisit Date:

Revisit Comments:

chtions Recommended at SWAT Meeung: Owner:
i Item: 1 !Obtain adeguate sie map depicting are of concern with existing BMPs protted ER
{ showing refationship to the agiacent watercourse.

|
i Item:; 2 |Provide ER plan for further mvestigation/remeaiation and how monuments at sie 3 ER
f relate to the 10-vear pian. ‘

Target Actual
Actions Proposed by ER. FM or ESH-18: Owner: Date: Date:
itam:: 1 |Adequate site maps will be provided ER Oct98
item:; 2 |ER pian wiil be discussed ana provided asap : ER FyYgg
INSPECTION & MAINTENANCE INFORMATION
Description of Existing BMPs from Erosion Assessment Tabular List of BMPs:
{Sand bags and straw bales piaced up-lope for diversion. sitt fence installed < sandbags
on down-slope side, entire area fenced and signs posted. BMPs installed | . o o
3131197 : _
straw bale barrier
Frequency jAnnuai Contact Mary Jane Wincnh Records Heid: [Pueblo Compiex

General Comments:

Form Printed 1/6/99 3:31:54 PM Page 13 of 183



Los Alamos Nationai Laboratory LANL-ER-AP-4.5
SURFACE WATER Part B: page 2 of 4
SITE ASSESSMENT

1. Date/Time (M/D/Y H:M anvpm) [7/22/97 3:00:00 PM | 2a) Location Number: | 10-003(f)
e —————————————

SITE INFORMATION 2b) FMU Number:

3. Latrtude: | © Longitude: |

4. Source of coordinate information: 7" Survey = G@ps (O Engineering Scaling

SITE SETTING (check all that apply)

5. _ On mesa top (a). ‘@) In the canyon floor, but not in an established channel (c).
" Within a bench of a canyon (b). _ Within estabiished channel in the canyon fioor (d).

‘Expianation:  Located adjacent to watercourse, extent of shades; this PRS part of 10-007.

|
|

i

6. Estimated ground and/or canopy cover at sits: {deciduous ieaves, pine needies, rocks, vegetation, trees,
structures, asphait, etc.)

(a) 1 x x {b) x X xX {e)
(illustration) x x x x x

Estimated % of ground/canopy cover: O 0% to 25% @ 25% to 75 @ 75% to 100
'Expisnation:  Some spots 20-75% internal to the side, the extent on the down stream edges, 75-100% and 25-
’ 75%.
7. Stespest siope at the area impacted: (b) {c)
(a)
e [\
(@ Less than 10% @ 10% to 30% (O 30% and greater

Expianation: From oid road to fiat area 10-30%, next to watercourse 0-10%.

RUNOFF FACTORS
Y/N
D 8. is there visible evidence of ninoff discharging from site? Iif yes, answer a) - ¢) below:

X [T a) 1s runoft channelized? If yes, describe: (O Man-made channel. @ Natural channel.

Explanstion: Looks ke natural drainage smak less than 1.0 foot deep, covered with pine needies.

13: Report Printed 8/12/97 2:29:00 PM



10-0031f)... page 3 of 4

. RUNOFF FACTORS, CONT'D

b} Where does evidenes of runoff terminate?

Drainage or wetland (name) Bayo Canvon

Within bench of canyon setting (name)

Other {i.e., retention pond, meadow, mesa top)

() ()W

Coordinates of termination point: Latitude: . j Longitude: | !

Expianation: Channei on the outside of silt feice, discharges into main channei. i

em | |
[X [0 c) Has runoff caused visible erosion at the site? If yes, explain below: (@ Sheet (T Rl ( Gully |

‘Explanauon:  Silt fence instailed on the down siope of the site, some sediment accumuiated on the NE i
‘ comer of the site, sheet fiow from s if any {

i
L

RUN-ON FACTORS

Please rate the potential for storm water to run on to this site: (Check EITHER #9 or #11)

. E E 9. Are structures (i.e., buildings, roof drains, parking iots, storm drains) creating run-on to the site?

Expianation: Culvert under road.

E F_‘J. 10. Are current operations (i.e., fire hydrants, NPDES outfalls) adverssly impacting run-on to the site
Explanation: i

| € [ 11. Are natural drainage patterns directing stormwater onto site?

iExpwm:‘on: Minimai on the W end, straw baies installed.

ASSESSMENT FINDING: !

D 12. Based on the above criteria and the assessment of this site. does soil erosion
potential exist? (REFER TO EROSION POTENTIAL MATRIX.)

M. Alexander :
!
Sim/\/ Water Quaiity/Hydrology Reprasemtstive :

initials of independent reviewer. Check hers when information is entered in database: [

13: Report Printed 8/12/97 2:29:01 PM



10-003(f)... page 3-INT of 4

This page is for internal ESH-18 notes, recommendations, and photos.

Y/ N

Z ® s thers visible trash or debris on the site? Erosion Matrix Score: | i

—~ , » I 592 i

_ '@, s there visible trash or debris in a watercourse? |
e ——

Recommended BMPs (Best Management Practices) for this site:

Descnption of existing BMPs:

@ (C  Are BMPs being property maintained? !f no, describe in "Other internal Notes."

O] C Are BMPs sttfectively keeping sediment in place and reducing erosion potentiai?

OTHER INTERNAL NOTES:
Existing BMPs prevent any additional channelization, no additional BMPs recommended, maintenance and operation of

BMPs. Three photographs taken.

13; Report Printed 8/12/97 2:29:01 PM



Los Alamos National Laboratory

Environment, Safety and Health Division
ESH-18 Water Quality and Hydrology Group

AP 4.5 Surface Water Assessment
Erosion Matrix for PRS 10-003(f)

Erosion/Sediment Transport Potential
Low Medium High Calculated
CRITERIA EVALUATED Value 0.1 | 0.5 | 1.0 Score
Site Setting (43)
On mesa top 1
Within bench of canyon 4 Defined based on topographic setting
Within the canyon floodplain but not watercourse 13 13
Within bottom of canyon channel in watercourse 17
Estimated % ground and canopy cower 13 >75% 25-75% <25% 6.5
Slope 13 0-10% 10-30% >30% 65
Surface Water Factors-Run-off (46)
Visible evidence of runoff discharging? (Yes/No) 5 if no, score of 0 for runoff section. 5
lf yes, score 5 and proceed with section.
Where does runoff terminate? 19 Other Bench Setting |Drainage/Wetland 18
Has runoff caused visible erosion? (Yes/No) 22 Sheet Rill Gully 22
if no, score as 0. If yes, calculate as appropriate.
Surface Water Factore-Run-on (11)
Structures adversely affecting run-on (Yes/No) 7* ifyes, score as 7. Ifno, scoreas 0. 7
Current operations adversely impacting (Yes/No) 4 lf yes, score as 4. If no, score as 0. 0
Natural drainages onto site (Yes/No) 7 if yes, score as 7. if no, score as 0. .
*Select either structures or natural drainages.
MAX. POSSIBLE EROSION MATRIX SCORE: | 100 Total Score 59.2

Report Puntea 8.12:47 2 29 00 F'M




- Los Alamos National Laboratory -ANL-ER-AP-4.5
. -nvironmental Restoration Program } Part A
CONSTITUENT ASSESSME o

SITE INFORMATION

1. PRS Number: 10-003(f) 2. Date (M/DIY): 11/12/97 Time (am/pm)2:35:00 PM
3. ER Point of Contact Beverly Martin 4. FMU/Responsible Party Contact Beverly Martin
5.HSWA  Yes 6. Site Ranking System (SRS) #35

7. Description of the historical operations of this PRS:

‘Per the approved OU 1078 RFI work plan, a liquid disposal pit (no structure number) discoverea during the 1963
'D&D of TA-10. It was located 6 ft south of PRS 10-003(g).

1
i
l

8. Description of the current operations of this PRS (if any):

‘None. Site was D&D'd in early 1960s and is now vacant.

i
!

i
|
1
i
i

PRS STATUS
9. Action/Status to Date (check all that apply)
(J None Date Completed or Anticipated
[ Fieid Investigation X Phase | (] Phase Il | 07/01/94

[ Interim Measures [JIM X BMP IM: ] i

BMPs:[ 11/01/96 |

CVCA CVCM [
[ Other [ Monitoring [ CMS [ g
C Report Status [ SAP (X RFI Report SAP: | RFIRPTs: [ 04/18/% 06/03/96 .
4P NFo: j — |
|
X NFA/DOU |If checked, supply HH NFA criteria number and date:! 5 [L 4] ,
SAMPLE INFORMATION

® No 10. Have surface/sediment (depth less than 12 inches) sampies been
collected that retflect current site conditions?

If yes: 1) Attach data '
2) Include analyte name, value, units, location ID, sample 1D, SAL, depth, and media

(soil, tuff, ete.) '
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available.

O Yes ® No 11. Have surface water samples been coliected that reflect c‘umm site conditions?
if yes: 1)2) Attach data

O Yes

Include analyte name, value, units, location ID, filtered/non-filtered, & flow data, if

available. o
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available.

OYes ®No 12. Are data pending?

. If yes: 1) List date data are anticipated:
2) Provide list of COPCs identified in RFI Work Plan as an attachment.

Honomen Lo

13.Sghature of ER Representative

(J)r\r. .J thﬂ.ﬁﬁ,‘



Surface Water Assessment Team (SWAT)
Recommended and Proposed Actions for PRS 10-003(g)

PRS: 10-003(g)
SWAT Meeting Date: 2/18/1998 FMU Contact: Edwara Hoth
Officiai Submittal Date: £/22/1998 ER Contact: Terry Rust
Constituent Data: s Erosion Matrix: £8.2

General SWAT Comments:

1‘Former liquid waste disposai compiex locatea within the floodplain of Bayo Canyon. Excavauon of building and
contarninated material were camoeted in 1963 to a depth of 18 feet. Recent investigation have determined that
‘contamination remaining at depth is being brought to the surface by vegetation in some areas.

Date of Part B Revision: : Revigit Recommended Revisit Date:

Revisit Comments:

‘Actions Recommended at SWAT Meeting: Owner:
Item:: 1 |Obtain adeguate site map gepcing are of concern with existing BMPs piotted ER '
| -showing relationship to the acacent watercourse.
Item:: 2 |Provide ER plan for further investigatiorvremediation and how monuments at site ! ER

retate to the 10-year plan.

i Target Actual
‘Actions Proposed by ER, FM or ESH-18: Owner: Date: Date:
item:! 1 |Adequate maps wil be provided * ER Cct 98
ltem: 2 |ER plan wii be discussed and orovided asap § ER FY9g
INSPECTION & MAINTENANCE INFORMATION
Description of Existing BMPs from Erosion Assessment Tabuiar List of BMPs:
1Sand bags and straw bales placed up-iope for diversion, siit fence instalied | ‘sandbags
lon down-siope side, entire area fenced ang signs posted. BMPs installed 1 silt fence
:3/31/97 ’
straw bale barrier
Frequency Wmual Contact -Mary Jane Winch Records Held: |Pueblo Complex

General Comments:

Form Printed 1/6/99 3:31:54 PM Page 14 of 183



Los Alamos National Laboratory LANL-ER-AP-4.5

SURFACE WATER Part B: page 2 of 4
SITE ASSESSMENT
1. Date/Time (M/D/Y H:M am/pm) 17/22/37 3:00:00 PM 2a) Location Number: ©  10-003(g)

SITE INFORMATION 2b) FMU Number: .

I 3. Latitude: | | Longnude: |
4 4. Source of coordinate information: " Survey . GPS _ Engineering Scaling
| |
} SITE SETTING (check all that appiy) .
‘ 5. _ Onmesa top (al. ® In the canyon floor, but not in an established channel (c).

> Within a bench of a canyon (b).  Within established channel in the canyon fioor {d).

I |Expianation: Located agjacent to watercourse, extent of shades; this PRS pant of 10-007.

6. Estimated ground and/or canopy cover at site: {deciduous leaves, pine needies, rocks, vegetation, trees,
structures, asphait, etc.)

@x x b b, x xx]
fillustration) Pox x| I Tx % x
i , .
Estimated % of ground/canopy cover: C 0% to 25% @ 25% t0 75 @ 75% to 100 i
— |
Explanation: Some spots 20-75% intemal to the side, the extent on the down stream edges, 75-100% and 25- |
75%.
!
7. Steepest siope at the area impacted: ) (€
, (a)
R ——
@ Less than 10% {® 10% to 30% (C 30% and greater

[Explanstion:  From oid road to flat area 10-30%, next to watercourse 0-10%.

RUNOFF FACTORS
Y/N
E D 8. is there visible evidence of runoft discharging from site? if yes, answer a) - c) below:
X 1 a) is runott channeiized? If yes, describe: (O Man-made channel. (@ Natural channel.

Explanation:  Looks like natural dramage small less than 1.0 foot deep, covered with pine needies.
| .

13. Report Printed 8/12/97 2:29:18 PM



10-C031(g)... page = of 4

RUNOFF FACTORS, CONT'D

b) Where does evidence of runoff terminate?

@ Drainage or wetiand (name) Bayo Canyon

Within bench of canyon setting (name) i

—
—
Py
7

Other {i.e., retention pond, meadow, mesa top)

Coordinates of termination point: Latitude: | I Longitude: |

;Explamnion: Channei on the outside of siit felce, discharges into main channei.

YI/N
X [T c) Has runotf causea visible erosion at the site? If yes, explain below: (@ Sheet T Rill " Guily

‘Explanation: Siit fence installed on the down siope of the site, some seaiment accumuiated on the NE
: comer of the site, sheet flow from site if any

RUN-ON FACTORS
Please rate the potential for storm water to run on to this site: (Check EITHER #9 or #11) ;

X [T 3. Are structures (i.e., buiidings. roof drains, parking lots, storm drains) creating run-on to the site?

‘Expianation: Culvert under road.
I
!

I: X 10. Are current operations (i.e., fire hydrants, NPDES outfalls) adversely impacting run-on to the site

{Explanation:

IZ D 11. Are naturai drainage patterns directing stormwater onto site?

Explanation: Minimal on the W end, straw bales instalied.

ASSESSMENT FINDING: ‘

EE 12. Based on the sbove criteria and the assessment of this site, does soil erosion
potential exist? (REFER TO EROSION POTENTIAL MATRIX.)

M. Alexander

Signature of Water Quality/Hydrology Representstive

initials of independent reviewer. Check here when information is entered in database: [%]

13: Report Printed 8/12/97 2:29:18 PM



10-003I(g)... page 3-INT of 4

This page is for internal ESH-18 notes, recommendations, and photos.

~

N ! .
§ Is there visible trasn or debris on the site? Erosion Matrix Score: | 59 2

() O

'§/ Is there visible trasn or debris in a watercourse?

Recommended BMPs (Best Management Practices) for this site:

Description of existing BMPs:
l
|

C Are BMPs being properly maintained? |f no, describe in "Other internal Notes."

®
@ C Are BMPs effectiveiv keeping sadiment in place and reducing erosion potential?

OTHER INTERNAL NOTES:
Existing BMPs prevent any additional channelization, no additional BMPs recommended, maintenance and operation of

BMPs. Three photographs takan.

13: Report Printed 8/12/97 2.29:18 PM



Los Alamos National Laboratory AP 4.5 Sur;’ac;\ha

Environment, Safety and Health Division

ter Assessment

ESH-18 Water Quality and Hydrology Group Erosion Matrix for PRS 1 0-003(9)
Erosion/Sediment Transport Potential
Low Medium High Calculated
CRITERIA EVALUATED Value 0.1 [ 0.5 | 10 Score
Site Setting (43)
On mesa top 1
Within bench of canyon 4 Defined based on topographic selting
Within the canyon floodplain but not watercourse 13 13
Within bottom of canyon channel in watercourse 17
Estimated % ground and canopy cover 13 >75% 25-75% <25% 65
Slope 13 0-10% 10-30% >30% 65
Surface Water Factors-Run-off (46)
Visible evidence of runoff discharging? (Yes/No) 5 if no, score of 0 for runoff section. 5
if yes, score 5 and proceed with section.
Where does runoff terminate? 19 Other Bench Setting |Drainage/Wetland 19
Has runoff caused visible erosion? (Yes/No) 22 Sheet Rill Gully 22
if no, score as 0. If yes, calculate as appropriate.
Surface Water Factors-Run-on (11)
Structures adversely affecting run-on (Yes/No) 7* if yes, score as 7. If no, score as 0. 7
Current operations adversely impacting (Yes/No) 4 if yes, score as 4. If no, score as 0. ]
Natural drainages onto site (Yes/No) 7 if yes, score as 7. Hf no, score as 0. .
*Select either structures or natural drainages.
MAX. POSSIBLE EROSION MATRIX SCORE: | 100 Total Score 59.2




Los Alamos Nationat Laboratory ] LANL-c=-AP-4 5

“-£nvironmental Restoration Program
CONSTITUENT ASSESSMENT Par A
SITE INFORMATION
1. PRS Number: 10-003(g) 2. Date (M/D/Y): 11/12/97 Time (am/pm):1:55:00 PM
3. ER Point of Contact Beverly Martin 4. FMU/Responsible Party Contact Beverly Martin

5. HSWA Yes 6. Site Ranking System (SRS) #35

7. Description of the historicat operations of this PRS:
.Per the approved OU 1079 RFI work plan, an ingustrial waste manhoie (TA-10-50) constructed of reinforcea
fconcretg. It was 4 ft wide by 5 ft long by 5 ft deep. the manhole was along the industrial waste line leaging from
ithe radiochemustry laboratory. A drain pipe from the manhole discharged to a leach field in the stream channel

|approximately 125 ft NNE of the manhole.

8. Description of the current operations of this PRS (if any):
‘None. Site was D&D'd in early 1960s and is now vacant.

|
|
|

PRS STATUS
9. Action/Status to Date (check all that apply)

[ None Date Completed or Anticipated
|

C Field Investigation X Phase | [ Phase Il [ 07/01/94 | ;

[ Interim Measures [ IM X BMP IM: [::

BMPs:| 11/01/96 |
CJVCA T VCM | ; |
[ Other [_ Monitoring _ CMS l
X NFA/DOU  If checked, supply HH NFA criteria number and date:i 5 I ]
SAMPLE INFORMATION

® Yes O No 10. Have surface/sediment (depth less than 12 inches) samples been
collected that reflect current site conditions?

If yes: 1) Attach data _
2) Include analyte name, value, units, location ID, sample iD, SAL, depth, and media

(soil, tuff, etc. o .
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available.
OYes ®No 11. Have surface water sampies been collected that reflect current site conditions?
If yes: 1) Attach data .
2) Include analyte name, value, units, location ID, filtered/non-filtered, & flow data. if

available. o
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available.
OYes @®No 12. Are data pending?

- If yes: 1) List date data are anticipated:
2) Provide list of COPCs identified in RFi Work Plan as an attachment.

ature of ER Represehtative

e 1 N




10-003(o0}... page 3-INT of 4

This page is for internal ESH-18 notes, recommendations, and photos.

-~
-~

O O
® @®=

B T —

is there visibie trash or deoris on the site? Erosion Matrix Score: | 59 2 |
|s there visible trash or debnis in a watercourse? ’

Recommended BMPs {Best Management Practices) for this site:

Description of existing BMPs:

i

@ C Are BMPs being property maintained? If no, descnoe in *Other internai Notes."

‘® (C  Are BMPs effectively keeping sediment in piace and reducing erosion potential?

OTHER INTERNAL NOTES:
Existing BMPs prevent any additional channeiization, no additional BMPs recommended, mamtenance and operation of
BMPs. Three photographs taken.

13: Report Printed 8/12/97 2:41:15 PM



Los Alamos National Labor;iory

Environment, Safety and Health Division

AP 4.5 Surface Water Assessment

ESH-18 Water Quality and Hydrology Group Erosion Matrix for PRS 10'003(0)
Erosion/Sediment Transport Potential
Low Medium High Caiculated
CRITERIA EVALUATED Value 0.1 | 0.5 [ 1.0 Score
Site Setting (43)
On mesa top 1
Within bench of canyon 4 Defined based on topographic setting
Within the canyon floodplain but not watercourse 13 13
Within bottom of canyon channel in watercourse 17
Estimated % ground and canopy cower 13 >75% 25-75% <25% 6.5
Slope 13 0-10% 10-30% >30% 6.5
Surface Water Factors-Run-off (46)
Visible evidence of runoft discharging? (Yes/No) 5 if no, score of 0 for runoff section. 5
if yes, score 5 and proceed with section.
Where does runoff terminate? 19 Other Bench Setting |Drainage/Wetland 19
Has runoff caused visible erosion? (Yes/No) 22 Sheet Rill Gully - 22
If no, score as 0. If yes, calculate as appropriate.
Surface Water Factors-Run-on (11)
Structures adversely affecting run-on (Yes/No) 7* ¥ yes, score as 7. {fno, score as 0.
Cumrent operations adversely impacting (Yes/No) 4 if yes, score as 4. If no, score as 0. 0
Natural drainages onto site (Yes/No) 7 Ifyes, score as 7. Ifno, score as 0.
*Select either structures or natural drainages.
MAX. POSSIBLE EROSION MATRIX SCORE: | 100 Total Score | 992

Report Punted 81297 241 14 P\



Los Alamos Nationai Laboratory LANL-ER-AP-4 5

nvironmental Restoration Program Part A
CONSTITUENT ASSESSME
SITE INFORMATION
1. PRS Number: 10-003(0) 2. Date (M/D/Y): 11/18/97 Time (am/pm)9:20:00 AM
3. ER Point of Contact Beverly Martin 4. FMU/Responsible Party Contact Beveriy Martin
5.HSWA  Yes S. Site Ranking System (SRS) #35

7. Description of the historical operations of this PRS:

‘Per the approveg QU 1078 RFt work pian, decontamination hoies (PRS 10-003(0)) located near the stream bed
leach field (PRS 10-003(n)), which served the liquid waste disposal compiex. The decon holes may have been

part of the leach field.

|
|

8. Description of the current operations of this PRS (if any):
;None. Site was D&D'd in early 1960s and is now vacant.

;
Il
|
L

PRS STATUS
9. Action/Status to Date (check all that apply)
[ None Date Completed or Anticipated
[ Fieid Investigation X Phase | [ Phase Il | 07/01/94 | !
C Interim Measures [ IM (X BMP IM: .
BMPs:[  11/01/96 | B
CVCA T VCM | » )

(0 Other ([ Monitoring [ CMS [ o
(] Report Status ([ SAP X RFi Report SAP: RFIRPTs: [ 04/18/% 060396 .
|

SAP INFO: | J .

X NFA/DOU If checked, supply HH NFA criteria number and date:| 5 Il ] :
SAMPLE INFORMATION
OYes @No 10. Have surface/sediment (depth less than 12 inches) samples been
collected that reflect current site conditions?
If yes: 1) Attach data
2 ( mf“tde? atnalyte name, value, units, location ID, sampie ID, SAL, depth, and meaia
soil, tuff, etc.
3) Please attacz'\ existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available.
OYes ®No 11. Have surface water samples been collected that reflect current site conditions?
If yes: 1) Attach data .
2) Ingl:luge analyte name, value, units, location ID, filtered/non-filtered, & flow data. f
available.
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available.
OYes ®No 12. Are data pending? '
.If yes: 1) List date data are anticipated:
2) Provide list of COPCs identified in RFI Work Plan as an attachment.
|
——t

13. Sigmjature of ER Representative

. (% acf MaaTin



Surface Water Assessment Team (SWAT)
Recommended and Proposed Actions for PRS 10-003(h)

PRS: 10-003(h)
SWAT Maeeting Date: 8/18/1998 FMU Contact: | Edward Hoth
Official Submittal Date: 9/23/1998 ER Contact: - Terry Rust
Consttuent Data: No Erosion Matrix: o £9.2

Generat SWAT Comments:

'Former liguid waste disposai compiex located within the floodplain of Bayo Canyon. Excavation of building and
contaminated material were competed in 1963 to a cepth of 18 feet. Recent investigation have determined that
contamination remaining at deptn is being brought to the surface by vegetation in some areas.

Date of Part B Revision: — Revisit Recommended Revisit Date:

Revisit Comments:

‘Actions’ Recommended at SWAT Meeting: Owner:
i ltem:t 1 {Obtain adequate ste map depicting are of concern with existing BMPs plotted ER
i :showing relationshio to the adjacent wetercourse.

Item:| 2 |Provide ER plan for further investigation/remediation and how monuments at site 1 ER
) 'relate to the 10-year plan. ‘

: Target Actual
‘Actions Proposed by ER. FM or ESH-18: Owner: Date: Date:
ttem:i 1 |Adequate site maps will be provided ER . Octe8
Item:{ 2 |ER pian wiil be discussed and provided asap ! ER ‘ FYos
INSPECTION & MAINTENANCE INFORMATION
Description of Existing BMPs from Erosion Assessment Tabular List of BMPs:
‘Sand bags and straw bales placed up-iope for diversion. siit fence instatled . 'sandbags
on down-siope side, entire area fenced and signs posted. BMPs installed ‘ isilt fence
'3/31/97 -
straw baie barrier
Frequency Annual Contact Mary Jane Winch Records Heid: Pueblo Compiex

General Comments:

Form Printed 1/6/99 3:31:55 PM Page 15 of 183



Los Alamos Nationai Laboratory LANL-ER-AP-4.5
SURFACE WATER Part B: page 2 of 4
SITE ASSESSMENT

1. Date/Time (M/D/Y H:M am/pm) 7/22/97 3:00:00 PM i 2a) Location Number: 10-003(h)
SITE INFORMATION 2b) FMU Number:

3. Latitude: | ' Longitude: |

4. Source of coordinate information: : Survey > GPS C Engineering Scaling

SITE SETTING (check ail that apply)

On mess top (a). @ In the canyon floor, but not in an established channel (c).

—
e
—~
N

Within a bench of a canyon (b). C Within established channel in the canyon floor (d).

Expianation:  Locatead adjacent to watercourse, extent of shades; this PRS part of 10-007.
|

|
{
i

6. Estimated ground and/or canopy cover at site: (deciduous leaves, pine needies, rocks, vegetation, trees,
structures, asphait, etc.)

(a) 1 x x i (b) | | )
I
e

Estimated % of ground/canopy cover: O 0% to 25% @ 25% to 75 @ 75% to 100

'Explanation: Some spots 20-75% internal to the side, the extent on the down stream edges, 75-100% and 25-
75%.

7. Steepest siope at the area impacted: (b) {c)

2 i
‘® Less than 10% @ 10% 10 30% (O 30% and greater

Expisnation: From oid road to flat area 10-30%, next to watercourse 0-10%.

RUNOFF FACTORS
YI/N
IED 8. Is there visible svidence of runoff discharging from site? If yes, answer a) - ¢) below:

F_‘.-’ D a) Is runoff channelized? If yes, describe: C Man-made channet. @ Natural channel.

{Explanation:  Looks like naturai drainage smail less than 1.0 foot deep, covered with pine needles.

13: Report Printed 8/12/97 2:37:41 PM



10-003(h)... page 3 of 4

RUNOFF FACTORS, CONT'D

b) Where does evidence of runoff terminate?

@, Drainage or wetland (name) iBayo Canvon
" Within bench of canyon setting (name) | |
C Other (i.e., retention pond, meadow, mesa top) f

Coordinates of termination point: Latitude: | Longitude: | ) [

Expianation: Channei on the outside of silt feice, discharges into main channel. - !

Y/N
IZ E ¢} Has runoff caused visible erosion at the site? |f yes, expiain beiow: (@ Shest C Rill C Gully

Expiansuon: Silt fence installed on the down siope of the site, some sediment accumuiatea on the NE !
corner of the site, sheet flow from site if any |

RUN-ON FACTORS

Please rate the potential for storm water to run on to this site: {Check EITHER #9 or #11)

@ [: 9. Are structures {i.e., buildings, roof drains, parking lots, storm drains) creating run-on to the site?

Explanation: Culvernt under road.

i

H

C B¢ 10. Are currem operations (i.e., fire hydrants, NPDES outfalis) adverssly impacting run-on to the site

.Explanation:

i
J

[!_‘J' E 11. Are natural drainage patterns directing stormwater onto sita?

‘Explanation: Minimal on the W end, straw bales instailed.

I
|

ASSESSMENT FINDING:

E @ 12. Based on the sbove criteria and the assessment of this site, does soil erosion
potential exist? (REFER TO EROSION POTENTIAL MATRIX.)

M. Alexander

Initials of indepandent reviawer. Check here when information is entered in database: [

Signature sf Water Quality/Hydrology Representative

13: Report Printea 8/12/97 2:37.41 PM



10-003(h)... page 3-INT of 4

This page is for internal ESH-18 notes, recommendations, and photos.

——————

! N ‘
@ Is tnere visible trash or debris on the site? Erosion Matrix Score: | 5 9 2

() O

’.§,‘ Is there visible trash or debris in a watercourse?

Recommended BMPs {Best Management Practices) tor this site:

Description of existing BMPs:

@ C Are BMPs being property maintained? |f no, describe in "Other internat Notes.”

® (  Are BMPs effectively keaping sediment in piace and reducing erosion potential?

OTHER INTERNAL NOTES:
Existing BMPs prevent any additional channelization, no additional BMPs recommended, maintenance and operation of

BMPs. Three photographs taken.

13: Rep;m Printed 8/12/97 2:37:41 PM



AP 4.5 Surface Water Assessment

Los Alamos National Laboratory

Environment, Safety and Health Division

ESH-18 Water Quality and Hydrology Group Erosion Matrix for PRS 1 0-003( h)
Eroslon/Sediment Transport Potential
Low Medium High Calculated
CRITERIA EVALUATED Value 0.1 | 05 | 1.0 Score
Site Setting (43)
On mesa top 1
Within bench of canyon 4 Defined based on topographic setting
Within the canyon floodplain but not watercourse 13 13
Within bottom of canyon channel in watercourse 17
Estimated % ground and canopy cover 13 >75% 25-75% <25% 6.5
Slope 13 0-10% 10-30% >30% 65
Surface Water Factors-Run-off (46)
Visible evidence of runoff discharging? (Yes/No) 5 If no, score of 0 for runoff section. 5
If yes, score 5§ and proceed with section.
Where does runoff teminate? 19 Other Bench Setting |Drainage/Wetland 19
Has runoff caused visible erosion? (Yes/No) 22 Sheet Rill Gully 22
if no, score as 0. If yes, calculate as appropriate.
Surface Water Factors-Run-on (11)
Structures adwversely affecting run-on (Yes/No) 7" if yes, score as 7. If no, score as 0.
Curmrent operations adwersely impacting (Yes/No) 4 If yes, score as 4. If no, score as 0. 0
Natural drainages onto site (Yes/No) 7* if yes, score as 7. If no, score as 0. .
[*Select either structures or natural drainages.
MAX. POSSIBLE EROSION MATRIX SCORE: | 100 Total Score 59.2

Repot Prnted 87129, 2 3/ 40 P14



_Los Alamos National Laboratory _ANL-ER-AP-4 5
‘nvironmental Restoration Program

CONSTITUENT ASSESSME S A
SITE INFORMATION
1. PRS Numoer:  10-003(h) 2. Date (MIDFY): 11/12/97 Time (am/pm)2:15:00 PM
3. ER Point of Contact Beverly Martin 4. FMU/Responsible Party Contact Beverly Martin
5.HSWA _ Ves 6. Site Ranking System (SRS) #35

7. Description of the historical operations of this PRS:
Per the approvea OU 1079 RFI work plan, industrnai waste mannole (TA-10-51) constructed of reinforced concrete. |

Measured 4 ft wide by 5 ft long by 5 ft deep. It was along the inaustrial waste line leaaing from the ragiochemustry .
laboratory.

S
|
|

8. Description of the current operations of this PRS (if any):
None. Site was D&D’'d in early 1960s and is now vacant. i

PRS STATUS

9. Action/Status to Date (check all that apply)
[ None Date Completed or Anticipated |
C Field Investigation X Phase | []Phase I | 06/01/94 |
C Interim Measures —IM [ BMP M
BMPs: | ; g
CVCA T VvCM [
. C Other _ Monitoring [ CMS l ‘,
[ Report Status _ SAP X RFi Report SAP:| | RFIRPTs:| 04/18/96 06/03/96 |
SAP INFO: | . [——__—_—
E}g\NFAIDOU If checked, supply HH NFA criteria number and date:| 5 | [ }

SAMPLE INFORMATION

OYes @No 10. Have surface/sediment (depth less than 12 inches) sampies been
collected that reflect current site conditions?
If yes: 1) Attach data )
2) Include analyte name, value, units, location ID, sample ID, SAL, depth, and media

(soil, tuff, etc.;1 . . )
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available.

OYes @®No 11. Have surface water samples been collected that reflect current site conditions?

If yes: 1) Attach data )
2) Inﬁlugile analyte name, value, units, location ID, filtered/non-filtered, & flow data, if
avaiiable.
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available.

QOYes @®No 12. Are data pending?

f yes: 1) List date data are anticipated:
2) Provide list of COPCs identified in RFI Work Plan as an attachment.

A mones Lo

13. Signature of ER Representative

Bird Marton



Surface Water Assessment Team (SWAT)
Recommended and Proposed Actions for PRS 10-003(i)

PRS:

SWAT Meeting Date:
Official Submittal Date:
Constituent Data:

Generai SWAT Comments:

10-003(i)

8/18/1998

97231938

1]

FMU Contact: E

dwara Hoth

ER Contact:

Terry Rust

Erosion Matrix:

£32

.Former liquid waste disposal compiex iocateg within the floodplain of Bayo Canyon. Excavation of building and
contaminated material were competed in 1963 to a depth of 18 feet. Recent investigation have determinea that
contamination remaining at depth is being brougnt to the surface by vegetation in some areas.

Date of Part B Revision:

Revisit Comments:

Revisit Recommended Revisit

Date:

Actions Recommended at SWAT Meeting: Owner:

htem: 1 |Obtain adequate site map cemcung are of concern with existing BMPs piotted ER

“showing relationship 1o the aciacent watercourse.
ltomti_Z__JPFOVlde ER plan for further invesugatiorvremediation and how monuments at site ER
‘refate to the 10-year plan.
Target Actuai

Actions Proposed by ER, FM or ESH-18: Owner: Date: Date:

Item: 1 |Adequate site map will be provaea ER Oct 98

Item:; 2 |ER plan wil be discussed ana trovided asap ER FYag i

INSPECTION & MAINTENANCE INFORMATION

Description of Existing BMPs from Erosion Assessment

Tabular List of BMPs:

Sand bags and straw bales placed up-lope for diversion, silt fence installed | | ‘sandbags

on down-siope side, entire area fenced and s«gns posted. BMPs installed

'3/31/97

silt fence

.
* | straw baie ba

Frequency ‘Annuat

Contact

Generai Comments:

Form Printed 1/6/99 3:31:55 PM

rrier

Mary Jane Winch Records Held:

'Puebio Complex
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Los Alamos National Laboratory LANL-ER-AP-4.5
SURFACE WATER Part B: page 2 of 4
SITE ASSESSMENT

1. Date/Time (M/D/Y H:M amupm) 7/22/97 3:00:00 PM 2a) Location Number: | 10-003()
e tret—— e ———————

2b) FMU Number: |

SITE INFORMATION

3. Latitude: ! i Longrtude: |

| 4. Source of coordinate information:  ( Survey  GpPs () Enginesring Scaling

| SITE SETTING (check ail that apply)

5. _ Onmesatop (a). (@ In the canyon floor, but not in an established channel (c).

C Within a bench of a canyon (b). C Within established channel in the canyon floor (d).

‘Explanation:  Located adjacent to watercourse, extent of shades; this PRS part of 10-007.

'
!

!

6. Estirnated ground and/or canopy cover at site: (deciduous ieaves, pine needlss, rocks, vegetation, trees,
structures, asphait, etc.)

{a) 1 x x ‘ {b) x x {c)
| (ilustration) x x| * 1 x |

Estimared % of ground/canopy cover: O 0% to 25% @ 25% to 75 @ 75% to 100
('Expllnation: Some spots 20-75% intemat to the side, the extent on the down stream eages, 75-100% and 25- i
75%. ;
%
|
| _
A A Steepest siope at the area impacted: (b) {c}
| (a)
I E——
(@ Less than 10% @ 10% to0 30% C 30% and grester

Explanation: From oid road to flat area 10-30%, next to watercourse 0-10%.

|

RUNOFF FACTORS

Y/IN
X [J 3. is there visible evidencs of runcff discharging from site? If yes, answer a) - c) below:

[ a) ts runoff channeiized? If yes, describe:  (O) Man-made channel. @ Nstural channel.
Explanation: Looks ike naturai drainage small less than 1.0 foot deep, covered with pine needies.

13: Report Printed 8/12/97 2:39:45 PM



10-003(i}... page 3 of 4

:

i

it
'

RUNOFF FACTORS, CONT'D

b) Where does evidence of runoff terminate?

j./ Drainage or wetiand (name) Bayo Canyon
" Within bench of canyon setting (name) [ j
: Other (i.8., rstention pond, meadow, mesa top)
Coordinates of termination point: Latitude: | | Longitude: |

iExplanaﬁon: Channel on the outside of siit feice, discharges into main channel.

i
Y/N 5 =

|
|
i

[% [ c) Has runoff caused visibie erosion at the site? if yas, explain beiow: (@) Sheet C Rt (T Guily

[Explansation:  Silt fence instalied on the down siope of the site, some secwnent accumulatea on the NE
{ comer of the site, sheet flow from site if any

RUN-ON FACTORS
Please rate the potential for storm water to run on to this site: (Check EITHER #9 or #11)

[ [ 9. Are structures (i.e., buildings, roof drains, parking lots, storm drains) creating run-on to the site?

Expianation: Culvert unaer road.

E E 10. Are current operations {i.e., fire hydrants, NPDES outfalls) adversely impacting run-on to the site

{Explanation:

E D 11. Are naturai drainage patterns directing stormwater onto site?

Expianation: Minimai on the W end, straw bales instalied.

ASSESSMENT FINDING:

[ ¥ 12. Based on the above criteria and the assessment of this site, does sodl erosion
potential exist? (REFER TO EROSION POTENTIAL MATRIX.)

M. Alexander

Signsture of Water Quality/Hydrology Representative

initials of independent reviewer.

Check here when information is entered in database: [X]

i

13: Report Printed 8/12/97 2:39:45 PM



10-003(i)... page 3-INT of 4
This page is for internal ESH-18 notes, recommendations, and photos.

/
Is there visible trasn or debns on the site? Erosion Matrix Scors: | 5 9 2
i .

() ()=

@ @z

is there visible trash or debris in a watercourse? |

Recommended BMPs (Best Management Practices) for this site:

————ee,

———

|
|

Description of existing BMPs:
i
i

5) (" Are BMPs being property maintained? if no, describe in "Other Internal Notes. "

@) C Are BMPs effectiveily keeping sediment in piace and reducing erosion potantial?

OTHER INTERNAL NOTES:

Existing BMPs prevent any additional channelization, no additional BMPs recommended, maintsnance and operation of
BMPs. Three photographs taken.

13: Report Printed 8/12/97 2:39:45 PM



Water Assessment
Erosion Matrix for PRS 10-003(i)

Los Alamos National Labor;tﬁ_c;)ry

Environment, Safety and Health Division
ESH-18 Water Quality and Hydrology Group

Erosion/Sediment Transport Potential
Low Medium High Calculated
CRITERIA EVALUATED Value 0.1 [ 0.5 | 1.0 Score
Site Setting (43)
On mesa top 1
Within bench of canyon 4 Defined based on topographic setting
Within the canyon floodplain but not watercourse 13 13
Within bottom of canyon channel in watercourse 17
Estimated % ground and canopy cower 13 >75% 25-75% <25% 65
Slope 13 0-10% 10-30% >30% 65
Surface Water Factors-Run-off (46)
Visible evidence of runoff discharging? (Yes/No) 5 if no, score of 0 for runoff section. 5
If yes, score 5 and proceed with section.
Where does runoff teminate? 19 Other Bench Setting |Drainage/Wetland 19
Has runoff caused Jsible erosion? (Yes/No) 22 Sheet Rill Gully 22
If no, score as 0. If yes, calculate as appropriate.
Surface Water Factors-Run-on (11)
Structures adversely affecting run-on (Yes/No) 7 If yes, score as 7. If no, score as 0. 7
Cument operations adwersely impacting (Yes/No) 4 lf yes, score as 4. If no, score as 0. 0
Natural drainages onto site (Yes/No) 7 if yes, score as 7. Ifno, score as 0. :
*Select either structures or natural drainages.
MAX. POSSIBLE EROSION MATRIX SCORE: | 100 Total Score 59.2

fovgotbrates & LU 2 K R




Los Alamos National Laboratory : LANL-ER-AP-4 5

Invironmental Restoration Program Part A
CONSTITUENT ASSESSME o '
SITE INFORMATION
1. PRS Numper: 10-003(i) 2. Date (M/D/Y): 11/12/97 Time (am/pm)2:50:00 PM
3. ER Point of Contact Beverly Martin 4. FMU/Responsible Party Contact Beverly Martin
5.HSWA  Yes 6. Site Ranking System (SRS) #35

7. Description of the historical operations of this PRS:
Per the approvea OU 1079 RFI work plan, an industrial waste septic tank (TA-10-39) which was part of a system
comprised of a holding tank and three aaditional metal tanks (PRSs 10-003(j-1)). TA-10-39 was removed during the!
1963 D&D.

;
! ‘
| !
i
: I
: {
N I
|
i
}

8. Description of the current operations of this PRS (if any):
‘None. Site was D&D’d in early 1860s and is now vacant.

1

'
i

i {
|

PRS STATUS
9. Action/Status to Date (check ail that apply)
[~ None Date Completed or Anticipated
[ Fieid Investigation (X Phase | [ Phase il | 06/01/94 |
[ Interim Measures [ IM X BMP m: "

BMPs:|  11/01/96 |
CVCA [ VCM | !
[ Other [_ Monitoring [ CMS [ ¥
C Report Status [ SAP X RFI Report SAP: [ | RFIRPTs:[ 04/18/96 ' 06/03/96 |
i

mNFNDOU If checked, supply HH NFA criteria number and date:| 5 H |

SAP INFO: |

SAMPLE INFORMATION

OYes ®No 10. Have surface/sediment (depth less than 12 inches) samples been
collected that reflect current site conditions?
If yes: 1) Attach data ,
2 ( '"f'i‘df? a{\alyte name, value, units, location ID, sample ID, SAL, depth, and media
soil, tuff, etc.
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available.

OYes ® No 11. Have surface water sampies been collected that reflect current site conditions?

If yes: 1) Attach data )
2) Include analyte name, value, units, location iD, filtered/non-filtered, & flow data, if

available. o .
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available.

OCYes ®No 12. Are data pending?

- If yes: 1) List date data are anticipated:
2) Provide list of COPCs identified in RFI Work Plan as an attachment.

ture of ER Representative

a ﬂ ‘)wﬁ//;

=3\



Surface Water Assessment Team (SWAT)
Recommended and Proposed Actions for PRS 10-003(j)

PRS: 10-003(j)
SWAT Meeting Date: 8/18/1988 FMU Contact: Edward Hoth
Official Submittal Date: . 9/23/1938 ER Contact: Terry Rust
Constituent Data: No Zrosion Matrix: 232

General SWAT Comments:

Former liquid waste disposal compiex located within the fioodpiain of Bayo Canyon. Excavation of buiding ana
‘contammated material were competed in 1963 to a depth of 18 feet. Recent investigation have determined that
‘contamination remaining at depth is being brougnt to the surface by vegetation in some areas.

Date of Part B Revision: —- Revisit Recommended Revisgit Date:

Revisit Comments:

‘Actions Recommended at SWAT Meeting: Owner:
ltem: 1 ;Obtain adequate site map depicting are of concern with existing BMPs plotted ER
showing reiationship to the adjacent watercourse.

Item:: 2 |Provide ER plan for further investigation/rfemeaiation and how monuments at site =R
~refate to the 10-year plan.
B Target Actual
:Actions Proposed by ER, FM or ESH-18: ~ Owner: Date: Date:
item: 1 |Adequate site maps wili be provided ! ER Oct 98
Item: 2 |ER plan wiil be discussed and provide asap x ER FY99
INSPECTION & MAINTENANCE INFORMATION
Description of Existing BMPs from Erosion Assessment Tabular List of BMPs:
{Sand bags and straw bales placed up-iope for diversion, silt fence installed | sandbags
‘on down-siope side, entire area fenced and signs posted. BMPs installed | “silt fence
3131/97 :
straw bale barner
Frequency |Annual 1 Contact Mary Jane Winch Records Held: Pueblo Complex

Generai Comments:

Form Printed 1/6/99 3:31:55 PM Page 17 of 183



Los Alamas National Laboratory LANL-ER-AP-4.5
SURFACE WATER Part B: page 2 of 4
SITE ASSESSMENT

1. Date/Time (M/D/Y H:M amypm)  7/22/57 2.00:00 PM 2a) Location Numbper: _0-0030—)—

SITE INFORMATION 2b) FMU Number:

3. Latrtuae: ! Longituae: :

4. Source of coordinate information: : Survey : GPS "™ Engineenng Scaiing

SITE SETTING (check all that appiy)

5. : On mesa top (a). ®) in the canyon fioor, but not in an established channel (c).

—

_ Within a bench ot a canvon (b). 3 Within established channel in the canyon floor (d).

Expianauon: Locatea adiacent to watercourse. extent of snades; this PRS par of 10-007.

6. Estimated ground ana:or canopy cover at site: (deciduous leaves, pine needies, rocks, vegetation, traes,
strucr.res, aspnait, etc.)

‘ {a) - x x . ) ¢ x xx (e)
{illustration) x Pox x X : :
Estimatea % of ground/canooy cover: : C% to 25% é) 25% t0 75 :.:5) 75% to 100
Explansnon: Some spots 20-75% intemai to the siae, the extent on the down stream edages, 75-100% and 25- f
X 75%. !
i
7. Steepest siope at the area impacted: (b) 1 {c)
{a —_— |
@ Less than 10% ®: 10% 10 30% 7 30% and grester

Explanstion: From oid roaa to fiat area 10-30%. next to watercourse 0-10%.

RUNOFF FACTORS
YI/N
@ D 8. Is there visible evidence of runoff cischarging from site? if yes, answer a) - c} below:

[Xi [ a) is runott channeiized? If yes, descnde: " Man-made channel. ' @ Natural channei.

Explanation: Looks like natural dramnage smaii less than 1.0 foot deep, covered with pine needles.

13: Report Pnnted 8/12/97 2:39:56 PM




10-C03(j)... page 3 of 4

RUNOFF FACTORS, CONT'D

=) Where aoes evigence otf runott terminate?

Q Drainage or wetiand (name) 3avo Canvan

Within bencn of canyon setting (name)

QOther (i.a., retention pond, meadow, mesa top)

Coordinates of terrmination point: Latituage: ‘ Longrtude: :

Expiananon: Channel on the outsiae of silt feice, aiscnarges into main channel.

Y/N

[Z E c) Has runoff caused visiple erosion at the site? {f yes, expiain below: r@ Sheet

Exptanauon: Siit fence instailea on the gown sicoe of the sis, some seqiment accumuiatea on the NE

comer of the sne, sheet fiow from site if any

RUN-ON FACTORS

Please rate the potential for storm water to run on to this site: (Check EITHER #9 or #11)

E E 9. Are structures (i.e., buildings, roof drains, parxing iots, storm drains) creating run-on ta the site?

Expianation: Culvert unger roaa.

C E 10. Are current operations (i.e., fire hydrants, NPDES outfalls) adverssly impacting run-on to the site

Expiansuon:

I'Z E 11. Are natural drainage patterns directing stormwater onto site?

Expianauon: Minimal on the W end. straw Dales instatied.

ASSESSMENT FINDING:

E @ 12. Based on the above criteria and the assessment of this site, does soil erosion
potential sxist? (REFER TO EROSION POTENTIAL MATRIX.)

M. Alsxander

Signature of Water Quality/Hydrology Representative

Initiais of independent reviewer,

Chack hers when information is entered in database: [ |
i

13: Report Pnntea 8/12/97 2:39:56 PM



10-003lj)... page 3-INT of 4
This page is for internal ESH-18 notes, recommendations, and photos.
Y/ N
] § is there visibie trasn or debris on the site? Erosion Matrix Score: ! 59 2

is there visible trasn or debns in a watercourse?

@

Recommenasd BMPs (Bast Management Practces) for this site:

Descrniption of existing BMPs:

Are BMPs being propeny maintained? if no, descrice in “Other internal Notes.”

@

Are BMPs effectively keeping segiment in piace ang reducing erosion potentiai?

)
g

@)

OTHER INTERNAL NOTES:
Existing BMPs prevent any acditional channelization, no additionai BMPs recommended, maintenance ana operation of
8MPs. Three pnotographs taken.

13: Report Pnnted 8/12/97 2.29.57 PM



Los Alamos National Laboratory  Ap 4.5 Surface Water Assessment

s . . .
EEH18 wWater Quallty and Hydrology Group Erosion Matrix for PRS 10-003(j)
Erosion/Sediment Transport Potential
Low Medium High Calculated
CRITERIA EVALUATED Value 0.1 | 0.5 | 1.0 Score
Site Setting (43)
On mesa top 1
Within bench of canyon 4 Defined based on topographic setting
Within the canyon floodplain but not watercourse 13 13
Within bottom of canyon channel in watercourse 17
Estimated % ground and canopy cower 13 >75% 25-75% <25% 65
Slope 13 0-10% 10-30% >30% 6.5
Surface Water Factors-Run-off (46)
Visible evidence of runoff discharging? (Yes/No) 5 If no, score of 0 for runoff section. 5
If yes, score 5 and proceed with section.
Where does runoff terminate? 19 Other Bench Setting {Drainage/Wetland 19
Has runofl caused vsible erosion? (Yes/No) 22 Sheet Rl Gully 22
i no, score as 0. 1f yes, calculate as appropriate.
Surface Water Factors-Run-on (11)
Structures adwersely affecting run-on (Y es/No) 7* Ifyes, score as 7. i no, score as 0.
Current opeiations adversely impacting (Yes/No) 4 If yes, scote ns 4. I no, score as 0. 0
Natural drainages onto site (Yes/No) 7* Ifyes, scote :'5 7. Ifno, score as 0.
*Select either structures or nalural drainages.
MAX. POSSIBLE EROSION MATRIX SCORE: | 100 Total Score | 992

Popod Prmtee § 000, 220 6y



_0s Alamos National Laporatory B R e
. Zavironmental Restoration Program Zam o
CONSTITUENT ASSESSMENT T

SITE INFORMATION

1. PRS Numper: “2-003(j) 2. Date (M/ID/Y): “*/12/97 Time (am/pm).C0:00 PM
3. ER Point of Contact Severly Martin 4. FMU/Responsibie Party Contact Beverly Marn
5.HSWA  Ves 6. Site Ranking System (SRS) #35

7. Description of the historical oserations of this PRS:

Per the approvea QU 1079 RFI work ptan, a stainiess steei tank (no stucture number) that was pan of the septc
system. TA-10-38. . haa a capacuy of 200 gal. TA-10-39 was remacved during the 1963 D&D.

8. Description of the current operations of this PRS (if any):
None. Site was D&D'c in early 1280s ang s now vacant.

PRS STATUS
9. Action/Status to Date {check ail that apply)
— None Date Completed or Anticipated
~ Field Investigation < Phase | _ Phase i . 06/01/94 .
— Interim Measures _ IM X BMP iM: |

BMPs:! 11/01/96

—_VCA _vcMm -
— Other _ Monitoring _ CMS i -
— Report Status _ SAP < RFiReport SAP: RFIRPTs: | 04/18/96 50335
SAP INFO: —— e
< NFA/DOU If checked. supdly HH NFA criteria number and date:. 5 -
SAMPLE INFORMATION
~Yes ®No 10. Have surface/sediment (depth less than 12 inches) sampies been

collected that reflect current site conditions?

If yes: 1) Attach data ‘
2) Include analyte name, value, units, location ID, sample ID, SAL, depth. ana ~eaq a

(soil. tuff, etc.L o '
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available

~Yes ® No 11. Have surface water samples been collected that reflect current site conditions?

If yes: 1) Attach data '
2) Includge analyte name, value, units, location (D, filtered/non-filtered, & flow cata ¢

available. o _
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available

—_Yes ®No 12. Are data pending?

"If yes: 1) List date data are anticipated:
2) Provide list of COPCs identified in RFI Work Plan as an attachment.

% < i
13. Signature of ER Representative

N ~ -



Surface Water Assessment Team (SWAT)
Recommended and Proposed Actions for PRS 10-003(k)

PRS: | 10-003(k)
SWAT Meeting Date: 2/18/1998 FMU Contact: Edwarg Hoth N
Otficial Submittal Date: 3/23/1998 ER Contact: vTerrv Rust )
Constituent Data: ‘o Erosion Matrix: Y -

Generai SWAT Comments:

'Former tiquid waste disposal compiex located witnin the floodpiain of Bayo Canyon. Excavation of bulaing and
‘contaminated matenal were competed in 1963 to a gepth of 18 feet. Recent investigation have geterrmined that
‘contamination remaining at depth is being brougnt to the surface by vegetation in some areas.

Date of Part B Revision: — Revisit Recommended Revisit Date:

Revisit Comments:

Actions Recommended at SWAT Meeting: Owner:
i ltem:: 1 |Obtain adequate site map oemctng are of concern with existing BMPs piotted z ;
E “showing relationship to the agiacent watercourse. T

Item:; 2 |Provide ER pian for further investigatiorvremediation and how monuments at site = [
‘relate to the 10-year pian. e

{

T

i ! Target Actual
iActions Proposed by ER. FM or ESH-18: Owner: Date: Date:

ftem:: 1 |Adequate site maps will be provided l ER Oct 98 i

item:. 2 |ER plan will be discussed ana proviged asap | ER FY99 ;
INSPECTION & MAINTENANCE INFORMATION
Description of Existing BMPs from Erosion Assessment Tabular List of BMPs:
'Sand bags and straw baies piaced up-iope for diversion, sift fence installed | ‘sandbags T
on down-siope side, entire area fenced and signs posted. BMPs installed | 7 Silt fence
3/31/97

straw bale barner
Frequency gAnnuaI Contact Mary Jane Winch Records Heid: Puebioc Complex

Generai Comments:

Form Printed 1/6/99 3:31:56 PM Page 18 of 183



Los Alamos Nationai Laboratory LANL-ER-AP-4.5

SURFACE WATER Part B: page 2 of 4
SITE ASSESSMENT
1. Date/Time (M/D/Y H:M amyprmy  7722/97 3:00:00 PM 2a) Locauon Numbaer: : 10-003(k)

SITE INFORMATION 2b) FMU Numper: |

3. Lautude: Longrude: |
4. Source of coordinate informarion: ': Survey : GPS j Enginsenng Scaling

SITE SETTING {(check ail that appty)

—

Within a bench of a canvon (b). _ Within established channel in the canyon floor (d).

: On mesa top (a). §) In the canyon floor, but not in an established channel (c).
—

Expianation: Locatea agjacent to watercourse, extent of snaages; this PRS pan of 10-007.

6. Estimated ground and/or canopy cover at site: (deciduous (eaves, pine needles, rocks, vegetation, trees,
structures, asphatt, etc.)

. @ x  x o, x yx1
(illustration) o x X k !
- X  x x|

Estimated % of ground/canopy cover: _ 0% to 25% ® 25% to 75 ® 75% to 100

Expianation: Some spots 20-75% intemat to tne sige, the extent on the aown stream edges, 75-100% and 25-
75%.

7. Steepest siope at the ares impacted: b) {c}
ta) —_— \

é) Less than 10% é) 10% to 30% : 30% and greater

Explanstion: From oid roag to fiat area 10-30%, next to watercourse 0-10%.

RUNOFF FACTORS
Y/IN
BS [T 3. is there visible evidencs of runcft discharging from site? If yes, answer a) - ¢) below:

! E‘J' D a) is runoff channeilized? if ves, descnbe: : Man-made channel. @ Natural channei.

‘Explanation:  LooKS like natural dramage small less than 1.0 foot deep, covered with pine needies.

|

13: Report Printed 8/12/97 2:40:08 PM



10-003(k)... cage 3 of 4

RUNOFF FACTORS, CONT'D

5} Where does evigence of runoff termimnate?

® Drainage or wetiand (name) Zavo Canvyon

—

Within bencn of canyon serung (name)

QOther {i.a., retention pond, meadow, mesa top)

Zoordinates of terminaton point: Latitude: Longrtude: |

Sxplananon: Channei on the outsige of siit feice, discharges into main channel.

Y/N
[X; [_ ci Has runoft causea visible erosion at tnhe site? If yes, expiain betow: :@; Sheet Rl T Gully

Expianation:  Silt fence instalied on the aOwn siope of the Site. some seqiment accumuiated on the NE
comer of the sne, sheet flow from sne f any

AUN-ON FACTORS
Plaase rate the potential for Storm water to run on to this site: (Check EITHER #9 or #11)

E E 9. Are structures (i.e., buildings, roof drains, parking iots, storm drains) creating run-on to the site?

Expianatuon: Culvert unger road.

[C (X 10. Are current operations (i.e.. fire hydrants, NPDES outfalls) adversely impacting run-on to the site

Expianation: .

E‘: [: 11. Are naturai dramage patterns girecting stormwater onto site?

Expianation: Mintmai on the W eng, straw Daies instailed.

[

ASSESSMENT FINDING:

E IZ: 12. Based on the sbove criteria and the assessment of this site, does soil erasion
potential exist? (REFER TO EROSION POTENTIAL MATRIX.)

M. Alsxander

Signatureyof Wster Quality/Hydrology Representstive
V\anm of independent rsviewer. Chack here when information is entered in database: [

13: Report Printeg 8/12/97 2:40:03 PM



10-003(ki... page 3-INT of 4

This page is for internal ESH-18 notes, recommendations, and photos.

N
T e s there visibie trasn or gebrns on tne site? Erosion Matnix Score: | 59 2

is there wisibie trasn or debrns in 3 watercourse?

@

Recommended BMPs (Bast Management Pracuces) for this site:

Descnption of existing BMPs:

e ; Are BMPs being property maintainea? if no, descrioe in "Other internal Notes."

é: C Are BMPs effectively keeping seqiment in piace and regucing erosion potential?

OTHER INTERNAL NOTES:
Existing BMPs orevent any acditional channeizauen, no additional BMPs recommenaed. maintenance ang operation of

SMPs. Three pnotographns taken.

13 Report Pnntea 8/12/97 2:40:09 PM



-Los Aiémos Natii)nal ”l‘_wéboratory |

Environment, Safety and Health Division

AP 4.5 Surface Water Assessment

ESH-18 Water Quality and Hydrology Group Erosion Matrix for PRS 10-003(k)
Erosion/Sediment Transport Potential
Low Medium High Calculated
CRITERIA EVALUATED Value 0.1 | 05 | 10 Score
Site Setting (43)
On mesa top 1
Within bench of canyon 4 Defined based on topographic setiing T
Within the canyon floodplain but not watercourse 13 T
Within bottom of canyon channel in walercourse v |7 -
Estimated % ground and canopy cower 13 >75% 25-75% <25% 65
Slope 13 0-10% 10-30% >30% 65
Surface Water Factors-Run-off (46)
Visible evidence of runoff discharging? (Yes/No) 5 If no, score of 0 for runoff section. 5
Ifyes, score 5 and proceed with section.

Where does runoff temminate? 19 Other Bench Setting | Drainage/Wetland 19
Has runoff caused visible erosion? (Yes/No) 22 Sheet Rill Gully 22

If no, score as 0. If yes, calculate as appropriate. o
Surface Water Factors-Run-on (11)
Structures adversely affecting run-on (Yes/No) 7* If yes, score as 7. If no, score as 0. 1 7
Current operations adwersely impacting (Yes/No) 4 ifyes, score as 4. lf no, score as 0. 0
Natural drainages onto site (Yes/No) 7* if yes, score as 7. If no, score as 0.
*Selact either structures or natural drainages.
MAX. POSSIBLE EROSION MATRIX SCORE: | 100 Total Score 59.2

Repunt Panted 802400 2 40 L8 B



_ -Cs Alamos National Laboratory _ANL-ZR-AF-S 2
znvironmental Restoration Program Zan A
CONSTITUENT ASSESSMENT '

SITE INFORMATION

1. PRS Numper: *0-003K) 2. Date (M/D/Y): ““/18/97 Time (am/pm)3:10:C0 AM
3. ER Point of Contact Beverly Marun 4. FMU/Responsible Party Contact Severly Martin
5. HSWA ’as 6. Site Ranking System (SRS) #2%

7. Description of the historical operations of this PRS:

Per the aoprovea QU 1079 RFI work oian. a stainless steel tank (no structure number) that was part of the sepuc
system. TA-10-39. It haag a capacity cf 200 gal. TA-10-39 was removea during the 1¢63 D&D.

8. Description of the current operations of this PRS (if any):
None. Site was D&D'd in early 1960s ana is now vacant.

PRS STATUS

9. Action/Status to Date (check all that apply)
— None Date Compieted or Anticipated
— Field Investigation _< Phase | _ Phase il - J6/01/94
— Interim Measures _ IM X BMP IM: |

BMPs:: 11/01/96
—_VCA —VCM
T Other _ Monitoring _ CMS
— Reoort Status _ SAP X RFIReport SAP:  RFIRPTs:; 04/18/9 06/03/96
SAP INFO: o
. ~ NFA/DOU If checked, suppty HH NFA criteria numper and date: 5

SAMPLE INFORMATION
10. Have surface/sediment (depth less than 12 inches) samples been
collected that reflect current site conditions?

if yes: 1) Attach data _
2) Include analyte name. value, units, location ID, sampie D, SAL, depth, and media

Z Yes ®No

(soil, tuff, etc.L o _
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available.

T Yes ®No 11. Have surface water samples been collected that reflect current site conditions?
If yes: 1)2) Attach data

Include analyte name, value. units, location ID, filtered/non-filtered, & flow data, if
available.

3) Please attach existing map, showing where sampies were taken, if available.
C Yes ®No 12. Are data pending?

‘If yes: 1) List date data are anticipated:

2) Provide list of COPCs identified in RFI Work Plan as an attachment.

NOVED doe

. ture of ER Representative
(P . OV ——




Surface Water Assessment Team (SWAT)
- Recommended and Proposed Actions for PRS 10-003(l)

PRS: | 10-003(1)
SWAT Meeting Date: | 8/18/1998 FMU Contact: Zdwarg Hoth
Official Submittal Date: : 9/23/1998 ER Contact: Terry Rust
Constituent Data: | ‘o Erosion Matrix: | 9.2

General SWAT Comments:

!rFormer nguid waste disposal compiex located within the flooaptain of Bayo Canyon. Excavation of buiiding and
‘contaminated matenai were competed in 1963 to a depth of 18 feet. Recent investigz::on have determined that
‘contamination remaining at depth is being brought to the surface by vegetation 1n soms areas.

Date of Part B Revision: : — Revisit Recommended Revisit Date:

Revisit Comments:

iActions Recommended at SWAT Meeting: Owner:
item:- 1 |Obtain adequate site map depicting are of concern with existing BMPs piotted ER
‘showing relationship to the aciacent watercourse.
Item:: 2 [Provide ER plan for further investigation/remeaiation and how monuments at site ER
‘relate to the 10-year pian.
h Target Actual
!Actions Proposed by ER, FM:or ESH-18: Qwner: Date: Date:
! ltem: 1 |Adequate site maps will be provided i ER Oct 98 ] !
| Item:i 2 |ER plan will be discussed ana provide asap ! ER FY99 ! !
INSPECTION & MAINTENANCE INFORMATION
Description of Existing BMPs from Erosion Assessment Tabuiar List of BMPs:
Sand bags and straw bales placed up-fope for diversion, silt fence installed | isandbags
lon down-siope side, entire area fenced and signs posted. BMPs installed | “silt fence
13/31/97 ! -
straw bale barrier
Frequency I(Annuai Contact 'Mary Jane Winch Records Held: 'Pueblo Compiex |

General Cornments:

Form Printed 1/6/99 3:31:56 PM Page 19 of 183



Los Alamos National Laboratory LANL-ER-AP-4.5
SURFACE WATER Part B: page 2 of 4
SITE ASSESSMENT

1. Date/Time (M/D/Y H:M smypm)  7/22/97 3:00:00 PM 2a) Locauon Number: 10-003(1)

SITE INFORMATION 2b) FMU Number: .

3. Latituge: ! Longriuge:

4. Source of coordinate information: : Survey ~ GPs " Engineenng Scaling
SITE SETTING (check ali that apply)

On mesa top (a). §> in the canyon fioor, but not in an established channet (c}.

-

—

Within a bench of a canyon (b},  wathin estabiished channei in the canvon floor (d).

- ~—

Expianstion:  .0Cated acjacent to watercourse. extent of snaces: tnis PRS part of 10-007.

6. Estimated ground ang/or canopy cover at site: {deciquous leaves, pine needies, rocks, vegetation, trees,
structures, aspnatt, etc.)

(@) x X ) X
. ‘ x x x X
{illustration) : x P g X x ;
Estimatea % of grouna/canopy cover: : 0% to 25% @ 25% to0 75 @ 75% to 100
Expianaton: Some spots 20-75% intemai to the side. the extent on the down stream edges, 75-100% and 25-
75%. i
{
7. Steepest siope at the area impacted: . {c)
i1} :
{a} \\
@’ Less than 10% ® 10% to 30% " 30% and greater

Explsnstion: From oid roaad to flat area 10-30%. next to watercourse 0-10%.

I
!

RUNOFF FACTORS
YIN
X [T 8. is there visible svidencs of runoff discharging from site? If yes, answer a) - ¢) below:

[: a) Is runoff channeiized? If yes, describe: : Man-made channei. @ Natural channei.

‘Explanation:  Looks like natural arainage small iess than 1.0 foot deep, covered with pine needies.

i
|

13; Report Pnntea 8/12/97 2:40:23 PM



10-CO3(... page 3 ot 4

RUNOFF FACTORS. CONT'D

bl Where goes evtaence of runoff terminate?

@ Crainage or wetiand (name) 3avo Canvon

Within bench of canyon sstting (name)

Other (i.s.. retention pond, meagow, mesa top)

Csorainates of termination point:  Latitude: Longitude: |

Expianauon: Channet on the outside of siit feice, discnarges nto main channe. -

Y/N

[X [Z c) Has runoft causea visibie erosion at tne site? If ves, exolain below: (@ Sheet " Ril T Gully
N

Expiananon: Siit fence instalied on the aown siope of the site. some sediment accumuiatea on the NE
comer of the site, sheet flow from sie f any

RUN-ON FACTORS
Pleass rate the potential for storm water to run on to this site: (Check EITHER #9 or #11)

E [: 9. Are structures (i.e., buiidings, roof drains, parking tots, storm drains) creating run-on 10 the site?

Expianauon: Culvernt unaer roag.

[C IX 10. Are current operations fi.e.. fire hydrants, NPDES outfalis) adversely impacting run-on to the site

Expianation:

f’-_‘. [: 11. Are naturai drainage patterns dgirecting stormwater onto site?

i

Expisnatuon: Minmai on the W ena. sTaw dales installed. Lo
| [
! i

ASSESSMENT FINDING:

l'_‘ Ig 12. Based on the sbove critenia and the assessment of this site, does soil srosion
potential exist? (REFER TO EROSION POTENTIAL MATRIX.)

M. Alexander

Sigm’ of Water Quality/Hydrology Representative

Initials of independent reviewer. Check here when information is entered in database: [3]

13: Report Pnnted 8/12/97 2:40.23 PM



10-003()... page 3-INT of 4

This page is for internal ESH-18 notes, recommendations, and photos.

N
_ . is there visipie trash or aeorns on the site? Erosion Matnx Score: | :9 2
~ .

Is there visible trash or debrs in a watercourse’?

Recommendad EMPs {Best Management Practices) for this site:

Description of existing 8MPs:

Are BMPs being properiy maintainea? !f no, aescrioe in "Other internat Notes.”

L )] C Are BMPs effectively keeping sediment in place and regucing erosion potentiai?

OTHER INTERNAL NOTES:

Existing BMPs prevent any additional channelization, no additional BMPs recommended, maintenance and operation of
BMPs. Three photograpns taken.

13: Report Printed 8/12/97 2:40:23 PM



Los Alamos Natlonal Laboratory

Environment, Safety and Health Division

AP 4.5 Surface Water Assessment

ESH-18 Water Quality and Hydrology Group Erosion Matrix for PRS 1 0-003(')
Erosion/Sediment Tra nspoﬂ‘Poto ntial
Low Modium High Calculated
CRITERIA EVALUATED Value 01 ] 05 | 10 Score
Slte Setting (43)
On mesa top 1
Within bench of canyon 4 Defined based on topogiaphic setting
Within the canyon floodplain but not watercourse 13 1
Within bottom of canyon channel in watercourse 17
Estimated % ground and canopy cover 13 >75% 25-75% <25% 65
Slope 13 0-10% 10-30% >30% Y
Surface Water Factors-Run-off (46)
Visible evidence of runoff discharging? (Yes/No) 5 If no, score of 0 for runoff section. s
Ifyes, score 5 and proceed with seclion. o
Where does runoff lerminate? 19 Other Bench Setting |Diainage/Wetland| 19
Has runoff caused vsible erosion? (Yes/No) 22 Sheet Rill Gully 22
If no, score as 0. If yes, calculate as appropriate.
Surface Water Factors-Run-on (11)
Structures adversely affecting run-on (Yes/No) 7* Ifyes, score as 7. Ifno, score as 0. 7
Cument operations adwersely impacting (Yes/No) 4 Ifyes, score as 4. M no, score as 0. ' 0
Natural drainages onto site (Yes/No) 7" fyes, score as 7. lf no, score as 0.
*Select either struclures or natural drainages.
MAX. POSSIBLE EROSION MATRIX SCORE: | 100 Total Score 592

L !



- -0s Alamos Nationai Labaratory -
=Znvironmentai Restoration Program =

CONSTITUENT ASSESSMENT
SITE INFORMATION
1. PRS Numper: *0-003(1) 2. Date (M/DFY): “*/18/87 Time (am/pm)2:15:00 AM
3. ER Point of Contact Bevertv Martin 4. FMU/Responsible Party Contact Beverly Marun

5. HSWA Yasg 6. Site Ranking System (SRS) #35

7. Descrintion of the historicai operations of this PRS:

Per the approvea OU 1079 RFi work pian. a stainiess steel tank (no siructure number) that was part cf ihe sepuc
system. TA-10-38. It haa a capacity of 200 gai. TA-10-38 was removea curing the 1963 D&D.

8. Description of the current operations of this PRS (if any):

None. Site was D&D'd in eary 1860s ana is now vacant.

PRS STATUS
9. Action/Status to Date (check all that apply)
— None Date Completed or Anticipated
~ Field investigation - Phase | _ Phase Il 06/01/94
j — interim Measures __ IM < BMP IM: |

BMPs:! 11/01/96 - i

—VCA _vCMm

— Other _ Monitoring _ CMS

— Report Status _ SAP X RFi Report SAP:  RFIRPTs:: 04/18/9 36/03.96
SAP INFO: —

(&1}

X NFA/DOU  If checked, suppty HH NFA criteria numbper and date::

SAMPLE INFORMATION
~vYes ®No 10. Have surtace/sediment (depth less than 12 inches) samples been
collected that refiect current site conditions?

If yes: 1) Attach data
2) Inciude anaiyte name, value, units, {ocation 1D, sample 1D, SAL. depth, ana meaia

(soil. tuff. etc.) ,
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available.

O Yes ® No 11. Have surface water sampies been collected that reflect current site conditions?

If yes: 1) Attach data _
2) ln?xubc}e analyte name, value. units, iocation iD, filtered/non-filtered, & flow data. f
availabte.
3) Please attach existing map, showing where sampies were taken, if available.

O Yes ® No 12. Are data pending?

If yes: 1) List date data are anticipated:
2) Provide list of COPCs identified in RFiI Waork Plan as an attachment.

e MV

13. Siggajure of ER Representative



Surface Water Assessment Team (SWAT)
Recommended and Proposed Actions for PRS 10-003(m)

PRS: | *0-C03(m)
SWAT Meeting Date: | 3/18/1998 . FMU Contact: Edward Hoth
Official Submittal Date: | 9/23/1998 { ER Contact: Terry Rust
Constituent Data: { o i Erosion Matrix: 59.2

General SWAT Comments:

Former liquid waste disposal compiex located within the floodplain of Bayo Canyon. Excavation of building and
}contaminated material were competed in 1963 to a depth of 18 feet. Recent investigation have determined that
‘contamination remaining at depth is bemng crought to the surface by vegetation in some areas.

—_

Date of Part B Revision: ; — Revisit Recommenaed Revisit Date:

Revisit Comments:

‘Actions Recommended at SWAT Meeung: Owner:
Item:: {1 {Obtain adeguate site map oemcting are of concern with existing BMPs piotted ER

; ;showing refationship to the acacent watercourse. il

! ltem: 2 |Provide ER plan for further nvestigation/remeaiation and how monuments at site ER .‘

i - =

: relate to the 10-year pian.

: Target Actuai
‘Actions Proposed by ER. FM or ESH-18: Owner: Date: Date:
ftam:: 1 |Adequate site map will be pronaed i ER Qct 98 :
Item: 2 |ER plan wili be discussed ana orovided asap i ER Fygg :
INSPECTION & MAINTENANCE INFORMATION
Description of Existing BMPs from Erosion Assessment Tabular List of BMPs:
{Sand bags and straw bales placed up-iope for diversion, silt fence installed | 'sandbags
jon down-siope side, entire area fenced and signs posted. BMPs installed | silt fence
13731197 : :
_ straw bale barrier
Frequency Annual Contact |Mary Jane Winch ' Records Held: |Pueblo Complex

General Comments:

Form Printed 1/6/99 3:31:56 PM ' Page 20 of 183



Los Alamos National Laboratory LANL-ER-AP-4.5

SURFACE WATER Part B: page 2 of 4
SITE ASSESSMENT
1. Date/Time (M/D/Y H:M amspm} {7/22/97 3:00:00 PM 2a) Location Number: :  10-003(m)

| " :
SITE INFORMATION 2b) FMU Number: |

3. Latitude: | i Longntude: | 1
| 4. Source of coordinate information: 7 Survey ) GPS " Engineering Scaling

| ~ /

SITE SETTING (check all that appty)

On mesa top (a). ‘®) In the canyon floor, but not in an established channel (c). |

OO

Within a bench of a canyon (b). Q Within established channel in the canyon floor (d).

i[Explanation: Located agjacent to watercourse, extent of shades; this PRS pan of 10-007.

6. Estimated ground and/or canopy cover at site: (deciduous leaves, pine needies. rocks, vegetation, trees,
structures, asphait, etc.}

@ix  x B, x xx| (@
{illustration) x x X x x

Estimated % of ground/canopy cover: O 0% to 256% @ 25% to 75 @ 75% to 100
[Expianation: Some spots 20-75% intemal to the side, the extent on the down stream edges, 75-100% and 25-
i 75%.
|
7. Steepest siope at the area impacted: (b} {c}
(a)
I — I\
@ Less than 10% C’) 10% to 30% O 30% and greater

Explanation: From oid road to flat area 10-30%, next to watercourse 0-10%.

RUNOFF FACTORS
Y/N
D 8. Is there visible evidence of runoff discharging from site? if yes, answer a) - ¢} below:

I a) Is runotf channelized? If yes, describe: () Man-made channel. (@ Natural channel.

Explanation: Looks like natural drainage smail iess than 1.0 foot deep, covered with pine needies.

13: Report Printed 8/12/97 2:40:45 PM



10-003im)... page 3 of 4

RUNOFF FACTORS, CONT'D

b} Where does evidence of runoff terminate?

Drainage or wetiand (namej ‘Bayo Canyon

Within bench of canyon setting (name) | .

O 0 e

Other (i.e.. retention pond, mesdow, mesas top)

Coordinates of termination point: Latitude: | . Longitude: | B

,Eplarmion: Channei on the outside of silt feice, discharges into main channei. %
Y/N

E‘j E c) Has runoff caused visibie erosion at the site? if yes, expiain below: (@ Sheet C Rit C Gully

‘Explanation:  Silt fence instatied on the down siope of the site, some sediment accumulated on the NE

| comer of the site, sheet flow from site if any 1
i !

| RUN-ON FACTORS
Please rate the potential for storm water to run on to this site: (Check EITHER #9 or #11)

[Zi C o Are structures {i.e., buildings, roof drains, parking lots, storm drains) creating run-on to the site?

Explanation: Culvert under road.

I
|
|

E [’.?_J 10. Are current operations {i.a., fire hydrants, NPDES outfails) adversely impacting run-on to the site

iExplanstion:

F‘j E 11. Are natural drainage patterns dirscting stormwater onto site?

/Explanation: Minimat on the W end, straw bales instalied.

ASSESSMENT FINDING:

E 12. Based on the sbove criteria and the assessment of this site, does soil srosion
potential exist? (REFER TO EROSION POTENTIAL MATRIX.)

M. Alexander

SiW of Water Quality/Hydrology Representative

Initials of indepandent reviewer. Chack here when information is entered in database:

13: Repoft Printed 8/12/97 2:40:46 PM



10-003im)... page 3-INT of 4

This page is for internai ESH-18 notes, recommendations, and photos.

Y/ N

j, f‘, Is there visible trash or debris on the site? Erosion Matrix Score: | 59

— = . - } '2 '
@ s there visibie trash or debris in a watercourse? [

Recommended BMPs (Best Management Practices) for this site:

Description of existing BMPs:

Are BMPs being properiy maintained? If no, describe in "Other internai Notes."

@

Are BMPs effectiveiy keeping sediment in piace and reducing erosion potentiai?

@

OTHER INTERNAL NOTES:
Existing BMPs prevent any additionai channetization, no additional BMPs recommended, maintenance and operation of
BMPs. Three photographs taken.

13: Report Printed 8/12/97 2:40:46 PM



Los Alamos National Laboratory AP 4.5 Surfa

Environment, Safety and Health Division

ESH-18 Water Quality and Hydrology Group Erosion Matrix for PRS 10-003(m)
Erosion/Sediment Transport Potential
Low Medium High Calculated
CRITERIA EVALUATED Value 0.1 | 0.5 [ 10 Score
Site Setting (43)
On mesa top 1
Within bench of canyon 4 Defined based on topographic setting
Within the canyon floodplain but not watercourse 13 13
Within bottom of canyon channel in watercourse 17
Estimated % ground and canopy cover 13 >75% 25-75% <25% 6.5
Slope 13 0-10% 10-30% >30% 65
Surface Water Factors-Run-off (46) .
Visible evidence of runoff discharging? (Yes/No) 5 if no, score of 0 for runoff section. 5
If yes, score 5 and proceed with section.
Where does runoff teminate? 19 Other Bench Setting |Drainage/Wetland 19
Has runoff caused visible erosion? (Yes/No) 22 Sheet Rill Gully 2.2
If no, score as 0. If yes, calculate as appropriate.
Surface Water Factors-Run-on (11)
Structures adversely affecting run-on (Yes/No) 7" If yes, score as 7. If no, score as 0.
Current operations adwersely impacting (Yes/No) 4 fyes, score as 4. If no, score as 0. 0
Natural drainages onto site (Yes/No) 7" if yes, score as 7. If no, score as 0.
*Select either structures or natural drainages.
MAX. POSSIBLE EROSION MATRIX SCORE: | 100 Total Score 99.2

Repo't Poptod §12:0, 2 40 46 1A



Los Alamos National Laboratory LANL-ER-AP-4 3
- onvironmental Restoration Program ’

CONSTITUENT ASSESSMENT Pan A
SITE INFORMATION
1. PRS Number: 10-003(m) 2. Date (M/D/Y): 11/18/97 Time (am/pm)8:20:00 AM
3. ER Point of Contact Beveriy Martin 4. FMU/Responsibie Party Contact Beverly Martin
5.HSWA  Ves ' 6. Site Ranking System (SRS) #35

7. Description of the historical operations of this PRS:

‘Per the approved OU 1079 RFI work plan, a clay drain pipe (no structure number) that connected PRSs
110-003(a-c) (TA-10-41, -42, and -43). It was discovered 10 ft below the surface during the 1963 D&D of TA-10.
The clay pipe and disposal pits were excavated to a depth of 18.6 ft during the 1963 D&D activities. The
‘excavation was then backfilled with material taken from other parts of Bayo Canyon as well as D&D debris.

8. Description of the current operations of this PRS (if any):

‘None. Site was D&D'd in early 1960s and is now vacant.

i

PRS STATUS
9. Action/Status to Date (check all that apply)

[” None Date Completed or Anticipated %
C Field Investigation X Phase | _ Phase li | 08/01/94 | i 1
[ Interim Measures ([JIM X BMP m:

BMPs:[ 11/01/96 | ¥
CVCA ZVeM B
[ Other _ Monitoring [ CMS ! ‘
[ Report Status _ SAP X RFI Report SAP: [ | RFIRPTs:| O04/18/96 ' 06/03/96

SAP INFO: | f C—

X NFAJDOU i checked, supply HH NFA criteria number and date:| 5 | r ] }

SAMPLE INFORMATION

OYes ®No 10. Have surface/sediment (depth less than 12 inches) samples been
collected that reflect current site conditions?
If yes: 1) Attach data )
2) ( lnlcl?df? a{!alyte name, value, units, location ID, sample 1D, SAL, depth, and media
soil, tuff, etc.
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available.

OYes @®No 11. Have surface water samples been collected that reflect current site conditions?

If yes: 1) Attach data _
2 ln%lubd|e analyte name, value, units, location ID, filtered/non-filtered, & flow data, if
available.
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available.

OYes ®No 12. Are data pending?

- If yes: 1) List date data are anticipated:
2) Provide list of COPCs identified in RFI Work Plan as an attachment.

o vwomesy La

13. Sighature of ER Representative
C’J}\ [+ % A{ /\AMTAA



Surface Water Assessment Team (SWAT)
Recommended and Proposed Actions for PRS 10-003(n)

PRS: | 10-003(n)
SWAT Meeting Date: 8/18/1998 FMU Contact: _Edwa”r‘drHoth
Otficiai Submittal Date: . 9/23/1998 ER Contact: Terry Rust o
Constituent Data: | No ‘ Erosion Matrix: 832

Generai SWAT Comments:

|Former tiquid waste disposail complex located within the flooaptain of Bayo Canyon. Excavation of building and
/contaminated matenai were competed in 1963 to a depth of 18 feet. Recent investigation have determined that
‘contamination remaining at depth is being brought to the surface by vegetation in some areas.

Date of Part B Revision: i j Revisit Recommended Revisit Date:

Revisit Comments:

‘Actions Recommended at SWAT Meeting: Owner:

' item:z 1 [Obtain adequate site map depictng are of concern with existing BMPs protted ER

: ‘showing reiationship to the adjacent watercourse. :

i jtem:: 2 |Provide ER pian for further investigation/remediation and how monuments at site ; ER i

‘refate to the 10-year plan.

; : Target Actual
iActions Proposed by ER. FM or ESH-18: Owner: Date: Date:

ttem:: 1 |Adequate site map will be provided i ER Oct 98

item:: 2 |ER plan wil be discussed and provided asap | ER FY99
INSPECTION & MAINTENANCE INFORMATION
Descriotion of Existing BMPs from Erosion Assessment Tabutar List of BMPs:
'Sana bags and straw bales placed up-lope for diversion, silt fence installed - sandbags T
on gown-siope side, entire area fenced and signs posted. BMPs installed siit fence
2/31.97

straw pale barner
Frequency |Annuai : Contact :Mary yane Winch Records Held: Pueblo Complex

General Comments:

Form rrneg Loy 3.31.57 PM Page 21 of 183



Los Alamos Nationai Laboratory LANL-ER-AP-4.5
SURFACE WATER Part B: page 2 of 4
SITE ASSESSMENT

1. Date/Time (M/D/Y H:M am/pm} [7/22/97 3:00:00 PM 2a) Location Number: 1 10-003(n)

SITE INFORMATION 2b) FMU Number: |

3. Latnude: ! Longitude: | k

4. Source of coordinate information: Q Survey C GPS O Engineering Scaling

SITE SETTING (check all that apply)

5. _ Onmesa top (a). '® In the canyon floor, but not in an established channel (e).
| " Within a bench of a canyon (b). __ Within established channel in the canyon fioor (d).

Explanagon: Located adjacent to watercourse, extent of shaces; this PRS part of 10-007.
|

|
|
i

6. Estimated ground and/or canopy cover at site: (deciduous ieaves, pine needies, rocks, vegetation, trees,
structures, asphait, etc.)

{a) ix x bl o x x x o -
(illustration) x x | x x x " -

Estimated % of ground/canopy cover: (_ 0% to 25% ® 25% to 75 @ 75% to 100
[Explanation:  Some spots 20-75% internal to the side, the extent on the down stream edges, 75-100% and 25- |
| 75%. : i
| |
7. Steepest siope st the area impacted: (b) (]
{a)
— ——
(:.) Less than 10% @ 10% to 30% O 30% and greater

Expianation: From oid road to fiat area 10-30%, next to watercourse 0-10%.

RUNOFF FACTORS
YIN
[Xi [J s. is there visible evidence of runctf discharging from site? If yes, answer a) - c) balow:
[ a) is runoff channelized? If ves, describe: () Man-made channel. (@ Natural channel.

Explanstion: Looks like natural drainage small less than 1.0 foot deep, coverad with pine needies.

13: Report Pninted 8/12/97 2:40:56 PM



10-003(n)... page 3 of 4

RUNOFF FACTORS, CONT'D

b} Where does evidence of runoff terminate?

®. Drainage or wetland (nama) ‘Bayo Canvon |

Within bench of canyon setting (name)

:, Other (i.e., retention pond, meadow, mesa top) I

Coordinates of termination point: Latitude: | | Longitude: |

Explanation: Channei on the outside of siit feice, discharges into main channel.

Y/N
| % [ c) Has runoff caused visible erosion at the sita? If yes, explain below: (@) Sheet [ Ril { Gully

‘Explanation:  Silt fence installed on the down siope of the site, some sediment accumuilatea on the NE
! corner of the site, sheet flow from site if any

RUN-ON FACTORS

Please rate the potential for storm water to run on to this site: (Check EITHER #9 or #11)

E U 9.  Are structures (i.e., buiidings, roof drains, parking iots, storm draing) creating run-on to the sits?

Explanation: Culvert under roag.

E E 10. Are current operations (i.e., fire hydrants, NPDES outfalis) adversely impacting run-on to the site

Explanation:

IZT E 11. Are natural drainage patterns directing stormwater onto site?

Expianation: Minimai on the W end, straw baies installed.

ASSESSMENT FINDING:

G 12. Based on the sbove criteria and the assessment of this site, does soil erosion
potential exist? (REFER TO EROSION POTENTIAL MATRIX.)

M. Alexander

Siw of Water Quality/Hydrology Representative
initials of independent reviewer. Check here when information is entered in database: [

13: Report Printed 8/12/97 2:40:56 PM



10-003(n}... page 3-INT of 4

This page is for internal ESH-18 notes, recommendations, and photos.

Y/ N .
7, ‘@ Is there visible trash or debris on the site? Erosion Matrix Score:
C @ Is thers visible trash or debris in a watercourse?

Recommended BMPs {Best Management Practices) for this site:

592

Description of existing BMPs:

l

D C Are BMPs being property maintained? If no, describe in "Other Internal Notes."

‘® (O Are BMPs effectively kaeping sediment in piace and reducing erosion potential?

OTHER INTERNAL NOTES:

Existing BMPs prevent any additional channeitzation, no additional BMPs recommended, maintanance and cperation of

BMPs. Three photographs taken.

13: Report Printed 8/12/97 2:40:57 PM



Los Alamos National Laboratory AP 4.5 Surface‘Water A;sessment

Environment, Safety and Health Division

ESH-18 Water Quality and Hydrology Group Erosion Matrix for PRS 1 0-003(“)
Erosion/Sediment Transport Potential
) Low Medium High Calculated
CRITERIA EVALUATED Value 0.1 | 0.5 | 1.0 Score
Site Setting (43)
On mesa top 1
Within bench of canyon 4 Defined based on topographic setting
Within the canyon floodplain but not watercourse 13 13
Within bottom of canyon channel in watercourse 17
Estimated % ground and canopy cover 13 >75% 25-75% <25% 6.5
Siope 13 0-10% 10-30% >30% 65
Surface Water Factors-Run-off (46)
Visible evidence of runoff discharging? (Yes/No) 5 If no, score of 0 for runoff section. 5
If yes, score 5 and proceed with section.
Where does runoff temminate? 19 Other Bench Setting |Drainage/Wetland 19
Has runoff caused visible erosion? (Yes/No) 22 Sheet Rill Gully 22
if no, score as 0. If yes, calculate as appropriate.
Surface Water Factors-Run-on (11)
Structures adversely affecting run-on (Yes/No) 7* Ifyes, score as 7. If no, score as 0.
Current operations adwersely impacting (Yes/No) 4 if yes, score as 4. If no, score as 0. (]
Natural drainages onto site (Yes/No) 7* ifyes, score as 7. lf no, score as 0. .
*Select either structures or natural drainages.
MAX. POSSIBLE EROSION MATRIX SCORE: 100 Total Score 59.2

Fogartbras 3o 20 24070 1FR)



Los Alamos National Laboratory LANL-CR-AP-4.5

[V th ]

= znvironmental Restoration Program San A
CONSTITUENT ASSESSME
SITE INFORMATION
1. PRS Number: 10-003(n) 2. Date (M/DrY): 11/18/97 Time (am/pm)2:20:00 AM
3. ER Point of Contact Beverly Martin 4. FMU/Responsible Party Contact Beverly Martin
5. HSWA Yes 6. Site Ranking System (SRS) #35

7. Description of the historical operations of this PRS:

Per the approved OU 1079 RFI work pian, leach fieid for the liguia waste disposal complex that served the

‘radiochemistry {ab. it may also have been a {each field form the septic system (PRS 10-004(b)) that served the
radiochemistry lab. The leach field was iccated in the stream bed north of TA-10. The dimensions are unknown. |
IA chemist who worked at the radiochemistry lab remembers decontamination holes (PRS 10-003(0)) located near |
'the stream bed leach field. The decon holes may have been part of the leach field. !

8. Description of the current operations of this PRS (if any):
None. Site was D&D'd in early 1960s and is now vacant.

PRS STATUS

9. Action/Status to Date (check all that appiy)
[JNone Date Completed or Anticipated |
[ Field Investigation X Phase | []Phase il | 07/01/94 !
C Interim Measures [ IM X BMP IM: E____:
BMPs:|  11/01/96 | |
CVCA [ VCM [ z 1
(J Oother [ Monitoring _ CMS [ ] !
[J Report Status _ SAP (X RFI Report SAP: [ |RFIRPTs:[ 04/18/96  06/03/96 | |
SAP INFO: | | —__
X NFA/IDOU  if checked, supply HH NFA criteria number and date:| 5 ) |
SAMPLE INFORMATION

OYes @No 10. Have surface/sediment (depth less than 12 inches) samples been
collected that reflect current site conditions?
If yes: 1) Attach data , )
2 ( lnlcl?dftfe a{\atyte name, value, units, location 1D, sampie ID, SAL, depth, and media
soil, tuff, etc.
J) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available.

O Yes @No 11. Have surface water samples been collected that reflect current site conditions?

If yes: 1) Atftach data . .
2 Ingilutge analyte name, value, units, location ID, filtered/non-filtered, & flow data, if
available.
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available.

OYes ®No 12. Are data pending?

‘If yes: 1) List date data are anticipated:
2) Provide list of COPCs identified in RFi Work Plan as an attachment.

re of ER Representative
Ma. 2.



Surface Water Assessment Team (SWAT)
Recommended and Proposed Actions for PRS 10-003(o)

PRS: | 10-003(0)
SWAT Meesting Date: | 8/18/1998 FMU Contact: Edwara Hoth
Official Submittai Date: | §/23/1998 ER Contact: Terry Rust
Constituent Data: No Erosion Matrix: 58.2

General SWAT Comments:

.Former liquid waste disposal compiex jocateg within the fioodpiain of Bayo Canyon. Excavation of buiiding ang
Icontaminatea material were competed in 1963 to a depth of 18 feet. Recent investigation have determined that
icontamination remaining at depth is being brougnt to the surface by vegetation in some areas.

Date of Part B Revision: . Revisit Recommended Revisit Date:

Revisit Comments:

ictions Recommended at SWAT Meeting: Owner:
ftem:: 1 Obtain adequate site map cepicung are of concern with existing BMP's piotted ER
" “showing relationship ta the adiacent watercourse.
item:i 2 [Provide ER plan for further investigation/sremediation and how monuments at site i ER |
relate to the 10-year plan. —

i Target Actusl
‘Actions Proposed by ER, FM or ESH-18: Owner: Date: Date:
| ftem: 1 |Adequate site map will be proviced | ER Oct 98 ]
i ltem:. 2 [ER plan will be discussed and orovided asap i ER FYo9
INSPECTION & MAINTENANCE INFORMATION
Description of Existing BMPs from Erosion Assessment Tabuiar List of BMPs:
}Sand bags and straw bales piaced up-iope for diversion, silt fence instalied ! = .sandbags
lon down-siope side, entire area fenced and signs posted. BMPs installed i silt fence
13/31/97 -
straw baie barrier
Frequency ‘Annual Contact Mary Jane Winch . Records Heid: 'Pueblo Compiex

General Comments:

Form Printed 1/6/99 3:31.57 PM Page 22 of 183



Los Alamos National Laboratory LANL-ER-AP-4.5
SURFACE WATER Part B: page 2 of 4
SITE ASSESSMENT

i 1. Date/Time (M/D/Y H:M amipm} 7/22/37 3.00.00 FM i 2a) Location Number: ! 10-003(0)

SITE INFORMATION 2b) FMU Number: | |

3. Latitude: | | Longitude: | |

;

4. Source of coordinate information: ", Survey O ars " Engineering Scaling
SITE SETTING {check all that appiy)

5. C On mesa top (a). @ In the canyon floor, but not in an estabiished channei (c).

" within a bench of a canyon (b). Z Within established channel in the canyon floor (d). |

Expianation: Located adjacent to watercourse, extent of shades; this PRS part of 10-007.

6. Estimated ground and/or canopy cover at site: (deciduous ieaves, pine needles, rocks, vegetation, trees,
structures, asphait, etc.)

@ix x  wf g x (c)
(illustration) x x | x4 x
Estimated % of ground/canopy cover: () 0% to 25% @ 25% to 75 @ 75% to 100

Expianation: Some spots 20-75% intemal to the side, the extent on the down stream edges, 75-100% and 25-
i 75%.

|

7. Steepest siope at the area impactsd: ) ' (c)
{a)

(@ Less than 10% @ 10% t0 30% O 30% and greater

Expisnstion:  From old road to flat area 10-30%, next to watercourse 0-10%.
|

RUNOFF FACTORS
Y/N
D 8. Is there visible svidence of runoff discharging from site? if yes, answer a) - ¢) below:

EI a) is runoff channelized? If yes, describe: C MaMm channel. @ Naturasl channel.

Explanation: Looks like naturat drainage smail less than 1.0 foot deep, coverad with pine needies.

13: Report Printed 8/12/97 2:41:15 PM



10-003(0)... page 3 of 4

RUNOFF FACTORS, CONT'D

b} Where does evidence of runoff terminate?

, Drsinage or wetiand (name) :Bayo Canyon

@

Within bench of canyon setting (name) {

() O

Other (i.e., retention pond, meadow, mesa top)

Coordinates of termination point: Latitude: | | Longitude: |

éExplansn'on: Channei on the outside of siit feice, discharges into main channel. !
i |
Y/N ; .
[XI [C ¢) Has runoff caused visible erosion at the site? If yes, explain below: (@ Sheet " Rl ( Gully |

‘Explanation:  Silt fence instalied on the aown siope of the site, some sediment accumulated on the NE
comner of the site, sheet flow from site if any l

|
|
i
i
I

RUN-ON FACTORS
Please rate the potential for storm water to run on to this site: (Check EITHER #9 or #11)

E D 9. Are structures (i.s., buildings, roof drains, parking lots, storm drains) creating run-on to the site?

/Expianation: Culvert uncer road.

E E 10. Are currsnt operstions li.e., fire hydrants, NPDES outfalls) adversely impacting run-on to the site

@m:

E D 11. Are natural drainage patterns directing stormwater onto site?

Expianation: Minimal on the W end, straw bales installed.

ASSESSMENT FINDING:

C 12. Based on the above criteria and the assessment of this site, doss sail erosion
potentisl exist? (REFER TO EROSION POTENTIAL MATRIX.)

M. Alexander

Si of Water Quality/Hydrology Representstive
initials of independant reviewer. Check here when information is entered in database: ﬂ

13: Report Printed 8/12/97 2:41:15 PM
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Surface Water Assessment Team (SWAT)
Recommended and Proposed Actions for PRS 10-007

PRS: 10-007
SWAT Meeting Date: 3/18/1998 FMU Contact: ‘Edwara Hotn
Otficial Submittai Date: 9/23/1998 ER Contact: Terry Rust
Constituent Data: o Erosion Matrix: 59.2

General SWAT Comments:

]?ormer nquid waste disposal compiex located within the flooapiain of Bayo Canyon. Excavation of building ana
lcontaminateo material were compeied in 1963 to a depth of 18 feet. Recent investigation have oetermined that
‘contamination remaining at depth is being brought to the surface by vegetation in some areas.

Date of Part B Revision: . — Revisit Recommended Revisit Date:

Revisit Comments:

Actions Recommended at SWAT Meeting: Owner:
ltem: 1 'Obtain adequate site map depicting are of concern with existing BMPs plotted ER
showing reiationship to the adjacent watercourse.
Item:: 2 {Provide ER plan for further investigationsremeaiation and how monuments at site ER ‘ |

refate to the 10-year pian. —_— !

f —

Target Actuai
Actions Proposed by ER. FM or ESH-18: Owner: Dats: Date:
Item:- 1 |Agequate site map will be proviaed : ER Qct 98
Item: Z !ER plan will be discussea and proviged asap ER FY9s
INSPECTION & MAINTENANCE INFORMATION
Description of Existing BMPs from Erosion Assessment Tabular List of BMPs:
Sand bags ana straw baies placed up-lope for diversion, sitt fence installed sandbags
:on down-siope sige, entire area fenced ang signs posted. BMPs instalied -
. silt fence
13/31/97
straw bale barner
Frequency Annual Contact Mary Jane Winch Records Held: Pueblo Complex

Generai Comments:

Form Printed 1/6/99 3:31:58 PM Page 24 of 183



Los Alamos National Laboratory LANL-ER-AP-4.5
SURFACE WATER Part B: page 2 of 4
SITE ASSESSMENT

|

. Date/Time (M/D/Y H:M am/pmy  7/22/97 3:00:00 PM 2a) Locauon Number: ° 10-007

2b) FMU Number:

SITE INFORMATION

3. .atitude: : Longrtude:
4. Source of cograinate information: : Survey : GPS ’: Engineering Scaiing
SITE SETTING (check ail that apply}
5. : On mesa top (a). @ In the canyon floor. but not in an established channel (c).
" Within a bencn of a canyen (b). __ Within established channel in the canyon floor (d).

Expianation: LOCateq agjacent to watercourse, extent of snades; this PRS parnt of 10-007.

6. Estimated ground and/or canopy cover at site: (deciduous ieaves, pine needies, rocks, vegatation, tress,
structures, aspnatt, etc.)

A (a);‘ x by x x x ‘ {e)

{illustration) : X Ty x x
Esumated % of ground/canopy cover: : 0% to 25% Q 25% to 75 1@ 75% to 100
Expianation: Some spots 20-75% internat to the side, the extent on the cown stream eages, 75-100% and 25-

75%.
7. Steepest siope at the area impacted: ) | (c)
(a) — !\
@ Less than 10% ® 10% to 30% " 30% and greater

Explsnation: From oid roaa to flat area 10-30%, next to watercourse 0-10%.

RUNOFF FACTORS

YI/N
!ZE 8. Is there visible evidence of runoff discharging from site? if yes. answer a) - ¢c) below:

~~

[’-S.' E a) is runoff channeiized? If ves, describe: Man-made channei. @ Natural channei.

‘Expianation:  LooKs like natural drainage smail less than 1.0 foot aeep, covered with pine needies.

|

1

13: Report Printed 8/12/97 2:41-40 PM



10-007... zage 3 of 4

RUNOFF FACTORS, CONT'D

£} Where goes evigence of runoff terminate?

® Drainage or wetiang (name) Bavo Canvon

Within bench of canvon setting (name)

Other (i.a., reterruon pond, meadow. mesa top)

Coordinates of termination point: Latitude: Longnuge: 1

Expianation: Channe: on the outsiae of silt feice, discharges into main channer,

Y/N
[X: [_ ) Has runotf causea visioie erosion at the site? if yes, explain peiow: ‘@) Sheet " Rill " Guilly

Explanation:  Silt fence instaiea on the aown siope of the site, some seaiment accumutated on the NE
comer of the sne. sneet flow from sne if any

RUN-ON FACTORS
| Please rate the potential for storm water to run on to this site: (Check EITHER #9 or #11)

[Z C 9. Are structurss (i.e., cuiidings, roof drains, parking iots, storm drains) creating run-on to the site?

Explanation: Culvert unaer road.

!
: [: @ 10. Are current operanions (i.e., fire hyarants, NPDES outfalls) adverssiy impacting run-on to the site

Expianation:

['i'» [: 11. Are naturai drainage pattarns directing stormwater onto site?

Expianation: Minimat on the W end, Straw paies instailed.

ASSESSMENT FINDING:

E E 12. Based on the above criteria and the assessment of this site. does soil erosion
potential exist? (REFER TO EROSION POTENTIAL MATRIX.)

}

’ M. Alexangcer

! !
i Signature of Water Quality/Hydroiogy Representative . l
| Initials of independent reviewer. Check hers when information is entered in datsbase: (X[ |

13: Report Pnnted 8/12/97 2:41:40 PM



- '.0s Alamos Nationai Laboratory LANL-ER-AP-4.5

+.avironmental Restoration Program V Sart A
CONSTITUENT ASSESSMENT
SITE INFORMATION
1. PRS Number: *0-0CG7 2. Date (M/DfY): *1/18/97 Time (am/pm)2:25:00 AM
3. ER Point of Contact Beveriy Martin 4. FMU/Responsible Party Contact Beverty Martin
5. HSWA Yes 6. Site Ranking System (SRS) #35

7. Description of the historical operations of this PRS:

Per the approved OU 1079 RFI work pian, a landfill located in ana near the stream channei and was used to
dispose of building debris from the 1863 D&D. The size of the ianafill is unknown. However. it was sited within the
excavation created by the removai of the liquid disposai compiex. Some itams in the landfill inciuded concrete
from the two firing site detonation control buildings (TA-10-13 ana -15) and soil from the vicinity of the inspection
building (TA-10-8), one of the batlery buildings (TA-10-14), ana building TA-10-13. The landfill was created
during the 1963 D&D and has not been removed.

8. Description of the current operations of this PRS (if any):

None. Site was D&D’d in eariy 19860s and is now vacant.

PRS STATUS
9. Action/Status to Date (check all that apply)
. [ None Date Compieted or Anticipated
- [ Field Investigation X Phase | _ Phase Il L 07/01/94
|
- C Interim Measures _IM X BMP IM: |
BMPs:[ 11/01/96 H

[
[ VCA VCM | . ¥
_ Other _ Monitoring _ CMS |

. T Report Status _ SAP X RFI Report SAP: |  RFIRPTs: | 04/18/96 06/03/96 |
| i
? SAP INFO: —

!

i X NFA/DOU if checked, supply HH NFA criteria number and date:. 5 ;r i

SAMPLE INFORMATION
OYes @ No 10. Have surface/sediment (depth less than 12 inches) samples been
collected that reflect current site conditions?

if yes: 1) Attach data . .
2 ( Ir;lcl?df? a{xalyte name, value, units, location ID, sample ID, SAL, depth, and media
soil, tuff, etc.
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if availabie.

O VYes @ No 11. Have surface water sampies been collected that reflect current site conditions?

If yes: 1) Attach data . _
2) ln;ilubc:e analyte name, value, units, location ID, filtered/non-filtered, & flow data, if
available.
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available.

OYes @®No 12. Are data pending?

If yes: 1) List date data are anticipated:
2) Provide list of COPCs identified in RFI Work Plan as an attachment.

Y. nman L,

13. Signjature of ER Representative
Q . / /,’\/\ -—d -



SWMU # 33-006 (a) Firing Site



Surtace Water Assessment Tzam (SWAT)
Recommendaed and Proposea Actions for PRS 22-006/(a)

PRS: I2LCA e
SWAT “Aeeung Date: ERciers Roieto) FMU Contact: =ater Bussoum )
Ztficiar Submuttal Date: fTNEss ZR Contact: -ohn McCarn
Zznsutuent Data: ‘zs Zrosion Matrix: =2

Generai SWAT Comments:

Inactive shot baa at TA-33 South Site. Aaiacent to ana paruaiy incluaea in 33-004(]). EMPs nave peen instaliea witnin the
gdrainage area.

Date of Part B Revision: l/_: Revisit Recommenaed Revisit Date: 10/8/1998

Revisit Comments:

Site visiteq tc cetermine effectiveness ¢ 8MPs. Conaition of siraw 0aie Check 4ams was good

Actions Recommaended at SWAT *eeting: Owner:

ltem: °  ‘‘aintan inspection ang mamntenance of 2MFg

ttem: 2 Catermine effectiveness ¢! ZMPs ang improve ¢ 3oproonate

Target Actuai
Actions Preposed by ER, FM or ESH-18: Qwner: Date: Date:
ltem: * ~spection ana mantenance of 2MPs 1s ongoing == Cngoing Zngoing
jtem: Z S:terevisned ana BMPs were found to be effective In =R Cet &3 Oct 98
2qucing seaiment transpar.
INSPECTION & MAINTENANCE INFORMATION
Descriotion of Existing BMPs from Erosion Assessment Tabuiar List of BMPs:
Sana bag berms ana straw Daies in ciace as intenm measure. 8MPs sanabags
instatieg 8:21/95. BMPs were instaiied within arainage in Novemnper of 1998 - straw bale parner
Frequency 2 Montnhs Contact Linca Fiuk Records Heid: ICF Kaiser

General Ccmments:

Form Printed 1.€ 95 3:54:05 PM Page 106 of 183



Los Alamos Nationai Laboratory LANL-ER-AP-4.5
SURFACE WATER Part B: page 2 of 4
SITE ASSESSMENT

1. Date/Time (M/D/Y H:M anmypm) i8/1/37 12:40:00 PM ! 2a) Location Number: . 33-006(a) :

2b) FMU Number:
' SITE INFORMATION

3. Lattude: : Longrtude: |
4. Source of coordinate information: ’:/ Survey C GPS :: Engineering Scaling

SITE SETTING (check all that appiy)

/

S. § On mesa top (a). : In the canyon floor, but not in an established channei (c).

—_

Within a bench of a canyon (b). C Within established channel in the canyon floor (d).

—

| Expianauon: 33-006(a) boundnes cover majonty of TA-33 Soutn Site.

|

1

g !
| !

6. Estimated ground and/or canopy cover at site: {deciduous leaves, pine needies, rocks, vegetation, trees,
structures, aspnait, etc.)

{a) - x x , {b) | x x |
(illustration) Cox X kX x |

Esumared % of ground/canopy cover: : 0% to 25% @ 25% to 75 C 75% to 100

Expianation:  Shrapnel. depieted uranium ang miscelianeous debris scattered throughout site.

7. Steepest slope at the area impacted: ) . {c)
(a) \ i\
i

@ Less than 10% @ 10% to0 30% O 30% and greater

RUNOFF FACTORS
YI/N
IX [T s. is there visible evidencs of runoff discharging from site? If yes, answer a) - ¢} below:

[Z E a) Is runoff channelized? If yes, describe: @ Man-made channel. » O Natural channel.

Expianation: Man-made channei iocated at south end of site SE of old firing pad.

P

13: Report Pnnted 8/13/97 2:41:30 PM




23-006(a)... page 3 of 4

RUNOFF FACTORS, CONT'D

b} Where does evidence of runoff terminate?

g Drainage or wetiand {name) ‘Chaauenui Canyon

—

Within bench of canyon setting {name)

(

)

Other (i.e., rstention pond, meadow, mesa top)

Coordinates of termination point: Latrtude: i Longitude: !

[Expianation:
i

Y/I/N

[X [ ¢} Has runoff caused visibie erosion at the site? If yes, expiain beiow: (C Sheet @ Rill T Guliy

Expiananon: Rill erosion present throughout site.

RUN-ON FACTORS

Please rate the potential for storm water to run on to this site: (Check EITHER #9 or #11)

E E 9. Are structures (i.e., buildings, roof drains, parking iots, storm drains} creating run-on to the site?

Expianation: 33-008(a) - Old landfill contnbutes run-on to 33-006(a) 33-008(a) at heaa of arainage.

C [’Z 10. Are current operations (i.e., fire hydrants, NPDES outfalls) adversely impacting run-on to the site

Explanation:

S

Fx' l" 11. Are natural drainage patterns directing stormwater onto site?

Expianation: Sheet flow from surrounding siopes and old activity areas.

ASSESSMENT FINDING:

3 E 12. Based on the above critenia and the assessment of this site, does soil erosion
potential exist? (REFER TO EROSION POTENTIAL MATRIX.)

T. Lemke

i Signature of Water Quality/Hydrology Reprasentative

Initials of independent reviewer. Check here when information is entered in database:

X

13. Reporn Pnnted 8/13/97 2:41.30 PM



23-006({a)... scage 3-INT of 4

This page is for internai ESH-18 notes, recommendations, and photos.

——

/
! is there visibie trasn or debris on the snte? Erosion Matrix Score: | 56

N
—
S

@ <

—
I

(_ s tnere visibie trash or deoris in a watercourse?

@)

Recommended BMPs (Best Management Practices) for this site:
Visible gepns snhoula be cleaned up.

|

i

Descniption of existing BMPs:

! ~re BMPs being properiy maintained? If no, cescribe in "Other Internal Notes."”

() ()

(@

~re BMPs effectively keeping sediment in place and reducing erosion potentai?

OTHER INTERNAL NOTES:
Shrapnel. gepieted uranium and miscelianeous debris

13: Report Prnnted 8/13/97 2:41:30 PM



Los Alamos Natlonal Laboratory

Environment, Safety and Health Division

AP 4 5 Surface Water Assessment

ESH-18 Water Quality and Hydrology Group Erosion Matrix for PRS 33-006(3)
" Erosion/Sediment Transport Potential
Low Medium High Calculated
CRITERIA EVALUATED Value 0.1 1 0.5 | 1.0 Score
Site Setting (43)
On mesa top 1 10
Within bench of canyon 4 Defined based on topographic setting
Within the canyon floodplain but not watercourse 13 T
Within bottb;in of canyon channel in watercourse 17 b.s
Estimated % ground and canopy cover 13 >75% 25-75% <25% 65
Slope 13 0-10% 10-30% >30% 65
Surface Water Factors-Run-off (46)
Visible evidence of runoff discharging? (Y es/No) 5 If no, score of 0 for runoff section. 50
if yes, score 5 and proceed with section.
Where does runoff terminate? 19 Other Bench Setting |Drainage/Wetland 19.0
Has runoff caused visible erosion? (Yes/No) 22 Sheet Rill Gully 11.0
if no, score as 0. If yes, calculate as appropriate.
Surface Water Factors-Run-on (11)
Structures adwersely affecting run-on (Yes/No) 7* ifyes, score as 7. Ifno, score as 0.° 70
Current operations adversely impacting (Yes/No) 4 If yes, score as 4. ifno, score as 0. 00
Natural drainages onto site (Yes/No) 7* If yes, score as 7. If no, score as 0. R
*Select either structures or natural drainages. N
MAX. POSSIBLE EROSION MATRIX SCORE: | 100 Total Score 56.0

Repott Printed 8713:07 241 29 P



Los Alamos National Laboratory LANL-ER-AP-4.5
Environmental Restoration Program Part 4. page 1 of 4
CONSTITUENT ASSESSMENT

R P d .
SITE INFORMATION evised Part A. Please giscard previous

1. PRS Numper 23-006(a) 2. Date/Time (M/D/Y H:M am/pm) 111/18/37 1C:54:00 AM

3. ER Point of Contact K. Beguin 4. FMU/Responsible Party Contact 1Pete Bussoint

5. ‘¢ HSWA ", Area of Concern {AOC) (check both if AOC is on HSWA Permit}
6. Site Ranking System (SRS) # | 50

| 7. Descriotion of the historical operations of this PRS:
The snot pad at South Site wnere impiosion studies were conducted. Since shrapnel from detonations is wigesoread, the
extent of the PRS has been redefined to cover an area with radius of approximately 1.1 miie.

8. Descriction of the current operations of this PRS (if any):
None.

PRS STATUS

Action/Status to Date (check all that apply)

! {®' NFA/DOU. If checked. supply criteria numberis): S !

. SAMPLE INFORMATION

Y/N

@ E 10. Have surface/sediment (depth less than 12 inches) sampies been collected that reflect
current site conditions?

— None Date Compieted or Anticipated "

‘ (® Fieid Investigation ) Phasel \_ Phaseli ! 8/1/94 |
‘ ‘® Intenm Measures ® IM ' BMPs 3 4/23/97 ! ;
| . Acceierated Cleanup ) VCA . VCM ; '\ f
; ]
i - Other : Monitoring C\) CMs I ] g
: ‘® Report Status @ RFl Report () sap | 9/29/97 7 |’
|

If yes: 1) Attach data.
2) include anaiyte name, vaiue, units, locauon ID, sample ID, SAL, depth, & meaia (soil, tuff, etc.)
3) Please attach existing map, showing where sampies were taken, if availabie.

E »  11. Have surface water sampies been coliected that reflect current site conditions?
If yes: 1) Attach data.

| 2) Include anaiyte name, value, units, location ID, filtered/non-fiitered, & flow data, if available.
3) Please attach existing map, showing where sampies were taken, if available.

O w 12. Is data pending? If yes: 1) List date data are anticipated: L
2) Provide list of COPCs identified in RFI Work Plan as an attachment.

K. Beguin

13. Signature of ER Representative

14; Report 7~ ~°.2 12/16/97 11:32:34 AM



SWMU # 35-003 (d, 1, q) Former Wastewater Treatment Facilities



Surface Water Assessment Team (SWAT) 2 S-mp 2
Recommended and Proposed Actions for PRS 35-0( -

PRS:  25:003d)
SWAT Meeting Date:  11/5/1998 FMU Contact: ,,,5
Official Submittal Date: ~ 11/9/1998 ER Contact:  Gabriel
Constituent Data: o n"(esi i ] Erosion Matrix: ;7,;,,,4 ™

Generai SWAT Comments:

Site of tne former pump pit (TA-35-8) associated with the wastewater treatment plant, it was agjacent to the pipe
trencn (PRS No. 35-003(q]) and the holding tanks (PRS No. 35-003[d}). The pump pit was about 10 ft wide ana 14 ft
long and housed two large capacity electric pumps ana associated valves and piping used to transfer the liquid in the
holding :anks among the tanks and to TA-35-7. The pump pit contained floor drains that discharged to the dayiight
diversion cnannel.

An Intenm Action was performed at this site in 1996. The area was packfilled and reseeded. An earth berm to divert
run-off to rnprap-uned channel.

Date of Part B Revision: o V. Revisit Recommended Revisit Date: }71 ?71596

Revisit Comments:

Site visit with Steve Veenis. Jeff Waltersheid and Barbara Hoditschek. Upper berm has been breached in two places
due to sheet flow from asphait and base coarse parking 1of. Lower berm breached at northeast corner due to run-on
from nontnem asonalt channel. The remainder of the site locks good with approximately 50% vegetative cover.

Actions Recommended at SWAT Meeting: Owner:
item: 1 Revisit site to determine if finai stabifization nas been achieved. if not, ER/ESH-18
" recommend appropriate measures. N I

Target Actual
Actions Proposed by ER, FM or ESH-18: Owner: Date: Date:
Item: 1 Site was be revisited to access final stabiiization ER/ESH-18 1/1/99 11/98
T measures. More recommendations were made.
INSPECTION & MAINTENANCE INFORMATION
Description of Existing BMPs from Erosion Assessment Tabular List of BMPs:
BMP in piace: Earth berm to divert run-off to riprap-iined channei. Area earth berm
. ackfilled and reseeded 1996. Additional work completed in 12/98 riprap l
included fixing treached berm. provided extra riprap and compaction of an " g
soils at site seeding, permanen
straw bale barrier 1
Fregquency 3 Months Contact Mary Jane Winch Records Held: Pueblo Complex

General Comments:

Site IA compieted in 12/98.

Form Printed 1/8/99 3:57:17 PM Page 1 of 1



Los Alamos National Laporatory LANL-ER-AP-4 5
SURFACE WATER Part B: page 2 of 4
SITE ASSESSMENT

SITE INFORMATION

*a) PRS Numoer 3302(d) ‘b Structure Numper . Z3-7 1¢) FMU Number: 75
2. DateiTime iM/BTY H:M amiom) 2/6/37 8:5700 AM -

SITE SETTING (check all that appiy)

On mesa top (a). — in the canyon tloor, but not in an established channei (c).

—~
-

(&

. Within a bencn of a8 canvon (b}. - Within estabiished channel in the canvon fioor (d).

Exptanauon:  Downsiope from former Buiiaing 35-7.

4. Estimated ground and/or cancpy cover at site: (deciauous ieaves, pine needies, rocks, vegetaton, trees,

structures, asphait, etc.)
(a) 1 x X

{ilustrauon) X

(c)

Zstimatea % of grouna/canaoy cover: — 0% to 25% ® 25% 10 75 C 75% 1o 100

Expianauon:

5. Steepest siope at the area impacted: (b) f (c)
‘a) ‘
m— f
QO Less tan 10% ® 10% to 30% O 30% and greater
Expianauon:
RUNOFF FACTORS
YI/N

¥ O 6. Is there visible evidence of runoff discharging from site? If yes, answer a) - ¢} below:

Z D 6a) is runoff channetized? If yes, descrnbe (® Man-made channei. (O Natura channei.

;Explanation: Earth berm staniiizea with jute mat, diverts run-off to riprap-iined channei ieading to Pratt Canyon, tributary to
| Ten Site Canyon.

15: Report Printed 8/23/97 8:54:33 AM



3Z-603(4)... cage 3 o! 4

RUNOFF FACTORS, CONT'D

2b) Where does evigence of runoff terminate?

e:  Drainage or weuana {name; Pratt Canvon

‘Nithin bencn of canyon setuing (name)

Other (i.e., retention pond, meaaow, mesa top)
>

cxplanaton:

Y/N

¥ __ 8c) Has runoff causea visible erosion at the site? If yes, expiain below (_ Sheet (& Rill > Gully
Expianatuon:

RUN-ON FACTORS
Piskse rate the potential for storm water to run on to this site: {Checx EITHER #9 or #11)

A~ _ o _ . . :
é/_’._ 7. Are structures ti.e., buiidings, root drains, parking lots, storm drains) creating run-on to the site?

Expianation:  Former puliding upstream Buiding 35-7.

= 8. Are current operations (i.e., fire hydrants, NPDES outfails) adversely impacting run-on to the site?

Explmation: |

— ¥. 9. Are natura: arainage patterns airecting stormwater onto site?

Expianauon: i

ASSESSMENT FINDING:

g : 10. Based on the above criteria and the assessment of this site. does soil erosion
potential exist? (REFER TO EROSION POTENTIAL MATRIX.)

D. Mays

11. Signature of Water Quaiity/Hydrology Rapresentative

Initials of independant reviewer.
niuals of Independant fe Check here when information is entered in database: [V

15: Report Printed 9/23/97 8:54:34 AM



(%)

e

03(d)... cage 4 or &

This page is for ESH-18 notes, recommendations, and photos.
Y!IN

12 ay - ¥ !sthere visiDie trasn/depns on the site?
2] _ ® 1s there wisiDie trasn/aenns 1n a watercoursef?
Descriouon of existing BMPs:

Area pacxfiilea ana reseeged. BMP in piace: £anh berm to aivert-run-off to nprap-inea channei. —

.- v
VAL P

DRC Are BMPs being propeny maintainea? If no, describenn "Other internal Notes.”

)

—
Ll
b4

(

Are BMPs effectiveiy keeping seaiment In piace and reaucing erosion potenuai?

OTHER INTERNAL NOTES:
RilYGullv erosion is beginning to form a nterim action sie.

15: Report Printed 9/23/97 8:54:34 AM



Los Alamos National Laboratory _ AP 45 Surface Water Assessment

SR i e Erosion Matrix for PRS 35-003(d)
Erosion/Sediment Transport Potential
Low Medium High |Calculated
CRITERIA EVALUATED _ Value 0.1 | s |1 10 »” Score
Site Setting (43) S
On mesa top 1 -
Within bench of canyon 4 Defined based on topograplic selling 40
Within the canyon foodplain but not watercourse 13
Within bottom of canyon channel in watercourse 17 L o
Estimated % ground and canopy cover 13 >75% 2575% |  <25% | 65
Slope 13 0-10% 10-30% ] _ >30% | 85
Surface Water Factors-Run-off (46) .
Visible evidence of unoff discharging? (Yes/No) 5 If no, score of 0 for runoff section. S0
fyes, score 5 and proceed with section. |
Where does runoffterminate? 19 Other Bench Setting | Diainage/MWetland 130
Has runoff caused visible erosion? (Yes/No) 22 Sheet ) Rill ] —(‘BTI—I’;M“ jﬁi—)__
If no, score as 0. If yes, calculae as appropriate.

Surface Water FactorsRun-on (11)

Structures adwersely affecting run-on (Yes/No) T Ifyes, scae as 7. Ifno, score as 0. 1 o
Current operations adwersely impacting (Yes/No) 4 ifyes, scaeas 4 Ifno, scoeas 0. ~ 0o
Natural drainages onto site (Yes/No) T ifyes, score as 7. Ifno, score as 0. 00

*Select either structures or natural drainages.

MAX. POSSIBLE EROSION MATRIX SCORE: 100 Total Score 597

** Indicates BMPs in place. Erosion potential without BMPs would be greater.
Repoit Printed 9/23/97 8.54:32 AM.



Los Alamos National Laboratory JANL-ER-AP-4 5
Environmental Restoration Program -art Al page 1 of 4
CONSTITUENT ASSESSMENT

SITE INFORMATION Reviseq Part A. Fiease giscard previous.

*. PRS Number Z5-003(d) 2. Date/Time (M/D/Y H:M am/pm) 11:22/86 9:15:00 AM
Z.ZR Pointof Contact L. Cale 4. FMU/Responsible Party Contact :FMU-75
. @ HSWA Area of Concern (AOC) (cneck potn if AOC is on HSWA Permi)

3. Site Ranking Sy$tem (SRS) # 33

7. Cescription of the historical operatons of this PRS:

=~rmer wastewater treatment pliant (WTF) holading tank buiiding (TA-35-10 ) that noused four 50.0C0-gal. concrete
s:orage tanxs usea for six month decay noiding time for the treated liquid from SWMU 35- 003ra ©. ¢} for La-140 and
23-140. 7 H”w ara 2T Len T g . /.’/‘,a/y LT ”""“‘\ /«ff‘_u/-\.,aflmc. Loan
R R T O U e s T i, o /’W TR 17‘—’)? (d/ i

o A /Crvwm;//./r,é ‘,AMM 7:'-905./;;. el J/M,w(‘ ”""’W,. o R A ¥y

2. Description of the current operations of this PRS (if any):
Sructure was decomissioneq in 1985, Site currenuy inacuve. This PRS is ciosety reiated to PRS 23-003(1 and qj with
&NCH It was evaluaieq.

PRS STATUS
Action/Status to Date (check all that abpiy)

None Date Completea or Anticipated
® Field investigation é Phase i : Phase {i

Interim Measures : M : BMPs

Acceierated Cleanup : VCA : VCM
" Other _ Monitoring _ CMs
® ReportStatus © RFIReport _ SAP €/1196

NFA/DOU. If checked, suppiy criteria numberts):

SAMPLE INFORMATION

YIN

X [T 10. Have surface/sediment (depth less than 12 inches) sampies been coflected that reflect
current site conditions?
Ifyes: 1) Attach data.

2) Include anatyte name. vaiue. units, location ID, sample 1D, SAL, depth, & media (soii, tuff, etc.)
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if avaiiable.

l" if 11. Have surface water sampies been coilected that reflect current site conditions?

Ifyes: 1) Attach data.
2) Include analyte name. value, units, location ID, filtered/non-filtered, & flow data, if avaiiable.
3) Please attach existing map, showing where sampies were taken, if available.

[T X 12.1sdata pending? !fyes: 1) List date data are anticipated:
2) Provide list of COPCs identified in RFI Work Plan as an attachment.

A. Pratt
13. Signature of ER Representative

14: Report Printed 12/29/97 5:05:22 PM



Surface Water Assessment Te

Recommended and Proposed Actions for PRS 35-003(l)

am (SWAT)

PRS:  36:0030)
SWAT Meeting Date: —JLSMEQBAiii FMU Contact: A;i;ga?iﬁelmAICK T
Official Submittal Date:  11/9/1998 ER Contact:  Gabrieia Lopez-Escobed
Constituent Data: 7,,,, jY‘esr Erosion Matrix: - 59

General SWAT Comments:

Site of the former pump pit (TA-35-8) associated with the wastewater treatment plant, it was aajacent to tne pipe
trench (PRS No. 35-003(q]) and the holding tanks (PRS No. 35-003(d]). The pump pit was about 10 ft wide and 14 ft
fong ana housea two large capacity electric pumps and associatea valves and piping used to transfer the liguid in the
holding tanks among the tanks ana to TA-35-7. The pump pit centained floor drains that discharged to the daylignt

diversion channel.

An Interm Acticn was cerformed at this site in 1996. The area was packfilled and reseeded. An earth berm to divert

run-off to riprap-ineg channel.

Date of Part B Revision:

Revisit Comments:

Vv Revisit Recommended

11/17/1998

Revisit Date:

Site visit with Steve Veenis, Jeff Waltersheid and Barbara Hoditscnek. Upper berm nas been breached in two places
due to sheet flow from asphait and base coarse parking iot. Lower berm breached at northeast corner due to run-on
from nonnern aspnait channel. The remainaer of the srtgjq_oks good with approximately 50% vegetative cover.

Actions Recommended at SWAT Meeting: Owner:
Item: 1 Revistt site to determine if finai stabilization nas been acnieved. if not, ER/ESH-18
~ recommend appropriate measures. -
Target Actual
Actions Proposed by ER, FM or ESH-18: Owner: Date: Date:
Item: 1 Site was revisited to access finai stabilization ER 1/99 11/98

measures. Additional recommendations were made.

INSPECTION & MAINTENANCE INFORMATION

Description of Existing BMPs from Erosion Assessment

Tabular List of BMPs:

BMP in place: Earth berm to divert run-off to riprap-iined channei. Area
backfilled and reseeded 1996. Additional work completed in 12/98
included fixing breacned berm, provided extra riprap ana compaction of
soils at site.

Frequency 3 Months Contact Mary Jane Winch

General Comments:

earth berm
riprap
seeding, permanent

straw bale barrier

Records Held: Pueblo Complex

Site IA was performed in 12/98

Form Printed 1/8/99 3:59:29 PM

Page 1 of 1



Los Alamos Nationai Laboratory LANL-ER-AP-4.5

!

SURFACE WATER Part B: page 2 of 4
SITE ASSESSMENT
SITE INFORMATION
1a) PRS Number : 25-003(1) ! 1b) Structure Number l__5-7 1 1c} FMU Number: 75
2. Date/Time (M/D/Y H:M amipm) | 3/6/97 8:57:00 AM |
SITE SETTING {(check all that apply)
3. Z On mesa top {a). ~ in the canyon fioor, but not in an established channei (c).

(® Within a bench of a canyon (b). Q Within established channel in the canyon floor (d).

Explanauon: Dowsiope from former Building 35-7.

4. Estimated ground and/or canopy cover at site: (deciduous ieaves, pine needles, rocks, vegetation, trees,
structures, asphait, etc.)

(a) I x x : o) | XX (c)
(iflustration) x x| x X 'x-:‘-x:--. x
Estimated % of ground/canopy cover: C 0% t0 25% ® 25% t0 75 QO 75% 10 100
Expianation:
5. Steepest siope at the area impacted: ) {c)
(a) i

S —

O Less than 10% ® 10% to 30% O 30% and greater
Explanation:

RUNOFF FACTORS

YIN

@ D 6. Is there visible evidence of runoff discharging from site? If yes, answer a) - c) below:

v D 6a)is ru elized? If yes, descnbe #'  Man-made channel. (O Natural channei.
rupattmnG

Explanation: = Earth 'stabiiized with jute mat, diverts run-off to riprap-lined channei leading to Pratt Canyon, tributary to

T anyon.

15: Report Printed 9/23/97 9:07:43 AM



35-003(... page 3 of 4

!
| RUNOFF FACTORS, CONT'D

6b) Where does evidence of runoff terminate?

‘e Drainage or wetland (name) 'Pratt Canvon i

Within bench ot canyon setting {name)

Other (i.e., retention pond, meadow, mess top)

-~

Expisnation:

¥ _ 6c) Has runoff caused visible erosion at the sita? If yes, explain beiow O sheet ® Rill = Guily

'Expisnation:

RUN-ON FACTORS

Plesse rate the potential for storm water to run on to this site: (Check EITHER #9 or #11)

—

VR 7. Are structures (i.e., buildings, roof drains, parking lots, storm drains) creating run-on to the site?

Explanation: Former building upstream Building 35-7.
Il
I

C & s Are current operations (i.e., firs hydrants, NPDES outfalls) adversely impacting run-on to the site?

Explanation:

L o9 Are natural drainage pattermns directing stormwater onto site?

EExpumtion:
|
|

ASSESSMENT FINDING:

D 10. Based on the above criteria and the assessment of this site, does soil erosion
potential exist? (REFER TO EROSION POTENTIAL MATRIX.)

D. Mays

11. Signature of Water Quality/Hydrolagy Representative

Ay iti i t revi .
_____Inmdt of independent reviewer Check here when information is entered in database.

15 Reﬁoﬂ Printed 9/23/97 9:07:43 AM



35-003(l)... page 4 of 4

This page is for ESH-18 notes, recommendations, and photos.

Y/ N
12 a) C® Is thare visible trash/debns on the site?

~

b} C @ Is there visible trash/debns in a watercourse?

Description of existing BMPs:

{Area pacxfilled ana reseeced. BMP in place: Earth berm to divert run-off to nprap-iined channei.
b 8

L‘ /." 7/ r_?" \;/‘ s’ .i‘l-‘/ld /:: S
yall A S I o R D el

C//@ Are/ BMPs being properly maintained? lino/,dgscn’be in “Other internai Notes."”

C ® e BMPs effectively kesping sediment in piace and reducing erosion potential?

OTHER INTERNAL NOTES:
RilVguily erosion is beginning to form at interim action site.

15: Report Printed 9/23/97 9:07:43 AM



Los Alamos National Laboratory AP 4.5 Surface Water A‘*s‘smessm;;t

o Lo . .
ESH-18 Water Qualty and Rydrology Group Erosion Matrix for PRS 35-003(1)
Erosion/Sediment Transport Potential
Low Medium High Calkculated
CRITERIA EVALUATED Value 0.1 | 05 | 10 Score
Site Setting (43)
On mesa top 1
Within bench of canyon 4 Defined based on topographic setting 40 -
Within the canyon foodplain but not watercourse 13
Within bottom of canyon channel in watercourse 17
Estimated % ground and canopy cover 13 >75% 25-75% <25% 65
Slope 13 0-10% 10-30% >30% 6.5
Surface Water Factors-Run-off (46)
Visible evidence of wnoff discharging? (Yes/No) 5 If no, score of 0 for runoff section. 50
ifyes, score 5 and proceed with section.

Where does runoffterminate? 19 Other Bench Setting |Drainage/Wetiand 19.0
Has runoff caused visible erosion? (Yes/No) 22 Sheet Rill Gully 1.0

If no, score as 0. If yes, calculae as appropiate.

Surface Water Factors-Run-on (11)

Stuctures adwersely affecting un-on (Yes/No) ™ Ifyes, scare as 7. If no, scome as 0. 7.0
Cument operations adwersely impacting (ves/No) 4 lfyes, scare as 4. If no, score as 0. 00
Natural drainages onlo site (Yes/No) r Ifyes, scaeas 7. Ifno, score as 0. 0.0
*Select either structures or natural drainages.

MAX. POSSIBLE EROSION MATRIX SCORE: | 100 Total S core 59

** Indicates BMPs in place. Erosion potential without BMPs would be greater.

Report Printed 9/23/97 9:07:42 AM.



SR Los Alamos National Laboratary LANL-ER-AP-4.5
, \,v Y Environmental Restoration Program Part A: page 1 of 4
To 7 CONSTITUENT ASSESSMENT
[
| SITE INFORMATION
|
1. PRS Number | 35-003(1) | 2. Date/Time (M/D/Y H:M am/pm) 13/1/97
3. ER Point of Cantact |G. Lopez-Escobedo . 4. FMU/Responsible Party Contact {FMU-75

5. (& HSWA 7, Area of Concern (AQC) (check both if AGC is on HSWA Permit)

6. Site Ranking System (SRS} # 69 |

7. Description of the historical operations of this PRS:

_/‘% Potential soi contamunation exposed by storm water erosion through an area impacted by a former liquid waste hoiding tank |
35-003(d), and former pipe trench 35-003 (q). All associated with the former TA-3 WWTP. See attached data.

8. Description of the current operations of this PRS (if anvy):

PRS STATUS

Action/Status to Date (check ail that apply)

O None Date Completed or Anticipated

® Field Investigation ©® Phassi O Phase il

O InterimMeasurss O M O BMPs

O Accelerated Cleanup O vea O vem

]
|
J

O other O Monitoring O cMs

@ ReportStatus  © RFiRepot O SAP 6/1/96 |

J*h—TT

O NFA/DOU. If checked. supply criteria numberi(s): |

SAMPLE INFORMATION
Y/N

) D 10. Have surface/sediment {depth less than 12 inches) samples been collectsd that reflect
current site conditions?

H yes: 1) Attach data.
s 2) inciude analyte name, vaiue, units, location ID, sampis 1D, SAL, depth, & media (soi, tuff, etc.)
3) Please attach existing map, showing where sampies were taken, if avaiiable.

D D 11. Have surface water sampies been collected that reflect current site conditions?

i Hf yos: 1) Attach deta.
: : 2) Include snaiyte name, value, units, location ID, filtered/non-filtered, & flow data, if avaiable.
3) Please attach existing map, showing where sampies were taken, if available.

ana '12. is data pending? If yes: 1) List date data are anticipated: { J
) 2) Provide list of COPCs identified in RFl Work Plan as an attachment.

A. Pratt

13. Signature of ER Representative

14: Report Printed 9/23/97 9:06:49 AM



Surface Water Assessment Team (SWAT)
Recommended and Proposed Actions for PRS 35-003(q)

PRS:  35-003(q)
SWAT Meeting Date:  11/5/1998 EMU Contact: " Sara Helmick
Official Submittal Date: ~ 11/9/1998 ER Contact:  Gabriela Lopez-Escobea

Constituent Data:

General SWAT Comments:

Site of the former pump pit (TA-35-8) associated with the wastewater treatment plant, it was adjacent to the pipe.

Erosion Matrix: 59

trench (PRS No. 35-003([q]) and the holding tanks (PRS No. 35-003[d]). The cump pit was about 10 ft wide and 14 ft
long and housed two I1arge capacity eiectric pumps and associated valves ana piping used to transfer the liquid in the
holding tanks among the tanks and to TA-35-7. The pump pit contained floor crains that discharged to the daylight

diversion channel.

An Intenim Action was performea at this site in 1996. The area was backfillea ana reseeded. An earth berm to divert

run-off to nprap-linea channel.

Date of Part B Revision: ’ o V. Revisit Recommenaed Revisit Date:

Revisit Comments:

Site visit with Steve Veenis, Jeff Waltersheid and Barbara Hoditschek. Upper cerm has been breached in two places
due to sheet flow from asphait and base coarse parking tot. Lower berm preacned at northeast corner due to run-on
from northern aspnait channei. The remainder of the sitg ngE g_qgg _Vi’!th, qporoximately 50% vegetative cover.

Actions Recommended at SWAT Meeting: Owner:
item: 1 Rewvisu site to determine (f final stabilization has been achieved. if not, ER/ESH-18
" “recommend appropnate measures. -
Target Actual
Actions Proposed by ER, FM or ESH-18: Owner: Date: Date:
Item: 1 Site was revisited to access final stabilization ER 1/99 11/98

T measures. Additional recommendations were made.

INSPECTION & MAINTENANCE INFORMATION

Description of Existing BMPs from Erosion Assessment

Tabular List of BMPs:

BMP in place: Earth berm to divert run-off to riprap-lined channei. Area
backfilled and reseeded 1996. Additional work completed in 12/98
included fixing breacned berm, provided extra riprap and compaction of
soils at site

Frequency 3 Months Contact Mévr;Jane Winch

General Comments:

earth berm
riprap
seeding, permanent

straw bale barrier

Records Held: Pueblo Compiex

Site IA was performed in 12/98

Form Printed 1/8/99 3:53:02 PM

Page 1 of 1



Los Alamos National Laboratory LANL-ER-AP-4.5
SURFACE WATER Part B: page 2 of 4
SITE ASSESSMENT

SITE INFORMATION

1a) PRS Number ‘ 25-003(q) 1b) Structure Number 1  35-7 1c)} FMU Number: 75
2. Date/Time (M/D/Y H:M ampm) 8/6/97 8:57:00 AM

J
|
J SITE SETTING [check all that appiy)
i
3. O On mesa top (a). ©) In the canyon floor, but not in an established channel (c).

(® Within a bench of a canyon (b). C Within established channel in the canyon floor (d).

TE;hmu'on: Dowsiope from former Buiding 35-7.
i

.
.

4. Estimated ground and/or canopy cover at site: (deciduous leaves, pine needies, rocks, vegetation, trees,
structures, asphait, etc.)

(8) i x x ; Bl . X x X (o) |
(illustration) iox x e X x x x
L—-———-—-———-——-—,
Estimated % of ground/canopy cover: o 0% to 25% @ 25% to 78 O 75% to 100

Rlamﬁon:

5. Steepest slope at the area impacted: b) {c}
(a)

O Less than 10% ® 10% to0 30% O 30% and greater

Explanation:

RUNOFF FACTORS

YIN
v D 6. Is there visible evidence of runoff discharging from site? if yes, answer a) - ¢) below:

E D 6a) is nunoff channelized? If yes, describe (® Man-made channei. O Natural channel.

Explanation:  Earth berm stabiiized with jute mat, diverts run-off to riprap-lined channel leading to Pratt Canyon, tributa}y 10
Ten Site Canyon. )

15: Report Printed 9/23/97 9:15:45 AM



35-003(qg)... page 3 of 4

i
i
i
|

RUNOFF FACTORS, CONT'D

6b) Where doss evidence of runoft terminate?

(@) Drainage or wetand (name) Pratt Canyon

(C) Within bench of canyon satting (name) [

O Other li.e., retention pond, meadow, mesa top)

|Explanation:

YIN
Ql— G 6c) Has runoff caused visible erosion at the site? |f yes, explain below C sheet (& Rill Guily

Expianation:

RUN-ON FACTORS
Please rate the potential for storm water to run on to this site: (Check EITHER #9 or #11)

Z E] 7. Are structures (i.e., buildings, roof drainsg, parking iots, storm drains) creating run-on to the site?

lsnation: Former building upstream Building 35-7.

d 8. Are current operations (i.e., fire hydrants, NPDES outfalls) adversely impacting run-on to the site?

Explanltion:

D 9. Are natural drainage patterns directing stormwater onto site?

Expianation:

ASSESSMENT FINDING:

E D 10. Based on the abowe criteria and the assessment of this site, does soil erosion
potential exist? (REFER TO EROSION POTENTIAL MATRIX.)

D. Mays

11. Signaturs of Water Quality/Hydrology Representative

ﬁb/ Initials of independent reviewer,

Check here when information is entered in database:

15; Report Printed 9/23/97 9:15:46 AM



35-003(q)... page 4 of 4

This page is for ESH-18 notes, recommendations, and photos.

Y!/ N
12 a) C ® s there visibie trasn/debns on the site?

b) O @ Is there visible trash/debns in a watercourse?

| Description of existing EMPs:

Lo

| |Area backfilled and reseeaea. BMP in place: Earth berm ta divert run-off to nprap-lined channei.
[ j

|

| L

|

OTHER INTERNAL NOTES:
Rilliguity erosion is beginning to form at interim action site.

O @ Are BMPs effactively keeping sediment in place and reducing erosion potential?

ONO) Are BMPs being properly maintained? |f no, describe in "Other internal Notes.”

15: Report Printed 9/23/97 9:15:46 AM



Los Alamos National Laboratory AP 4.5 Surface Water Assessment

o . . ]
ESH-18 Water Guality and Hydrology Group Erosion Matrix for PRS 35-003(q)
Erosion/Sediment Transport Potential
Low Medium High Cakulated
CRITERIA EVALUATED Value 0.1 | 05 | 10 S core

Site Setting (43)

On mesa top 1

Within bench of canyon 4 Defined based on topographic setting 4.0

Within the canyon foodplain but not watercourse 13 - '

Within bottom of canyon channel in watercourse 17 ' 7

Estimated % ground and canopy cover 13 >75% 5-715% <25% 65

Slope 13 0-10% 10-30% >30% 65

Surface Water Factors-Run-off (46)

Visible evidence of munoff discharging? (Yes/No) 5 If no, score of 0 for runoff section. 5.0

Ifyes, score 5 and proceed with section.
Where does runoffterminate? 19 Other Bench Setting |DrainageAMWVetiand 19.0
Has runoff caused visible erosion? (Y es/No) 22 Sheet Rill Gully 110

If no, score as 0. If yes, calculde as appropriate.

Surface Water Factors-Run-on (11)

Stwctures adwersely affecting un-on (Yes/No) I lfyes, scare as 7. If no, score as 0. 70
Current operations adwersely impacting (Yes/No) 4 fyes, scare as 4. Ifno, score as 0. 00
Natural drainages onto site (Yes/No) T lfyes, scare as 7. Ifno, score as 0. 0.0
*Select either structures or natural drainages.

MAX. POSSIBLE EROSIONMATRIX SCORE: 100 Total S core 59

** Indicates BMPs in place. Erosion potential without BMPs would be greater.

Report Printed 9/23/97 915 44 AM



Los Alamos National Laboratory LANL-ER-AP-4.5
Environmental Restoration Program Part A: page 1 of 4
CONSTITUENT ASSESSMENT

SITE INFORMATION

1. PRS Number | 35-003(q) : 2. Date/Time (M/D/Y H:M am/pm} 13/1/97

3. ER Point of Contact .G. Lopez-Escopedo { 4. FMU/Responsible Party Contact FMU-75

5. & HSWA  (C; Area of Concern {AOC) (check both if AOC is on HSWA Permit)

6. Site Ranking System (SRS)1 # | 65 |

7. Description of the historical operations of this PRS:

:Potential soil contamination exposed by storm water erosion through an area impacted by a former liquid waste hoiding tank |
35-003(d), and former pipe trench 35-003 (q). All associated with the former TA-3 WWTP. See attached data. '

|

8. Description of the current operations of this PRS (if any):

PRS STATUS

Action/Status to Date (check all that appiy)

i O None Date Compisted or Anticipated

Field Investigation © Phasei O Phase i

Interim Measures O IM O BMPs

other O Monitoring O cMs

C) 1
© |
O Accelerated Cleanup O vea O vem [ ]
O l
!

® ReportStatus © RRARepot O sap

O NFA/DOU. If checked, supply criteria numberis): |

SAMPLE INFORMATION
Y/N

@ D 10. Have surface/sediment {depth less than 12 inches) sampies been collected that reflect
current site conditions?

if yes: 1) Attach data.

2) Include anasiyte name, vaiue, units, location ID, sampie ID, SAL, depth, & media (sail, tuff, etc.)
3) Please attach existing map, showing where sampies were taken, if available.

D D 11. Have surfacs watsr samples been collected that reflect current site conditions?

if yes: 1) Attach data.
2) Inciude analyte name, value, units, location 1D, filtered/non-filtered, & fiow data, if avaiiable.
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available.

O O 12. 1 data pending? if yes: 1) List date data are anticipated: {
2) Prowvide list of COPCs identified in RFl Work Plan as an attachment.

A. Pratt

13. Signature of ER Representative

14: Report Printed 8/23/97 9:14:14 AM



SWMU # 53-002 (a) Disposal Lagoon



February 11, 1999
Subcontract 60SEED004-31
Work Release: 98-0011
Merrick Job No. 30012744

. 5-004 - Past evidence of historic trench location and old septic tank. PRS
boundary extends over mesa edge onto lower "bench type" setting.
Septic system removed in 1985. Samples collected recently but data is
pending.

Recommended Action: Re-evaluate data at future SWAT meeting when
pending data is received.

ER Contact - Gabriela Lopez-Escobed
FM Contact — David Padiila

. 53-012(b) - Outfail from cooling tower 53-62 located directly to north
(03A048). No sampling has been performed for this site.

Recommended Action: Collect samples to determine if COPCs are
located within drainage. Determine if storm water sources are connected
to the NPDES outfall.

ER Contact - Gabriela Lopez-Escobed
FM Contact — Jim Fraser

\/ 53-002(a) - Located between Sandia and Los Alamos canyons. Former
NPDES outfall from lagoons at TA-53. Qutfall at east end of lagoons has
riprap. East of site there are a series of straw bale barriers surrounding
former discharge area above cliffs.

Recommended Action: Cwnership of S3MPs at site must be determined
for inspection/maintenance concerns.

ER Contact - Gabriela Lopez-Escobed
FM Contact — Jim Fraser

. 35-016(c) - Includes two formerly permitted inactive outfalls (NPDES
Permit Nos. 04A088 and 04A012) that discharged non-contact cooling
water from a warehouse (TA-35-67). They were established in 1964. 1985
had combined the drain line to outfall 04A088 with the drain line to outfall
04A012. The outfall was deactivated in 1987. PRS extends from canyon
edge to bench within Ten-Site Canyon.

CA\WINDOWS\TEMP'\cn-019 doc 5



Los Alamos Nationai Laboratory -ANL-ER-AP-& &
SURFACE WATER “ant B: page 2 ct 4
SITE ASSESSMENT

SITE INFORMATION

7a} PRS Numboer I33G2 1b} Structure Numper - Z3-621 1¢) FMU Numpoper 31
2. Data/Time (MY H:M am/omi ©0/29/97 2:25:00 PM —

SITE SETTING (check aii that anpiy)

2 On mesa top ia). - In the canyon tioor, but not in an estabiished channei (c).

[&)

Within a bencn of a canyon (b). — Within estaoiished channel in the canvon fioor td}.

Expianauon: Cn mesa top agracent to TA-S3 lagoons. Boneyvara spreaa aiong south ana east siees of lagoons. Locatea
Detween Sanaia and Los Alamos canyons.

4. Zstimatea ground ang/or canopy cover at site: {deciduous leaves, pine needies, rocks, vegetauon, trees,
structures, asphait, etc.)

{al 1 x x b) | x X
. X I X &2
(illustration) X xRy X l
Zstumated % of grounascanopy cover: Z 0%to 25% ® 25% 0 75 ~ 75%to 100

Expianauon:  Very iittle grouna cover. Canopy cover consists primanty of junipers.

5. Stespest siope at the area impactea:

: (b) : {c}
(a) : :
—_— 1 ‘

@ Less than 10% @ 10% to 30% o 30% and greater
Explansuon:
RUNOFF FACTORS
Y/N

2 : 6. Is there visible evidence of runoff discharging from site? If yes. answer a) - ¢} beiow:

—_ Z 6a) Is runoff channeiizea? if yes, descnbe O Man-made channel. (O Natursi channet.

‘Expianation: ;

15: Report Printed 11/6/97 9:38:56 AM



33-008... cage 5 o1 4

RUNOFF FACTORS, CONT'D

6b} Where aoes eviaence cf runoff terminate?

e Drainage or weuana (namae; Los Alamos

Within pencn of canvon settng iname)

Other (i.e., retention pona. Meadow, mess top)
2

Expianation:

—— 6c) Has runoff causea visiDie erosion at the site? If yes, expian below . Sheet ~ Rl (e Gully

‘Expianauon:  Rill erosion s wiaespreas across the site. pnmaniy agiacent to the roaaway. | wo small guilies are
cresent at the southeast comer of the i1agoons.

RUN-ON FACTORS

Diesse rate the potential for storm water to run on 1o this site: (Check EITHER #7 or #9)

— 7. Are structures (i.e., cuudings, roof drains, parking lots, storm drains) creating run-on to the site?

N

Expianauon: Storm water fiowing across ana aiong sioe the 106a0way 1S Causing ercsion.

1)

8. Are current operations (i.e., fire hydrants, NPDES outfaiis) adverseiy impacting run-on to the site?

Fxptnnaﬁm: !

K

— 9. Are naturai drainage pattems directing stormwater onto site?

'Expianation: Sheet flow from the sumounaing area.

- ASSESSMENT FINDING:
2 : 10. Bassd on the above criteria and the sssessment of this site. does soil erosion
potentai exist? (REFER TO EROSION POTENTIAL MATRIX.]

T. Lemke

11. Signature of Water Quaiity/Hydrology Representative

6/ Initiais of independent reviewer.
— Check here when information is entered in datebase:

15: Report Printed 11/3/97 3:2727 PM




23-008... zage 4 of 4

This page is for ESH-18 notes, recommenaations, and pnotos.
Y/ N

12 a) & _ is tnere visipie trasn/aepns on the site?
3l - 2 ls there visipie trasn/aepns in a8 watercourse’s

Descriotion of exisung BMPs:

a —_

~ ®  Are BMPs being propeny maimainea? !f no, describe in "Cther internai Notes.”

- 9 Are BMPs effectuvelv xeeping seqiment in place and reagucing erosion potentiai?

OTHER INTERNAL NOTES:

Very intle vegetation in many focations ana evicence of current erosion.
Cebns on site consists of SCrab metal storeq in the bonevarg.

15: Report Printed 11/3/97 3.:27.27 PM



Los Alamos National Laboratory AP 4.5 Surface Water Assessment
Environment, Safety and Health Division . H
ESH-18 Water Quality and Hydrology Group Erosion Matrix for PRS 53-008
Erosion/Sediment Transport Potential |
Low Medium High JCalculated
CRITERIA EVALUATED Value 0.1 | 05 | 10 | Score
Site Setting (43) o B
On mesa top e 1 to
Within bench of canyon 4 Detined based on topograplic sctling

Within the canyon foodplain but not watercourse 13

Within bottom of canyon channel in watercourse 17 o
Estimated % ground and canopy cover 13 >75% 5-715% <25% - ??,,,_4 )
Slope 13 0-10% 10-30% >30% v
Surface Water Factors-Run-off (46)

Visible evidence of wnoff discharging? (Yes/No) 5 If no, score of 0 or runoff section. 50

_ Ifyes, score 5 and proceed with section.

Where does runoffterminate? 19 Other _Bench Setling |Diainage/MVelland] 190
Has runoff caused visible erosion? (Yes/No) 22 Sheet Rill Guy | 220

if no, score as 0. If yes, calculde as appropiate. |

Surface Water Factors-Run-on (11) ) o
Structures adwersely affecting run-on (Yes/No) T Ifyes, scae as 7. Ifno, score as 0. o
Current operations adwersely impacting (Yes/No) Ifyes, scare as 4. Ifno, score as 0. 0o

Natural drainages onto site (Yes/No) T lfyes, scae as 7. lfno, scom as 0.
“Select either structures or nafural dhainages.

E-N

618

MAX. POSSIBLE EROSION MATRIX SCORE: 100 Total S core

Report Printed 11/3/97 3:27.26 PM.



Los =lamos Nationat Laboratory LANL-ER-AP-4 =
Znvironmental Restoration Program Part A: page 1 of
CONSTITUENT ASSESSMENT

SITE INFORMATION

<. PRS Numoer PR ee:c 2. Date/Time (M/D/Y H:M am/om) 111/21/97 2:50:00 PM
3. ER Point of Contact  Z. 7 ‘Awvnarg 4. FMU/Resoonsibie Party Contact :61/Jim Fraser
3.~ HSWA ‘s Area ot Concern {AOC) {check both if AOC s on HSWA Permit)

E N —

6. Site Ranking System (SRS} # :8

7. Description of the historicai coerauons of this PRS:
Storage yard for shielaing.

3. Description of the current cperauons of this PRS (if any):

Storage area. boneyard. (ocaleg on east sige of surtace impounaments. RS $3-002(a ana b). enclosea by fence. Storage
‘or snielaing blocKs. tralers.

PRS STATUS

Action/Status to Date (checx aii that aopiy}

B None Date Compieted or Anticipated
&' Fieid investigation . Phase i - Phase |l 5/1/95

Z Intenm Messures _ M _ BMPs

3‘ Accelerated Cleanup 5 VCA j VvCM 11/23/96

' Other C Monitoring " cMs

_  Report Status _ RFlReoon -~ sap

— NFA/DOU. If checxed. supoiv criteria numberis): 3

SAMPLE INFORMATION
YIN

Z . 10. Have surfacessedciment {depth less than 12 inches) sampies been collected that reflect

; current site conditions?

if yes: 1} Attach data.
2} Inciuge anaivie name, vaiue, units, location ID, samoie iD, SAL, depth, & media (soil, tuff, etc.)
! 3) Please attacn existing map, showing where sampies were taken, f avaiiable.

()
|

' 11. Have surface water samoies been coilected that reflect current site conditions?

If yes: 1) Attacn data.
2} include anaivte name, vaiue, units, location 1D, fiitered/non-filtered, & flow data, if available.
3) Please attacn existng map, showing where sampies were taken, if avaiiable.

— Z 12. Is data pending? {f yes: 1) List date data are anticipated: |’ ]
2) Provide list of COPCs identified in RFl Work Plan as an attachment.

C. R. Mynard

|
!
i
! 13. Signature of ER Representauve
L

14: Report Printed 12/29/97 10:13:46 AM
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Natural Resource Trustee Council for LANL Agenda for Tour of The Grant Sites



Agenda Los Alamos National Laboratory

Environmental Restoration Project

Wednesday, June 2. 1999

Natural Resource Trustee Council for LANL

Tour of the

Environmental Restoration (ER) Project

9:00- 9:15 a.m.

9:15-9:30 a.m.
9:30- 10:00 a.m.

10:00-11:30 a.m.

11:30 - 12:30 p.m.

12:30 - 1:30 p.m.
1:30 — 2:30 p.m.

2:00 — 3:00 p.m.

3:.00 - 3:30 p.m.

Best Management Practices

Welqome Guests at the TA-21 Vocke
Parking Lot /\ig?frycséeb
Brief Introduction of the ER Project Veenis
2/- 024G )
Travel to TA-21 to view a Septic Veenis
Tank with an Outfall Rhodes
(- 00l@,¥)

Travel to Hillsides 138 and 140 to Veenis
view Former Septic Systems and Rhodes

then travel to view a Former

Surface Disposal Site (“Can Dump Site”)
(0-003(2-0) j0-007 -

Travel to Bayo Canyon to view a Veenis

Former Liquid Waste and Rhodes

Landfill Disposal Site

Working Lunch — Bayo Canyon All

Travel to TA 3-056(c) to view a Former Veenis
Transformer Storage Area for PCBs Rhodes

39"003("1213')

Travel to TA 35 to view a Former Veenis
Waste Water Treatment Facility Rhodes
Return to TA-21 to get cars All

Visitors return home | Hoditsche ke



Natural Resource Trusice Council Personnel Attending*the Environmental
Restoration Project Tour on Wednesday, June 2, 1999

NATURAL RESOURCE TRUSTEE COUNCILTOUR
Wo Bavdiion Rsn. PARTICIPANTS
Ao Jewiez /'e,/O.

v/ Cynthia Gurule Abeyta, U. S. Geological Survey fa fuaul B Lovchad
830-7958, Fax: 820-7998 (usshs Sen L/defonso )

’—7L oy
Joel David Lusk, U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service ?‘m, [Caren W‘? > M‘l”
761-4525, Fax: 346-2542 Stece f/mr—w

Barbara Hoditschek, New Mexico Environment Department
827-0596, Fax: 827-0160

. Eliza Frank, New Mexico Environment Department, HRMB
827-1558, x 1042 —work, Fax: 827-1544

Bob Wingo, New Mexico Environment Department, DOE Oversite Bureau
672-0443, Fax: 672-0466

ﬁ%alph Ford-Schmid, New Mexico Environment Department
DOE Oversite Bureau
672-0443, Fax: 672-0466

7 Joe Chavarria, Santa Clara Pueblo
753-7326, Fax: 753-8988

? Robert Gutierrez, Santa Clara Pueblo
753-7326, Fax: 753-8988

,/Kevin Tafoya, Santa Clara Pueblo
753-7326, Fax: 753-8988

David Sarracino, San lldefonso Pueblo
455-7656, Fax: 455-7351, or 455-1120

/Don Diego Gonzalez, Cochiti Pueblo
986-0020, Fax: 989-9836

illiam M. Turner, New Mexico Attorney General’s Office
827-6939, Fax: 827-1049

Allen J. Sedik, Bureau of Indian Affairs g~ Kolert LBarsehar
346-7507, Fax: 346-7512

(/Steve McWilliams, Santa Fe National Forest fov P,wwﬁ. W (et apiv. )

438-7854, Fax: 438-7834



Natural Resource Trustee Council Personnel Attending the Environmental
Restoration Project Tour on Wednesday, June 2, 1999

NATURAL RESOURCE TRUSTEE COUNCIL TOUR
PARTICIPANTS

CONTINUATION

LOS ALAMOS NATIONAL LABORATORY STAFF
tRobert Vocke, EMP
/%arey Bare, ESH-20
am Loftin, ESH-20
ﬁeve Veenis, ESH-18/EM/ER
al Rhodes, EM/ER
-Dave Bradbury, EM/ER
acia Coffin, EM/ER (meet ¢ gree?.)
/%ny Gallegos, EES-15
rung Nguyen, ER/Health and Safety Team Member
//oﬂé Y égéAéé’ mr/y -meel vj' ree'/'

Lunches (including sodas and bottled waters) will be provided for all
personnel, including the van drivers
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PRS 1-001(d)

Environmental Restoration Project
PRS Completion Summary Sheet

Brief Description: PRS 1-001(d) is located in former TA-1 and includes former
Septic Tank 138, the associated outfall, and Hillside 138. The septic tank served
historical Laboratory buildings K, Y, and V (now removed). Discharges from the outfall
flowed over the canyon rim and onto the hillside. Hillside 138 (immediately below the
canyon rim) consists of the upper outfall and bench area, a steep cliff, the lower outfall

and bench area, a second cliff, and a gradual slope to the bottom of the canyon.
Contaminants: Elevated levels of collocated mercury, lead, plutonium, and cesium.

Method of Cleanup: Remedial action activities were implemented to address the
potential for residual contaminants associated with the lower outfall and bench area to
migrate to a nearby storm water drainage that flows to the main watercourse in Los
Alamos Canyon. The remedial action included implementing storm water and pollution
controls, removing contaminated soils, implementing final stabilization measures, and

initiating a storm water monitoring program.
Start Date: August 13, 1996.

Completion Date: January 10, 1997.

Los Alamos National Laboratory
Environmental Restoration Cleanups




PRS 1-001(d)

Page 2
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PRS 1-001(d)
Page 3

Site History:

Potential Release Site (PRS) 1-001(d) is the location of former Septic Tank 138 and
the associated outfall area. Past discharges from the Septic Tank 138 outfall flowed
over the canyon rim and onto the hillside area below, which is known as Hillside 138.
Septic Tank 138 served buildings K, Y, and V within former TA-1. Building K was used
as a chemical stockroom and contained a still for repurifying mercury. Building Y
contained a cryogenics and physics laboratory that handled tritium, deuterium,
uranium-238, and polonium-210. Building V housed the original uranium and
beryllium machine shop at TA-1.

PRS 1-001(d) consists of the following distinct areas: the upper outfall and bench
area, a steep cliff, the lower outfall and bench area, a second cliff, and a gradual slope
to the bottom of Los Alamos Canyon.

Environmental Restoration (ER) Investigations:

Surface and subsurface soil samples were collected from the upper and lower outfall
areas, the defined bench areas, and the drainages associated with Hillside 138 as
part of the 1992/1993 Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Facility
Investigation (RFI). Results from these sampling efforts indicated that soils located in
two distinct areas (one on the upper bench and one on the lower bench) contained
elevated levels of collocated mercury, lead, plutonium, and cesium.

The results of the human health screening and risk assessments indicate that potential
exposure to Chemicals of Potential Concern (COPCs) in soil should not result in
adverse noncarcinogenic health effects or an unacceptable radiation dose to
recreational users. As a result, this PRS is currently proposed for no further action
(NFA) under RCRA.

All results from the RFI are described in detail in the RFI Report for TA-1, Aggregate F,
which was submitted to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in July 1995. EPA
issued a Notice of Deficiency (NOD) in November 1995, and LANL submitted a
response to the NOD in February 1996.

ER Actions/Assessments:

Per a request from the NMED Surface Water Quality Bureau (SWQB) request, a
Remedial Action Plan and Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) were
submitted to SWQB to address concerns regarding water quality near the site. The
concerns are based on the results of August 1995 storm water samples collected at
the base of Hillside 138 by the Agreement in Principle (AIP) section of the NMED.

Los Alamos National Laboratory
Environmental Restoration Project




"PRS 1-001(d)
Page 4

Those samples contained low levels of mercury. Two grab samples were collected
during an unusually severe “2-inch per hour” storm event. The samples were
analyzed for mercury in accordance with 40 CFR 136 methodology specified for water
and waste water samples; results were 0.48 and 0.53 p/L.

The objective of the remedial action field activities was to minimize the potential for
residual contaminants associated with the lower outfall and bench area to migrate to a
nearby storm water drainage that flows to the main water course in Los Alamos
Canyon. Remedial action field activities have consisted of removing contaminated
soil, installing interim storm water and pollution controls, implementing final
stabilization measures, and implementing a storm water monitoring program.

In January 1996, interim storm water and pollution prevention controls were
implemented by installing straw bales (an erosion control dam) on the downgradient
side of the site. The erosion control dam remained in place during the soil removal
activities conducted in August and September 1996. Up to 2 ft of surface soils and
weathered tuff were excavated by hand until intact tuff was encountered.

This effort, which removed approximately 20 y® of collocated mercury- and plutonium-
contaminated material, reduced the average mercury concentration at the site by 60%.

Final stabilization, storm water, and pollution control measures [best management
practices (BMPs)] include the installation of erosion control blankets and the
construction of an earthen berm. The site was stabilized in October 1996 by securing
erosion control blankets over all disturbed areas. In December 1996, additional
measures were employed by constructing and stabilizing (using erosion control
blankets) a 2-ft-high earthen berm on the downgradient side of the stabilized site. The
stabilized site and the earthen berm were seeded in spring 1997.

The cleanup objective for the site was achieved via the remedial action field activities
by (1) significantly reducing the amount of mercury at the site, (2) preventing erosion of
any remaining material at the site, and (3) isolating the site from the drainage and the
Los Alamos Canyon watercourse. In January 1997, a SWPPP Addendum was
completed to address post-cleanup activities. The activities outlined in the SWPPP
Addendum addressed storm water monitoring in the drainage east of the site as well
as an inspection schedule for the BMPs.

The storm water monitoring program was initiated in October 1996 and is on-going.
Grab samples were collected in October 1996 and May, August, and September 1997
at locations along the storm water drainage located east of Hillside 138 (Fig. 1). A
summary of all storm water sampling information is provided in the following table:



PRS 1-001(d)

Page 5
Date Collected Sample ID Sample Mercury Mercury Result
Location Detection Limit (mg/L)
(mg/L)

10/04/96 H204A96G 1 0.0002 ND
10/04/96 H304A96G 2 0.0002 ND
10/04/96 H104A96G 3 0.0002 ND
10/04/96 H404A96G 4 0.0002 ND
05/20/97 Upper Hill 138 1 0.0002 ND
05/20/97 Lower Hill 138 4 0.0002 ND
08/05/97 Lower Hill 138 4 0.0002 ND
09/22/97 Lower Hill 138 4 0.0002 0.0007

ND - not detected

The results were compared to the WQCC Wildlife Standard limit of 0.012 /L. The
minimum detection limits listed in 40 CFR 136 and 20 NMAC 6.1 3103(k) are 0.2 /L.
Because the detection limit is greater than the wildlife standard of 0.012 p/L any
detected mercury is above the standard.

To continue with the storm water monitoring program (per the SWPPP Addendum) and
to guarantee collection of “first flush” samples, one automated storm water sampler
was installed near Location 4 in May 1998. One additional automated storm water
sampler is scheduled to be installed at Location 1 by July 1998.

Los Alamos National Laboratory
Environmental Restoration Profect




PRS 1-001(d) Hillside 138 after cleanup.
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PRS 1-001(f)
Hillside 140
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Voluntary Corrective Action Completion Report
Potential Release Site 1-001(f)
Hillside 140 Septic Outtall

e —————————

. .y /
DESCRIPTION

This repon outlines the Voluntary Corrective Action (VCA) activities at Potential Release Site
(PRS) 1-001(f), also referred to as Hillside 140. This PRS is located within Department of Energy
(DOE) boundaries at the western edge of former Technical Area (TA)-1 on the northem rim of Los
Alamos Canyon in the vicinity of the current Ridge Park Village Condominiums (Figure 1). The site
is included in Table A of the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) module to the Los
Alamos National Laboratory (LANL), Resource Conservation and Recovery Act permit.

SWMU 1-001(f) consists of the former location of Septic Tank 140 and the associated outfall
which flowed into a side canyon of Los Alamos Canyon. The tank served building HT as part of
the sanitary septic system. During decontamination efforts in 1975, the tank and associated
piping and surrounding soil were removed. Decontamination efforts were not conducted at the
upper and lower outfall areas associated with Hillside 140 due to inaccessibility by heavy
equipment.

Phase | RFl sampling activities at the upper and lower outfall areas were performed in July 1992
and August 1993 in accordance with the RFi Work Plan for Operable Unit 1078. Surface soil
sampling results from the 1992 investigation show that total uranium concentrations were greater
than the screening action level (SAL) of 160 parts per miilion (ppm) in five of the samples. In
1993, additional soil samples were collected to determine the lateral and vertical extent of
contamination. Results from the 1993 investigation detected no isotopic-uranium concentrations .
greater than SALs and no further lateral extent of uranium contamination. Preliminary risk
assessment resuits for the recreational land use indicate that these concentrations are below
leveis of concem. Results of the Phase | RFl and risk assessment are provided in the RF! Report
for Solid Waste Management Units (SWMUs), TA-1, Aggregates C and D. However, due to the
close proximity to the Ridge Park Village Condominiums, the VCA activities were proposed at
Hiliside 140 as part of LANL's best management practices.

CORRECTIVE ACTION

The cleanup of Hillside 140 was conducted in accordance with the activities outlined in the VCA
Plan for. SWMU 1-001(f) Hillside 140 Septic Outtall. Actual field time consisted of 13 days to
prepare the site for field activities and conduct radiological surveys of the site, excavate and bag
soil, and transport soil from the site to the waste management area. The total volume of soil
removed from the hillside was approximately 15 cubic yards, filling six and one-half B-25 boxes.
The containerized soil is scheduled for disposal at TA-54, Area G. .

Initial field activities consisted of extensive site preparation and two radiological surveys. Site
preparation included establishing the waste management area, building and renovating hiking
trails into the area of concem, constructing stormwater sediment dams, and delineating and
flagging areas of concem. Radiological surveys (one using a Field Instrument for Detection of
Low Energy (gamma) Radiation [FIDLER] with VIOLINIST electronics and one using a Ludlum
2221 with a 44-40 shieided Geiger-Mueller probe) were conducted at points corresponding to the
1992/1993 RFl Phase | sampling locations. As outlined in the Hillside 140 VCA Plan, statistical
correlations were established between the radiological survey data and 1992/1993 fixed
laboratory data for uranium. A summary of these data and correlations are provided in Annex A.

February 2, 1996 | 1 VCA Report for PRS 1-001(f), Rt
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PRS 1-001(f) - Hillside 140/Uranium (H) - Before cleanup
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PRS 1-003 (d)



-+RS 1 -003(d)

Environmental Restoration Project
PRS Completion Summary Sheet

Brief Description: PRS 1-003(d), the site of a surface disposal area for some former Zia Co.
shops, is located on the north side of Los Alamos Canyon, south of the Los Alamos County Utility
Department storage yard.

Contaminants: Empty paint cans, debris, and dried paint.

Method of Cleanup: The paint cans and debris were coliected and bagged by hand. The
bags were manually transported up to the Tri-Square parking lot and then transported to the Los
Alamos County Landfill. The paint dumping area was cleened up by breaking up the dried paint,
shoveling it into bags, and transporting it to SM 271 for ofi-site disposal.

Start Date: July 18, 1995

Completion Date: August 31, 1995

Los Alamos National Laboratory
Environmental Restoration Cleanups




3.3 Remediation of the Paint Spill Area

3.3.1 Remedial Implementation

-

Based upon the screening and analysis results from the paint sp_ill area precleanup.samples,
the paint and underlying soil required cleanup. The paint and the soil were excavated, placed
into 6-mil-thick plastic-lined containers, and transported by backpack along the DOE perimeter
fence to a mobile waste storage area (trailer) located behind the Tri-Square Building Complex.
During excavation activities, the paint was observed to be up to 30-in. thick within the main
channel of the upper slope. A total of seven 5§5-gal. drums of paiht.and soil were removed from
the site. The soil that had been sampled as part of precleanup activities was removed during
this excavation. Therefore, the analytical results for the precleanup soil samples were not
included in subsequent data analysis steps.

Paint, as well as paint chips and fragments, remain on the upper slope and cliff areas where
removal was determined to be unsafe. After the paint that could be taken away safely was
removed from the hillside and cliff, samples were collected and sample locations were
surveyed, then site restoration activitites began. To stabilize the area and minimize erosion
and migration of any remaining paint, the paint spill area on the upper bench was covered with
jute matting and local deadwood. The site was visited by representatives from New Mexico
Environmental Department (NMED)/‘A‘gteement in Principle (AIP) and LANL's ESH Water
Quality Group (ESH-18) to check the adequacy and completeness of the stabilization efforts
and to discuss the need for run-on protection for the site. After visiting the site and reviewing
the results of the VCA, the risk assessment, and the land use scenario, NMED and ESH-18
agreed that run-on protection was not needed for the site. However, they did request that native
grass seed be hand broadcast over the site and the site access path to speed the revegetation
process and further help to stabilize the affected area. This was accomplished in March 1996,
was then photo-documented, and inspected by NMED/AIP and ESH-18 upon completion.

The removal of the empty paint cans from the lower area was accomplished with minimal, if any,
disturbance of the vegetation or topsoil and, therefore, required no site restoration upon
completion of the field activities. '

' August 21, 1996 12 VCA Report for SWMU 1-003(d), Can Dump Site
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Fig. 3.3.2-1, Location of 1995 confirmatory samples.

August 21, 1996 ‘14 VCA Report for SWMU 1-003(d), Can Dump Site



PRS 1-003(d) - Screening and sampling of paint spill area




PRS 1-0O3(d) Can D'.ump Site (paint pdbl) - Before cleanup







PRS 35-003 (d,l, and q)
TA-35



PRS 35-003(d, |, and q)

Environmental Restoration Project
PRS Completion Summary Sheet

Brief Description:
* PRS Nos. 35-003(d, |, and q)

* |ocated at the east end of TA-35, east of the former radioactive wastewater
treatment plant and Air Filter Building (TA-35-7)

* PRS Nos. 35-003(d, |, and q) comprise a former pump pit, pipe trench, and
lliquid waste holding tank associated with the former wastewater treatment
plant. Historically, while the plant was in operation, these structures
periodically overfilled and spilled contaminated liquid which flowed down an
adjacent drainage and into a tributary of Ten Site Canyon informally known
as Pratt Canyon. The structures were removed in the 1980’s as part of a
D&D effort, and the area of the structures, including the drainage were
buried beneath approximately 20 ft of non-compacted backfill. A stormwater
discharge pipe has concentrated flow through the drainage area, such that
erosion has cut through the 20 ft of emplaced fill and has exposed the
contaminated strata, and eroded contaminated material is transported
through Pratt Canyon into Ten Site Canyon. An Interim Action was
proposed to divert stormwater away from the site, and to correct past erosion
and prevent future erosion within the drainage channels.

Contaminants: Gross-beta activity

Method of Cleanup: The Interim Acion included the relocation ofthe
stormwater pipe to divertstormwater away from Pratt Canyon o the south side of
Ten Site Mesa, backfilling and compacting 1,100 yd of clean soil within the
erosion channels to restore the site to even grade, construction of a berm to divert
stormwater in the vicinily of the former erosion channels to an existing storm
water culvert, and site restoration, including repaving and revegetating the
affected areas. No waste was generated and no sampling was required as part
of the Interim Action scope of work.

Start Date: August 30, 1996

Completion Date: September 17, 1996

Los Alamos National Laboratory Environmental
Environmental Restoration Cleanups Restoration




Interim Action Completion Report

1.0  INTRODUCTION TA-35

This document describes the interim action (IA) best management practices implemented at Potential
Release Site (PRS) Nos. 35-003(d, |, and g}, which are located within Los Alamos National Laboratory
(hereafter referred to as the Laboratory) Technical Area (TA) 35. Fi i
accordance with the Interim Action Plan for Potential RelesSe Sites 35-003(d, |, and q) (LANL "1§96,
54915) (hereatter referred to as the |A plan), except as note tom2:t:

The site addressed by the |A encompasses part of three potentially contaminated PRSs, which are located
about 150 ft east of the former Air Filter Building (TA-35-7). The IA corrected past erosion and will prevent
further erosion of noncompacted backdill material at the east end ot Ten Site Mesa where a pump pit
(TA-35-8, PRS No. 35-003(d]); a pipe trench (TA-35-9, PRS No. 35-003(l]); and a liquid waste holding tank
(TA-35-10, PRS No. 35-003(q]) were located. The siteé drains into a small tributary of Ten Site Canyon,
which is informally reterred to as “Pratt Canyon” in the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act facility
investigation (RF!) report for PRSs in this area (LANL 1996, 54422) (hereafter referred to as the RF1 report).

Coliectively the PRSs cover an area approximately 150 ft by 200 ft. The site slopes moderately eastward
approximately 125 ft to the mesa edge, which siopes into Pratt Canyon (approximate siope of 1:1). The
storm water from this site flows into Pratt Canyon, which is the effluent discharge area for the tormer
wastewater treatment piant. Surface storm water runoff from the southem part of TA-35 discharged from a
12-in.-diameter corrugated metal pipe (CMP) at the southeast comer of the IA site and was the major
contributor to the erosion. The stornm water flowed across the site creating deep erosion channels.

The |A was performed to prevent storm-water-induced transport of contamination from the PRSs, as
discussed in the RFI report (LANL 1996, 54422), into Mortandad Canyon. The JA was also necessary to
minimize the possibility that storm water runoff might transport known radioactive contamination from PRS
No. 35-003(r) until further characterization and final disposition of that PRS are completed.

A detailed description of the site and the Phase | characterization data can be found in the RFI report
(LANL 1996, 54422).

2.0 INTERIM ACTION

The A consisted of (1) backfilling, compacting, and revegetating the erosicn channels; (2) relocating a
storm water CMP discharge, which was the major cause of the erosion; and (3) constructing a 2-ft-high,
100-ft-long berm above the slope break at the head of Pratt Canyon, which was designed to divert
additional storm water that is not captured by the relocated CMP northeastward to an existing storm water
outfall (see Figure 2-1). By relocating the storm water CMP discharge to the southern rim of Ten Site
Mesa, storm water has been diverted from known radioactively contaminated sites including PRS Nos.
35-003(d, |, and g) and 35-003(r). Backfilling and compacting the erosion channels will prevent the
erosion of potentially contaminated soil at PRS Nos. 35-003(d, |, and q) and will minimize the potential for
release until further characterization is performed and a final disposition decision is made.

The IA began on September 3, 1996, and was completed on September 23, 1996. Activities included
conducting a health and safety survey; performing a utilities markout survey; backfilling, compacting, and
revegetating the erosion channels; constructing a diversion berm near the head of the former erosion
channels; plugging the 12-in.-diameter storm water CMP; and installing a new 24-in.-diameter CMP, which
has an inlet at the southwest corner of former TA-35-7 and extends southward to Ten Site Canyon. The
new CMP extends 240 ft to the south along a 1% slope at a depth of 4 ft near the inlet and surfaces at the
~ point of discharge. A riprap apron was placed at the discharge point.

PAS Nos. 35-003(d, I, and q) 1 - September 1996
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Interim Action Report

il

area in which elevated concentrations of strontium-90 were detected in surface soil and plants.
This exclusion zone was constructed using steel posts and snow fencing. The resulting fence
is approximately 4 ft tall, and “Soil Contamination Area” signs are posted every 30 ft along the
fence. Fig. 2 shows the location of the exclusion zone. Attachment A includes photographs of
the exclusion zone fence and postings.

4.2 Storm Water Runoff Control Measures

Contaminated-surface soil and plant litter are present at the site, and this material could be
mobilized during storm water runoff events. Therefore, storm water control measures were
installed to prevent soil and plant debris from being transported off site. These measures
included the following.

» Asiltfence was installed inside the exclusion zone fence along the northern
and eastern portions of the site to trap soil or debris that might be
transported by sheet flow across the contaminated area. Fig. 2 shows the
location of the silt fence. Attachment A inclu&és photographs of the silt
fence.

e Straw bales were placed along the edge of a channel that emergés from a
culvert along the western portion of the site as a measure to prevent a
potential high-discharge storm event from flowing onto the site. Fig. 2
shows the configuration of the straw bales. Attachment A includes a

photograph of the storm water controls.

In addition to these measures, the condition of the storm water runoff control measures will be
inspected on a monthly basis and/or within 72 hours of rainfall events that exceed one-half inch
in the Bayo Canyon area.

5.0 CONCLUSIONS

The interim action activities conducted in the TA-10 Central Area are expected to limit the
access of people and foraging animals to the area with elevated strontium-80 concentrations, '
and to prevent soil and plant debris from being transported off site during storm water runoft
events. This interim action is expected to mitigate the potential for exposure to strontium-90

April 11, 1897 12 Interim Action Report for
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INTERIM ACTION COMPLEFPION REPORT
POTENTIAL RELEASE SITE 53-002(a)
SURFACE IMPOUN

1.0 INTRODUCTION

Potential release site (PRS) 53-002(a) consists of two surface impoundments: NE and NW. The surface
impoundments, placed in operation ifi the early 1970s, are located in Technical Area (TA)-53 adjacent to
the Los Alamos Meson Physics Facility (LAMPF) (see Figure 1-1). The surface impoundments, which are
no longer in use, received sanitary wastes, small amounts of industrial wastes, and radioactive wastes.
Sanitary waste is now pumped by lift stations to Los Alamos National Laboratory’'s (LANL) Central
Treatment Facility. Radioactive waste is now treated in the south impoundment [PRS 53-002(b)].

The sludge within the surface impoundments contains low-level radioactive fission products from the
accelerator and polychlorinated bipheny! (PCBs), less than 5 parts per million (ppm), as contaminants of

potential concern (COPCs).

This PRS is proposed for Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) closure for RCRA-reguiated
hazardous constituents. Non-RCRA-regulated radioactive constituents will be reguiated by DOE Orders.
A closure plan (interim Status Closure Plan, Surface impoundments, TA-53-166 Northeast and TA-53-
166 Northwest, Technical Area 53, August 1994, Revision 1) has been prepared for this PRS. Section

5.2.7 of the plan describes actions necessary to stabilize the site before closure.

As a best management practice, the site was stabilized by covering the exposed studge in the surface
impoundments with a geotextile filter fabric cover. The cover stabilizes the site by preventing the intrusion
of wildlife into the exposed sludge. By suppressing the generatlon of dust, the cover also prevents any

airborne release of radioactive contaminants.

Weekly inspections of the geotextile cover have shown it to be an effective barrier to wildlife intrusion and

an effective method of containing contaminants.

2.0  INTERIM ACTION

The surface impoundments were stabilized by installing a geotextile filter fabric cover over the exposed
sludge. The cover is similar to a daily landfill cover and is designed to eﬁectlvely contain contaminants

and prevent contact with the sludge by waldhfe

The geotextile filter fabn" was spread out over thetop of the exposed sludge to the gunite side walls of -
the dike to form a cover. The areas where the geotextile fabric sections join to form the cover were
connected by lapping the sections approximately one foot. The cover is held in-place around the
perimeter and at the side laps with 2 x 4 lumber covered with sand bags. The interior area of the cover is
held in-place with sand bags. The cover is permeable, which allows rain water to flow through the cover
and later evaporate through the cover. The cover will aliow additional materials to be removed from the

surface impoundments, if required.

3.0 MONITORING AND CONFIéMATORY SAMPLING

Not applicable.

4.0 INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE

The cover will continue to be inspected weekly as required by 20 NMAC 4.1 Section 265 226(a)(2) until

closure is complete.

September 25, 1996

1A Report for TA-53
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SWQB Request for Comments From Representatives of the Natural Resource Trustee
Council Regarding the Grant Sites



Comments regarding June 2, 1999, t... LANL s** = on the Mmailbox:/C%7C/Program%20Files/Net~ ..03.4D6C@nmenv.state.nm.us&number=1

1 nfl

Subject: Comments regarding June 2, 1999, tour for the Natural Resource Trustee Counsil to

LANL sites on the NMED-SWQB grant
Date: Thu, 03 Jun 1999 12:01:39 -0600
From: Barbara Hoditschek <barbara_hoditschek@nmenv.state.nm.us>

To: cdesaillan@ago.state.nm.us, Charisse_Sydoriak@nps.gov, Karen_Cathey@fws.gov,

joel_lusk@fws.gov, jaypecos@ix.netcom.com, ddiego@ix.netcom.com,
stephen_spencer@ios.doi.gov, pluehring/r3@fs.fed.us, quasho@nmia.com,
Senatorbil@aol.com, depo@la-tierra.com, dsarraci@trail.com

CC: jvozella@lanl.gov, vocke@lanl.gov, carmenr@lanl.gov, dbradbury@lanl.gov,
vrhodes@]lanl.gov, veeniss@lanl.gov, ralph_fordschmid@nmenv.state.nm.us,
eliza_frank@nmenv.state.nm.us

Thank you all for participating in the tour. Thank you also to DOE/LANL
for their hospitality and effectively organizing the tour. As I
mentioned when we departed, I would like the Council membership to
provide feed back to the NMED-Surface Water Quality Bureau (SWQB)
regarding the tour. Your comments are important in assisting us in
establishing a unified approach to addressing surface water concerns at
LANL sites. Your comments can be specific and relate to the sites we
toured, or general and refer to your particular concerns regardings LANL
sites and/or the NMED's approach towards addressing surface water
concerns at LANL sites. Please feel free to call me if you have any
questions regarding the surface water assessment strategy we outlined at
the begining of the tour. Also feel free to consult with the NMED-SWQB
regarding any other concerns you may have regarding surface water
protection in general. Please e-mail your comments to me before June
18, 1999, since I need to compile them for a presentation to the
Hazardous and Radioactive Materials Bureau and the EPA Region 6. Thank
you again for your cooperation. Hope to hear from you soon.

6/29/99 12:16 PM



Feedback concerning Stabilization ...t Grant Si*" “Toured omailbox:/C%7C/Program%20Files/N- " ..77.5D27@nmenv state.nm.us&number=3

Subject: Feedback concerning Stabilization Measures Applied At Grant Sites Toured on Jun2,
1999
Date: Fri, 04 Jun 1999 08:53:43 -0600
From: Barbara Hoditschek <barbara_hoditschek@nmenv.state.nm.us>
To: Senatorbil@aol.com

Thank you all for attending and/or sending representatives to the tour.
I also thank DOE/LANL for their hospitality. I think they did a good job
in organizing this tour. As I mentioned before we departed at the end of
the tour, I would like the Counsil membership to provide me with some
input as to whether the Environment Department is heading in the right
direction regarding our efforts to stabilize high and medium erosion
sites at LANL. The sites we saw on the tour of course, only represent a
small sample of sites with high and medium erosion potential, however,
the approach will be similiar. If you would like copies of the
recommendations for stabilization at other sites, you can e-mail your
request to me. In addition, feel free to call me if you have any
questions concerning the process of evaluating these sites and/or any
other surface water concerns you may have regarding LANL sites. Your
commments on this tour are necessary and welcome. NMED-SWQB believes
the input from the Counsil is important in establishing a unified
approach in resolving surface water issues associated with LANL sites.
Your comments can focus on your specific concerns with regard to
protection of the natural resourses under your care, or they can be
directed at specific concern regarding the sites at the sites we toured.
Please send your comments no later than June 18, 1999, since I will need
to compile them in a presentation to the NMED-Hazardous and Radiocactive
Materials Bureau and the EPA Region 6. Once again, thank you for your
cooperaiton, and hope to hear from you soon.

LI 1N 17 DWZS
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Comments From Attendees of The Tour of The Grant Sites



BMP Field Assessment mailbox:/C%7C/Program%20Files/Nets...27.0078f2e4@empo.lanl.gov&number=3

Subject: BMP Field Assessment
Date: Thu, 03 Jun 1999 09:15:27 -0600
From: Bob Vocke <vocke@lanl.gov>

To: cdesaillan@ago.state.nm.us, Charisse_Sydoriak@nps.gov, Karen_Cathey@fws.gov,
joel_lusk@fws.gov, jaypecos@ix.netcom.com, ddiego@ix.netcom.com,
stephen_spencer@jios.doi.gov, pluehring/r3@fs.fed.us, jbruin/r3_santafe@fs.fed.us,
quasho@nmia.com, Senatorbil@aol.com, depo(@la-tierra.com, dsarraci@trail.com

CC: jvozella@lanl.gov, u109949@]lanl.gov, tom_baca@lanl.gov,
barbara_hoditschek@mercury.nmenv.state.nm.us, carmenr@lanl.gov, dbradbury@]lanl.gov,
vrhodes@lani.gov

Trustee Council Members:

The Best Management Practice (BMP) Field Assessment as held on June 2, 1999 (agenda attached and
pasted below). Of the tentative listing of attendees Joel Lusk, David Sarracino, and Carey Bare were
unable to attend. Before providing my observations, I would like to thank Carmen, Val, Steve, and Dave
for a job well done.

The following are my observations from the Field Assessment.

The BMPs should be viewed as integral to "adaptive management" of the Laboratory's watersheds.

BMPs require a graded approach to surveillance and maintenance.

BMPs are conducted in the context of watershed management and are not necessarily reflective of
ecosystem management and NRDA-related restoration.

ER remedial actions, voluntary corrective actions, and interim actions reviewed during the Field
Assessment were not conducted based on eco-risk driven criteria.

Barbara Hoditschek (NMED) and Steve Veenis (LANL ESH-18) requested feedback on BMPs based on
the Field Assessment.



MEMORANDUM (for transmittal via email)

Date: June 10, 1999

To: Barbara Hoditschek

Thru: John Kieling

From: Eliza Frank

Subj: Comments regarding PRSs addressed in the 3011 RCRA grant

PRSs under consideration by trustees:
01-001(d) 10-003(a-0) 35-003(d, 1, q)
01-001(f) 10-007 53-002(a)
01-003(d) 33-006(a)

General status on listed PRSs:

> none have received NFA determinations from HRMB to date;

> none are on the current list of PRSs being considered for NFA;

> several still need a significant amount of investigation/assessment; and

> despite any aggregation approach by LANL in addressing PRSs, HRMB still
intends to evaluate NFA determinations one PRS at a time. Aggregation of PRSs
as a result of the ER group’s response to the draft watershed management
protection plan may provide for comprehensive risk evaluations or remediation
actions, but each PRS will appear individually on the HSWA module. The final
determination of which PRSs will be included in a particular aggregated area has
not been submitted to HRMB. Regardless, there will still be PRSs outside of
priority aggregated areas that will require attention (i.e. MDAs).

Specific status:
> 01-001(d), a.k.a. hillside 138, an ecorisk evaluation is still needed.
> 01-001(f), a.k.a. hillside 140 (adjacent to condos), the 1996 VCA was driven by
rad screening and therefore does nothing to facilitate an NFA. Chemical concerns
will need to be evaluated.

> 01-003(d), a.k.a. can dump area and paint splll, lacks adequate delineation of the
extent of contamination and an ecorisk evaluation.
> 33-006(a), an inactive shot pad, needs a risk assessment.

> 35-003(d, 1, q), the holding tank, pump pit and pipe trench associated with a waste
water treatment plant. In the past, there have been significant compliance issues
at this PRS (e.g. the IA Plan was not approved because it was submitted following
the action).

> 53-002(a), surface impoundments for cooling water at LANCE, was aggregated
into an overall lagoons “investigation.” A work plan was reviewed by HRMB
(10/98) and work is scheduled for this fiscal year. An RFI has not yet been
conducted at this PRS. Much work lies ahead. During the IA geotextile was
placed over the surface impoundments. EPA approved the plan, but questioned
the need and cost effectiveness for the action.

> 10-003(a-0) and 10-007, former firing pads and liquid waste disposal complex



associated with former radiochemistry lab. The EPA stated in their NOD
(5/19/97) for the RFI report for 10-001(a-d) that the sample grid implemented for
the RFI was “appropriate for determining if there is gross contamination over a
very large area, but does not specifically address the firing pads,” nor is the report
sufficient to ensure that no human health risk is associated with the PRSs. LANL
asserts that rad is the primary concern, but HRMB has not eliminated the need for
further documentation regarding chemical concerns. The IA conducted only
addressed rad components. The IA report acknowledges that the placement of
snow and silt fencing, as well as BMPs, is a short-term solution until a final
remedy is selected for this area. In addition, as of August 24, 1998, HRMB
ceased document review of some of the reports submitted on TA 10. LANL
requested time to allow for consolidation of documents and to review the content
in light of the criteria set forth in HRMB’s Document Requirement Guide dated
3/4/98.

Regarding sampling, discussions are taking place within HRMB to arrange for some soil and
sediment sampling by June 30, 1999. No sampling work plan has been prepared to date. I will
keep you informed of any planned sampling activities as they develop.

Important Note: As a result of the annual unit audit (AUA) required under the new fee
regulations, some PRSs have under gone consolidation (similar SWMUs have been grouped
under a single PRS number). The PRSs under this grant that were effected are noted below.

Consolidated Unit Number Former Unit Number(s)
(under AUA)
01-001(a)-99 includes: 01-001(d)
and 01-001(f)
10-002(a)-99 10-003(a-0), 10-007
35-003(a)-99 35-003(d, 1, @)
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Date: September 28, 1998
Refer to: EM/ER:98-367

)
O,

Dr. Robert S. Dinwiddie
NMED-HRMB
PO Box 26110
Santa Fe, NM 87502-2100

K,

SUBJECT: ADDITIONAL INFORMATION IN RESPONSE TO RSI FOR
TA-1, AGGREGATES N & P RFlI REPORT PRSs
1-001(s & u), 1-006(s) & 1-007(1) (FORMER OU 1078,
FU 1)

Dear Dr. Dinwiddie:

Enclosed please find additional information to the response to the New
Mexico Environment Department Hazardous and Radioactive Materials
Bureau'’s request for supplemental information (RSI) on the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act Facility Investigation (RFI) Report for Technical
Area 1, Potential Release Sites 1-001 (s & u), 1-006(s), and 1-007(l). The RSI
was received on July 7, 1998 and the first response was delivered to your office
on August 6, 1998.

If you have any questions, please contact Dave Mclnroy at

(505) 667-0819 or Joe Mose at (505) 667-5808.

Sincerely, Sincer

Julig A. Canepa, Program Manager
LANL/ER Project DOE/LAAQ

JC/TT/WN/rfr

Enclosure: Additional Information to the RSI For TA-1, Aggregates N & P RFIi
Report, PRSs 1-001(s & u), 1-006(s) & 1-007(l) (Former OU 1078,
FU 1)

An Equal Opportunity Employer/Operated by the University of California

Theodore J. Taylor, Program Manager



Mr. Robert Dinwiddie -2-
EM/ER:98-367

Cy (w/ enc.):

R. Michelotti, CST-7, MS E525

J. Mose, LAAO, MS A316

W. Neft, CST-7, MS E525

J. Newlin, CST-7, MS M992

D. Neleigh, EPA, R.6, 6PD-N

C. Rodriguez, CIO/ER, MS M992
T. Taylor, LAAO, MS A316

T. Trujillo, AL-ERD, MS A906

S. Rae, ESH-18, MS K497

J. White, ESH-19, MS K490

B. Garcia, NMED-HRMB

M. Leavitt, NMED-GWQB

J. Parker, NMED-HRMB

G. Saums, NMED-SWQB

S. Yanicak, NMED-AIP, MS J993
EM/ER File (CT# C502), MS M992
RPF, MS M707

Information Only (w/o enc.):
T. Baca, EM, MS J591

A. Dorries, TSA-10, MS M992
T. George, EM/ER, MS M992
T. Longo, DOE-HQ, EM-453
D. Mcinroy, EM/ER, MS M992
J. Plum, LAAO, MS A316

G. Rael, AL-ERD, MS A906
J. Vozella, LAAO, MS A316
EM/ER File, MS M992

September 27, 1998



Data Submittal in Response to
Request for Supplemental Information
TA-1, Aggregates N&P RF! Report
September 1997

INTRODUCTION

To facilitate review of this data submittal, the New Mexico Environmental Department's (NMED's)
comments are included verbatim. The comments are divided into general and specific categories as
presented in the letter. Los Alamos National Laboratory's (LANL's) responses follow each NMED
comment. This data submittal includes information from responses to comments that referenced the
project file or field logbooks. It is the data package that was to follow the Response to the Request
for Supplemental Information.

GENERAL COMMENTS
NMED Comment
1. LANL failed to provide a complete set of the analytical results from the samples obtained as

part of this corrective action. LANL should provide all field screening and analytical dala
(including QA/QC data) obtained during this investigation and/or used in support of this

document.
LANL Response
1. At the time this report was written, it was accepted practice not to inciude a complete set of

analytical results. The majority of the requested data is being retrieved. Data compiling has
begun but the complete data set will require approximately 30 to 45 additional days to
compile and evaiuate for completeness. Therefore, the complete data package will be
submitted by September 30, 1998. In response to the request, LANL will provide tables of the
analytical laboratory resuits and the field screening data. The table below identifies the
content of each table that will be provided.

Table Description

Aggregates N&P inorganic data Inorganic chemical fixed laboratory analyses

Aggregates N&P Radionuclide data Radionuclide fixed laboratory analyses

Aggregates N&P Organic data Organic chemical fixed laboratory analyses

Aggregates N&P Laboratory QA/QC data Lat;(oratory QAJ/QC data such as surrogates and matrix
spikes

Aggregates N&P Field QA/QC data Field QA/QC data from blanks such as rinsate and trip
blanks

Aggregates N&P Mobile Laboratory data Analytical results from the MRAL and MCAL

Aggregates N&P Field Screening data Field screening results such as hand held instruments

EM/ER:98-367 1 TA-1, Aggregates N&P

September 24, 1998 Data Submittal



SPECIFIC COMMENTS

NMED Comment

7. PRS 1-001(s), Location 2, page 59: LANL should clarify if discreet soil samples from
boreholes 2-14 and 2-15 were obtained for fixed analytical laboratory analyses in support of
the elevated beta/gamma readings noted during field screening.

LANL Response

7. Samples were collected from boreholes 2-14 and 2-15 (one sample per borehole), screened
using radiological field instruments, and submitted to the Mobile Radiological Analysis
Laboratory (MRAL) for analysis. Based on information in the project file and field log books,
the beta/gamma readings in both boreholes was 340 counts per minute (cpm), which was
considered “slightly elevated” by the Site Safety Officer. These results will presented in the
analytical data complied in response to General Comment No. 1. The samples were not
submitted to a fixed laboratory for further analysis.

The data has been compiled and the following information is attached.

Type of Data Description of Attachment
Information that discusses collection of | February/March 1994 RF| (pre-characterization) at Location 2,
the samples and rad van analytical Boreholes 2-14 and 2-15
data for the samples. —Copy of pages from the Field Team Leader Health and Safety Officer's
logbooks.

—-Daily field activities report for 2/15/94
—Spreadsheet of the rad van data which is also included in the previously
mentioned table, TA-1 Aggregates N & P, Rad Van Data.

EM/ER:98-367 3 TA-1, Aggregates N&P
September 24, 1998 Data Submittal



Aggregates N & P Analytic Data Introduction

This section presents the analytical data for the regular, field QA/QC, and laboratory
The data was downloaded from the Facility for Information Management, Analysis, a

d Display

(FIMAD). Any inconsistencies found, based on known values, were corrected locally,

summarized, and submitted to CDM personnel for correction in FIMAD.

The analytical data collected during the RFI is attached. This data is for fixed-laboratgry resuits.
The tables are composed of all chemical results including nondetected values. The figlds

displayed inciude analytical suite (ANALYTICAL_SUITE), location ID (LOC_ID), sam
(SAMPLE_ID), depth and units (DEPTH), sample medium (MEDIA), sample matrix
(STD_MATRIX), date of collection (COLL_DATE/TIME), date of analysis (AN_DATE
laboratory (LAB), request number (REQUEST), analyte name (ANALYTE), sample r
(STD_RESULTS) and units (STD_UNITS), analytical laboratory qualifiers (LAB_QU

le ID

| analytical
sults
L), LANL

baseline validation qualifiers (LANL_QUAL), and the RF! focused data validation qualifier
(FV_QUAL)—which is based on the laboratory qualifier, the LANL baseline validatior} qualifier,

and the results of the focused validation.

To augment the information presented in the laboratory QC data tables, the additiongl field of
sample type (SAMPLE_TYPE) is included to clarify the type of QC sample. The datg of collection

field (COLL_DATE/TIME) is not included in the laboratory QC data tables because it
applicable.

Specific Table Notes

1. “NONE" in the FV_QUAL field indicates that no qualifier flag was assigned dyrring
focused validation; “NONE” in the LAB_QUAL or LANL_QUAL fields indicate‘E

value was downloaded from FIMAD. “N/A” in the FV_QUAL field (only used i

s not

that a null
the QC

data sets) indicates that a focused validation qualifier field is not applicable. “NONE" and

“N/A” were added to the data set locally and are not in FIMAD.

2. “NULL" in any field, other than qualifier fields, indicates that a null value was
from FIMAD. “NULL" was added to the data set locally and is not in FIMAD.

General Table Notes

downloaded

3. Request number 20629 is not available in FIMAD, so a hard copy of the analytical report

is attached.

4. Request numbers 16785, 16811, and 16915 were available in FIMAD, but did not have
any laboratory QC data associated with them. Copies of these analytical reports are

provided, they indicate that no QC samples were run with these sample batc

nes.

5. Laboratory QC data for request numbers 16286, 16966, 16986, and 17205 were added

to the data set because they were batched with request number 17391 and t
QC data was only reported with them and not 17391.

he laboratory

6. Request numbers 16856 and 16911 were batched with request number 16844, therefore

laboratory QC data only appears in the data set for request number 16844.

7. Request number 20489 was batched with request number 20484, therefore |
QC data only appears in the data set for request number 20484.

8. Request number 20566 was batched with request number 20554, therefore |
QC data only appears in the data set for request number 20554.

9. Request number 20806 was batched with request number 20805, therefore |
QC data only appears in the data set for request number 20805.

pboratory
pboratory

Fboratory

QC samples.

W



Copies of analytical reports discussed in the introduction



4w EM-9 ANALYTICAL SERVICE AGREEMENT
Samples Assigned Report REQUEST NBR
16915
,.«ma%
{’”' ANALYTICAL SECTION: RADCM PROGRAM FUND CODE: M75B st
oo PRIORITY CODE: 3
SAMPLE DISPOSAL:  Discard AGREEMENT_DATE: 11-MAR-94
SCREENING DATA: Samples Screened: Counts BELOW Background!
CUSTOMER: CAN; Carl A. Newton MAIL STOP: J521 PHONE: 667-8676
v S on
SIGNATURE: t Z ¢ / KG TOTAL SAMPLES:
£l e
1= g
COUNTS:
ANALYSIS TECHNIQUE ANALYST DUE NBR SAMPLES
ALPHA,RV PC BLL 08-JUN-94 2
AM-241,RV G BLL 08-JUN-94 2
BETA,RV PC 8LL 08-JUN-94 2
C0-60,RV G BLL 08- JUN-94 2
€5-137,RV G BLL 08- JUN-94 2
GAMMA RV G BLL 08- JUN-94 2
REMARKS :
;7 PLES: st
. -ANALYSIS SAMPLE TECHNIQUE MATRX TYPE PRESERVATIVES HAZARDS COLLECTED DUE ANALST
ALPHA,RV 94.03946-Cut-1 pPC SS NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 04-MAR-94 08-JUN-94 BLL
94 .03947-Cut-1 PC MS NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 04-MAR-94 08-JUN-94 BLL
AM-241,RV  94.03946-Cut-1 G sS NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 04-MAR-94 0B-JUN-94 BLL
94.03947-Cut-1 G MS NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 04-MAR-94 0B-JUN-94 BLL
BETA RV 94.03946-Cut-1 pC SS NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 04-MAR-94 08-JUN-94 BLL
94.03947-Cut-1 PC MS NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 04-MAR-94 08-JUN-94 BLL
C0-60,RV 94 .03946-Cut-1 G SS NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 04-MAR-94 08-JUN-94 BLL -
94.03947-Cut-1 G MS NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 04-MAR-94 0B-JUN-94 BLL
€S-137,RV  94.03946-Cut-1 G SS NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 04-MAR-94 08-JUN-94 BLL
94.03947-Cut-1 G MS NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS D4-MAR-94 08-JUN-94 BLL
CAMMA, RV 94 .03946-Cut-1 G SS NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS D4-MAR-94 08-JUN-94 BLL
94.03947-Cut-1 G MS NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS D4-MAR-94 08-JUN-94 BLL
I:ZCJ/{G;/J

Los Alamos National Laboratory




C Q

Agreement Sample Nbr Customer Number Date Collected
Q6915 94.03947  AAA8330 04-MAR-94
- 16915 94.03946 AAAB8321™ 04-MAR-94
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REPORT NUMBER: 24108

whwdedrdrihkd EM-9 ANALYTICAL REPORT skt kkhdd

Prepared by: B. LOCKHART on 21-Apr-1994

REQUEST NUMBER: 16915 MATRIX: SS ANALYST: BRET LOCKHART PROGRAM CODE: M75B

OMNER: Carl A. Newton GROUP: EES-3 MAIL-STOP: (335 PHONE: 7-8676

NOTEBOOK : PAGE:

CUSTOMER SAMPLES:

CUSTOMER SAMPLE ANALYTICAL ANALYTICAL ANALYTICAL COMPLETION
NUM NUM ANALYSIS TECHNIQUE RESULT UNCERTAINTY UNITS DATE COMMENT

AAAB321 94.03946 ALPHA,RV PC 339.48 333.3599 PCl/G 3/30/94 AAAB321
AAAB321 94.03946 AM-241,RV G 0.24 2.7 PCl/G 3/31/94 AAA8321
AAA8321 94.03946 BETA,RV PC 1269.3 346.73 PCI/G 3/30/94 AAA8321
AAAB321 94.03946 CO-60,RV G 0.21 0.57 PC1/G 3/31/94 AAA8321
AAA8321 94.03946 CS-137,RV G - 1.51 0.82 PCI/G 3/31/94 AAA8321
AAAB321 94.03946 GAMMA,RV G 18.85 2.16 PCI/G 3/30/94 AAAB321
AAAB320 94.03947 ALPHA,RV PC - 7.38 83.28 PCI1/G 3/31/94 AAA8320
AAAB320 94.03947 AM-241,RV G - 0.35 1.36 PCI/G 3/31/94 AAA8320
AAA8320 94.03947 BETA,RV PC 43.77 90.73 PCI1/G 3/31/94 AAA8320
AAAB320 94.03947 CO-60,RV G 0.56 0.73 PCI/G 3/31/94 AAA8320
AAA8320 94.03947 CS-137,RV G - 1.4 0.82 PCI/G 3/31/94 AAA8320
AAAB8320 94.03947 GAMMA RV G - 17.02 2.68 PC1/G 3/31/94 AAA8320
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REPORT NUMBER: 24108 (continued)

hadaiaiebaindiaold EM-9 QUALITY ASSURANCE REPORT badadababudabdel st

Prepared by: B. LOCKHART on 21-Apr-1994
REQUEST NUMBER: 16915 MATRIX: SS ANALYST: BRET LOCKHART PROGRAM CODE: M75B
. OWNER: Carl A. Newton GROUP: EES-3 MAIL-STOP: (335 PHONE: 7-8676

NOTEBOOK : PAGE:

SUMMARY OF CONTROL STATUS OF OPEN (NON-BLIND) QC SAMPLES RUN WITH THIS BATCH

There were no open (non-blind) Quality Control materials run with the samples reported above for|{one of the following reasons:
Only qualitative data requested

Only Blind QC samples run with this sample batch. e
‘ No QC samples run with this sample batch.
No QC samples for this constituent and matrix type available within EM-9

SUMMARY OF CONTROL STATUS OF BLIND QC SAMPLES RUN WITH THIS BATCH

There were no blind Quality Control materials run with the samples reported above for one of the following reasons:
Only qualitative data requested
Only Open (non-blind) QC samples run with this sample batch.

Zg No QC samples run with this sampte batch.

.]; No QC samples for this constituent and matrix type available within EM-9

REPORT NUMBER: 24108 (;nr)>> éy meg

v

Anatlyst Reviewer Section Leader QA Offficer

zl ﬂxﬁglﬂ( JZ/aég 5 fo/v#
Dat ate Date Dpte




No Sample Discrepancies Noted by Sample Management Section

The control status of the preceeding data was evaluated using the standard statistical criteria set forth in
’Quality Assurance for Health and Environmental Chemistry: 1991,’ LA-12436-MS, Vol. I, pp. 21-22.
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LY
%’ EM-9 ANALYTICAL SERVICE AGREEMENT -

Samples Assigned Report REQUEST NBR
16811

ANALYTICAL SECTION: RADCM PROGRAM FUND CODE: M758 M;y-
— PRIORITY CODE: 3

- | . ;PLE DISPOSAL: Discard AGREEMENT_DATE: 26-FEB-94

SCREENING DATA:  No Screening Data Required

CUSTOMER: CAN; Carl A. Newton MAIL STOP: 4521 PHONE: 667-8616

SIGNATURE: é]- géw Lo AB TOTAL SAMPLES: 5’

UNTS:
ANALYSIS TECHNIQUE ANALYST DUE NBR SAMPLES
ALPHA,RV PC BLL 27-MAY-94 4
AM-241 RV G BLL 27-MAY-94 4
BETA,RV PC BLL 27-MAY-94 4
C0-60,RV G BLL 27-MAY-94 4
CS-137,RV G BLL 27-MAY-94 4
GAMMA RV G BLL 27-MAY-94 4
4ARKS:
TA-01 OU 1078 ey
LA
SIS SAMPLE TECHNIQUE MATRX TYPE PRESERVATIVES HAZARDS COLLECTED DUE ANALST
P 32 5
LPHA,RV 96.03056-Cut-1»qg17'9 PC Ss NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 27-MAY-94 BLL
94.03057-Cut-1 ... 7PC Ss NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 27-MAY-94 BLL
94.03058‘CU€'F1.F,5 +=7PC SS NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 27-MAY-94 BLL
- 94.03059-Cuf§i PC sS NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 27-MAY-94  BLL
M-241,RV  94.03056-Cut-1 G sS NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 27-MAY-94 BLL
94.03057-Cut-1 G SS NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 27-MAY-94 BLL
94.03058-Cut-1 G SS NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 27-MAY-94 BLL
94.03059-Cut-1 G ss NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 27-MAY-94 BLL
ETA,RV 94.03056-Cut-1 PC ss NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 27-MAY-94 BLL
94.03057-Cut-1 PC SS NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 27-MAY-94 BLL
94.03058-Cut-1 PC SS NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 27-MAY-94  BLL
94.03059-Cut-1 PC SS NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 27-MAY-94 BLL
)-60,RV 94.03056-Cut-1 G SS NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 27-MAY-94 BLL
94.03057-Cut-1 G SS NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 27-MAY-94 BLL
94.03058-Cut-1 G SS NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 27-MAY-94 BLL
94.03059-Cut-1 G ss NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 27-MAY-94  BLL
i~137,RV  94.03056-Cut-1 G §S NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 27-MAY-94  BLL
94.03057-Cut-1 G SS NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 27-MAY-94 BLL
94.03058-Ccut-1 G SS NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 27-MAY-94 BLL
94.03059-Cut-1 ] ss NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 27-MAY-94  BLL
MMA, RV 94.03056-Cut-1 G SS NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 27-MAY-94  BLL
94.03057-Cut-1 G SS NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 27-MAY-94 BLL
94.03058-Cut-1 G SS NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 27-MAY-94 BLL

Los Alamos National Laboratory Pg: 1




. ..9 ANALYTICAL SERVICE AGREEMENT
s 7 Samples Assigned Report REQUEST NBR

16811
WP
T 818 SAMPLE TECHNIQUE MATRX TYPE PRESERVATIVES HAZARDS COLLECTED  DUE ANALST
GAMMA,RV  94.03059-Cut-1 G ss NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 17-FEB-94 27-MAY-94 BLL

Los Atamos National Laboratory Pg: 2
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\greement Sample Nbr Customer Number Date Collected
16811 94.03056  AAAB285 /. 17-FEB-94

811 94.03057 AAMNB286 17-FEB-94
~.0811 94.03058 AAAB288 | 17-FEB-94

16811 94.03059 AAAB289 17-FEB-94
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REPORT NUMBER: 23095

RRRAdrdriiR EM-9 ANALYTICAL REPORT et it d 2]

Prepared by: B. LOCKHART on 2-Mar-1994
REQUEST NUMBER: 16811 MATRIX: SS ANALYST: BRET LOCKHART PROGRAM CODE: M75B
OWNER: Car! A. Newton GROUP: EES-3 MAIL-STOP: C335 PHONE: 7-8676
NOTEBOOK: PAGE:
CUSTOMER SAMPLES:
CUSTOMER SAMPLE ANALYTICAL ANALYTICAL ANALYTICAL COMPLETION
NUM NUM ANALYSIS TECHNIQUE RESULT UNCERTAINTY UNITS DATE COMMENT
AAAB285 94.03056 ALPHA,RV PC 0.0 83.28 PCl/G 3/02/94 AAAB285
AAAB285 94.03056 AM-241,RV G 0.0 0.675 PCI/G 3/02/94
AAAB285 94.03056 BETA,RV PC 54.45 90.73 PCI/G 3/02/94 AAAB285
AAAB285 94.03056 CO-60,RV G 0.0 0.473 PC1/G 3/02/94
AAA8285 94.03056 €S-137,RV G 0.0 0.78 PCI/G 3/02/94
AAAB285 94.03056 GAMMA,RV G - 2.75 2.16 PCI/G 3/02/94 AAA8285
AAAB286 94.03057 ALPHA,RV PC 7.38 83.28 PC1/G 3/702/94 AAAB286
AAAB286 94.03057 AM-241,RV G 0.0 0.701 PC1/G 3/02/94
AAAB286 94.03057 BETA,RV PC - 3.2 90.73 PC1/G 3/02/94 AAAB286
AAAB2B6 94.03057 CO-60,RV G 0.24 0.74 PC1/G 3/02/94
AAAB286 94.03057 CS-137,RV G 0.0 0.828 PCI/G 3/02/94
AAAB286 94.03057 GAMMA,RV G - 0.77 2.16 PCI/G 3/02/94 AAAB286
AAAB288 94.03058 ALPHA,RV PC 29.52 98.3 PCI/G 3/02/94 AAAB288
AAAB288 94.03058 AM-241,RV G 0.0 0.675 PCI/G 3/702/94
AAAB288 94.03058 BETA,RV PC 20.28 90.73 PCI/G 3/02/94 AAAB288
AAAB288 94.03058 C0-60,RV G 0.0 0.473 PCI/G 3/02/94
AAAB288 94.03058 CS-137,RV G 0.0 0.78 PCl/G 3/02/94
AAAB288 94.03058 GAMMA,RV G - 1.58 2.16 PC1/G 3/02/94 AAAB288
AAAB289 94.03059 ALPHA,RV PC 7.38 83.28 PCI/G 3/02/94 AAAB289
AAAB289 94.03059 AM-241,RV G 0.0 0.675 PCI/G 3/02/94
AAAB289 94.03059 BETA,RV PC - 35.23 90.73 PCI/G 3/02/94 AAA8289
AAAB289 94.03059 C0-60,RV G 0.0 0.473 PC1/G 3/02/94
AAAB289 94.03059 CS-137,RV G 0.0 0.78 PCI/G 3/02/94
AAAB289 94.03059 GAMMA,RV G - 0.57 2.16 PCI/G 3/02/94 AAA8289
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REPORT NUMBER: 23095 (continued)
babedaddadebudodotd EM-9 QUALITY ASSURANCE REPORT bdedabdaiabudodel

Prepared by: B. LOCKHART on 2-Mar-1994

REQUEST NUMBER: 16811 MATRIX: SS ANALYST: BRET LOCKHART

OWNER: Carl A. Newton GROUP: EES-3 MAIL-STOP: (335 PHONE: 7-8676

NOTEBOOK: PAGE:

SUMMARY OF CONTROL STATUS OF OPEN (NON-BLIND) QC SAMPLES RUN WITH THIS BATCH

PROGRAM CODE: M758

There were no open (non-blind) Quality Control materials run with the samples reported above for dne of the following reasons:

Only qualitative data requested
Oonly Blind QC samples run with this sample batch.
i No QC samples run with this sample batch.

No QC samples for this constituent and matrix type available within EM-9

SUMMARY OF CONTROL STATUS OF BLIND QC SAMPLES RUN WITH THIS BATCH

There were no blind Quality Control materials run with the samples reported above for one of the following reasons:

only qualitative data requested
Only Open (non-blind) QC samples run with this sample batch.

ii} No QC samples run with this sample batch.

No QC samples for this constituent. and matrix type available within EM-9

REPORT NUMBER: 23095 Eé_ i /) / %éﬁ__w%/_ -,

AR
Section Leader

Reviewer

Analyst
ﬁzﬁf

3}{:_4!@(
Date a

QA Offlicer o

__34/0 %

Date




No Sample Discrepancies Noted by Sample Management Section

The control status of the preceeding data was evaluated using the standard statistical criteria set forth in
'Qual ity Assurance for Health and Environmental Chemistry: 1991,/ LA-12436-MS, vol. 1, pp. 21-22.
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EM-9 ANALYTICAL SERVICE AGREEMENT

Samples Assigned Report

0

REQUEST NBR

16785

R

ANALYTICAL SECTION: RADCM

SAMPLE DISPOSAL:

SCREENING DATA:

Discard

PROGRAM FUND CODE: M75B

AGREEMENT_DATE:

CUSTOMER: CAN; Carl A. Newton

/

Samples Screened: Counts BELOW Background!

MAIL STOP: J521

23-FEB-94

PHONE :

PRIORITY COOE:

667-8676

™
e

2

2

SIGNATURE: » KG TOTAL SAMPLES:
COUNTS: 7
ANALYSIS TECHNIQUE ANALYST DUE NBR SAMPLES
ALPHA, RV PC BLL 19-MAR-94 2
AM-241,RV G BLL 19-MAR-94 2
BETA,RV PC BLL 19-MAR-94 2
€0-60,RV G BLL 19-MAR-94 2
Cs-137,RV G BLL 19-MAR-94 2
GAMMA, RV 6 BLL 19-MAR-94 2
REMARKS : 7
. ;
TA-1 0U1078 o
SAMPLES:
ANALYSIS SAMPLE TECHNIQUE MATRX TYPE PRESERVATIVES HAZARDS COLLECTED  DUE ANALST
ALPHA,RV  94.02720-Cut-3 PC ss NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 17-FEB-94 19-MAR-94 BLL
94.02771-Cut-1ﬁ;.;jg7Pc ss NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 17-FEB-94 19-MAR-94 BLL
AM-241,RV  94.02720-Cut-3 G ss NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 17-FEB-94 19-MAR-94 BLL
94.02771-Cut-1 G ss NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 17-FEB-94 19-MAR-94 BLL
BETA,RV 94.02720-Cut-3 PC ss NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 17-FEB-94 19-MAR-94 BLL
94.02771-Cut-1 pC ss NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 17-FEB-94 19-MAR-94 BLL
CO-60,RV  94.02720-Cut-3 G ss NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 17-FEB-94 19-MAR-94 BLL
94.02771-Cut-1 G ss NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 17-FEB-94 19-MAR-94 BLL
€s-137,RV  94.02720-Cut-3 6 ss NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 17-FEB-94 19-MAR-94 BLL
94.02771-Cut-1 G ss NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 17-FEB-94 19-MAR-94 BLL
GAMMA,RV  94.02720-Cut-3 G ss NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 17-FEB-94 19-MAR-94 BLL
94.02771-Cut-1 G ss NO PRESERVS NO HAZARDS 17-FEB-94 19-MAR-94 BLL
Los Alamos National Laboratory Pg: 1




Agreement Sample Nbr Customer Number Date Collected

- e - - - am e o m— m e— .- D i T N - e e e -

e PR -~
16785 94.02720  XAKB273.. 17-FEB-94
16785 94.02771  ARA8287 17-FEB-94
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REPORT NUMBER: 23096

bbb bddabddl EM-9 ANALYTICAL REPORT babaladdebadododeddd ’D
Prepared by: B. LOCKHART on 2-Mar-1994
REQUEST NUMBER: 16785 MATRIX: SS ANALYST: BRET LOCKHART PROGRAM CODE: M75B
OWNER: Carl A. Newton GROUP: EES-3 MAIL-STOP: C335 PHONE: 7-8676
NOTEBOOK : PAGE:
CUSTOMER SAMPLES:
CUSTOMER SAMPLE ANALYTICAL ANALYTICAL ANALYTICAL COMPLETION
NUM NUM ANALYSIS TECHNIQUE RESULT UNCERTAINTY UNITS DATE COMMENT
AAAB272 94.02720 ALPHA,RV PC 11.07 83.28 PC1/G 3/02/94 AAAB272
AAAB272 94.02720 AM-241,RV G 0.0 0.825 PCI/G 3/02/94
AAAB272 94.02720 BETA,RV PC - 20.28 90.73 PC1/G 3/02/94 AAAB272
AAAB272 94.02720 CO-60,RV G 0.42 0.79 PC1/G 3/03/94
AAAB272 94.02720 CS-137,RV G 0.15 0.696 PCI/G 3/03/94
AAAB272 94.02720 GAMMA RV G - 3. 2.16 PCI1/G 3/03/94 AAA82T2
{”“ AAAB287 94.02771 ALPHA RV PC - 3.69 83.28 PC1/G 3/04/94 AAA8287
) AAAB287 94.02771 AM-241 RV G 0.0 0.825 PC1/G 3/04/94
AAAB287 94.02771 BETA,RV PC - 16.01 90.73 PCl/G 3/03/94 AAAB287
AAAB287 94.02771 CO-60,RV G 0.0 0.589 PC1/G 3/04/94
AAAB287 94.02771 C€S-137,RV G 0.09 0.696 PCI1/G 3/04/%94
AAAB2B7 94.02771 GAMMA,RV G - 4.63 2.16 PCl/G 3/04/94 AAAB287
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REPORT NUMBER: 23096 (continued)
badadadalobuboddeded EM-9 QUALITY ASSURANCE REPORT habakadabdedadaded
Prepared by: B. LOCKHART on 2-Mar-1994
REQUEST NUMBER: 16785 MATRIX: SS ANALYST: BRET LOCKHART PROGRAM CODE:
OWNER: Carl A. Newton GROUP: EES-3 MAIL-STOP: (€335 PHONE: 7-8676
NOTEBOOK : PAGE:

SUMMARY OF CONTROL STATUS OF OPEN (NON-BLIND) QC SAMPLES RUN WITH THIS BATCH

There were no open (non-blind) Quality Control materials run with the samples reported above for one of the following reasons:

only qualitative data requested
Only Blind QC samples run with this sample batch.

No QC samples run with this sample batch.

K

No QC samples for this constituent and matrix type available within EM-9

SUMMARY OF CONTROL STATUS OF BLIND QC SAMPLES RUN WITH THIS BATCH

M758

There were no blind Quality Control materials run with the samples reported above for one of the following reasons:

only qualitative data requested

Only Open (non-blind) QC samples run with this sample batch.

|

No QC samples run with this sample batch.

No QC samples for this constituent and matrix type available within EM-9

- 7= Z__\
REPORT NUMBER: 23096 A K

moy’
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Analyst Reviewer Section Leader QA Officer
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No Sample Discrepancies Noted by Sample Management Section

The control status of the preceeding data was evaluated using the standard statistical criteria
‘Quality Assurance for Health and Environmental Chemistry: 1991,’ LA-12436-MS, Vol. I,

set forth in
pp. 21-22.
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Review of analytical data package for RN: 20629 £ST 18
Program code: MA11 Owner: Janet S. Brewer

Lab: ATI-Ft. Collins, 94-12-086 3 / {0 /q 5
Reviewer: Donivan Porterfield, 03/07/95

Analyses:

gamma Spectroscopy

isotopic plutonium by alpha spectroscopy
isotopic uranium by alpha spectroscopy
tritium by liquid scintillation

Samples: 94.32250(ss).
A review of the data does not preclude a single data point being in error.

The reported results represent scientifically valid methods, which have much in common with the
LANL CST-9 radiochemistry methods, for quantifying the indicated analytes. However, it
should be noted that radiochemistry procedures will vary somewhat from lab to lab due to the
lack of precise promulgated radiochemistry procedures Whereas, the EPA CLP SOW methods
provided precise promulgated procedures for organics and inorganics.

Data Reviewer: @ / %A’—' 32/ 7/ o Review level 1




REPORT NUMBER:

32584

Rainddedddded kel CST ANALYTICAL REPORT bndadnbadadodobodeddd -
Prepared by: DLD on 7-Mar-1995
REQUEST NUMBER: 20629 MATRIX: SS ANALYST: 211 PROGRAM CODEF MA11
OWNER: Janet S. Brewer GROUP: CST-7 MAIL-STOP: ES25 PHONE: 5-919%
NOTEBOOK : PAGE:
CUSTOMER SAMPLES:
CUSTOMER SAMPLE ANALYTICAL ANALYTICAL ANALYTICAL COMPLETION
NUM NUM ANALYSIS TECHNIQUE RESULT UNCERTAINTY UNITS DATE COMMENT

AAC2089 94.32250 U-234 RAS 1.225 0.0895 PCI/G 1704195

AAC2089 94 .32250 U-235 RAS 0.043 0.0095 PCI/G 1704195

AAC2089 94.32250 U-238 RAS 0.996 0.0755 PCl/6G 1704795

el
;]
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REPORT NUMBER: 32584 (continued)

whaswknedd  CST QUALITY ASSURANCE REPORT hkhhbee

Prepared by: DLD on 7-Mar-1995
REQUEST NUMBER: 20629 MATRIX: SS ANALYST: 211 PROGRAM CODE: MAN1
OWNER: Janet S. Brewer GROUP: CST-7 MAIL-STOP: E525 PHONE: 5-9194

NOTEBOOK : PAGE:

SUMMARY OF CONTROL STATUS OF OPEN (NON-BLIND) QC SAMPLES RUN WITH THIS BATCH

There were no open (non-blind) Quality Control materials run with the samples reported above for one of the following reasons:
Only qualitative data requested
Only Blind QC sampies run with this sample batch.

No QC samples run with this sample batch.

No QC samples for this constituent and matrix type available within CST
SUMMARY OF CONTROL STATUS OF BLIND QC SAMPLES RUN WITH THIS BATCH

There were no blind Quality Control materials run with the samples reported above for one of the following reasons:
Only qualitative data requested

Onty Open (non-blind) QC samples run with this sample batch.

No QC samples run with this sample batch.

No QC samples for this constituent and matrix type available within CST

REPORT NUMBER: 32584 /Q/W Mo

Analyst Reviewer Team Leader QA Officer{/

3/1/55 3/g /95

Date Date Date Date




No Sample Discrepancies Noted by Sample Management Section

The control status of the preceeding data was evaluated using the standard statistical criteria s
'Quality Assurance for Health and Environmental Chemistry: 1992,/ LA-12790-NS, Vol. I,

pt forth in
pp. 19-20.
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REFORT NUMBER: 32583

bububabediedeiaiaied CST ANALYTICAL REPORT bndudindebaiatatataded

Prepared by: DLD on 7-Mar-1995
REQUEST NUMBER: 20629 MATRIX: SS ANALYST: 211 PROGRAM CODE: MA11
OWNER: Janet S. Brewer GROUP: CST-7 MAIL-STOP: ES25 PHONE: 5-9194
NOTEBOOK : PAGE :
CUSTOMER SAMPLES:
CUSTOMER SAMPLE ANALYTICAL ANALYTICAL ANALYTICAL COMPLETION
NUM NUM ANALYSIS TECHNIQUE RESULT UNCERTAINTY UNITS DATE COMMENT
AAC2089 94.32250 PU-238 RAS 0.02 0.003 PCl/G 1/04/95

AAC2089 94.32250 PU-239 RAS 6.878 0.41 PC1/G 1/04/95
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REPORT NUMBER: 32583 (continued)
wwwsswases  CST QUALITY ASSURANCE REPORT severtaee %’%
-
Prepared by: DLD on 7-Mar-1995
REQUEST NUMBER: 20629 MATRIX: SS ANALYST: 211 PROGRAM CODE: MAt1
OWNER: Janet S. Brewer GROUP: CST-7 MAIL-STOP: ES25 PHONE: 5-919%

NOTEBOOK : PAGE:

SUMMARY OF CONTROL STATUS OF OPEN (NON-BLIND) QC SAMPLES RUN WITH THIS BATCH

There were no open (non-blind) Quality Control materials run with the samples reported above for pne of the following reasons:
Only qualitative data requested
Only Blind QC samples run with this sample batch. i
No QC samples run with this sample batch.

No QC samples for this constituent and matrix type available within CST

SUMMARY OF CONTROL STATUS OF BLIND QC SAMPLES RUN WITH THIS BATCH

There were no blind Quality Control materials run with the samples reported above for one of the [following reasons:
Only qualitative data requested
Only Open (non-blind) QC samples run with this sample batch.

No QC samples run with this sample batch.

No QC samples for this constituent and matrix type ‘available within CST

REPORT NUMBER: 32583 - _@_ —_— _fm&g:_

Analyst Reviewer Team Leader QA Officer

5/2/55 salrs

Date Date Date Date

i




No Sample Discrepancies Noted by Sample Management Section

he control status of the preceeding data was evaluated using the standard statistical criteria set forth in
'Quality Assurance for Health and Environmental Chemistry: 1992,/ LA-12790-MS, Vol. I, pp. 19-20.
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REPORT NUMBER: 32579
eswwwwawas  CST ANALYTICAL REPORT = wewwwwwwwas Y
o
Prepared by: DLD on 7-Mar-1995
REQUEST NUMBER: 20629 MATRIX: SS  ANALYST: 211 PROGRAM CODE}] MA11
OWNER: Janet S. Brewer GROUP: CST-7 MAIL-STOP: ES525  PHONE: 5-9194
NOTEBOOK : PAGE:
CUSTOMER SAMPLES:
CUSTOMER  SAMPLE ANALYTICAL  ANALYTICAL  ANALYTICAL COMPLET ION
NUM NUM  ANALYSIS TECHNIQUE RESULT UNCERTAINTY  UNITS DATH COMMENT
AAC2089 94.32250 H20- GRAV 13.8 X 12729494
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REPORT NUMBER: 32579 (continued)

hdudaadadndadaadd CST QUALITY ASSURANCE REPORT buadedodeiaiadeded

. Prepared by: DLD on 7-Mar-1995
REQUEST NUMBER: 20629 MATRIX: SS ANALYST: 211 PROGRAM CODE: MA11
OWNER: Janet S. Brewer GROUP: CST-7 MAIL-STOP: E525 PHONE: 5-9194

NOTEBOOK:: PAGE:

SUMMARY OF CONTROL STATUS OF OPEN (NON-BLIND) QC SAMPLES RUN WITH THIS BATCH

There were no open (non-blind) Quality Control materials run with the samples reported above for one of the following reasons:

Only qualitative data requested

Only Blind QC samples run with this sample batch.

No QC samples run with this sample batch.

No QC samples for this constituent and matrix type available within CST

SUMMARY OF CONTROL STATUS OF BLIND QC SAMPLES RUN WITH THIS BATCH

There were no blind Quality Control materials run with the samples reported above for one of the following reasons:
Only qualitative data requested
Only Open (non-blind) QC samples run with this sample batch.

No QC samples run with this sample batch.

No QC samples for this constituent and matrix type available within CST

REPORT NUMBER: 32579 ﬁ/ Z _.ﬂ&ﬁv_
QA Offic

Analyst Reviewer Team Leader

3[7/5 3 3/9/9'6

Date Date Date Date




No Sample Discrepancies Noted by Sample Management Section

The control status of the preceeding data was evaluated using the standard statistical criteris ¢
'Quality Assurance for Health and Envirornmental Chemistry: 1992,! LA-12790-NS, Vol. I,

et forth in
pp. 19-20.
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REPORT NUMBER: 32581

inbuiadedsinbuiudodd CST ANALYTICAL REPORT hbubudbeindeiaietoied

Prepared by: DLD on 7-Mar-1995
REQUEST NUMBER: 20629 MATRIX: SS ANALYST: 211 PROGRAM CODE: MAT1
OWNER: Janet S. Brewer GROUP: CST-7 MAIL-STOP: E525 PHONE: 5-9194
NOTEBOOK : PAGE:
CUSTOMER SAMPLES:
CUSTOMER SAMPLE ANALYTICAL ANALYTICAL ANALYTICAL COMPLETION
NUM NUM ANALYSIS TECHNIQUE RESULT UNCERTAINTY UNITS DATE COMMENT
AAC2089 94.32250 H-3 LS 624. 215. PCI/L 12/29/94
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REPORT NUMBER: 32581 (continued)

hbaadebododadatoied CST QUALITY ASSURANCE REPORT budaladebobadedand Mﬁ%ﬁ
Prepared by: DLD on 7-Mar-1995
REQUEST NUMBER: 20629 MATRIX: SS ANALYST: 211 PROGRAM CODE: MA11
OWNER: Janet S. Brewer GROUP: CST-7 MAIL-STOP: ES525 PHONE: 5-9194

NOTEBOOK : PAGE:

SUMMARY OF CONTROL STATUS OF OPEN (NON-BLIND) QC SAMPLES RUN WITH THIS BATCH

There were no open (non-blind) Quality Control materials run with the samples reported above for gne of the following reasons:
Only qualitative data requested
Only Blind QC samples run with this sample batch. -,
o

No QC samples run with this sample batch.

No QC samples for this constituent and matrix type available within CST
SUMMARY OF CONTROL STATUS OF BLIND QC SAMPLES RUN WITH THIS BATCH

There were no blind Quality Control materials run with the samples reported above for one of the rollouing reasons:
Only qualitative data requested

Only Open (non-blind) QC samples run with this sample batch.
No QC samples run with this sample batch.

No QC samples for this constituent and matrix type available within CST

REPORT NUMBER: 32581 W o

Analyst Reviewer Team Leader QA Offfice
- 3/ )
3)1/53 /5/9s

Date Date Date Dhte




No Sample Discrepancies Noted by Sample Management Section

e control status of the preceeding data was evaluated using the standard statistical criteria set forth in
’Quality Assurance for Health and Environmental Chemistry: 1992,/ LA-12790-MS, Vol. I, pp. 19-20.
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REPORT NUMBER: 32580 (continued)

hnbudedddedodolod CST QUALITY ASSURANCE REPORT budaialudedainini

s

Prepared by: DLD on 7-Mar-1995
REQUEST NUMBER: 20629 MATRIX: SS ANALYST: 211 . PROGRAM CODE: MA11
OWNER: Janet S. Brewer GROUP: CST-7 MAIL-STOP: E525 PHONE: 5-9194

NOTEBOOK : PAGE:

SUMMARY OF CONTROL STATUS OF OPEN (NON-BLIND) QC SAMPLES RUN WITH THIS BATCH

There were no open (non-blind) Quality Control materials run with the samples reported above for one of the following reasons:
Only qualitative data requested

Only Blind QC samples run with this sample batch. T,

No QC samples run with this sample batch.

No QC samples for this constituent and matrix type available within CST

SUMMARY OF CONTROL STATUS OF BLIND QC SAMPLES RUN WITH THIS BATCH

There were no blind Quality Control materials run with the samples reported above for one of the following reasons:
Only qualitative data requested

Only Open (non-blind) QC samples run with this sample batch.

No QC samples run with this sample batch.

No OC samples for this constituent and matrix type available within CST

REPORT NUMBER: 32580 0 ”
Analyst Reviewer Team Leader QA Officﬁ

3/753 _3f3/9s

Date Date Date Date




No Sample Discrepancies Noted by Sample Management Section

. The control status of the preceeding data was evaluated using the standard statistical criteria set forth in

'Quality Assurance for Health and Environmental Chemistry: 1992,’ LA-12790-MS, Vol. 1, pp. 19-20.
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REPORT NUMBER: 32580

whawtawees  CST ANALYTICAL REPORT ~ *wwwwwwius "
-
Prepared by: DLD on 7-Mar-1995
REQUEST NUMBER: 20629 MATRIX: SS ANALYST: 211 PROGRAM CODE: MA11
OWNER: Janet S. Brewer GROUP: CST-7 MAIL-STOP: E525 PHONE: 5-9194
NOTEBOOK : PAGE:
CUSTOMER SAMPLES:
CUSTOMER SAMPLE ANALYTICAL ANALYTICAL ANALYTICAL COMPLETION
NUM NUM ANALYSIS TECHNIQUE RESULT UNCERTAINTY UNITS DATE COMMENT
AAC2089 94.32250 CS-137 G 0.048 0.022 PC1/G 1/09/95
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