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Ms. Barbara Driscoll 
NM Federal Facilities Section 
Multimedia Planning and Permitting Division 
U S  Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 6,6PD-N 
1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200 
Dailas, TX 75202-2733 

SUBJECT: RESPONSE TO THE NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY (NOD) FOR 
OPERABLE UNIT (OU) 1079 

Dear Barbara: 

Enclosed is the Los Alamos National Laboratory's response to the Environmental 

Protection Agency's (EPA's) NOD concerning potential release sites 32-001, 

32402(a,b), 32-003, and 32-004 of the OU 1079 Resource Conservation and Recovery 

Act Facility Investigation Report. A certification form signed by the appropriate officials is 

also enclosed. The NOD was received at the Los Aiamos Area Office on November 20, 

1995. The enclosed response repeats each comment from the NOD for convenience in 

reviewing. 

Please contact Garry ANen at (505) 667-3394 or Bonnie Koch at (505) 665-7202 if 

you have any questions about this response to the NOD. 

Since re I y , 

*'& 

YTheodore J. Taylor, Program Manager 
tos Atamos Area Office 
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GENERAL COMMENTS: 

DEFICIENCY 'I 

Ostermlnstlon of the Extent of Contamination Ourfng Phrrre I t  Sampllng 

According to thc RCRA Corractivo Action Plan (CAP), onougn data 10 dalormino tho extent of 

contarnination should bo colloctod during tho RFI (UPS. OSVJER €PA 19915). The numbor and 
location of proposod sarnplos for Phaso I I  appears to bc insufficient to accomplish !his 

requirement. For example, LANL statos that lor PRSs 32-002(n) and 32.003, *,..a minimum ol 
four samples will bo colloctod in oach exposura unit (500 in2 Icr the rosldsntlal scenario and 

2,000 m2 for the rocroational sconario). Additional s a m p l e s  may be collectod If Iho varlabillly 

of conlaminanis of potential concorn (COPC) within th0 exposure units is grearar than cwant ly  

expected.' The objective of a RFI is to defermine tho naturb and extant 01 contamination 

associated wifh a release from a PRS. including contamination in an "exposura unit". Whelher 

the contamination is confined to the LexpoSure unif- is, however, coincidental. 

RESPONSE 

The primary objective o! ;ho Phase  II invesligation at Technical Area (TA) 32 is to collect a 
sutliciant numbor 01 SclmplOS trom appropriate locations to dofino tho ~ a l u r e  and exlont 0 1  

conlaminatian at each potontlal roleaso site (PRS). To summarlza the approach, the inilial 

sample localions will be based on the most likely sediment accumulatkm arms adjacent to 
outfalls, 2nd the locations of tho PRSs. Quick-turnaround analytical mothods will bo usod, and 

a screening nssbssmont will bo conducted. If the rosdts indlcalo lhaf the extonr of contamlnalion 

has not been delermined, samples will be collecled 10 bound tho dXt$nt, The exposure unil 

approach quoted above is inleoded Io bo used as a secondaly mOaSuro at thoso silos where 

a risk assessment noods to bo portormed I1.e.. the soplic tank and outtall areas at 

PRS 32-002(a), and tho oul l~ l l  arms 0 1  PRSs 32-002[b) and 32-004]. 

DEFlCtENCY 2 

Selection of Number and Locations of Septic System Trench Sampler 

For Phase II. LANL presents a subjoctlve sampling plan to dolermlna Iho number and locations 
of s a m p l e s  in the trenches associated with PRSs 32*602(a) and 32-002(b). Tho sampling plan 



indicates thal "these semple locations w~ll  bo dclormined judgmof3ally.* Also. IhO proposed 
number o! sarnplos per trench ranses from one to four. According lo Figure 5-3, each 01 these 
dra!n lines Is over 100 feet long. Based on this information, EPA docs no: 8g:oe that one lo 

lour samples are SulfiCient lo assess tho potonlial con:omination o! :he subsurface sail in lhese 
trenches. EPA recommends lhat the Phaso I1 sampling Dlan duscribo a slatist!cnlly-bnsod or 

grid-based approach for determining a suflicienf samplo si20 and approprta:o samplo localions 
for charactertzing the contaminalion in those frenches. 

RESPONSE 

&os Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) would like 10 clarify :ha1 tho lrcnches planned forlho 
Phsse II lnvestlgation at PRSs 32-002(a,b) will ba excava!ed along oxisling drsin lines t o  

exposo the remaining pipes. LANt Intends IO visually Inspect rho pipes for cracks and boles in 
order to identify locations where potential releasos may havo occurrod. Samples will bo 

collecled from soil In areas adjacent to cracks Or holes in lhQ pipe, and also in areas adjacont 
to pipe joinls. The number of snmplos collocled will depend on l h e  lengih of pipe remaining in 

place, and the sampllng lnrerval will not axcoed 25 It (assuming tha t  lho pip0 sogmonls arc 
greater t h m  or equal to 5 t i  In longth). Thus, tho sampling plan will be biased to visual 
indlcations of cantaminatlon, with a minimum number of sarnplos co!lac:od if no contnminalion 
Is Rated. 

OEFlCIENCY 3 

Field Scmnlng 

Field screening of "gross" concenlrations of radioactivity and volnlilc organic vapors as 

indicator parametors was used to Idenfify sampling locations lor large1 analyto list (TAL) metals 
and semivolatile organic compounds (SVOC). No evidence was provided indicating thal this 

approach was appropriate. €PA found no evidenco corrolating "gross' concontralions of 

radloactlvlty and volatile organics wllh concenlrations of TAL molals and SVOCs. Convorsaly, 
no evldenca was providsd corroletlng loss-than-gross concmtrnllons 01 mdlonclivily and 
volatile organic vapors wlth TAL metals and SVOCs. 

Accwdlng to €PA (U.S. €PA QSWER 1989, Paga 3-21). indicator parornotors are uselul lor 

large releases. Based on the hislotical informalion at Iho silo, lht3 exlonl of reloasos remains 
largely unknown. In addition. indicator peramelers nlone arc no1 adoquolu 10 demonsrrnlc iho 

F e b t w y P t ,  7 9 9 6  2 NOD Response for TA-32 



absence 01  a rolease bocause of their relatively high dokction limi!s and because they do not 

account for all classes of constituents lhat may be prosont. Indicator parameters should be 
used in conjunction with specllic conslituenls. EPA rocommends that Phase I I  Include 
sampling for specific constltuonfs 10 determine fhe nature and oxtent of conlaminallon, 

RESPONSE 

During the Phase I investlgalion, fletd screening o! gross conconlrations o! radibactlvily and 

volariie organic vapors were not used a5 indicator parameters to identify sampling locations for 
target analylo list (TAL) metals or semivolatlle organlc compounds (SVOCs). Rather, as stated 
in Subsection 1.3 of the Rosource Conservation and Recovory Act (RCRA) Facility Investlgalion 

(AFt) Report lor PRSs 32=001,32-002(a,b), 32.003, and 32-004, It radloactivity werb delected 
in any sample during the field screenhg, that sample was 10 be analyzed 10 idenltly Individual 

raclionuctldes. I f  volatile organic vapors were detoctffd in any sample during field screening, 
that sample was to be analyzed lor volatile organic compounds (VOCs). Al l  soil samples were 

analyzed for TAL metals and SVOCs regardless of the field screenlng results, and most of the 
samples were submitted for analysis of VOCs. Samples wore not sen1 tor fixed laboralory 
analysis of radionuclides, but LANL inlends to correct this deflciancy during the Phaso I 1  

investlgation. Ouring fhe P h a s e  I I  invesllgatlon, field scrooning results will be used in 

conjunction with fixed laboratory analyses lor specific constituonls 1 0  deterrnlne the nature and 

extent of contamination. 

DEFICIENCY 4 

Background Dab Comparlron Methodology 

LANL stated that I! followed the tolerance interval approach in EPA's 'Starislical Analysis of 

Groundwaier Monitoring Data' (US.  EPA OSW 1989) for defermining whelher the concentration 

ol  a sire constltuent was stattstically different horn tho background concenlration. €PA 

recommends using a 95 percent cowage,  however, tho faclllly used 99 percent coverage, 
This approach results in a greater upper tolerance limit (UTL) value for background, compared 
to 95 percent coverage, and increases the likelihood that PRS conraminont concentrations wlll 
not be statistically dlfterenl from background tevols-that is, site contarnlnants will brj scroened 

out. 

NOD Rerponu for TA.32 3 February 27, Wg6 



RESPONSE 

LANL has sgreed lo use background upper tolerance limils (UTLs) calculated at the 95th 

pcarcentk and 95% confidence h all lurure RFI repons. For this nolicr of deficioncy (NOD) 
respontm, U N L  has determined The dlfleronces resulting from using tho new background UTLs 

in tk8sCreening assessments for TA-32. Five inorganic chemicals that were detoctad at levols 
befow the UTLs used in the RFI reporl (based on the 99th percentile a1 95% confidence) havo 
concentrations grea:er than :hair new UTLs. These are barium, calcium, sodium, vanadium, 

and zinc. 

Calcium and, sodium? have no screening action levels (SALs), bul they arc essonlial nutrients 

for human heallh. Neither calcium nor sodium aro retelnod as chemicals of potential concern 

(COPCS) because they were deiectod at lovels :hat are highly unlikely lo hovo adverse heallh 

elfecls, 3s described below: 

Calcium was detected at 8 maximum concentration 01 8 500 mglkg at 

PRS 32-002(b). Tho recommended daily allowance for calcium is 800 mg 
perday lor people of ages 1 to 10, and loxic concentralions are much higher 
(National Research Council 1989, 1251). Tho average soil intakQ lo: 

people of ages 1 10 10 is 200 mg per day. A person ingesting site soil of t h e  
highest cstcium concentration at the average inleke reto would ingesl 

1.7 mg of calcium per day, which is well below lho rccommandod daily 
sllowanco. 

+ Sodium was defected 8t 8 maximum concontralion of 7 YO0 mglkg at 

PRS 32=002(b). The recornmendud daily allowance for sodium is 46 mg per 
day for infants, and toxiccontentrations are much higher (National Resoarch 
Council 1989, 3251). The average soil intake for infants is 230 mg per day. 

An Infant ingesting site soil of the highost sodium conconrrntion at tho 

average Intake rate would lngeslO.22 mg of sodium per day, which is woll 
bolow the recommended daily allowance. 

* 

The remaining three analytes (barium, vanadium, and zinc) wero dotoctbd a1 lovels abovo their 
new UtLs, but bolow their SALs. However, the conclusions and tecommendalions do no1 
change lor any of the TA-32 PRSs as discussed belcw: 



I .  

At PASS 32*002(a) and 32-0011, no samplos were colluctod during fho 
Phase I invosligation. 

At PRS 32.001, zinc is tho Only analyte datoctod ol conccn~ratlons c?bQVQ 

tho new UTL that was not atroady retoinod in the original background 

compnrlson. Tha maximum dotoclod zlnc concontralion was 60 mglkg, 

which IS bolovr thc SAL o! 23 000 mglkcj. When zinc is includod in Iho 

multlplo constituent evatuation fsae Subsection d.l.3.2 of tho RFt ropart), 
Iho now total normalized sum is 0,002. Thus, tho valuc is still bclow 1, 

indicating !hat potontral adverse human health offocts are unlikdy. 

Thereforo. zinc is eliminated as a COPC. 

At PAS 32*002(b). barium and vanadium a10 Ihu Only analytas dotocted a1 

concentrations abovo Ihe new UTL that wore not already rotainad in the 

original background comparison. Barium was deteclod at a maximum 

concoctration o l  920 mg/kg, which Is bclow tho SAL ol 5 300 mg/kg. 

Vanadium was dufacted at a maximum concentration o! 59 mg/kg, which 1s 

bolow the SAL of  540 mgfkg. When barium and vanadium aro included in 
Iho multtplo conslituont evaluatian (sua Subsoction 4,3.3.2 of the RFI 

report), the new total normalized sum is 1.65. BOCaU50 barium and vanadlurn 

are slgnilicant contributors to thu total normalirod sum, they are retained 

8s COPCs along with cadmium, nlckal, sllvdr, and thallium, which wure 
already retained as COPCs In tho orlginal mul:lplo conslllueni evaluation. 
Tho ocly samples with concentrations of barium and vanadium abovu tho 

now UTts were samples AAA4705 and AAA4700. Qorh 0 1  theso locations 

aru alroady rocommonded lor furthor invostigafion to bound tho natum and 
oxfen: of contamination. Thorokm. tho conclusions and rccommendalions 

lor !his PRS do no! chango whbn thr! now UfLs arcl usod. 

At PRS 32-003, no analytes wore dotcctod at concentrations abovo the new 

UTL thal: wore not already rotainod in the background comparison, 

NOD Response for TA-32 5 Februmy 27, 59W 



OEFICIENCY 5 

Ecotoxlcologlcal Scrwning Asrssrmant Methodology 

EPA recornmends that LANL reviso i;s ecological screoning action level (€SAL) mc:hodolosy 
por discussions wlth €PA in Saplembor. 1995. 

RESPONSE 

LANL concurs. In accordance with convotsations be:wcon LANL Environmental Rosloration 
(ER} Project personno1 and US Environmental Protcction Agency (EPA) Rosion G olficials, 
!uflherecologlcal risk assessment a; this site will be de!erred until tho silo can be assosl;od as 

a part of t h e  new ocologtcat oxpostiro unit (Ecozonc) approach tha: is bcing dovolopod by L A N 1  
In conjunction with EPA and the  Now Moxico Environmeni Copanmont (NMED). 

DEFICIENCY 6 

Sample Chain of Custody 

Accordlng 10 LANL, the onfy soil sample with a detected Iwct of radiation (gamma) vms 

Inadvertently not ttanslerred to a laboratory for isotopic analysis. Tc ensurb that Phase I I  

samples are no1 Inadvorlenlly discnrdcd. €PA rocommends that LANL dovolap, rest, and 

/rnplomont improved sample chain of custody procadurrts-including sample disposal methods- 
for Phase If. 

RESPONSE 

During the Phaso I investigallon at TA-32, gamma radiation was doloc:ed in only ono soil 
sample. As slated in tho RFI report, this sample WQS inadvencntiy not translurrad 10 a 

labortttory for lsoloplcanulysis. This OvorsiQht is attributablo to human orror. Since the limo of 

tho TA-32 investigation, LANL has aulomatcd field dara coltoction. Field screening results are 
now entorod directly into a database whoro the dam can bo more easily evaluated !orelevaled 
field screening resulls. TRis should oliminate tho typo ot error lha l  occurrad during tho 

Phase I fnvesligetion a1 TA-32. 

Fobru*y27, 7 9 8 6  6 NOD Rurpdnse for TA.32 



DEFICIENCY 7 

Tabla8 Cornprrlng Screening Action Lwrlr with Sample Vmlurs 

LANL inadvenently omitted units lor the SALS in tablos lhroughout the report (such as Tables 
4-1 and 4-21, In subsequent reports, LANL should be certain that all parnmetors have 

appropriate units, 

RESPONSE 

In all of the tables in the RFI Raport for PRSs 32401. 32=002(a,b), 32.003, and 32.004. the 

unirs lor the SALS are the same as the units listed for the sample values (for example, i f  the 

sample value is reported in mg/kg, the SAL is also roporlod in mglkg). To avold any canrusion 
in future reports, LANL will bo certain that appropriato ud ls  are listed indlvlduatly for all 
parameters. 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

DEFICIENCY f 

Sectton 33.7, Background Comparlron Mmthoslology, Inorganlcr, Page 15; and Tabla 3-2, Llrt 
of U T h  for LANL Soil Background Data for tnorgrnlc Andytmm, Page 16 

Following the approach recommended in *Slatlslical Analysis of Ground-Water Monhring 

Data at RCRA Facilities' (U.S. EPA OSW 1989). the UTL values discussed on page 15 and 

presented in Table 3.2 could not be dupllcaled. EPA calculated UT1 values with the €PA 
methodology tor a one-sided 95 percent UCL with a covorage of 95 percenl, Also, UTL values 
were calculared using other methods (Blank 1980: Sachs 1984). UTL values calculated with 

these methods were similar, but were gsnarally less than lhe values presented in Table 3-2. 
For example, in Table 3-2, the UTL for alumir,um is 123,000 milligrams per kilograms (mgikg). 

Calculated values include tho following: 

Aluminum value of 47.721 mg/kg, by using EPA methods wilh a one-sided 

95 percent UCL and a coverage 01 95 porcent 



Alumlnum value of 64,775 mglkg, calculaled by using melhods described 

In Sachs (1984). wilh a two-sided 95 percent UCl  and a covarage of 
99 percent (although this proceduro used a two-sidod rest inslaad 01 a one- 

sided test. H is conservaitve and p:oduces a UT1 valuo suilabh for 

cornpa rison). 

Alumlnum value of 22,377 mg/kg, calculated by using melhods desctibcd 
in Blank (1980). with a one-sided 95 percent UCL. 

If the UTLvalues in fable 3-2 are wrong. EPA recommends 1ha1 LAN1 revise the table and lhe 

data comparisons. Also, LANL should presonl the methodology that was used lo calculate tho 

UTLs Including UTLs calculated on the 95 percenr coverage, 

AESPONSE 

As stated In Subsection 3.2.7 of the RFI reporf, complsre details on tho calcularion of lho UTls 

used in the RFI repon are described in lhe LANL ER Project policy paper on background 
comparisons (Environmental Rostoratlon Projoct Assessrnonls Council '1 935, 1218). Some of 
Ihe inorganlc chernlcals had lognormal slatlstlcal dislributions, ond rho data for lhcso chemicals 

was log-transformed before calculating tho 'JTL. Aluminum was one of these log-ltansiarmed 

chemicals, which explains \he dilliculty in reproducing the UT1 calculalion. 

As descrlbed In General Daliciency 4, LANL has agreed to us0 U f L s  celculsled at lha 95th 

percenlfle and 95% confidence in fusura RFI repons. Tho data used and lhe statistical 

methodology applied to calculate the revised UTLs are described in 'Natural Backgro~nd 

Geochemistry and Statistical Analysis of Selected Soil Profiles, Sedimants, and Bandeltar 
Tuff' (tongmlrd e1 at. 1995,4266). As shown in lhe response to General DQficiuncy4lhe:c are 
no changes to lhe conclusions and recommendations for any ot tho 7A-32 PRSs using :ha now 

UTLs. 

DEFICINCY 2 

Swtkn 321, Background Comparison Methoddogy, PAHr, p 15 

EPA has already commented on the inapproprialeness of using anOlhQr sludy to dcline lhe  

background level of PAHs at LANL. 



RESPONSE 

The RFI Report for PRSs 32-001, 32402(a,b), 32-003, and 32404 was written prior Io EPA's 
guidance regarding the inappropriateness sl using another study to define the background 

levels of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) at LANL. The malhodology used to address 

PAHs has been changed in reports preparsd subsequent to EPA's guidance. 

When background comparlsons lor PAHs are disregarded and tho defected PAH levels are 
compared Io thair SALS, the resutfs do not changa for any 0 1  the TA-32 PRSs. The results lor 

PAHs ai each of the TA.32 PRSs are presented in Appendix A ol the RFI report and are 
described b e Io w : 

At  PRS 32401. no PAHs were detected. 

At PRSs 32402(a) and 32.004, no samples wero collected, 

-A [  PRS 32-002(b), PAHs were already carried through the SALS comparison, 

as explainod in Subsection 4.4.3.1 of the RFI repon, 

At PRS 32-003, all PAHs were detected a! concontralions below their SALS. 
When the noncarcinogenic PAHs are lncludod in the multiple ccnsrituent 

ovaluation, the now total normalized sum docs not change. When the 

carcinogenic PAHs are Included in t h e  multiplo constituent evaluation, tho 

new total normalized sum Is still less than onc, at 0.C9. 

DEFICIENCY 3 

Table 3-2, Llst ot UTb lor LANL Soil Background Oeta for Inorganic Anelytrt, Pago 16 

For UTL calculations. guidanco requires Ihal dara b o  normally or log-normally distributed (US, 

EPA OSW 1989). However, for the calcium dafa presenfcd in Table 3-2, fhe coelllcieni of 
variation (COV) Is 2.1 6. indicating that the dam are non=norrnally dislrlbuted. PRC recommends 
that LANL explain how the UTL calcularion was performed. II tho calcula!lon was performed 

with nonlransforrned data, i t  should be revisad by using log-transformed data. 

9 



RESPONSE 

As stated in Subsection 3.2.1 01 the RF! repon, complete datnils on the calculalion of the  UTLs 
Llsed in the R f I  report aro described in lhe LANL ER Project policy paper on background 

comparkons (Envlronmentel Restoration Project Assessments Council 1995, 7218). Some of 

the Inorgenk chemicals had lognormal statistical distributions, and the daia Iorlhese ChQmiCalS 

was log-transformed before calcutaring 1118 U f l .  Calcium was one o! those log-lransfoned 

chernicels, which explains the difficulty In reproducing the UTL calculalion. 

DEFICIENCY 4 

4, Section 4.1.1, Dsrcdlptbn of PRS 32901, Page 21 

LANL Indicates thar the disposltion of incinerator ash is unknown. Polemially, ash could nave 
pertodlcally been disposed on the soil around the incinerator oulsido the building. In Phase II. 
LANL should (1) ldentlty and discuss the roasonabla scenarios lor ash disposal and (2) deviso 
8 sampling strategy lor characterizing tho nature and extont of contamina!ion duo to asn 
dlsposal. 

RESPONSE 

The sampling plan for PRS 22.001 is described in Subseclton 7.2.1 of lhe RF1 Work Plan for 

OU 1079, which was approved by tho EPA (LAN1 7992, 0783). No sampling stralegy was 
proposed In lhe work plan to address ash dispaslllon. 

However, LANL has reviewed the archival inlcrmation relalod lo the disposition of the 
incinerator ash at PRS 32.001. and has vorified that the ash was not disposed of wirhin the 

conhes of TA-2.2 (Francls 1995, 06-0127). Rather, ash was rsmovod from lhe incinoralor by 
the Zia Company and hauled away from the site, Because the ash was removod from TA-32. 

contamination due 1c ash disposal is not a lactor in the sampling streregy for this site. 

DEFICIENCY S 

Swtion 4.14 Fkld Invertfgatkm 8nd Sempllng Activities at PRS 32401, Page 21 

L4NL Indicates that one soil sample was collectod lrom near lha base of rhe lormer incinerator. 
and one sample was collected downslope from the initial sampling location. The work plan 
indicated thal a sample would be collecred from immadialely beneath the IoundaIion of tho 



former incinerator. Bocauso tho liquid waSlQs would havo a high potontlal to migrnto bolow tho 
foundation of the formor incinoralor, this would h a w  boon tho most appropriate location at 

which to assess the potential of contamination. EPA rocommends that LANL (1) oxplain why 

thoso locations were selected and why tho soil boneath tho farmer incinarator was not sampled. 
(2) identify sufficient numbers of  appropriato sampling locations, and (3) colloct additional 

samples. 

RES PONS E 

LANL concurs that thoro is tho passibilitycrf rosidual contamination bolow tho former inclnorator, 

PRS 32-001. I t  was LANL's Intonlion to sample at tho base of tho former incinoralor during tho 
Phaso I invosrigation. Howovor, additional archival information surfncou during tho dovolopmant 

of the Phase I 1  sampling plan. including previotrsly undiscovcrod onginooring drawings and 

aerial photos that crlntainod conflicting information about the location of tho formor incinora!or, 

Recantty, tho avaltable engineering drawings and aorial photos wore usod to mor0 accuratoly 
determine the correct locntion of tho incinarator. From fhr) availabfo inlormation, !he location 

could only bo estimated and survcyed wifhin a 1041 radius. Tho rosuifs of the  survey show that 
samplo AAA4690 was collectad from within lhcr survoyod radius. ana snmplo AAA1207 was 

collected just outside tho radius. During thc Phaso II invcstigation, anothor samplc will be 
collected from wlthir. tho 104 radius to confirm tho rosulls of fho Phaso I invostigation. This 

sample will bo sent for a full suito of analyscs. In addition, as describbd in Subsoctlon S2.2.1 

of the RFI report, samples will bo colloctod to dafino tho oxtont of tho polychlorlnntod biphenyl 

(PCB) contaminallon dotocted during Phaso I, 

OEFICIENCY 6 

Sectlon 4.13, Human Health Screening Aasessment Results for PRS 32-00?, Pages 21-25 

Tho results of LANLs human hoallh scrooning assessmont 810 invalid bccausa silmplcs wore 
cotlecrod lrom Iho wrong locarion. In Phnso 1 1 ,  LANL should conduct tho scruoning imassrnant 

on dala coltocfed from the correct lacalions. 



RESPONSE 

Comment is notsd. As doscribed in tho rosponso 10 Specilic Daficioncy 5 ,  additional archrval 
information surfaced during tho devolopmont 01 Ihe  Phaso I I  sampling plan. suggesting :hat the 

samples collocted during fhe Phaso I invos1iga:ion may have bean CQlleCtod from an incorrect 
locatlon. Howevor, using all 01 tho availnbla anginocring drawings and aorial pholograpks, 
LANL has surveyed Ihe correct localion 0 1  Ihc incinerator lo wilhin a 10-11 radius, During t h o  

Phase II invostlgalion, mother sampla will bo collected from williin tho 10=1t radius to confirm 
tho results of tho Phaso I invastigation. This somplc will be sen: :or s ful l  suite 0: analyses. In 
addtian, as described ir: SUbSOCl lGn 5.2.2.1 of t ho  RFI repon, SnmploS will bo c0llcc:cd to 

define the Bxtenl 01 the PCB contamination dclectod during Phase 1. 

DEFICBNCY 7 

Section 4.1.5, Conclurlonr and Rscommsndationr lor PRS 32401, Page 26 

In the  Phaso I Invostigation, LANldid not address tho lato 01 incinerator ash. For Phsso  I I .  EPA 
rocommends that LAN!. tolormulato ine conceptual sire model tor PRS 32-00? 10 include 
raasonable seenorios describing the lalo 01 rho incinaralor ash. and characloriza tho nalure 
and extent of contamination lrom all ralaases from PRS 32-001. 

RESPONSE 

Tho sampling plan for PRS 32.007 is doscribed in Subseaion 7.2.1 of Iho RFI Work Plan ?or 
Otl 1079, which was approved by tho EPA (LAN1 1992, 0783). No sarnoling stralegy was 

proposed in t h e  work plan to address ash disposilion. 

Howover, LANL has WiQWed Ihe archival information rBlateU 10 The disposrtion of the 
incinerator ash at PRS 32=001, and has voritied !hat rho ash was no: disposed of wilhin tho 
conllnes of TA-32 (Fronds f995, 06.0127). Rather. ash was romovod lrom tho incinar3:or by 
the Zla Company and hauled away from lho site. Becousc the osh was romoved from TA-32, 

contaminallon duo to osh disposal is not a factor in tho conco~tual oxposurc? model forlhis site. 

fl NOD Response for 'fA-32 
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DEFICIENCY 8 

Section 4.2.1, Dercflplion of PRS 32*003(a), Page 26 

a. LANL states that i t  bund archival engineering drawings showing the location of the wood 

septic tank, In the OU 1079 RFI Work Plan, May 1992, LANL oxplainod that i t  did not know the 

exact location of the rank and, at best, i t  could position i t  into a 30 foot by 40 foot arm. The 
CU 1079 RFI Work Pian lor PRS 32402(a) indicatod lhal ono sample was to be collected from 

each ot 15 fool+by+2O foot quadrants. Tho aroa o! tho sopllc lank is about 10 porcont of the arm 

0 1  any of the lour quadrants. However. the tank existed in only on0 of tho tour quadrants, so, 
in at least three 0 1  the four samplos, there was a high probability of detecting no contaminants. 

EPA contends that this approach favors not finding a conraminant associatad with a rolaase 

from the septic tank UnlQSS mast o! the soil bonoath tho 3O-feel by40-fmt aroa is contaminated, 

Bsloro implementing Phase II, EPA recommends that LANL (1) review all archival informalion 

related to PRS 32=002(a), (2) reavaluare the PAS 32402(aj concaptual site model, Including 
probable contaminant migration pathways, (3) idontlly data gaps, and (4) roformulate a 

sampling strategy for characterizing tho vorfical and horizorrlal naturo and oxtent of contamination 

associarod with P R S  32=002(a). 

b. LANLdoes not discuss rho location ol the soptic tank colloclion linos which, according to the 
OU 1079 RFI Work Plan, woro supposed to have boon excavatod. In Phaso  I I .  if tho saptic lines 

are found cluring oxcavation, €PA rocommonds that LAN.  (1) visually inspsct pipes tor cracks 

and holes to identify sampling locations for potcntial roloasas from tho pipos, and (2) collecr 

samples of soil from a r o x  adjacont 10 cracks or holos. 

c. In the OU 1079 RFI Work Plan, LANL indicatod that i t  plannad on excavating (to a dopth 01 

5 feet) to find the location 01 tho soptic lank colloction systom by digging pcrpondicutar to tho 

diroction 01 tho collection s y s t m  pipes. Sinca septic systom collaction linos aro positioned in 
the shallow subsurlaco soils, tho chanco of finding rho linos is high. EPA racommdnds lhal i f  

the pipes are located. LANL trace thom ro the septic rank loca(ion. 



. 
NOD Responsc 

RES PONS E 

8. The RFI Work Pian for OporaDlo Unit  (OU) 1079 did slnlo thal tho Q X ~ C ?  localion of 

PRS 32=G32(u), SIruClurO TA-32-7, was unknown. Howcvor, !urlher archivbl rascorch was 

conducted and, as stared in Subsectlon4.2.7 of tho RFI rapon. aadittonal archivat engineering 
CmWingS were found identllying the location o! PRS 32-002(a). Those drawings, one of which 
Is Included as Flg. 1 of t h i s  NOD rosponse, show lhal lho soplic l ank  was Iocnlcld on a 

tOpOgr8phlC bench southeast of PRS 32-002(b), slructuro TA-32-8. During 1hQ Phase I I  

invesllgation, tho localion ot PRS 32*002(a) will be  survcyod. and OCB sample location \vilt De 

ostablished in each 01 four quadrants of tho soptic tank footprtnt (an approximate 6 l! by 9 f l  

area), Samplos wlll be collecled according to the slratogy presented in Subsection 5.2.3.2 o! 

the RFf report. 

€PA recommands that LAN1 1) roview all nrchival intormalion, 2) recvaluale the conceptual 
site modef, 3) identify data gaps, end 4) reformulete a sampling slrrilogy for characterizing lhe  

vertical and horlronral naluro and extont o! conlamination. These rOCOmmCndatiOnS aro 
addressed individually bolow: 

1) All archival informa:lon roiated to PRS 32*002(a) has now been !horoughfy rcvicwcd, and 

the results of this review aro described abovo. 

2) Tho conceptual site modo1 lor PRS 32-002(8) has beon roovalualed, and no allera?ions aro 
necossmy to tho sampling strategy proposed in Subsoclion 5.2.3.2 of t h e  RFI rapon. 

3) There are no data available 81 this site. Samples wow not collac?od during the  Phase I 

lnvssligatlon, nor in any known previous invostigalions. The data from tho Phaso IJ invosfigalion 
will lill the data gap identilled for this sl:o. Quick-turnaround onnlyses from lho Msrbilc 

Chomlstry Analyrical Laboratory (MCAL) will bs Lsod lo guido lhc srrmplirig OCtivitiQS, 

4) The newly discovered onplneoring drawings show n morc prcciso localion lor 
PRS 32-002(0), allowing fora much smaller sampling area (6 it by 9 (1). Tharolore. on@ sample 
wlll be colfected in each of 4.5 I t  by 3 It qundrants in lhc known septic tank foolprinl. This 
sanpllng strategy wlll increase Iho probability of dclccting any conlaminants assocla:ad with 

the fcrmer soptic tank. 



b. LANL concurs wiIh EPA's rocommendation. I f  thd  soptic linos arc lacalod during tho 
Phase [ I  invctstigation, LANL intcnds to visually inspact thosc llnas fortracks and holas in order 
to identily locations whure potantial rolonsos may h a m  occurred. Samplos will bo colloctod 

lrom soil in areas adjacont lo cracks or holes in the pipo, and also in a r m s  odjscont to pipe 
jolnts, Tho objective will be 10 dofino tho vortical and horizonrnl oxtont of conraminallon. I f  any. 
The number ot samploo collectod will dopend on thd Iongth of pipe rsmalnlng in place, and Iho 

sampling inIorvrrl will not oxceod 25 f t  (assuming that tho pipe segmonts are greater than or 

oqual IO S f; in length). 

i NOD Reipansu for TA.32 I5 February 27, 7BP6 

c. LANL Concurs with EPA's rocomrnondation. I f  Iho pipbs aro locarod during the  Phaso II 
lnvestigarlm, LANL will trace them to rho septic tank location. 
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DEFtClENCY 9 

Section 4.33, Field Investigation and Sampling Activities, Page 27 

a. LANL indicates that two SamploS wero collected "near* Iho wood debrls pile, Also, "tho 
former transformor location is currontty bendalh Ihe asphall parking a r m  o! the Los Atamos 

County Roads Division.' Loaks or spills from lhs transformor would havo contaminated the soil 

beneath tho transformor, which is the most approgriato locntlon to ~0110ct samples, €PA 

recommends lhat LANL oxplain why soils noar rho wood dobris pilo woro solectod and why the 

soil beneath the asphall a ;  tho lormor lransformc: plaltorm location was not samplod, 

b. LANL indicates lhat soveral chemicals of potonlial concorn woro identillod in sodimenl 

samples collected from the drainago channol loading lrom tho sit0 to tlio slroarn in Los Alamos 

Canyon. B ~ C C ~ U S O  ecological receptors may inhabit tho stroam, EPA rocommends that LANL 

collect sediment/soil samples from soveral locations in tha slraam, specifically at me conlluence 

of tho drainago channel of the stream and downstroam of tho conlluonco. 

R ESP0 NSE 

a. As described in Subsection 4.3.1 of the AFI roport, Ihe location of tho wood debrls pilo was 

originally bclieved to bo tho romains of PAS 32-002(0), Howovor, archival engineering 

drawings and aerial photographs locatoct alter Iho Phaso I investigation indicate Iha! tho wood 

debris pile is mare likely tho remains ol fha platform pad for Ihe former transformer station, 

PRS 32403 (Figs. 3 and 4). Tho archival ongineering drawings indicate that PRS 32-002jaf is 

actually loca!od on a topographic bunch southoast of tho wood dobris pile, 

Whilo i t  was stated in the RFI roport that tho lormor !ransfomor location is currontly beneath 
the asphalt parking area of tho Lo5 Alamos County Roads Division, [ha now archivol evldence 

shows that this statement is incorrect. Enginaoring drawing A 5 4 1  I 7  shown Ihe rransformer 

station 10 contain threo barrol transformers on a woodon pad approximalely 60 f I  from the edge 

of Los Alamos Canyon (Fig. 2). A 1950 obtiquo aerial photograph looking northwest lowards 
TA-32 cloarly shows power poles m a r  tho masa odgo and iI thrOQ pole transformor (a pad 

containing fhree barrel transformors) (Fig. Sj, During n ficld recannaissanco visit on Jafwary 

9.1996, thq power poles ittong tho mesa cdgo, which had boon cut oll af or jus! abovo ground 

lovel, viere located. In Bddition, thQ wood dobris pilo was found to be located within 7 f l  of the 

base of lhree poles that woro cut olf and Covorod by heavy brush. All of this new inlormalion 
confirms that tho location of tho wood debris pilo is  thQ opproximato location 01 PRS 32-003. 

NOD Respanas for TA-32 I7 Fabrumy 27, Tfl96 
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Because the Phase I snrnplos wero colleaad at sppropriatc loca:ions 10 characlorize 

PRS 32-003 and /Is outfall. Phase I I  sampling will focus on dalinlng :he sxfanf of (ha PCB 
conlamhation detected during tne PhaSQ I invostigatlon. 

b. Comment is nofed. However, in accordonca with convOrSalions between LAN1 ER Projocl 

personnel and EPA Reglon 6 otticinls, further ecological risk assossmonl a1 lhjs sire will be 
defor:od until the sile can be assessod as a part ol iho new ecological oxposure unit (Ecorono) 
approach that is belng developad by LAN1 in cmjunclion wi!h EPA and N M E D .  

NOD Response lor TAG! 
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PEFICIENCY 70 

Section 4.3.4.1, Ecologlcel Screening Action Levels Comparlson lor PRS 32903, Page 32 

The facility identiliod lead, zinc, and Aroclor 1260 (PCB) as contaminants of polanlial 

ecological concern (COPEC), and statod that these contaminants could bo transportoa to 
sonsilive habitats in Los Aiamos Canyon. However, tho facility dismissed lead an4 zinc as 

COPECs because the concenrrarions ‘would be 100 low 10 havo any impact.” One objacltve of 
a screoning lovol risk assessment is: to identity contaminants of concorn lo crtrry through a r isk 

assessment. Sulliciont evidence to support this conclusion is not prosontad in this report, €PA 
rocommends that LANL cocduc! R qualitativo ocological risk assessment with zinc and load, as 
wall as Aroclor 1260, for ecological receptors inhabiting Los Alamos Canyon, I f  a wozone 
approach is approved for LANL then this infarmation should bo carried forward lo the ecorone 
evaluation, 

RESPONSE 

Commenl is noted. Howovor, in accordance wilh convorsations bolwuon LANL ER Projoc! 

porsonnel and €PA Region 6 officials, further ecologicill risk assossmont at this sire will be 

deferred until tho she can be assessed as a part of tho now ocological cxposuro unit (Ecozone) 

approach that is boicg developed by LANL in conjunclion with €PA and NMED, 

DEF IClENCY 11 

Section 4.42, flold Investigation and Srmpllng Aclivitlar, Soptlc Tank Locstlon, Page 37 

Becauso addilional information was discovored in tho orchivas for PRS 32*002(a), EPA 

recommends that LANL thoroughly review archivos lor iniormation on PRS 32-002(b) beloro 

implementing Phasa 11, This etlort will help focus Phaso 11 and maximize sampling dforts,  

RESPONSE 

Comment is notod. After !he preparation of the RFl Work Plan for OU 1079, tr rotirod mgineer 

who was proviously amployod at tho facility was identified. Through his privato rccords and 

knowledge, LAN1 discoverod more complets inf0rma:ion nbout tho processas and history of 
the TA-32 site. LANL has now thoroughly reviewed ill1 rulovant archival information related to 

both PRSS 32-002(a) and 32402(b).  

NOR Response for ?A932 21 h k u s r y  27, 1995 



OEFlClEMCY 12 

Section 4.4.5, Conclurlonr and Recommendations for PRS 32902(b), Page 50 

In Phase II, EPA recommends thal LANL sampla t he  soils/sedimt?nts ut the  confluence of :he 

drainage channels with the Weam in Los AInmos Canyon and t ho  Stroam sedimcnts bocausc 
contaminanls may have migralod to tneso habi:als whict! may suppon ecological toCCpt0:S. 

RESPONSE 

As described in the Phase I I  samplino strategy in SUbSQCliOn 5.2.3.3 0: tho RFI tQpOrl, 1wo 

samples will be collecled fn areas of scdimonl accumulation near tho bortom o! !ho canyon to 
bound the extmt of contamination. Those samples will be colloctod ai tho confluence 01 t h e  
drainage channels with the stream in Los Alamos Canyon. 

Allhough LANL concurs that contaminanls may hzve migralod to habitats in Los Alamos 

Canyon where ecological receptors may ba present, samplcs will not 50 collected in t h e  stream 
channel during this lnvestlgation. Relhor, In accordance with conversalions between L A M  ER 
Project personnel and EPA Region 6 ollicials, lurlhor ecological risk assossment AI ;his silo will 

bo deferred until the site can Le asscssod as a pan ol tho now ccslogicol oxposurc unit 
(Ecozone) approach that is balng developed by LANC in conjunction with EPA and NMED. 

DEFICtENCY 13 

13, Seclfon 4.4.5, Conclusions and Recommendations lor PRS 32-002(b), Pago 51 

The lacility statos that 'From an acalogical parspoctivo, lhis proposod sompling shoulC aim 
towards deiermining the irnpacr of any polential confaminotion lo 1hQ biota. Mcro goncrally, the 

proposed sampling should ultimately support a recreational r i sk  assessment tor the oulinlt 
area.* 

Tho meaning 01, and lho roletionship between, theso fwo srataments is not clear. In Phase 11, 

€PA recommends fhat LANL clarify these statomonts. 



RESPONSE 

Tho slaternen1 quoted abovo was intended 10 proposo lhat tho Phase If investigation aim 

towards defining tho ttsk 01 any releases at PRS 32*002(b) to both ecoldglcal and human 

receptors. However. in accordance wilh conversalions botvreen LANL ER Project pcrsonnel 

and €PA Region 6 of!icials, further ocological risk assessment at this sit0 will be dolorrod uniil 

the site can be assassod as a part of lho now ocological oxposuro unit (EmOn€!) approach that 

is being devoloped by LANL in conjunction with EPA and NMED, 

Therefore, the Phase II investigation at PAS 32*002(b) will not address risk 10 ocological 

receptors, The objeclives of the Phasa I 1  invostigation at fhis Silo will bo to 1) characrerize the 
contents of the inflow lines and dotermine tho extont of any reloasbs [hat may have occurrod, 

and 2) collecl a suificient numbor 01 samples from appropriato locallons in thc ourfall area to 

bound the extent of the conlamination detocted during Phase I and support a human health risk 

assess men^, 

OEFICIENCY 94 

Figure 5-2, Conceptual Sits Model for Th-321 Pegs 56 

According lo LANL, 'no apparoct :eleases occur from perched groundwator to on exposure 

palhway.' LANL did not report ground water data to support this claim. Also, LANL has not 
determined (I) whether perched groundwator underlies TA.32, or (2) tho nature and extent of 

potanrial contamination associated with a parched aquitor. 

R ESP0 NSE 

EPA is correct in asserting lhat LANL has not determined whothor perched groundwater 

underlies TA-32, As stared in Subsection 2.3 of tho RFI roporr. porched groundwater may or 

may not be presont beneath TA-32. The closest site with availablo Sroundwhtor information is 
TA-21 I which is approximately 1.1 milos east of TA.32, 

NO# Respnrs for T'A-32 23 February 27, 1896 



A I  TA-21, lhere are two deep boreholos: LADP-3. which was drillod nom the bnsc 01 lhc slope 
leading into LOS Alamos Canyon, and t A C I P 4 ,  which was drilled on the mesa lop. L A W - 3  

penetrated two aquilers: 1) a shallow alluvia! aquifer in tho alluvial canyon fill above tho 

Bandelier Tuff in the bctlom of Los Alamos Canyon, and 2) (1 pcrchod aquifer 325 I1 bolaw the 
boliom of Los Alamos Canyon In the Guaja pumice bed ill tho base of tho Bandelier Tull 

(Broxlon end Ellor 1995, 1162). LADP-4 did not penetrata any aquilers. indicaling the1 the 
aquifers detecfed in LADP-3 do nor oxrend benealh the mosa 81 that location. The lateral 

continuity of the perched aquiler and :he alluvial aquifar bayond TA.21 is not known. 

I t  the alluviel aquifer detected in LADP9 oxtends to the portion of 10s Alamos Canyon bcnenlh 
TA-32, i t  is possible that contaminanls in tho outtall areas could bo roleasod to this aquifer. Tho 

existence of contaminelion in the oulfnll areas at TA-32 will bo derorminod during the Phase 

I I  investigalion. If contamination is found in the outfall arm, the oxtont 01 tho contaminofion will 

be determined and a risk assessment will be porfomed. or a eorreclivc action will be 

conducted. 

I t  B perched aquifor, such as the ono found in LADP-3, oxists in tho Bandolier Tuff bcnealh 

TA-32, contaminanls coula migrate to this aquifatvia lracturos in l h o  Tull. FIow@vcr, if is higlily 

unlikoly that such an aquifer would bo usod lor domestic welor supply (so0 rho rosponso lo 

Specific Deficiency 15). Therefore, i t  is highly unlikoly tho1 any rclanses occur from perc5ted 

groundwater to an exposure pathway. 

DEFICIENCY 75 

Section 5.2.1.1, Potential Human Expasure,, Page 5t 

LANL hdicetos that *....although conl3minanls could migrate lo porched groundwotorvm faults 

or fractures. such perched Qroundwalor doos ne1 present a potential human exposure palhway 
because the maln aquller, at more (sic) 1,000 lo 1.200 1801 bolow lho silo. is tho only aquifor 

used lor domestic water supply." lolormation presenied in this tepon is not sulliciont 10 

substdntlale this stalemen;. The repm should be revised to include inlormation sufficient to 

substantiate this statement, or tho sratoment should bo delorcd. 

RESPONSE 

Subsocllon 2A2.2.3, page 2-30,ol LANL's lnslallation Work Plan lor Environrncntai Rcstoraiion, 

states thal tha main aqullot 01 the Los Alsmcs area is tha only aquilor capable ol largc-scale 

municipal water supply (LANL 1995, 12f5; Purtymun 1984. 0196). As slated in Subsection 

F a b r u a y 2 7 , t M  24 NOD Rcspon- lor TAG2 



3 S . I  of the RFI Wcrk Plan lor OU 1079, the potentiornatric surface of tho main aquifer lies at 

about 6 000 f t  in elovation. At mesit-top sites such as TA-32, ovcr 1 000 I t  of unsaturatod tuff 

and other volcanic rock separate the ground surface from thc main aquilor (LANL 1992,0783). 

As doscribad in Subsoction 2.5.2.4.1. page 2-37. of the 1nstalfa:ion Work Plan. Ihe characleristics 

of the Bandelier Tuf! provide the main aquifor a substantial dogroc of protection from 
contaminant releases at mesa top sites such as TA-32 (LANL 1355, 1275). 

It is possible that extensive perched aquilsrs might be usod lor  independen: domestlc water 

supply. However, as discussod in S U b S e C t h  2.5.2,2,1, 9agu 2-29, 01 !ho lnsfalfatlon Work 

Plan, available data suggest that most of the perched water systoms in Iha Las Alamos a:oa 

are 01 limited extml. For oxamplo, resting of tho perched walor system in mid-Pueblo Canyon 

depleted 1h0 perchod groundwater attor about an hour’s pumping at 2 IO 3 gallons per minute 

( L A M  1995, 7275; Woir ut al. 1963, 0395). Also, tho data from TA.21 discussad in the 
response to Specific Delicioncy 14 show that a perchod aquilor was detected 325 It below 40s 
Alamos Canyon in LADP-3, but was not de!ec!ed in CADP-4, locntod approximately 1 320 I I  to 
the north, which suggests that the extent of this aquifer is limited. Thorefore, i t  is unlikoly that 

any perched aquifers that may exist beneath TA-32 would be extenslvo onaugh to be used lo r  

U ornest i c wa t e r sup p I y . 

DEFICIENCY 16 

Sectlonr 521.!,1421,13, Conllnued Use by Lor Alamos County Road8 Oivlrion Scsnrrto, 

Flcrldsntial Scon8rJ0, and Recrertlond Scenario, Pager 5 7 4 0  

For Phase II, LANL indicates that Crinking water ingestion will not be evahaled os an exposure 
route. Since LANL plans on conducting a baseline risk assessment, €PA recommends that 
LANL evaluate all oxposura routes, 

RESPONSE 

As discussod in Subseclion 5.2.1.1 of the RFI report, drinking walor ingestion is not a po:entlal 

human exposure scanario at TA-32. Although conraminants could migrate lo perched 

groundwaler via faults or fractures, it would not bo tapped for drinking watar (see the rosponse 

to Specific Deficiency IS).  Tho main aquiler, which is fho only aquifer used tor domestic water 

supply, is separated !rom thd mesa lop at TA-32 by moro !han 1 Ob0 It of unsaturatod luff 

sediments. It is highly unlikoly !hat contaminants. ospocially PCQs and inorganlcs, could 

migrate to this dopth [see the rasponso to Specific Ooficioncy 15). Thoretore, drinking water 

ingestion Is not a factor in the risk assessments for TA-32. 

NOD Response for TA-32 25 February 27,1996 



DEFICIENCY 17 

Section 52.2, Data Needs and 0- Qudtty Qbjectiver, Pages 67-65 

EPA contends that, bacause Ihc amounr of dara collccied in Phose I is no: su!licianl lo 

characterize the nature and exlenl 01 con:aminalion, no conltminants shsuld bo olimino!ed as 
COPCs from PhaSQ 11. While some ot the Phaso  I dala (such as PCB doloclions a1 

PRSs 32-001 and 32.003) can bo used to increase thQ focus of lhc  invcsiigation, EPA 
recommends rhal LANL adequately charncrarizc tho nn lu ia  and exfonl ot conlominarion 01 

each PRS. €PA recommends lha! LANL revise ils data qualliy objoclives 10 reflecl this 

objective. EPA also recommends rhaf LANL us0 €PA guidance (US. EPA OSWER 1989) l o  
develop a sampling plan. 

RESPONSE 

LANL concm lhat the data collecled in Phase I were nor sufficionl to characlerize fhc narure 
and extent ot conlamination at all ol tho TA-32 PRSs. During tho Phnso I I  invesligalion, L A N l  

lntsnds to run  a full suite of anelysss al 1hOSQ siles where tho na:urc of conlaminalion was no: 
!ully defined during the Phase 1 invosiigallon. 

PEFlClENCY 18 

Ssctlon 52.2.1, Dab Quullty Objecdves for Phase I1 Invertigatjon of PRSs 32601 and 32603, 
Page a2 

According lo the reporf. '...since PRS 32-001 and P R S  32-003 ato both relalively :small 
(approximately20 feet in diameter), seven sampling locations will dolect any spill that is 10 feel 
in diamoteror larger.' The repon also indieales thar the numbcr ot samples is based on €PA 
guldancc (U.S. €PA OTS 1985). In Tablo 4 of "Vorilication of PCB Spill Cleanup by Sampling 

and Analysis," €PA recornmonds collecting 19 samples for sam9ling m a s  rhal range in site 

from 51 to 400 square ;eel. The sampling area rQpOrtod by V4NL Is aboul 314 square feel. 

Consequently, LANL should collecl 19 samplos at PRS 32.001 and PRS 32-033. 
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RESPONSE 

The sampling approach for PRSs 32-001 and 32-003 was dcvalopod uslng Tabla 2 of thO €PA 

document "Verification of PCB Spill Cleanup by Sampling and Analysls" to dolf?rmina an 
adequate numaor of sampling locations (€PA 1085,1242), Thoro nro throo roasons for inillally 

solecting wvon sampltng locations. First, the intonl of tho sampling dosign is to dolormine i f  
thore has boon r? PCB roloasc ;if PRSs 32-001 and 32.003, not lo vorify claanup. The PCB spill 

verilicafton documonl is used only as genera1 guidance to detcrmlno grid spacing. Second, 

seven samplos aro proposed as a minimum numbor with tho intantion of Idking mora samples 
i! conlaminalion is detoclod. Third, as shown In Table 2 of "Verification of PC6 Spill Cleanup 

by Sampling and Analysis," il dosign of sOVOn locations 1s guarnntoed to dotoc! spills 10 f l  in 

diameter (€PA 1985, 1242), which was judgnd to be a roasonoblo spill sizo lor thoso PRSs. 

Moro importantly, recent archival research and surveying has botrsr located and dotormined 

Ihe size of thesd PRSs. Specifically, PRS 32-001 is roughly 2.5 fl in diamolor and has boen 
localed to within a 10 f l  radius (so0 Specific Deficiency 5). and PRS 32.003 is roughly 6 I t  in 

diameter and has been precisely located (ses Specific Doficiency 3). Process knowledge 

therefore indicatos that potential spills should be located In an aroa smallor than 10 It in 

diameter for each PRS, which better jus:i!ias fhe grid spaclng achieved with seven sampling 

locations. Thus, the sewn sampling fccations will bo betlar focusod on tho most likely area 

whore spills may havo occurrod. Therofore, LANL proposes that  S o w n  sampling tocations and 

I 4  analyses (two depths at oach loca!ion) are adequm minimum numbars lor thoso PRSs. 

OEFICIENCY 19 

Section 52.2.2, Data Oustity Objectlvar for Phase II lnvsrtigation of Drain Linss nt PRSs 

32902(a, b) end 32-004, Page 62 

According to LANL, "...tho number and locations of snmplas naodod !orchnracloritation ol the 
wasles that would be genoriltcd during fOmOVi l l  of fbo drsin tinos are doforminod on tho basis 

0 1  prolessional judgernenr," Number and localions of samplos should bo dolorminod by 

statistical procoduros rather than subjective means, because litllo is known about thoso PRSs. 
Because there is l i l t lo historical intormalion on thosa PRSs, €PA rocommends that LANL 

consult €PA guidance to develop a stallstically=based sampling plan for charactoriring the 
nalure and oxtent of contamination of drain linos. 

NOD Response tor TA-32 27 February 27, IS96 



RESPONSE 

Tho phrase quolod in Ihe above deficioncy reflotls if stratogy for chiiracloriXinS the waste that 
will be genorated i f  Ihe drain lines and their conlanls aro romovad durir.0 Phase I I :  i t  is no1 
intonded 10 represent a sampling stralogy for charactorizing t h e  nature and oxlonl 01 

contarninalion associalad wilh the drain lines. 

In order to characterize Ihe nalure and eXlOnl of any conlaminolion in :hQ drain lines a1 PRSs 

32-002(a,b) and 32404, L A N 1  lntonds to visually inspect Ihc pipcs for cracks and holes in 
order to identify locations where potenllal releases may have occurrad. Sanplos will bo 

collected from soil in areas adlacent to cracks or holes in the pipo, and also in m a s  adjacent 
to pipe joinis. Tho numbar of samples collccted will depend on :he longlh of piPo remaining in 

placo, and the sompling interval will no1 axccod 25 t r  (assuming lh31 t h e  pip@ scgmcnrs are 
groaler than or equal to 5 It in length). 

DEFtC1ENCY 20 

Section 5.2.2.2, Data Quallty Ubjsctlvrr lor Phase II Investigation of Drain Unes at PRSs 
324M(m,b) and 32904, Page 62 

LANL Indicates that "...this judgement is based on IhQ length and composition ol tho drain lino, 
and on !he Phase I toxicity characleristic leaching proceduras (sic) (TCLP) motsls data." ,LAN1 

did not present any TCLP data in tho Phase I RFI repon :or TA-32. €PA recommonds ihal 

LAN1 prssenl adequate dale to support statemonls, EPA also racommonds that LANL rapon 
all pertinent data that have been collecled lrom TA-32. 

RESPONSE 

The phrase quoted in tho above deficiency rallects a strategy for characloriring tho waste that 

will be generated i f  the drain lines and lhoir contunis or0 ramovcd during a corroclivc aclion; 
i t  is not Intended to reprosent 8 sampling strategy tor cheractorizing tho naluro and ax:en: 01 

conlamhation associaled with the drain lines. 

LANL would like to clarify the proposed waslo characlorixalion st:alogy, A s  staled in Subseclion 
5.2.2.2 oI the RFi report, because tho PhRso 1 toxicity characteristic leaching proccdures 
(TCLP) metals data do no1 indicate the presance 01 hazardous consIilucnls, a limilcd number 
of samples will be used lo verify t h e  Phaso I rosulls during Phaso 11. Tho TCLP dam. which war0 

omitled from the RFI repod, are presonlod in Tablo 1 of this NOD Rosponse. t h e  number and 
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Ioca!fons of samples noodod lor chitrac!srizr7lion of tho wsstcs gonoralod during removal of the 

drain lines will depond primarily on tho IQrlgth o! tho lh05 romaining in placa, Each major drain 

line sectlon will be accessed via trQnChQS at a minimum 01 thrm locations, and composite soil 

samples will bo collectcd from tho interior o! the pipo, Thoso samples will be scroensd tor 
rsdioactivily and analyzed for TCLP mefals. 

AAA46SS 

AAA4699 

TABLE 1 

TA-32 PHASE I T U P a  METALS DATA 

~ 

Silver 0.0s 0,02 5 

1 Cadmium . <0.003 L 

I SAMPLE ID 1 METAL 

AAA4699 

AAA4700 

I AAA4680 1 Bnrium I 1.8 I 0.2 1 100 1 

~ 

5 Load ~0.03 - 
Load , 0.9 0.1 5 

AAA4704 

AAA4f05 

Load 0.23 0.06 5 

Silver 0.03 0.01 5 
~ 

AAA4705 

A A A 4705 

~- - 

Chmmium 0.06 0.01 5 

Lead 0.07 0,09 5 
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DEFICIENCY 21 

SocUon 5- Data 0uallt-y Objsctlvar for Phase I1 Investigation of Dmln Una8 at PRSs 
324QZ(m,b) and 32904, Page 62 

According to LANL, * i f  no indications of loakoge are dolocled, one samplo por trench wilt be 

collected below the drain line andacalyred tor hazardous constiluonls." Each of the drain lines 

Is over 100 leer long, One sernple per f 00 ieot ctt ttonch is not sulficiont to assess lhe Polcntial 
conlamination of the subsurface soil, EPA rccommrtnds lhal LAN1 d C V d 0 p  z! stoiisticnl-based 

or grid-based sampfing plan lor charactoriring tho  nature 8nd oxfont of conlaminalion ossocialcd 
with the drain lines. 

RESPONSE 

LANL would Ilke to clarily that tho tronchos plannod for t h e  Phasa II invosligalion at 
PRSs 32=002(a,b) &fill be excavated along oxisling drain lines 10 axposa :he romaininp pipes. 
LANL intends to visually !nspecl these pipds lor cracks and hobs in order to idonlily locctions 
whore polentiat releases may havo occurrcd. Samples will be collocfod from soil in areas 

.adjacent to cracks ar holes in the pipes, and also in areas adjocont to plpo joints. The objdclivo 
will be lo define the venical and horizontal extent 01 conlnminoflon, i f  any. The number ot 
samples collocted wHI depend on the lenglh of pipe romaining in plnco, and the sampling 
inlorval wit1 no1 exceed 25 I t  (assuming lh81 the pipa segments are groator than or equal fo 5 

ft in length). Thus, the sampling plan will bo biesod to visual Indications of conraminalion, wilh 

a minimum number of samples colleclod if no c0n:amination is nOtQd. 

DEFICIENCY 22 

Section 5 2 . 2 4  Data Quality Objectives for Phase I I  Investigation of Septic Tank and Outfall 
Areas at PRSs 32402(r) and 32903, Page 63 

LAN& indlcales that *... a mii?imum of tour samples wi!l bo colloctod in each exposure unii (500 
m2 for !he residential scenario and 2.000 m2 fcrths rocreolional scmario). Addi:ional samples 
may be collocted if the variability of COPCs wilhin lha cxposuro uni t s  is groator than currcnlly 
expected." According to the  RCRA CAP. data sufficient 10 dolcrmine the  axtanlo1 conlaminntion 
should be collected during the RFI (US. EPA OSWER 1994). €PA conrcnds lhal 1hQ oxfont of 

contamination associaled wllh these PRSs cannot be determined by limlling lhs sampling JXij 

to 'exposure units." €PA rscommends lhal LAN1 follow €PA RFI puidanco in developing a 

stallsticolly-based or grid-based plan for sampling these PRSs. 
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RESPONSE 

As discussod in the rosponso lo Goneral Deficioncy 1, IhO primary objociivo 01 Tho Phase  II 
investigation at TA-32 is to collect a sufficient numbor of samplos from appropriato locations 

to define t% na!ure and oxtent 0 1  contamination at each  PRS, Extont will bo dctorminod relative 

to SALS but will bo influenced by tho pattern of contam1na:ion datocted. For example, most of 

lho proposed sampling wil l occur in tho sadimont drainago chonnsl clowngradien! of tho PRSs. 

There musr be an adaquato number 01 sanplos to document a docroasing trnnd along theso 
channels and show that contaminnlion is lirnilod 10 thoso channols. Bacnuso a risk assessment 
is anticipated to be needed, LAM. is also requiring that a minimum of lour samplos bG collecfed 
in each exposuro uni! evaluated in the risk assessment. 

Tho exposure unit approach quoted in fhe abovo doliciency is a sla!islically based approach. 

The basis lor any statistical sampling approach is tho variability of fho conraminants wilhin 

sampling subunils. In this CDSO, tho primary sampling subunifs aro tho exposure wlts where 
risk will be calculated. LANL did no! inrond to suggest that  samples would bo collectad wilhin 

a single exposuro unit; rather. tho number of exposuro units to sample will be based on the 
sxlenr of tho release (as discussed abova). LANL inlonds to usc fiold laboratory molhods to 
help bound the releaso (which will dotermino tho number 01 oxposuro units to sample) and to 
determine the varlabitfty of Contaminants within oxposuro units (which wlll dorormlne tho 

density of sarnpt% to bo collected in each oxposuro unil), 

DEFICIENCY 23 

Section 5,2.Z2,4, Oats Oualtty Objectives for Phase l l  lnvestigntlon of the Outfall Area rt PRS 

32402(b), Page 64 

See Deficiency #22. 

RESPONSE 

As discussod in LANL's rosponso to Gonoral Ooricioncy 1 , !hc primary ObJUCfiVQ of Iho P h a s e  
II investigation atTA.32 is to collcct a sulliclonl numbor of samplos from apprapr;ats locations 

to define tho nalure and axtent 01 contamination at each PRS. Exitm will bc dotarmined relative 

to SALS but will be influencod by the pattern of contamination dctectad. For oxample, most of 
the proposed sampling wlll occur in the sediment drainago channal downgradionl of tho PRSs, 

There must be an adequate number 01 samples  lo document a docroasing l m d  along these 
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channels and show that conlaminalion is limilod 113 thcso channcls. Bccauso o risk assessment 
is anticipated Io be needed, LANL is also requiring l h n t  a minirnurr. of lout samples be collected 
in each exposure unit evaluated in the risk assossmonl. 

The exposure uoll approach quotod in the above deficiency is ;I statistically based apgroach. 
: The basis lor any statistical sampling approach is tho variability of ?I?@ conlaminan!$ wilhin 

sampling subunits.  In th i s  case, tho primary sampling subunits are t h e  exposurc units whore 
risk will be calculated. LANL did not inland lo suggest thal san’rplcs would De collected within 

a single axposuro unit. Rather, tho number 01 oxposurc units 10 scmplc wilt bc based on the 
oxtont of tho release (as discussed atrova). LANL intonds to us0 fiold laboratory methods :o 

help bound tho rolsoso (which wfll delcrmino t h o  numbor of cxposurc units lo sempla) and to 
determine the vorlablllly 01 contaminants within oxposuro units (which will determine t h e  

density of samples to bo cdlected In oach axposuta unit). 

DEFICIENCY 24 

Sectbn 5.22.5, Analytical Strategy for the Phaie II Investigation, pages 64-65 

The facillly states that Level I l l  anafyrical proceduros will bo used for confirmation samplos. 
Howover, tho (acility has nor slaled whal analylical levei will bo used to chatacieriZs t h e  

baseline nature and exlent 01 contamination, EPA recornmcnds that LANL indicate lho level 
of quality of l h e  Phase I I  charac1eri:alion data. EPA rccommonds Iha!. 31 a minimum, Level 

I I  data be collectod in Phase 11. 

RESPONSE 

During Ihe Phsso I 1  invosrigation, Love1 I and I 1  analytical proceduros (i,c,, field screening and 
mobile analytical inborbtories) will b6used to characlorize gross lcvals of con1omina:ion. Level 
I l l  analytical procedures will be used lo verily tho nature und extcnl of conlaminalion. 

DEFICIENCY 25 

Sectlon 523, Sampflng Plan, Pages 65-76 

In Section 5.2.2 (pg 61). L A N 1  indicates !hat much 01  rhe Phaso I t  data will be used to support 
risk sssessmenls. In devlslng its sampling plan. tho selecrion o! sampling locations is cri:ically 
important lor developing a sound basis lor a risk osscssmenl (EPA 1990, pg. 27). For Phasc 

II, EPA recommends !ha1 LANL collect an adoqualo number of somplcs from prspcr locations 

sullkionl to supporf a baseline risk assossmcnt. 
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RESPONSE 

LANL recognizes thal tho selection ol sampling localions is critically important for dcvoloping 

a sound basis lor a risk assessmont, In Sirbsoclion E1~2.2 01 tho RFl reporr, i t  is slatod fhol !he 

data lrom the lnvostigations of 1) tAo soptic ranks and outlal!s associalcd with PRSs 32-002(a) 

and 32403,  and 2) the outlall associarod with PRS 32=002(b) will bo used to supporr risk 

assessments. Tho data quality objocfives lor these invosfigallons aro described in Subsoctlons 

5.2.2.3 and 5.2.2.4 of tho RFI roport. 

It was LANL's inlent to primarily take tho pallorn of contnminalion into account when seloctlng 
sampling bcations. The working contaminant transport modo1 far these PRSs is strongly based 
on seuimant rransport in tha drainage channels downgradient of the PRSs. Thus, the axpoctbd 

pattern of contamination Is quito patchy with olovated conc~ntrar/ons expecrecl in drainages 

anc! sadimont traps. LANL's inton! was lo gathor informa:ion to oithor confirm this mechanism 

of contaminanr rransporr or provide information for a rovlsea ccntamlnant transport model, 

Quick4urnaround analyses from the MCAL will bo used to guido sampling activilies. 

1.7 addition, sampling must also support tho raqulrements 01 the risk assessm6nt, The risk 

assessment will assumu uniform ulilizatiot? within ottch exposuro unit and, thorelore, exposuru, 
10 the entire hillside. Clearly. sample locations that aro Olasod 10 tho most olevated concontralions 

ate not roprosentativc ol tho risk. Thus, Iho data in tho contaminafed zone must be weightod 

by the fraction of  lhe exposure unit area impactod by tho contamiflalion. Conceptually this 

means that either the contarninatod zone is clearly delimited by sampling, or that samples musl 
be collected in areas between the drainaae pathways to provide information that is mor0 

represonta:ivs of the enriro oxposurc unit. This is spoeificnlly how LANL intends to uso the 

pattern of eontamlnation to doterrnine il an adoquate numbor of samples has been colloctod for 
oach exposuro unit. 

DEF IClENCY 26 

Section 5.23.1, PRS 32401: Former Incinerator Location, Page 65 

See Oeficiency #T8. 
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RESPONSE 

T h e  sampling approflch lor PRSs 32-001 and 32-003 w a s  dovolopad using Tab10 2 01 lha €PA 

document "Verillcation of PCB Spill Cleanup by Sampling a n d  Annlysis" to daiermino a n  
adequate numbnr of sampling locations (EPA 1985, 1242). Thoro are lhrca roasons for inilially 
selecting s e v e n  sampling locations. First, the inlont of tho  sampling dosign is lo do:ormine i f  

there has b e e n  a PCB release a1 PRSs 32-001 and 32-003, not to varify cleanup. The PCB spill 
varillcatlon document  is used only as general guidance 10 dolcrmine grid spacing. Second,  
s o w n  samples a r 0  proposed os a minimum numbcr wilh the intcn1:on of taking more samples 
i f  contamination is delecled. Third, as shown in Table 2 of *Vorificalion 01 PCB Spill Cleanup 
by Samptlng and Analysis," a design ot soven  locarions is guaranteed 10 detocl spills 7 0 It In 
dlernaier (€PA 1985, 1242), which L A N 1  judged to bo a roasonabld spill size for these PRSs. 

More imporlnnrly, recent archival resoarch a n d  SUWQylng has bofler IOCaIQd a n d  deformined 
tho size of thesa PRSs. Specifically, PRS 32-001 is rougnly 2.5 fl in diameter a n d  h8s been  
located to within I]  10 11 radius (see Specific Odicioncy 5) .  and PRS 32-003 is roughly 6 ll in 

diameter  and has been precisoly locatod (seo S p e c i l k  Dcfieiency 9). Process knowledge 
therefcre indicates that potential spllls should bo locarod in a n  a r m  smaller Ihan 10 .It in 
diameter lor each PHS, which better justiliss l h e  grid spacing achioved with s o w n  sampling 
locations. Thus, the seven sampling localions wilt be beffot focused  on t h e  most likely area 
where spills may have  occurred. Thorefore, LANL propases  that soven  sampling !ocations and 

14 a n a l y s e s  (two depths  at each location) ore adequate minimum numbars  lor theso PRSs. 

DEFICIENCY 2? 

Ssdlon 52,3.2, PRS 329021a): Septic Tank 32-7, Page 66 

LANL indlcates thal '..,sartiples will ba collectcd at each locarron lrom thG soil/luff inlorface, 
which Is expected 10 be less than 2 !eel bolow ground surface (bgs)." On page 26, rho RFt 
repon indicates tnal the base of tho sopric tank was at leas1 4 lect bgs. EFA recommends lhat 

U N L  collect additional soil samples from tho  soils below rho base of the  formor septic tank io 

assess rhe potontial of release 3nd to dolormino tho axtant 01 tiny roloaso. 

RESPONSE 

The RF1 report staies In Subsection 4.2.1 that PRS 32-002(il) was a soptic tank thal w a s  4 f l  

wide, 8 I1 long, and 4 I t  deep, LANL would like 10 clarily tha: this saplic tank was abovoground. 
The 4 4  depfh stated in lhe RFI report was tho depth of !he lank ilself, not tha  dep th  of lho base 
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of the sepric lank below ground surlaco. As SlataU in the RFI roport in Subsoclion 51~2.3.2, 
Phase I 1  sarnplos will be collected from soils in tho lootprinl of PRS 32*002(a) a1 Iho soilltuit 

interface, which is below Iho levo1 at which the baoo of tho formor soptic tank Once rsstod. 

OEFlClENCY 28 

Section 52.32, PAS 32902(e): Inflow Pipe, Page 68 

LANL indicalas that '. ..ft&sc sample locations will be dotorminod judgrnonlnlly (Fig. 5=3)." 
According :o Figure 5-3, the drain line is over I 0 0  fuel long and only two samples will be 

collected, Twa samples are cor sulliciont IO assess tho potential conlaminnticn of the 

subsurface soil in this tranch, EPA recommends thal LANL dovolop a slatistically-basod plan 
for sampling soils around tho piping. 

RESPONSE 

LANL would like fo clarify that the tronchos planned lor the  Phase !I Investigation at 
PRS 32-002(a) will bo oxcavatod alona exlsling Urain linos IO oxpose tho remaining pipes. 

LANL infends to visually inspoct these pipos for cracks and Iiolos in order to idonlily locallons 
whore potential raleases may have occurred. Samples will be colloc:ed from soil in areas 
adjacent lo cracks or holes in the pipe, and also In areas nd/acent l o  pip0 joinrs. The number 

of samples colloctod will Uopend on the lenglh of pipe remaining in place, and lhe sampling 
interval will not exceed 25 I t  (assuming that tho pipe segments are groarer than or equal 10 

5 f t  in langlh). Thus, the sampling plan will bo biased 10 visual indications of contamhation. wflh 
a minimum nurnbor of samples collecled i! no contamination is noted. 

DEFICIENCY 29 

Section 5.2.3.3, PRS 32402(b): idlow Pifm(s), Page 70 

See Deficiency #28. 

RESPONSE 

LANL would like to clarily that the trenches plrtnnsd for th t  Phase I I  investigation at 

PRS 32*002(b) will be excavated along oxlstlng drain linos to oxposo rho remaining pipes. 
LANL intends to visually inspoct these pipos for Cracks and I~olos in order to idanlily locattons 



.- 

where potential roloases may have occur:6d. Samples will be ctllcctod from soil in areas 
adjacent to cracks or hoies In the  pipe, and also in areas adjaccnr to pipe joints. Thc number 
of samples collected wlli depond on the length of Pipe remaining in placo, and t h o  sampling 
interval wlll not excead 25 f t  (assuming that Ihc pip0 segmcnts arc graatdr ihnn or oquel lo 
5 I t  In fength). Thus, the sampling plan will be brosad to visual indications of contamination, with 

a minimum number of samples collectod if no confarninnlron IS nolcd. 

OEFICtENCY 30 

Section S.23.4, PRS 32403: Former Transformer Location, Page 71 

See Deficiency # I O .  

RESPONSE 

The sampling approach for PRSs 32-001 and 32-003 was devclopcd using Table 2 of t h ~  EPA 
document 'VerHlcation of PCB Spill Cfeanup bv Sampling and Anolysis" Io dotatminc an 
adequate number of sampling locations (€PA 7985,1242). Thoro nro three reasons lor initially 
sefecting sewn sampling locations. Firs!, tho lnlcnt of ihC sampling dosign is 10 dotermine !I 
there has been a PCB refease at PRSs 32-001 and 32-003, not lo verify cleanup. The PCO spill 
verification documont is used only as gonoral guidonco :o detormtno grid spacing. Second. 
seven samples are proposed as a minimum numbor with the intanlion 01 laking more samples 

H contemlnatlsn Is delected. Thlrd, 8s shown in Table 2 of 'Verification of PCB Spill Claanup 
by Sampling and Analysis," a design of soven locations is guarantood lo detect spills 10 I1 in 
diameter, which was judged to be a roesonabld spill sire lor IhQSC PRSs (EPA 1985, 1242). 

More hpo~lantly, recent srchival research and surveying has bctler 1oca:ed and delarminod 
the size o! these PRSs. Specifically, PRS 32-001 is roughly 2.5 f t  in diamolor and has beon 
localed IO wilhln 8 70 f t  radlus (seo Spccitic Deticicncy 5).  and PRS 32-003 is roughly 6 It in 
diameter and has beon precisely located (sac Specific Delicioncy 9). Process knowlodgo 
rherelore indicms that potonllol spills should be locsfod in on  area smaller than 10 It in 
diameter for each PRS, which better justilias tho Grid spacing achieved wilh sovan sampling 
locatlons, Thus, Ihe seven sampling locations will 50 bettor focused on the most likely m a  
where spills may have occurred. Therefore. LANL proposes that w v o n  sampling localions and 

14 analyses (two depths at each location) aro adequate minimum n u m b e s  lor thGse  PRSs. 
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DEFICIENCY 31 

Appndlx A, Table A-91, Summary of Non-Doteclad Anrlytes at TA.32, Page 1 

The report indicates that the detection limil was greater rhan lhe SAL lor m-benzidine; 
tis(2-chtor6eihyl)ether: dibenro(a.h)anthrRcene: and n~ni!rosodl~n~propylamlne. €PA 

recommends that LAN1 explain how these conlaminafits woro evaluated as COPCs. 

RESPONSE 

As srated above, rn-benzidine. bis(2-chlororsthyl)slh8r, dibonro(a,h)anthracene, and 

n-nifroso-di=n-propylamine were not detected at TA.32, and [he detection limit was groalor 
than the SAL. EPA approved testing methods (spocitically, S W 4 4 6  mothod 8270) were used 
lor analysis of these chemicals, and none of the detection levels were artilicially raised, 
Therefore, lhe detection lavels wore useU as surrogate action levels lor these analytas, and 
rn=benzidine, bis(2~chloroelhyI)elher, dibenzo(a,h)anlhracene, and n~n i l roso=di=n~propy la~ l~e  

are elimina!ed as COPCs at TA.32. 
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