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RE: 	 NOTICE OF DISAI)PltOVAL 
INVESTIGATlON REPORT FOR SOUl> WASTE MANA(a:]\tENT lJNITS 03­
OIOI(a) ANO 03-001 (c) AT TECHNICAL AREA 3 
LOS ALAMOS NATIONAL LABORATORY~l!rA ID #NM08900105I5 
H\VB-LANL-O()-002 

Dear (vJessI's. Gregory and l'vldmoy: 

The New Mexico Environment Department (Nfv1ED) is in receipt ofthe Investigation Reportfilr 
,)'ofid IVasfe Management Units 03-0J()(a) and 03-(}OJ (e) at Tec/mical Area 3, dated August 2005 
(Report). NMED bas reviewed the Report fInd herehy issues this notice of disapproval. The 
University of Calilbrnia and the Department of Energy (collectively, the "Permittees") must 
respond to (hese comments ·within 30 days of receipt ofthis letter. All subtniHnls must be in the 
limn of (wo paper copies and one electronic copy in a(;cordance \vilh section Xl.A ofthc Consent 
Order. 

Gcnct'a! Comment 

I, \\fhcn evaluating radionuchdcs samples from the till material. the PCI1l1ittecs used 
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huckgroundilhllout values for soil. As stated in section 4.3.1, the original ground smiacc at 
the location of building OJ-0030 was reworked to accommodate the huilding fbundation. 
Tuff was removed fhml the center part of the site and LIp to 14 feet offill was added to the 
north find east parts of the area. The Rep0l1 also states that H[tJhis till contains primarily 
reworked native Inaterials, such as crushed tuft: that were excavated from the site." Based on 
this inthnnation,it is more appropriale to compare Ihe fill smnplcs to tuffbackground/J111lout 
values. The Permittees must revise the Report accordingly. 

Specific Comments: 

l. Section 3.7 Wasle Management, pg. 8: 

Nl\IEO Comment: 'rhe Permittees must provide ini()fInatinll on the waste management 
activities. Specifically, the Permittees must provide \vastc charactclizatlon results and final 
disposal location(s) flu' all media and the renlOved well casing. 

2. Section ·L2, I Soil and Rock Sampling, pg. 11: 

NMEO Comment: According to 1he horing logs provided in Appendix B, Unit 4 of the Tshircgc 
Memher of the Bandelier Tuff ranges from non-welded to 0.e.,B-13) to densely-welded (i.e., B­
III) llnd from unconsolidated (i.e., B-12) to competent (i.e., B-9). The Permittees must desclibc 
how samples were collected from competent tuff using EnCOre{j{l sampling devices. Appendix A 
(Field Methods) does not provide Ii description of how samples are collected using EnCore!J~;: 
samplers on either soil or competent rock 

J. Section 5.2 Groundwater Standards, pg. 23: 

NMED Comment: It is not clear why the Permittees discllss the use of sUlTogute chemicals. In 
Appendix F (Risk Assessment), Table F-I0.2.2, the Permittees identified contaminants in the 
groundwater that all have associated standards (except total petnl!eum hydrocarbons), The 
Permittees must clarify which constituents do not have associated toxicity intCml1atiol1 and, thus, 
which surrogate chemicals were used instead, 

4. Section 6.2 rill, Sediment and Rock Sampling Analytical Results at SWMU OJ-O IO(a), pg. 
17: 

Nl\lED Comment: 'fhe Permittees state that '[r]esults of the hydrogeologic sHmples and several 
anaJ):tical requests were not received byLANL SMO by the time of this report and arc, therefore, 
not included in the data review." According to Table 6.2-1, there arc percent moisture, percent 
porosity, bulk density, and hydmcondllctivity duta pending li)r 18 samples (lilUl' locations); 
metals data pending tt)r 6 samples (two locations); und metals, SYOCs, VOCs, radiol1uclide, and 
total petroleum hydrocarbon data pending JiJr 4 samples (onc location). 'l'hePcnnittces must 
provide Ihese data in order for N\1ED to complele its review of the RepOIt. The Permittees must 
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also COllvert tritium data units into pCilmL using the percent moisture data. 'l'hcsc data should 
then he compared to background/fallout values for tuff so thnt NI\'fEI) ean evaluate site 
contaminatioll. The Permittees may also need to re-evaluate risk based on the results of the 
additional data. 

5. 	 Section 7.1.1 Nature and Extent ofContaminatioll at SWMU 3~OIO(a), pg. 41; 

NMED Comment: The Permittees state that NMED has cOllcurred that H{c]haruetcrizalioll of 
the sediments in the drainage <.:I1(1I111cl south and west of the site will be completed and evaluated 
as purt of the Two-mile canyon investigatiou. l:OllO\\'ing the "Canyons Approadf'." NMELJ 
agrees that '\Iata from this SWMU \'.'ill be uscd by the Canyons Focus Area as part of 1110 

Twomile Canyon and Upper Twoml Ie Canyon inveslignlion, in the planning of the investigation 
as well as in the interpretation of fate and transport of contaminants that is prescnted ill the 
Pajarilo Canyon surface aggregate report" (AddendulJI to NFl Rcport/iJr 03-0 lO(a) , pg. 13). 
liowever, the sediments 1n the drainage channel arc within the boundary ofSWMU 3-010(0) (see 
figure 4.2-1) and the Pajarito Canyon Work Plan cloes 1Iot im.:lude characterization of this 
drainage. The Permittees must continue to investigate this drainage as part of the SWtv1l) 
investigation t{}llowing NMED-approvcd characterization methods implemented by the Canyons 
Focus Arca. 

6. 	 Sccti.on7.1A Results of Risk ScreenillgAssessmcnt ibr SWMU OJ-OOl(c), pg. 46: 

NMED Comment: The Permittees have agreed to voluntarily provide total radionucHdc risk 
levels in addition to total rmliollllclidc dose. The Permittees must provide totul radiOllllclidc risk 
levels fbI' SWMU 3-0<11 (c). 

7. 	 Section 8.2 Groundwater at SWMUs 03-0 1 O(a) and 03-00l(e), pg. 53: 

NMED Comment: The results ofthe 20()5 investigation reveal that groundwater at these 
SWMUs is currently contaminated with VOCs and tritium. Although the sourcc(s) of the 
groundwukr has not been detennined definitively, the Pennltlccs have identified at least 2 
reasons tt.lf the possible presence of groundwater at this location: dripping water ii'om n cooling 
unit condensate line amI surface run-ofT down the no\.v-abandoned monitoring well Nt W -I. The 
groull(hvater seems to be conlined to a small area heneath alld surrounding the SWMUs. The 
sources of contamination have been identified (except for the tritium) and defined. and still 
remain a source of groumh"'iltci' contaminntion. Because the screening tL,>seSSlllcnt shows that 
several contaminants in the groundwntcr arc above NM Water Quality Control Standanls and/or 
EPA Maximum Contarninant Levels, NjVIED requires the Permittees to perform the following 
inlelim measure activities while condm.'ting the proposed quarterly monitoring. 

• 	 The PCllnillces mLlst redirect all surface run-olT awny from the 
SWMUs, including the condensate water. Alternately, the 
Permittees must sample the condensate water when the unit is in 
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operation and analyze the water f(W tritium, deuterium, and 0-18 to 
prove the Permittees' claim that the elevated tritium in the water is 
derived fh)1l1 the condensate. 

• 	 Because the groundwater hody is rclntively small, the Permittees 
Intlst pump all three of the monitoring wells dry and then monitor 
the water levels as they recharge. Ifthe groumi\vuter elevation:; 
rctum to previous levels within 30 days of pumping, the Permittees 
must continue to investigate other possible groundwater sources 
contiguous with quat1erly sampling. '['he Permittees must perf{mn 
these operations within 30 days fl'om receipt of this letter. 'rhe 
Permittees must report the results of this activity within 15 clnys of 
completion, 

8. 	 Appendix A Field Methods: 

N1'IEIl Comment: The PCn11ittees must provide descriptions of their investigation, sampling, 
and analytical methods and procedures. The descriptions provided in Table A-I do not provide 
sutlicienl detail to evaluate the quality of the data. In some cases, the methods and procedures 
used by the Permittees during this investigation urc descrihed throughout the text of the Report. 
In some cases, it is not clear the procedures were uppropriatc to this investigation (fen' example, 
SOP 4.04 Contract Geophysical Logging). However, the Pcnnittces only provide brief 
descriptions of what is included in the procedures instead ofwhat wus canled out during the field 
work it)!' the IbJlowing procedures: 

• 	 SOP 1.04 
• 	 SOP 1.05 
• 	 SOP 1.06 
• 	 SOP 1.08 
• 	 SOP 1.12 (Waste CharacterizHtion) 
• 	 SOP J.12 (Field Site Closeout Checklist) 
• 	 SOP 3.11 
• 	 SOP 4'()4 

• 	 SOP 6.09 
• 	 SOP 9.10 
• SOP 12.01 

The Permittees mllst provide this inl<:ml1ution. 
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Should yuu have any questions. please ted fi'ee to contact Darlene Goering of my stafTat (505) 
42S-2542. 

Sincerely, 

/)
I 

James P. Bcarzi 
Chief 
llaz,lrdous \Vastc Bureau 

JPB:dxg 

cc: D. Goering. NMED HWB 
J. Volkerding, NMED DOE OB 
S. Yanicak. N!vlED DOE OB. JV15 )993 
L. King. ePA 6PD-N 
J. Ordaz, DOE LASO, rv1S A316 
K. Hargis, LANL RRESIDO. MS M59J 
N. Quintana. LANL RRES-RS, MS M992 

tile: RC[lcling and LANL 1/\-3 '06 





