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LANL AFI Comments for au 1157 

General Comments: 

1. The RFI Workplan for OU 1157 is vety difficult to follow. It appears to EPA that Chapters 5 and 6 

could be combined with portions of Chapter 4 to make the Work plan easier to follow. Combining these 

chapters so that the histoty of each unit or aggregate of units is followed by the sampling plan eases 

review greatly. 


We apologize for the difficult time it took to review this work plan. The authors decided to organize the 
grouping of the potential release sites (PRSs) primarily by geographical location and pasVrecent history in 
order to ease the writing of the history and the sampling and analysis plan for each PRS or group of 
PRSs. Because 116 PRSs was a large number of PRSs to organize, it was determined to break the 
history part of each PRS away from the sampling and analysis plans, which was intended to ease the 
sampling events for the sampling team. 

2. Several places in the Workplan LANL mentions that the sampling procedures for hand-held 

instruments for field screening of VOCs is in preparation. This information should have been completed 

when this Workplan was submitted to EPA. The revised workplan must contain this information or 

reference the appropriate Standard Operating Procedure. 


The LANL ER Program does not have a Standard Operating Procedure for field screening of VOCs. We 
currently follow the manufacturer's instrument operating procedures and LANL has an internal calibration 
group that calibrates the instruments following the manufacturer's guidelines. We are presently 
evaluating the need for any additional internal proc~ures. 

3. LANL needs to justify in the revised Workplan, in the appropriate chapter(s), why the piping that 
transports the waste from a particular SWMU to the outfalls are not leaking or have not leaked, and why 
they are not being sampled. LANL also needs to include a narrative describing various details of the 
piping; such as material composition, age ofpiping, how piping is connected, approXimated volume of 
waste transported and any previous. pipe leak tests performed. 

Our approach to the RFI is phased. In Phase I we are determining the presence of COCs based on 
background levels and SALs, and not the nature and extent of the contamination. The nature and extent 
would be investigated in Phase II if needed. In the case of the pipeline sampling questioned, we are 
sampling under Phase I at the outfalls which would be the most likely area of contamination. If COCs are 
found. the pipeline sampling suggested in the comment would be performed under Phase II, or the 
pipeline would be removed under a VCA. 

As requested in our phone conversation on May 19,1994, a listing of the SALs referenced in LANL's 
current Installation Work Ptan is attached for your convenience and information. 

4. (a) Throughout the Workplan, LANL is under the impression that if they found contamination and it is 
above background, but is under the screening action levelS, then no further action is needed, even though 
the full extent of contamination has not been demonstrated. This is not CO"ect. LANL must find the full 
extent of contamination and must demonstrate that there is a ·clean zone· beneath the contamination. 
For example, ifa soil sample shows PCB contamination exists from ().2' (and is above background but 
below screening action levels), but was found to be ·clean· from 2-5', then LANL could demonstrate that 
the contamination has been delineated vertically. If the contamination in the ()'2' interval is below health 
based numbers for a specified use (such as industrial setting), then LANL could justify a no further action 
remedy. 

(b) In addition, at many SWMUs, LANL is not taking soil samples deep enough vertically to justify a no 
further action determination. For example, at outfall areas, 6 inch deep soil samples may not reach 
sediments from the past which have been buried by younger deposited sediments. Also, volatile organ;cs 
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comment also applies to any other section where homogenization of samples is indicated. LANL shall 

clarify this language in the revised work plan. 


The plan is to take 2 discrete samples within the top 6-in of soil. Each of the samples would be 
homogenized. the 2 samples would not be composited together. No compositing of samples is planned at 
any site in OU 1157. Homogenization is required to obtain a representative sample. We consider the 
homogenized samples to be discrete samples. This will be clarified in the revised work plan. 

9. EPA does not necessarily agree with the no further action (NFA) criteria in Chapter 7, even though 
many of the units requested for NFA are approved because they do not need further investigation. For 
example if an outfall is nowpermitted under NPDES does not preclude examination under RCRA if the 
outfall operated prior to being permitted. The NPDES permit does not ensure cleanup ofpast activities. 
LANL shall establish NFA criteria which can be applied across the facility at evety Operable Unit. This will 
ensure consistency in evaluation thess sites. EPA and NMED shall approve the established NFA criteria, 
and this may be a separate response from this NOD response. An initial draft will be due to EPA within 
45 days of receipt of this NOD. 

LANl has requested an extension to submit a draft list of NFA criteria. The list will be submitted by June. 
1994 if the extension is granted. 

10. The following sites do not need to be added to the HSWA portion of the RCRA permit. 

S-OOS(a)-Transfonner Storage Area 
S-QOS(c)-· •• 

S-OOO(b)-· •• (NOTE: Assume thIs to be S-008(b)) 

S-OOO(d)- • ... II .. I'(d»
II 

S-009(b)-Outfali serving Building TA-8-70 
S-010(a)-Waste Container Storage Area 
S-010(b)-· • • 
S-010(c)-· • • 
S-001 (a)-Oft-Gas System 
S-001 {b)-·· • 
S-011 (a)-Decommissioned UST, TA-S-60 
S-011 (b)-· • TA-S-61 
9-010(c)-Waste Can Shelter 
9-011 (a)-Waste Container Storage Area at TA-9-21 
9-oOS(a)-lagoon 
9-015-Electrical Control Manhole 
69-Q02(a)-Septic Tank for TA-69-9 
69-002(b)-Septic Tank s8fVing Bldg. TA-69-10 
C-S-001-The Gun Bldg. 
C-S-Q02-The Gun Bldg. 
C-S-003-BLDG. TA-8-6 
C-S-004-Former Ranch House 
C-S-OOS-Guest House 
C-S-006-Guest House 
C-S-007 -Bunk House 
C-S-OOS-Ranch Bam 
C-a-009-Ranch Bam 
C-8-011-Storage Bldg .• TA-S-7 
C-S-012-Carpenter Shop 
C-8-013-0ffice Bldg. TA-S-9 
C-S-015-HE Magazine 
C-S-016-HE Magazine 
C-8-017-Storage Vault 
C-S-01S-Storagellaboratory, TA-65 (NOTE: Assume TA-8-65 is meant) 
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C-a-019-StoragelLaboratory. T A-a-30 

C-a-020-Mistaken Burial Site 

C-9-002-Trimming Bldgs. 

C-9-003-Pump House 

C-9-004-0ven Bldg., TA-9-19 

C-9-005-X-unit Chamber 

C-9-OOO-Bldgs. TA-9-6, 11, and 16 

C-9-007-Bldgs. AE-7 & a 

C-9-008-UST, same unit as PRS 9-016 

C-9-009-oil stains 


We will not add these sites to the HSWA permit. and will not investigate these sites any further. 

11. LANL may request a Class 11/ permit modification for the following sites: 

8-003(b)-lnactive Septic Tank 

8-003(c)-lnactive Septic Tank 

8-Q06(b)-Material Disposal Area (duplicate of 8-Q06(a» 

g-Q03(c)-Electrical Control Manhole serving TA-9-14 

9-003(f)-Settling Tank serving Bldg. TA-9-51 

9-005(b)-lnactive Septic Tank, Bldgs. TA-g-21, 28 & 29 

g-005(c)-lnactive Septic Tank. Bldgs. TA-9-21, 33, 34, 37. and 38 

9-005(e)-lnactive Septic Tank, Bldgs. TA-9-41, 42,43,45, & 46 

9-005(f)-lnactive Septic Tank, Bldgs. TA·g-48 

g-005(g)-lnactive Septic Tank, Bldgs. TA·g-l09 

9-005(h)-'nactive Septic Tank, Bldgs. TA-9-ll0 

9-007 -Basket Pit 


We wi" request these sites be accepted for NFA in a future Class III permit modification. 

Specific Comments: 

1. 4.1.4 Decision Point 4, p. 4-10­

a. Text refers to background levels for contaminants ofconcem (COC). Has LANL established 
background levels for COC's at OU 1157? If established, LANL shall include aI/ information on 
background levels in the revised work plan. 

Background levels have not been established for OU 1157. If constituents are found in Phase I that 
exceed SALs, site-specifIC background levels will be established for those constituents prior to continuing 
the investigation. 

b. The discussion on threshold values is confusion. Text indicates that -A threshold level may be 
exceeded if anti ormore screening action level(s) are exceeded .... or if the cumulative effects ofmultiple 
contaminants exceed acceptable limits as defined in Appendix J of the IWP. Is the threshold level 
equivalent to the screening action level (SAL)? This term has not been used in the other work plans 
reviewed to date. Should sampling at a SWMU reveal contaminants at levels above background then the 
extent of the release needs to be defined prior to any comparison to SALs. 

The discussion about threshold levels will be deleted in the revised work plan. Only background levels 
and SALs will be used for comparison. The sampling is designed to compare to both background and 
SALs. Background comparisons are only needed for constituents that exceed SALs. If a constituent 
does not exceed SALs it is not considered a health risk and no further investigation is needed. The extent 
of any release will be defined in a Phase II investigation for constituents that exceed both background and 
SALs. 
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2. 5.5.3 Data Needs and Data Ouality Objectives, p.5-64 ­
Under Boundaries, bullet 6, pertaining to bulk soils, the vertical boundary of 1 foot may not be sufficient to 
characterize COC's in disturbed soil (backfill) because the soil is probably not homogeneous. Each of 
these sites will be evaluated on a case-by-cas9 basis and EPA may require additional sampling. 

The intent of the bulk soils investigation is to find contamination within the first foot of soil. Other 
investigations are being conducted to find contamination deeper as a result of the underground units in 
this area. If COCs are found in the first 1 ft of soil, sampling would continue in a Phase II investigation to 
define the nature and extent of contamination as stated on p. 5-63. Depending on the results of the 
analysis, a baseline risk assessment may need to be conducted. We have confirmed that clean soil was 
not brought in when the site was remediated in the 1960's. When the site was remediated, the ground 
was leveled after the buildings were burned and removed and this disturbance would have caused any 
PCOCs in the soil in this area to be relatively homogeneously distributed. This will be clarifiad in the 
revised work plan. 

3. PRS S-004(d)-Drain 

a. Page 6-7; 2ndparagraph: LANL states in this paragraph that there is no evidence that a release has 
occurred through the sewer system. Is LANL talking about the oldpiping or the new interceptor system? 
Please clarify. Also, LANL shall include in the revised workplan what testing/soil sampling they have to 
verify that the old piping has not leaked andplease include a description of the old sewerpiping. 

The second paragraph begins the description of the old sewer line (vs. the interceptor system). although 
this ·old· line is still in use. The interceptor system, mentioned in the first paragraph, did not replace any 
lines in the TA-8 area. We have not done any sampling to prove the system has not leaked until sampling 
for Phase I investigations started (at risk) earlier this spring. The intent is to sample the drain trap in the 
building and the downstream sewer line. where contamination would most likely be found. If 
contamination above levels of concern is found, the piping·would be investigated (or a VCA would be 
performed) in a Phase II investigation. The only means of no evidence of a release is by visual 
inspection. Please refer to GenerarComment response 3 which our approach to investigating pipelines. 

b. Page 6·7: second paragraph: Please include in the revised workplan a paragraph describing what 
LANL will do if the chip or wipe samples which are field screened unexpectedly indicate volatile 
contamination. 

As the text in the third paragraph on p. 6-7 indicates, the samples will be screened primarily to provide 
worker safety. Historical information indicates that no volatile compounds were used in the building where 
this piping originates. However, the revised work plan will include a statement that if volatiles are found 
via field screening, samples will be analyzed for the Chapter 4 Extended Analyte list of VOCs. 

c. 6-S; second paragraph: LANL must meet POL detection levels for the chip or swipe samples. 
Detection levelsequaJ to the screening action level Is unacceptable. 

Detection levels equal to or lower than the screening action levels would be acceptable to meet our 
decision criteria. If every sample for every analyte were analyzed at pal detection limits, we would be 
analyzing at unnecessarily low detection limits. 
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4. PRS B-009(c)- Floor Drain Outfall 

a. Page 6-12; 1 st paragraph: Please clarify in the workplan whether the 1pint PCB spill is the only 

hazardous constituents that were ever transported through the floor drain in its entire time of use. 


The text on page 5-8 describes the use of this drain. There is no historical information to indicate any 
other hazardous materials were transported through this drain. If there had been. the text would indicate 
as such, and sampling would be conducted as appropriate. The revised work plan will clarify this 
information. 

b. Page 6-12: Sampling Activity: If visual or olfactory contamination is evident in a specific section of the 
6 inch sample then that zone should be sampled and not homogenized with the other soil. Also, LANL 
should take samples at deeper intervals, to verify that vertical contamination has been delineated and that 
surface contamination has not migrated downward, and that sediments from the past have not been 
buried byyounger deposited sediments. 

If visual or olfadory contamination is evident then that zone would be sampled and not homogenized. 
Because water could have been a driving force at this site, samples will be taken at greater depths as 
described in the response to General Comment 4. 

5. PRS S-009(d)-Process Waste Water Outfall 

a. Page 6-15; Analysis of Results: If the bottommost sample still contains PCS's above background 

leve/s, then LANL must take deeper samples, regardless of the screening action levels for PCS's. 


NOTE: Assume this comment Is part of the previous subset of comments for PRS 8-009(c). 

Please see the response to General Comment 4. It is not necessary to continue sampling at sites where 
no health risk exists. 

b. Page 6-15; 3rd paragraph: Please Include in the revised workplan what hazardous constituent or other 
parameters are sampled at the outfall. 

Page 6-15. 2nd paragraph indicates silver salts. chromium and pentachlorophenol will be used as 
indicator parameters. Also, Table 6-2. Group 1 Indicator Parameters, lists these same parameters for this 
outfall. 

c. Page 6-15; last paragraph: Please justify why the piping .that goes from the building to the discharge 
point is not being investigated for a possible release. 

The text on page 5-9, sedion 5.1.1.9 indicates that this is an active drain and outfall and is not being 
sampled under Phase 1 investigation. Also, refer to the response to General Comment 3. 

d. Page 6-15: 3rdparagraph: Please include in the revised workplan a paragraph describing what LANL 
will do if field screened samples unexpectedly indicate volatile contamination. 

It is possible to detect volatiles at this site based on the history of the site. The samples are being 
analyzed for pentachlorophenol. a VOC, which we are using as an indicator of any other VOCs. If VOCs 
are detected in the field, we would still run the analysis for pentachlorophenol. 

e. Page 6-16: Please include in the revised workplan all hazardous constituents that could have been in 
the photo-processing wastes for this unit. EPA may require more constituents to be analyzed in the soil 
samples. 

Operable Unit 1157 Page 6 May 20, 1994 
Notice of Deficiency Response 



The only use for this drain has been for photo-processing. Any other hazardous constituents would be 
similar to those we have selected as indicator parameters. However, we will analyze for the Chapter 4 
Extended Analyte List VOCs and SVOCs, as requested in our telephone conversation of May 19, '994. 

f. Page 6-16: Sampling Activity: If visual or olfactory contamination is evident in a specific section of the 
6 inch sample, then that zone should be sampled and not homogenized with the other soil. Mixing of soil 
samples are not allowed if volatile organics are present. Also, LANL should take samples at deeper 
intervals (4-5 feet), to verify that vertical contamination has been delineated, and that sediments from the 
past have not been buried byyounger deposited sediments. 

If visual or olfactory contamination is evident then that zone would be sampled and not homogenized. 
Because water could have been a driving force at this site, samples will be taken at greater depths as 
described in the response to General Comment 4. 

g. Page 6-16: Analysis of Results: If the bottommost sample still contains contaminants above 

background levels. then LANL must take deeper samples. regatdless of the screening action levels. 


Please see the response to General Comment 4. It is not necessary to continue sampling at sites where 
no health risk exists. 

6. PRS 8-009(e)-Process Waste Water Outfall 

a. Page 6-17: Sampling andAnalysis Strategy: Please include in the revised workp/an all hazatdous 
constituents in the photo-processing wastes for this unit. EPA may require more constituents to be 
analyzed. 

The uses for this drain have been for photo-processing, discharge from a metallography laboratory and 
also from a radioactive fuel element polishing facility. Any other hazardous constituents related to the 
photo-processing wastes would be similar to those we have selected as indicator parameters. However. 
we wi" analyze for the Chapter 4 Extended Analyte List VOCs and SVOCs, as requested in our telephone 
conversation of May 19. 1994. . 

b. Page 6-18: 2ndparagraph: Please include in the revised workplan what hazatdous constituents or 
other parameters which are sampled at the permitted outfall. Also, include some historical sampling 
results. 

The constituents and results of the NPDES sampling from January, 1989 to April. 1994 are attached. 

c. Page 6-18; 2nd paragraph: Please include in the revised workplan a paragraph describing what LANL 
will do if field screened samples unexpectedly indicate volatile contamination. 

It is possible to detect volatiles at this site based on the history of the site. The samples are being 
analyzed for pentachlorophenol. a VOC, which we are using as an indicator of any other VOCs. If VOCs 
are detected in the field. we would still run the analysis for pentachlorophenol. 

d. Page 6-18: Sampling Activity: If visual or olfactory contamination is evident in a specific section of the 
6 inch sample, then that zone should be sampled and not homogenized with the other soil. Also, LANL 
should take samples at deeper intervals (4-5 feet), to verify that vertical contamination has been 
delineated, and that sediments from the past have not been buried by younger deposited sediments. 
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If visual or olfactory contamination is evident then that zone would be sampled and not homogenized. 
Because water could have been a driving force at this site, samples will be taken at greater depths as 
described in the response to General Comment 4. 

e. Page 6-21; Analysis of results: If the bottommost sample still contains contaminants above 

background levels. then LANL must take deeper samples. regardless of the screening action levels. 


Please see the response to General Comment 4. It is not necessary to continue sampling at sites where 
no health risk exists. 

8. PRS 8-oo2-Experimental Firing Site 

a. Page 6-23; Sampling Strategy: Please include in the revised workplan all hazardous constituents 

possible at the Gun Firing site. 


The hazardous constituents that may be found at this site are those that are listed on p. 6-24, Section 
6.2.3, and in Table 6-7. It is unlikely that any other hazardous constituents would be found in this area. 

b. Page 6-28; 1st paragraph: LANL should take samples at deeper intervals (4-5 feet). to verify that 

vertical contamination has been delineated. If the most vertical sample indicates contamination above 

background, then deeper samples will need to be taken. 


Because no driving force is present at this site, LANL does not feel it is necessary to take samples 4-5 
feet deep in this area, at least not during Phase 1 characterization. The soil in this area has remained 
undisturbed and therefore. the top 6 inches is reasonable in finding PCOCs. If COCs are found in the top 
6 in. a Phase" investigation will be initiated to delineate the vertical extent of the contamination. A 
baseline risk assessment or a VCA may also be appropriate. Please see the response to General 
Comment 4. It is not necessary to continue sampling at sites where no health risk exists. 

9. PRS 8-006(a), MDA 0 

a. Page 6-33; Sampling and Analysis for MDA 0: Please justify in the revised RFI workplan why 
sampling of the deeper waste is not occurring. If wastes are buried deeper in this unit, as the last 
paragraph on this page describes. then deeper sampling will be required by EPA. 

Text on page 6-33, last paragraph and continuing to page 6-34 justifies why sampling is not being 
conducted for the deeper waste. 

b. Page 6-37; Phase II sampling: If the bottommost sample still contains contaminants above 
background levels, then LANL must take deeper samples, regardless of the screening action levels. 

Because no driving force is present at this site, LANL does not feel it is necessary to take deeper samples 
in this area, at least not during Phase 1 characterization. Please see the response to General Comment 
4. It is not necessarY to continue sampling at sites where no health risk exists. 

10. PRSs 8-oo4(a), (b) and (c) - Building Drains 

Page 6-41; 3rd paragraph: EPA disagrees with waiting to sample SWMUs 8-004(a), 8-004(b). and 8­
004(c). These SWMU's need to be sampled before the D&D process. Please include sampling 
requirements in the revised RFI workplan. 
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The drainlines are beneath buildings which are abandoned and unsafe to enter, There is no mobilizing 
force to allow any potential contamination to migrate. LANL does not feel any contamination could be 
migrating from these buildings and believes that the risk of waiting until the 0&0 process is acceptable. 

11. PRS 8-003(a)-Septic Tank 

a. Page 6-46: 2nd paragraph: Where the piping connects to and from the septic tank are also points 

where a release might occur from this SWMU. 


The sampling strategy is designed to detect contamination at the most likely area, which is inside the 
tank. The tank and associated piping, including the connections, are likely to be removed under a VCA. 
Verification sampling would be conducted to confirm that no COCs remain. 

b. Page 6-47; last sentence: Please justify why the piping that goes from the building to the septic tank 
and from the septic tank to the discharge point is not being investigated for a possible release. 

This tank is expected to have COCs. The sampling strategy is designed to confirm this. The tank and 
associated piping, up to the abandoned bunkers are likely to be removed under a VCA. If the sampling 
results do not show COCs, the tank and it's associated piping would likely be removed when the 
abandoned bunkers are decommissioned. . 

12. PRS 8-009(a)-Outfa/l 

a. Page 6-48; Selection of Sampling Sites: Also, LANL should take samples at deeper intervals (4-5 
feet), to verify that vertical contamination has been delineated. and that outfall sediments from the past 
have not been buriedby younger deposited sediments. 

Because no driving force is present at this site, LANL does not feel it is necessary to take samples 4-5 
feet deep in this area, at least not during Phase 1 characterization. The soil in this area has remained 
undisturbed and therefore, the top 6' inches is reasonable in finding PCOCs. If COCs are found in the top 
6 in. a Phase II investigation will be initiated to delineate the vertical extent of the contamination. A 
baseline risk assessment or a VCA may also be appropriate. Please see the response to General 
Comment 4. It is not necessary to continue sampling at sites where no health risk exists. 

b. Page 6-51; last paragraph: If the bottommost sample taken still contains contaminants above 
background levels, then LANL must take deeper samples, regardless of the screening action levels. 

Please see the response to General Comment 4. It is not necessary to continue sampling at sites where 
no health risk exists. 

13. PRS S-OOS·Waste Storage Vessel 

a. Page 6-53; 1st paragraph: LANL states that soil samples will be taken undemeath the vessel if 
evidence ofa release is found. LANL shall clarify what constitutes evidence ofa release. 

When the vessel is removed. through a VCA. the soil under the vessel will be visually inspected as well as 
inspected using hand held instruments to detect organics. The bottom of the vessel will be inspected for 
holes and cracks in the metal. and the vegetation under the vessel will also be investigated for stress. 
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b. Page 6-53; last paragraph: If visual or olfactory contamination is evident in a specific section of the 6 
inch sample, then that zone should be sampled and not homogenized with the other soil. Also. LANL 
should take samples at deeper inteNals (4-5 feet), to verify that vertical contamination has been 
delineated. 

The sample discussed in the text on page 6-53 is being collected from within the tank. There is not a total 
depth of 6 inches available. The substance in the vessel is, at most, 3 inches thick and covers an area of 
about 16 square inches. It is not possible to take a sample from within the vessel at a depth of 4-5 feet. 

c. Page 6-54; 1st paragraph: Mixing of soil samples are not aI/owed if volatile organics are present. 

The samples will not be homogenized if VOCs are deteded using hand-held instruments. 

d. Page 6-54; Selection of Sampling Sites: LANL should take samples at deeper inteNals (4-5 feet), to 

verify that vertical contamination has been delineated. 


It is unlikely that any sample will be taken from the soil undemeath the vessel because the vessel appears 
to be intad and there appears to be no evidence of a release from around the vessel. If sampling is 
required, it is highly unlikely for any contamination to have migrated to a depth of 4-5 ft. because no 
driving force is present at this site. LANL does not feel it is necessary to take samples 4-5 feet deep in 
this area, at least not during Phase 1 charaderization. 

e. Page 6-56; 2nd paragraph: H the bottommost sample still contains contaminants above background 
levels, then LANL must take deeper samples, regardless of the screening action levels. 

Please see the response to General Comment 4. It is not necessary to continue sampling at sites where 
no health risk exists. 

14. PRS 9-009-Lagoon and Sand 'Filters 

a. Page 6-59,' 5th paragraph: LANL mentions that PRS 9-009 may have received hazardous materials 
such as Strontium-90. What are the other hazardous materials that this SWMU may have received? 
LANL shall clarify this statement in the revised workplan. 

The text on p. 6-59 says that PRS 9-009 was used "to treat sanitary waste waters from TA-8 and TA-9 but 
may have received hazardous materials from a Strontium-90 spill.· The sentence may be misleading in 
the way it is worded. The only hazardous material expeded is Strontium-90 and the text will be revised in 
the final work plan. 

b. Page 6-61; 2nd paragraph: Please justify why the piping that goes from the building to the septic tank 
and from the septic tank to the discharge point is not being investigated for a possible release. 

The 2nd paragraph on p. 6-61 describes the sampling adivity at the lagoon, not a septic tank. We 
assume the comment refers 10 the lagoon. The piping originates at Building 24 in TA-8. The drain in this 
building and the downstream sewer line are being sampled, as well as a septic tank and oxidation pond 
that were part of this piping. All of these areas, and the lagoon discussed in this comment, would be likely 
places to find the Strontium-90 if if is present. If Strontium-90 is detected, the drain, septic tank and 
associated piping is likely to be removed as part of a yeA. 
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c. Page 6-61: 3rd paragraph: Mixing of soil samples are not aI/owed if volatile organics are present. 

Also, the workplan doesn't mention what constituents will be analyzed from soiVwaste samples if field 

screening and radioactive screening indicate contamination. 


Volatile contamination is not expected at this site based on historical use. However. if field screening 
detects VOCs the samples would not be homogenized. The text indicates that only PCOC is Sr-90. If rad 
screening indicates contamination. Sr-90 would still be the only rad constituent to be analyzed. If field 
screening indicates VOCs. the sample would be analyzed for the Chapter 4 Extended Analyte List for 
VOCs. 

d. Page 6-64; The workplan doesn't mention what constituents will be analyzed from soiVsludge samples 
for Phase II if Sr is found in Phase I. 

Again. Sr-90 is the only PCOC expected. If a Phase II investigation is conducted. the intent would be to 
define the extent of the Sr-90 contamination. 

15. PRSs 9-010(a), (b) and (c)-Storage Racks 

Page 6-67: last paragraph: If the boNommost sample taken still contains contaminants above 
background levels, then LANL must take deeper samples, regardless of the screening action levels. 
LANL should take samples at deeper intervals (4-5 feet). to verify that vertical contamination has been 
delineated. 

Because no driving force is present at this site. LANL does not feel it is necessary to take samples 4-5 
feet deep in this area, at least not during Phase 1 characterization. The soil in this area has remained 
undisturbed and therefore. the top 6 inches is reasonable in finding PCoos. If COOs are found in the top 
6 in. a Phase II investigation will be initiated to delineate the vertical extent of the contamination. A 
baseline risk assessment or a VCA may also be appropriate. Please see the response to General 
Comment 4. It is not necessary to continue sampling at sites where no health risk exists. 

16. PRS 9-011(b)-StorageArea 

a. Page 6-69; 1st paragraph: Please clarify in the revised workplan what LANL means by the statement 
if HE contamination is found, then soil removal will occur. Does this mean that any detectable 
concentration ofa HE found in the soil will initiate removal? 

The final work plan text will be revised to indicate that if HE contamination is found in levels exceeding 
health risk based standards, then soil removal will occur. 

b. Page 6-71; 2nd paragraph: If the bottommost sample taken still contains contaminants above 
background levels, then LANL must take deeper samples. regardless of the screening action levels. 

Please see the response to General Comment 4. It is not necessary to continue sampling at sites where 
no health risk exists. 

17. PRSs 9-003(a), (b), (d), and (e) 

a. Page 6-80; 3rd paragraph: LANL should take samples at least four to five feet vertically from the 
original bottoms of the senling tanks. 

Table 6·22 on p. 6-84 indicates the total depth of the boreholes. As indicated. each borehole will be 
drilled to the approximate depth of the PAS and soil gas samples will be obtained. The holes will then be 
drilled another 8 feet. 
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b. Page 6-80; 1st paragraph: LANL should have aerial photographs which may further help in locating 
thisSWMU. 

We do have aerial photos which we have used to help locate the sampling locations. However, as the 
text indicates, the area has been decommissioned and the nearest existing landmarks are about 100-150 
ft away. 

c. Page 6·86; If the bottommost sample taken still contains contaminants above background levels, then 
LANL must take deeper samples, regardless of the screening action levels. 

Please see the response to General Comment 4. It is not necessary to continue sampling at sites where 
no health risk exists. 

18. PRS 9-008(b)-Oxidation Pond 

a. Page 6-91; 1st paragraph: EPA will require that one sample be taken in the stream bed during Phase 
I. Please include this in the revised workpJan. 

The revised work plan will include a sampling location in the stream bed. The sample will be obtained at 
a downstream location that looks suitable to have captured sediments. The sample will be taken of the 
upper 12 inches and will be analyzed for Sr-90. 

b. Page 6-91; 3rd paragraph: Please explain more about the tile field. Why are samples being taken so 
far from the tile field? Also, it appears that at least two more borings could be taken in the tile field. One 
of these boreholes should be closer to the approximate location of the removed septic tank 9-o05(a). 
Furthermore, it appears that a backhoe trench may be more successful in finding a release along the tile 
and the septic tank. 

One more borehole will be drilled within the tile field within 10 feet of the removed septic tank. The 
revised work plan will include this additional sampling location. The tile field is designed to release the 
waste water along its entire length, therefore all the boreholes should be successful in finding a release. 
LANL does not feel trenching is necessary. 

c. Page 6-91: 4th paragraph: It appears that a backhoe trench may be more successful in finding a 
release from the removed septic tank. Also, LANL doesn't mention which soil intetvals will be sampled. 
Please include this in a revised workpJan for tank and tile field. 

The suggestion of the backhoe trench is valid. hoWever we feel the number of boreholes we have 
designated would also be suffICient in finding any release from the septic tank. The text indicates that soil 
samples will be taken in each hole of the first 5 ft beneath bottom of the original structure. As stated on p. 
6-92, 4th paragraph. the borehole samples will be taken from the part of the core that is likely to have the 
highest constituent levels, as determined from visual inspection and field-screening instruments. 

d. Page 6-93; last paragraph: If the bottom sample still contains contaminants above background levels, 
then LANL must take deeper samples, regardless of the screening action levels. 

Please see the response to General Comment 4. It is not necessary to continue sampling at sites where 
no health risk exists. 
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19. PRSs 9-003(g), (h), and (i)-Sumps and Drains 

Page 6-94; 1st paragraph: EPA is still concerned about the soil remaining beneath the sumps and 
pipelines. It is more likely that there are areas contaminated from underneath these SWMU's. Please 
justify why these areas are not being sampled. 

The previous section, 6.5, describes the sampling strategy for the deep sampling beneath the settling 
tanks that were in this area. The intent of the bulk soils investigation is to find contamination within the 
first foot of soil. If COCs are found in the first 1 ft of soil, sampling would continue in a Phase /I 
investigation to define the nature and extent of contamination as stated on p. 5-63. Depending on the 
results of the analysis, a baseline risk assessment may need to be conducted. The sites of the sumps are 
not precisely known but are known to have been shallow. Any constituents released would have been 
disturbed during regrading and mixed in the soil, and are not likely to have remained at their original sites. 
We have confirmed that clean soil was not brought in when the site was remediated in the 1960's. When 
the site was remediated, the ground was leveled after the buildings were burned and removed. 

20. PRS 9-012-Waste Pit 

a. Page 6·99: last paragraph: Besides the 1 foot sample, what additional interval in the 5 foot borehole 

will be sampled? 


As described on page 6--100. second paragraph. the borehole samples will be taken from the part of the 
core that is likely to have the highest constituent levels. as determined from visual inspection and field­
screening instruments. 

b. Page 6-100; 3rdparagraph: If the bottommost sample still contains contaminants above background 
levels, then LANL must take deeper samples, regardless of the screening action levels. 

Please see the response to General Comment 4. It is not necessary to continue sampling at sites where 
no health risk exists. 

21. PRSs 9-001(a) and (b)-Firing Pads 

Page 6-108; 1st paragraph: If contaminants are found in the surface, then deeper samples will need to be 
taken. 

Because no driving force is present at this site, LANL does not feel it is necessary to take samples deeper 
in this area, at least not during Phase 1 characterization. The soil in this area has remained undisturbed 
and therefore. the top 6 inches is reasonable in finding PCOCs. If COCs are found in the top 6 in. a 
Phase II investigation will be initiated to delineate the vertical extent of the contamination. A baseline risk 
assessment or a VCA may also be appropriate. Please see the response to General Comment 4. It is 
not necessary to continue sampling at sites where no health risk exists. 

22. PRS 9-001(c)-Rscovery Pit 

Page 6-109; last paragraph: Which intervals of the soil will be sampled? 

As the second sentence in that paragraph states, the soil selected for laboratory analysis will be taken 
from the most highly contaminated part of the sampler soil column (5-ft core) as determined from direct 
field observation and screening methods. 
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23. PRS 9-002-Burn Pit 

a. Page 6-113: 2nd paragraph: Soil samples should be taken to at least 4-5 feet below the bottom of the 
unit. 

Because no driving force is present at this site, LANL does not feel It is necessary to take samples 4·5 
feet deep in this area, at least not during Phase 1 characterization. The soil in this area has remained 
undisturbed and therefore. the top 6 inches is reasonable in finding PCOCs. If COCs are found in the top 
6 in, a Phase II investigation will be initiated to delineate the vertical extent of the contamination. A 
baseline risk assessment or a VCA may also be appropriate. Please see the response to General 
Comment 4. It is not necessary to continue sampling at sites where no health risk exists. 

b. Page 6-113; last paragraph: If the bottommost sample still contains contaminants above background 
levels, then LANL must take deeper samples, regardless of the screening action levels. 

Please see the response to General Comment 4. It is not necessary to continue sampling at sites where 
no health risk exists. 

24, PRS 9-014-Firing Site 

a. Page 6-115; 3rd paragraph: It appears to EPA that more samples should be located within a 10 foot 

radius of the slab. Please justify in the revised workplan. 


A statistical sampling approach was used to determi"ne the sample locations selected. The weighting was 
biased toward the firing pad and two samples are currently located within approximately 10ft. Based on 
the history of the site, the greatest concentration of debris would be within a 75-foot radius which is where 
the other samples are located. 

b. Page 6-116; third paragraph: If the bottommost sample still contains contaminants above background 
levels, then LANL must take deeper samples, regardless of the screening action levels. 

Please see the response to General Comment 4. It is not necessary to continue sampling at sites where 
no health risk exists. 

25. PRS 9·013-Material Disposal Area M 

a. Page 6-128; last paragraph: PleaStJ justify why LANL believes that all the waste materials are only on 
the surface and are not buried. 

All historical information, including aerial photographs, indicate this area was only used as a surface 
disposal site. There is no evidence indicating the site would have been excavated prior to the initiation of 
disposal. Aerial photographs indicate a cleared area at this site dating back at least as early as the 
1940s. Because the area was already cleared is probably the reason why it was selected for disposal in 
the first place. 

b. Page 6-133; Figure 6-16: EPA believes two soil samples should be taken in MDA M in the SWareas 
of the waste concentration. Please explainljustify why sampling was omitted in this area. 

The sampling strategy selected for this area was based on a semi-statistical approach whereby 15 
judgmental sampling locations will be selected, in addition to the 14 randomly selected locations shown 
on the figure. One of the 15 judgmental samples will be taken in this area. Since the material that has 
been disposed here is similar throughout, it is highly likely that any PCOCs would be detected based on 
the 29 sampling locations selected. If any COCs are detected. the whole area would be approached in 
the same manner throughout. "If no COCs are detected, the whole site, at a minimum would be covered. 
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c. Page 6·135; 2nd paragraph: LANL should take samples at deeper intervals (4-5 feet). to verify that 
vertical contamination has been deiineated. 

Because no driving force is present at this site,JANL does not feel it is necessary to take samples 4-5 
feet deep in this area, at least not during Phase 1 characterization. The soil in this area has remained 
undisturbed and therefore, the top 12 inches is reasonable in finding PCOCs. If COCs are found in the 
top 12 in, a Phase II investigation will be initiated to delineate the vertical extent of the contamination. A 
baseline risk assessment or a VCA may also be appropriate. Please see the response to General 
Comment 4. It is not necessary to continue sampling at sites where no health risk exists. The results of 
the sediment, spring, and creek samples will also help determine whether any further actions should be 
taken regarding waste constituents that may have migrated from the site and contaminated local surface 
or subsurface water resources or canyon bottom sediments. 

d. Page 6-137: last paragraph: Mixing of soil samples are not allowed if volatile organics are present. 

The samples will not be homogenized if field screening instruments indicate the presence of VOCs. 

e. Page 6-138; fourth paragraph: If hazardous materials are found, they should be taken to a controlled 
area at the Lab. not left on the surface. 

This whole area is over 3 acres in size. It would be more economical and feasible for LANL to cover the 
site and provide long-term monitoring then remove the hazardous material to a controlled area of the 
Laboratory. The disposition of the hazardous materials will be determined during the corrective measures 
study. 

f. Page 6-140 Sampling and Analysis Approach for Springs and Creek: An additional surface water and 
surface soil sample should be taken at the confluence of Starmer Gulch and Pajarito Canyon. 

It is unclear why another surface water sample is needed at the confluence of Pajarito Canyon and 
Starmer Gulch in the Phase I investigation. We are presently sampling water and sediments at upstream 
locations and additional sites within the canyons would be further characterized in Phase II if necessary. 
If a soil sample is required, it is unclear where EPA suggests as the location of the soil sample. Water is 
in this area almost year round. 

26. PRS 69-001-Two Mile Incinerator Pond 

Page 6-149; 2ndparagraph: !ANL should take deeper samples at deeper intervals (4-5 feet). to verify 
that vertical contamination has been delineated. Also, EPA believes that an additional sample needs to 
be taken in the center of the pond. 

An additional sample will be obtained from the center of the pond, as suggested. Since a driving force 
was present in the pond area, a 3 samples will be obtained from within the range of 0-24 inches. 

27. AOC C-8-010-0rum Storage Area 

a. Page 6-155; 2nd paragraph: EPA considers this site a SWMU and it should be placed into the HSWA 
permit. 

This site, C-8-01 0, has been added to the permit modification, effective May 19. 1994. 
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b. Page 6-156; 3rd paragraph: Samples must be taken deeper than 24 inches in order to make this a 

legitimate investigation. 


Field screening instruments will be used throughout the sampling event. Since we are not positive about 
the depth of the sediments in this area, if the field screening instruments continue to detect PCOCs, the 
sampling will continue at 1 foot intervals to the surface of the tuff. The depth of 24 inches is a reasonable 
estimate based on visual inspection and knowledge of this site. 

c. Page 6-158; 3rd paragraph: If the bottommost sample still contains contaminants above background 
levels, then LANL must take deeper samples, regardless of the screening action levels. 

Please see the response to General Comment 4. It is not necessary to continue sampling at sites where 
no health risk exists. 

28. AOC C-9-001-0utfall from Chemical Storage Bldg. 

a. Page 6-159: EPA considers this site a SWMU and it should be placed into the HSWA permit. 

This site. C-9-00l. has been added to the permit modification. effective May 19, 1994. 

b. Page 6-161; lsi paragraph: Does liquids from the drainpipes come from floor drains where chemicals 
are stored? Please explain in the revised workplan. 

Chemicals were stored in this building. The drain originates in the floor of the building where the 
chemicals evidently spilled. This will be clarified in the revised work plan. 

c. Page 6-158; 3rd paragraph: If the bottommost sample still contains contaminants above background 
levels, then LANL must take deeper samples, regardless of the screening action levels. 

Please see the response to General,Comment 4. It is not necessary to continue sampling at sites where 
no health risk exists. 

29. Units Requested for No Further Action: 

a. Page 7-7: PRS 8-007: Please explain in the revised workplan the date the outfall first was used and 
the date the outfall was permitted by EPA. Also, include previous monitoring results from this outfall. 
Furthermore, please include a narrative descnbing the piping that goes from the drain to the outfall and 
why this piping is not a potential release site. 

PRS 8-007 is the past location of a silver recovery resin bed. It was a confined unit, which is no longer in 
place, that was used to collect silver from the photo-processing laboratory. The outfall that is mentioned 
in EPAs comment and is related to PRS 8-007 is discussed in Section 6.1.6 and is being investigated. 

b. Page 7-32; PRS 9-016: LANL shall provide verification that this tank has been removed. 

Verification of removal of this tank has been requested and will be forwarded to EPA as soon as it is 
obtained. 

c. Page 7-51; C-9-010 Burning Pit: LANL shall provide the archival information referenced for EPA 
review. 

The archival information requested is attached. 
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d. Page 7-51; C-9-011 Bum Area: LANL shall provide the archival information referenced for EPA 
review. 

The archival information is attached. 
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App~ndixJ Screening Assessment Jferhodology 

IABLE J-l 

SUMMARY OF SCREENING ACTION LEVELS FOR 

POTENTIAL CHEMICALS OF CONCERN IN SOil. WATER. AND AIR FOR 


ENVIRONMENTAL CHARACTERIZATION OF 

LOS ALAMOS NATIONAL LABORATORY. 


Soil Water Air CROLC 
Chemic.llb Scre.ning Screening Screening mgIkg and 

Action Leve' Action L.vel Action Level ~~ 
mgt1cg ~gI Jl,g/rriJ 

lnorgllnlce 

Alumnumd, 7"29·90-5 040,200 

Antimony. 7440-38-0 32 an 12.60' 

Arsenic. 74<40-38-2 0.040 50' 0.00023 2.10' 

Barium. 74<C0-38-3 5'.600 2.ooon 0."9 040.200 

e.rytlium. 7..wo..t1·7 0.1a ..n 0.00042 1.se 

Cadmium. 7"()..43.I 80 Sn O.OOO5a 1.5 

Calciurnd.7440-70.2 1000,5000 

Chromium III. 16085-83-1 80.000 $0 2,10 

Chromium VI, 7..wo..t7·3 "00 $0 0.000083 2, 10 

Chromium (Total) 100n 10,50 

COb.Itd,7 .... 0-...... 10, SO 

~Ptt. 7440·50.. 3,000 1,300 5,25 

CVanide.57-12-5 1.600 2001 2.10 

Irond, 1543-83-10 20, 100 

• Lead, 7439·92·' 5001 50; 0.6,3 

Magn••iumd, 778&030-3 1000,5000 

Mangan.... 7439-98-5 8,000 3.500 0.39 3. 15 

Mercury, 7439·97 .. 2" 2n 0.30 0.0",0.2 

Nick.I, 7"40-02-0 1,600 100n 0.00"2 8,40 

Nitrat. 130.000 10.ooon 

Nitrit., 14797·65-0 8.000 1.ooon 

Potassiurnd.7447·o4().7 1000.5000 

Selenium. n82""'8·2 400 SOn 1.5 

Silver, 7440·22·" 400 170 2.10 

Sodiumd, 7647.14-5 1000,5000 

Thallium, 74040·28-0 6." 2n 2.10e 

Vanadium. 7440-62·2 560 240 10.50 

Zinc. 7440·66-6 24.000 10,000 4.20 
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Screening Assessmen~ Methodology 
, .' 

TABLE J-1 . 

SUMMARY OF SCREENING ACTION LEVELS FOR 

POTENTIAL CHEMICALS OF CONCERN IN SOIL, WATER, AND AIR FOR 


ENVIRONMENTAL CHARACTERIZATION OF 

LOS ALAMOS NATIONAL LASORATORy8 


Soil Water Air CROlC 

Ch.micalab Screening Screening Screening mglkg and 
Action Lev.' Action Lev.1 Action Level JlQl1

mglkg Jl!YI jJ.glm3 

High Exploalv.. 

2-amino-2.6-DNT (aminodinitrotoluen.)d 

4-amino-2.6·DNT (aminodinitrotolu.ne)O, 
19406·51·0 

Anvnonium nitrated, 6484-52·2 

Barium nitrate (soluble barium) 5,600 2.ooon 40.200 

CEF (Ir~b-chloroethyl)lIhosph.te)o. 115-96-8 

1.3·DNS (dinilrobenzene). 99-65-0 8 3.5 

2.4·DNT (dinitrotoluen.). 121·14-2 1 0.05 0.33,10· 

2.e·ONT (clnitrotoluene). 606-20-2 1 0.05 0.33,10e 

DPA (diphenyly.min.). 122·39'" 2.000 aao 

HMX (eycfotetramethylen.t....anitr.min.). 4.000 ,.aoo 
2691-41-0 

Nitrocellulose (non-toxic)O, 9004:70-0 

Nitromethaned.75-52·5 

NP (bis(2.2·dinitropropyl) aeetaVformal)O. 
5917-6'1·3 

PETN (pentaerythritolletranitrate). 7a-l1·5 1,600 700 

RDX (trimethytenetrinitr.min.), 121-82-4 64 3.2 

T ATB (triaminotrinitrob.nzen.)o. 3058·38-6 

T etry! (N·methyt·N,2,4,. 800 350 
tetranitrobenzeneamine). 479-45-8 

1.3.5-TNS (trinitrobenzen.). 99·35-4 4 1.8 

2.4.6-TNT (trinitrotoluene). 11,8·96-07 40 12 

-. 
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Appendix] Screening Assessment Jferhodoiu E~. 

TABLE J-1 


SUMMARY OF SCREENING ACTION lEVELS FOR 

POTENTIAL CHEMICALS OF CONCERN IN SOil, WATER, AND AIR FOR 


ENVIRONMENTAL CHARACTERIZATION OF 

lOS ALAMO~ NATIONAL LABORATORY. 

Soil Water Air CROLc 
Chemicalab Screening Screening Screening mglkg and 

Action Level Action Level Action Level I.l~
mglkg J,l9'I J,lg{m3 

Organlca 

~1I1i11 g[gilD~ ~!IQgI.IDa 

Acetone. 67-&4-1 8.000 3,500 0.01,10 

aenzene. 71 ~·2 0.67 s" 0.12 0.01,10e 

aenzoic Acid, 65-85-0 '320.000 140.000 100.-

Bromodichloromethane. 75-27-4 11 0.58 0.01. 10e 

Bromoform. 75·25·2 89 4.4 0.90 0.01. 10e 

Bromomethane, 74-83-9 0.43 49 4.9 0.01. 10 

2-Butanone (Methylethy' ketone). 78·93·3 4,000 1,700 1.000 0.01,10 

Carbon diaulfide. 75-15-0 7.4 3.500 10 0.01, 10 

Carbon tetrachloride, se.23·5 0.21 Sn 0.066 0.01.10e 

Chlorobenzena. 108-90-7 67 100" 20 0.01,10 

Chloroethane. 75-00·3 3.300 10.000 0.01. 10 

Chloroiorm. 67-66·3 0.21 ,och 0.043 0.01, 10e 

Chloromethane. 74-87·3 6.4 27 5.6 0.01.10 

DibromochlororMthane. 124· ....1 83 4.2 0.01,10e 

1. , ·Dichloroethane. 75-34-3 410 3500 500 0.01,10 

1,1 ·Dichloro.thene. 75·35-01 0.59 7" 0.29 0.01; 10' 

l,2·Dichloroethane. 107-08-2 0.20 5" 0.038 0.01,10e 

cis·l.2-0ichloroethene, 156-59·2 BOO 70h 0.01, 10 

1rans·l,2-Dichloroethene. 156·60·5 1600 l00h 0.01. 10 

1,2,Oichloropropane. 78·87·5 6.5 Sh 4.0 0.01.10 

cis· 1 .3-0ichloropropene. 10061·01-5 0.17 0.19 0.027 0.01,10e 

1rans·l,3·Dichloropropene. 10061-02·6 0.17 0.19 0.027 0.01.l0e 

Ethyl benzene. 100-41-4 3,100 700n 1000 0.01.10 

n·Hexane, 110·54·3 4.800 2.100 

2·Hexanoned.591·78·6' 0.01.10 i 
Methanol. 67·56·1 40,000 18.000 I 
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Screening Assessment Methodology .4.ppe-r'!.:1::..:r J 

IABlE J-l 

SUMMARY OF SCREENING ACTION LEVELS FOR 

POTENTIAL CHEMICALS OF CONCERN IN SOIL, WATER, AND AIR FOR 


ENVIRONMENTAL CHARACTERIZATION OF 

LOS ALAMOS NATIONAL LABORATORY. 


Chemicalab 

4-Methyl-2-pentanone (MIK). lOS-H)·l 

Methylene Chloride. 15-09-2 

Styrene. 100-42·5 

1.1.2.2-T etrlChloroethane. 11-34·5 

T etrachloroethene, 121· 1 8-4 

Toluene. 1OS·88-3 

Screening 
Action level 

mg/kg 

Soil 

510 

5.6 

16.000 

3.1 

5.1 

890 

Screening 
Action Level 

119'1 

Water 

1.100 

51'1 

1001'1 

1.8 

Sn 
looon 

Screening 
Action Level 

J.tolm3 

Air 

80 

2.2 

0.18 

1.8 

380 

f'l'9'kg and 
J.tg/1 

CRall: 

0.01, 1:; 

0.01.10' 

0.01,10' 

0.01, 10e 

0.01,10' 

0.01, 10 

Xylen. (Total). 1330-20-1 

1.1.1' T richloro.than., 11·55-8 

1,1.2· Trichloroethane, 19..oo..5 

Trichloroethen., 19-01-8 

VInY' Chloride. 15-01· .. 

180.000 

1,000 

8.3 

3.2 

0.013 

10.000h 

2001'1 

5" 

5" 

21'1 

1.000 0.01,10 

0.63 0.01.10e 

0.58 0.01,10e 

0.01.10 

0.012 0.01.10e 

Ac.naphthyl.ned, 208·9&-8 

SIIDi·:i,glillill QcgilD~ Qalll2aYO!3 

Acenaphthen•• 83-32-1 4,800 2.100 

0.33.10 

0.33.10 

Anthracen., 120·12·1 24.000 10,000 0.33. 10 

Benzo( a]anthrac.ne. 58·55-3 0.6" 0.,1 0.33. 10 

Benzo(blfluoranthene.205·el·2 0.1 0.21 0.33.10 

Benzo[klfluoranth.n.,207.Q8·, 1.5 0.21 0.33, 10 

Benzo(ghiperyl.ned• 191·2"'2 4" 0.33.10 

Benzo[aJpyr.ne.5O·32-8 0.10 0.2n 0.00051 0.33.10e 

alpha·SHe, 31 g."'-8 0.1 0.0056 

beta-BHC, 31g·85·1 4 0.19 

Bis·(2-chloroethoxy)methaned, 111 ·9'·' 0.33.10 

Bis-(2-chloroethyl}elher. 111 -44·" 0.13 0.032 0.0032 0.33. 10e 

Bis·(2-ethylhexyl}phthalate. 117·81·1 50 41 O.33,lOe 

4·Bromophenyl-phenyletherd• 101·55-3 0.33,10 

Butyl benzyl phthalate.8S-68·1 16.000 1001 0.33. , 0 
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:,.:A:t:pt:..p.::,:end=:u:::..:'___________________Sc_T_e_en_l_·n;.8_A_ssessment Jfethodolo f['. 

IABLE J-1 


SUMMARY OF SCREENING ACTION LEVELS FOR 

POTENTIAL CHEMICALS OF CONCERN IN SOIL, WATER, AND AIR FOR 


ENVIRONMENTAL CHARACTERIZATION OF 

LOS ALAMOS NA nONAL LABORATORY. 


Soil Waler Air CRQLc 

Chemicalab Screening Screening Screening mglkg and 
Action Level Action Level Action Level J.lgfI

mglkg JlIYi J.lQlm3 

Carbazole,8&-7.... 35 1.8 0.33, 10 

Chlordane, 57·74-8 0.54 0.2n 0.017.0.05 

".chloroaniline,1oe"-N' 320 1<40 0.33.10 

.. .chloro-3.methylphenolg 18,000 7,000 0.33.10 
CP-d'Iforo-m-cre.ol). S9·5().7 

2.chloronaphthalene.91·58-7 8,400 2.800 0.33.10 

2.chlorophenol. 95-57-8 . 400 170 0.33. 10 

...chlorophenyt phenyl etherd, 7005-72-3 0.33. 10 

ChryMM.218-o1-' 22 0.21 0.33, 10 

DOD, 72-5408 2.9 0.15 0.03.0.1 

00T.50.2W 2.1 0.1 0.03,0.1 

Dibenlo[a.h)anthracene, 53-70-3 0.088 0.31 0.33. 10 

Dibenzofurand, 132-e.t.8 0.33. 10 

Oi-n-butylphthat.le, 84·7<4-2 8.000 3.500 0.33,10 

1.2-0ichlorobenzene.95-so.1 1.600 600n 200 0.33.10 

1.3-Dichlorobenzene. 5 .. 1-73-1 7.200 600h 0.33. 10 

l,4·0ichlorobenzene. 10&-.. 8-7 290 75h 700 0.33.10 

3.3'-Oichlorobenziame, 91·9 .. -' 1.8 0.078 0.33.10e 

2.4·Dichlorophenol. 120.83-2 240 100 0.33,10 

Oiethylphthalate. 8 .. ·68-2 64.000 5.0001 0.33,10 

Dimethylformamide, 68-12-2 8,000 3,500 

2.4·D;lIIethylpheno~ 105·67·9 1,600 700 0.33.10 

Oimethyl phthalate. 131-11·3 80,000 35,000 0.33,10 

4,6· Dinitro-2-methylphenotd O.S, 25 
(4.6·dinitro-o-cresoI1. 534-52-' 

2.4-Dinitrophenol. 51·28·5 160 70 0.S.25 

Di-n-octyl.phthalate. 117·8"-0 1.600 700 0.33,10 

EndosuHan.115·29-7 4 1.8 

Ethyl acetate. '41·78-6 72,000 32.000 

Ethylene glycol, 107·2' ~1 160,000 70.000 

IWP, Revision 3 November 1993 J·1S 



Screening A.ssessment Methodology Appe"'ld:"t ' 
~~~~~~~----~~----------------------~-----~ 

IABLE J·l 


SUMMARY OF SCREENING ACTION LEVELS FOR 

POTENTIAL CHEMICALS OF CONCERN IN SOIL, WATER. AND AIR FOR 


ENVIRONMENTAL CHARACTERIZATION OF 

LOS ALAM~S NATIONAL LABORATORY. 


Soil Waler AA CRQLe 

Chemicalab Screening Screening Screening n¢gand 
Action Level Action Level Action Level Jlg/1

mglkg JIg! pglm3 

FIuoranlhene. 206-44-0 3.200 1,400 0.33. 10 

Fluorene. Sa.73-7 3,200 1,400 0.33, 10 

Hexachlorobenzene, 11S, 7 4-1 0.44 I n 0.0022 0.33,10· 

Hexachlorobutaclene, 87-68-3 90 4.5 0.45 0.33,10e 

Hexaehlorocyclopentadiene, 77--47--4 560 SOn 0.07 0.33, 10 

Hexachlorotlthane. 87-72-1 
. 

SO 25 2.5 0.33.10 

Indeno(1.2.3-cdJpyrene, 193-39-5 0.41 0.41 0.33,10 

Isophorone.78-5., 7,400 370 0.33, to 
2-Methylnaphthalened.91.57-8 0.33, 10 

2.M.thylphenot (o-creaol). 95 ....·7 4,000 1,700 0.33, 10 

4-Methylphenol (p-crMOf), 106-44-5 4,000 1.700 0.33, 10 

Naphthalene, 11-20-3 3.200 1400 0.33, 10 

2-Nitroaniline, (o-nitroaniline) S8-74--4 4.8 2. t 0.20 0.8,25 8 

3-Nitroaniline(m-nitroaniline)CI, 99·09-2 --­ 0.8,25 

4.Nitroanmne(p.nilroanirll'le)CI. 100-01-8 O.S, 25 

Nitrobenzene, 98-15-3 5.3 18 2.0 0.33, 10 

2-Nitrophenoid.88-75·5 0.33, 10 

4.Nitrophenotd, 100-o~-7 0.8,25 

N-Nitrosodiphenylamine, 88·30-8 140 7.1 0.33.10e 

N·Nitrosodi-N-propyiamine, 121·84-7 0.10 O.OOSO 0.33,10e 

2.2.(Jxybia{1 -chloropropane) 100 O.SO 1.0 0.33. 10 
{bisl2-chloroia '''ether), 1 08-60·1 

PCB (Aroclora), 1336-3a.3 0.09 O.SOh 0.033.1 

Pentachlorophenol,87·86-5 5.8 1tl 0.8.25 8 

Phenanthrened• 85-01·8 0.33.10 

Phenol, 108·95·2 48,000 21,000 0.33, 10 

Pyrene. 1 29-00-0 2,400 1.000 0.33.10 

1.2.4-Triehlorobenzene, 120·82-1 160 70n 9.0 0.33.10 

2.4.5·Triehlorophenol.95·95·" 8.000 3.500 0.8.25 

2.4.6-Triehlorophenol. 88·06-2 64 3.2 0.32 0.33.l0 e 

J-16 November 1993IWP. Revision 3 



a. 	SALs based on methodologies given by EPA 1990 (0432) and EP.A. (1991, 0302). 
SALs are rounded to two significant figures. Water SALs are used for both 
groundwater and surface water. 

b. Target Analyte List (TAL), Target Compound List (TCl), High-Explosive List. with 
associated ChemicaJ Abstract Services numbers, as given by EPA (1991. 0814: 
1991,0179; 1991, 1074) 

c. 	Contract Laboratory Program (ClP) and Contract-Required Ouantitation Limits 
(CAOLs) for soil (mglkg) and water (r.tgll). respectively. CAOLs are provided as 
an indicator of the analytical method detection limit. and are not to be viewed in 
an absolute sense as a standard of performance for a given sample representing 
a given matrix and a given analyte. CAOLs are not available for air. 

d. Toxicity data (e.g •• RfDs andlor slope factors) were not available; therefore. SALs 
were not calculated. 

e. 	The SAL is less than the CAOL; therefore. special analytical services may be 

required. 


f. 	 Soil SAL based on EPA guidance on establishing ,ead cleanup levels (EPA 1989. 
0987). 

g. 	 Based on subchronic RfO divided by 10; chronic RfO not available. 

h. Safe drinking water regulations (EPA 1993. 1071) MCl water SALs were not 
calculated for compounds with MCLs in accordance with proposed EPA guidance 
(EPA 1990. 0432) 

i. 	 MCl is not final. Number presented Is a draft orproposed MClfrom EPA (1993. 
1071) 

J. 	 No MCl ortoxicity information appropriate for SAL derivation Isavailable for lead. 
The SAL presented is based on Federal ambient water quality criteria for the 
protection of human health based on water and fish consumption (EPA 1993. 
0830). 

.. 
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ATTACHMENT 2 


RFI SCHEDULE 




1157 RFI Field Work 

~__~ID~~N~a~m~e7-~~__________________________________~I~S~c~he~d~u=le~d~S~ta~rt~~I_S~C~h~e~du~le~d~Fi~I~~I=Sh~ii 

r---~--I:~§'~~~~:{~~0~~_~:{~!i:::::::::::::=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::r:::::::::::::::=:~~~:;~~~;:~:r:::::::=~~~~~:~i~~:~.ll 

r----!_-+:==:::~W.~I::~;~~0.~:§~!~!:=:::::::::=::::=::::=:::::=:::::::~::::::::=:::::::::::::::::::::::::::=:::::i::::::::::=::::=::~~:;:;~~;-gL=:::~~~~~~~i~~~g:

r--.....;5_-+.........~.~!y...§.~P.~~!.!9..§.~~!.!!.._..............................................................................-..L.........-....!.!.!.~!.~.~~Q.Q~~L.....J!.!.~~_?:9gp..~. 
1--.....;6~-+...._...~~~!~..~.~!!.:p.!~.~g..§.~~.__.._....__.._....___........._............._.....................1........_....J.9L1..~.~~.~9.Q.~~.L..._!.'?!.!.~.~~:9.Q!?~. 
r---_7_-+.S~!!~.9~~_~!l!..~.~ace I.':!~~~!':'.!._.__.......__._...._..._........_..._...............-.j._........__..~L~~..~Q.Q~ i .--.!.!.!.?t:~~.~:9P.~. 
1--.....;8~-+......._.~p.!!..~~~J!!~~.___...._.........____._........._._..._._._.__._................_......L .._._..._.~!~ 8:Q.Q.~L_.~~7/9~~~.Qp..~. 
r--.....;9_-I._.__!an~.P.rai~_~!!I.elin9..__..__ ._._ ..._____ . __._..___.........__._..j ..........._._~).8/9_~8:oo~.~L-5J27/~4 ~:Q.QP..~. 
l-...;.l.;;,O_+-__~M:;.;D~A:~M;..;:;Sprin!l.slSurfaCe So~SedimentlC!?!!!ain!!!______._.._.L__.._ 5131/94 8:00am ~ 7/151945:oop'!!!' 

11 Outfalls i 4118/94 8:00am i 5/27/945:oopm1----:---+...._._.._.__. _......_-_._...-...-..-.--....-._.......................,.-. ------...--. 

1--_12_+~~p!! An~Y.!i~____..____...._ ..____..____._...._._.._l......__ 4118/94 8:ooam-L-~18/95 5:~p'.~. 


1--1~3---t.-..- MDA M Sprir:!.Q!________ _......_....__..__....-- 6130194 8:0~ 12/22/94 5:~pm 
14 SurfaceJNear Surface Soil i 4118/94 8:00am 1 10120/945:oopm
15 '-'-TaiikSiDrcuns .-. --"--"1" 6/7/94 8:00am! 11/29!945;oopm' 

1---16-+~~- MDA MS.SoiVS_~mentiContaine'!.. ----.--. 7125194 8:00am j 1/18195 5;OOpjii' 
t--_17.......-+.. .. Outtslls . . 6/7/94 8:00am j 11/29194 5:00pm. 
r---_18_-+-D_a.ta Assessment _____________._.__._+ 12122J93 8:00am 1 313195 5:00pm 
~.....;19~+_--~G.eop...!:!Y.!iCs~_--_-_---_,_---_--_,__: 12122J93 8:00am! 2/7194 5:0«?~ 

20 Surface/Near Surface Soil '-1 4118/94 8:00am! 1216/945:oopm
21 ---'-Tanks - ....----.-----.-....---1'-.-... 6/7/94 8:00am i 1/13/955:o<)pm 

r------I.-.--~7:"-::__:.-.--------.------------..-.-...- ....--- I --.­

22 Outfalls 1 6/7/94 8:00am i 1/13/95 5:00pm
I--~~f--~~-~-----------------------·---------- ,1--2....;,;3--1.._ MDA M Sprin~er saJ'!1J?lin9.____....._______....___.l_ 7/25/94 8:00am'! 3/3/9~_~:.9.Qp.~. 
1--.....;.24_-+.~~/cal Risk Assessment _._._______._L.__ 10111193 8:00am! 9130/94 5:.oo!?~ 

25 D~Drillin!l. ____._____~.... 3/28/95 8:00am i 1212~~.~:.~P.~. 

1--~~~=--·+.- __...:===::=:.... 1~::~~t~~~....'--:.g=-:,~!_;t~~~Ii~L-_--- ~:~=::t 
~2;.;;;8---t.._ Deep Orillln9. Assessment •._. 5116/95 8:00am j 12120/95 ~:QQP"'!. 
~2;;.;:;9--1,~G!O..PJl~Surface Soi![ranks/Outfalls Ph~e I R~I!_.._.__.__._+. 1/13/95 8:00am i 10/6/95.~:!?Qp.~. 
1--3~0;;.....+~::.:.Q~..MSJ?!!~~er Phase I R!E5'rt ._.__.__.;.._.__ 3/6/95 5:~m i 1211/95 ~!?Q!?~ 
~3~1--1.Q!'.!P..Q!!IIi~ Phase~eport ___.________.._..._.._.1.__._._J~1195 8:~L_ 9117/9~~:.9.Qp..~. 

32 Phase II RFJ ! 11/5196 8:00am! 10130/97 5:00pm
1--~33;;;;'--+"';' Phase II Preparation .---.. ·-----··----r--·-l1·/5196 8:oaamT--37141975:00prn' 

34 '-Pii8S8liAeId Work ···----·-----·--··-···1 3117197 8:00am i 5I1"ii975:00pm' 
~3~5--1 ...f.t:!.~..Ele Anatysia --L 3131197 8:00am 1 9/17/9~~:.~!?~ 

36 Phase II ...... __. -.1--. 3131197 8:00am i l0/3~!...?~~P.~.__ D..;...;ata...;...Ass..;~.....;.8S..;..;.Jl1!1ent 
37 RFI Report ' 1/13/95 8:00am j 9/28/985:oopm 

'Surface/Near Surfstce Intrusive: 
~ 8-002, 8-003(al, 8-006(a), 9-001(a) (b) (d), 9-002, 

9-003(q) ("hI (i), 9-008(bl, 9-009, 9-010(a)(b), 9-011(b) (cl, 9-012, 
9-014, c-8-010, e-9-001 

Tank/prains/yessels: 8-003(0), 8-004(d) , 8-005, 9-005(d) 
Outfalls: 8-009(01 (e) (d) (e) (fl 
MPA M Sprinas. Surface Soil. Sediments. Contents: 9-013 

peep prilling: 8-003 (a), 9-001 (c), 9-003 (a) (b) (d) (e), 9-005(0) (d), 9-006, 

9-012 


Page 1 

http:D..;...;ata...;...Ass..;~.....;.8S
http:9117/9~~:.9.Qp
http:1--.....;.24
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ATTACHMENT 3 


NPDES SAMPLING RESULTS 

EPA OUTFALL 06A-07S 




., . 

TA BLDG OATE_SAMP EPA OUT ANALYS 

08 0021 17-JAN-89 075 06A Ag 
08 0021 17-JAN-89 075 06A eN 
08 0021 17-JAN-89 075 OGA pH 
08 0021 19-APR-89 075 06A Ag 
08 0021 19-APR-89 075 OGA eN 
08 0021 19-APR-B9 075 06A pH 
08 0021 19-JUL-B9 075 06A Ag 
OB 0021 19-JUL-89 075 06A eN 
08 0021 19-JUL-B9 075 06A pH 
OB 0021 16-0CT-B9 075 06A Ag 
OB 0021 16-0CT-89 075 06A CN 
OB 0021 16-0CT-B9 075 06A pH 
08 0021 17-JAN-90 075 06A Ag 
OB 0021 17-JAN-90 075 OGA CN 
OB 0021 17-JAN-90 075 06A pH 
OB 0021 20-APR-90 075 06A Ag 
OB 0021 20-APR-90 075 06A CN 
OB 0021 20-APR-90 075 06A pH 
OB 0021 16-JUL-90 075 OGA Ag 
08 0021 IG-JUL-90 075 06A CN 
08 0021 16-JUL-90 075 06A pH 
08 0021 15-0CT-90 075 06A Ag 
08 0021 15-0CT-90 075 06A CN 
OB 0021 15-0CT-90 075 OGA pH 
OB 0021 16-JAN-91 075 OGA Ag 
OB 0021 IG-JAN-91 075 OGA CN 
OB 0021 IG-JAN-91 075 OGA pH 
OB 0021 1B-APR-91 075 06A Ag 
OB 0021 IB-APR-91 075 OGA CN 
OB 0021 IB-APR-91 075 OGA pH 
08 0021 16-JUL-91 075 OGA Ag 
08 0021 16-JUL-91 075 OGA CN 
OB 0021 16-JUL-91 075 OGA pH 
08 0021 IG-OCT-91 075 OGA Ag 
OB 0021 IG-OCT-91 075 OGA CN 
08 0021 IG-OCT-91 075 OGA pH 
08 0021 OG-JAN-92 075 06A Ag 
OB 0021 OG-JAN-92 075 OGA CN 
08 0021 06-JAN-92 075 OGA pH 
08 0021 21-FEB-92 075 OGA Ag 
08 0021 21-FEB-92 075 OGA CN 
08 0021 21-FEB-92 075 OGA pH 
OB 0021 15-APR-92 075 OGA Ag 
08 0021 15-APR-92 075 OGA CN 
OB 0021 15-APR-92 075 OGA pH 
OB 0021 19-JUN-92 075 06A Ag 
08 0021 19-JUN-92 075 -06A CN 
08 0021 19-JUN-92 075 OGA pH 
OB 0021 13-JUL-92 075 OGA Ag 
08 0021 13-JUL-92 075 OGA CN 
08 0021 13-JUL-92 075 OGA pH 
OB 0021 04-SEP-92 _075 06A Ag 
08 0021 04-SEP-92 075 06A CN 
08 0021 04-SEp-92 075 OGA pH 
OB 0021 15-0CT-92 075 OGA Ag 
OB 0021 15-0CT-92 075 06A CN 

RESULT RES METHO 

.13 MGL 272.1 
o MGL 335.3 

7.82 SU 150.1 
.003 MGL 272.1 

o MGL 335.3 
7 . 9-G SU 150.1 

.36 MGL 272.1 
o MGL 335.3 

7.B2 SU 150.1 
.007 MGL 272.1 

o MGL 335.3 
7.9 SU 150.1 

.034 MGL 272.1 
o MGL 335.3 

B.4 SU 150.1 
.01 MGL 272.1 

o MGL 335.3 
7.9 SU 150.1 
.01 MGL 272.1 

.018 MGL 335.3 
7.1 SU . 150.1 
.01 MGL 272.1 

o MGL 335.3 
B.l SU 150.1 

.013 MGL 272.1 
o MGL 335.3 

B.22 SU 150.1 
.15 MGL 272.1 

o MGL 335.3 
7.1 SU 150.1 
.01 MGL 272.1 

o MGL 335.3 
7.G2 SU 150.1 
.051 MGL 272.1 

o MGL 335.3 
7.8 SU 150.1 

.024 MGL 272.1 
o MGL 335.3 
8 SU 150.1 

.195 MGL 272.1 
o MGL 335.3 

7.4 SU 150.1 
.01 MGL 272.1 

o MGL 335.3 
7.15 SU 150.1 

.01 MGL 272.1 
o MGL 335.3 

7.5 SU 150.1 
.01 MGL 272.1 
.02 MGL 335.3 

7.8G SU 150.1 
.01 MGL 272.1 

o MGL 335.3 
7.24 SU 150.1 
.011 MGL 272.1 

o MGL 335.3 



08 0021 15-0CT-92 075 06A pH 7.69 SU 150.1 

08 0021 13 -JAN-93 075 06A Ag .068 HGL 272.1 

08 0021 13 -JAN-93 075 OGA CN 0 MGL 335.3 

08 0021 13 -JAN-93 075 06A pH 6.9 SU 150.1 

08 0021 15-APR-93 075 06A Ag .01 MGL 272.1 

08 0021 15-APR-93 075 06A CN 0 MGL 335.3 

08 0021 15-APR-93 075 06A pH 7.5 SU 150.1 

08 0021 05-MAY-93 075 06A Ag, . OS 1 MGL 272.1 

08 0021 05-MAY-93 075 06A CN 0 MGL 335.3 

08 0021 05-MAY-93 075 06A pH 7.2 SU 150.1 

08 0022 16-JUL-93 075 06A Ag .01 MGL 272.1 

08 0022 16-JUL-93 075 06A CN 0 MGL 335.3 

08 0022 16-JUL-93 075 06A pH 7 SU 150.1 

08 0021 14-0CT-93 075 06A Ag .01 MGL 272.1 

08 0021 14-0CT-93 075 06A CN 0 MGL 335.3 

08 0021 14-0CT-93 075 06A pH 8.3 SU 150.1 

08 0021 10-JAN-94 075 06A Ag .02 MGL 272.1 

08 0021 10-JAN-94 075 06A CN 0 MGL 335.3 

08 0021 10-JAN-94 075 06A pH 7.8 SU 150.1 

08 0021 12-APR-94 075 06A Ag .01 MGL 272.1 

08 0021 12-APR-94 075 06A CN 0 MGL 335.3 

08 0021 12-APR-94 075 06A pH 8 SU 150.1 

78 rows selected. 

SQL> 



· . ~ . " ' 

ATTACHMENT 4 


ARCHIVAL INFORMATION 


(Reference: Weston, Roy J. September 19, 1989, -Environmental Restoration 
Program, TAsk number AL-LA-037,· Los Alamos National Laboratory. Los 
Alamos, New Mexico) 



Record 133 Updated 09/19/89 Report Date: 09/19/89 

1. 	Project ~eme ER PROGRAM 

2. 	Installation lOS ALAMOS NATIONAL LABORATORY 

4. 	Task Numbe~ AL'lA-031 

5. 	Ph.,e 1 Heeding TA-9(A£)-2-CA-I-HW/RW(Burning A~e•• ) 

6. 	Relea,e Site O..c~ipto~ TA-09-11-002-0000 

8. 	Altenn.tiv. ldentjfie~ Not identified 

9. 	Site O..c~iption : 

Smell ff~e ~eported in pit in 1950 at Aneho~ Site Ea.t: location unknown(R01~). 


10. 	Site Location: 
coordinate ,yst. lind unit. : .WL Coordinlt. Syst_ I feet 
The ,it. h•• not been surveyed 
Coordinate. : Not identified 
Elevation : Not identified 

11. 	P~og~. Pha.. NfA 

12. 	P~09~. Ph... lationel. : 
Ph... 1 (101 .. , ...s II seoplng (101.) ectf"hi.. indicate that the .ite should ~ec:efve no 'u~the~ action. 

13. 	CUr~ent Operattonal Statui : Not ape..atlonel 
Cu~~ent OWner/Operating Group : Not identified 

14. 	Site Type Burnfng ph lind My ...ociated soil cont_fnltfon 

15. 	Potential P.thways Not identified 

16. 	Gene~ic W••t. Type Not identified 



;:age ":c 

17. EPA Waste Characteristics Not identified 

18. EPA Waste Types Not identified 

19. Contaminants of Concern: Not identified 

21. Chronological Eyents: 


Description Date Reference 


.sm.ll fire In burning pit 07/16/50 R02r 

.ER Progr.. Site Vfsit 11/21/88 ROls 

22. Conments: 

en July 16, 1950, It was reported that there was a ".U ffre in the buming pit east of Anchor 
Ranch(R02r). Where this pit was located fs not knoNn. ActlYItles at this pit could have led to 
cont..ination of HE II'1d redionuclfda. An an~t to locate this site waa mede during a November 1988 ER 
Progr.. Site VlsltCR01s). The attempt was unsuccessful. Due to the unlfkelyhood of ever finding this 
aite II'1d the ...U chance that ...urllble cont ..inatlon to the erwirOlW*lt was ever releaSed, it is 
suggested that thia site receive no further action. 

23. InfOl'lMtfon Resources 

Reports 

• Reference 	 R01r 
Tftle CEARP Pha.e 1 Report 
Author : DOE 
Date : 10/17 
Location: 0 Prot".Doe&aM\t Control Files, Roy F. Weston, Al~, 11M 

• Reference 	 ROZr 
Tftle : I-J Monthly Report 
Author : LAIH. Dlvl.lon .-3 
Date 01/24/50 
Location: ER PrOfr.. OOCUlllnt Control Ffles, Roy F. Weston, Albl.K!uerque, 11M 



,.. r. 


Page 'S 

Site Visits 

• Reference R01. 
Titte Ell Pro;r.. Site Visit 
Author Roy F .....ton 
Date 11/21/88 
Location: Field Notebook Control 169, Ell Pro;r.. Document Control Fil•• , Roy F. Weston, Atbuq., NM 



RKord 134 updated 09/19/89 Report Date: 09/19/89 

1. Project Name ER PROGRAM 

2. 	Installation LOS ALAMOS NATIONAL LABORATORY 

4. 	Task Number AL'LA'017 

5. Phase l'Needina TA'9(AE)-2'CA-r-NY/RY(Burning Area.) 

6. 	Relea.e Sfte Oescriptor TA-09-17'001-OOOO 

1. 	Installation Identifier TA'9-2c 

8. 	Altern.tlve Identifier Not Identified 

9. 	Site De.criptlon : 

Burn .re•••accl.ted with dec~II.lonln; of 9-1 .t Anchor Site E••t: ..V be same a. 9-2·1(R01r). 


10. 	Sfte Loc.tlon: 
Coordinate 'vst- and t.I'Ift. : TIO 
The site h•• not bien IUrveyed 
Coordinate. : "at ldentffled 
Elevation : Not Identified 

11. Progr.. Ph••e "FA 

12. Progr.. Pha•• aatlORll. : 
Ph••• 1 (a01r) and al Scapin; (101., activities Indicate th.t the 1ft. should receive no further action. 

13. Current QperacfORll 	Stat.. : Not Oper.tfORll 
Current OWNr/Operacln; G~ : Not identified 

14. 	Site Type Burn ar.a and IInf a••oclated soil ccnt_inatfcn 

15. 	Potential Pathwavs NoC fdentUI ed 

16. Generic Ya.te Type : Not identified 
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17. EPA Waste Characteristics Not identified 

18. EPA Waste Types Not identified 

19. Contaminants of Concern: Not identified 

21. Chronological Events: 

Description Date ~efererce 


-cR Protr.. Site VI.it 	 11/21/88 

22. Conments: 

AS indicated In the de.crlptlon of the decom.lsaloning of this .Ite, old combuatlble parts of the site 
...re piled up anc:t burned In a retlon e••t of the .Ite. "'ether or not this .... near the 1949 burning pit 
(TA-9-2A) I. not known(R01r). An attempt to locate this .Ite .... -.de during a November 1988 ER Program 
Site Vialt(R01.). The .tt~t .... l.rISucc...ful. Dua to the lrllikelyhood of ever finding this site and 
the SIIIIll chll"lCe that .a.unble cont..inatlon to the erwlronment .... ever released, it is suggested that 
this site receive no further action. 

23. InfoI"Ntlon Resources 

Reports 

• leference 	 R01r 
Title ClARP Ph..e 1 Report 
Autho.. : 001 
Date 10/87 
Locati on: ER Preg.... o~c Control Fn... Roy F. Watton, Albuquerque, JIM 

Site VI.iu 

• Reference 	 R01. 
Title EI Proe.... Sica vi.lc 
Author : Roy F. w..ton 
Date 11/21/88 
Location: field Notebook Control 169, ER Progr.. Doa.nt cancrol Fn.., loy F. Wasten, Albuq., HM 
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