
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION 6 


1445 ROSS AVENUE, SUITE 1200 

DALLAS, TX 75202-2733 


DEC 10 as 

Mr. Benito Garcia, Chief 
New Mexico Environment Department 
Hazardous and Radioactive Materials Bureau 
2044A Galisteo st. 
santa Fe, NM 87505 

BE: 	 Teohnical Review of Los Alamos Bational Laboratory RPI 
Report for Potential Release sites in Technical Areas 20, 53 
and 72, EPA I.D. Bo. RH0890010515 

Dear 	Mr. Garcia: 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has completed 
a technical review of Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) RCRA 
Facility Investigation (RFI) report for PRSs located in Technical 
Areas (TAS) -20, -53 and -72 dated March 15, 1996. The EPA has 
found the report to be deficient and enclosed is a list of 
deficiencies which EPA recommends that LANL be allowed sixty days 
to respond. 

Based upon the soil sample results presented in the report, 
EPA recommends (see Summary Page) that two (2) sites be removed 
from LANL's current RCRA/HSWA permit, and three (3) sites should 
not be added to the LANL RCRA/HSWA permit. 

The EPA recommends that the Class 3 permit modification to 
remove these sites from the RCRA/HSWA permit not be initiated by 
LANL until all comments have been resolved. If you have any 
questions or need additional information, please contact 
Mr. Allen T. Chang of my staff at (214) 665-7541. 

Sincerely yours, 
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Da d w. tlei',J(f- Chief 
New Mexico/Federal Facilities 
section 
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Review Summary 

This RFI Report dated March 15, 1996, includes information on the 
following SWMUs: 

20-001(a, b and c), 20-002(a, b, c and d), 20-003(b and c), 
20-004, 20-005, 72-001, 53-001(a, b, e, and g), 53-005, 
53-008, 53-010, and 53-012(e). 

sites Where No Further Action (NrA) Appears Appropriate 
Based upon the information provided, EPA tentatively agrees with 
the NFA proposals for the following sites: 

PRS 20-004, Septic Tank TA-20-49 and Drain Line 

PRS 20-005, Septic Tank TA-20-27 


sites Appears Appropriate Not To Add To LAHL RCRA/BSwa pe&mit 
The EPA tentatively agrees that the sites are not potential SWMUs 
and not to be added to LANL RCRA/HSWA Permit: 

PRS 20-003(b), 20-mm Gun Firing Site 

PRS 53-001(g), waste Storage Shed TA-53-1031 

PRS 72-001, Small Arms Firing Range 


Sites Where Additional Info&mation is Needed 
Additional information or further investigation is required for 
the following sites: 

PRS 20-001(a), Landfill Area 1 
PRS 20-001(b), Landfill Area 2 
PRS 20-002(a), Recovery pit 
PRS 20-002(b), Dumbo and Mount 
PRS 20-002(c), Firing site 
PRS 53-001(a), Waste Accumulation at Building TA-53-2 
PRS 53-001(b), Waste Accumulation at Building TA-53-2 
PRS 53-001(e), Waste Accumulation at Building TA-53-25 
PRS 53-012(e), Outfall 

sites Analysis Information are Onavailable at this time 
The EPA did not review those sites because the facility would 
submit the test results of these sites later. No decision is 
being finalized: 

PRS 20-001(c), Landfill Area 3 

PRS 20-002(d), Firing site 

PRS 20-003(C), Navy Gun Site 

PRS 53-005, Waste oil pit 

PRS 53-008, Boneyard 

PRS 53-010, Mineral Oil Storage Area 




LIST OP DBPICIBBCIBS 
LOS ALAIIOS NATIODL LABORATORY (LABL) 

RPI REPORT POR PRS TA-20, TA-53 AND TA-72 

General Comments: 

1. 	 Sites which are listed on the HSWA permit, and for which 
LANL is proposing a Voluntary Corrective Action (VCA), 
should still have all the analytical results submitted. The 
VCA report may function as the equivalent of the RFI report, 
provided all the sampling and analytical data is submitted. 
Otherwise, LANL needs to provide the RFI data. 
(Best Professional Judgement (BPJ» 

2. 	 The Report did not specify, whether LANL had conducted 
laboratory analysis for HE, which is required in the work 
plan for the following sites: 

PRS 20-001(a,b,c), 20-002(a,b,c,d) (BPJ) 

3. 	 It is hard to understand the Sample Summary Table for each 
site. I cannot tell what the results for the HE or metals 
were. What is the meaning of 423, 444, 445, or 264? •. etc. 
The reviewer understands some of them are explained in 
Appendix B but not all. LANL shall explain the meaning of 
those numbers in the table at the footnotes. (BPJ) 

4. 	 LANL mentions in several places in the report that a HE spot 
test was performed on each sample that is sent offsite for 
laboratory analysis; no HE results are shown in the tables. 
(BPJ) 

Site 	speoifio Comments: 

PRS 20-001(b), Landfill Area 2 

1. 	 Page 5-13, Table 5.2-1: The report mentions that soil 
samples were analyzed for inorganics; however, only silver 
is indicated on the Table. Were other inorganics analyzed 
for? (BPJ) 

PRS 20-002Cb), Dumbo and Mount 

2. 	 Page 5-26: There is a contradiction in the report on the 
radiation screening performed at this site. The results of 
field surveys showed that surface radiation was as much as 
six times the ambient radiation levels; however, the results 
of field screening showed no radioactivity above background. 
Were those two surveys at the same location or different 
locations? LANL must clarify this issue. (BPJ) 
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PRS 53-001(a) , waste Accumulation at Building TA-53-2 

3. 	 Page 5-47, Extent of contamination: The vertical extent of 
contamination needs to be determined on sample 0253-95-0004, 
which had 3.25 ppm aroclor-1260. (BPJ) 

4. 	 Page 5-48, section 5-12: The site was a less-than-90-day 
storage area for drums before 1990. Has the status ever 
changed or remained the same since then? Please specify. 
Because the site is still in use, NFA request is deferred 
until the site is decommissioned. (BPJ) 

PRS 53-001(e) , waste Accumulation at Building TA-53-25 

5. 	 Page 5-51, section 5.13: The investigation was conducted at 
a location which is neither the original site in the SWMU 
Report, nor the site which was indicated in a 1989 
photograph. It is hard to imagine that the site shown in 
the photograph is incorrect. LANL must provide evidence to 
justify whether the new site is the right one. (BPJ) 

Risk Assessment Calculations: PRS 53-001(a) and 53-012(e) 

6. 	 Page C-5: The equation of calculating 95% UCL of the 
arithmetic mean is unclear to the reviewer. Plugging the 
given default numbers into the equation, the calculated 
result, the 95% upper confidence limit of the mean for PRS 
53-001(a), is 283,828. LANL shall explain: 1) how the 
default parameters were generated, and 2) why the result is 
not realistic. (BPJ) 

7. 	 Page C-4, section 2.1: It states, IIEPA recommends using the 
95% upper confidence level (UCL) of the arithmetic mean 
(95% UCL) to estimate EPCs." However, on Page C-5: it 
states, "The calculated 95% UCL of the mean exceeded the 
maximum detected concentration (3.25 mg/kg aroclor-1260) at 
PRS 53-001(a). Therefore, the maximum detected value 
(3.25 mg/kg aroclor-1260) was used as the EPC for PRS 53­
001(a)." It is quite confusing to the reviewer. LANL shall 
explain it. (BPJ) 


