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Sandia National Laboratories
Environmental Restoration Project

Comment Responses

Notice of Deficiency July 31, 1997
Results of the Technical Area III and V RCRA Facility Investigation
Submitted to EPA and NMED June 1996

The following are Department of Energy (DOE) and Sandia National Laboratories/New
Mexico (SNL/NM) Environmental Restoration (ER) Project responses to the Notice of
Deficiency (NOD) comments (July 31, 1997) for the Technical Area IIT and V RCRA Facility
Investigation. Prior to responding to the NOD, a meeting with representatives from the New
Mexico Environment Department (NMED) Hazardous and Radioactive Materials Bureau
(HRMB), Department of Energy (DOE) Oversight Bureau (OB), the DOE, and the SNL/NM
ER Project was held on September 15, 1997 to provide an opportunity to discuss any
questions concerning the comments and their responses. A list of attendees at the September
15 meeting is included in Attachment 1.

GENERAL DEFICIENCIES

Comment 1

Table 2-6. Upper Tolerance Limits for Target Analyte List Metals in Technical Areas I1]
and V Soils, page 2-16, shows upper limits for barium, chromium, and silver which are
higher than those proposed in SNL's Background Study report (March 1996). An
explanation as to why the upper limits are higher must be provided.

Response to Comment 1

The Upper Tolerance Limits (UTLs) for the SNL/NM Background Study had not been
calculated nor approved by the NMED or the USEPA by the time the TA-III/V data were
being evaluated and the report written. To provide comparisons to background, a subset of
the data from the SNL/NM Background Study was used to perform statistical analyses to
obtain UTLs for TA-II/'V. These calculations are described on pages 2-11 through 2-19 of
the TA-III/V RFI report and in Appendix E. The SNL/NM Background Study reports
background from five *Super Groups’, one of which is the Southwest Super Group that
included background data from TA-III, TA-V, McCormick Ranch, and Thunder Range. The
TA-II/'V RFI report used a subset of the background data that included only TA-III and
TA-V. Table 1 (Attachment 2) contains the TA-II/'V RFT UTLs and the SNL/NM site-wide
UTL. A comparison of the maximum values for each site indicates that very few samples
(<10) that passed the TA-III/'V UTLs exceeded the SNL/NM site-wide background values.
This difference has not impacted the recommendations made in the TA-III/V RFI Report for
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any site. See Response to Comment 9 for a discussion of the comparison of soil analytical
results to background values.

Comment 2

Appendices B, C, and D (on disk) do not contain the full data set. An explanation as to why
and how the full data set was queried to create the abbreviated data files must be provided.
The complete data set must be referenced and made available upon request.

Response to Comment 2

The complete data set was queried and results below the method detection limits (MDL)
were removed to provide a much more manageable data set for assessment and evaluation
purposes. The data in Appendices B, C, and D include all data except for nondetects (NDs).
The complete data set (on electronic disk) is available through the ER Project.

Comment 3

Throughout the approved RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI) Work Plan, a commitment was
made to conduct additional interviews with current or former employees who may have
historical knowledge of site operations. However, the RFI Report does not mention whether
these interviews were conducted. The results of any interviews that were conducted during
the investigation must be discussed. If no additional interviews were conducted, this fact
should be included and discussed.

Response to Comment 3

No additional interviews were conducted with former employees who may have knowledge
of past site operations. Efforts were made to contact former employees, however, these were
unsuccessful. Interviews with current employees provided no additional useful historical
information for any of the sites. Current employees did provide logistical coordination for
the field investigations.

Comment 4

The aerial photographs reviewed during the RF] were dated from 1973 to 1990. Any older
aerial photographs which are available must be identified and discussed.

Response to Comment 4

The ER Project has compiled an index of available aerial photographs (dating back to the
1930s) of KAFB and SNL/NM from many sources. This index is available for review at the
ER Project Office, however, no aerial photographs in this index encompass areas in TA-III

and TA-V prior to 1973.



10/28/97 5:39 PM
Response to TA-IIVY RFt Report NOD

Comment 5

SNL continues to use analysis for total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) instead of analyses
Jor specific constituents, such as benzene, toluene, and ethylbenzene. EPA Methods 8240,
8020, and unmodified 8015 must be used.

Response to Comment 5

This issue was addressed initially in the TA-II/V Work Plan Comment 14. Our response to
the RFI Work Plan Comment 14 was that analytes would be selected based on process
knowledge and site history wherever possible to avoid resampling. If laboratory
determination of TPH were called for, a small number of verification samples using Method
8240 would be performed at several sites. If Method 8240 were used, then analysis with
Method 8020 would be redundant. Analytes from Method 8015 were not expected to be
present at any of the sites, and therefore, this analysis would not be performed.

The response to Comment 14 on the RFI Work Plan was approved by EPA Region VI.
Verification samples using Method 8240 were done for ER Sites 36, 37, and 196 for some
samples that had detectable TPH. Other sites that had petroleum hydrocarbons (ER Site 31
and 34) as COCs did not have elevated TPH in soil samples. Soil samples from those sites
that solely had mineral oil leaks/spills (ER Site 35 and 18) were analyzed by Method 418.1.
A chromatograph spectrum for the mineral oil associated with the mineral oil-impacted sites
is included in Attachment 3. The MSDS for Diala AX™ oil is also included (Attachment 3).
Submission of the MSDSs for the transformer and hydraulic oils (Diala AX™, Univolt™,
Shell 61™, Regal™) typically used at these sites were included in the responses to the RFI
Work Plan comments (November 1993) in Attachments 8 and 10. The chromatogram of
Shell Diala AX™ oil used at SNL/NM ER Sites 31, 34, 35, 36, and 37 displays a “backbone”
fingerprint typical of hydrocarbons/mineral oil. Peaks on the chromatogram were tentatively
identified based on mass spectra and labeled with corresponding carbon mass fragments.

Comment 6

Groundwater data exist from SNL/NM monitoring wells located in and near Technical Area
(TA) Ill and TA V. Steady and sporadic detection of trichloroethylene (TCE), elevated
nitrate, toluene, total chrome and other contaminants have been documented in some of
these wells. These well locations can potentially serve as up-gradient or down-gradient
wells. A summary table of these monitoring wells results and a map of well location must be
included in the RFI report.

Response to Comment 6
Results indicate quite conclusively that the ER sites investigated within the scope of the

TA-III/V RFI report are not the source of TCE (or other contaminants found in monitoring
wells at TA-V). None of these sites has been found to impact underlying groundwater.
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The DOE and SNL/NM ER Project is continuing to investigate groundwater at TA-V as a
separate issue. A summary table of analytical results of groundwater sampling and a map
showing well locations will be included as part of the information provided concerning the
investigation of groundwater at TA-V.

Comment 7

At all sites having oil-contaminated soils (e.g. Environmental Restoration (ER) Site 18),
soils with TPH exceeding 100 ppm should be excavated and treated/disposed of in
accordance with New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) Underground Storage
Tank (UST) Regulations.

Response to Comment 7

Comment 7 appears to be contradictory to Comment 10 (please refer to Comment 10).
During the September 15 meeting, the ER Project requested regulatory guidance on soils
contaminated with mineral oil. Mineral oil is not a RCRA-regulated hazardous substance.
The cleanup standards for petroleum hydrocarbons in the New Mexico Underground Storage
Tank regulations (20NMACS5) were used for lack of any other regulatory guidelines, even
though mineral oil in soil was due to spills at several sites and the UST regulations are not
applicable. Additionally, as further clarification regarding the application of UST regulations
20 NMACS.1C states that “20 NMAC 5 Parts 2 through 14 do not apply to any of the
following types of UST systems: 1. Wastewater treatment tanks; 2. Sumps; 3. UST
systems containing radioactive waste; 4. Electrical equipment; 5. Hydraulic lift tanks; and
6. any UST system with a capacity of 110 gallons of less.” The HERMES and PROTO
USTs were used to contain transformer oil for electrical equipment and, therefore, should be
exempt from UST regulations. DOE and SNL/NM agree that this issue is not resolved at this
time and that further discussions with NMED may be appropriate for sites containing mineral
oil as a COC.

At the September 15 meeting, clarification was requested of NMED on cleanup standards for
hydrocarbon contaminated soils. The ER Project has understood that the New Mexico UST
regulations do not require excavation and treatment/disposal of soil with TPH exceeding 100
ppm under certain hydrogeologic conditions. The UST Soil/Water Sampling & Disposal
Guidelines issued by the NMED (revised April 1995) state that “Soils which are not highly
contaminated (saturated) and are located greater than fifty feet (50) above the seasonal high
static water table do not need to be remediated.” This was confirmed with a letter, dated
October 8, 1997 to Robert Dinwiddie from Gerard Schoeppner of the UST Bureau (provided
by Stephanie Kruse to Sharissa Young).

In conclusion, DOE and SNL/NM believe that according to the UST regulations soils
contaminated with TPH greater than 100 ppm do not require excavation and
disposal/treatment if groundwater is greater than 50 feet below the depth of contamination.
Even so, mineral oil is not a RCRA regulated hazardous substance and may be exempt from
UST regulations because the USTs containing mineral oil were used as part of a system for
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electrical equipment. Again, DOE and SNL/NM encourage further discussion with NMED
on this issue. DOE and SNL/NM believe that this issue is not resolved and that further
guidance and clarification is required regarding mineral oil contaminated soil.

Comment 8

At this time, a background well southwest of TA-V, a potentially down-gradient well north of
TA-V, and another well west of the abandoned KAFB-10 production well have been drilled.
The wells southwest and north of the technical area should be useful for establishing
background conditions and in characterizing the solvent and NO3 plumes underlying parts
of TA-V, respectively. The well west of KAFB-10 is considered to be of limited value. The
KAFB-10 production well should be replaced with a monitoring well to evaluated the
potential contribution of ER Site 36 (and/or other ER sites) to the TA IIl & V groundwater
contamination problem.

Response to Comment 8

As discussed during the September 15 meeting, the investigation of the groundwater in the
vicinity of TA-V will be addressed separately from the ER sites within the TA-III/V RFI
report. Results indicate that no ER sites discussed in this RFI report have any evidence of
having impacted groundwater.

Comment 9

In the RFI Workplan Comment Responses (March 1993), General Comment No. 3 of the
Notice of Deficiency (NOD) states that

Field sampling must extend horizontally and vertically until no subsequent increase
in contaminant levels is likely to occur. A minimum of two (2) “clean” samples are
required to verify delineation. These samples should be at or below the background
levels previously approved by the EPA for each constituent.

Following the requirement above, subsurface samples must be obtained where results
from surface sampling exceed proposed upper tolerance limits (UTLs) or 95"
percentiles. These results must be compared to approved UTLs or 95" percentiles to
determine the vertical extent of contamination.

Response to Comment 9

As discussed in the September 15 meeting, DOE and the SNL/NM ER Project have
followed a risk-based corrective action process. As discussed in the RFI Work Plan
Response to Comment 1 “SNL/NM understands the need for, and use of, action levels,
background data, and developing health and environmental criteria in determining the need
for a CMS. Action levels will be used in the course of this RFI as a guide to help with
decision making. Background data also will be collected and risk-based decision making will
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be employed as well.” At all the sites addressed within the TA-III/V RFI report, results have
been compared with background and action levels. Concentrations in soils have been well
below risk-based soil action levels. At ER Site 78, chromium was found in the surface
verification samples (39.7 mg/kg) at above the TA-III/V UTL (26.2 mg/kg) but well below
the proposed RCRA Subpart S action level (400 mg/kg). By employing the a risk-based
decision making during the RFI process, additional sampling for chromium was determined to
be unnecessary.

General Comment 9 is repeated for specific sites within the Notice of Deficiency (comments
12, 15, and 22). Specific reasons for varying from the field sampling protocol discussed in
the Work Plan are provided in the responses to those site-specific comments.

Specific Deficiencies
I. ER Site 18, TA-ITII: Concrete Pad

Comment 10

Section 3.2, Field Investigation Results. In Subsection 3.2.3.1, Surface Soil, p. 3-6, SNL
states that two samples exhibited elevated TPH concentrations of 367 and 2,250 ppm. In
Subsection 3.2.3.2, Subsurface Soil, SNL compares these reading to New Mexico UST
Regulations. ER Site 18 is not an underground storage tank site; therefore these
regulations do not apply. Furthermore, General Comment No. 14 of EPA’s September 10,
1993 Notice of Deficiency states that

If laboratory analysis indicated elevated TPH concentrations, Sandia should resample and
analyze for the entire suite of petroleum hydrocarbons utilizing analytical methods 8240,
8020, and unmodified 8015.

Accordingly, SNL must conduct additional surface soil sampling at this site to determine the
vertical and horizontal extent of semivolatile (SVOC) contamination.

Response to Comment 10

Please refer to Response to Comment 7. The sources of TPH at this ER Site 18 were
transformers stored on the concrete pad. These transformers contained mineral oil. Since
mineral oil was known to be the only potential contaminant of concern, only the 418.1
analysis was performed (see Response to Comment 5).

Comment 11

Table 3-5, Comparison of Site 18 Surface Soil Results to Technical Areas Il and V
Background Data. Cadmium, chromium, copper, lead, nickel, and zinc were all found

above the proposed background UTLs or 95" percentiles. See General Comment No. 9.
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Response to Comment 11
Please refer to the Responses to Comments 1 and 9.

Comment 12

The upper limit shown in Table 3-5, Comparison of Site 18 Surface Soil Results to Technical
Areas Il and V Background Data, for nickel (12.9 mg/kg) does not match the upper limit
shown in Table 2-6, Upper Tolerance Limits for Target Analyte List Metals in Technical
Areas Il and V Soils, (81.3 mg/kg), nor do either of these numbers match the UTL or 95"
percentile proposed for nickel by SNL in the Background Study report. These discrepancies
must be explained.

Response to Comment 12

The UTL shown for nickel on Table 2-6 is a typographical error. The correct UTL for nickel
is 12.9 mg/kg (see attached Table 1). As explained in the Response to Comment 1, the
SNL/NM Background UTLs were not available nor approved at the time the TA-III/V report
was being prepared. Please refer to the Response to Comment 1 for a more detailed
explanation.

Comment 13

Table 3-6, Comparisons of Site 18 Analytical Results to Proposed RCRA Subpart § Soil
Action Levels. A copy of the Site 18 investigative results must be submitted to Ms. Lou
Roberts, US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region VI PCB Coordinator. The
proposed 10 ppm action level for PCBs is only appropriate for certain land use scenarios.
The RFI Report does not describe the proposed future land use scenario for this site.

Response to Comment 13

Two copies of the TA-III/V RFI report were transmitted to the US EPA Region VI for
distribution to the appropriate internal agencies (July 3, 1996). In August 1996 a voluntary
corrective measure (VCM) was performed on Site 18 to remove and dispose of PCB-
contaminated soils above 10 ppm. The land-use designation for Site 18 is industrial.
However, the 10 ppm cleanup level (proposed for residential land-use) was arrived at
through discussion with EPA and NMED representatives in March 1996 (Attachment 4).
The VCM excavation and sampling activities were conducted in close consultation with
NMED personnel (including choosing of verification soil sample locations). The results of
this VCM are described in an NFA proposal submitted to NMED in August 1997 (Batch 8).
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Status

Additional sumpling as discussed above is necessary to fully characterize the site. A
Voluntary Corrective Measure is planned to remove soil contaminated with PCBs above 10

Response to Status

Additional sampling was performed at the site during the VCM to verify removal of soils
contaminated with PCBs above 10 ppm. Fifty-two field screening samples and eleven
laboratory samples were collected to define the extent of PCB contamination. A trapezoidal
area approximately 600 square feet was excavated to a depth of 0.5 feet and 8 laboratory
confirmation samples were collected. Additional details regarding the VCM can be found in
the NFA proposal/VCM report, which was submitted to NMED in August, 1997.

II. ER Site 26, TA-III: Burial Site (West of the Long Sled Track)

Comment 14

»  Only nonintrusive investigative methods were employed at this site. The Phase 3
investigation approved by EPA as part of the original work plan does not appear to have
been carried out. Specifically, boreholes were not completed as specified and no metals
analyses were performed. This variance must be discussed in the RFI Report,

Response to first bullet of Comment 14

As discussed in the RFT report, work described in Phase 3 of the investigation (TA-III/V
Work Plan) was specifically to investigate two magnetic anomalies (1992 survey), co-
located within ER Site 26 and ER Site 83. The most recent geophysical survey (1994) of the
entire 150 acres did not confirm the presence of any magnetic anomalies. Equipment
storage associated with active ER Site 83 hindered a definitive survey in the southern
portion of the site. Further ER investigations at the Long Sled Track are impractical until
the site is decommissioned. Subsurface anomalies within ER Site 83 may be investigated at
the time of its decommissioning. An NFA for ER Site 26 is in order because it meets the
requirements of Criterion 1 of the Document of Understanding. “The site cannot be located
or has been found not to exist, is a duplicate PRS, or is located within and therefore,
investigated as part of another PRS” (emphasis added).

Because the site has not been completely investigated and delineated, the claim that it
may be located ‘within' another site cannot be verified.

Response to second bullet of Comment 14

A geophysical survey was performed over the entire 150 acre site. The only anomalies
identified. other than surface debris. were located within active ER Site 83. The anomalies
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identified previously in the 1992 survey could not be positively identified in the 1994 survey,
so no intrusive investigation was performed. Some equipment is presently stored in the
southern portion of Site 26 (within active ER Site 83), preventing full definition of this area.
The burial site that is the subject of ER Site 26 either does not exist or is located within
active ER Site 83.

»  This NFA request seems to be an attempt to show clean-up progress that may not really
have occurred. Because it takes a great deal of time and resources to remove a site
Jfrom the permit, the permit modification process should be reserved for “legitimate”
NFAs.

Response to third bullet of Comment 14

The DOE and the SNL/NM ER Project is not attempting to show clean-up where none has
occurred. We propose that ER Site 26 undergo an NFA based on Criterion 1. When ER
Site 83 is decommissioned, further investigation will occur to determine if any objects are
buried within the designated boundaries of Site 83, particularly in the southern portion of the
site.

Status

NFA is proposed for this site, because it is located “within” another site, Site 83. SNL
plans to defer intrusive investigation of ER Site 26 until ER Site 83 is decommissioned.
Consideration of ER Site 26 for NFA status is not appropriate 1) until the information
discussed above has been provided and 2) investigation of the site is completed. However,
no schedule for the decommissioning of ER Site 83 (and, consequently, for further
investigation of ER Site 26) is currently available.

Response to Status

As discussed above, the DOE AND SNL/NM believe that ER Site 26 is appropriate for an
NF A based on Criterion 1. Further investigation of subsurface anomalies will be performed
as part of the ER Site 83 RFI investigation when the site is decommissioned. There is
presently no schedule for the decommissioning of ER Site 83.

III. ER Site 31, TA-III: Electrical Transformer Oil Spill

Comment 15

According to Section 7.6.3 of the approved Work Plan. “If the above four confirmation
samples yield positive results for either PCBs or TPH, then shallow soil borings using a
hand auger will be used to define the vertical extent of soil contamination. Each boring will
be completed to a depth of 5 ft...
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TPH results were positive for 2 of the 12 samples collected at this site; however, it does not
appear that the Work Plan was followed, because soil borings were not completed. The
reason for this variance must be explained or the shallow soil boring completed.

Response to Comment 15

Although TPH results were positive for 2 of the 12 samples collected at ER Site 31, the TPH
values were below 100 ppm (31 and 50 ppm) in these samples, which were collected at the
points of maximum potential impact (i.e., directly adjacent to the pad). These soils are below
the cleanup action level of 100 ppm. Please refer to Responses to Comments 1, 7, and 9.

Comment 16

The text states that PCB were not detected above the method detection limit (MDL).
However, the results were not included in the RFI Report. The PCB sample analysis results
must be included in the RFI Report.

Response to Comment 16

The PCB results were not detected above the method detection limit (MDL) and so were not
included in the appendices (refer to Response to Comment 2). The complete data set (on
electronic disk) is available through the ER Project.

Status:

ER Site 31 is proposed for NFA based on surface soil sampling which indicates that no
release to the environment has occurred or is likely to occur. The site may be appropriate
Jfor NFA after consideration of the information required above.

Response to Status

DOE AND SNL/NM ER Project concur with this conclusion and believes that Site 31 is
appropriate for NFA.

IV. ER Site 34, TA-III: Centrifuge Oil Spill

Comment 17

Section 6.2 Field Investigation Results. Subsection 6.2.2, Nature and Extent of
Contamination, page 6-4, states that “Results of the soil sampling indicate that TPH was

not present in any borehole in excess of the MDL (Table 6-1; Appendix C).

SNL must explain why TPH data are not listed in Appendix C. In addition, see General
Comment No. 2.

10
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Response to Comment 17

Please refer to the Response to Comment 2. Because TPH was not detected in the soil
samples above the MDL, these data were not included in Appendix C. The complete data
set (on electronic disk) is available through the ER Project.

Status

ER Site 34 is proposed for NFA based on soil samples, none of which exhibited TPH above
the MDL. The site may be appropriate for NFA status after consideration of the
information required above.

Response to Status

DOE and SNL/NM concur with this conclusion and believes Site 34 is appropriate for NFA.
V. ER Site 35, TA-III: Vibration Facility Oil Spill

Comment 18

Figure 7-3, ER Site 35, Extent of Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon in Soil and Appendix B. It
is unclear whether results for sample 35-R7, 1.0 ft, were non-detect (Figure 7-3) or if the
sample has a concentration of 190 mg’kg (Appendix B). In addition, two concentrations are
listed for sample 35-S5-01: 5.71 mg/kg (Figure 7-3) and 5710 mg/kg (Appendix B). These
discrepancies must be resolved.

Response to Comment 18

The correct values for 35-R7 and 35-8S-01lare as follows: the correct TPH value for sample
35-R7is 190 mg/kg, the correct TPH value for 35-SS-01 at 1.0 foot is 5710 mg/kg.

Comment 19

Section 7.2, Investigation Results. Section 7.2.2, Nature and Extent of Contamination - See
New Mexico UST Regulations and General Comments No. 5 above. The approved Work
Plan includes NOD Comment No. 14, which requires additional analyses when elevated
concentrations of TPH are detected. TPH concentrations at this site were as high as 7,200

mg'kg.
Response to Comment 19

TPH concentrations in surface soil samples were as high as 7,200 mg/kg. Therefore,
additional, subsurface sampling was conducted. As discussed in Section 7.1.2 of the RFI
Report (“Shallow Subsurface Soil Sampling”), the locations of underground utilities
precluded subsurface sampling directly under the area of highest TPH. Therefore, boreholes

11
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were placed as close as safely feasible to areas of surface TPH concentration, and were
advanced to depths of 15 feet bgs. No samples collected from the subsurface contained TPH
above 100 ppm in these boreholes. No analyses were performed in addition to method 418.1
because mineral oil was the only constituent of concern at this site. Also, please refer to
Response to Comment 5.

V1 ER Site 36, TA-V: HERMES OIL SPILL

Comment 20

Figure 8.2, Location of Shallow and Deep Subsurface Soil Boreholes. According to this
Sfigure only two deep boreholes were installed during this RFI. According to the approval
letter issued by EPA on April 19, 1994, a minimum of five boreholes were to be installed.
One of these boreholes should have been completed as an angled borehole. The reason for
these variances from the approved Work Plan must be explained. (Additionally, the
groundwater contamination at TA-V should continue to be investigated,)

Response to Comment 20

Two deep boreholes were installed during the RFI. These boreholes extended to depths of
340 ft bgs (36-BH-01) and 320 ft bgs (36-BH-02). During the UST investigation in 1991,
six deep boreholes were completed. Three deep boreholes to the northwest, northeast, and
southeast of the UST pit indicated no contamination from the surface to a depth of
approximately 280 ft. The horizontal and vertical extent of contamination in the southwest
direction was not defined during the UST investigation because TPH was present at depths to
230 fi (total borehole depth) in the southwest borehole (HERMES-SW). The location of
underground utilities in the vicinity of the area proposed for the angled borehole (to define
the southwest extent), and the lack of adequate space next to Bldg. 6597, precluded
installation of the angle borehole proposed in the work plan. Therefore, the location chosen
(on the southwest corner of Bldg. 6597) was as close to that originally proposed as was
safely and physically feasible.

The extent of contamination was completely defined after 36-BH-01 and 36-BH-02 were
installed. TPH in 36-BH-01 was less than 100 ppm from 200 ft bgs to the total depth of the
borehole (340 ft bgs). In borehole 36-BH-02, only one sample (at a depth of 20 ft bgs)
contained TPH greater than 100 ppm (at 110 ppm). The horizontal and vertical extent of
contamination was therefore defined. Although five boreholes were originally planned in the
RFI Work Plan, the remaining extent of contamination was determined by the results from
the two boreholes installed during the RFI investigation in 1995.

The ER Project is continuing the investigation of the groundwater at TA-V. Please refer to
the Responses to Comments 6 and 8.

12
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Status

ER Site 36 is proposed for NFA. Additional characterization of this site is necessary.

Response to Status

The horizontal and vertical extent of ER Site 36 has been defined from the UST and RFI
investigations. The ER Project believes that further charactenization of this site is not
warranted.

VII. ER Site 37, TA-V: PROTO Oil Spill
Comment 21

Site 37 may be similar to ER Site 36 (HERMLES Qil Spill) where VOC contamination did not
begin to appear in the soil until a depth of 25 to 75 ft was reached. The contamination then
increased to a depth of approximately 200 ft, possibly because of backfilling, leveling, etc.
Also, VOCs may be present, as at ER Site 36, where it is suggested (p 8-13) that “The origin
of most of the VOCs is postulated to be bacterial fermentation of the mineral oil. ”

For these reasons, deeper subsurface samples should be collected for VOC and semivolatile
organic compound (SVOC) analysis at both ER Site 37 and 155. (Besides defining the
extent of contamination at ER Site 37, these samples may provide information of value to
the groundwater investigation beneath TA-V.)

Response to Comment 21

ER Site 37 is fundamentally different from ER Site 36. Whereas the soils at Site 36 exhibited
high concentrations of TPH in the bottom of the UST excavation during tank removal
operations in 1991, no such conditions existed at the PROTO UST site (Site 155). None of
the soil samples collected beneath the PROTO USTs contained TPH above 100 ppm, the
UST cleanup standard. As a result of the UST investigation, Site 155 was deleted from the
HSWA permit with EPA Region VI approval.

Therefore, only potential surface spills of oil remained to be investigated at Site 37. The
approved RFI work plan detailed shallow subsurface soil sampling to be performed. This
sampling was conducted and demonstrated no mineral oil impact to the shallow subsurface.
DOE and SNL/NM do not believe it is necessary to conduct additional investigation of either
Site 37 or Site 155 since no soil contamination was found to be present immediately beneath
the tanks or in the shallow subsurface. This absence of a source indicates that it is highly
improbable that groundwater could be impacted by these two sites. Also, please see
Responses to Comments 6 and 8.

13
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Status

ER Site 37 is proposed for NFA. Characterization of the site must be completed and the
results reviewed before NMED can make a decision regarding this site.

Response to Status

The ER Project proposes ER Site 37 for NFA because the site investigation has been
completed and the results show that neither TPH nor PCBs were detected above their MDLs
for any of the samples. Only 1,2 dichloroethane was detected at a depth of 2 ft bgs (0.0063
mg/kg), which is well below the RCRA Subpart S action level (8 mg/kg).

VIIL. Site 51, TA-III: Building 6924 Pad, Tank, and Pit
No comments received.
IX. ER Site 78, TA-III: Gas Cylinder Disposal Pit

Comment 22

Arsenic and chromium were found in the surface verification samples above the TA-III&V
UTL or 95" percentile. However, the sample taken at a depth of 5 ft within the same
borehole showed arsenic and chromium below background. See General Comment No. 9.

Response to Comment 22

Please refer to response to Comment 9. Although Site 78 is designated as an industrial land-
use area, arsenic and chromium (7.4 mg/kg and 26.2 mg/kg, respectively) were well below
the more stringent RCRA Subpart S soil action levels for residential land-use (20 mg/kg for
As and 400 mg/kg for CrV1) in all the surface verification samples collected at ER Site 78.

Status

ER Site 78 is proposed for NFA because the VCM involved a complete exhumation of the
Gas Cylinder Disposal Pit, and because no subsurface soil samples exhibited any
contamination in excess of the applicable RCRA proposed Subpart S soil action levels. This
site may be appropriate for NFA after review of the information required above.

Response to Status

Verification sampling showed that the VCM of the Gas Cylinder Disposal Pit was successful
at removing contaminated soils. The ER Project believes that an NFA for this site is

appropriate.

14
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X. ER Site 83, TA-III: Long Sled Track
Comment 23

Section 12.2, Field Investigation Results. In Subsection 12.2.2, Radiation Survey, p. 12-5/6,
SNL states that “All but one large soil area (located southeast of the impact area) were
removed in the course of the VCM at this site.” Whether or not the large soil area will be
removed prior to site decommissioning and whether this large soil area poses any risks to
site workers must be discussed.

Response to Comment 23

ER Site 83 is currently active and used for impact and acceleration testing. The “large soil
area” is posted as a radiological area. Site workers are required to have the appropriate level
of radiological training to perform work in this area. Posting and training are conducted
specifically to reduce potential worker exposure. Efforts to remove additional radioactive
material from the site at this time have been determined to be unproductive because new
impact debris may be spread over the area during future tests. A complete investigation will
be performed once the site is decommissioned.

Comment 24

Section 12.3, Summary and Conclusions. The site must undergo a complete investigation
within two years after site decommissioning.

Response to Comment 24

DOE and the SNL/NM ER Project concur that the site must undergo a complete
investigation after site decommissioning. No estimated date for decommissioning is available
at this time.

X1. ER Site 84, TA-III: Gun Facilities

Comment 25

Section 13.2, Field Investigation Results. Subsection 13.2.2, Surface Radiation Survey, p.

13-6 - The text must discuss whether the “three remaining area sources” were removed in
the spring of 1996, as planned. If not the text must include a new date for planned removal.

Response to Comment 25

The three remaining area sources were removed in May 1996.

15
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Comment 26

Section 13.3, Summary and Conclusions. The text must include the estimated date of
decommissioning for this site. The site must undergo a complete investigation within 2
years after site decommissioning.

Response to Comment 26

ER Site 84 is an active site. Currently, there is no estimated date for decommissioning this
site. When the site is decommissioned, DOE and SNL/NM will conduct a complete
investigation of the site.

XII. ER Site 100, TA-ITI, Building 6620 HE Drain/Sump

Comment 27

Section 14.2, Field Investigation Results, Page 14-4, states that “The reconnaissance
survey conducted during preliminary site scoping activities did not reveal any evidence of
the drain in the northeast corner of building 6620..." Whereas, in the RFI Workplan
Comment Responses (March 1993), the response to Comment No. 1, Section 16.0, Site 100,
SNL stated that “... an attempt will be made to remove a portion of the black tile in the
static-free room to confirm or deny the presence of the floor drain...” SNL must discuss
whether an attempt was made during the reconnaissance survey to remove black tile to
search for the floor drain.

Response to Comment 27

Review of aerial photographs and a building inspection during the RFI showed no evidence
of the reported floor drain. Additionally, a trench along the northwest end of the building
was excavated. The RFI report describes the orientation and extent of this trench. No
evidence of a drain pipe was found. Based on these investigative activities, there was no
need to remove the floor tiles within the building. No contamination is suspected at this site.

Status

ER Site 100 is proposed for NFA because it cannot be located and probably never existed.
NFA status may be appropriate for this site, pending documentation that reasonable efforts
were made to locate the floor drain system and that no floor drain system exists.

Response to Status

Reasonable efforts were made to locate the floor drain at ER Site 100. Building inspection,
survey of aerial photographs, and trenching in the probable location of the drain all indicated
that no drain exists or existed.

16
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XHI. ER Site 102, TA-V: Radioactive Disposal Area
No comments were received.
Status

ER Site 102 is proposed for NFA because the site was never used for the management of
hazardous wastes and no release of hazardous waste of hazardous waste constituents has
occurred. NFA status appears appropriate for this site.

XIV. ER Site 105, TA-III: Mercury Spill at Building 6536
No comments received.

Status

NFA status was approved for Site 105 and the site removed from the RCRA permit by EPA
in December 1995.

XYV. ER Site 107, TA-III: Explosives Test Area

Comment 28

Section 17.1, Field Investigation Protocols. In Subsection 17.1.2., Sampling Strategies, SNL
states that “The sampling and analysis plan was modified slightly from that proposed in the
RFI Work Plan...” This is not entirely accurate. The sampling grid spacing was doubled
Jfrom that approved in the RF] Work Plan. Furthermore, there is no discussion of the
statistical analysis of the data from the previous study, a task described in Section 18.6.3 of
the approved RFT Work Plan. The rationale for these changes must be explained.

Response to Comment 28

A statistical analysis of the data collected during the previous sampling event (detailed in the
RFI Work Plan) was completed in March 1993; the analysis indicated no additional sampling
was required at Site 107. A second analysis was completed when the SNL/NM site-wide
data became available. A comparison of the previous sampling results to both TA-III/V and
SNL/NM site-wide background UTLs and 95" percentiles indicated no metals above either
set of background values.

Although all previously collected samples were below background values, it was believed
prudent to proceed with verification of these results, so a sampling program was patterned
after that originally conducted. The original spacing of the grids was decreased from the
500-ft centers conducted previously to a 350- to 400-ft spacing. Additional samples were
collected to cover more area within the site than originally done (see RFI Work Plan).

17
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Whereas the original sampling was performed both within and outside of the site, the Phase II
sampling was conducted entirely within the site boundaries, thereby increasing the number of
locations sampled from within the site boundaries from 27 (originally) to 48 for the Phase II
RFI sampling. In accordance with the NOD comment responses of November 1993 and the
approval letter of April 1994, an additional sample was collected from each grid. Rather than
only submitting three soil samples for off-site laboratory analysis, as requested in the Work
Plan NOD comments, all 11 samples collected were submitted for laboratory analysis.

Because the results of the Phase II RFI sampling indicated no samples above either TA-II/'V
or SNL/NM site-wide UTLs, DOE and SNL/NM believe Site 107 is appropriate for a
decision of No Further Action.

XVIL ER Site 111, TA-III: Building 6715 Sump/Drain

Comment 29

Section 18.2, Field Investigation Results, Subsection 18.8.2, Nature and Extent of
Contamination. SNL must submit copies of its three borehole logs; Subsection 19.6.1 of the
approved Work Plan committed to provided a complete description of surface-soil samples,
including a complete description of grain size, color, grain shape, lithology, moisture
Ccontent, etc.

Response to Comment 29

All subsurface soil samples were examined by a geologist. The lithology of the samples from
each of the three boreholes was almost identical, due to the close proximity of the boreholes
(approximately 20 feet apart), therefore, full borehole lithologic logs were only completed for
one borehole (111-B1). The borehole log for ER Site 111 (111-B1), including a complete
description of grain size, color, grain shape, lithology, moisture content, etc., is attached

(Attachment 5).
XIX. ER Site 196, TA-V: Building 6597 Cistern

Comment 30

Section 21.1, Field Investigation Protocols. The last sentence of Subsection 21.1.2.2.
Sludge Thickness Determination, p. 21-1, seems to be missing a few words. Sandia should

clarify this sentence.

Response to Comment 30

The sentence reads “This refusal was attributed to the concrete base then believed to exist.”
This sentence means that refusal of the auger was attributed at the time of drilling to contact
with the concrete base of the cistern. It was subsequently found that the cistern did not have
a concrete base, and that refusal of the auger was actually due to a layer of large cobbles.

18
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Comment 31

Section 21.2, Field Investigation Results. Subsection 21.2.2, Nature and extent of
contamination, page 21-6, states that “The vertical extent of TPH contamination was not
adequately determined in Boreholes DI or D2.” Total depth for boreholes DI and D2 was
13 and 12 ft, respectively. TPH concentration was found to be 4,300 ppm at the bottom of
D1 and 40,000 ppm at the bottom of D2. In both boreholes, the concentration was
increasing downward. Additional sampling and analysis for TPH, VOCs, and SVOCs are
necessary to define the extent of the waste oil plume and to locate potential VOCs. As
potential sources of groundwater contamination, the oil saturated sludge and soil should be
removed and disposed of appropriately.

Also, the Logic Flow Diagram for this site indicates that sampling will continue until TPH is
no longer detected. Thus, the RFI Work Plan has not been fully implemented at this site.

Response to Comment 31

DOE and SNL/NM agree that the RFI Work Plan was not fully implemented at Site 196.

The reasons for deviations from the Work Plan are provided in this response. As indicated in
the RFI Report, the boreholes were advanced as far as possible (to equipment refusal) in the
bottom of the cistern. Although elevated TPH was found, none of the samples collected
from the boreholes contained elevated VOC levels, as determined by 8240 analysis. The
geometry of the cistern (i.e., 25 feet of free space above the cistern floor with a 3-foot lip
above TA-V ground level) precluded drilling within it, and an angled borehole did not appear
feasible, given the depth of the concrete collar and the space restraints near the facility. Thus,
the RF1 Work Plan for the site was implemented as fully as feasible.

DOE and SNL/NM do not believe that the cistern poses a threat to groundwater for two
reasons: 1) the mineral oil used in the cistern does not contain any hazardous constituents as
manufactured (see Response to Comment 7 and Attachment 3), and 2) the extent of impact
is not believed to reach groundwater, given the fact that the neighboring site, Site 36
(HERMES) was impacted by much greater volumes of oil, and the oil has been demonstrated
to cease approximately 300 feet above groundwater. DOE and SNL/NM do not believe
additional sampling is warranted, based on these reasons and on those listed in Responses 5,
7, and 32. However, DOE and SNL/NM agree that further discussion is needed to resolve
Comment 31 and is looking forward to resolving issues regarding this site. Topics of
discussion should include a determination of regulatory guidelines on mineral oil (the primary
COC at the Site 196) and its byproducts.

See also Responses 5, 7, and 32.
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Site 196 may be similar to Site 36 (HERMES Oil Spill), where VOC contamination did not
begin to appear in the soil above a depth of 25 to 75 fi, but increased below that to a depth
of approximately 200 fi. At the HERMES site, Sandia (8-13) has suggested that mineral oil
may be a source of secondary contamination. “The origin of most of the VOCs is postulated
to be bacterial fermentation of the mineral 0il.” For these reasons, deeper subsurface
samples must be collected for VOC and SVOC analysis at Site 196. (Besides defining the
extent of primary and secondary contamination at Site 196, these samples may provide
information of value to the groundwater investigation beneath TA-V.)

Response to Comment 32

Site 196 is not believed to be similar to Site 36. Upon removal of the USTs at Site 36, the
soils exhibited high concentrations of TPH below the removed tanks. Elevated VOC levels
were not seen during subsequent drilling until a depth of 25 feet at Site 36 because the UST
excavation was backfilled with clean soil upon completion of the tank removal activity.
Thus, the soil encountered during drilling from grade to the bottom of the excavation
(approximately 25 feet) was backfill material that contained neither TPH nor VOCs.

Furthermore, although VOCs were present in Site 36 soils and are believed to be the result
of bacterial fermentation of the mineral oil, the highest concentrations of VOCs seen in those
soils were far below the RCRA Subpart S levels. It should be noted here that the RCRA
Subpart S action levels apply to sites slated for future residential land use and are, thus, very
conservative; Sites 36 and 196 are both slated for industrial land use. The highest VOC
concentration was 12 mg/kg acetone from 36-BH-01 (in the middle of the tank excavation,
the point of greatest impact); the RCRA Subpart S action level for acetone is 8,000 mg/kg,
more than 600 times the highest concentration seen at the HERMES site,

In addition, the TPH and VOCs at Site 36 were co-located; the samples that contained the
highest TPH concentrations also contained the highest VOC concentrations. No such
correlation was seen at Site 196 where no VOC concentrations were noted in any of the soil
samples collected. As noted in Response to Comment 31, if the levels of TPH at Site 36 did
not impact groundwater (they ceased at a depth of 200 feet, approximately 300 feet above
groundwater), it is unlikely that the levels noted at Site 196 (which was impacted by a much
smaller volume of oil than Site 36) will impact groundwater.

Please refer to Response to Comment 7, also.
XX. ER Site 240, TA-III; Short Sled Track

Comment 33

NMED is concerned over the increase in use of field screening techniques beyond that
approved in the Work Plan. But, because this site have been reactivated, the results of this
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investigation may not represent conditions at the time of decommissioning at some time in
the future. The sampling plan for this site should be re-implemented at the time of final site

decommissioning.
Response to Comment 33

DOE and SNL/NM intend to conduct further investigation of ER Site 240 once it has been
decommissioned.

XXI. ER Site 241, TA-III: Storage Yard
Comment 34

Table 23-3, Comparison of Site 241 Surface Soil Results to Technical Areas Il and V
Background Data. Copper, lead and zinc were found above the proposed TA-III&V
background UTL or 95" percentile. Copper was found to be above proposed background in
only one sample (the copper content of the duplicate of this sample was below background
value). Appendix C lists three lead and four zinc results that were above proposed
background. See General Comment No.9.

Additional soil sampled are needed at Site 241 to characterize the extent of any copper, lead
and zinc contamination. A comparison of the maximum concentrations to Region 6
residential and industrial levels may be needed.

Response to Comment 34

Although lead and zinc were detected in excess of the TA-III/V UTLs, neither exceeded the
proposed RCRA Subpart S soil action level (developed for residential land-use scenarios that
are more stringent than industrial land use). Please see response to Comment 1. A multiple
constituent risk assessment can be performed for Site 241 if requested by NMED.

End of NOD Response Document
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ATTACHMENT 1
September 15, 1997 Meeting Attendees



Meeting to Discuss NOD Comments for the TA-III/V RFI Report
Sandia National Laboratories, Bldg. 6584
September 15, 1997

Attendees

Terry Davis, NMED HRMB

John Gould, DOE

Grace Haggerty, GRAM (ER Project)
Kim Hill, EPA Region VI

Roger Kennett, NMED OB
Stephanie Kruse, NMED HRMB
Paula Slavin, GRAM (ER Project)
Sharissa Young, SNL/NM ER Project



ATTACHMENT 2
Comparison of Background Values



Table 1. Comparison of TA-III/'V UTLs (95" Percentiles) to SNL/NM Site-Wide
Background UTLs (95" Percentiles)

SNL Site-Wide
TA-IIVV UTL, Background UTL,
95™ Percentile 95" Percentile
Metal (mg/kg) (mg/kg)
Barium 341.0 130 (214)
Bervilium .07 0.65
Cadmium 2.6 1.6 (0.9)
Chromium 26.2 17.3(15.9)
Copper 14.5 15.4(5.2)
Lead 248 21.4(11.8)
Nickel 12.9 11.5
Silver 4.0 2.0(<1.0)
Uranium 4.0 3.42(2.3)
Zinc 41.8 62

Note: For SNL/NM site-wide background. some metals were separated into surface and
subsurface UTLs. Values shown in parenthesis are for subsurface UTLs. No distinction was
made berween surface and subsurface UTLs for TA-III/V background results.



ATTACHMENT 3
Chromatogram of Mineral Oil from TA-III/V sites
MSDS for Shell Diala AX™ Qil
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Teohﬁical Bulletin
Shell Oil Company

DIALA’A OIL, DIALA AX OIL

Electrical insulating oils for
rapid heat transmission with
high oxidation stability

Meet ANSI/ASTM/NEMA standards

Product description
Shell's Diala® Qils meet the ANSI/ASTM D 3487 and
the NEMA TR-P8-1975 Specifications.

Two oils (designated Type | and Type ll) are
covered in these specifications. Type | oil is intended
for use where normal oxidation resistance is re-
quired. Type If oil is for more severe service applica-
tions reguiring greater oxidation resistance.

Diala A Oil meets the ANSI/ASTM/NEMA Type |
requirements without addition of oxidation inhibitor.
Diala AX Qil meets Type !l requirements and con-
tzins approximately 0.2%w of oxidation inhibitor.
Anti-oxidant concentration is varied to meet Rotating
Bomb Oxidation Test requirements, but does not
excesd the 0.3%w maximum of Type |i requirements,

Diala A Oil is approved under G.E’s Specification
A13A3A1 (10C) and Westinghouse's PD 53822 AG
Rev. G-WEMCO C. Diala AX QOit has G.E A13A3A2
(10CA) and Westinghouse PD 55822 AV Rev. T-
WEMCO Cl approvals.

Diala base oils are well-refined from low pour
paint naphthenic stocks. v

Applications

Shell's Drala Cils are excellent for use in trans-
formers, circuit breakers, oil-filied switches and in
X-ray equipment. These oils provide electrical insu-
lation and heat transfer in such electrical devices.
Diaia Oils have the oxidation stability required to
resist the formation of acids that might attack con-

struction materials and the formation of other oxida-
tion products that can reduce the oil's ability to insu-
fate and cool electrical windings.

Availability

Diala A and AX QOils are available nationwide for
domestic use orexpart. Contactyour Shell Qil Sales
Office for your requirements.

Handiing & safety information

Diala Qil is formulated with refined petroleum oil
and a lubricant additive. Their inherent toxicity is
quite low. However, prolonged or repeated contact
requires the observation of good industrial hygiene
practices.

On ingestion, get medical attention. On eye con-
tact, flush with water for at least 15 minutes, get
medical attention. Frequent or prolonged skin con-
tact should be avoided. Inhalation of vapors or oil
mist may irmitate the lungs.

Good industrial hygiene practice requires the use
of effective ventiliation to remove oil vapors and
mist Skin contact is minimized by the use of rubber
gloves and oil resistant, non-absorbent clothing.
After working with lubricants, wash thoroughiy with
soap and water before eating or smoking. Change
clothing soaked with oil, reuse only after laundering.

f more detailed information is required, Material
Safety Data Sheets are available on Dia/a Qil at your
request.



Typical Properties Diala® Oils

ANSVASTM/
ASTM NEMA Lmits Disls AJAX Oits
Text method Type! & Type ll Typical vaiues
Anilitie poit, *C D611 63-78 .74
Color D 1500 0.5 max <05
Flash point, *C Daz , 145 min 148
Interfacial lension, 25°C, dynes/centimeter Dant 40 min 45
Pour Point *C pDer : ~40 max_ 53
Specific gravity, 15/15*C D 1298 0.81 max 0885
Viscosity, cSVSUS at 100°C D445/ 88 3.0/36 max 2347343
4" C D 445/088 12./65 max 937/54.7
¢ C : D 445/D 88 76.0/250 max 66,204
Yisual examinastion D 1524 Clear & bright Clear & bright
Eiectrical properties
Dielectric beeakdown vollage at 60 hertz
Disc slectrodes, Ky D877 30 min as
VDE siectrodes, Ky, either: 0.040 inch {1.02mm) gap D 118 28 min >28
0.080 inch {2.04mmj gap 56 5
Dielectric beeakdown voitage impuise,
25°C, nescle-i0-sphere grounded,
{-snch {23.4mm) gap, Ky D 3300 345 min 175
Pawer facior, 60 hertz, % a3t 28°C D24 0.05 max 0.01
100°C D324 0.30 max Q.67
JDlala A Diais AX
Chemical properties Type | Type i (o]} Cil
Cridation innibitor content, %w D 2653 or 0.08 max 0.3 max None Q19
2 5-ditertiary butyl paracresol D 1473
Corrosiee sulfur 01275 Nom-cormesive Non-coresive
W ater, ppm D153 or 35 max X
D 1318
Neutralization no., mg KOH/g of oil Dgrs4 0.03 max T ik
Crication staoiiity at
72nrs 0 2440
Sludge, Sow 0.15 max 0.10 max 004 0.3
TANC, mg KOH/g of ol 050 max 030 max 027 21
164 hrs
Studge. %w 0.30 max 020 max Q.18 0.5
TAN-C. mg KOH/g of oil 060 max  0.40 max 0.35 025
Crication stability, rotating bomb, minutes D212 195 min o]

'D 1816 applies oniy to new. litered, dehydrated and degassed oil.
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Supplemental Information Diala® Olls

Gassing tendency, Umin
Coeiticient of expansion, mi*C/mi
Dietectric constant at 25°C
Specific hest, gm—cal/gm at 20°C
Thermnal conductivity, cal/cm/sec/*C
APt gravity, 60/60"F
Color, Saybolt
Yiscosity, SUS at 100°F

21C°F

Viscosity, ¢St at 100°F

20°F
Yiscosity index
Stearn emuision no.
Sulfur, %w
Molecular weight
Refractive index
Viscosity-gravity constant
Carbon type compositiore % Cy
% Cpy
% Cp

Text method

0 2200
D 1803
Dg24
02766
pany
D287
D15F
Da
[s I ZE IR
D 445
D45
D 2270
D 1525
D22
G 253
01218
02140
D 2140

ANSUASTM
NEMA Ols
Typécal vaiues

Raport
0.0007-0.0008
2223
0.44
Q.0003-0.0004

Clala A/AX OUs
Tymical

16
€.00075
2223
0.445
Q.0003
281

34.1
100

15
Q.07
261
1.4815
0.865

47
45




Shell Ol Company Lubrcants Sales Offices

Warranty

East Coast 100 Executive Drive
(201} 325-5450 West Orange, New Jersey 07052
Chicago 1415 West 22nd Street
(312) 8875706 Cak Brook, lllinots 60521
(B00) 3I23-3405
Cleveiand 7123 Peart Road o
{215) 842-4000 Middieburg Heights, Ohio 44130
Houston 24 Greenway Plara, Suite 711
(713) 433-1000 Houswon, Texas 77046
West Coast 511 N. Brookhurst Street
(714) 891-8200 Anaheim, Califormia 92803
Shedl O Company Head Office Sales
Houston One Shell Plara -
(T13) 2414201 P.O. Box 2483
Houston, Texas 77001

All products purchased from Shell are subject to terms
and conditions set outin the contract, order acknowledge-
ment anc/or bill of lading. Shell warrants only that its
product will meet those specifications designated as such
herein oc in other publications. All other information sup~
plied by Sheil is considered accurate but s fumished upon
the express condition that the customer shall make its own
assessment 10 determine the product's suitability for a
particutar purpose. No wamanty ks expressed or implied
regarding such other information, the data upon which the
same is based, or the resuits to be obtained from the use
thereof; that any product shail be merchantable or fit for
any particular purpose; or that the use of such other
Information or product will not infringe any patent.

June 1985
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IVIATERIAL SAFETY DATA SHEET

MSDS NUMEE=R } 60,030_7 PAGE 1
| GENERAL*MSEDS ASSISTANCE -

Shell

§73€% 1&-500

24 HOUR EMERGENCY JASSISTANCE = ¢ .

SHELL: 713-473-9461 CHEMTREC: 800-424-8300’ SHELL: 713-241-4818
ACUTE MEALTH - FRE REALTIVGY
{j ! ! g" HAZARD RATING ’w‘.o SUGHT « 1 MCOERATE » 2
mcH - 3 EXTREME - 4

otor acute and chronic health effecis refer 1o the discussion in Secton U]

S=CTION .=
PRODUCT ) SHELL DIALA(R)} QIL AX

CHEMICAL  MIXTURE (SEZ SEC I1-a)
navE P

=M
CESMICAL ) pcTROLEUM HYDROCARBON; INGUSTRIAL DIL

FAMILY
Smzul

ARz } es8702 838702 83702 63722
S::TIGN II-A PROOUC’/IN REDIENT
NC. CGHPOS‘TIUH CAS NUMBER PERCENT
e SHELL DIALA OIL AX MIXTURE 100
1 SOLYENT REFINED HYDROTREATED MIDOLE DISTILLATE ELTA2~46~T7 70-100
2 SEVERELY MYDROTREATED LIGHT NAPHTHENIC DISTILLATE 64742-55~8 O=-30
3 BUTYLATED HMYDROXY TOLUENE 128-37~0 <Q0.2

S...:TION II-g2 ACUTE TOXICITY DATA ——
NC. ACUTE GRAL LDSO ACUTE DEM‘. LS50 ACUTE IW:ION LCs0

P >10 ML/XG, RaT >2 ML/KG, RAT ST AVAILABLE

BASED UPDN DATA AVAILABLE TO SHELL, COMPONENT 3 IN THIS PRODUCT 1§ NOT HAZARDOUS UNCER 0SrHa HAZARD
CoOMMUNICTION (25 CFR 1910.1200]).

SETTION III HEALTH INFORMATION

- 1 ] o ] " 70 W] o D o A ] - "] > " o " ] - "’ ] W] ] Do D ;D " ] T o Wy WL 7 7

HEALTH EFFEZCTS NOTED BELOW ARE CONSISTENT WITH RIQUIREMENTS UNDER THE COSHA HAZARD COMMUNICATION

THZ
STANCARD (28 CFR 1810.1200).
-
EYS CONTACT
BASZD ON ESSENTIALLY SIMILAR PRODUCT TESTING PRODUCT IS PRESUMED TO BE NONIRRITATING TC THE EYES.

-~

SKIN CONTACT
8ASZID ON ESSENTIALLY SIMILAR PRODUCT TESTING PROQUCT IS PRISUMED TC BE SLIGHTLY IRRITATING TO THE

SKIN. PROLONGED ANO REPEATED CONTACT MAY RESULT IN VARIOUS SKIN DISCRDERS SUCH AS DERMATITIS,
FOLLICULITIS CR OIL ACNE.

INHALATION

INHALATION OF VAPORS (GENERATED AT HIGH TEMPERATURES ONLY) OR OIL MIST MAY CAUSE A MILO IRRITATION
OF TrE MUCOUS MEMSRANES OF THE UPPER RESPIRATORY TRACT.

INGESTION
INGISTION OF PROOUCT “MAY RESULT IN VOMITING: ASPIRATION (BREATHING OF VOMITUS INTO THE LUNGS) MUST
BE AVOIOED AS EVEN SMALL QUANTITIES MaY RESULT IN ASFIRATION PNEUMCHITIS.
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PRODUCT NAME: SHELL DIALA(R) OIL AX MSOS  80,030-7
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SIGNS AND SYMPTOMS
IRRITATION AS NOTED ABOVE. ASPIRATION PNEUMONITIC MAY BSZ EVIDENCED BY COUGHING, LABORED BREATHING

AND CYANOSIS (BLUISH SKIN): IN SEVERE CASES DEATH MAY OCCUR,

AGGRAVATED MEIICAL CONDITIONMS
PREEXISTING SKIN AND RESPIRATORY DISORDERS MAY BE AGGRAVATED BY EXPOSURE TQ THIS PRODUCT.

SECTION IV OCCUPATIONAL EXPQOSURE LINMITS

QSHA ACGIH OTHER
NO. PEL/TWA PEL/CEILING TLV/TWA TLV/STEL
P S MG/M3= NONE S MG/M2* 10 MG/M3=
*0IL MIST, MINIRAL
SECTION V¥ EMERGENCY AND FIRST AID PRQCEDUR“S
EYE CONTACT
FLUSH EYES WITH WATER. IF IRRITATION QCCURS, GST MEDICAL ATTEINTION.
SKIN CONTACT

3 i FLUSH SKIN WITH WATER. FOLLOW EY

REMOVE CONTAMINATED CLOTHING/SHOES AND WIPE EXCESS FROM SKIN.
WASHING WITH SOAP AND WATER. IF IRRITATIDN OCCURS, GET MEDICAL ATTENTION,

INHALATION
REMOVE VICTIM TC FRESH AIR AND PROVIDE OXYGEN IF BREATHING IS OIFFICULT. GET MEDICAL ATTENTION.

INGESTION
00 NOT INDUZE VOMITING. IF VOMITING QCCURS SPONTANEQUSLY, KEZP HEAD BELOW HIPS TO PREVENT

ASPIRATION QF LIQUID INTQ THE LUNGS. GET MEDICAL ATTENTION.

NOTE TO PHYSICIAN
IF MCRE THAN 2.0 ML PER KG HAS BEEN INGESTED AND VOMITING HAS NOT OCCURRED, EMESIS SHOULD BE

INDUCED wiTH SUPERVISION. KEEP VICTIM S HEAC BELOW HIPS TO PREVENT ASFIRATION. IF SYNMFTOMS SUCH
18 LOSS OF GAG REFLEX, CONVULSIONS OR UNCONSCICUSNZSS OCCUR BEIFORE EMESIS, GASTRIC LAVAGE USING A

CUFFED ENDCOTRACHZIAL TUBE SHOULD BE CONSIDERED.

SECTION VI SUPPLEMENTAL HEALTH INrORNATION

{ONE IDENTIFIED.
-d
ECTION VII PHYSICAL DATA
SILING POINT: >300 SPECIFIC GRAVITY: C.B83 VAPOR PRESSURE: WNOT AVAILABLE
(DEG F) (H20=1) (MM HG)
ELTING POINT: =33 (POUR POINT) SOLUBILITY: NEGLIGIBLE VAPOR DENSITY: NCOT AVAILASLE

(DEG F) (IN WATER) (AIR=1)
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VIS CS (40 DEG C)

EVAPORATION RATE (N-BUTYL ACETATE = 1): NOT AVAILABLE
€.07-8.3

APPEARANCI ANDC QODGR:
wrlITZ LIQUIC. SLIGHT HYDROCARBON ODOR.

SECTION VIII FIRE AND EXPLOSION HAZARDS

> ——— " " " - - > o

- - - -

FLAMMABLE LIMITS /% VOLUME IN AIR

FLASH PQINT ANU METHOD:
UPPER: N/AVA

285-310 QEG F (€OC) LOWER: N/ava

EXTINGUISHING MEDIA
USE WATER FDG, FDaM, DRY CHEMICAL OR C02. 0O NOT USE A SIRECT STREAM OF WATER. PRODUCT WILL FLOAT

AND CAN BE REZIGNITED ON SURFACE OF WATER.

SPECIAL FIRE FIGHTING PROCEDURES AND PRECAUTIONS
MATERIAL WILL NOT BURN UNLESS PREHEATED. DO NOT ENTER CONFINED FIRZ-SPACE WITHOUT FULL EUNKER GEZAR

(HELMET WITH FACE SHISLD., BUNKER COATS, GLOVES AND RUBSER E2CTS). INCLUDING A POSITIVE~PREISSURE
N1OSH~APPROVED SELF-CONTAINED BREATHING APPARATUS. COOL FIRE EXPOSED CONTAINERS WITH WATER.

STABILITY: STAEBLE HAZARDOUS POLYMERIZATION: WILL NOT OCCUR

CONDITIONS ANQ MATERIALS TO AVOID:
AVOID HEAT, CPEN FLAMES, AND OXIDIZING MATERIALS.

HAZARDOUS DECTMPOSITION PRODUCTS
THERMAL DECORPOSITION PRODUCTS ARE HIGHLY DEPENDENT ON THE COMBUSTION CONDITIONS. A CONMPLEX
MIXTURE OF AIREORNE SOLID, LIQUID, PARTICULATES AND GASES WILL EVOLVE WHEN THIS MATERIAL UNDERGIES
PYROLYSIS OR COMBUSTION. [FARBON MONOXIDE AND OTHER UNIDENTIFIED ORGANIC COMPOUNDS MAY BE FORMED

UPON COMEUSTION,

RESPIRATORY PROTECTION
IF EXPCSURE MAY OR DOES EXCEEZ

RESPIRATOR TO PREVENT OVEREXPOSURE. IN ACCUORD WITH 28 CFR 1810.13+
ATMOSPHIRE-SUPPLYING RESPIRATOR DR AN AIR-PURIFYING RESPIRATOR FOUOR ORGANIC VAPORS ANC PARTICULATES.

Pt d

CEID QCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE LIMITS (SECTION IV) USE 4 NIOSH-APPROVED
USZ ZITHIR AN

PROTECTIVE CLOTHING
WIAR CHEMICAL-RESISTANT GLOVES AND OTHER PROUTECTIVE CLOTHING AS REQUIRED TO MINIMIZE SKIN CONTACT.

ND SPECZIAL EYZ PROTECTION IS ROUTINELY NECESSARY. TEST DaAT4 FROM PUSLISHED LITERATURE AND/OR GLOVE
AND CLOTHING MANUFACTURERS INDICATE THE BEST PROTECTION IS PROVIDED BY NITRILE GLOVES.

- - > " ] o o " " T T T 0 T ] ] " - 1 "] o "> > - Ppu——

SICTION XJ ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
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SPILL OR LEAX PROCEDURES
MAY BURN ALTHZUGH NOT READILY IGNITABLE. USE CAUTIQOLS JUDGMENT WHEN CLEANING UP [LARGE SPILLS.

LARGE SPILLS === WZAR RESPIRATOR AND PROTECTIVE CLOTHING AS APPROPRIATE. SHUT OFF SOURCE OF LEAK
IF SAFZ TQO 00 SO. DIKE AND CONTAIN. REMOVE wWITH VACUUM TRUCKS OR PUMP TO STORAGE SALVAGE VESSELS.
S0aAX UP RESIDUE WITH AN ADSORBENT SUCH AS CLAY, SAND, OR OTHER SUITASLE MATERIALS; DISPUSE OF

PROPERLY. FLUSH AREA WITH WATER TO REMOVE TRACE RESIDUE. === SMALL SPILLS **= TaAKE UP WITH AN

ABSORZENT MATERIAL AND DISPCSE OF PROPERLY.



MINIMIZE SKIN CONTACT. WASH WITH SCOAP AND WATER BEFORE EATING, DRINKING, SMOKING Ok USING TOILET

FACILITIES. LAUNDER CONTAMINATED CLOTHING BEFORE REUSE. . PROPERLY DISPCSE OF CONTAMINATED LEATHER
ARTICLES, INCLUDING SHOES, THAT CANNOT BE DECONTAMINATED.

SECTION XIIZ TRANSPORTATICON REQUIR.“ENTS

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION CLASSIFICATICON:
NOT HAZARDOUS BY D.O.T. REGULATIONS

SECTION XIV OTHER REGULATCORY CONTROLS

THE COMPGNENTS OF THIS PRODUCT ARE LISTED ON THI EPA/TSCA INVENTORY OF ChIMICAL SUSSTANCES

IN ACCORJANCE WITH S&RA TITLE III, SECTION 313, THE EDS SHOULD ALWAYS BE CJPIED AND SENT WITH THE

M08
SE.:ION XY SPECIAL NOTES

SECTION XI =~ ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION HAS BEIN REVISED. THE INFORWATION IN THE *wASTE QISPOSALY
AND *ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION® HAS BEEN REMOVED AND INCLUGED IN THE ATTACHED ENVIRONMENTAL DATA
SHEET. IN ACCORDANCE WITH SARA TITLE III, SECTION 313, THE EDS SHOULD ALWAYS BE COPIED AND SENT

WITH THE MSOS.

THE INFURMATION CONTAINED HEREZIN IS BASED ON THEI DATA AVAILABLE TO US ANT IS EILIEVED TO BE CORRECT.
HOWEVER, SH:LL MAKES NO WARRANTY, EXPRESSED CR IMPLIED REGARDING THE ACZURACY [OF THESE DATA DR THE
RESULTS TS BE CETAINED FROM THE USE THEREOF. SHELL ASSUMES NO RESPONSIEILITY FOR INJURY FROM THE

USE OF TeE PROQDULT DESCRIBED HEREIN.

DATE PREPARED:SZPTEMBER 04, 1989
Jo €. WILLETT
BX SAfFE
READ OUR PROOUCT SHELL OIL COMPANY
SAFETY INFORMATION ...AND PASS IT ON PRODUCT SAFETY AND COMPLIANCE
(PROCUCT LIABILITY LAW P. 0. 8BOX 4320
HOUSTON, TX 77210

REQUIRES IT)



ENVIRONMENTAL DATA SHEET

: re

Snein
EDS NUMBER p 60,030-1 PAGE 1
47449 (3-87

FROCUCT } SHELL DIALA(R) OIL AX I
PROOUCT

Coos } 63702 68702 63702  €3722 ] i
SECTION I PRODUCT /COMPOSITION
ND. cm«musx* CAS NUMBER P=Rc_~rr
p SHELL DIALA OIL AX MIXTURE 100
1 SCLVENT REFINED HYDROTREATED MIDODLE DISTILLATE 63742-46-7 70-100
2 SEIVERELY HYDROTREATED LIGHT NAPHTHENIC DISTILLATE 64742-53~5 0-30
3 BUTYLATED HYDROXY TOLUENE 128-37-0 <0.2
SESTION II SARA TITLE III INFORMATION
NO. E#S RZ (LEBS)  EHS TPQ (LBS) SEC 313 313 CATEGIRY 311/312 CATESORIES

(=1) (*z) {'a) (=) (*8)

£ DATA AVAILABLE TO SHELL THIS PRODUCT IS NOT REGULATED BY SARa, TITLE III

------------------ wmmmemmmmmmmmeeeeemameeo———FOOTNOTES === -

=1 = RIPORTABLE CQUANTITY OF EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE, S£C.3C2
=2 = THRESHOLD PLANNING OUANTITY, EXTREMELY HMAZARDOUS SUEBSTANCE, SEC 3C2
*3 = TOXIC CHEMICAL, SEC 343
=4 w CATEGIRY AS REQUIRED BY SEZC 313 (40 CFR 372.65 C), MUST BE USED ON TOXIC RELEASE INVENTORY FORM
8 « HAZARD CATEGORY FOR SARA SEC. 311/312 REPORTING

HEALTH H-1 « IMMEDIATE (ACUTE) HIALTH HAZARD

PHYSICAL P-3 = FIRE HAZARD

pP-5 « REACTIVE HAZARD

H=2 = DELAYED (CHRONIC) HIALTH HAZARD
P-4 = SUDDEN RELEASI OF PRESSURI HAZARD

SETTION III

THIS PRCDOUCT IS CLASSIFIED AS AN OIL UNDER SECTION 311 OF THE CLEAN WATER ACT. SPILLS ENTEZRING (&)
WATEZRS DR {E) ANY WATER COURSES OR SEWERS ENTERING/LEADING TO SURFACE WATERS THAT CAUSE & SHEIEN MUST
ZPORTED TO THE NATIONAL REISPONSE CENTER. BOQG-424-8802.

- - " o A o T ] - o oy 7 o S D - > - "> o ] o o o o W " " " - " > -

SECTICON IV RCRA INFORMATION

PLACE IN AN APPROPRIATE DISPOSAL FACILITY IN COMPLIANCE WITH LOCAL REGULATIONS.
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THE INFORMATION CONTAINED HEREIN IS BASED ON THE DATA AVAILABLT TO US AND IS BELIEVED TO BE CORRECT.
HOWEVER, SHELL MAKES NO WARRANTY, EXPRESSED QR IMPLIED REGARDING THE ACCURACY OF THESE DATA OR THE
RESULTS TO BE OBTAINED FROM THE USE THEREOF. SHELL ASSUMES NO RESPONSIBILITY FOR INJURY FROM THE

USE OF THE PRODUCT DESCRIBED HEREIN.

o s A - DD > W o

- - o s o

DATE PREPARED:SEPTEMEER 04, 13839 '

——— -] - -

SHELL OIL COMPANY
ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS
pP. 0. BOX 4320
HOUSTON, TX 77210

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION OM THIS ENVIRONKE&TAL DATA PLEASE CALL
(713} 241-2282

FOR EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE PLEASE CALL
SHELL: (713} 473-9461
CHEMTREC: (80Q) 424-3300

R T
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0n UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
Nv7Z&- REZION €
‘-!U'g 1445 FOSS AVENUE, SUITE 1200

RRP DALLAS TX 722022732

Marea 25, 19%6

Mr, Elmer A. Klavetter, Fh.D.
Sandia National Laboratcries
P.C. Box 5800

Albucuercgue, NM 87185

Dezr Elmer:

Pursuant to your rsguezt &t our March 21, 12¢€ mesetinc in
Santz Fe, attached plezses find scme informetion ccncerning EPA’s
PCE £pill cleanup pelicy. Basically, feor sgills that cccurrsed
Ericr tc 4/18/78, the cleznup is governed under RCRA. Fcr scills
that cccurred between 4/12/78 and §5/3/87, both TSCR and RCRA
arply. &After 5/3/87, the spill should have kesn addressef under
TSCA. TSCA acticns must ke cocordinated with EPA Regicn € stafi.

I’'m enclosing the fcllewinc informaticn for yecur review: &
Farer summerizing EPA’s PFCZ spill cleznup peclicy; & summary pacs
listing ccntzct names znd rhone numbers focr EPA’s TSCA stzff; the
ccver pages frem two EFA culdance cecuments (so that ycu may
crier ccples if ycu dcn’t alrezdy have thex); and EFA’s respcnss
tc & pesiticn parer surmitted by Los Alancs.

I here this infcrzaticn is useful. Flezse fesl fres to
ccntact me at (214) E66Z-£€30 with any cuesticns.

@ LWU jetde

Nancy R. Morlock
New Mexico-Federzl Facilities

¢c: Mr. Benito Garcia, N¥ED

Racycled Racyclabla » Fonmd with Vagesag O Basad Inks 0n 10C% Racyciad Fiper (S0% Fasiconsumer)



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
EEGION 6
COMPLIANCE ASSURANCE AND ENTORCEMENT DIVISION
AIR/TOXICS AND INSPECTION COORDINATION ERANCE
TOXICE ENFORCEMENT SZCTION (BEN-AT)
1445 ROSS AVENUE
DALLAS, TEXAS 73202-2733

J'\ﬂw ”‘70 :‘num,?_c
$ . ax Y + YA
i 2 FAX & (214) €cs~7446 i s,
VO VN

%‘(m‘é" %‘c -cﬂ-(

TOXICS ENFORCEMENT SECTION PCB STAFE

LOU ROBERTS
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION SPECIALIST
(214) 665-T757S

LUPE PESINA
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION SPECIALIST
(214) 665-8375

DONNA MULLINS

ENVIRONMENTAL LIFE SCIENTIST
(214) 665-7576

JIM YANG

ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENTIST
(214) 665-7578
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SUMMARY REVIEW OF THE- PROVISIONS——
OF THE POLICY ~—~~ ~—~———°~

Ponud

. Addresses Recent Spills from Authorized Uses
2. Some of these Recent Spills Are Explicitly Excluded
3. Requires that Cleanup Be Implemented Quickly

4. Designates Cleanup Levels for Soil and Surfaces

5. Cleanup According to the Policy Receives No Penalty for
Unauthorized Disposal

6. Materials Removed and Used in the Cleanup Are Subject to
the PCB Disposal Regulations

AU

SPILLS SPECIFICALLY EXCLUDED FROM
THE SPILL CLEANUP POLICY

Spills which result in direct contamination of:

a. Surface waters

b. Sewers and sewage treatment systems

¢. Any private or public drinking water sources or
distribution systems

2. Spills which migrate to and contaminate a - ¢ (above) before
cleanup has been completed.

Spills that contaminate:
a. grazing lands
b. vegetable gardens



SPILLS FROM SOURCES OTHER THAN
AUTHORIZED USES

@ Spills (>30 ppm) from Natural Gas Pipelines

® Spills from Air Compressor Systems Associated with Natural
Gas Pipelines

@ Spills Associated with PCB Impregnated Gaskets

SPILL CLEANUPS COVERED
BY THE POLICY BUT WHICH
HAVE BEEN CLEANED TO
LESS STRINGENT LEVELS

® Approved by the Regions When Further
Cleanup Compromises:

- Structural Integrity of Buildings
- The Safety of ‘Cleanup Activities
@ Regions Usually Require Other Protective
Measures
- Encapsulation or Containment
- Routine Monitoring

- Regular Reporting



EPA REGULATIONS ON THE DISPOSAL AND DECONTAMINATION OF PCBs
March 18, 1996 1:13 p.m.

Currert BCERrunizrioniand Policies

1. TAntd-Dilution Rule"
II. PCB Spiil Cleanup Policy
II. Decontzmination

I "ANTI-DILUTION RULE"

Citagon - 40 CFR 761.1(b)

What was intended?

What does it mean?

How is the regulated communiry affected?

Y
:

oo

&) CFR 781 1(M)-lacs sentence

No provisien specifying 2 PCE concentrziion may be avoided as a result of any cilutien,
unless ciierwise specificaily provided.

|

~
W

EAT WAS INTENDED?

Tre risk from PCBs:
Shouid not be reduced by dilution

Could be conrrolled by szfe manufacmure, proc:ssing‘, distibuZon in
commerce, and use, followed by siringent disposal. '

WEAT DOES IT MEAN 7

Diluticn of regulated PCBs is not @ major avenue for achieving compliance with
regulatery requirements and objectives.

There a2 only a few places where limited dilution is specifically authoriza< in the PCB
regulatons .



WEAT DOQES TT COVER?

Spills after May 4, 1987.

Newly discoversd spills.

Spnls from authorized uses.

Spiils ¢ if farzin locatons are exciuded.

N

WEAT DQESN'T IT CQVER ?

Spiils prior to May 4, 1987.
> 50 ppm spiils from pipelines, hydraulic equipment, and other unauthorized uses.

Spills to water, food, grazing lands, ex.

Claznumc Davizrine from the Polcv

Only as approved by the Region.

UHE'Z'JIOV&. ¢ £2ANUDS rECs aive no I'EU"EE';OI'Y reilef, /

Cleanup cannot be delegzied to States.

Whar Reies Do the E24 Regicns Plav ?

EPA Regionzi Offices approve variances from Policy requirements

EPA Regionzi Offices approve of spill cleanup for ail spiils not coversd by the Policy.

M)

C.f-{.-/' \.Mfg
- Anti-dilution does not apply.
o N w1t <
- Raguired if not in disposal facility — A&7t ,»e/}w. i el g s {
i 4

Spills betwesn 4/18/1978 aﬂd 5/3/1987 require Regional Office approval. If no approval,

sdll unauthorized disposall___ -

“,-./-

"’CD
Pre-4/18/1978 Spills lexils 7SO g /‘”al“"“‘
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WHAT CaN BE DECONTAMINATED ?

Under 40 CFR 761.79

- PCB Containers
Moveahle Ecuipment at Storags Facliides

Under Subpart G

- Impervious surfaces

WEAT LEVELS CAN BE REUSED ?

No c¢ieanup levels are reguired for §761.79 decontamination.

Spill Cleznup Policy levels depend on the loczdon of the spill or use.

. unrestmiceed access <10 pg/100 em®
. restricted access <100 pg/100 em?

WEEN IS & PERIMIT REQUIRED ?

G 15yl 4 iy .
Removing nen-licuid PCEs during mel recyciing

Rinsing cif PCE items/unzauthorized uses.



i
PROPOSED CEANGES TN THE PCB DISPOSAL REGUTATIONS

® T :icuid PCEs - Two Changes

® Non-Liquic¢ PCEs - Major Changes
® PCE Ardcles - Major Changes

® "Treampility Study” R&D Approvais
Q PCB Remedicion Wasie

Q PCB Non-Remediarion Waste

Q Household Waste

Q Lchorarory Waste

EXPANDED DECONTAMINATION OPTIONS

Decontamination Generates "New" Wasie

Reuse of Decontamination Solvents

Disziouden in Commerce of Decontzminared Materials
Recordiesping Required

Incivdes More than Rinsing, No Approval Nesded
Disceszl of Rinse Solvents Reguired
Mezserement-Based Deconmminzation Stzndzrds
Pericrmance-EBased Deconzminaton Reguirsments

E ~II. Finzi Amerdments to the PCR Recizssificzrion Reguiztions

n

Sizrus - finzlizing resgonsss to comments and revised codified language,

D. Projected date of pubiicazion - Fall of 1996
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Ccmments cn LANL Pcsiticn Papers

Guidance fcr Scresnine Assessment Methcdoloowy

General ccsmzent: The screening aprproach does not address potentizl
ecologiczl effects. This fact can greatly underestimats the
pctentizl risk especially since it will be used to estzblish nc
further action (NFA).

1. Figure 1. Decision lcgic for screening assessments.

Number 3 cn the flowchart indicates that & chemiczl may nct be
ccnsidered a chemiczl of concern (COC) 1f the cz i
czncentraticns do not ciffer ketwesn "blanks" and site sazmples. It
arcezrs that the questicn zsked should ke more from z quality

is, & Lesttzr answer to the cuestion asked wculd ke if the
=

censtituent concentrations shculd ke quantified cr considered zs a2
pecsitive result. See Risk Assessment Guidance fer Superiuné (RAGS)
art A, Section E£.5 fcr further details.

- o+

essential infecrmaticn for this

atcratory Eavircrnzexntal Resteraticm Project) cr raviswed
Ey EPX (Evaluating the Euxzaz Eealth Eignificance cof Feclyznuclear
A-cmatic Eydrccariens at the Les Alamos Natienal lLakerzticry).

Nuzter 4 crn the flowchart indicaztes that only after zn acticn lavel
is excesded will & chexmiczl cecnstituent ke considersd z COC. Does
nis ster incorperate additive effects of all chezical constituents
rrssent? This guesticon is important especially for sites with
rultiple ccnstituents.
2. Pace 4, Top cf page.
It is statsd that calculatsé €als will ke used fcr keth surface
water and cround water when rno MCL value cr state ground watsr is
availakle. These SALs are said to ke more stringent than required
by NMED, according to IANL, since New Mexico has not designated
surface waters to be evaluatsd as drinking water sources. It is
izportant to note that NMED has passed water cuality standards as
cf Jancary 23, 1695. These standards include surface water
designations such as puklic water supply. Furtherzcre,
consideration of federal watsr cuality criteria, including hunan
health criteria, is suggested.
3. Itex 6,
This arcroach would be adeguzts for kackground cencentrations that
have besn reviewed and concurred by EPA.



4. Page 6. Bection 2.2 Derivaticn of BALs When Nencarcinogenic
Toxicolegical Data Are Lacking

It is necessary to understand the specific extrapclating approach
that LANL wculd usz to calculzte interim conssrvative estimated
values where there is nc chronic toxicologiczl information. That
is, will uncertainty factors ke incorporated into the calculation?
If so, what magnitude? RAdditionally, will the derived values be
identified zg estimzted values?

E, Bection 3.1 Raticnale fcr Deriving 8aLs for Radicactive
Constituents in Beils

EP: will be proposing a radiation cleanup standard in & new
rulemaking. The new standard is an overall dess limit c¢f

15 millirem (mrem) per year in excess of background radiztion
zssuming that all sites are clezned ur to unrestricted reslezss.
This cleznup standard will apply to federal facilities, zs well zs,
Nuclezr Regulztcry Ccmmissicn and Acreement Stzts licenseses.

It i1s the ERecicn’s understanding that DOE has acresd with this
cleanup standard and 1s currently eprplying the 15 mrem per vezr
> bl

— - [

stzndari to cscommissicned sites.

It is izmpertant to understand exactly hcw DCE has set the limit of
100 mrex/yr as a maximuzm accertarle radizticn dess to individuals
in the cgenerzl puklic. Thils eapproach, according to the issue paper
takes into accezunt all ccentazinant pathways, radionuclides and
eXTOSUrs SOoUrces. t would ke keneficizl tc review exactly hew
this number was derived, cr DOE sheould previde decumsntzticn if
this nuskber is a DCEI Order cr directive.

Chartsr 10) descrikes how risk due tc

Aéditicnally, RAGS Fart & ( =

radicactive ccmpounds shculd ke evaluzted. Essentially, R2GS
recommends that the approach used to evaluats risk to chemical
constituents ke used, with modifications, tc estimzts risk teo
radicactive ccmpoundcs. Perhaps, in additiecn to the akove
nforzmation, LANL can provide & cemrariscn of the twe approaches.

i
This will aié¢ EPA in evzluzting whether the DOZ approach 1is in
accordance, &t least in principle and conservatism, with the EP2
&rproach.

Guidance on Evaluation and Cleanup cof FCBEs

1. 1.0 Intrcéuction - I2NL might ncte in the introducticn that this
document is to assist, kut does not replace the need to refer to
the TSCA PCB regulations fcocund at 40 C.F.R. §761.

2. 2.0 Background - TSCA recommended the inserticn of mere "common
trade names". IANL may wish to chocse some from this list:

2rochlor B Inclor Eucarel
L 1.C Inertesn Fenclor
Apirolie Keneclor Hyvol

Astestol Kenneclor Elemex
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.EX Magvar Santevac 1 and 2
‘Askarel MCS 1489
7 Adkarel Nerclin
¢ Capaciter 21 Nec-Flamol
Chlorextol Nenflammable Licuid
Chleorinel Phenccler
Chlorghen Pydraul
Clerincl Pyrzlene
Diacler Pyrancl
DK Pyroclor
Dykanol Saf-T-Kuhl
EEZC-18 Santotherm
3. 3.0 8ummary c¢f Regulaticms.... = Suggest the following
adéiticnal lancuage:
There are five laws impacting activities relating to FPCEs.
These are the Toxic Si bstances Control Act (TSCx), the
Ccaoprshensive Envircnmenta Responess Ccmpenszticn anc
Liability Act (CERCL2 Resau*ce Ccnservaticn and Recovery Act
{(RCR2), the Safe Drinking Water RAct (SDWa), ané the Clezn
Water Act (CWA). Qf the five statutes, TECA prcvides the
basis fcr the mest ccmprehensive ¢f PCE rsculaticns.
4, 2.1 TSCA Regulaticns - 13t paragrarh
Succest adding the follewing:
The TSCX: FCE Epill Cleanup Folicy coes exclude frox
arzlicz=icn cf the final numerical cleznup standards certain
szill situaticns: spills directly ints surfzce watsr,
érinkinc water, sewers, crazing lands, and vegetzile
cariens.
The investicaticn cf all PCE epills (See the definition cf

srill fcunc 2t 40 C.F.R. § 761. 123) pmust include the
identificaticn cf the source of the spill (i.e., to cetermine
cencentration spilled) and the cccurrence (i.e., pre-
TSCAX cr pest-TSCA [2pril 18, 1878]; s=ae
Reccrdkeeping Reguirements at 40 C.F.R. § 761.125.
s. 3.1 TSCA Regulaticens, 2nd paragraph, page 2 -
Sugcest chancging the werd "regulations” to "policy" in the first 2
sentences: M“TSCA PCE Epill Cleanup Policy applies to spills that
cccurred cn or after May 4, 1987, the effective date of the pelicy.
The policy establishes PCE cleanup levels in soil, and on solid
surfacesz, kased ¢on concentration of PCBs gpilled ontc c2il and the
use cf the site upcn which the spill occurred.®

uccest adding the follewing to this paragraph after the 1st
santance, "TSCA PCB Spill Cleanup Policy applies to spills that
cccurred on or after may 4, 1867, the effective date cof the

policy." "EPA Regicn 6 encourages discussion of cleapur levels for




those svills that occurred pricr to the TSCA PCE Epill Cleanun
Policv effective date of Mav 4, 1987. Evills which cczurred before
the effective date of this velicvy are ts ke decontaminated +o
reguirements estaklished at the discretion of EPA, usuallyvy throuch
its recional cffices."

Suggest adding the following ts this paragrarh aftsr the sentence,
"The most stringent splll cle=nup level for scoil is 10 parts per
million (pom)." "Regional Administrator can require more stringent
cleanup requirements for anv svill given the site specifics.™

6. Secticn 3.1, Paragraph 2, page 2 -~ TSCA PFCE spill cleznur
requlations arply toc spills that cccurred cn or after May 4, 1837,
the effective date of the regulation. How will LANL decide whether

the PCB contamination at a particular site is the result cof =
release cr spill pricr to May 4, 15877

7. 3.3 CERCLA Guidancs c¢n Remedial Acticns fcr Superfund Sitas
+h PCE Contaminaticn, pace 3 -

déinc the follcwing t:z this parzgrzzn as the 1
"Nete that the future chance c¢f the land use ccu
urther remedial acticn (i.e, thea e 1if the land
rcom 1ncustrial to residential; cleznup frcz 28 ppm ccu
ed to 10 prm).
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cn this isszue.

9. The derivaticns of acticn levels should incorporzte ecolegical
risk considerations. The PCE regulaticns include these
considerztions under Sukpart G(3)(b) in which circumstances may
require more stringent cleanup levels. It appears that LANL has
not included these consideraticons in their propcsad action and
cleanup levels, Ccnsideration of ecolecgical factors may
consicderakly drive dewn the vzlues prcposed.

10. 1In this paper, acticn levels were derived using a risk level
cf 10*. FCEs are a class E2 ca*c1nocen and as such should ke
evaluated at a risk level of 10® to be in acceordance to Subpart S.

11. Eow will cleanup c¢oals be set at sites with multiple
constituents, including PCBs?

12. This paper cnly addresses cleanup levels for FCBs in soils,
how will other media ke addressed?
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