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The following are Department ofEnergy (DOE) and Sandia National LaboratorieslNew 
Mexico (SNLINM) Environmental Restoration (ER) Project responses to the Notice of 
Deficiency (NOD) comments (July 31, 1997) for the Technical Area III 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 SNLINM 
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 jor Target Analyte List Metals in Technical Areas III 
and V Soils, page 2-16, shows upper limitsjor barium, chromium, and silver which are 
higher than those proposed ill SNL 's Background Study report (lvfarch 1996). All 
explanation as to why the upper limits are higher must be provided 

Response to Comment 1 

The Upper Tolerance Limits (UTLs) for the SNLINM Background Study had not been 
calculated nor approved by the N1v1ED or the USEPA by the time the T A-IIIIV data were 
being evaluated and the report written. To provide comparisons to background, a subset of 
the data from the SNLINM Background Study was used to perform statistical analyses to 
obtain UTLs for TA-IIIIV. These calculations are described on pages 2-11 through 2-19 of 
the T A-IIIIV RFI report and in Appendix E. The SNLINM Background Study reports 
background from five 'Super Groups', one ofwhich is the Southwest Super Group that 
included background data from TA-III, TA-V, McCormick Ranch, and Thunder Range. The 
TA-IIIIV RFI report used a subset of the background data that included only T A-III and 
TA-V. Table 1 (Attachment 2) contains the TA-IIIIV RFI UTLs and the SNLINM site-wide 
UTL. A comparison of the maximum values for each site indicates that very few samples 
«10) that passed the TA-IIIIV UTLs exceeded the SNLINM site-wide background values. 
This difference has not impacted the recommendations made in the T A-IIIIV 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 ReRA Facility Investigation (RFI) Work Plan, a commitment was 
made to conduct additional interviews with current or former employees who may have 
historical knowledge ofsite operations. However, the RFI Report does not mention whether 
these interviews were conducted The results ofany interviews that were conducted during 
the investigation must be discussed Ifno 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 RFIwere datedJrom 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) ofKAFB and SNLINM from many sources. This index is available for review at the 
ER Project Office, however, no aerial photographs in this index encompass areas in T A-III 
and TA-V prior to 1973. 
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Comment 5 

SNL continues to use analysis for total petroleum hydrocarbons (FP H) instead ofanalyses 
for 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-IIIIV 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. Iflaboratory 
determination ofTPH were called for, a small number of verification samples using Method 
8240 would be perfonned 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 perfonned. 

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 oilleakslspills (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 A,XTM oil is also included (Attachment 3). 
Submission of the MSDSs for the transfonner and hydraulic oils (Diala A.XfM, Univolt™, 
Shell 61 TM, 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 A,XTM oil used at SNLINM 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 SNLINM monitoring wells located in and near Technical Area 
(FA) III and TA V. Steady alld sporadic detection oftrichloroethylene (FeE), 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 ofwell 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 
T A-IIIIV RFI report are not thesource ofTCE (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 SNLINM 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 ofin 
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 (20NMAC5) 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 ofUST regulations 
20 NMAC5.1C states that "20 NMAC 5 Parts 2 through 14 do not apply to any of the 
following types ofUST 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 ofless." The HERMES and PROTO 
USTs were used to contain transformer oil for electrical equipment and, therefore, should be 
exempt from UST regulations. DOE and SNLINM 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 COe. 

At the September 15 meeting, clarification was requested ofNMED 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 SoiIIWater 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 SNLINM believe that according to the UST regulations soils 
contaminated with TPH greater than 100 ppm do not require excavation and 
disposaVtreatment 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 SNLINM encourage further discussion with NMED 
on this issue. DOE and SNLINM 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 ofTA-V, a potentially down-gradient well north of 
TA-V, and another well west ofthe abandoned KAFB-10 production well have been drilled. 
The wells southwest and north ofthe technical area should be usefulfor establishing 
background conditions and in characterizing the solvent and N03 plumes underlying parts 
of TA-V, respectively. The well west ofKAFB-10 is considered to be oflimited value. The 
KAFB-lO production well should be replaced with a monitoring well to evaluated the 
potential contribution ofER Site 36 (and/or other ER sites) to the TA III & V groundwater 
contamination problem. 

Response to Comment 8 

As discussed during the September 15 meeting, the investigation ofthe groundwater in the 
vicinity ofTA-V will be addressed separately from the ER sites within the TA-IIIIV 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 ofthe 
Notice ofDeficiency (NOD) states that 

Field sampling must extend horizontally and vertically until no subsequent increase 
in contaminant levels is likely to occur. A minimum oftwo (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 95th 

percentiles. These results must be compared to approved UTLs or 95th percentiles to 
determine the vertical extent ofcontamination. 

Response to Comment 9 

As discussed in the September 15 meeting, DOE and the S1\'L1NM ER Project have 
followed a risk-based corrective action process. As discussed in the RFI Work Plan 
Response to Comment 1 "SNLINM 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-IIIIV 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 mglkg) at above the TA-IIIIV UTL (26.2 mglkg) but well below 
the proposed RCRA Subpart S action level (400 mglkg). 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 ofDeficiency (comments 
12, 15, and 22). Specific reasons for varying from the field sampling protoco) discussed in 
the Work Plan are provided in the responses to those site-specific comments. 

Specific Deficiencies 

I. ER Site 18, TA-ill: Concrete Pad 

Comment 10 

Section 3.2, Field Investigation Results. In Subsection 3.2.3.1, Surface Soil, p. 3-6, SNL 
states that fltvo samples exhibited elevated TPH concentrations of367 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 ofEPA's September 10, 
1993 Notice ofDefiCiency states that 

If laboratory analysis indicated elevated TPH concentrations, Sandia should resample and 
analyze for the entire suite ofpetroleum 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 ofsemivolatile (SVOC) contamination 

Response to Comment 10 

Please refer to Response to Comment 7. The sources ofTPH 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 ofSite 18 Surface Soil Results to Technical Areas III and V 
Background Data. Cadmium, chromium, copper, lead, nickel, and zinc were all found 
above the proposed background UTLs or 95Th 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 ofSite 18 Surface Soil Results to Technical 
Areas III 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 III and V Soils, (81.3 mg/kg), nor do either of these numbers match the UTL or 95th 

percentile proposedfor 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 mglkg (see attached Table 1). As explained in the Response to Comment 1, the 
SNLfNM Background UTLs were not available nor approved at the time the TA-IIIIV report 
was being prepared. Please refer to the Response to Comment 1 for a more detailed 
explanation. 

Comment 13 

Table 3-6, Comparisons ofSite 18 Analytical Results to Proposed RCRA Subpart S 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 lise scenarios. 
The RFI Report does not describe the proposedfuture land use scenario for this site. 

Response to Comment 13 

Two copies of the TA-IIIIV 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 sampling as discussed above is necessary to fully characterize the site. A 
Voluntary Corrective Measure is planned to remove soil contaminated with PCBs above 10 
ppm. 

Response to Status 

Additional sampling was perfonned 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 defme the extent of PCB contamination. A trapezoidal 
area approximately 600 square feet was excavated to a depth of 0.5 feet and 8 laboratory 
confinnation samples were collected. Additional details regarding the VCM can be found in 
the NF A proposallVCM report, which was submitted to NMED in August, 1997. 

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

Comment 14 

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

Response to first bullet of Comment 14 

As discussed in the RFI report, work described in Phase 3 of the investigation (TA-IIIN 
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 confinn 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 perfonned 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 ofER 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 oftime and resources to remove a site 
from the permit, the permit modification process should be reserved for "legitimate" 
NFAs. 

Response to third bullet of Comment 14 

The DOE and the SNLINM 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 intntsive investigation ofER Site 26 until ER Site 83 is decommissioned 
Consideration ofER Site 26 for NFA status is not appropriate 1) until the information 
discussed above has been provided and 2) investigation ofthe site is completed However, 
no schedule for the decommissioning ofER Site 83 (and, consequently, for further 
investigation ofER Site 26) is currently available. 

Response to Status 

As discussed above, the DOE AND SNLINM believe that ER Site 26 is appropriate for an 
NFA 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 ofER Site 83. 

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

Comment 15 

According to Section 7.6.3 ofthe approved Work Plan "If the above four confirmation 
samples yieldpositive results for either PCBs or TPH. then shallow soil borings using a 
hand auger will be lIsed to define the vertical extent ofsoil contamination. Each boring will 
be completed to a depth of5ft ... 
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TPH results were positive for 2 ofthe 12 samples collected at this site; however, it does not 
appear that the Work Plan wasfollowed, because soil borings were not completed The 
reasonfor 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 RF1 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 NF A 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 
for NF A after consideration ofthe information required above. 

Response to Status 

DOE AND SNLINM 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 ofthe soil sampling indicate that TPH was 
not present in any borehole in excess ofthe MDL (fable 6-1; Appendix C). 


SNL must explain why TPH data are not listed in AppendiX C. In addition, see General 

Comment No.2. 
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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 :MOL, 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 proposedfor NFA based on soil samples, none ofwhich exhibited TPH above 
the MDL. The site may be appropriate for NFA status after consideration ofthe 
information required above. . 

Response to Status 

DOE and SNLINM concur with this conclusion and believes Site 34 is appropriate for NFA. 

V. ER Site 35, TA-ill: 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 resultsfor sample 35-R7, 1.0 ft, were non-detect (Figure 7-3) or if the 
sample has a concentration of190 mg/kg (Appendix B). In addition, two concentrations are 
listedfor sample 35-SS-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-SS-01are as follows: the correct TPH value for sample 
35-R7 is 190 mg/kg, the correct TPH value for 35-SS-0 1 at l.0 foot is 5710 mglkg. 

Comment 19 

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

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 
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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 sub,surface 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. 

VI. ERSite36, TA-V: HERMES OIL SPILL 

Comment 20 

Figure 8.2, Location ofShallow and Deep Subsurface Soil Boreholes. According to this 
figure only two deep boreholes were installed during this RFl. According to the approval 
letter issued by EPA on April 19, 1994, a minimum offive boreholes were to be installed. 
One ofthese 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 instaIled during the RFL These boreholes extended to depths of 
340 ft bgs (36-BH-0 1) 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 ft (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 ofBldg. 6597) was as close to that originally proposed as was 
safely and physically feasible. 

The extent ofcontamination was completely defined after 36-BH-0 1 and 36-BH-02 were 
installed. TPH in 36-BH-Ol 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 of20 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. 
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Status 

ER Site 36 is proposedfor NFA. Additional characterization ofthis site is necessary. 

Response to Status 

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

vn. ER Site 37, TA-V: PROTO Oil Spill 

Comment 21 

Site 37 may be similar to ER Site 36 (HERMES Oil Spill) where VOC contamination did not 
begin to appear in the soil until a depth of25 to 75ft was reached The contamination then 
increased to a depth ofapproximately 200ft, possibly because ofbackfilling, leveling. etc. 
Also, VOCs may be present, as at ER Site 36, where it is suggested (p 8-13) that "The origin 
ofmost ofthe VOCs is postulated to be bacterial fermentation ofthe mineral oil. " 

For these reasons, deeper subsurface samples should be collectedfor VOC and semivolatile 
organic compound (SVOC) analysis at both ER Site 37 and 155. (Besides defining the 
extent ofcontamination at ER Site 37, these samples may provide information ofvallie 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 SNLINM 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. 
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Status 

ER Site 37 is proposed for NF A. Characterization ofthe 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 of2 ft bgs (0.0063 
mg/kg), which is well below the RCRA Subpart S action level (8 mg/kg). 

VIll. Site 51, TA-ill: Building 6924 Pad, Tank, and Pit 

No comments received. 

IX. ER Site 78, TA-Ill: Gas Cylinder Disposal Pit 

Comment 22 

Arsenic and chromium were found in the surface verification samples above the TA-III&V 
UTL or 95th percentile. However, the sample taken at a depth of5 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 are~ 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 CrVI) in all the surface verification samples collected at ER Site 78. 

Status 

ER Site 78 is proposed for NF A because the VCM involved a complete exhumation ofthe 
Gas Cylinder Disposal Pit, and because no subsurface soil samples exhibited any 
contamination in excess ofthe applicable RCRA proposed Subpart S soil action levels. This 
site may be appropriate for NF A after review ofthe 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. 
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X. ER Site 83, TA-ill: 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 ofthe 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 SNLIN1vf ER Project concur that the site must undergo a complete 
investigation after site decommissioning. No estimated date for decommissioning is available 
at this time. 

XI. ER Site 84, TA-ill: 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 of1996, as planned. Ifnot the text must include a new date for planned removal. 


Response to Comment 25 


The three remaining area sources were removed in May 1996. 
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Comment 26 

Section 13.3, Summary and Conclusions. The text must include the estimated date of 
decommissioningfor 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 SNLINM will conduct a complete 
investigation of the site. 

Xll. ER Site 100, TA-ill, 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 ofbuilding 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 ofthe black tile in the 
static-free room to confirm or deny the presence ofthe 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 ofthis 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 proposedfor 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 ofaerial photographs, and trenching in the probable location of the drain all indicated 
that no drain exists or existed. 
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xm. ER Site 102, TA-V: Radioactive Disposal Area 

No comments were received. 

Status 

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

XIV. ER Site 105, TA-m: 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. 

XV. ER Site 107, TA-m: 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 
RFJ Work Plan ... ,. This is not entirely accurate. The sampling grid spacing was doubled 
from that approved in the RFJ Work Plan. Furthermore, there is no discussion of the 
statistical analysis ofthe data from the previous study, a task described in Section 18.6.3 of 
the approved RFJ 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 SNLINM site-wide 
data became available. A comparison of the previous sampling results to both TA-IIIfV and 
SNLIN1vl site-wide background UTLs and 95 th 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). 
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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-IIIIV 
or SNLINM site-wide UTLs, DOE and SNLINM believe Site 107 is appropriate for a 
decision ofNo Further Action. 

XVI. ER Site 111, TA-ill: Building 6715 SumplDrain 

Comment 29 

Section 18.2, Field Investigation Results, Subsection 18.8.2, Nature and Extent of 
Contamination. SNL must submit copies ofits three borehole logs; Subsection 19.6.1 of the 
approved Work Plan committed to provided a complete description ofsurface-soil samples, 
including a complete description ofgrain size, color, grain shape, lithology, moisture 
content, 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 (Ill-Bl). The borehole log for ER Site III (III-BI), including a complete 
description ofgrain 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 ofSubsection 21.1.2.2. 
Sludge Thiclmess Determination, p. 21-1. seems to be missing afew 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. 
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Comment3! 

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 D1 or D2." Total depth for boreholes D1 and D2 was 
13 and 12ft, respectively. TPH concentration wasfound to be 4,300 ppm at the bottom of 
D1 and 40,000 ppm at the bottom ofD2. In both boreholes, the concentration was 
increasing downward Additional sampling and analysisfor TPH, VOCs, and SVOCs are 
necessary to define the extent ofthe waste oil plume and to locate potential VOCs. As 
potential sources ofgroundwater contamination, the oil saturated sludge and soil should be 
removed and disposed ofappropriately. 

Also, the Logic Flow Diagramfor 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 SNLINM 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 offree space above the cistern floor with a 3-foot lip 
above T A-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 RFI Work Plan for the site was implemented as fully as feasible. 

DOE and SNLINM do not believe that the cistern poses a threat to groundwater for two 
reasons: I) 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 SNLINM do not believe 
additional sampling is warranted, based on these reasons and on those listed in Responses 5, 
7, and 32. However, DOE and SNLINM 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 (HERlvIES Oil Spill), where VOC contamination did not 
begin to appear in the soil above a depth of25 to 75ft, but increased below that to a depth 
ofapproximately 200ft. At the HE~\1ES site, Sandia (8-13) has suggested that mineral oil 
may be a source ofsecondary contamination. "The origin ofmost ofthe VOCs is postulated 
to be bacterial fermentation ofthe mineral oil." For these reasons, deeper subsurface 
samples must be collected for VOC and SVOC analysis at Site 196. (BeSides defining the 
extent ofprimary and secondary contamination at Site 196, these samples may provide 
information ofvalue 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 ofTPH 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. 

Furthennore, although VOCs were present in Site 36 soils and are believed to be the result 
of bacterial fennentation of the mineral oil, the highest concentrations ofVOCs 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-Ol (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 HERtvfES 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 ofTPH at Site 36 did 
not impact groundwater (they ceased at a depth of200 feet, approximately 300 feet above 
groundviater), 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, T A-III; Short Sled Track 

Comment 33 

X}fED is concerned over the increase in use offield screening techniques beyond that 
approred ill the Work Plan. But, because this site hare been reactivated, the results ofthis 
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investigation may not represent conditions at the time ofdecommissioning at some time in 
the future. The sampling plan for this site should be re-implemented at the time offinal site 
decommissioning. 

Response to Comment 33 

DOE and SNLINM intend to conduct further investigation ofER Site 240 once it has been 
decommissioned. 

XXI. ER Site 241, TA-ill: Storage Yard 

Comment 34 

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

Additional soil sampled are needed at Site 241 to characterize the extent ofany copper, lead 
and zinc contamination. A comparison ofthe 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-IIIN 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 ofNOD Response Document 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

September 15, 1997 Meeting Attendees 




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

Attendees 
Terry Davis, NMED HR.vfB 
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, SNLfNM ER Project 



ATTACHMENT 2 

Comparison ofBackground Values 




Table 1. Comparison ofTA-IIIN UTLs (95th Percentiles) to Sl'lJN~1 Site-Wide 
Background UTLs (95th Percentiles) 

Metal 

TA-IIIIV UTL, 
95th Percentile 

(mg/kg) 

SNL Site-Wide 
Background UTL, 

95th Percentile 
(mg/kg) 

Barium 341.0 130 (214) i 

Bervllium 0.7 0.65 
Cadmium I 2.6 1.6 (0.9) 
Chromium I 26.2 17.305.9) 

Copper I 14.5 15.4(5.2) 
Lead I 24.8 21.4 (11.8) 

Nickel I 12.9 I 11.5 
Silver 4.0 2.0 «l.0) 

Uranium 4.0 ,., 4") C' "').). - .:. ..) 

Zinc I 41.8 62 

Kate: For SNLfl'{\1 site-wide background. some metals were separated into surface and 
subsurface UILs. Values shown in parenthesis are for subsurface UILs. No distinction was 
made between surface and subsurface UILs for IA-IIIN background results. 
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Chromatogram of Mineral Oil from TA-IIIN sites 


MSDS for Shell Diala AJ(TM Oil 
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Technical Bulletin 

Shell Oil Company 


OIALA®A OIL, OJALA AX OIL 
Electrical insulating oils for 
rapid heat transmission with 
high oxidation stability 

Meet ANSIIASTM/NEMA standards 

Product description 
Shelrs Ojala~ Oils meet the ANSI!ASTM 03487 and 
th€ NE.l,{A TR-P8-i975 Specifications. 

Two oils (designated Type J and Type 1/) are 
covered in these specifications. Type-I oil is intended 
for use where normal oxidation resistance is re­
quired. Type 1/ oil is for more severe service applica­
tions re-,:;uiring greater oxidation resistance, 

Oiala A Oil meets the ANSIiASTMlNEMA Type I 
requirements without addition of oxidation inhibitor. 
Oiala AX Oil meets Type II requirements and con­
tains approximately O.20/ow of oxidation inhibitor. 
Anti-oxidant concentration is varied to meet Rotating 
60mb Oxidation Test requirements, but does not 
exceed the O.30/0w maximum of Type II requirements, 

Oiala A Oil is approved under G.E.'s Specification 
A13A3A1 (1OC) and Westinghouse's PO 55822 AG 
Rev. G-VJEMCO C. Oiala AX Oil has G.E. A 13A3A2 
(1OCA) and Westinghouse PO 55822 AV Rev. T­
WEMCO Cl approvals. 

Oiala base oils are well-refined from low pour 
point naphthenic stocks. 

Applications 
Shell's Oiala Oils are excellent for use in trans­
formers, circuit breakers, oil-tilled switches and in 
X-ray e-,:;uipment. These oils provide electrical insu­
lation and heat transfer in such electrical devices. 
Oiala 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 red~ the oirs ability to insu­
late and cool electrical windings. 

Availability 
Diala A and AX Oils are available nationwide for 
domestic use orexport Gonta!:! your !Shell Oil Sales 
Office for your requirements. 

Handling & safety infonnation 
Oiala Oil 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 irritate 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 wittl lubricants. was.'1. tMroughfy with 
soap and water before eating or smoking. Change 
clothing soaked with oil, reuse only after laundering. 

1f more detailed information is required, Material 
Safety Data Sheets are availa'ble on Diala Oil at your 
request 
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Su11 ur. '\Ow o 2€:2:2 0.07 

MoI«::uI&t ~ht 02503 261 

R<rlrac!l .... ind<tx 01218 1.<1815 

V~'ilr.... lty constant 021~ 0.865 

Carbon type c:ompo&itlon: "h C A 021~ 7 
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E.sd Coast 
(201) 3:25-~ 
Chicago 
('312) 887-5i06 
(600) lZJ..3405 
Cle-fel.and 
(216) 84.2-WOO 
Houston 
en:3) <CJ9..1ooo 
W~Coast 
(7'14) 991-9::00 

100 Executive Drive 
West. Orange, New Jersey 07052 
1415 West 22n<:I Street 
Oak Brook. Illinois 60:521 

71 Z3 Pearl Road . . 
Midd~rg Heights. Ohio 44130 
24 Greenway P'.aza. Suire 711 
Houstoo, Texas n046 
511 N. Brookhu~ Stre&. 
Anaheim, California 92803 

Shell Oil Company Head Oltice Sale: 
Houston One Shell Plaza . 
en:3) 241--4:01 P.O. Box 2463 

Houston. Tex.a:s noo1 

(
'- ..
) 

Warranty 

All prodUC!:s purchased trom Sheil are subject to tenns 
and conditions set out in ttle COfltrac1. order acknowiedge­
ment an<:!lor bill of lading. Shell warrants ooly rnat its 
product wi [I meet those specifications design.ared as such 
hefein Of in otlie! public:ltions. All o!tler information sup­
plied by Shell is COf"lSidered ac:::u rate but is fumis.'"led upon 
the express cooditioo thaI !tie CU:S:ome£ shall make its own 
assessme!l! to determine !tie p<oducfs suitability tor a 
particular purp<>se. No W3ITaf1ty is expressed Of impijed 
regarding such ottIe1"itTt~ the da:ta l.lpofI which the 
same is based. Of the results 10 be obtained from the US<! 

thereof; Ihai BOy po:xlud Ioha/'I be ~1..IIobte Of ftt fOf 
any particutac ~ Of that the u:se of such othef ( 
infonn.at>on Of product wiD not infringe any patetrt. 

June 1985 



~ MATERtAL SAFETY DATA SHEET
Snell 

MSDS NUMBE:=: r 60,030-7 PAGE 1.­
2.! HOUR .EMERGENCY:;ASSISTANCE ... ; ::·'·:·/·~'··I GENERAL~MSDSASS1STANCE.· 

SHELl..; 7t3 -473 -9461 CHEMTREC: 800-424-930°1 SHELl..; 713-2~h~g19 8ESAFE 
IlEADOUOI~ 

(.O.FtTT -()IUo.,I.TlOH 
••• AOCl 

N.SSITOOI 

~"--.nT"""
--'''1 

oAQJTE1 ~~T" ./ ~'7 /t;§7
wm 

HA.ZARO RATING ~ l!AST, • 0 $:I.1QiT • I MCO;!IU'Iii • : 

~ ., ~W!. 4 

fIT!.or ac..Jte and dlronic he.alth effects refef' to the disa.zssion iI'I Section UI 

SECTION]. '.... ·.. :·.:;.::·;:·':<:.• ·:,;Y';:{;" {:;;;'-i.-",<:«"{;i,;:,', ~':' ,:7'':'::.: '.NAMe:"';',·; T' '~" ": 0·~':;··:':·'!:]~~':',~i:·<·:·;:·.:·' i-F':"::tFF::::. .": 

OIALA(R) OIL AX~ SHELLPRODUCT 

Ci-'.2MICAL ~ MIXTURE (SEE SEC II-A) 
NA.\1E 

C;-'.2MICAL ~ __ " 
P: I "Ol.~UM HYDROCARBON; INOUSTRIAl. OIl.F";M:LY 

S,-,::"L ~ 65702 69702 6:3702 6:37:22CJ!J: 

S2:7ION II-A PRODUCT/IN~EO!ENT 

N::; • COMPQSHION P::RC~ 

P SHEl.L OIALA OIL AX /oIIXTURE 100 

1 SOLVENT REFINED HYDROTREATED MIDDLE DISTILLATE 6':1':::-46-7 70-100 

2 SEVERELY HYDROTREATED LIGHT NAPHTHENIC DISTILl.ATE 6':742-53-6 0-30 


BUTYLATEO HYDROXY TOLUENE 1:':8-:37-0 <0 • .2. 


S;::7rON II-8 ACUTE TOXlC:::TY DATA ------------ - -- .... -- -- - ----- --------------------.------------------------- - -------- --- - ---- -----------­
NO. AClJTE GRAL LOSO ACJTE DE~ LOSO A:::.JTE INHALATlem LCSO 

P >10 loll/KG. R:.T >2 1oIl./KG, RAT N:T AVAILABLE 

B:'SEJ UPON DA'A AVAIl.ABLE TO SHELL. COMPONENT 3 IN THIS PRODUCT !S N~T HA:A~OOUS UNDER OSM:' H:'ZA"D 

CO~M~NrCTION (29 CFR 1910.12oo). 


S::::-;. em II I HEALTH INFO~TION 

THE H~AlTH EFF ::CTS NOTED BELOW ARE CONSI STENT WITH R::OU! RE~£NTS UN::l£R TH" CSH!. HA ZARO COMMUNI CA TI ON 
S7A.~ARO (29 CFR 1910.1200). 

EYE CONTACT 

6AS::J ON ESSENTIAl.LY SIMILAR PRODUCT TESTING PRODUCT IS PR£SUMEO TO BE N:Nl~~ITATING TO THE EYES . 


.. 
SKIN CONTACT 

BASED ON ESSENTIALLY SIMIl.A" PRODUCT TESTING PRODUCT IS PR~SUM:O TO S~ S~IGn'l.Y IR,,!TATING TO TH£ 

SK:N. PRO!.ONG~J ANO REPE4TEO CONTACT MAY RESULT IN VARIOUS SK:N DISOROERS SUCH AS DERMATITIS. 

FC!.!.!CUliTIS C~ OIL ACNE, 


I,......A:..ATION 
INKA~lTION OF VAPORS (GENERATED AT HIGH TE~PERATU"ES ONLY) OR OIl. M:ST MAY CAUSE A MILO I"RITATION 
0;:: THE IoIUCJUS M:M5RANES OF THE UPPER R::Sf>IRATORY TRACT. 

INGES7ION 
ING::STION OF PROOUCT'MAY RESULT IN VOMITING; ASPIRATION (BREATHING OF VOMITUS INTO THE LUNGS) MUST 
BE AVOIDED AS EVEN SMALL QUANTITIES MAY RESUl.T IN ASPIRATION PNE~NITIS, 

http:ESSENTIAl.LY


~\ .. 

.' :. 

PRODUCT NtJ4~. SHELL OIAl..A(R) OIL AX ~OS 60,0'30-7 
PAG':: :2 

SIGNS AND SYM?TO~S 
IRRrTATIO~ AS NOTED ABOVE. ASPIRATIO:I PNEuMONrTI~ ~AY es EVIDENCED BY COUGHING. LABORED BREATHING 
A~ CUNOSIS leLUISH SKIN); W SEVEi<E CASE!: DEATH MAY OCCUi:. 

AGGRAVATED ~EOlCAl CONDITIONS 

PREEX!STING SKIN AND RESPIRATORY DISORDERS MAY BE AG~RAVATEO BY EXPOSURE TO THIS PRODUCT. 


SEc::TIOH IV OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE LIMITS 

OSHA OTHER 

NO. PEL/CEILING TLV/TifA TLV/STEL. 


p NONE 5 IoIG/1oI3' 10 MG/M3' 

SECTION V EMERGENCY AND FIRST AIO PROCE~JRES 

EYE c:::JNiACT 

FL.USH EYES WITH WATER. IF IRRITATION OCCURS, GET MEDICAL ATTENTION. 


SKIN c:::JNTACT 

REMOVE CONiAM:NATED CLOTHING/SHOES AND WIPE EXCESS FROM SKIN. FLUSH SKIN WITH WATER. F~LLOW BY 

WASHING W:TH SOAP AND WATER. IF IRRITATION OCCURS, GET MEOICAL ATTENTION. 


I~TION 
REMOVE vrC7IM TO FRESH AIR AND PROVIDE OXYGEN IF BREATHING IS DIFFICULT. GET MEJICAL ATTENTION. 

I~"j"ION 

00 NOT INDUCE vOMtTING. IF VOMITING OCCURS SPONTANEOUSLY, KEEP HEAD BELOW HIPS TO PREVESi 
ASPIRATION OF LIQUID INTO THE LUNGS. GET MEDICAL ATTENTION. 

~E TO PHYS!C:~~ 
IF M.Q"::: TI":AN 2.0 ML PER KG HAS BEEN INGESTED AND VOMITING HAS NOT OCCURRED, E~::S:S SHOULJ 6E 
!N::lUCEJ W:T:-i SW?"RVISION. KEEP VICTIM'S HEAD SEl-OW HIPS TO PREVENT ASPIR.:.TION. IF SYMPTOMS SUCH 
~S LOSS OF G~G RErLEX. CONVULSIONS OR UNCONSCIOUSN"SS OCCUR BEFORE EMES:S, GASTR!C LAVAG: USING A 
:UFFED ENOCTR':':H2AL TUBE SHOULD BE CONSIDERED. 

SUPPLEMENTAl HEALTH INFORMATION 

.ONE IDENTIF!E~. 

EeTION V:I PtfYSlCAl.. DATA 

:::ILING porllo""';': >:100 SPECIFIC CRAVITY: 0.883 VAPOR PRESSURE: NOT AVAILABLE 
(DEC F) (H20"1) (~ HG) ( ,, 

ELTING POINT: -oJ (POUR POINT) SOLUBILITY: NEGl..lGISLE VAPOR DENSITY: N.::T AVAILASLE 
, 

(DEG F) (IN WATER) (AIR-l) 



----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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PRUOUCT HAoWE: SHELL CIALA(R) OIL AX 	 IoISDS 60,030-7 

PAGE :3 

EVAPORATION RATE (N-BUTYL ACETATE. 1): NOT AVAILA6LE 	 VIS CS (40 DEG C) 

9.0i-9.3 


APPEARANC~ loNe ODOR: 

wHIT~ LIouiD. SLIGH. HYDROCARBON ODOR. 


SE':TION VIII 	 fIRE M.a:J EXPLOSION HAZARDS 

FUSH POINT NiO METHOD: FLAMNABLE LIMITS /~ VOLUME IN AIR 

295-310 OEG F (COC) LowER: N/AVA UPPER: N/AVA 


EXTINGUISHIHU MEDIA 
USE WATER FOG. FOAM. DRY CHEMICAL OR C02. CO NOT USE A S!RECT STREAM OF WATER. PRODUCT WILL FLOAT 
AND CAN SE REIGNITED ON SURFACE OF WATE'R. 

SPECIAL FIRE FIGHTING PROCEDURES ~~ PRECAUTIONS 
MATERIAL W:LL NC' BURN UNLESS PREHEATED. DO NOT ENTER CONFINED FIR~-SPACE wITHOUT FULL SUNKER GEAR 
(HE:..M:;:' WrTH FACE SHIELD, BUNKER COATS. GLOVES AND RUSSE;; SOOTS l. IN::::"UOING A PQS:iI'JE-PR::SSURE 
NIOSH-APPROV:;:O SELF-CONTAINED BREATHING APPARATUS. COOL FrRE EXPOSED CONIAINERS IoIITH IoIATER. 

SE:TI::JN IX 	 REAC7IVITY 

S7ABILITY; STABLE 	 HAZARDOUS POLYMER:ZATION; W!LL NOT OCCUR 

~ND!TIONS ~~ MATERIALS TO AVOIO: 

AVOID HEAT. OPEN FLAMES. loNe OXIOIZING MATERIALS. 


H.:...::AROOUS OE:::JIdPOSHION PRODUCTS 

THERMAL DECOMPosrTION PRODUCTS ARE HIGHLY DEPENDENT ON THE COMBUSTION C~NCITIONS. A ~MPLEX 


MIXTURE OF AIRBORNE SOLID. LIQUID, PARTICULATES AND GASES WILL EVOLVE WHEN THIS NA7ERIAL UNDERGOES 

PYROLYSIS OR C~MSUSTION. eARSON MONOXIDE AND OTHER UNIDENiIFIED ORGANIC COMPOUNDS NAY SE FORMED 

UPON COIoeUSTIO~, 


SE':TION X 	 E./oIPLOYEE PROTEC7ION 

RESPIRATORY PROTEC7ION 

I, EXPCSURE MAY OR DOES EXCEED OCCUPATIONAL EXPOSURE LIMrTS (SECTION IV) USE A NICSH-APPROVED 

R~SP:RATOR TO PREVENT OVEREXPOSURE. IN ACCORD WITH 29 CrR 1910.13~ ~SE E:THER AN 

ATMCSPHERE-SUPP:"YING RES?IRATOR OR AN AIR-PURIFYING RES?IR~TOR FOR ORGANIC VAPORS ANC PARTICULATES. 


PROTECTIVE C~OTHING 


weAR CH;MICA:"-RESISiANT GLOVES AND OTHER PROTEC7IVE CLOTHING AS REOUIR::O TO MINIMIZE SKIN CONTACT. 

NO SPEcrA:" EyE PROTECTION IS ROUTINELY NECESSARY. TEST DA7A FROM pu3:..ISHED LITERATURE ANC/OR GLOVE 

AND CLOTHING ~~JFACTURERS INOICATE THE BEST PROTECTION IS PROVIDED BY NITRILE GLOVES . 


.'. 
ENVlROr.JoIENTAL PROTEC7ION 

SPILL OR LEAK PROcrOURES 

MAY aURN ALT~UGrl NOT READILY IGNITABLE. USE CAUTIO~S vUOG~ENi WHEN CLEANING UP LARGE S~ILLS, 


LA~Gc SPILLS ••• WEAR RESPIRATOR AND PROTECTIVE CLOTHING AS APPROPRIA7E. SHUT OFF SOU~:E OF LEAK 

Ie SAFE TO DC so. DIKE AND CONTAIN. RE~DVE wITH VACUU~ T~UCKS OR PU~P TO STORAG~ SALVAG:: VESSELS. 


SOAK UP RES,QUE W!TH AN ADSORBENT SUCH AS CLAY. SAND. OR CTH::R SUITASLE MATERIALS: DISPOSE OF 
P~OPERLY. FLUSrl AREA WITH WATER TO RE~OVE TRACE RESI~UE . ••• S~ALL S?ILLS ••• TAKE UP W!TH AN 
ABSORBENT kATERIAL AND OIS?OSE OF PROPERLY. 



----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

:. 
" 

PRODUCT NAME: SHELL OIALA(R) OIL AX 	 "'SOS 60,030-7
PAGE: 4 

SECTION XII 	 SPECIAl PRECAUTIONS 

~INI~IZ£ SKIN CONTACT. WASH WITH SOA~ AND ~~TER BEFORE EATING. DRINKING. SMOKING O~ USING TOILET 
FACILITIES. LAUNDER CONTAMINATED CLOTHING BEFORE REUSE •• PROPERLY DIS?OSe OF CONTAMINATED LEATHER 
ARTICLES. INCLUD!NG SHOES. THAT CANNOT BE DECONTAMINATEO. 

SECTION X:II 	 TRANS?ORTATION REQUlRENENTS 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION CLASSIFICATION: 
NOT HAZARDOUS BY 0,0 T. REGULATIONS 

SECTION X:::V 	 OTHER REGlJUiORY CONTROLS 

THE C~M~G~ENTS OF THIS PRODUCT ARE LISTED ON THE E?A/TS:A INVENTORY OF ChEM:C~L SU!S7ANC£S. 

IN AC:~R~ANCE WITH SARA TITLE III. SECTION 313. THE EDS SHOULO ALWAYS BE C~?:e~ ANJ SENT WITH THE 

)lSOS. 


SECTION XV 


SECTION XI - ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION HAS BEEN REVISED. THE INrORMATION IN THE "WASTE OISPOSAL" ( 

AND "ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION" HAS BEEN REMOV£~ AND INCLUOED IN THE ATTACHED ENVIRONHENTAL DATA 

SHEET. IN ACCORDANCE WITH SARA TITLE III. SECTION 313. THE EoS SHOULD ALWAYS BE COPIED AND SENT 

WITH THE MSOS. 


THE INFCR"IATION CONTAINED H::REIN IS BASED ON THE DATA AVAILABLE TO US A~ IS SELIEVE~ TO BE CORRECT. 

HOW::V£R. SHELL MAKES NO WARRANTY, EXPRESSED CR IMPLIED REGARO!NG THE AC:~RACY OF THESE DATA OR THE 

RESULTS TO BE OS7AINED FROM THE USE THEREOF. SHELL ASSUMES h~ RES?ONSIBILITY FOR IN~RY FROM THE 

USE OF Tri: PRODuCT DESCRIBED HEREIN. 


DATE PRE~A 04,RED:SE?TEMBER 1989 

..J. C. WILLEIT 

BE SAFE 
R::AD OUR 
SAF:TY 

PRODUCT 
INFO~~TION ..• AN
(PRODUCT LIABILITY 

REQUIRES IT) 

D PASS IT ON 
LAW 

SHE~L OIL COMPANY 
PRODUCT SA.."':;:-Y AND COM?LIANC£ 
P. O. BOX ':::0 
HOUSTON, TX 77210 

.... 


( 
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ENVIRONMENTA~L DATA SHEET 

EDS NUMBER ~ 60.030-1 PAGE 

PR~~CT ~ SHELL DIALA(R) OIL AX 

PRODUCT 
COO: ~ 6a702 69702 63702 63722 

SeCTION I 	 PRODUCT/COMPOSITION 

O::»OCPONEHT 

P SHELL DIALA OIL AX 	 IoIIXTURE 100 

1 S:LVENT REcINED HYDROTREATED MIDDLE DISTILLATE 64742-46-7 70-100 
2 SeVERELY HYD~OTREATED LIGHT NAPHTHENIC DISTILLATE 64742-5:3-;; 0-30 
3 8~TYLATED HYDROXY TOLUENE 128-:37-0 <0.2 

SECTION II 	 SARA TITLE III INFORMATION 

NO. E,.,S 	 RQ (L!!S) EHS TPQ (L.as) SEC 313 313 CATEG.ORY 311/312 CATE~RIES 
( .1) ( -:;:) (*3) ("4 ) ("5) 

BASED ON TH~ DATA AVAIL.ABLE TO SHELL THIS PRODUCT IS NOT REGULATEd BY SARA, TITLE III 

\ 
---------------------------------------------FOOTNOTES--------------------------------------------- ­

*~ • RE?ORTABLE QUANTITY OF EXTREMELY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE, SEC.3D:! 
-2 • TH~ESHCLD P~ANNING QUANTITY, EXTRE~ELY HAZARDOUS sueSTANCE, SEC 3C2 
*3 • TOXIC CHEMICAL, SEC 313 
"4 • CATEGO~Y AS REQUIRED BY SEC 313 (40 CFR 372.65 C), ~UST BE USED ON TOXIC RE~EASE INVENTORY FORM 
-5 « H!ZAR~ CATEGO~Y FOR SARA SEC. 311/312 REPORTING 

HEALTH H-l. IMMEDiATE (ACUTE) HEALTH HAZARD H-2" DE~AYE~ (CHRONIC) HEALTH HAZARD 
PHYSICAL P-3" FIRE HAZARD P-~ • SUOCEN RELEASE OF PRESSURE HAZAR~ 

P-; • REACTIVE HAZARD 

S!::7.::JN III 	 ENVIRO~ENTAL RELEASE INFORMATION 

TH!S PReDUCT IS C~ASSIFIED AS AN OIL UNOE~ SECTI::JN 311 OF THE CLEAN WATER ACT. S?ILLS ENTERING (A) 
WAT~RS OR (S) ANY WATER COURSES OR SEWERS ENTERING/~EADIN~ TO SURFACE WATERS THAT CA~S: A SHEEN ~~S7 
R~~ORTED TO THE NATIONAL RES?ONS; CENTER. BOO-424-BG02. 

SECTION IV 	 RCRA INFORMATION 

PLACE IN AN APPRCPR:ATE DISPOSAL FACILITY IN CO~PLIANCE WITH LOCA~ REGULAT!ONS. 
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---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ( 

THe INFORMATION CONTAINED HEREIN IS BASED ON THE DATA AVAILAe~~ TO us AND IS BELIEVED TO BE CORRECT. 
HOWEVER. SHELL MAKES NO WARRANTY. EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED REGARDING THE ACCURACY OF THESE DATA OR THE 
RESULTS TO BE OBTAINED FROM THE USE THEREOF. SHELL ASSUMES NO RESPONSIBILITy FOR INvURY FRON THE 
USE OF THE PRODUCT DESCRIBED HEREIN. 

CATE PREPAREO:SE?T~ER 04, 1989 
SHEU OIL OJH:PAN'Y 
ENVIR0M4E."lTAt AF FAIRS 
P. O. BOX 4320 
HOUSTON. T.X 77210 

FOR Aw~rTIONAL INFORMATION ON THIS ENVIRONMENTAL DATA PLEASE CALL 
(713) 241-2.252 

FOR EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE PLEASE CALL 
SHELL: (713) 4;3-9461 

CHEMTREC: (800) 424-9300 

( 


c 



ATTACHMENT 4 

EPA Letter; March 26, 1996 




UNITE:J STATES E~VIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

F.ESiON 6 


1d..!5 r.8SS AVENUE, SUITE 1200 

DtLLA.,s. TX 75202·2733 

M~. Elmer A. Klavetter, Ph.D. 
Sandia National Laboratories 
P.O. Box 5800 
Albuquerque, NM 87185 

Dear Elmer: 

~~rs~ant to your requ6~t at our March 21, 1996 meeting in 
Santa Fe, attached pleasa find some information concerning EPA's 
peE spill cleanup policy. Basically, for spills that occ~rree 
1:" 1......., ___ __ unc.·e~.I. ......... Fo~ ~-i11~_ 
rr~o~J.. .... .~ 4/18/-,8 I'"t'ne cle=~u~.,,!:' i~ C'overne~"'" - - - RC~~ - -!-' ___ 

t~at occ~rred between 4/12/78 a~d 5/3/87, both TSCA and RC~~ 
apply. After 5/3/87 t t~e spill should have been aedressee under 
~SCA. TSCA actions must be cooreinatad ~ith EPA Regicn E staff. 

I'm enclosing the fcllowing information for yeur review: a 
~a;er s~arizing EPA's pes spill cleanup ~elicy; a s~a~f page 
listing contact names and ~hone numbers fer EPA's TSCA eta:f; the 
cover ~ages from two EFA ~~idance dcc~ents (so t~a~ yeu Day 
creer copies if ycu dcn't already have t~e=); and E:A's response 
tc a ~csitien paper su==i~~ed by Los Alamos. 

I hope this information is useful. Please free tc 
ccntac~ me at (214) 665-c650 any c;-~estions. 

Sincerely yours, 

Nancy R. Morlock 
New Mexico-Federal Facilities 

cc: Mr. Eenito Garcia, fi~D 



UNITED STATES E~vIRONHENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION 6 


COMPLL.\."lCE ASS URA..'iCE AND E:-iFORCE:1ENT DIVISION 

AIR/TOXICS k~D INSPECTION COORDINATION ERAN'CH 


TOXICS ENFORCEMENT SECTION (SEN-AT) 

1445 ROSS AVENUE 


DALLAS, TEXAS 75202-2733 


FA..X #: (214) 665-7446 

TOXICS ENFORCEMENT SECTION PCB STAFF 


LOU ROBERTS 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION SP~CIALIST 
(214) 665-7579 

LUPE PESINA 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION SPECIALIST 
(214) 665-8375 

DONNA MULLINS 
ENVIRON1v1ENTAL LIFE SCIENTIST 
(214) 665-7576 

JI~1 YANG 

EN\TIRON~1ENTAL SCIENT'IST 

(214) 665-7578 



r 
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EPA's Current Regulator! Perspec~!ve 
en t~e PCE S~ill Clea~u; pclicy 

Prese::t.e,:' 1:y Jor..!: E. Smith I Ph. D. 
_. . Chief I P'7:: Disposal Ses'Cicz:, 

t::-..!.tec::. States E:-..v.!.r::r.:.rne::tal Protest1C:: 'Aqe::cy 

This cre5e::tatio~ w~ll ~iscuss E~A's curre:::: recu~a::cr~ 

"'.,..:::-.:-e ,...-i,:,e .• PI"':: ...<::",;11<::l:"----. ""i-"" p ____.. L.c. __ •• W';1, :;:_:~..,•• ~,..;;',;::
p ___ ___ CT" _ '-_ J. •• _ "",::,"'''''''---;cT'' ___ w.. _.• ~ 

r.is::or~ ~erspec~ive of FC:: S~il15 a::~ the PC:: Spill Cle 
Policy (ehe Policy). The ~ex:: tCfic will 1:e u::~sual reoe:::: 
s;i~15, whis~ are cove_. ~y the Policy 1:ut..f~r whi~~_cche~ "less 
s::r:.::s;e:::: II C.l..eenUf sta::c.arcs r.ave 1:ee!". a;:p11ec::.. 'P.;.::c.! ly I 

I' 11 ~is::'.lSS spills whi.ch r.e'/E resently ~raw-:: ce::si~era::le 
::.::teres:, 1:~t which are ~::e a~dres5 by t Ps1icy. The 
cre5e::::a~io:: is in:e::~e~ to exa~ine the con:i::ss of t~e Pclicv, 
~:: ~is:~ss s::~e ~ffic~l:ies i:: the im;le~e:::a:io:: ef the Polley, 

to ex;lain the imcao: cf the Pelicy c:: 5;:'115 ~c: e:vered 1:y 
:~e c:ea::~; pr::visions ef the ~eliey. 

F:E s;i11s ece'.:rr:'::q C""~~"" tc t c'.l::lica:i::: ef c::e F::: 
S;:'11 C:ee::~; Pelicy (t.he Felicy) w"".,..· addresse:: acc:rd:'::; tc 
s:a~c~==s se= ty t~e E:A Re~:~~al A~~~~:5:~a:=~= C~ a case-ty­
case tas:'s, In erder t:: rr.ake PC:: s;:'11 elee:-.''':;s sere :cr:n 
a:rcss the te= E?A Re~~e=s, E;A ~e~a= to c~=s~~er w~a: for~ a 
c:nsis:e::: ;clicy wc~l~ have a=~ r.cw suet a ~=licy wc~:~ ~e 
a;;_~e=. 7~e fir-al res~l: cf le::q:hy E?~ :i~era:i:=s was t::e 
P::: Clea::~= Policy Folicy). T~"" Policy was pu1:1ishe~ t~e 

ra_ Re~:'s:er cn A;r:'l 2, 1967 a::d a~en~e~/c12rif 1= tte 

j c;: c _............. , 

?:liey ~ese~ c= this review. Si=:e tte F:li:y was p~~::'s :~e 
~ajcri:y cf s;ills a=d c:een~;s have ~een addresse~ t -:uqh the 
prcvis:':::s a::-.d re~ire:-::e=:s ef tr-.e Foliey. Ec'..;e·;er tr.ere are a 
f.u::-"::er cf 5;i11s whict ha",le ~ee:;. elea=e::::' up a:ecrdi!'".s; c.:: e 
re~'.:lre:-::e:::s, 1:aseQ on t particular ""ac:eristies cf ttE 
s;'~ll s:'t:. 

T~E Folicy elearlv 1i~its its ccvera~e to resent (after 
t-!ay 4, !'9:7) cr "new" :,11s :r::;rri FC::; ele-::::rical eq'..:.ip:7,ent. \':'::q 
an auttorized use. The Fcliey assumes that qenerally w:'thi= 45 
h=~::-5 ef cceurre=cE, 5;il1s will ~e ~is=overe~ a::~ elean~; 
initia:e~. Clee:;.up re~u:'re~ents fEer ~e;e=di- u;o~ the a~cu::: 

spill material. 
r~:e::.:' s;:ills from ele=t:rical ecr~ipt7.e:-J.t w"::icr.. c:-: e:c::ically· 
excludE~ from the provisie~s a::c re~uire~e=:s 0: the Foliey. 
Exclud:s s;ills se:i.erally are theSE whieh are i::-. e:- near: 5" .=.ce 
water. patr.~ays to surface water. cr so~rces cf fco~, 7hese 
kin~s cf s;i11s were exelu~e~ ~e:ause of a::::'~itic::al ri5~ from the 

s:ic'!"". o~ FCE contaminated water and fec~s, 
ne: ce=side::-ed in tte residual 1eve:s fer 

nc~-fecd ch.=.in soil s;:'11s a=~ 5;i11s to ct r sur:a:es. 
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F~r s;~lls nce covered by the Policy, tte EPA Re~ic~s ha7e 
... .,.,"" ---~- ..-' -""';,,'-~ity Fc"" t'nec:- c:-i 11 c: t;"'-,...- J.' c: -:.V"!- ... __ c:.::-:-_-..t"::::'_. c:.._~ .....:. •••i_ • __ .. '" _= ..... ::! ____ , J..!.'::_'= ..... _ '" 

,.-V"~-""';j~ .... - l- w-'/ T"(" c:--l' c1""--,,- 'c: b--c'''''''''vc::. __ =- _____ : .:..!.. _c. ... J:';= -;:,...:.. 7' _..::..~_;-- ~_ ~c:._.:. ___ " 

qeneral ca:e·;orJ.es to= tr:ese s:9111s are (a) F=e-Fe::ruar-/ 17, IS72 
cr ~cld" s;~lls (b) "new" s~il1s, frcm scurces otte= tha:::: 
e1e·::=i6a1 e-::::ui:;::me~.;.t. IIOld!! spills may be cleaned u::::der EPF-.' s 
CE?Ci.:l.. a:E::crity. "Ne' . .;n spills not c:::vered by the P~lic: and 
curre:::::ly beinq addressed by EPA are spills related to ::::a:ural 
qas pi::e1i::::es ancilla::::-y e-:;:J.ipme::::t a::1d spills assccia:ed witt 
r("= c:-<::~_k-c:.._ ...... ::::...::" o~J... t'n""c:-___ n ....__:::'{'I~.n ;:- ____ -""e/we""- _::: ...... __ :::. ___ ~-",c:..:..:. c:--""~-~""~J: __ _ M--y .:. -= s-~ll<:: c:._ _c ... ,;.,;. 

cJ.::er7::1: ~egions by th7 sa~e ~r~ani:a:icn (natural _ ~i~e~ine 
\"."It ... ,:-c"... ..:. == c:._,:-.,...- _c:.,-=_ wlt~ F"",...",...-l__ _.oI. ... uv:,;..;.!- ----l,t,-o::c .... -.,..--,""-)__ c""_ c:.=_,-,--"'~Cl-"'-"'" _... _....I. ~_ G-ve.-------'_ J...::,.._,,:,, ___=_ 

a~c e~~i;u.=~c ts). The s;scific E?A policies t~a~ adc~ess 
thesE s::i11 sce::::a=ios are sic~ifica~tly different frcm t~e P~licv 
teca'..l::e -: (a) the reg'...llato::::-y ~tatus cf the e-:;:,Jipme::t c01:taini::g . 
FC:::s is d~::ere::t from elec~rica1 e-:;:...lipmenti (b) a~c~nt cf 
mate=:a1 effect is c~ns:derably 1a=qer tha:::: fcr a~ elec~rica1 
e-:;:..:i:;:r..e~t s;:ill i (c) a::::essi.!:ili::::r: to t:'1e 5:;::11 1:e li:n':te~; 
a~c (C) t~ere i:: a desire G~ reuse cleaned e-:;:..:i::ffien~ a:~e= 

1 ; r.~
----';: . 

~~e=se~cy _ a~c/c= i:n~::a=y c1 ~easu=es ~-.-
:::::'115 r:c~ cove by the Policl s::culc. inch:.ce s:r..e ve=-::" eas~c 
s:'e;:s: (a: all v:s:'1:1e tra:es cf s::':11s s1:c'J.lc c2.ea::::e:: 1.:.:;: as 
sec::-. as pessible; Co) o::ly cle :E==:-S=r::le.:... a::c. 

s::::uld ve access tc a=ea w!-_e::-e the 
an:: (c) reasc Ie measu=es s1:cl:.ld 1:e takEn to freve::::: t::e 

_rc::=e~:al t=a::spor:: cf any ills:: mate=':a1s. E::~e~e=, 'r 

a::::i:~c:: c: these emersency ac: ,esfere a c1 ca::1 1:e 
ass'..::::e:: c::r..:;: te a~d/c= in c::::::-::l ",-ith Fe,::e=al p.:::: d:s;:cs=.2. 
re;u~a:~C~5, it is essential t:: co:::a:: the _ E;~ Reg:ena: 

=:c:e:. 

C:::::1U5:C::1, the PC::: 5:;:i11 Clea::1'..l:;: Fclicy cee:: in 
exi5:e~ce f:= nea=1y nine yea=s, rl:e ~olicy has a l:.sefu: 
wa'! to a::::=ess ene of the mosi:. ccmrr:en kinds cf PC::: s:;:'115, t::at 

, re:e~: s'::lil of dielec:._ riu:c frcm electrical e:-..:i::rr.e:::. 
oc1:s= ki::ds ~f PCE spills a=e addressed in differe~t wa;s,·scrr.e 
of t::ese ways a=e a;:;:lied cn a ease-.!:y-case basis. !::1 clea::ing 
u:;: any s:;::'11, it is p=udent to contac: the E;A Regie::al cffice 

<::-i11 '" __ ;,..,.:::o....--.. ,uc.·... ;e- ,/,",.1.._~__.=_= t'.,-..= _:'_ oc""u""-_.:: to . c.,-d~~"'if"'--l'-":"'- •• c:::. ___ .J..l. __ ,. en _,:.;.;..c:-~ll__ 

clea::1u:;: re~..:irements. Ie lS espec1a1ly pruce~t to c::r:t=.::t t~~ 
a::::r::cria:e EPA Re~ior: if it not elea= that a 5::ill is 
el~~=~ly se~-by the Policy. ­

http:s1:cl:.ld
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SUMM~~RY REVIE\V OF'·'THE-<PR-oVISIO~S-­
OF THE POLICY ..--.- ------- '. <.­

1. 	 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 
[nauthorized Disposal 

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

SPILLS SPECIFICALLir EXCLrDED FRO:\-! 

THE SPILL CLEANUP POLICY· 


1. 	 Spills which result in direct contamination of: 
a. 	 Surface waters 
b. 	 Sewers and sewage treatment systems 
c. 	 Any private or public drinking water sources or 


distribution systems 


2. 	 Spills \vhich migrate to and contaminate a - c (abo'fe) before 
cleanup has been completed. 

3. 	 Spills that co n tamina te: 
a. 	 grazing lands 
b. 	 'fegetable gardens 



SPILLS FRO;)I SOURCES OTHER THAll' 

AUTHORIZED USES 


• 	 Spills (~50 ppm) from ~atural Gas Pipelines 

• 	 Spills from Air Compressor Systems Associated with Natural 
Gas Pipelines . 

• 	 Spills Associated with PCB Impregnated Gaskets 

SPILL CLEA-NlJPS COv'ERED 

BY THI POLICY BUT \vlIICH 


ILAVI BEEN CLEA-"N'"ED TO 

LESS STRINGENT LE\'ELS 


• 	 Approved by the Regions \Vhen Further 
Cleanup Compromises: 

- Structural Integrity of Buildings 

- The Safety of Cleanup Activities 

• 	 Regions Usually Require Other Protecth:e 
l\Ieasures 

Encapsulation or Containment 

- Routine i\-Ionitoring 


- Regubr Reporting 




EPA REGlUTIONS ON THE DISPOSAL A..~1) DECOl'iiA..\1INATION OF PCBs 
Marcil 18, 1996 1:1: p.m. 

I. "Anti-Dilution Rule" 
II. PCB Spill Cleanup Policy 
ill. Decontamination 

I. .. A;'l1-DfLIJTION RULE" 

a. Citation - 40 CFR i61.l(b) 
b. What was inte:lded? 
c. What does it me!l.'1? 
c. How is the regulated coruruunity affec~? 

No prcYi~iorr s;:e::fyir:g a PCB cor.~r:~:':on rr.ay be avoided as a re!:uit of 2.:.1Y dilutien, 
1.!:-Jess c:..:':e:-.lIise spe:inwlly provided. 

Vv'"F...i.T W .i.S tNTE~uED? 

Tr.e risk from PCBs: 

Should not be reduced by dilution 

Could be controlled by s::ie manufac:ure, proa:ssin~, distrib1.!:':on in 
comme:ce, and use, followed by sU,"':.ngent disposal. • 

\\'F.A T DOES IT ME:~.N ? 

Dilution of regulated PCBs is not a major ave!1ue for achieving corr.pli2.:.'1~ \lrith 
replatcrj require:ne:1tS and objectives. 

The:e a:e only a few places whe:e limited dilution is spe::ifica11y audlOrized in the PCB 
reglJlations . 



Vv'"HAT DOES IT COVER? 

SDills a.."1e: Mav 4, 1987.. . 
Newly discove:ed spills. 
Spills from authorize'i uses. 

, Spi.l.i'Sui1'er-..c.i.I1Tocations are exc!uded. 

WHAT DOESN'T IT COVER ? 

Spills prior to May 4, 1987. 

> 50 ppm spills from pipelines, hydraulic equipmerrt, and oth~ unauthoriz.""! uses. 

Spills to ware:, food, gr-.:.Zing 1ands~ e::. 

Only as approved by the Region. 

Una;:pfoved c:e:mups r~ive no reg"liarory re~ief. ./ 

r, . Cle:!.r.:.:p Cl;i.not be deiegar.ed to S~!es. 

E?A Regional Offices approve varia.'J.ces f.om Poiicy requireme!'lL.s. 


E?A Rezlonai Offices CitlOrOVe of soill cle;t.'1u'J for ail soUls nOt cove::ed bv L:;e Polic';'.
- .. ... ., .... ..., 

, 
\<'v-d--:::: -:::> S-O -Yf'''v\.' .""i:!O~~~P~e·4/l8!l978 Spills 

f'. 
c:.;'I~'-/~( 

- Anti-dilution does not apply. 

- Required if not in disposal f::iciEty ­

Spills be~wee:1 4/1811978 and 5/3/1987 require Regional Office approval. If no approval, 
still unauthorized OISiJOsa1_ ....... --­. ---/ 

http:deiegar.ed


WHAT CAN BE DECaNTAMINATED ? 

Unde: 40 CFR i61.;9 

PCB Conttine:s 
Move.::!ble Equipme:lt ar Storage FrJities 

Unde: Subpart G 

- Impe:V10us surfaces 

WH.A,T LEVELS CAN BE REUSED? 

No c!e::;,.l'mp levels are required for §i6 Li9 decontamination. 

Spill Cle:r::.:.p Poilcy levers depe::d C;'l the loc::.don of the spill or use. 

uIlrestric:ed ac::ss ::;: 10 ,L!g/100 cm::! 
lrestricted ac"::-<"s ::;: 100 ,ug/loo em

Cle:..~':::.g r.::.r.:r.::l p..5 pipelines at ~ 50 ppm 

Re::::y,;ir.g r.c:1-lic;,:.:id PCEs durir.g rr.e':2l recycling 

PCE it.e:ns/unauthoriz~ uses. 

•. 


-




1 

PROPOSED CHANGES TN TIrE PCB DISPOSAL REGULA,TrONS 

• r...:.~uid PCEs - Two Changes 
• Non-Li~uiC! PCBs - Major Changes 
• PCB Ar::ic::.:: - Major Changes 
• "Tre::.taDilirj Study" R&D Approvals 
Q PCB Remedic.:ion Waste 
Q PCB Non-Re!1u;diarion Waste 
QHousehold Waste 
Q LaboraIorj Waste 

EXPANDED DECONTAMINATION OPTIONS 

• Dec.::mta.rr.in2:l0n Ge~e:-ateS "New" Wasr.e 
• Re~ of Decoma..Ttrination Solve!1ts 
• Dis",:butian in Comme:ce of D~ntamina!ed Mare:ials 

• Ir:;:::t.:ce~ Mare t..'ian Rinsing, No ApprovGl Needed 
• Dis;:os;J of Rinse Soive:m Required 
• Me.::s'.:.re:::e::t-Eased Decontamination St.:l!ld.ards 
• p""':---::-.-Q.)::~~",rt D""''"In':::'ml'n~t~o'" R""'ul'r"'""'ents......... \".1.1. ............ ...-~ ~ ~4 ,_!, ~ ....... && 


Co. Sta!ll~ - finGliz:ng responses to comme:ns a..'1d revised wdified langu.age. 

b. P:cj:;;::ej date of pubiic::.:ion - Fall of 1996 

,
• 
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aEPA 	 VERIFICATION OF 
PCB SPILL CLEANUP 
BY SAMPLING 
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comments on ~~ position Papers 

Guidance fer screeninc Assessment Methodolocv 

General c:=ent: The scree!:ing approach does not ac.areS5 potential 
ecological effects. This fact can greatly unde~es-::i:mate the 
potential risk especially since it will be used to establish no 
furthe~ action (NFA). 

1. Fi~~e 1. Decision logic fer screening assessments. 

N1J.!Jbe!:' :3 en the flowcha!:''':.· indicates that a chenical :way net be 
ccns~c.e!:'ed a che!lical of conce!:'n (COC) if the constituent 
ccncentrations do not diffe!:' 1:etween "blanks" and site sa:Z::lles. It 
appears that the question asked should be more fron a- quality 
assura!:ce standpoint than with the purpose of defining COCs. That 
is, a bet~=!:' answe!:' to the question asked weuld 1:e if the 
ecnstitue!l-:: concentrations steuld 1:e auantified or conside!:'ed as a 
pesiti?e result. See Risk J..ssessment Guidance fer Super:unc. (:?2·.GS) 
Part A, section 5.5 fer further c.etails. 

The decisien c.iamond that:. ec==ares site data to 1:acxgre~nc. :way need 
rne_- e ~ ::0 ~ ; ~ • ti 0 n e_!"e_~ - ,....::0 1 ,-. _~ue=c::',.. - • t ~_. '" ~. .• - -.:.. t'- - ....\.. c._- '"c.;.____ ~ca _ '" ___ ::- ~ ~ pc._ '- ~"= t 0 

c::"cluc.e whether a ccnsti.-::·..!e!:t is a COC. Additienally 1 two 
i::;;erta::i.t pelicy papers that ~rcvide essential inie::'::laticn fer "C.'us 
c.ecisic:-i si:ep have net 1:een finalized by DOE (Making CCI:pa=isons 
wit!l Natu.ral Backgrou:r:.c Ccnc2=.t=aticns of Metals fer the Los Ala:::les 
National La=cratory E~viro~e:tal Restoration Project) er reviewed 
1:y EFA (E7aluating the Eu=a: Eealt!l Significance of Polynuclear 
Aromatic Eyc.roca==ons at the Lcs Alamos National Labcratcry) .. 

N\'~ce!:' 4 en the flowchart indicates that onlv after an ac~icn level 
is exc:;·::'e·::' will a che::ical ccnsti t'"J.ent 1:e considered a COC. Does 
t~is st:: i~ccrperate additive effec~s of all cne=ical ccnstit~ents 
~:-esen~7 This question is important especially for sites with 
ffiultipls ccnstituents. 

2. Paqe 4. Top of page. 

It is stated that calculated SALs will be used fer 1:cth surface 
water a::i.d cround water when ~o MeL value or state cround water is 
availa1:1e. - These SALs are said to 1:e more stringent tha:l req-uired 
by NME2, according to L&~, since New Mexico has not c.esig:lated 
surface waters to be evaluated as c.rinking water sources. It is 
i=~orta;'lt to note that ~~ED has passed water quality standards as 
ef January 23, 1995. These standards include su:-face \o,ater 
designa:'ions such as public water supply. Further::ore, 
c~nsideration of federal water quality criteria, including h~an 
health criteria, is suggested. 

3. Ite!:l 6. 

This aF;:-oaeh would be adeq-.Jate for 1:ackground concentrations that 
have bee::i. reviewed and concu=red by EPA. 



4. Page 6. section 2.3 Derivation of SALs When Noncarcinogenic 
~o%icological Data Are Lacking 

It is necessarf to unde=stand the suecific ext=aoolatina aooroach 
that L}~L would US2 to calculate {nte=im cons2rvative~es~lmated 
values whe=e there is no chronic toxicological information. That 
is, will uncertainty factors be incorporated into the calculation? 
If so, what magnitude? Additionally, will the de=ived values be 
identified as estimated values? 

5. section 3.1 Rationale fer Deriving SALs for Radioactive 
Constituents in Soils 

EPA will be proposing a radiation cleanup standard in a neT"; 

r~lemaking. The new standard is an ove=all dose limit of 

15 millirem (mre!J) per ye=.= i!1 excess of background radiation 

assuming that all sites are cleaned up to un=estricted re c. 


Th~s cleanup standard will apply to fede=al facilities, as well as, 

Nuclear Regu2.atery Cemmission and Aqree::te!1t Stat: lic:!1saes. 

I~ is the Reqien's unde=standinq that DOE has aqreed with this 

cleanup standard and is c~r=ently applying the 15 mre!:! per 

s~andard to d:commissioned sites. 


It is i:::perta!1t to unde=stand exactly how DOE has sat the I t of 

100 mre!J/yr as a maxim~ accepta=le radiation dese to individuals 

in the qenera! public. This approach, accordinq to the issue paper 

t"'kes into acoount all centa!Jinant pathways, radienuclides and 

e~osure sources. It would be beneficial to review exactly hcw 

this nu:::ber was derived, or DOE should provide documentati~n 

this nu.::.be= is a DOE Orde= or directive. 


Additienally, ~~GS Fart A (Chapte= 10) describes how risk due to 

radioac-:.ive oompounds should be evaluated. Essentially I R..!..GS 

reco:u:.:r::iends that the approach usee. to evaluats risk to chemical 

constituents be used, with modifications, tc estimate risk to 

radioactive ccmpouz:ds. Perhaps, in addition to the above 

inforzation, ~~~L can provide a comparison of the two approaches. 

This will aid EPA in evaluating whethe= the DOE approach in 

accordance, at leas~ in principle and conservatism, with the EPA 

approac!1. 


Guidance on Evaluation ~nd Cleanu~ of PCBs 

1. 1.0 Introduction - L}~~L might nete in the introduction that this 
document is to assist, but coes not replace the need to refer to 
the TSCA PCB regulations found at ~o C.F.R. §761. 

2. 2.0 Background - TSCA recommended. the insertion of more "common 
trade names". ~~L may wish to choose some frow this list: 

}o...!:'ochlor B Inclor Eucarel 
J....!..C Inerteen Fenclor 
Apirolio Keneclor Hyvol 
J..sl:::estol Kenneclor Elemex 

http:nu.::.be
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..5K Magvar santavac 1 am! :2 

°Askarel MCS 1489 


.- }.dkarel Nepolin

( 

Capacitor 21 No-Flamol 

.. Chlorextol Nonflammable Liquid 

Chlorinol Phenoclor 
Chlorphen Pydraul 

Clarinel pyralene 

Oiaclor pyranol 
OK pyroclor 
Oykanol Saf-T-Kuhl 

EEC-18 Santotherm 


~. S.O Su:mazy of Requlations •••• suggest the following 
additienal language: 

Tr.ere are five lawS impacting activities relati~g to PCEs. 
These are the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSC;'.), the 
CC:l.prer:ensive Envircru:ental Response Ccmpe~sation anc. 
L ;a"'1· --1....11 ; .... •• r",-.;.....~_ .... _-_, R""""""'u""'ce\oJ Con",,-,..~r-':';cn ano· ";:;e'--ve"'y _""'" _ .l""_"0'"'_ :..; (C't"-cr")"""t __ _ _=_ vc:.l-_ ." .... 

t-!"'''"'a) t"'e c:- .... - D,..i-1"i~"'" T.7-te'" "c'" (S .....··7"') a"'''':: ....... e Cle-'"\:.. _:\..:. ... , ~.L .. c.J.. e __ .!.t.J'\.._ ... J.~ no. _ ~ i"". unr_ I .. !'- \o.r..J. ':' • .1. 

~ater ]..ct (CWJ..). Of the five statutes, TSCJ.. prevides the 
basis fcr the mcst comprehensive cf pCE requ1aticns. 

4. 3.1 TSC~ Regulaticns - 1st pazagraph 

S~g;es~ adding the fo11o~ing: 

Tte TSCA pCE Soi11 Cleanup Folicy does exclude fr:= 
a::; licaticn cf the fir.al numerical cleanun standar~s certain 

spill situations: s;ills directly Into sur~ace \l,"ater, 
drinking water, sewers, grazing lands, and vegeta=le 

ga=ce!ls. 

_.i. c .... __ ..... 1·'1c::: .... =_...J. _ c ....The l·n'" ..'iC_I-_.;c.1...-c::: ... ic;- .... l·cn ~ c.__-II pf""t:: ....."" ~ _ (c::-.:o tl"le c.·e.:i-i__':'':'_1,.._.... ;on .J... 

s;i1l found at 40 C.F.R. § 761.123) must include the 
identification of the sour=e of the spill (i.e., to determine 
the PCE ccnce~tration spilled) and the ccc~rrence (i.e., pre-
TSC..!. or post-TSCA [J..pr il 18, 1978] i see 
Recordkeeping Requirements at 40 C.F.R. § 761.125. 

5. ~.1 TSCA Regulations, 2nd paragraph, page 2 ­

Suggest changing the werd "regulations" to "policy" in the first 2 
se:1tences: "TSCA FCE Soill ~leanup Policy applies to spills that 
occurred on or after May 4, 1987, the effective date of the po1icv. 
The policy establishes PCE cleanup levels in soil, a~d on solid 
surfaces, based on concentration of PCEs soilled onto soil and the 
use of the site upon which the spill occurred. 1I 

Sug;est adding the follow'ing to this paragraph after the 1st 
sentence, "TSC.~ PCE Spill Cleanup Policy applies to spills that 
occ'.lrred on or after mav 4, 1987, the effective cate of the 
policy." "EPA Reaicn 6 en~ouraaes discussion of cleanuc levels for 



those s'Cills that occu:!:'red tlrior to the TSCA PCB stlill Cleanutl 
Policv effective date of Mav 4, 1987. s'Cills which cccurred before 
the effective date of this polio.., are to be decontaminated to 
reauirements established at the discretion of EPA, usuallv throu~h 
its re~ional offices." 

Suggest adding the following to this paragraph after the sentence, 
liThe most stringent spill.cleanup level for soil is 1.0 parts per 
million (ppm) . If "Reaional Administrator can reauire mor'e· strinaent 
cleanu'O reauirements for anv stlill aiven the site stlecifics." 

6. section 3.1., Paragraph 2, page 2 - TSCA FCE spill cleanup 
regulations apply to spills that cccurred on or af~er May 4, 1987, 
the effective date of the regulation. How will L}~~L decide whether 
the PCB contamination at a particular site is t!le result of a 
release cr spill prior to May 4, 1987? 

i. 	 3.3 CERCLA GUidance cn Racedial Actions for Superfund Sites 
with PCB contamination, page 3 ­

Suggest adding t!le follcwing t= this paragra;n as the las~ 
sentence: "Note that the fu~ure chance cf the land use could 
promot further remedial action (i. e t that is if the land use 
~hanges from industrial to residential; cleanup f::-o:J 25 ppm could 
be changed to 10 ppm)." 

8. The doc'..lIJent is confusing i::1 that it restates the PC::: 
resul::.ticns under TSCA do not supersed.e ct::er prog::-a=. req'..lire!!lents 
S:lch as RCR.~. It also restates t!lat whenever RCR.~ ...·oule:. re91ire a 
more stringent action cr cleanup level it would take thcse 
require:Jents ~n't:o conS.l.aera~~cn. Despite t::.is, i~ appears that 
L~~L is proposing to use values cut of t::'e TSCA resulaticns fc::­
their acticn levels and clea:1.Up goals. The heelth-based acticn 
level calc'..llated under Subpart S is more c::nser-vative t..'1an the most 
conser-vative TSCA PCE stane:.ard. L~~~ should provide clarificaticn 
cn this issue. 

9. The derivations of action levels should incorporate ecological 
risk considerations. The PCE regulaticns include these 
consie:.erations under Subpart G(3} (b) in which circ'..lmstances may 
require mere stringent cleanup levels. It appears that ~~~L has 
not included t:;'ese considerations in their proposed action and 
cleanup levels. Consideration of ecolcgical factors may 
considerably drive dow~ the values proposed. 

10. Ip this paper, action levels were derived using a risk level 
of 10'... FCEs are a class E2 carcinogen and as S:lch should be 
evaluated at a risk level of 10'6 to be in accordance to Subpart s. 

11. How will cleanup goals be set at sites with mUltiple 
constituents, including PCEs? 

12. ~his paper only addresses cleanup levels for FCEs in soils, 
how will other media ce addressed? 

http:clea:1.Up
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