











































































































































































































































































































































































































APPENDIX A

CRITERIA FOR NO FURTHER ACTION PROPOSALS



NO FURTHER ACTION (NFA) PROPOSALS

NFA Criterion 1

NFA Criterion 2

NFA Criterion 3

NFA Criterion 4

NFA Criterion 5

CRITERIA ’

The Solid Waste Management Unit/Area of Concern (SWMU/AQOC)
cannot be located, does not to exist or is a duplicate SWMU/AQOC.

The SWMU/AOC has never been used for the management (i.e.,
generation, treatment, storage and/or disposal) of Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) solid waste or hazardous
wastes and/or constituents or other Comprehensive Environmental

Response, Conservation and Liability Act (CERCLA) hazardous
substances.

No release to the environment has occurred or is likely to occur in
the future from the SWMU/AQC.

A release from the SWMU/AOC to the environment has occurred,
but the SWMU/AOC was characterized and/or remediated under
another authority (such as the New Mexico Environment
Department’s Underground Storage Tank or Ground Water Quality
Bureaus), which adequately addressed RCRA corrective action,
and documentation, such as a closure letter, is available.

The SWMU/AOC has been characterized or remediated in
accordance with current applicable state or federal regulations, and
the available data indicate that contaminants pose an acceptabie
level of risk under current and projected future land use.

Section 11.B8.4.a (4) (b), Page 1
March 3, 1998



JTIAN WOdA JHLLAT LIANV LINMN TVINNYV 66/9/8

9 XIANHddY



~GARY E. JOHNSON (505) 827-1557

dilale of Vew NMexIco
ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT
Harardous & Radioactive Malerials Bureau
2044 Galisteo Sireet
PO. Box 26110
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87502

PETER MAGGIORE
Fax (505) 827-1544 SECRLTARY

GOVERNOR

CERTIFIED MAIL # Z 433931507

RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED ©@ Rji
August 6, 1999 @

Thomas A. Ladd, Director

Environmental and Safety

Department of the Army

U.S. Amy White Sands Missile Range

White Sands Missile Range, New Mexico 88002

RE: WSMR ANNUAL UNIT AUDIT
EPA ID NO. NM2750211235

Dear Mr. Ladd:

The New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) Hazardous and Radioactive Materials
Bureau (HRMB) has received the White Sands Missile Range (WSMR) letter dated July 29,
1999, regarding WSMR’s 1998 Annual Unit Audit (AUA). HRMB has completed its review of
the additional information provided by WSMR concerning removal of various Solid Waste

Management Units (SWMU) from its Annual Hazardous Waste Management Business Fee
(AHWMBF) assessment.

The following is HRMB's assessment of WSMR s aforementioned response, and HRMB's final
determination on the status of those Corrective Action Units to be included in the AHWMBF

assessment for 1998 (i.c., billable SWMUs). HRMB has organuzed its response to correspond
with WSMR’s July 29, 1999 letter:

1. Non-existence of a unit- SWMU 17, Waste Underground Injection Pipe
(WSMR- 73):

WSMR and HRMB (Both Parties) agree that SWMU 17 will remain on
the WSMR 1998 AUA.
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Thomas A. Ladd
August 6, 1999

Page 2
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Unit operated by another {acility- SWMU 132, Sewage Lagoon at Oro Grande
Range Camp (WSMR-76):

Both Parties agree that SWMU 132 will be removed from the WSMR
1998 AUA.

HRMB has determined that WSMR is the owner of SWMU 132, and that
it may erroneously be listed on the Ft. Bliss Operating Permit. Before
December 31, 1999, HRMB will make a determination as to which facility
Operating Permit this unit will remain in.

Units with dual regulation- SWMU 79, Sludge Drying Beds (WSMR-29);
SWMU 85, STP Discharge Site and Playa Lake (WSMR-42); and SWMUs 27-
30, HELSTF STP Lagoons (WSMR- 44):

Both Parties agree that SWMUs 79, 85, and 27-30 will remain on the
WSMR 1998 AUA.

Units that can be combined- SWMUs 8-9, Former Waste Oil Tank and Sump,

Bldg. 1794 (WSMR-36); SWMUs 10-11, Vehicle Wash Pad and Drains/Sump Y
and O1l/Water Separator, Bldg. 1794 (WSMR-74); SWMUs 12-13, Vehicle Wash
Ramp and Drains/Sump and Oi/Water Separator, Bldg. 1778 (WSMR-60);
SWMUs 19-20, Wash Pad, Drains, and Oi/Water Separator, Bldg. 1753
(WSMR-80); and SWMUs 66-78, Main Post Sewage Treatment Plant (WSMR-
17):

&
e

Both Parties agree: SWMUSs 8-9 should become SWMU 8; SWMUs 10-11
should become SWMU 10; SWMUs 12-13 should become SWMU 12;
SWMUs 19-20 should become SWMU 19; SWMU 66 should remain
SWMU 66; and SWMUs 67-78 should become SWMU 67.

Both Parties agree that SWMUs 8, 10, 12, 19, 66, and 67 will rernain on
the WSMR 1998 AUA.

Units processed for NFA by EPA Region VI- SWMUs 18, 62, 79, 33, 34, 61,
921, 93, 95-100, 121-123, 137, 141, 149, 151, 152, and 153:

Both Parties agree that SWMUs 18, 62, 79, 137, and 141 will be removed
from the WSMR 1998 AUA.
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Thomas A. Ladd
August 6, 1999
Page 3

Both Parties agree that SWMU 18 is, and should be listed as, a Satellite
Accumulation Point (SAP).

SWMUs 33 and 34, HELSTF Holding Tanks (WSMR-49):

HRMB has determined that SWMUSs 33 and 34 will remain on the WSMR
1998 AUA based upon the following:

1) WSMR has failed to provide documentation to HRMB that will
venfy that EPA Region VI has formally approved in writing this
No Further Action (NFA).

1) WSMR's July 29, 1999, letter states: “We believe this site should
be removed from the AUA as originally proposed, since 1t
produces no hazardous or regulated constituents.” This statement
does not disqualify a site from SWMU status. 20 NMAC
4.2.107.29 defines a SWMU as follows:

107.29 “Solid Waste Management Unit” or “SWMU™ means any
discernable unit at which solid wastes have been placed at
N any ume, irrespective of whether the unit was intended for
' the management of solid or hazardous waste. Such units
include any area at a facility at which solid wastes have
been routinely and systematically released (emphasis
added). {12-31-98]

SWMU 61, Tula Peak Bunal Site Incinerator, (WSMR- 24):

HRMB has determined that SWMU 61 will remain on the WSMR 1998
AUA based upon the following:

1) WSMR has failed to provide documentation to HRMB that will
venfy that EPA Region VI has formally approved in wnting thus
NFA.

11) WSMR has failed to provide documentation to determine dates of
operation for this SWMU. Dates of operation are critical to
determine whether this unit was managing hazardous wastes after
the date of regulation and should pursue RCRA closure with waste
tn place and Post-Closure Care.

300 R
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Thomas A. Ladd
August 6, 1999
Page 4
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SWMUs 92a, 93, and 95-100, Liquid Propellant Storage Area (WSMR-11)-
Both Parties agree that these SWMUSs 92a, 93, and 95-100 will remain on
the WSMR 1998 AUA.

SWMUs 121-123, Stallion Asphalt Tanks (WSMR-67):

HRMB has determined that SWMUSs 121-123 will remain on the WSMR
1998 AUA based upon the following:

1) WSMR has failed to provide docurnentation to HRMB that will

venfy that EPA Region VI has formally approved in writing this
NFA.

it) WSMR’s July 29, 1999, letter stated that these SWMUSs .. .were
removed and clean closed in 1993. Closure records are on file with
the UST Bureaw.” A follow-up telephone conversation between
Robin Smith of WSMR and Phillip Solano of HRMB, held on
August 4, 1999, determined that these closure actions were, in fact,
not co-ordinated through the UST Bureau.

SWMUs 149, 151, and 152, HELSTF Septic Systems (WSMR-46): -

HRMB has determined that SWMUs 149, 151, and 152 will remain on the
WSMR 1998 AUA based upon the following:

1) WSMR has failed to provide documentation to HRMB that will

venify that EPA Region VI has formally approved in wnting this
NFA.

it) WSMR'’s July 29, 1999, letter states that selenium levels were
detected that exceed the New Mexico Water Quality Control
Commission (WQCC) Regulations and the USEPA Region VI
Current And Proposed National Primary And Secondary Drinking
Water Regulations. The Phase [ RF1 reference data indicates that
high concentrations of selenium are naturally occurring in the
ground water at WSMR. Additionally, WSMR’s HELSTF
preliminary ground water model has also venified that igh
concentrations of selenium exist in the HELSTF area, thus
indicating that this situation still exists. The HELSTF ground
water model, once finalized, will need to be reviewed by HRMB.
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Thomas A. Ladd
August 6, 1999

Page S
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Finally, WSMR's July 29, 1999, letter stated that these SWMU's
“... are active units. Only sanitary wastewater is treated.” This
statement does not disqualify a site from SWMU status. 20
NMAC 4.2.107.29 defines a SWMU as follows:

107.29 “Solid Waste Management Unit” or “SWMU” means any
discernable unit at which solid wastes have been placed at
any time, irrespective of whether the unit was intended for
the management of solid or hazardous waste. Such units
include any area at a facility at which solid wastes have
been routinely and systematically released (emphasis
added). [12-31-98]

SWMU 153, Vanda] Bunal Site (WSMR-58):

HRMB has determined that SWMU 153 will remain on the WSMR 1998
AUA based upon the following:

i)

WSMR has failed to provide documentation to HRMB that will

verify that EPA Region VI has formally approved in writing this
NFA.

WSMR'’s 1999 Installation Action Plan states that SWMU 153 is
also known as the “Talos and Tarter Temer Site”. WSMR has
determined that perchlorate is not a contaminant of concem at this
site based upon its statement:

“... extensive groundwater monitoring 1n the vicinity of this
site (tied to the Open Buming/Open Detonation facility)
does not show the presence of any contaminate of concern
which can be linked to the Vandal Bunal Site.”

This is not justification for the removal of this site through the
NFA process. HRMB will require 2 Sampling and Analysis Plan
that will address any soils contamination at this site.

This letter constitutes WSMR's amended AUA, incorporating the above discussion. WSMR's
Annual Hazardous Waste Management Business Fee 1s now $30,250. A summaxy work shect
used for the calculation of this fee is enclosed.

b00 @
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Thomas A. Ladd
August 6, 1999
Page 6
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Payment is due within sixty (60) days of your receipt of this letter, as required by 20 NMAC
4.2.401. Should the Return Receipt be sent back to HRMB without a date of receipt, the fees are
due sixty (60) days from the date of this letter. Payment should be made by certified check or

- money order payable to the New Mexico Environment Department Hazardous Waste Fund #339.
Should you nced to request an extension of the sixty (60) day period, the request must be
teceived a minimum of fourteen (14) calendar days pnor to the end of the sixty (60) day period.
This fourteen (14) calendar day peniod 1s necessary to ensure that the facility receives written
approval or denial prior to the expiration of the sixty (60) day payment period.

Should you or your staff wish to discuss the Annual Unit Audit Invoice dunng this extension
period, please do not hesitate to contact me at (505) 827-1567, or Phillip Solano HRMB's
WSMR Project Leader at (505) 827-1561 ext. 1021.

Sincerely,

James P. Bearzi
Chief
Hazardous and Radioactive Materials Bureau ™

cc.:  Norma Silva, Manager, HRMB Financial & Data Management Program
Robert S. Dinwiddie, Manager, HRMB RCRA Permits Management Program .
Cindy Abeyta, Management Analyst 3, HRMB Financial & Data Management Program :
Steve Pulizn, WRES I, HRMB RCRA Permits Management Program
Phiilip Solano, Environmental Specialist, HRMB RCRA Permits Management Program

File: Rcd. WSMR_99
Track: WSMR_08/06/99 WSMR/Ladd HRMB/JPB RE
11990806 avarspns
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ANNUAL UNIT AUDIT
INVOICE WORKSHEET SUMMARY

FACILITY: White Sands Missile Range

Unut Type/Description Fee/Unit No. of Units Total Unit Fee
Laond Disposal $2.000.00 1 $2,000.00
Post Closure Care with Corrective Action 32,000.00 1 $2,000.00
Post Closure Care w/o Corrective Action $2,000.00 0 3$0.00
Land Treatment ‘ $1,500.00 0 50.00
Surface Impoundment - Treatmeat $1,500.00 0 $0.00
Incinerator $1,500.00 0 $0.00
Boiter or Industrial Fumace $1,500.00 0 $0.00
Subpart X - Treatment ’ '$1,500.00 3 34,500.00
Treatment in Tanks $1,500.00 1 3$1,500.00
Treatment in Containers $1,500.00 0 $0.00
RD & D Treatment $1,500.00 0 $0.00
Waste Pile $1,000.00 0 $0.00
Surface Impoundment - Storage | 31,000.00 0 $0.00
Storage in Tanks $1,000.00 0 30.00
Storage in Containers 31,000.60 1 $1,000.00
RD & D Storage ) $1,000.00 0 $0.00
Corrective Action ’ $250.00 77 $19,250.00
TOTAL AHWMBEF UNIT FEE 5$30,250.00




APPENDIX C

SURFACE WATER SITE ASSESSMENT FOR EROSION POTENTIAL



Environmental Restoration Program Part A page 1 of 1
CONSTITUENT ASSESSMENT

— . L — S — e e i
SITE INFORMATION
1. SWMU/IRP# 757\,5/*/\719'3 L 2. Date/Time {(M/D/Y H:M am/pm) g,?iﬂ%tﬁ:‘@cm
3. ERPointofContact R Smith 4. OU-Other/POC
5. v/ HSWA Area of Concern (AOC)} (check both if AOC 1s on HSWA Permit)
6. ©'te Ranking Score /3‘ (o8
7. ~escription of the historical operations of this SWMUIRP:
SWMY § was a 5/000‘5“ low WST 4hat collected waste motor sil
. . 5 +the
for recyofmﬁ . The UST was Fullcc( ‘w950 SwMu T s
‘ﬁmnel {0( Pour,}\j qu{e o", (w{’v ‘W)C ‘{'Mr\‘( .
8. Desq[iftion of the current operations of this SWMUIIRP (if any):
Twe SwMu q 1S Conn¢c+4¢( +° the AST Hrat V‘e_P\acQS SWMK ¥,
PRS STATUS
Action/Status to Date {(check all that apply)
_ None Date Completed or Anticipated
Field Investigation .‘/Phasel .'S/ Phasell ............... rl-19?2 P2 - 197¢
7
= interim Measures . IM  _ BMPS  ..................
s Accelerated Cleanup OVCA L VEM
Other . Monitoring ¢ CMs — .................... D dank pull 1750
L4
ReportStatus _ RFIReport _ SAP  ...............
Other

VNFAIDOU. If checked, supply criteria number(s): —5:

SAMPLE INFORMATION
Y/N
Z __ 10. Have surface/sediment (depth tess than 12 inches) sampies been collected that reflect
current site conditions?
If yes: 1) Attach data. See S&}‘:én 2
2) Include analyte name, vaiue, units, location 1D, sampie 1D, SAL, depth, & media (soil, tuff, etc.) q( Clas IE—
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available. “55_ "
-7 . - mod. Pd‘l{'wn
__ ¥ 11. Have surface water samples been collected that reflect current site conditions?

If yes: 1) Attach data.

2) include analyte name. value, units, location iD, filtered/non-filtered, & flow data, if available.
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available.

- 7 12. Is data pending? Ifyes: 1) List date data are anticipated:

% W&W\ 2) Provide list of COPCs identified in RFI Work Plan as an attachment.

13. Signature of OU/Other Representative




SURFACE WATER Part B: Page 1 of 3

SITE ASSESSMENT

SITE INFORMATION

12l SWMU/IRP ¢ [SWMU 8+F | 1bi Structure Number | | ol OUNumber [ |

2. Date/Time (M/D/Y H:M am/pm) I _]

SITE SETTING {chack all that apply)

3. O On measa/hill top {a). ®/ in the canyon floor/dreinage basin, but not in an
entablished channel {c}.
D Within & banch of a canyon O Within eatablishad channal in the ¢anvon flooe
or drainage basin {b}. or drainage basin {d).
Expianaton:

4. Estumated ground and/or canopy cover st site: (deciduous laaves, pine needles, rocks, vegetation,
trees, .

tad | x x B [ ix X
(illustration) x X S U
XXX X
Estimatad % of ground/canopy cover: C 0% tw0 25% C 25% 1w 75 & 75% 1o 100

Explanation:

Site is within asphalt-paved eguipment maintenince area .

S. Steepest slops at the aree impactad:

®) fe}
{a) [\\
— R ——

@ Loss than 10% O 10% 10 30% O 30% and greater

Explanation:

Un for m 3ma[c acress site . 5(5nlf\'can“7 less than (07 s/ope.

RUNOFF FACTORS
YIN

[:l Q/G. Is there visible evidencs of runotf discharging from site? if yes. anawer a) - c) below:

D O 6a) Is runoff channelized?  yes, describe O Men-made channei. O Naturai channel.

Explanation: SNMM Y waj§ under roqnd anc{ iS now /Davca[ over.
SWMu 9 s built on legs and sus/ae_na/ec{ of € of Hhe jrounc{.

st
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SURFACE WATER Part B: Page 2 of 3

SITE ASSESSMENT

RUNQFF FACTORS. CONT'D

6b) Where does evidence of runoff terminate?

O Drainage or wetiand {nama) [ ‘l

O Within bench ot canyon setlling (namae) [ ‘]

O Qther (i.e.. relsntion pond. meadow, mesa top}

Explanation:

YIN
G t/l/sc) Has runoff caused wisible erosion at the site? If yes, explain below O Sheet O Rin O Gully

Explanation:

RUN-ON FACTORS

Please rate the potantial for storm water 1o run on to this site: {Check EITHER #7 or #9)

C—. M 7. Are structures (i_e., buildings, roof drains, parking lots, storm dreins) creating run-on 1o the site?

Explanation:

D d 3, Are currant operations (i.e., fire hydrants, NPDES ourtfails) adversely impacting run-on to the site?

r.lpllnntion:

Cl g 9. Are natural drainage patterns directing stormwater onto site?

Explanation:

ASSESSMENT FINDING:

D E/ 10. Based on the above criteria and the sssesament of this site, does scil arosion
potential exiet? (REFER TO EROSION POTENTIAL MATRIX )

NSRS -t

11. Signatwre of ER Representative

initials of independent reviewar. . . . .
L Check here when infarmation is entered in database:

—
(W




SURFACE WATER Part B: Page 3 of 3

SITE ASSESSMENT

This page is for Notes, recommendations, and photos.

\ ) \N/
12 s} O & I3 there visibie trash/dsbrs on the site?
b) C ®/ Is thers visible wrash/debnris in 8 watarcourse?

Description of existing BMPs:

SwhHu ? Surface area is fjrea{‘ erousgh te revent waste o'l
relecsesS durin P°‘*'\‘.‘"j' Ahy veleases can be detected

Viswe [y and fewxea\\.q:‘-zd 1\M~Meo‘la,+<—"1 .
H 7
O Are BMPs being propariy maintained? |t no, dascribe in “Other Internal Notes.”

@/O Are BMPs affectively keeping sadiment in place and reducing erosion potenual?

OTHER INTERNAL NOTES:

Recommanded BMPs [Best Management Practices) for this site:

e

L,
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Environmental Restoration Program Part A: page 1 of 1
CONSTITUENT ASSESSMENT

SITE INFORMATION
_SWMUIRPH  SWMUs 12 and |3 2. DatelTime (M/D/Y H:M am/pm) 0}70 7—/1;§ TG00 am
3. ER Point of Contva‘ctﬁu'R—j;S:;wi;{;i;, o 4. OU-Other/POC T
5. \/ HSWA Are;;an*c;;n- (;XBE)‘_(;heck both if AOC is on HSWA Permit)

6. £ *te Ranking Score [??

7. —escription of the historical operations of this SWMU/IRP:

-

The Vehiile Wash Ramp and Drams (SwMU12) collected washweater from
vehicle cleaning. The S\-unp and O"’/\*)“‘{'e" Se?“""“‘ (SWMU ‘3> P"’V'ded

‘P(‘Q""\’QO.""M—Q,(\t L.efore d\scharj’mj +o H‘.e 5QW,’+ary Sewervr S)/s‘llem.

8. Description of the current operations of this SWMU/IRP (if any):

The -&c-\\(L’ 15 ¢ losed and 'mac{'\'vq__ The romp was G{\’Sm.m*’ed.

PRS STATUS
Action/Status to Date {(check all that apply)

_ None Date Compieted or Anticipated

Field Investigation ‘;/ Phasel Y Phasell ............... ) - 1992 . F2 - 1994
: -

interim Measures M T OBMPs .

Accelerated Cleanup TVCA  Cvem Lo

Other _  Monitoring TOCMS S

Report Status _ RFIReport  _ SAP i

Other

‘_F,/ NFA/DOU. If checked, supply criteria number(s): T

SAMPLE INFORMATION

YI/N
_;7./ "_ 10. Have surface/sediment (depth less than 12 inches) samples been collected that reflect
current site conditions?
ifyes: 1) Attach data. See. ‘Ded‘oh 3
2) Include analyte name, vaiue, units, location ID, sample iD, SAL, depth, & media (soil, tuff, etc.) O\( C/0§S m
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available. . o
mod . F‘d. \“’ ton

i T{/ 11. Have surface water samples been collected that reflect current site conditions?

If yes: 1) Attach data.
2) Include analyte name, value, units, location ID, filtered/non-filtered, & flow data, if available.
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available.

— T,/ 12. Is data pending? If yes: 1) List date data are anticipated:

. 2) Provide list of COPCs identified in RF) Work Plan as an attachment.

13. Signature of OU/Other Representative




SURFACE WATER Part B: Page 1 of 3
SITE ASSESSMENT

SITE INFORMATION

1a) SWMU/ IRP ¢ [SWMU, 12+13] 1b) Structure Number ‘ | 1¢} OU Number '

2. Date/Time (MDY H:M amipm) [ |

SITE SETTING {check »il that apply)

®/ in the canyon floor/drainage basin, but not in an
established channel {c).

3. O On mesa/hill 1op (a).

D Within a bench of a canyon

O - Within sstablishad channei in the canyon tloor
or drainage basin (b).

or drsinage basin {(d).

Explanation:

4. Estimated ground and/or canopy cover at site: {deciduous lesves, pina needles, rocks, vegetation,
troes,

{a) 1 x x o) |
{ilustration) x x

Estimated % of ground/cancpy cover: O 0% to 25% C 25% 1075

@ 75% w0 100

Explanation:

Sike 15 within aslo)\ql{—{:qmcl e%u(Pmen\L maintenance area.

5. Steepest siope at the area impacted:

’ (c)
by ‘\
(a)

@l Less than 10% ' O 10% to 30% QO 30% and greater

Expianation:

UY\.\‘FOFM SV"QAQ QcCcrossS S'!('e. 5"3-«'\-(\'Cavz‘“y |€$$ ‘Hlah IOZ flOPQ .

RUNOFF FACTORS
YIN

G g 6. is there visible avidence of runoff discharging from site? if yes, answer a) - c) below:

O D 6a) Is runoff channelized? If yes, descrbe O Man-mede channel. O Natural chennel.

Explanation:

Storm water d(ol‘ﬂf to tHhe SQV\:+00’7 sewer 5)’5%?””-

(.

“iiienS
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SURFACE WATER Part B: Page 2 of 3
SITE ASSESSMENT

RUNOFF FACTORS. CONT'D

6bl Where does svidenca of runaff terminate?

O Drainags or wetland {name) [ ]
O Within banch of canyon settling {name) [ ]
O Other li.e., ratantion pond, meadow. mesa top) [ J

Explanation:

2

Y/
D L.} 6c) Has runaft caused visible erosian at the sita? if yes. explain bolow O Sheet (O Rilt O Guily

Explsnation:

RUN-ON FACTORS
Plasse rate the potential for storm water 10 run on to this site: {(Check EITHER #7 or #9)

C E( 7. Are structuras {i.e_, buildings, roof drains, parking lots, storm drains) creating run-on to the site?

Explanation:

D d 8. Ara currant operations li.e., fire hydrants, NPDES outfalls) adversely impacting run-on 1o the site?

Explanation:

D 9. Are natural drainage pattems directing stormwater onto site?

Explanation:

ASSESSMENT FINDING:

D [2/10. Based on the abova criteria and the assesamant of thiz site, does soil erosion
potentinl exist? [(REFER TO EROSION POTENTIAL MATRIX.)

11. Signatwre of ER Repressntative

mzlnitinls of indspendent reviawer. . o .
Chack here when information is entered in database:

(9

L




SURFACE WATER
SITE ASSESSMENT

Part B: Page 3 of 3

This page is for Notes, recommendations, and photos.

YI! N
12 a) O LQ// s there visible 1rash/debns on the site?

b} C ®/ls thare visible trash/debris in 8 watercourse?

Description ot eaxisting BMPs:

S

Site drarned 4o Scn;'('ary Sewer -

Q/O Are BMPs being properly maintained? If no, dascribe in “Other Internal Notes.”

@/O Are BMPs effectively keeping sediment in place and reducing erosion potental?

OTHER INTERNAL NOTES:

Recommaeanded BMPs (Best Management Practices) for this site:

St

()
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Environmental Restoration Program Part A page 1 of 1
CONSTITUENT ASSESSMENT

SITE INFORMATION

1. SWMUNRPE  SWMUs 4 + (S 2. DatefTime (M/D/Y H:M am/pm) 07—7/‘0_7;777.—_725?”1
3. ER Point of Contact -R_QS:’;"._’#Z'L ____—_;_ 4. OU-Other/POC _::j:

5. \/ HSWA Area of Concern (AOC) (check both if AOC is on HSWA Permit)

6. ©'te Ranking Score g@l

7. wescription of the historical operations of this SWMU/IRP:

Both SWMUs on either side of Buldins 1776 were used o
S‘{’ockF: /0/ us‘ed ye/n'cje bqﬁerllej‘ Pnbf 7Lo "ec)/c/nﬁj.

8. Description of the current operations of this SWMU/IRP (if any):

Bq—H—e:—] S“’[DrOjc_ ot +he S'i/e(s) wesS dltfcan‘/"tnued n 1770
A vnew ‘écm‘_"' for e pucpose ofs-kru;rj used baHeries |

was constructed
b od

The—ne. ey exposure to storm water.
PRS STATUS
Action/Status to Date (check all that apply)
_ None Date Completed or Anticipated
Field Investigation \/ Phasel A Phaselt ............... PL-1752 , P2 -/754
'iﬁ.terim Measure; T M T BMPs ... .......... 7 -
Accelerated Cleanup ~ VCA ‘ VCEM L -
Other . Monitoring . 'CMs ................. .. P
Report Status  _  RFi Report : SAP ...
Other »
_V,/ NFA/DOU. !f‘;hecked, supply criteria number(s): —‘5—_—
SAMPLE INFORMATION
YIN
Z " 10. Have surface/sediment (depth less than 12 inches) samples been coliected that reflect
current site conditions? e Sec\’"or\ L‘L

if yes: 1) Attach data.
2) inciude analyte name, vaiue, units, location ID, sampie ID, SAL, depth, & media (soil, tuff, etc.) o( C |a$§ III_
3) Please ch existin howin les were taken, if available. 1

) se attach existing map, showing where samples we i mod ?Q{_“* von

_U_/ 11. Have surface water samples been collected that reflect current site conditions?
ifyes: 1) Attach data.
2} (Include analyte name, vaiue, units, location ID, fitered/non-fitered, & flow data, if available.
7/ 3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available.

Y. 12.1s data pending? (fyes: 1} List date data are anticipated:

z ; . &MM 2) Provide list of COPCs identified in RFI Work Plan as an attachment.

13. Signature of OU/Other Representative




SURFACE WATER Part B: Page 1 of 3
SITE ASSESSMENT

SITE INFORMATION

S —
1a) SWMU/IRP # | i 1b) Structure Number | | ¢} OU Number | ‘

2. Data/Time IMIDIY H:M amipm} [ ]

SITE SETTING (chack all that apply}

3. O On mesa/hili top {a). ®/ln tha canyon ficor/drainage baein, but not in an
established channel {cl.
O Within & bench of a canyon O . Within established channel in the canyon flcor
or drainage basin lb). or drainage basin {d}.
Expilanation:

4. Estimated ground and/or canopy cover at site: ideciducus leaves, pine needles, rocks, vegatation,

treos,
(a) | x x {b) {- o X (c)
(ilustration) x 3
x P R0 B JE o
Estimated % of ground/canopy cover: C 0% 1w 25% C 25% 1075 @/75% to 100

Explanation:

Site is 4.,./;7%/;1 'H}e 45/064/7[’/74\/25/ egu,)om{nll n/)a,'mlenénce @rea.

§. Steepest slope st the eree impacted: ®) (e}
(a)

@ Less than 10% O 10% 1w 30% O 230% and greater

Expianation:

un(@rm jrac{@ across g,‘zle' g:‘jna'#cqnﬂ} Jess than /UZS/W.

RUNOFF FACTORS
YIN

a G. la thare visible evidence of runctf discharging from site? If yea, answer s} - c] below:

g D 68) Is runoff channelized? if yes, describe ®/ Man-made channael. O Newral channal.

Explanation: ?a'/ed area (s 5/o/o€d o a cmcrej—e—“nﬁd storm wafer
vaimase channel/. Visible evidence Consists of wind-blown sund

[r(c{asfr .bu+ed ull'l“) wa‘/ﬂ,r 60/"ne q,»ave/ a—na’ rec/c’pafl'lzeal Qs

Sﬁdtm-gv\"’ neav ‘H\{ ou*“-)[a“ +0 /*H'le d"alnac}-e CAQG"JQI

ot

L)



SURFACE WATER Part B: Page 2 of 3
SITE ASSESSMENT

()

AUNCFF FACTORS, CONT'D

6b) Where does evidence of runoff tarminate?

@ Drainage or wetland |namae) hA') -iam €0l arro YOJ
7
(O wWithin bench of canyon sstting {(neme) L J
(O Other li.e., retentian pond. meadow, mesa top) [ J

Explanation: ?ogl( /-feac(buar-hzr; storm water s channel/ed fo

r]a.-ﬁur‘a{ ar‘r07°§,

YIN
G Q/J/GC) Has runotf caused visibie erosion at the site? If yes, explain below O Sheet O Rill O Gully

Explanation: SIZILE ,-5. )3“ Ve C/ .

RUN-ON FACTORS

Plesse rata the potential for storm water to run on 1o thia site: (Chack EITHER #7 or #9)

D 2. Ara structures f{i.e., buildings, roof drains, parking lots, storm drains) creating run-on to the sita?

lanation: ?C?fk"-\j /07[ t/l‘au:rj‘ GCross 51:“?.

D lg/ 8. Are current oparations {i.a., fire hydrants, NPDES outfalis) advarsely impacting run-on to the site?

[Explannion:

G @/ 9. Are natursel drainage patierns directing stormwater onto site?

Explanation: Dfa!hqu a-(‘ _S‘l-prm wa*?_f' "S uwnder €njln(€r’€4
coni'f'al-

ASSESSMENT FINDING:

D 10. Based on the above criteria and the assessment of this site, does soil arcsion
potential axist? (REFER TO EROSION POTENTIAL MATRIX.)

11. Signature of ER Reprasentative

Initels of independant reviawer. . . .
M P Check here when information is entered in database: [ _
|




SURFACE WATER Part B: Page 3 of 3
SITE ASSESSMENT

W)

This page is for Notes, recommendations, and photos.

Y/ g/
12 a} O ¥ 1s there wisibie trash/debns on the site?

b} C d Is thers visible trash/debris in a8 watarcourse?

Description ot existing BMPs:

N/A sila 5 wo ‘°f§ef uced for S*Wajﬂ— of wmoadecials .

Cc O Are BMPs being proparly maintained? if no, describe in “Other Internal Notes.”

G O Are BMPs effectively keeping sadiment in place and reducing erosion potential?

OTHER INTERNAL NQTES:

Rocou;nmondod BMPs ({Best Managemant Practices) for this eits:

v

s




Sitd  Lessment
Erosion Matrix Score Sheet

o,

Erosion/Sediment Transport Potential

Low Medium High Calculated

CRITERIA EVALUATED Value 0.1 ] 05 ] 1.0 Score
Site Setting (43)
Onmesatop/ hill 1
Within bench of canyon /dret (i ge basie 4 Defined based on topographic selting
Within the canyodf6bdptafn but not watercourse 13 /2
Within bottom of canyor/2RdAREAA Waldrdourse 17
Eslimalted % ground and canopy cover 13 >75% 25-75% <25% (.3
Slope 13 0-10% 10-30% >30% 1.3
Surface Water Factors-Run-off (46)
Visible evidence of runoff discharging? (Yes/No) 5 tf no, score of O for runolf section. 5

Ifyes, score 5 and proceed with section.
Where does runoff lerminale? 19 Other Bench Setting | Drainage/Welland 19
Has runolf caused visible erosion? (Yes/Na) 22 Sheel Rill Gully
If no, score as 0. If yes, calculale as apprapriale. Q

Surface Water Factors-Run-on (11)
Structures adversely affecling run-on {Yes/No) I {fyes, scote as 7. H{ no, score as 0. 7
Current operations adversely impacting (Yes/No) 4 It yes, score as 4. Ifno, score as 0 )
Nalural drainages onlo sile (Yes/No) 7° Ifyes, score as 7. If no, score as 0. O
*Selecl either slruclures or nalural drainages.
MAX. POSSIBLE EROSION MATRIX SCORE: 100 Total Score 4é' é




Environmental Restoration Program Part A: page 1 of 1
CONSTITUENT ASSESSMENT

yﬁy ‘‘‘‘‘
;W‘ o SITE INFORMATION 7 S a / S
1 SWMUIRPE = UMU 2 2. Date/Time (MID/Y H:M am/pm) o'§70‘7’[?7 0:10 am
3. E!?/Point of Contact K. ST 4. OU-Other/POC T
5. HSWA Area of Concern (AQC) (check both if AOC is on HSWA Permit)
6. ¢'te Ranking Score 2—0_‘3'
7_. —escription of the historical operations of this SWMU/IRP:
Voromes B Fuei. (e DIESEL SP-4GASOLINE, § WASTE DIL) WErRE BurNED
Burep At Yarious fﬁuw/ﬁ%s Aupo/Dr. Ber. Acerc e Dryes.
FIRE FquTi»k? "’I?I{z;rn Al EXTINGUISHED FLA MES l)emq
ConvenTiIoNA L 4401:2. :
8. Description of the current operations of this SWMU/IRP (if any): n”
P — LA .
Faciumy Whs Ciose> In 1982 & Hae Mot Been Leen ror Any
Orier “1oRFosE OINCE.
PRS STATUS
Action/Status to Date (check ail that apply)
- None Date Completed or Anticipated
Field Investigation F,/Phase I ‘:/l;hase oo Pl- K2, ‘@-]%4
e {nterim Measures T BMPs ... e : V :
, Accelerated Cleanup j __' VCA B >VCM ...............
s - i - . . . _ —
Other . Monitoring . CMs  ._..... P U
Report Status — RF1 Report - Z SAP ... e
Other
S/ NFA/DOU. If checked, supply criteria number(s): 5

SAMPLE INFORMATION
YIN

:‘/j 10. Have surface/sediment (depth less than 12 inches) samples been collected that reflect
current site conditions?

if yes: 1) Attach data. 656 gwnD)J 5
2) include analyte name, value, units, location iD, sample ID, SAL, depth, & media (soil, tuff, etc.) oF CLASS 'ﬂi
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available. moD. Fermbd
7,

i > 11. Have surface water samples been cotlected that reflect current site conditions?
If yes: 1) Aftach data.
2) include analyte name, value, units, iocation 1D, filtered/non-fitered, & flow data, if available.
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available.

T_ = 12.is data pending? if yes: 1) List date data are anticipated:

(’/ﬂ\m mw 2) Provide list of COPCs identified in RFI Work Pian as an attachment.

13. Signature of OU/Other Representative

LN
i

g



SURFACE WATER
SITE ASSESSMENT

Part B: Page 1 of 3

SITE INFORMATION

Ta) SWMU/IIRP ¢ | SLyMU 2\ ] 1b) Structure Number | |

2. Date/Time IM/D/Y H:M amipm) [ B

SITE SETTING (chack all that apply)

1c) OU Number l ;

3. O On mesa/hill 1op (a). d ln the canyon floor/drainage basin, but not in an
establieshed channel {c).
@) Within a bench of a canyon O Within established channel in the canyon floor
aor dreinage basin {b). or drainage baein {d).

Explanation:

trees,

(a} | x x b} |

{illustration) x x

SRR X

XX
Estimated % of ground/canopy cover: C 0% 10 25% ®/25 % t0 75

4. Estimated ground and/or canopy cover at site: (deciduous leaves, pine needles, raocks, vegetation,

{c)

O 75% w0 100

Explanation: 5-[1L€ COVU—ZCI ‘J‘.l.,h Fea jra,,c) a,nd ;/oarse jraS.S'eS"

5. Steepest siope at the area impacted:

“ —

) ‘

Q@ Less than 10% O 10% 10 30% O 10% and greater

Expianation:

Uniform 7rda/e acress syile . /\/car/~7 Jeve .

RUNOFF FACTORS
YIN

-

D D 6a) I1s runoff channelized? If yas, describe O M_an—made channei.

6. is there visible evidence of runoff discharging from site? if yes. answer a) - c) below:

O Natursl channel.

Explanation:

e’



p P

T,

SURFACE WATER Part B: Page 2 of 3

SITE ASSESSMENT

AUNOFF FACTORS, CONTD

6b) Where does evidance of runoff tarminate?

O Drainage or wetisnd (name) r l

(O Within bench of canyon setting {nama} L J

O Other li.e_, retention pond. meadow, mesa top! [ ]
Explanation:

YIN

Cw

8c) Has runoft caused visibie erosion at the site? If yes. explain balow o Sheet O Rilt O Gully

Explanation:

RUN-ON FACTORS

Please rate the potential for storm water 1o run on to this site: (Check EITHER #7 or #9)

C E/m

Are structures (i.e., buildings, raof drains, parking lots, starm drains) creating run-on to the site?

Expianation:

D M 8. Are current operations (i.a., fire hydrants, NPDES outfalls) adversaly impacting run-on to the site?

Explanation:

9. Are natural drainage patterns dirscting stormwater onto site?

Explanation:

ASSESSMENT FINDING:

D E/ 10. Based on the sbova criteria and the sesasament of this eite, does soil erosion
potential exist? {REFER TO EROSION POTENTIAL MATRIX.)

¥ " o« Rer o

11, Signature of ER Reprasentative e

Initials of independent reviewar.

Check here when information is entered in database:

—
o




SURFACE WATER Part B: Page 3 of 3
SITE ASSESSMENT

This page is for Notes, recommendations, and photos.

Y1 g/
12 a) O & is there wisible trash/debris on the site?

b} C @/ 13 there visible trash/debns in &8 watercourse?

Description of existing BMPs:

Na‘(’\\le \lﬁj‘d’a}r\‘.ow \$ Te- eﬁ#a\o\\shco\_ G(o&gcﬁ do net (é%u,\'f‘e
MG'M#MMCe.

cCo
&0

OTHER INTERNAL NOTES:

Are BMPs being properly maintained? H no, describe in “Other Internal Notes.”

Are BMPs affectively keeping sediment in place and reducing erosion potential?

Recommanded BMPa {Best Managamant Practices) for this sits:

“caiid

¥,

st



" %'nauc vvatltuy . / . -
Sitd  kessment ( ‘3
Erosion Matrix Score Sheet

Erosion/Sediment Transport Potential
Low Medium High Calculated
CRITERIA EVALUATED - Value 0.1 [ 0.5 i 10 Score
Site Setting (43)
Onmesatop/ hill
Within bench of canyon /dva (11age Gus i« 4 Defined based on topographic selling
Within the canyorﬁdff&')'c'iﬁl%ﬁl’BfJ"nol walercourse 13 13
Within bottom of canyory@h3Anérin Waterdourse 17
Estimated % ground and canopy cover : i3 >75% 25-75% <25% 9:5'
Slope 13 0-10% 10-30% >30% |- 3'
Surface Water Factors-Run-off (46)
Visible evidence of runoff discharging? (Yes/No) 5 If no, score af O for runoff section. O
If yes, score 5 and proceed with seclion.

Where does runoff lerminate? 19 Other Bench Selting | Drainage/Welland |
Ias runoff caused visible erosion? (Yes/No) 22 Sheel Rill Gully

If no, score as 0. If yes, calculale as appropriate.

Surface Water Factors-Run-on (11)

Structures adversely affecting run-on (Yes/No) 7* If yes, score as 7. If no, score as 0. O
Current operations adversely impacting (Yes/No) 4 (f yes, score as 4. If no, score as 0. O
Natural drainages onto sile (Yes/No) 7 Ifyes, score as 7. Il no, score as 0. O

‘Selecl either struclures or natural drainages.

Total Score 20 . g

MAX. POSSIBLE EROSION MATRIX SCORE: - 100




Environmental Restoration Program Part A page 1 of 1
CONSTITUENT ASSESSMENT

e

SITE INFORMATION

1 SWMUIRPE  SWMY_ 22 2. DaterTime (WONY H:M amipm)  09/07 /9510750 qm,
3. ER Pgint of Contact K 6"’1}“ o 4. OU-Other/POC ' T

5. L/ HSWA Area of Concern (AQC} (check both if AOC is on HSWA Permit)

6. Site Ranking Score 20. 8

7.._._-_ef£ri*ption of the historical operations of this SWMU/IRP: o \
Oeramnonar. History UnKnowod . Use OF THE Hir IWhe NoT
RecoreD 4 lo J' éubrsLnEo"ﬁ% Acsociates Wi THe
FIRE FIGHTER TTRAI NG AreAlue "To hs?zo)LmrrT‘

8. Description of the current operations of this SWMU/IRP (if any):

Site o CUFZ—REMT—DsecmesD As An Aepanpones BT

PRS STATUS
Action/Status to Date (check all that apply)

~ None . Date Completed or Anticipated

Field Investigation .+ Phase . B/Phase oo P -1949Z2 . - a4

Interim Measures Toom A.. BMPs ... ...

- L -

Accelerated Cleanup - VCA = VCM A

Other . Monitoring - CMs ... .............. B :

Report Status _ RFiReport ._ SAP s "

Other

¥ NFAIDOU. If checked, supply criteria number(s): - g

SAMPLE INFORMATION
Y/N

:‘/-__ 10. Have surface/sediment (depth less than 12 inches) samples been collected that reflect

current site conditions? € CECTION LP
ifyes: 1) Attach data. OF CAPE m
2) lIncilude analyte name, vaiue, units, lacation ID, sample {D, SAL, depth, & media (soii, tuff, etc.) mF /\'%T .
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available. bp. mons

— _T_/1 1. Have surface water samples been coliected that refiect current site conditions?

ifyes: 1) Aftach data.
2) Include analyte name, value, units, facation D, filtered/non-filtered, & flow data, if available.
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available.

_ t12.1s data pending? if yes: 1) List date data are anticipated:

mﬂ 2) Provide list of COPCs identified in RFI Work Plan as an attachment.

13. Signature of OU/Other Representative




SURFACE WATER Part B: Page 1 of 3
SITE ASSESSMENT

SITE INFORMATION

lal SWMU/IRP # [GNMU % ‘ 1b) Structure Numbaer ‘ l e} OU Number ‘ i

2. Data/Time (M/D/Y H:M am/pm) L J
SITE SETTING {chack sll that apply)

J. O On meea/hill top (a). e/ln the canyon floor/drainage basin, but not in an

R established channel {c).
O Within a bench of a canyon O Within established channel in the canyon floor
or drainage basin {b). of drainage basin {d).
Explanation:
4. Estimated ground and/or canopy cover at site: (deciduous leaves, pine needles, rocks, vegetsation,
traes,
tal } x x {b) {c)
(iHustration) x x
Estimated % of ground/canapy cover: 00 10 25% 6’/ 25% 10 75 O 75% 1 100
Explanation:
EMTIRE SITE COVERED W/ Spii & NATURAL NATIVE VEGETATION .

5. Steepest siope at tha eres impacted: - » {c)
(8}
R ——
G/Loss than 10% O 10% to 0% O 30% and greater

e\_i“,:;zm émoe Across Srre §|e,wf=;cm~rru,/ LE%THAM 1O 7o
LOPE .

RUNOFF FACTORS

YIN

CJ 6. ls there visibie evidence of runotf discharging from site? if yes, answer a) - c) below:

D D 68) Is runoff channelized? if ves, descrbe O Man-mado channel. O Natwral channal.
Explanation:

oot



e,

SURFACE WATER Part B: Page 2 of 3
SITE ASSESSMENT

e

RUNOFF FACTORS, CONT'D

6b] Where does svidence of runoft terminata?

@) Drainage or watland {name} [ ]

O Within bench of canyon setting (name) [ _]

O Other li.a.. retantion pond. meadow. masa 10p} L J
Explanation:

6c) Has runott caused visible arosion at the site? If yes. explain below O Sheet O Rl O Gully

Expianation:

RUN-ON FACTORS

Please rate the potential for storm water 10 run an 1o this sita: (Check EITHER #7 or #3)

cC E\Z/*l.

Explanation:

Ars structures (i.e., buildings, roof drains, parking lots, storm drains} creating run-on 1o tha site?

szra.

Explanation:

Are current operations (i.a., fire hydrants, NPDES outfalls) adversely impacting run-on to the site?

0 5_7;/9'.

Explanation:

Aras natural drainage patterns directing stormwater onto site?

ASSESSMENT FINDING:

D Q/ 10. Based on the above critaria and the assesemaent of this gite, doas sail erceion
potentisl axist? (REFER TO EROSION POTENTIAL MATRIX.)

11. Signature of ER Representative

M\n‘mals of independent reviewar.

Check here when infarmation is entared in database: [

i

L



SURFACE WATER Part B: Page 3 of 3
SITE ASSESSMENT

oy,
I
This page is for Notes, recommendations, and phatos. e
Y g/
12 a) Q © s there visible trash/debns on the site?
) C ®/ Is there visible tresh/debnrs in a watercoursa?
Description of existing BMPs:
Notive \/279;{-&4—: on is ve-established since site closure.
M“\V\'\’U\ance 0{ no*‘-\»/{ S(aS'SCS 15 not \AeCe§S¢C7_
Cc O Are BMPs being properly maintained? if no, dascribe in “Other internal Notes.”
@O Aro BMPs effaclively keeping sediment in place and reducing erosion potential?
OTHER INTERNAL NOTES:
Recommanded BA:Ps {Best Management Practices) for this site:
.

i



o

Sit
Erosionz

“ysessment
._.Tix Score Sheet

Y

Erosion/Sediment Transport Potential

Low Medium High Calculated
CRITERIA EVALUATED Value 0.1 0.5 T 10 Score
Site Setting (43)
Onmesatop/ hill 1
Within bench of canyon /v i gv bas i 4 Delined based on topographic setting
within the canyoﬂé‘éaf)‘lﬁﬁ\bﬁmlnol watercourse 13 [
Within bottom of canyory@h3AHER Waterdourse 17
Eslimated % ground and canopy cover 13 >75% 25-75% <25% lo.B
Slope 13 0-10% 10-30% >30% )
Surface Water Factors-Run-off (46)
Visible evidence of runoff discharging? (Yes/No) 5 It no, score of O for runoff section. &
If yes, score 5 and proceed with seclion,

Where does runoff terminale? 19 Other Bench Selting | Drainage/Welland O
Has runoff caused visible erosion? (Yes/No) 22 Sheet Rill Gully

i no, score as 0. If yes, calculate as appropriate. O
Surface Water Factors-Run-on (11)
Structures adversely affecling run-on (Yes/No) 7* Ifyes, scoie as 7. Il no, score as 0. @)
Current operaltions adversely impacting (Yes/No) 4 ifyes, score as 4. Hno, scoreas0 o
Natural drainages onto sile (Yes/No) 7° Ifyes, score as 7. If no, score as 0 O
“Select either stiuclures or natural drainages.
MAX. POSSIBLE EROSION MATRIX SCORE: 1080 Total Score 208




Environmental Restoration Program Part A: page 1 of 1
CONSTITUENT ASSESSMENT
o el
L SITE INFORMATION
1. SWMUNRPY 61\1&@11:4—_5- 7 2. Date/Time (M/D/Y H:M am/pm) O@f@;m
3. ER Pointof Contact . 6MITH 4. OU-Qther/POC
5. v HSWA Area of Concern (AOC) (check both if AOC is on HSWA Permit)
6. ¢ te Ranking Score _}—Srg

7. ~escription of the historical operations of this SWMU/ARP:

Vse Ouy Ouce In 1989, A 30,000 ’Daeam‘zexe O WastesdareR
CONTAINING sotaum FLYoRIDE WAS DISCHAREED INTO THE LINED

LAGoon . (LNER INTEGRETY WAS DETERMIEDS T0 HAVE Been
COMPROMIZES)

8. Description of the current operaﬁons of this SWMU/RP (if any):
NoT N Use. SwWMU sife was closed and paved woith qslaba/r':
L-agoon limer ond subseils were removed. Area s curecently

wdused excegnjf foc gfoawxdwd-er mo«}‘fam},;a well access.
PRS STATUS ’

Action/Status to Date (check ail that apply)

_ None Date Completed or Anticipated

__Field Investigation fPhaseI ‘,7// Phasell ......... e PI-1402 . P2- lcp4— ) j%

- Interim Measures . IM _ BMPs

Accelerated Cleanup ~ °. VCA " VEM

ther;i»\'_,‘,; Monitoring * - . CMs

“Report Status . RFIReport’ _.SAP - Ll o7 o ’ ' R

" Other.....0. .

"Z NFA/DbU. If ?:h“eg;ked, .sup;ﬂy criteria number(s}: 5 '

SAMPLE INFORMATION

e
V. 10. Have surface/sediment (depth less than 12 inches) samples been collected that reflect
current site conditions?

fyes: 1) Atach data. SEE SECTION IT’

2) Include anaiyte name, value, units, location ID, sample 1D, SAL, depth, & media (soil, tuff, etc.) OF CLA% ]u
3} Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available. mO'D. FETmeJ

_ 7_, 11. Have surface water sampies been collected that reflect current site conditions?
ifyes: 1) Aftach data.
2) include analyte name, value, units, location ID, fitered/non-filtered, & flow data, if available.
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if avaiiable.

_ .T_/1 2.1s data pending? lfyes: 1) List date data are anticipated:

() z m 2) Provide list of COPCs identified in RFi Work Plan as an attachment.

13. Signature of OU/Other Representative

ﬂﬂﬂw



SURFACE WATER Part B: Page 1 of 3
SITE ASSESSMENT

SITE INFORMATION

[

Ta) SWMU/IRP ¢ UMY 45 | 1b) Structure Number | j 1c) OU Numbar | |

2. Data/Time (M/D/Y H:M am/pm) [ |

SITE SETTING (check all that apply)

. O On maesa/hill 1op (a). ®/ln the canyon floor/drainage basin, but not in an
established channel {c).
O Within a bench of a canyon O Within established channel in the canyon floor
or drainage basin (b}, or drasinage basin {d).

Explanation:

4. Estmated ground end/or canopy cover ot site: [deciduous feaves, pine needles. rocks, vegetation,

trees,
{a) | x x iy | {c)
(tiustration) x x
Estimated % of ground/canopy cover: C 0% 10 25% C 25% 1075 7%% to 100
Explanation:

somre Sme taveo bk ImPeeviovs Are -

5. Steepest slopo st lhe ares »mpacted. i : ( ‘ {c)
@) .
[\ . .
G/uss than 10% o. 10% t0'30% O 30% and greater i

Lxrn:;:zm QEADE HAcgos= Srra 6£wu?;cA;\rrur lese Thad
\O7, SLoFE.

RUNOFF FACTORS

YIN

[:J 6. ls thare visible avidence of runoff discharging from site? if yes, snswaer a) - c) below:

D D 68} is runoff channelized? \f yes, describe O Man-mads channel. O Natursi channel.
Explanation:

o

-~
NW“




SURFACE WATER Part B: Page 2 of 3

SITE ASSESSMENT

fﬁ!—*ﬂm

)

RUNOFF FACTORS, CONT'D

6b) Where does evidance of runoff tarminate?

O Drainage or weusnd {nama) [ J
O Within bench af canyon setung (namel L J
O oOther li.e.. retention pond, meadow, mesa topl L J

Expianation:

Y/
G ) 6c) Has runoff caused visible arasion at the sita? if ves. explain below () Shaet O il O Gully

N

Expilanation:

RUN-ON FACTORS

Please rate the potential for storm watar to run on to this sits: (Chack EITHER #7 or #9)

[: 7. Are structures {i.e., buildings, roof drains, parking lots, storm drains) creating run-on to the site?

Explanation: < /8 1A g,"l’t \S Povcd-over.

0 d 8. Are current operations li.a., fira hydrants, NPDES cutfalis) adversely impacting run-on 1o the sits?

[« -
Explanation:

0 J 9. Are natural drainage pattarns directing stormwater onto site?

Explenation:

ASSESSMENT FINDING:

[: 10. Basad on the ahave criteria and the assessment of this site, does soil erosion
potential exist? (REFER TO EROSION POTENTIAL MATRIX.}

11. Signature of ER Representative

nitials ol independent raviewer, . o .
Check here when information is entared in databasa:

-

o

|




SURFACE WATER Pant B: Page 3 of 3
SITE ASSESSMENT

)
. . . o
This page is for Notes, recommendations, and photos.
YI N
12 a) O d I3 thore visibla trash/dsbris on the site?
b} C d!s there visible trash/debns in a watercourse?
Daescription of existing BMPs:
ﬂsPha H pave rent caps SWMU site
G] O Are BMPs being properly maintained? it no, describe in “Other intarnal Notes.”
@ O Are BMPs sffectively keeping sediment in place and reducing erosion potential?
OTHER INTERNAL NOTES:
Recommaended BMPs (Best Mansgement Practices) for this site:
wuwf;

™ ‘



Sitef ‘gsessment ( \
Erosion Matix Score Sheet !
Erosion/Sediment Transport Potential
Low Medium High Calculated
CRITERIA EVALUATED Vaiue 0.1 [ 05 | 10 Score
Site Setting (43)
On mesatop/ hill - 1
Within bench of canyon /dm Nl Dt e 4 Delined based on topographic selting
Within the canyordfo6dpiain buf not watercourse 13 =)
Within bottom o canyory@h3iiérin ¥ateitourse 17
Estimated % ground and canopy cover 13 - >75% 25-75% <25% [.3
Slope 13 0-10% 10-30% >30% 1.3
Surface Water Factors-Run-off (46)
Visible evidence of runoff discharging? (Yes/No) 5 I no, score of 0 for runoff section i)
If yes, score 5 and proceed with seclion.

Where does runoff lerminate? 19 Other Bench Selting Drainage/\/\/ellandJ
Ias runoff caused visible erosion? (Yes/No) 22 Sheet Rifl Gully

i no, score as 0. If yes, calculate as appropriate. o
Surface Water Factors-Run-on (11}
Structures adversely affecting run-on (Yes/No) 7° If yes, scare as 7. If no, score as 0. )
Current operalions adversely impacting (Yes/No) | 4 il yes, score as 4. Il no, score as 0 O
Natural drainages ontlo site (Yes/No) 7 Ifyes, score as 7. I no, score as 0. O
*Select either stiuclures or natural drainages. -
MAX. POSSIBLE EROSION MATRIX SCORE: 160 Total Score 15(-9




Environmental Restoration Program Pan A: page 1 of 1
CONSTITUENT ASSESSMENT

SITE INFORMATION

o 4 L i
1. SWMUIRPE  SWMW |47 2. Date/Time (MIDIY WM amipm)  O9/05 /77 /0 /5am
3. ERPointofContact R S5m,FhH 4. OU-Other/POC -
5. \/ HSWA Area of Caoncern (AQC) (check both if AGC 1s on HSWA Permit)
6. ©'te Ranking Score [—S'z
7. —escription of the historical operations of this SWMU/IRP:
The 52(////(,/ was a Concre‘fe sum/D that collected wash «/a;(’e r
‘F’om Hhe HELSTF C/eanf”j Elc'-(#‘] Decoafaminalion Fad. Con teu +5
wéere Pum 'oe,d ouu‘{' as V?@C.ZSS&J7 r ﬁ//5/0054,[-
8. Desqri_pt_jo_n of the current operations of this SWMU/IRP (if any):
,\]OWQ ) Thxz conc‘rﬂ/{'Z Sumg was (_.emzm{ed (ﬁl(zal with Concrefe),
PRS STATUS
Action/Status to Date (check ail that apply)
_ None Date Completed or Anticipated
Field Investigation \,/ Phase | TB/Pnase W PL-TR2 L P2 155
interim Measures .~ M _ BMPs ... A
o © Accelerated Cleanup: 7 VCA T vem 0 I .

. Other. . Mo_ﬁﬁbring S EMs Lo o
_ReportStatus .. RFiRepot. . _ SAP . . —
Other ‘ -

V NFA/DOU. If’Eheé'kéa;.'»si;pp'iy:crite"rié'nﬁmbér(é): 5

SAMPLE INFORMATION C -

YIN
Z __ 10. Have surface/sediment (depth less than 12 inches) samples been collected that reflect
current site conditions?
lfyes: 1) Attach data. cee Sechion ¥

2) Inciude analyte name, value, units, location D, sample D, SAL, depth, & media (soi, tuff, etc.)

3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available. o-( C,GSS m/
— N ebbion
— 7_ 11. Have surface water samples been collected that reflect current site conditions? rﬂod . F +\h °

Ifyes: 1) Attach data.
2} include analyte name, value, units, location iD, fitered/non-filtered, & flow data, if available.
3) Please aftach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available.

N 12.1s data pending? if yes: 1) List date data are anticipated:

% WM 2) Provide list of COPCs identified in RFlI Work Plan as an attachment.

13. Signature of OU/Other Representative

Sl




SURFACE WATER Part B: Page 1 of 3
SITE ASSESSMENT

SITE INFORMATION

la) SWMU/ IRP # [éWMU. %7 l 1b} Structure Number ‘ 1e) OU Numbar E:

2. Data/Time (MDY HM amipm) [ B

SITE SETTING (check all that epply)

3. Q On maesa/hill top {a). d in the canyon floor/drainage baein, but not in an

established channel (c).
O Within a bench of a canyan

O‘ Within established channel in the canyon fioor
or drainage besin {b).

or drainage basin (d).

Expilanation: Locd+gd a,‘l" HELSTF

4. Estimated ground and/or canopy cover st site: (deciduous laaves, pine needlies, rocks. vegetation,
trees,

ta) | x x )t

{c)
x X

{itlustravon)

R S

C 25% w0 75 @ 75% 1 100

Estimated % of ground/canapy cover: O 0% to 25%

Explanation: Cancrer{e UI:H) n,,zfa,{ ],d du_r,.nj © 4‘60'0.
Filled with concrefe 4s a corrective rmeasure .

5. Stespest siope at tha ares impncatod:

e ® e

. & Loss than 10% O 10% 10 30% .

O 30% and greater

Explanation:

Uniforn jmlz aceoSs sh[e . Mzgr/Y -(la'{. 7‘

RUNOFF FACTORS
YIN
I:l &(6- ls there visible avidence of runoH! discharging from sita? if yes, answer s} - ¢} below:

aaga 68) 1s runoff channelized? |{ yes, descnbe (O Man-made channel. O Natural channel.

Explanation:

gt



e

e

SURFACE WATER Part B: Page 2 of 3
SITE ASSESSMENT

AUNOFF FACTORS, CONT'D

Eb) Where does evidence of runof! tarminats?

(O Drainags or watland (nama) [ ]
(O Within banch of canyon setting (name} L ]
O Other fi.e., ratantion pond, meadow, mesa top) [ 1

Explanation:

YIN
co

6¢) Has runotf caused wisible erosion at the site? if ves, explain below O Sheet O Rilt O Gully

Expianation:

RUN-ON FACTORS
Ploass rats ths potential for storm watar to run on to this site: (Chack EITHER #7 or #9)

C: g 7. Ara structures (i.e., buildings, roof drains, parking lats, starm dreins} creating run-on 1o the site?

Explannion:

D g 8. Are current operations (i.e., fire hydrants, NPDES outfails) adverssly impacting run-on 1o the site?

Explanation: <\ /pAU se s enc::pfu/aﬁ&{' in conclete

D L 9. Are natursl drainage pauorhs diracting stormwater onto site?

Explanation:

ASSESSMENT FINDING:

D 10. Based on the shove aiteria and the assesement of this site, doee eoil erosion
potential exist? (REFER TO EROSION POTENTIAL MATRIX.)

11. Signature of ER Reprasentative

%lnitia!s ot indepandent reviewer. . . .
Check here when information is entered in databasa:

—
[
J




SURFACE WATER Part B: Page 3 of 3
SITE ASSESSMENT

1

This page is for Notes, recommendations, and photos. i
\ i g/

12 at O & s there visible wrash/debris on the site?

b) C dls there visible trash/debns in @ watercourse?
Dascription of existing BMPs:
SLJMU site s @V\Capswlcjr—ec( in Coucretfe.

U O Are BMPs being proparly maintained? If no, describe in “Other Internal Notes.”
©/ O Are BMPs eftectively keeping sediment in place and reducing erosion potennal?

OTHER INTERNAL NOTES:

Racommended BMPs {Best Management Practices) for this sits:

—

g



E g

- Sit
Erasion

1

\“},essment
1endiX Score Sheet

“*WM /

Erosion/Sediment Transport Potential
Low Medium High Calculated
CRITERIA EVALUATED Value 0.1 [ 0.5 J 1.0 Score
Site Selting (43)
On mesatop/ hill 1
Within bench of canyon/d}u (g DS i 4 Defined based on topographic selting
Within the canyod06apiafi Buf not watercourse 13 13
Within bottom of canyor/2RERHE’A Waterdourse 17
Estimated % ground and canopy cover 13 >75% 25-75% <25% |.3
Slope 13 0-10% 10-30% >30% 1.3
Surface Water Factors-Run-off (46)
Visible evidence of runoff discharging? (Yes/No) 5 If no, score of O for runolf section. O
‘ Ifyes, score 5 and proceed with seclion,
Where does runoff lerminate? 19 Other Bench Selting | Drainage/Welland
Has runoff caused visible erosion? (Yes/No) 22 Sheet Rill Gully
' If no, score as 0. If yes, calculale as appropriate.
Surface Water Factors-Run-an {(11)
Structures adversely affecting run-on {Yes/No) 7t I If yes, scote as 7. If no, score as 0. O
Current operations adversely impacting {Yes/No) 4 | If yes, score as 4. If no, score as 0. O
Natural drainages onto sile (Yes/No) 7* If yes, score as 7. {fno, score as 0. O
*Selecl either stiuclures or nalural drainages.
MAX. POSSIBLE EROSION MATRIX SCORE: 100 Total Score /5. é




Environmental Restoration Program Part A page 1 of 1
CONSTITUENT ASSESSMENT

‘MW‘& e — P - e i m i m—— —— —_— - - - - [— - — —_ —_— e — —_—— e —— [ —————
L SITE INFORMATION
1. SWMU/IRP# §WM M /L,L 5 2. Date/Time (M/D/Y H:M am/pm) 0?7 Jyy // 20 am
3. ER Point of Contact XK. fm,ﬂ, - 4. OU-Other/POC ]
5. \_/HSWA Area of Concern {AOC) {check both f AOC is on HSWA Permit)
6. < ‘te Ranking Score 15.6
7._.. escription of the historical operations of this SWMU/IRP
TA{ §WM{,{ was %ﬁe érmg,«- g‘ew;«7<«' <7Q(/aen/‘ ‘{l)"eq‘t"meﬂ'( /a ooy
Hhet gerved +Hhe Multi-funchion Arvay (MAR ) sde m +he /?60
HELSf/— wos later bu:/f 0V ﬁe MAR 5/'{6 and  new Sewaqge I(féa ment
B. Description of the current operations of this SWMUI/IRP (if any): facilities were builk.
7716 Slec wes Q)Gckg/(ga/ Qym[ ,od:/ea/ ovel ‘)éf égw!ﬁm@wf' ,Qa(‘émj
a/ual jﬁ) ra 7£ .
PRS STATUS
Action/Status to Date (check all that apply)
_ None Date Completed or Anticipated
Field Investigation ‘-,/ Phase | ’;‘/Phase W .
Interim Measures M T OBMPs e T
Pl , - - - S — , - R
. Accelerated Cleanup -. VCA - VCM - . : :
S ol . o ' oo T
Other -~ Monitoring - . CMs ..., ......... ... .. B e
Report Status * - . RFIReport . SAP  _.............: i — -

Other Lo o

:/ NFA/DOU. if checked, supply criteria number{s): . ‘_ . 5

SAMPLE INFORMATION

7"
"_ 10. Have surface/sediment (depth less than 12 inches) samples been collected that reflect
current site conditions? . (7
If yes: 1) Attach data. See S\ec}\on

2) Include analyte name, value, units, location 1D, sampie 1D, SAL depth, & media (soil, tutf, etc.) Or Cl(‘ Ss I
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available. .
- motl. PQ:"\““OV\
_ M 11, Have surface water samples been collected that reflect current site conditions?
if yes: 1) Afttach data. A

2) Include analyte name, vaiue, units, location 1D, filtered/non-filtered, & flow data, if available.
3) Please attach existing map, showing where samples were taken, if available.

-_ 7( 12. Is data pending? If yes: 1) List date data are anticipated:

}g}g\w‘ 2) Provide list of COPCs identified in RFI Work Plan as an attachment.

13-Signature of OU/Other Representative

)



SURFACE WATER Part B: Page 1 of 3

SITE ASSESSMENT

SITE INFORMATION

2. Date/Time iM/D/Y H:M amipm) | |
SITE SETTING (check all that apply)
3. O On mesa/hill top (a). g/ln the canyon floor/drainage baein, but not in an
esiablished channel (c).
O Within a bench of a canyon O Within eetablished channel in the canyon floor
or drainage basin (b}. or drainage boein (d).

el SWMU/IRP ¢ [ SWM Y /48] bl Structure Number | | le) OU Number [ ]

Explanation: Lot,n‘('e d a‘{' H’E L STF

4. Estimated ground snd/or canopy cover at site: (deciduous leaves, pine needles, rocks, vegatation,

trees,
{a) } x x {c}
{illustration) x x
Estimatad % of ground/cancpy cover: C 0% to 25% C 25% t0 75 9/75% w 100
Explanation: .
Sie s Pavzap .

5. Steapoast sidpe st the area impacted: (b} [~ (CF)

{a) T~

& Less than 10% - O 10% to 30% O 30% and greater

Explanation:

Un‘n[oc’m jfade ‘\4!’ 5'(’('-6 L{Ya.(.natjf,. 7\{64(]7 /éVe/,

RUNOFF FACTORS
YIN
G B/s. ls there visibla evidence of runotf discharging from site7 If yes, answer a) - ¢) below:

D D 6a) Is runoff channelized? it yes, descrnbe O Men-made channel. QO Naturat chennal.

Explanation:




e

SURFACE WATER Part B: Page 2 of 3

SITE ASSESSMENT

RUNOFF FACTORS, CONT'D

6bl Whore does avidence of runoft terminate?

QO Drainage or watiand {(name) [ J

O Within bench of canyon satting {(nama) ( J

O Other li.e.. ratantion pond, meadow. mesa top} { J
Explanation:

YIN
Co

6¢) Has runoff caused visible erosion at the site? if yes, explain below O Sheet (O Rill o Gully

Explanation:

RUN-ON FACTORS

Plesse rata tha potential for storm water to run on to thia site: {Chack EITHER #7 or #9)

D E( 7. Are structures li.e., buildings, roof drains, parking lots, storrn drains} creaung run-on to the site?

Expianation: §WMM S(“{e v I‘5~bu”‘¢0{ an{ Pchd_

DE(E .. Are current operations (i.e., fire h\}drants. NPDES outfalis} adversaly imnpacung run-on.to the site?
Explanation:
0o

i 9. Are natural dvaén’age patierns directing stormwater onto site?

Explanation:

ASSESSMENT FINDING:

o

10. Based on the above criteria and the assssement of this site, does soil erosion
potential exist? (REFER TO EROSION POTENTIAL MATRIX.)

PEC S - S S

11. Signature of ER Representative

Initisis of independent reviawer. . . .
Check here when information is entered in database:

(W

|




SURFACE WATER Part B: Page 3 0f3

SITE ASSESSMENT

This page is for Notes, recommendations, and photos.
Y!N
12 a) O Z is there wvisibla trash/debns on the sita?

b} C ®/ Is there visible wrash/debris in a8 watercourse?

Deascription of axisting BMPa:

ACF%/{ Pafeme.n‘ covers SWMU s/ te .

<o
@O

Are BMPs being propsrly maintained? if no, descrnbe in “Other Intarnal Notes.”

Are BMPs stfectively keeping sediment in place and reducing erosion potential?

OTHER INTERNAL NOTES:

Recommended BMPs {Bost Management Practices) for this site:

)

e



St

Sif

i,sessment

Erosion Majirix Score Sheet

()

Erosion/Sediment Transport Potential

Low Medium High Calculated

CRITERIA EVALUATED Value 0.1 05 J 1.0 Score
Site Setting (43)
On mesa top/ A // 1
Within bench of canyon[d--a I ge s 4 Defined based on topographic setling
Within the canyoda4dp&in Bul not watercourse 13 /13
Within boltom of canyory@r3AR&%A Falerdourse 17
Estimated % ground and canopy cover 13 >75% 25-75% <25% 1
Slope 13 0-10% 10-30% >30% /.3
Surface Water Factors-Run-off (46)
Visible evidence of runoff discharging? (Yes/No) 5 If no, score of O for runoff seclion. ( 2 _

If yes, score 5 and proceed with seclion.
Where does runoff terminate? 19 Other Bench Selting | Drainage/Wetland
Has runoff caused visible erosion? (Yes/No) 22 Sheel Rill Gully
If no, score as 0. if yes, calculate as appropriate.

Surface Water Factors-Run-on (11)
Structures adversely affecting run-on (Yes/No) 7" If yes, scoie as 7. lf no, score as 0. O
Current operalions adversely impacting (Yes/No) 4 If'yes, score as 4. If no, score as 0. O
Natural drainages onlo sile (Yes/No) 7 If yes, score as 7. If no, score as 0. O
*Select either slruclures or nalural drainages.
MAX. POSSIBLE EROSION MATRIX SCORE: 100 Total Score /5 QD




APPENDIX D

NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING



ROOF OF PUBLICATION

vid E. McCollum, being duly sworn, deposes and
s chac he is che Publisher of che Las Cruces

w5, 2 acwspaper published daily in the councy
Do« Ana. Scace of New Mexico; chac che
Displiay

oublxshccf once a2 week/day in regular and entire

ice

pec clipping acrached

c of said newspaper and nocin any supplement
reof for _| Consc?uuvc days, che first publication

ia che issue date N

and

Vs

1asc publication

G0 4%, 200

yonenc furthee states this newspaper is dul
P

lified to publish legal notices or advertisements
1in the meaning of Scc. Chapeer 167, Laws of
7_ -

1ed
Publishes
O#fcial Posicion
JE OF NEW MEXICO

Le' 5f Dona Ana

Noztary Public in and for
Dona Ana Councy, NM

P

" Missife Range proposcs to remove wastes from the former North Oscura

,,.,:/ 20O

MAR 08 7n0

MEVATEC CUte. syt i

The pubhc is invited to anend an mfonnatxonal meetmg on
Wednesday, February 23, 2000 -

LOCATION: Bragigan Memarial Library,
200 East Picacho Avenue, Las Cr-cu {
TlME: T00PM [ ]

White Sands Missile Range’s lnsullmon Restoration Program will preseat
information regarding environmental clean-up cfforts at the facility. Under
the requirements of the Resource Conservation and Recovery A, petitions
will be submitted to the New Mexico Environment Departinent (NMED) to
remove 42 wastc management sitcs from the Corrective Action module
(Module VIII), of the Hazardous Waste Mmnagement Permit (1.D. Number
NM 2750211235). The No Further Actioa petitions include the locations
and Solid Waste Management Units (SWMUs) below:’

@NOP Lar

Dofta Ana County -8 J
Main Post 8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,19
: 202122,66.676869707172_
o . 73,74,75, 76, 77, 78, 80, 85, 156
. High Energy Laser. 27,28,29,30, 144, 145,
Test Facility (HELSTF) . - 146, 147, 148, 150
Otcro County :
Orograndc Range Camp - 132
Launch Complex 37 140

Additionally, plans for Voluntary Comvective Mcasures at two other units
will be presented to the public for comment and input. White Saivds

Peak Landfill (SWMUs 47-49) and the Nuclcar Effects Directorate former
Wastewater Pond, whwhuhstedlsmAmofComuanodﬂchfl of
the permit.

A 60-day public commemt period commences with the publication of this
notice. Thcpemntmdlﬁunonmquatsmybevwweduwotcopwdu
lheWhncS-mEnvumnmtmdSlfﬂyDrmmnﬂcPosl
Headquarters, Building 163. Comments can be made verbally and in
writing at the mecting, or carl be scat diroctly to New Mexico Environment
Department (NMED) at the address befow. . The permitiee’s complisnce
history during the life of the permit being modified is available from the
NMED contact person: Mr. Phillip Sotano, (505) 827-1561 x 1021

Hazardous and Radicactive Material Burcau
New Mexico Eavironment Department
PO Box 26110

ﬂmcnwcunglsopa:mlhepubhc Persous requiring special assistance or
facilitics arc asked to call the permittee’s contact person, Ms. Robia Paul,
of the Environment and Safety Directorate, (505) 678-8693, or Mr. Chris
Whitman of MEVATEC Cocporation, (505) 678-0891, at least 72 hours
before the meeting.




ROOF OF PUBLICATION

wid E. McCollum. being duly sworn, deposes znd

+s that he is che Publisher of the ExCraees M1 m\s_ M\.\gw

Ae=deaws: 2 newspaper published daily in the county
Donz\ Ana. State oi New Mexco; thac the
ace 1) h‘ i \ptipe per clipping atcached

s published oncea week/day in regular and entice

ue of said newspaper and noc in any supplemenc

=ceof for
s in che issue dzccd

COﬂSC

VUG \Ll O‘R HCOtand
QR o) UCT‘

‘noaenc Furiher states this nowspaper is duly

- lasc pL.bhcauon

K.lﬂLlrl\le

alified w0 publish legal notices or advertisements
‘hin the meaning of Sec. Cthtc' 167, Laws of

37.
ﬂff"ﬂ"]/ 1 Gy

‘ned

tive days. che ficse pubhcznon

Peolisher
Ocicial Pos.t on

ATE OFNEW MEXICO

uacr of Dona Ana

sscmed 10l sworn SejonE T oan
Y e PN Y Y ‘;E;* 5
J SaV CISHLL e e L =
.

DR FICIAL SEAL i

‘,. . - '

JUCY ML LUNA 47 X

.\f“«cv - TETY r" (" ﬁl{ &LLL.
a-m_~,1rm: QF .uW e XICD

My Commissian Expires -—f"»" CC j
\

Nozarw Public ia and for
Doca Ana Councy, NM

and Solid Waste Management Units (SWMUSs) below:

<" Main Post  _ 8,9.10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 19
B 20,21, 22, 66, 67, 68, 69,70, 71, 72,
R 73,74, 75,76, 77, 78, 80, 85, 156 r
""" High Encrgy Laser 27,28, 29, 30, 144, 145,
© Test Facility (HELSTF) - 146, 147, 148, 150
) Ll L i 3
Orogrande Range Camp 132
Launch Complex 37 140

’Peaklmdﬁﬂ(SWWJs4749)mddleNndeﬁ‘equuW&fonna ’
Wmm?bnd,whlehnslmcdasmAmofConocmmModuleVlﬂof

. Headquarters, Building 163. Comments can be made verbally and in

The public is invited to attend an informational meeting on’
Wednesday, February 23, 2000

LOCATION: Branigas Memorial Library,
) 200 East Picacho Avenue, Las Cruces
TIME: 7:00 PM

White Sands Missile Range’s Installation Restormtion Program will present
information regarding environmental clean-up efforts at the facility. Under
the requirements of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, petitions
will be submiitted to the New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) to
remove 42 waste management sites from the Corrective Action module
(Module VI1II), of the Hazardous Waste Management Permit (1.D. Number
NM 2750211235). The No Further Action petitions include the locations

Additionally, plans for Voluntary Cosrective Measures at two other units
will be presented to the public for comment and mput. White Sands . !
Missile Range proposes to remove wastes from the former North Oscura

Mywbllcwmmnpctmdconmmccswnhmepubbcmon of this
notice.” The permit modification requests may be viewed and/or copicd at
the White Sands Environment and Safcty Directorate st the Post

writing at the mecting, or can be sent directly to New Mexico Environment
Department (NMED) at the address below.  The permittee’s compliance
history during the life of the permit being modified is available from the
NMED contact person: Mr. Phillip Solano, (505) 827-1561 x 1021

Hazardous and Radioactive Material Bureau
New Mexico Environment Department

PO Box 26110

Sants Fe, NM 87502

The mecting is open to the public. Persons requiring special assistance or
facilities are asked to call the permitiec’s contact person, Ms. Robin Paul,

of the Environment and Safety Directorate, (505) 678-8693, or Mr. Chnis MAIN POST-
Whitman of MEVATEC Corporation, (505) 678-0891, at Icast 72 hours
before the mecting.
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PUBLIC MEETING
PRESENTED BY
WHITE SANDS MISSILE RANGE
INSTALLATION RESTORATION PROGRAM
FOR THE PURPOSE OF
INFORMING THE PUBLIC ABOUT
PETITION FOR NO FURTHER ACTION/CLASS III MODIFICATION
REQUEST TO REMOVE 42 SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT UNITS
FROM PERMIT AND TO DISCUSS
FUTURE REMEDIAL ACTIONS AT TWO

ADDITIONAL SITES

February 23, 2000
Branigan Memorial Library
Las Cruces, New Mexico

7:00 p.m.

PRESENTER :
ROBIN E. PAUL
Remedial Project Manager

Installation Restoration Program
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MS. PAUL: Welcome, everybody. Thank ’m%
you very much for coming to our public meeting -
tonight.

The purpose of this public meeting is to inform
the public and also to solicit comments from the
public about our Petition For No Further Action/Class
III Modification Request that we’ve submitted for 42
solid waste management units to be removed from our
permit. We also want to tell you tonight about two
future remedial actions that we would like to
perform.

Before we get started into the presentation, let
me just call your attention over here to this
display. This is really what we like to think we’re
all about in the restoration program at White Sands
Missile Range. We’re not only involved in restoration
of the environment, but we also try to participate in
conservation actions, in pollution prevention, and in
compliance wherever we have the opportunity.

We also, up here, have some maps on display. I
hope you’ll take the opportunity later to look at them
in some detail. This is starting right here from the
southern portion of the Range, and then going up to

the most northern portion of the Range here. They’'re

detailed topographical maps, and you really have to -

s
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get down to look at them to see them.

But what we’re really talking about tonight, the
sites can be easier seen on this map right here that
did appear in the public notice. And as we go through
the presentation, I’1ll point to the different places
on the Range where the different sites are located.

So our agenda tonight, we’'re just briefly going to
talk about permit requirements, the corrective action
process where it applies to the petition that we’re
talking about tonight, then we will go in detail
through the petitions, each site, and we’ll talk about
those two future remedial actions I told you about.
Then we’ll summarize it and have questions and
comments.

So straight into permit requirements. Way back in
1989, the New Mexico Environment Department issued our
Resource Conservation Recovery Act, Part B permit.
Now, we refer to this as the RCRA permit, and the
permit is really for our container storage unit at
White Sands Missile Range. But the permit is
constructed in modules, and Module VIII of our permit
includes those solid waste management units that
require investigation or corrective action in
accordance with that rule right there, which is called

the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments.
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The permit originally had 163 solid waste Am?
management units and 22 areas of concern. The
corrective action process, as it relates to our
petition that we’re talking about tonight, began with
the RCRA facility investigation. We have a copy of
that publication right there. This was done in 1988,
and the result of that was that it did identify those
solid waste management unit areas of concern that went
into that HSWA module. And then we had two sets of
the RCRA facility investigations, the RFIs.

Now, we had a phase one RFI. Here’s the documents
right here. We also had a phase two RFI. Phase one
was done in 1992, phase two in 1994. They were Mm?
exhaustive investigative efforts at each of the solid |
waste management units and more that we’ll be talking
about tonight.

The RFIs make recommendations, either for remedial
action, which is the next bullet you see there, or
they make recommendation that no further action is
required at a particular unit for one reason or
another, usually because there is nothing of any
concern there. And then the next step in this process
would be for the installation to petition the
regulatory authority for no further action.

A,

We did this in January of this year. We have

g
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copies over here on this table of the petition. 1It’'s
in three different volumes. And then the last step in
this corrective action process could be that the New
Mexico Environment Department would modify our permit
with a Class III modification, removing the 42 solid
waste management units from our permit.

So we’ll talk now about our no further action
petition that we did submit to the State. There are
42 solid waste management units. They can be divided
up into six different categories. The first of those
is wastewater treatment. You can see that’s the bulk
of the sites, and you’ll see why in just a minute.
Then we’'ve got equipment wash racks, material storage
and recycling, waste disposal, fire fighting training
and process water.

The rationale that can be applied to each of these
solid waste management units, why we feel that they’re
ready to come off the permit, are these three bullets
that appear at the bottom of the slide. The
wastewater discharges are already regulated, and
appropriately, by the New Mexico Water Quality Act.
They’re subject to the same corrective action
requirements that solid waste management units that
are regulated under the RCRA part B unit are. And

they are subject to the Water Quality Control
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Commission regulations. So what we have here is a
case where not only is this wastewater discharge being
regulated by RCRA, but it’s also being regulated by
the Water Quality Control regulations, and they’re
very, very similar.

And then the most important bullet, and the omne
we’ll be talking most about, is the second one here
where corrective action has been already performed at
these units, or no corrective action was necessary
after the exhaustive studies that we did go through.

And then one site, kind of our orphan site out
here, got on our permit, but it’s not our site. It
actually belongs to Fort Bliss, and it's operated by
Fort Bliss.

We’ll go straight into our first category, which
is wastewater treatment. Again, these are active
sites. They're already regulated under the Water
Quality Control Commission regulations. They have
discharge permits. They require monitoring, just like
we do long-term groundwater monitoring at our other
sites. And, if necessary, these permits do require
remedial action. The regulation of these sites by our
RCRA permit we feel is inappropriate and redundant
because they already do have permits.

The first one we’'re going to talk about is the

i
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Main Post wastewater treatment plant, the sewage
treatment plant. As you can see, a bulk of the SWMUs
is right there, 66 through 78. However, these were
just recently admitted, administratively combined into
two different SWMUs, 66 and 67. Again, it’'s an active
site, already regulated. It has its own discharge
permit. The potential contaminant of concern there
was metals, and you will see this again and again at
each of the wastewater sites. The completed actions
here, phase one, phase two RFI. Recommendation is for
no further action. Nothing above any of the
preliminary remediation goals set by the EPA was
exceeded in any way, shape or form at this site.

Now, we’ll go ahead and take a look at kind of an
overview drawing here of the wastewater treatment
plant. You can see all the SWMUs. What happened is
when this was originally assessed, like digester
number one is a SWMU. Digester number two is a SWMU.
And so we ended up with a lot of different solid waste
management units where it was only appropriate to have
two.

It is located in the Main Post area of White Sands
Missile Range. Let’s take a look and see what it
looks like. Okay.

The next site we’re going to talk about, SWMU 80,

ELSIE R. PORTER, CCR
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is the sludge waste pile. This was created in 1978
when there was a large flood at White Sands. And what
happened is it tore up the sludge beds there and, you
know, piled up that sludge. Again, the potential
contaminant of concern is metals. What happened here
is that we did do a remedial action in 1995 after we
had completed the phase one and phase two RFI. We
totally removed the sludge pile. We performed
confirmational sampling. Nothing is left of that
site. We recommended it for no further action.

And, now, let’s take a look at it. There’s that
pile. That’s what happened after the flood. It all
got piled up there along with concrete and debris from
the sludge beds. You can see the security tape here.
It was sampled, characterized, properly disposed of,
and today there’s nothing left of that site.

The next site we’re going to talk about is the
wastewater discharge to Davies Tank. This is where
the effluent from the wastewater treatment plant is
discharged at White Sands Missile Range. It’s an
active site, already regulated, has its own discharge
permit. Those metals, again, is the potential
contaminant of concern. We completed a phase one and
phase two RFI there. Recommendation for no further

action. There’s absolutely nothing there that even
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approaches any of the preliminary remediation goals
set by the EPA. And we’ll just take a look.

This is the aerial view of Davies Tank. 1It’s
called Davies Tank because before there was White
Sands Missile Range, it was actually a cattle tank out
there. And what happens is the effluent line from the
wastewater treatment plant, it’s underground here, and
it discharges into this area right here.

And now we’'re going to move on to the High Energy
Laser Systems Test Facility, which is located kind of
mid-range at White Sands. Again, it’s an active
site. It’s got its own discharge permit. And again,
the contaminant of concern is metals. You’re going to
see this again and again as we’re talking about the
wastewater sites.

We did a phase one and phase two RFI there.
Recommendation for no further action. There’s nothing
there exceeding any of the PRGs. This system at
HELSTF it’'s specifically designed for the evaporative
treatment of wastewater. And you can kind of see a
little bit of the HELSTF area over here behind it.

And now, this is another site at HELSTF. Before
it was HELSTF, it was known as the MAR, which is the
Multi Array Radar. That was constructed in the early

1960s and was operational through the 1970s. And then
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the site became the High Energy Laser Systems Test r
Facility after the 1970s.

This SWMU we’re going to talk about right now is
number 148. It was the old surface impoundment for
sanitary wastewater when it was the MAR site, and, of
course, it was before the construction of the new
sewage lagoon. There’s those metals again. And what
happened there was a total removal action with
backfilling and paving when they converted from the
MAR site to the HELSTF site.

And let’s take a look and see what that looks like
today. It’'s a parking lot. It’s been completely
cleaned up.

Okay, and now we’'re going to go to that little
orphan site, the one that is really operated by Fort
Bliss. 1It’s the sewage lagoon, a very small sewage
lagoon at Orogrande Range Camp. And that’s located in
the extreme southeastern portion of the Range. 1It's
actually on the Fort Bliss permit. It was an accident
that it got on both permits, and it’s undergoing the
RCRA facility investigation by Fort Bliss at this
time.

Potential contaminants of concern, there’s those

metals again, but also pesticides. And these

pesticides here are associated with mosquito control.

—
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And what happened at White Sands is we completed a
phase one RFI. Extensive sampling was done, and it’s
recommended for no further action because Fort Bliss
is doing the actions there. As you can see, it’s a
very, very small site, and it’s kind of hidden over
here in the weeds.

And now we’'re going to go to the next category of
solid waste management units tonight, the material
storage and recycling. These sites, all the ones
we’'re about to talk about, have been thoroughly
characterized and/or remediated in accordance with all
regulations. All of the current projected land use
goals have been met for these sites. There’s only
three sites we’re going to talk about, but it does
comprise five solid waste management units.

Okay, this first one, the former waste o0il tank
and sump, this is at the main motor pool area at White
Sands Missile Range in the Main Post area. The
potential contaminants of concern, it’s what you
expect to find at a motor pool. It’s what we call the
POL--petroleum, oils and lubricants. We did a phase
one and phase two RFI there. The underground waste
0oil tank was removed in 1990. It was replaced with an
above-ground tank, and it’s clean, and it’s

recommended for no further action. 2And we’ll take a
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look at it.

Here’'s the tank being removed in 1990. Here’s the
new above-ground waste oil tank. It is periodically
pumped by Mesa 0il that we have a contract with at
White Sands Missile Range. And this is actually SWMU
9, which is nothing more than a little sieve that the
waste oil is poured into to catch any debris. It's
got a little wire-screen-type thing on the top, and
then the oil is pumped into the waste oil tank.

So you can see if there was to be any problems,
they would be readily identified and taken care of
right at that time at the motor pool.

The next one--again, we’re at the main motor
pool--was the used battery accumulation area. A very
small area around a little building that we’ll see a
picture of in just a minute. Potential contaminant of
concern here is metals. And by this "metals" we mean
lead, because it would be associated with the lead
acid batteries that had been stored at this site.

It did go through phase one and phase two RFI.

The batteries are not stored here any longer. They’'re
now stored in a really new state-of-the-art, you know,
controlled battery storage area. There is nothing
there of any concern that meets anywhere near the

preliminary remediation goals, and it’s recommended

et
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for no further action.

As I said, it’s a really small site. The
batteries used to be stored on the little pad over
here and right over here. And it is clean now.

The next site we’ll talk about is at the golf
course. Again, here in the Main Post area of White
Sands Missile Range, SWMU 156. Contaminant of concern
there, of course, is pesticides. We did a total
removal action here in 1995 which consisted of removal
of the structure, proper disposal, confirmational
sampling. But we also conducted the phase one and
phase two RFI prior to that remedial action. It’s
clean now and recommended for no further action.

We got some nice before and after shots here.

This was the foundation of the structure. 1It’'s
covered here because confirmational sampling has just
taken place, and we were protecting the structure from
any rain or any other disturbance before we get our
samples back. All of this was removed properly and
disposed. This site was regraded, and that'’s what it
looks like today.

Okay, the next category is equipment wash racks.
These are going to sound a lot of the same. We’ve got
seven different SWMUs at four different sites--two at

the main motor pool, two at the heavy equipment shop.
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These sites, and you’ve seen this before, they’ve been
thoroughly characterized and/or remediated, and they
meet all of their land use goals.

The first site we’ll talk about is in the main
motor pool, 1778, SWMUs 10 and 11, 11 being the
oil/water separator associated with that SWMU. Again,
the contaminants of concern would be what you expect
at a motor pool, the POL that we already talked about,
the solvents. And solvents here, we don’'t necessarily
mean like methylethylketone or anything bad like
that. We could be talking about soap in this instance
and also metals associated with the actual vehicles
and with unleaded gasoline.

This site did go through phase one and phase two,
the RFI. Nothing is there that even approaches the
preliminary remedial goals. It’s recommended for no
further action. 2And does this look familiar? Here's
our above-ground storage tank again, the little sump
that we talked about. BAnd this right here is the wash
pad with the oil/water separator being right under
it.

And then still we’re at the main motor pool,
Building 1778, right across the parking lot. We had
an actual wash ramp where you could pull the heavy

equipment up on the ramp and wash it down, and then
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the pad and drain and the oil/water separator
underneath it. The potential contaminants of concern,

again, are POL and our soaps and our solvents. Went

through the phase one and phase two RFI. The site is

clean. Nothing there remotely approaching the PRGs.
And let’'s take a look at that site.

Here we have--it’s kind of a before and after.
This site is no longer in use. This is what the ramp
used to look like. This ramp was dismantled and
disposed in 1995, I believe it was. No, in 1997.

This site is no longer being used, but you can see the
remnants of the pad right there.

And now, we’'re going down the street from the main
motor pool to the heavy equipment area of the Main
Post. This is SWMU 16 at the heavy equipment wash
pad. Again, our POL and solvents being the
contaminants of potential concern. Went through phase
one and phase two RFI. Nothing is left there. I
mean, nothing was discovered there, and it’s
recommended for no further action.

And this is simply what it looks like. The
vehicles would pull up here inside this fenced area
onto the wash ramp, be cleaned, and then pulled back
out on the road.

And then this is actually located inside the

ELSIE R. PORTER, CCR
LAS CRUCES, NEW MEXICO 523-8233




(o) BN 6

~J

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

16

compound for the heavy equipment shop. It’s at the
heavy equipment garage. Again, we’ve got another
oil/water separator associated with its wash pad and
its drain. POL and solvents, again, for contaminants
of concern. Went through the phase one and phase two
RFI. No further action. There are no PRGs at this
site.

And this is kind of around behind the heavy
equipment shop. You can see this is kind of a large
pad right here. But when we’re talking heavy
equipment, we’re talking about like the Caterpillars
and stuff like that, that they use out there at White
Sands.

Okay, now we’ll move into the next category, which
is waste disposal. We have three sites, three SWMUs
that were investigated for reported waste disposal
activity. And actually, I should have changed this
last one. It says, "Waste was removed each of the
sites and properly disposed."

Well, that’s true at two of the sites, and we'’ll
see that in just a minute. But what happened at the
third site is nothing was ever found, and we’ll talk
about that when we get to that particular one.

Okay, the first site is located at Launch Complex

37. You can’'t see this map, but we can look at the

g
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map after the meeting, and I can point out to you
where it is on that map. "LC" simply stands for
Launch Complex. It’s SWMU 140. What this was was a
small trench that was dug out in the desert, and we
found paint cans and solvent cans out there just
dumped into this trench in the middle of the desert.
So the contaminants of concern are associated, the
metals, like the pigment in the paint, the solvents,
the paint thinners, things like that.

They did go through the phase one and phase two
RFI to make sure that nothing else was there that was
of any concern, and we'’re recommending it for no
further action after the total remedial action did
take place at that site.

And in 1996--here’s the site. You can see it was
a very small site, and there’s some pallets and stuftf
in there, too. 1In 1996, after the phase one and phase
two RFI were accomplished, this site was completely
cleaned up. Everything was properly disposed. This
site was backfilled and regraded, and that’s what it
loocks like today.

Okay, and then now we’re back at the High Energy
Laser Systems Test Facility, the MAR before it was the
HELSTF. It’s SWMU 150. It’s a very similar

situation. This was a small trench that was dug in
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the desert. The debris in this trench was associated,
actually, with the construction of the MAR, so it
dates from the early 1960s. Again, the metals and the
solvents were the potential contaminants of concern.
Again, it went through the phase one and phase two
RFI. A total remedial action was accomplished in
1996. And let’s just take a look at it.

Here’s the trench, and here’s what it looks 1like
today. Everything was thoroughly investigated,
sampled, removed. Confirmational sampling took
place. The site is clean. It was backfilled,
regraded, and now is recommended for no further
action.

Now, this site, this is the one that I told you
about. We investigated it thoroughly, but nothing was
ever found. What happened here--and this is back at
the heavy equipment shop. We’ll look at it in just a
minute. What happened here is that during employee
interviews during the 1998 RCRA facility assessment
phase of the Installation Restoration Program, an
employee recalled that perhaps there was a pipe that
was installed near this building that was used for
pouring waste oils and solvents and things down. So
what we did was a thorough investigation of the site,

which was the phase one and phase two RFI. We did

()
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extensive excavation after we did like geomagnetometer
work out there at the site to try to discover where
this pipe might be. We did find a small length of
pipe, and I'm talking small length of pipe, that was
not connected to anything. There was no evidence and
nothing found approaching PRGs at this site. It'’s
recommended for no further action. 2and I’'1ll show you
where--the employee recalled it being installed here.
But we did the geomagnetometer work all around, all
around, so that we weren’t missing anything. 2And
nothing was ever discovered at that site. So again,
you know, cases do happen where things get on the
permit by mistake.

Okay, another category was the fire fighting
training that we’re going to talk about. There’s only
two SWMUs associated with these sites, and they’re
right there at the Main Post area. They’ve been
completely characterized and remediated, and they meet
all of their land use goals. The first one, SWMU 21,
potential contaminants of concern, POL and metals.
This is because waste oils and waste gasolines and
things like that were used as the fuel during the
training exercises for the fire fighters. And they
were stored out there in an above-ground tank. So,

you know, the old metals, the old POLs and things like
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that, that’s what you would expect to see. And that
is, in fact, what we found in the old tank when it was
removed. And it was removed after the phase one and
two RFI in 1996. All confirmational samples were
taken. There’s nothing remaining at this site. 1It’s
recommended for no further action.

Now, I don’t know if everybody can see, it’s kind
of a dark slide, but this is just prior to the removal
of the above-ground waste-oil tank that was associated
with this site.

And then the next one, which is directly
associated with this, was the waste pile. After the
training exercises, what they would do is take a
bulldozer out there and kind of scrape up the soils
after each of the exercises. So what we had here was
actually the waste pile of these soils that were
associated with the fire fighting training. Same
contaminants of concern. Again, completely remediated
after the phase two RFI that was in 1996. Again, no
further action was necessary. And we’ll show you a
picture of the pile we’re talking about kind of
scraped up over here in the weeds. And then that tank
that we looked at in the other picture is right about
here. Again, it’s been completely taken care of.

Okay, now we're going to the next category, which

S
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is the process water. Four SWMUs, four different
sites, all designed to receive process water, which is
different than wastewater. These sites, too, have
been completely characterized and remediated. They
meet all of their land use goals.

Okay, this first one, LSTC, that stands for the
Laser System Test Center. We’re back at HELSTF.
Potential contaminants of concern here are metals and
solvents. What happened at this site, it received the
condensate and the cooling water from the LSTC. And
metals here would be referring to chromium because the
chromium is used as a descaler in the aura of water.
The completed actions here, phase one and phase two
RFI. Nothing approaching any of the PRGs.

Recommended for no further action. And this is the
site. It’s actually out here in the trees. The
discharge pipe is a very small pipe like this. 1It's a
little PVC pipe. It discharges into that group of
healthy vegetation out there.

And by the way, this site, since it is an active
site, and it’s actively discharging, requires a
permit. Remember, we talked earlier about the other
wastewater treatment sites that had their own
permits. A notification of intent has been submitted

by White Sands to permit this discharge.
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Okay, Test Cell 4 lagoon. We're back at HELSTF.
This was constructed specially for a test that was
going to be held at HELSTF. It was a line to the
lagoon. It did receive a one-time release of 30,000
gallons of sodium fluoride wastewater in 1989. A
phase one and phase two RFI was conducted at that
site. Total removal and confirmational sampling did
occur. When the test was over--there was that
one-time discharge. The test was over. We did all
the studies, all the sampling. We removed it, and no
further action is necessary there. And we’ll take a
before-and-after look here. This is Test Cell 4 in
the background. Here is a picture of the lagoon.
Here it is after remediation, what it looks like
today.

And this might be interesting to some people. We
do active groundwater monitoring at or near most of
the sites that you’'ve seen and that I’'ve referred to
tonight. These are groundwater monitor wells at the
High Energy Laser System Test Facility. And we do
that groundwater monitoring on a semi-annual basis
just to make sure that we are not experiencing any
problems in the groundwater. And not only do we
monitor at HELSTF, we monitor all over White Sands

Missile Range.
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And now we’ll talk about the dry pond. This is
located directly at the end of the lagoon system at
the HELSTF. 1It’'s regulated under the permit, the
discharge permit for the lagoons. Metals being the
contaminant of concern there. A phase one and phase
two RFI was conducted. Nothing even approaching the
PRGs was seen there. No further action is necessary
at this site.

And what we have next is kind of a little drawing
for you, because it’s really hard to see in the
slide. 1It’s never actually been used, because this
lagoon system is for total evaporation and it works
really well out here in the desert. But the SWMU is
located directly at the end of the lagoon system.

And now, let’s go on to the photo. You can see
it’s kind of hard to see; it’s just there. It’'s just
this small area at the end of the lagoon system.

Now, we are at the clean facility at HELSTF. And
what happens here is they clean the optics in a very
controlled environment. The contaminants of concern
here were the POLs and the solvents that are
associated with cleaning of the optics. This site
went through a phase one and phase two RFI. The
remedial action that was chosen was closure of the

sump after the site was investigated, and the sludge
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was removed and properly disposed at the site. It is
now recommended for no further actionm.

We’ll show you before and after. Again, this is
not a big site. It’s small. 1It’s just this little
area right here. And now, this is kind of a misnomer,
and the titles that we’ve shown you on all of these
slides are the actual titles of the solid waste
management units since the inception of the program.
But it is a misnomer, because there is no underground
holding tank associated with the SWMU. It was simply
this little sump down here, and it was an above-ground
tank, kind of like what we saw at the motor pool
where, you know, optics were taken out here, and they
were washed down. Wastewater then went into the sump
and was pumped to the holding tank. So all the
sludges were cleaned out of this sump. Everything was
sampled, characterized, properly disposed. It was
filled in. They no longer do the large optic cleaning
at this facility, and HELSTF is no longer used.

Okay, so we talked very quickly about the 42 SWMUs
that we have proposed for no further action/class III
modification request to the New Mexico Environment
Department. And now, very briefly, we’ll talk about
the two sites that we’re proposing for future remedial

action. Both of these sites will be undergoing what'’s
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called a voluntary corrective measure, which is a
remedial action that has been reviewed by the New
Mexico Environment Department and approved.

The first one we’ll talk about is at the Nuclear
Effects Reactor Facility. It’s the two little waste
ponds that are associated with that facility, SWMUs
160 and 161. The potential contaminant of concern
here--what we expected to find was domestic
wastewater, because the toilets discharged there, used
to discharge there. But what we did find was a
surprise. We found very low levels of this PCB-type
1254 and very low levels of arsenic. BAnd we’ll talk
about the low levels in just a minute. But let’s take
a peek and see what these look like.

This is waste pond number one, SWMU 160. 1It’s
located right inside the entrance to the facility,
near the guard shack to the facility. It’s a small
site. This is the influent right here.

And now, we’ll look at the other one. Again,
small. There’s the influent. And this site you can
see is paved with asphalt. And it’'s way inside the
facility there where there’s no access permitted.
Well, there’s no access permitted at this facility

whatsoever.

So what do we have? We have these two very small
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inactive waste ponds. Effluent has not been
discharged since the early 1980s at these sites.

These are the levels that I was talking about. The
PCB 1254 was detected at 5.1 parts per million in the
surface soils only. Arsenic was detected at 4.7 parts
per million, again, in the surface soils only. But we
didn’t just sample the surface soil. We did a full
investigation here at this site, and we augered over
20 feet, took a full suite of samples. These are the
only two hits that we did receive.

What we have proposed to New Mexico Environment
Department is to go ahead and totally remove and
properly dispose all contaminated soils at this site.
What we propose to do is actually remove the soil in
two-foot lifts, and then perform confirmational
sampling. If it’s clean, we stop. 1If it’s not clean,
we take another two-foot 1lift out of there. When we
do reach clean, we’ll take our full suite of
confirmational sampling, send those all to NMED for
approval. Once they do approve these samples as being
clean, we will restore this site. And what that means
is the one that was outside the fence that had the
1itt}e vines trailing in it, that will simply be
backfilled, regraded, revegetated. And the one that

was inside the big security fence will be backfilled,

o
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and asphalt will be applied over this site.

In our very last one, this is a small landfill
located at North Oscura Peak, which is way up at the
northern end of the Range. I know nobody can see
this, but it’'s way up north. BAnd we’ll look at the
map later if you want to. It’s three different SWMUs
which are small little trenches up there. The
potential contaminants of concern here are metals and
organics. And the organics are associated with this
septage disposal pit. Here’s kind of an overview of
the site. This is an interesting site. See right
here where it says "to atom site"? This is what we
refer to as Atom Peak. This is the o0ld observation
point for the Trinity explosion. It’s about 1.3 miles
right up the hill from this little landfill. And what
happened is the troops that were stationed at the Atom
Peak site, this is where they disposed of their
waste. Their septage was taken here and disposed, as
well as the other waste that was generated at the
facility.

And you see a couple of mentions here of soil
stockpiles. We can see those in the pictures. Okay,
right here, this little trench, this is where the
septage disposal did take place. Back here in the

back--I know you can’'t really see it--but the other
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two trenches we’re talking about were right there.
And here’s one of those soil piles. Okay, this is all
the waste that is in one of those trenches. What you
can see is just the old spools that the telephone
cable wire and stuff like that comes on, and pallets.
This is one of the covered trenches right here. I
know it’s hard to see, but we’re trying to emphasize
here that it is a small site. It’s been thoroughly
sampled. The only waste that’'s been found there is
strictly nonhazardous. It's what we call solid
waste. The septage has been sampled. We have
proposed, again, for this site to totally remove it,
properly dispose of anything we find, do
confirmational sampling. When New Mexico Environment
Department agrees with us that it is clean, we will
restore this site, which will be with clean soil. And
this is really a very beautiful site up there in the
northern portion of the Range, and it’s got some--I
wish I could remember the name of the grass that’s
growing there. But we’'re going to reseed it with the
native grass that is growing right there at the site,
which will be part of the site restoration.

So very briefly, in summary, we have completed all
the restoration activities at 22 of the sites we

talked about tonight. They’ve been completely

v,

)

ELSIE R. PORTER, CCR
LAS CRUCES, NEW MEXICO 523-8233



)

0

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

29

characterized and remediated in accordance with all
the regulations. All of their land use goals have
been met.

Then we talked about our wastewater treatment
sites. These are already regulated, but they’ve also
been completely investigated by this program. So we
are requesting that New Mexico Environment Department
take a look at these sites, and because they’re
already regulated by an arm of New Mexico Environment
Department, we’re asking that they allow the
regulation to take place with that arm where it
already occurs.

And then we did very briefly discuss the future
remedial actions we’d like to do at North Oscura Peak
landfill and at the Nuclear Effects Directorate.

That’s it for the presentation. I’'d like to
encourage everybody to make comments, to ask
questions, to look at the maps. These are like little
tiny maps. And we also have copies of everything, if
you would like to take a look at the RCRA facility
investigations, at the petitions themselves.

Also--yes, ma’am.

MS. THAELER: I want to make a comment
when you’re through. Go ahead.

MS. PAUL: I was just going to mention
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if anybody hasn’t signed in, there is a sign-in place
over there. And there’s also comment sheets there.
If you wouldn'’'t care to make a comment during the
meeting, you can take a sheet and fill it out and send
it to me.

MS. THAELER: My name is Marianne
Thaeler. I wear a number of hats. I’'m a member of
the Fort Bliss Restoration Advisory Board. I’'m the
conservation chair for the Southern New Mexico Group
of the Sierra Clubs, and I'm a National Sierra Club
advisor on military issues.

As some of you may know, I’'ve commented at many of
these hearings, including the SWMU hearings, not only
here but in other places. I apologize to the reporter
that I did not come with prepared comments, because my
letter, which I’11 present for the record, didn’'t
indicate that comments would be accepted at the
meeting, though I did notice that in the revised
public notice, which was attached, that it is so
noted.

Therefore, I cannot comment formally, and I wish
to comment informally. First, because there has been
no opportunity for any public access to the sites, or
notification that the characterization reports were

available to the public sooner than this evening, it

(L

ELSIE R. PORTER, CCR
LAS CRUCES, NEW MEXICO 523-8233



()

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

31

is impossible to make meaningful comments. And
without access to the information or the methods and
methodology used to do the cleanup, it is impossible
to make meaningful comments. Thus, I wish to
recommend that White Sands Missile Range take one of
two possible actions: Establish a restoration
advisory board, as was done at Fort Bliss and has been
done at Holloman Air Force Base, or accept the
invitation of the Fort Bliss RAB members to act as a
joint White Sands Missile Range/Fort Bliss RAB.

To the comments that not enough public interest
has been expressed, I can testify that was initially
true with the Fort Bliss RAB. And since the RAB was
established, public participation at meetings is
extremely good. Attendance is 20 to 30 people.
Meetings are held in Las Cruces. They here held in El
Paso, and they are held in Alamogordo.

The managers of Fort Bliss have indicated that
through these public comment opportunities, many
different situations that would otherwise potentially
be difficult have been avoided. All of which was
presented here were the type of thing that came before
the RAB meeting for the Fort Bliss installation, as
well as the one at Holloman Air Force Base, and so I'm

familiar with some of the procedures.
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And I’'1l1 leave my comments at that.

MS. PAUL: Thank you. Do you have any
more questions or comments? We can refer to the
documents. We can take you back through the
presentation. We can look at the petitions, whatever
you might be interested in doing.

MR. USSERY: I have a question for you
about the solid waste materials you found up at North
Oscura Peak. Were those examined by the Range
archaeologist and determined if they were--

MS. PAUL: Yes, they were. Dr. Bob
wouldn’t let me anywhere near the site till he was
through with it.

MR. USSERY: And what was his finding
concerning the wire spools and some of those things?
Were they indeed datable back to the Trinity testing?

MS. PAUL: I would have to refer.back
to the archaeology report that was done for that site,
because I can’'t tell you off the top of my head.

(The speaker was asked to identify himself.)

MR. USSERY: David Ussery,
U-S-S-E-R-Y.

MS. PAUL: Well, if that’s it, I’'d like
to thank everybody again for coming tonight. Thank

you for your participation. Thank you very much for

()
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your comments. And if there’s anything we can do for
you at White Sands, please give us a call. Please
take information oh your way out, and our names are on
the papers. Thank you again.

(The public hearing adjourned at 7:48 p.m.)

ELSIE R. PORTER, CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER
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STATE OF NEW MEXICO )

)
COUNTY OF DONA ANA )

I, ELSIE R. PORTER, Certified Court Reporter for
the State of New Mexico, hereby certify that I
reported, to the best of my ability, the Public
Hearing on February 23, 2000; that the pages numbered
1 through 32 inclusive, are a true and correct
transcript of my stenographic notes, and were reduced
to typewritten transcript through computer-aided
transcription; that on the date I reported this public
hearing, I was a New Mexico Certified Court Reporter.

Dated at Las Cruces, New Mexico, this 17th day of

March, 2000.

ELSIE R. PORTER
New Mexico CCR No. 61
Expires: December 31, 2000

.
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APPENDIX F

COMMENTS FROM NMED DATED 10/13/00 REGARDING
JANUARY 2000 SUBMITTAL OF NFA PETITIONS



State of New Mexico = Mmﬁ .

ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT

Hazardous Waste Bureau

2044 A Galisteo, P.O. Box 26110 \

F N\
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87502-6110 ,

Telephone (505) 827-1567

Fax (505) 827-15
GARY E. JOHNSON ( ) 1544 PETER MAGGIORE
GOVERNOR SECRETARY

. PAUL R. RITZMA
DEUPTY SECRETARY

CERTIFIED MAIL 7, 258 648 669
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Qctober 13, 2000

Thomas A. Ladd, Director

Environmental and Safety

Department of the Army

U.S. Army White Sands Missile Range

White Sands Missile Range, New Mexico 88002

RE: NOTICE OF INITIAL REVIEW

PETITION TO PERFORM CLASS III MODIFICATIONS TO REMOVE SOLID
WASTE MANAGEMENT UNITS 8, 9, 12, 13, 14, 15, 21, 22, 145, 147, AND 148
FROM THE WHITE SANDS MISSILE RANGE RCRA PART-B PERMIT,
IDENTIFICATION # NM2750211235 JANUARY 2000

EPA ID# NM2750211235
HWB-WSMR-99-013

Dear Mr. Ladd:

The Hazardous Waste Bureau (HWB) of the New Mexico Environment Department (NMED)
has received the White Sands Missile Range's (WSMR) PETITION TO PERFORM CLASS 111
MODIFICATIONS TO REMOVE SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT UNITS 8, 9, 12, 13, 14, 15,
21,22, 145, 147, AND 148 FROM THE WHITE SANDS MISSILE RANGE RCRA PART-B
PERMIT, IDENTIFICATION # NM2750211235 dated JANUARY 2000, and referenced by
report number WS-ES-EC-003. This corrective action document addresses 11 solid waste
management units. The HWB has completed its initial review to determine if all the required
parts are contained in the document. HWB has determined that this document 1s incomplete.
Therefore, as prescribed in the NMED Hazardous Waste Fees 20.4.2.301.2 NMAC, HWB is
retuming the document and is advising WSMR of its missing parts. WSMR must make the
required corrections and resubmit the document, before HWB can proceed with its review.



