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TRACK 1 SITES:
GUIDANCE FOR ASSESSING

LOW PROBABILITY SITES
AT INEL

SITE DESCRIPTION: North side of CFA-680 (Tank CFA-680)
SITE ID: CFA-36 OPERABLE UNIT: 04-03
WASTE AREA GROUP: 04

. SUMMARY - PHYSICAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE:

CFA-36 is the historical site of a 55 gal underground storage tank (UST) that lies north of
building CFA-680. It was accessed by a concrete manhole and is known as CFA-680. Tank
CFA-680 was used as a storage tank for leaded gasoline to power a water pump. The tank
(construction material was probably steel) with galvanized steel piping was installed in 1951 and
put out of service in 1983. ‘

On May 22,1989, a liquid sample was taken from the tank and sent to the EG&G Environmental
Chemistry Unit to determine the waste profile. EPTOX, semi-volatile and volatile organic
analyses were performed on the sample. On August 20, 1990, an unknown amount of gasoline
was pumped from the tank by H&M Oil, Pocatello to be recycled by burning for energy recovery.
The tank was excavated on October 16, 1930 and field analysis with a Microtip PID showed VOC
levels below EG&G regulatory action limits. Laboratory analyses on soil samples taken from the
tank bed confirm that there is no contamination. The laboratory reported "not detected” for TPH
and BETX. The pit was backfilled with half a truckload (approximately 6 yd3) of clean soil.

The tank was cut on November 28, 1980 and shipped to Pacific Steel in Idaho Falis on
December 18, 1990. Nothing is reported about the disposition of the piping.




DECISTON RECOMMENDATION
IIl. SUMMARY - QUALITATIVE ASSESSMENT OF RISK:

The qualitative risk assessment for benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene and xylenes is low. The
overall reliabiity of the assessment is high. Using the qualitative risk and reliability table, "no
action reqguired" is the recommendation for all the compounds.

i. SUMMARY - CONSEQUENCES OF ERROR:

Excavating a non contaminated site would spend tax dollars unnecessarily. Failure to remediate
a contaminated site could cause harm cr injury to humans.

IV. SUMMARY - OTHER DECISION DRIVERS

The hazardous constituents analyzed for (BTEX) were not detected in the soil samples. TPH
were also not detected. .

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

CFA-36 is a COCA site at the Central Facilities Area. CFA-36 was the site of an underground
storage tank that stored leaded gasoline. During excavation of the tank, soil samples were
collected and analyzed. The laboratory analysis verified the absence of contaminants. R is
recommended that no further action be taken at the COCA-36 site.
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NO FURTHER ACTION DETERMINATION

The U. S. Department of Energy, U. S. Environmental Protection Agency-Region 10 and the State of
ldaho have completed a review of the referenced information for Central Facilities Area CFA-36
hazardous site, as it pertains to the INEL Federal Facility Agreement of December 4, 1991. Based on
this review, the parties have determined that no further action for purposes of investigation or study is
justified. This decision is subject to review at the time of issuance of the Record of Decision.

Brief Summary of the basis for no further action:

See Decision Ffd'é-d
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DECISION STATEMENT
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PROCESS/WASTE WORKSHEET

SITE ID: CFA-36
col 1 col 2 col3
Processes Associated with this | Wasle Description & Handling Description & Location of any Artifact/Structures/Disposal Areas Assaciated
site Procedures wilh this Waste or Process
Process - Artifacl: 55 gal storage tank

Location: N. of building CFAB80

Description: construction was probably stes] - not recorded in TMP file
Underground storage tank Tark halds leaded gasoline Artitact: Associated piping

DL 1 ~ration: Allached to tank CFAG80
é// /¢1' scriplion:

[0’: 3 Dé&ﬁip'l‘iou: ifact:
sation:

P;Plﬂq-— éa[u&,\”z&{ scription:
. ifact: Undetermined amount of gasoline

Process y
Tvors on Blacfe ZLoM cation: H & M Oil - recycled by buming for energy recovery
Sof : sscription: Leaded gasoline
Removing contents of tank C £7' 40 P ’Pé' E: tifact;
' ' o - scation:
™ FM c"‘é 540 P ‘}UN escription:
Hitact:
ocation:
Jescription:

! Arifact: UST - probably constructed of steal
-ocation: Recycled by Pacilic Steel
Description: Rusty tank

Process

Artifact: Associated piping
Location: Unknown

Excavating the tank
Description: Galvanized steel

Artifact:
Location:
Description:




SITE ID: CFA-36
PROCESS (col 1): UST

CONTAMINANT WORKSHEET

Col 4 Col5 Col6 Col 7 Col 8 Col9
What known/potential hazardous Potential sources associated Known/ Risk based Qualitative risk | Overall
substances/constituenis arg associated with this:hazardous material? astimated concentration | assessment reliability
with this waste or process? concentrations | mg/kg {Hi/Med/Lo) (HiMed/ o)
of hazardous
substances/
constituenis?
TPH {GC Headspace) Gasoline contaminated soil ND DL=05
Benzene (GC Headspacs} Gasoline contaminated soil ND DL=0.5 2.27 E-01 Low High
“Toiuene {GC Headspace) Gasoline contaminated soil ND DL=05 1.66 E+03 Low High
Il Ethylbenzens {(GC Headspace) Gasaline contaminated soil ND DL=05 2.19 E+03 Low High
Xylenes (GG Headspace) Gasoline contaminated soll ND DL=05 3.70 E+04 Low High
|
il 2-Methyinapthalena (EPA SW-846-8270) Gasoline sampla 2905 mg/kg i
[ Napthalens (EPA SW-846-8270) Gasoling sample 2479 mgkg
Il Phenanthrene (EPA SW-846-8270) Gasoline sample 8.12 mg/kg
ﬂ Benzene (EPA SW-846-8240) Gasoline sample 1284 mghg
|| Ethytbanzene (EPA SW-846-8240) Gasoline sample 2212 makg "
Moethylena chloride (EPA SW-846-8240) (Gasoline sample 45.1 mgkg "
Toluena (EPA SW-846-8240) Gasoline sample 45406 mg/g "
Xylena (m & p} (EPA SW-846-8240) Gasoline sampla 80732 mg/kg
Il Xylone (o) (EPA SW-B46-8240) Gasoline sampla 35608 mgikg
H
Arsenic (EPA SW-846-6010) Gasoline sample <2.44 mg/kg "
{| Barium {EPA SW-846-6010) Gasaoline sample <19.5 mgkg
Cadmium (EPA SW-848-6010) (Gasoline sample <0.49 mgkg
Chromium (EPA SW-846-6010) Gasoline sample <0.98 mgkg "
Copper (EPA SW-846-6010) Gasoline sample <2.4 mg/kg ||
Lead (EPA SW-846-6010) Gasoline sample 70.8 mghg "

a. ND = not detected
DL = detection limit in mg/kg



CONTAMINANT WORKSHEET

SITE ID: CFA-36
PROCESS (col 1): UST

Col4
What known/potential hazardous

substances/conslituents are associated

with this waste or process?

Col5
Potential sources associated
wilh this hazardous material?

Col6

Known/
astimated
concantrations
of hazardous
substances/
constituents?

Col7

Risk based
concentration
mg/kg

Col 8
Qualitative risk
assessment
{Hi’Med/.o)

Cal9
Overall
reliability
(HifMed/Lo)

Mercury (EPA SW-846-7470) Gasoline sample <.020 mg/kg
Nickel (EPA SW-846-6010) Gasoline sample <3.9 mag/kg
Selenium (EFA SW-846-6010) Gasoline sampla <29.3 mg/kg I
Silver {EPA SW-846-6010) Gasoline sample <0,98 mg/kg I
Thallium (EPA SW-846-6010) Gasoline sample <48.8 mg/kg "
Zinc (EPA SW-846-6010) Gasolina sample 16.9 mg/kg I
EPTOX
Arsanic {EPA SW-846-6010) Gasoline sample <19.900 mg/L
Barium (EPA SW-846-6010} Gasolineg sample <15.900 mg/L
Cadmium (EPA SW-846-6010) Gasoline sample <0.400 mg/L
Chromiurn (total) (EPA SW-846-6010) Gasoline sample <0.800 mg/L
ead (EPA SW-846-6010) Gasoline sample 57.700 mg/L
Marcury (EPA SW-846-7470) Gasoline sample <0.0160 mg/L
Selenium (EPA SW-846-6010) Gasoline sampla «23,900 mg/L
Shver (EPA SW-846-6010) Gasoline sample <0.800 mg/L

a. ND = not detected
DL = detection limil in mg/kg
mg/L converted from ug/l.



QUALITATIVE RISK ANG RELIABILITY EVALUATION TABLE

QUALITATIVE RISK

LOW MEDIUM HIGH
HIGHLY screaning screening
UN- data TRACK i data
RELIABLE MW%
NO ACTION RI/FS |

HIGHLY REQUIRED INTERIM ACTION*
RELIABLE
reliability LOW MEDIUM HIGH

concentration resulting in concentration resulting in

risk < 108 risk > 10°®

qualitative risk "

* if there exist sufficient data to identify an appropriate remedy
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‘Question 1. What are the waste generation process locations and dates of
operation associated with this site?

Block 1 Answer:

CFA-36 is the historical site of a 55 gai underground storage tank on the north side CFA-680.
Tank CFA-680 was accessed by a concrete manhole that was 3 feet deep. The tank (probably
constructed of steel) and its galvanized steel piping were installed in 1951 and remained in use
until 1983. The tank stored leaded gasoline used for a water pump. In August 1891, the
contents of the tank were pumped out by H&M Qil to be recycled by burning for energy
recovery. The fiskd logbook states that 110 gal. of gasoline were removed from the tank, but the
level of fuel in the truck where the gasoline was pumped was not recorded. The tank was
excavated in October 1990 revealing that it was indeed a 55 gal tank and it appeared to be
rusted. In November 1990 the tank was cut and disposed of in December 1990 at Pacific Steel
in Idaho Falls.

Biock 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? X_High __Med __Low (check
one)

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

Information taken from the summary assessment, field logbook and TMP file.
Photographs of site and tank from the excavation.

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? __Yes X _NO  (check ons)
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

Block 4 Sources of Information: (check appropriate box(es) and write in
source)

No available information [1 Analytical data []
Anecdotal [] Documentation about data []
Historical process data [] Disposal data []
Current process data [] Q.A. data []
Aerial photographs [] Safety analysis report []
Engineering/site drawings (] D&D report []
Unusual Occurrence Report [1] Initial assessment [1
Summary documents [X] (8) Well data []
Facility SOPs [1 Construction data []
OTHER (X] @149
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Question 2. What are the disposal process |locations and dates of operation
associated with this site? How was the waste disposed?

Block 1 Answer:

On May 22, 1989, the contents of tank CFA-680 were sampled to determine the waste profile.
An undetermined amount of gasoline in the tank was pumped from the tank on August 21,
1990 (the field logbook states the 110 gal. of gasoline were pumped from the tank. Historical
data and photographs taken when the tank was excavated determine that CFA-680 was a 55 gal
tank) by H&M Oil, Pocatello to be recycied by burning for energy recovery. The tank was
excavated on October 16, 1990. Soil samples were collected for analysis. The depths of the
samples were not recorded. Sampie numbers cannot be definitively assigned to sample
locations from the information provided in the field logbook. PID reading show contamination
levels well below the EG&G requlatory action limit for field analysis of VOCs (25 mg/kg).
Laboratory results report that TPH and BTEX were "not detected” and therefore are below state
regulatory action limits. The pit was backfilled with one half truckload (approximately 6 yd3) of
clean soil. The tank was cut on November 28,1990 and disposed of on December 18, 1930 by
Pacific Steel in Idaho Falls.

Block 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? _X_High __Med _Low (check
one)

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

The information is taken from field logbooks. Although there is a discrepancy as to how much
gasoline was pumped from the tank, there is no question that the tank capacity is 55 gal.
according to photographs and field logbooks.

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? __Yes X_NO  (check one)_
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

Block 4 Sources of Information: (check appropriate box(es) and write in
source)

No available information [1 Analytical data [X] _(1) .
Anecdotal [] Documentation about data {1

Historical process data 8] Disposal data []

Current process data [] Q.A. data []

Aetial photographs {1 Safety analysis report []

Engineering/site drawings [] D&D report 1

Unusual Oceurrence Raport [1 Initial assessment []

Summary documents [X] {8) Well data []

Facility SOPs [] Construction data 11

OTHER (X} @)@
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Question 3. s there empirical, circumstantial, or other evidence of migration? |
If so, what is it?

Block 1 Answer:

There is no evidence of migration at the site of tank CFA-680. Field analysis for VOCs with a
Microtip P1D show concentration levels below EG&G regulatory action limit (25 mg/kg).
Laboratory analyses confirm that TPH and BTEX were “not detected” and are weil below the
state regulatory action limit (100 mg/kg tor TPH in gasoline).

Block 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? X_High _Med _Low (check
one)

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.
Information is taken from figld sampling notebook and Data Chem laboratory results.

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? _Yes X_NO  (chack one)
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

Block 4 Sources of Information: (check appropriate box(es) and write in
source)

No available information [] Analytical data [X] _{1)
Anecdotal [] Documentation about data (1
Historical process data [] Disposal data [l
Current process data [] QLA. data []
Aarial photographs (] Safety analysis repon []
Engineering/site drawings [1 D&D raport []
Unusual Gecurrence Repont i Initial assessment []
Summary documents [1 Well data (1
Facility SOPs [] Canstruction data [
OTHER X1 @
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Question 4. Is there evidence that a source exists at this site? If so, list the
sources and describe the svidence.

Block 1  Answer:

There is no evidence that a source exists at the site of tank CFA-680. The field analysis show
concentrations below the EG&G regulatory action limit (25 mg/kg). Laboratory analyses confirm
that no source exisis at the tank site. TPH as gasoline and BETX were "not detected” according
to the laboratory report.

Block 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? X_High __Med _Low {(check
one)

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.
Information taken from field sampling nofebook and Data Chem [aboratory results,

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? __Yes X NG  (check one)
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. ‘

Block 4 Sources of Information: (check appropriate box(es) and write in
source)

No available information 3 Analytical data {X] (1

Anacdotal [ Documentation about data [
Historical process data [ Disposal data [1
Current process data {1 Q.A. data {1
Aerial photographs [] Safety analysis report []
Engineering/site drawings 8 D&D report i1
Unusual Occurrence Report (] Initial assessment ]
Summary documents [ Well data [}
Facility SOPs i Construction data [
OTHER (X] T3
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Question 5. Does the site operating or disposal historical information allow
estimation of the pattern of potential contamination? If the
pattern is expected to be a scattering of hot spots, what is the
expected minimum size of a significant hot spot?

Block 1 Answer:

If there was a hole in the tank, it would be suspected that a plume of contamination would be
centered at that hole. There were no apparent holes in the tank when it was excavated nor was
there any history of the tank leaking. Field and laboratory analyses confirm that assumption.
Results from laboratory analyses are reported as "not detected.”

Block 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? __High X _Med _Low (check

one

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.
Evaluation based on verbal contact with professional that excavated USTs.

Biock 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? _Yes X _NO  (check one)
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

Block 4 Sources of Information: (check appropriate box{es) and write in
source)

No available information [1] Analytical data - (X1 {1
Anecdotal [X] M Documentation about data [1]
Histarical process data [] Disposal data {1
Current process data (1 Q.A. data []
Aerial photographs [1 Safety analysis report []
Enginearing/site drawings (] D&D report []
Unusual Occurrence Report [] Initial assessment []
Summary documents [1 Well data (]
Facility SOPs [ Construction data []
OTHER [X] (2){5)
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Question 6. Estimate the length, width, and depth of the contaminated region.
What is the known or estimated volume of the source? If this is
an estimated volume, explain carefully how the estimate was
derived.

Block 1 Answer:
The volume formerly cccupied by tank CFA-680 and the concrete manhole was backfilled with
half a truckload of clean soil (approximately 6 ydS).

The risk based maximum allowable concentration was calculated by assuming the tank was fult
{55 gal gasoline spilled).

Using the equation

Ve 02xViHe
s p x (RS)

where Vg = Volume of contaminated soil at residual saturation (yd3).
VHC = Volume of discharged hydrocarbons in barrels
= {N gallons of spilled fuel) x (1 barrel per 44 gallons)
p = soil porosity (0.35)
RS = residual saturation {for gasoline, RS = 0.10)

0.2x 5544

Vs= §35x0.10

=7.14 yd3

A reasonable upper bound for the volume of soil which could have been contaminated by tank

CFA-680is 7.14 yd3 (8 yd x 1.5 yd x 1.5 yd) which is the approximate volume that one tank
volume would saturate.

Biock 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? __High X_Med _Low (check
one)

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.
The information is derived from a calculation and gives an estimate of the volume of
contaminated soil if a full tank was completely emptied info the soil.

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? _Yes X NO (check one)
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

16




Biock 4 Sources of Information: (check appropriate box(es) and write in

source)

No available information
Anecdotal

Historical process data
Current process data

Aerial phatographs
Engineering/site drawings
Unusual Occurrence Report
Summary documents
Facility SOPs

OTHER

[]
(]

(]
(]
[
[]
(1
(]

(]
(X]

(7)(10)

Analytical data
Documentation about data

Disposal data

Q.A. data

Satety analysis report
D&D report

Initial assessment
Waell data
Construction data

[ﬂ ) B

[]
(]
(]
(1
(]
[l
[]

Il
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Question 7. What is the known or estimated quantity if hazardous
substance/constituent at this source? If the quantity is an
estimate, explain carefully how the estimate was derived.

Block 1 Answer:

Laboratory analysis of soil samples taken from the tank bed support the conclusion that there
are not significant quantities of hazardous substances at the tank site CFA-680. TPH and BTEX
values for each of the samples were below the detection limit (0.05 mg/kg) and the state
regulatory action limits (100 mg/kg for TPH in gasoline).

Hazardous substances found in the fuel sample are listed on the contaminant worksheet. The
contaminants found in the fuel correspond to the contaminants found in the soil.

The maximum amount of hazardous substance at this source would be 55 gal, the size of the
tank.

Block 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? X_High __Med __Low (check
one)

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.,

Information taken from the Data Chem laboratory resuits.

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? _Yes X _NO  (check one)

IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

Block 4 Sources of Information: (check appropriate box(es) and write in
source)

No available information [1 Analytical data (X1 _(
Anscdotal [1] Documentation about data []
Historical process data [] Disposal data []
Currant process data (] Q.A. data [
Agrial photographs [] Safety analysis report [1]
Engineering/site drawings (1 D&D report []
Unuswval Occurrance Report [1 Initial assessment [1
Summary documents [1 Well data {1
Facility SOPs [] Construction data [
OTHER []
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Question 8. Is there evidence that this hazardous substance/constituent is
present at the source as it exists today? If so, describe the
evidence.

Block 1 Answer:

There is no evidence that hazardous substances are present at the COCA site CFA-36. The
sourca of potential contamination, tank CFA-680 was removed and the pit was backfilled with
clean soil. Soil samples were tested and the laboratory reported “not detected” for TPH and
BTEX.

Block 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? X_High __Med __Low (check
one)

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.
Information was taken from field sampiing logbook and Data Chem laboratory results.

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? _Yes X _NO  (check one)
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

Block 4 Sources of Information: (check appropriate box({es) and write in
source)

No available information [ Analytical data [X] (1)
Anecdotai [] Documentation about data []
Historical process data [] Disposal data []
Current process data [l Q.A. data [1
Aerial photographs {1 Safety analysis repert {1
Engineering/site drawings [] D&D report []
Unusual Occurrence Report [1 Initial assessment []
Summary documents [] Weli data [1
Facility SOPs [1 Construction data (1
OTHER X1 @)
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FIELD SKETCH OF TANK LCCATION

Include North Arrow and Scale or Dimensions
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ESTIMATION OF VOLUME OF CONTAMINATED SOIL
FROM A FUEL COIL SPILL

A. §. RCCO
AUGUST 7, 1&¢l

-

PROSLEM: What is the volume of contaminated soil wnich would result from 2

surface fuel il spiii of & known or estimated guantiiy?

ASSUMPTIONS:

. N GALLON FUEL SPILL

. SOIL POROSITY = 0.35 {p) (Casa et al., pg A-82;]

. THE RESIDUAL SATURATION CAPACITY (RS) = { 0.10, 0.15, 0.20 }

The residual saturation for fuel oils is approximately 33% of the water
holding capacity of the soil. Oragun (1988) reports maximum RS values

for different fuel oils.

Table 1. Rasidual Saturation (RS) values for different fuels.

Fuel RS

iignt 0i! and gasoline 0.10
diesel and light fuel oil 0.15
Jube and heavy fuel oil 0.20

The volume of soil in cubic yards contaminated by a spill is given by (Dracun,
1988)

0.2 x V.
Vo —— (1)
p X {RS)

where V_ = Volume of contaminated soil at residual saturatiaon (ydl).
V.. = valume of discharged hydrocarbons in barrels
= (N gallons of spilled fuel) x (1 barrel per ¢4 gallons)




o = scil porosity
RS = residual saturation from Table 1

The estimated volume in cubic yards contaminated by & light oil or gasciine
spill is given by:

0.2 x N/44
V =

3

0.35 x €.10

The estimatad volume in cubic yards contaminated by a diesel! or light fuel oil

spill is given by:

0.2 x N/ad

0.35 x 0.15

Tube or heavy fuel oi]

et

The estimatad volume in cubic yards contaminatad by
spill is given by:
0.2 x H/44

0.35 x 0.20

Calculate a volume:

N = galicns

RS = {from Table 1)

Therefore:
0.2 x Y

v, = = cubic yards of contaminated soil
0.35 x
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SUMMARY TABLE OF RISK-BASED SOIL SCREENING CONCENTRATIONS FOR

CFA-36 SOIL CONTAMINATION FOR BENZENE

Scenarios
Exposure Occupational Residential
Pathways Soil Concentration | Soil Concentration Soil Concentration | Soil Concentration
at 1E-06 Risk at HQ = 1 at 1E-06 Risk at HQ = 1
(mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg)
Soil Ingestion 1.97E+02 -- 2.21E+01 --
Inhalation of
Fugitive Dust 6.26E+05 -- 3.80E+05 -- “
Inhalation of
Volatiles 7.77E+402 -- 5.16E+02 --
Groundwater
Ingestion NA NA --

NA = Not Applicable.

Shaded box = Lowest risk-based seoil concentration.

Calculation not performed because of no published toxicity value.



SUMMARY TABLE OF RISK-BASED SOIL SCREENING CONCENTRATIONS FOR

CFA-36 SOIL CONTAMINATION FOR ETHYLBENZENE

Scenarios
Exposure Occupational Residential
Pathways Soil Concentration | Soil Concentration | Soil Concentration | Soil Concentration
at 1E-06 Risk at HQ = 1 at 1E-06 Risk at HQ = 1
{mg/kg) (mg/kg) {mg/kg) {mg/kg)

Soil Ingestion -~ 2.00E+05 -- 2.70E+04
Inhalation of
Fugitive Dust -- 1.92£+09 -- 1.39E+09
Inhalation of

Volatiles -~ 9.82E+06 -- 7.81E+06

Groundwater
Ingestion NA NA --

NA = Not Applicable.

o

Shaded box = Lowest risk-based soil concentration.

Calculation not performed because of no published toxicity value.




SUMMARY TABLE OF RISK-BASED SOIL SCREENING CONCENTRATIONS FOR
CFA-36 SOIL CONTAMINATION FOR TOLUENE

" ' Scenarios
Exposure Occupational Residential
Pathways Soil Concentration | Soil Concentration | Soil Concentration | Soil Concentration
at 1E-06 Risk at HQ =1 at 1E-06 Risk at HQ = 1
(mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) {mg/kg)
Soil Ingestion - - 4.00E+05 -- 5.40E+04
Inhalation of
{ Fugitive Dust -~ 3.77E+09 -- 2.73E+09
5 Inhalation of
= Volatiles NA 1.03E+07 NA
Groundwater
Ingestion NA NA --

NA = Not Applicable.
Calculation not performed because of no published toxicity value.

Shaded box = Lowest risk-based soil concentration.




SUMMARY TABLE OF RISK-BASED SOIL SCREENING CONCENTRATIONS FOR

CFA-36 SOIL CONTAMINATION FOR XYLENES

Sceparios
Exposure Occupational Residential
Pathways Soil Concentration Soil Concentration Soil Concentration | Soil Concentration
at 1E-06 Risk at HQ = 1 at 1E-06 Risk at HQ = 1
(mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg)
Soil Ingestion -- 4.00E+06 -- 5.40E+05
Inhalation of
Fugitive Dust “- 5.69E+08 -- 4.12E+08
Inhalation of
Volatiles -- 2.45E+06 -- 1.95E+06
Groundwater
Ingestion NA NA --

NA = Not Applicable.

non

Shaded box = Lowest risk-based soil concentration.

Calculation not performed because of no published toxicity value.



