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TRACK 1 SITES:
GUIDANCE FOR ASSESSING

LOW PROBABILITY HAZARD SITES
AT_INEL

SITE DESCRIPTION: CONTAMINATED SoIL IN TANK FARM AREA SW AND NW oF
VALVE Box B-4

Szte ID: CPP-32 OperaBLE UNiT: 3-07

WAsTE AREA GRoOUP:

I. SUMMARY - PHYSICAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE:

QEE-QZ ggsL’

Site 32 east is an 8 ft? area of radiocactively contaminated soil located
southwest of tank farm valve box B-4, Radioactivity ranged up to 2 R/hr and
penetrated approximately 12 inches. The contaminated material appeared to have
originated from the stand pipe (air vent tube and view port pipe) that extended
out of the valve box. It is likely that the contamination from the stand pipe
at this site was the result of condensation of humidity in valve box B-4.

CPP-32 west

Site 32 west is a 6 ft? area of radiocactively contaminated soil located
approximately 50’ northwest of tank farm valve box B-4. Radioactivity ranged up
to 2 R/hr and penetrated approximately 12 inches. The contaminated material
apparently originated from the west section of a 2 inch above ground line. This
line was used to pump water (normally non-radioactive) from tank sumps to the
PEW evaporator. It is likely that the contaminated area was the result of a
leak that occurred from this line during a transfer of water that contained
radionuclides.
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II. SUMMARY - QUALITATIVE ASSESSMENT OF RIsk:

CPP-32 east
The qualitative assessment of risk is unknown due to a lack of data. Additional
sampling will be done in the QU 3-07 Track 2 Investigation.

CPP-32 west

Based upon surface readings of 2R/hr, which is the only known information, a
qualitative assessment of risk would be high.

III. SUMMARY - CoNSEQUENCES OF ERROR:
CPP-32 west

The type of radiological contamination is unknown. Surface radiation surveys do
not indicate surface contamination. The effort to find the small spill (8 ft?)
in an area of 400 ft? could require a large number of drilled boreholes. Due to
the potential of hitting underground utility piping during drilling, the risk to
human health, safety, and the environment would be great. This is based on
current utility maps of the area which are only accurate to within five feet,

If there is any residual contamination in the unit it will be addressed in more
detail during the Comprehensive RI/FS.

Iv. SUMMARY - Other Decision Drivers:

None

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

CPP-32 east
Additional sampling will be done in the OU 3-07 Track 2 Investigation.

CPP-32 west

This site is recommended to be further investigated during the Comprehensive
RI/FS. The following items were considered for this action; 1} the location of
the spill is only approximately known, 2} to find the spill a large number of
boreholes may have to be drilled through the membrane causing degradation of the
membrane system currently over the tank farm, and 3) the site is now 2 feet
below grade and all contamination in the tank farm will be considered in the
proposed Phase II investigation.

SIGNATURES # PAGES:

Prepared By: DOE WAG Manager:

Approved By: Independent Review:



uo | jdidosag
uojjesoT
1084 | J0¥

uo|idyJasaq
UoL 38207
100}y

"POACWaY U] B0ULS sey U] SIYL uolidldssag
“h-8 XOQ JA1BA JO ISIMYIIOU 133} OC Al@3ww)xoJddy :uoy3esol
‘aul) punoJB JAoqe 2 )0WLIJY

uoidyaasag
uO 38207
1084133Y

uoLidtJasaq
U0 $39207
bEL FYR NI

*pascwet ad)d puelS PUR PapuURIXE U aJULS
S8 XOQ SATIRA  “30Rsuns puncuB Iaoqe 2 “xoudde papualx3 :uolldjuosaqg
“9.§ X0qQ 3A]9A 03 JuadRipy Iu01ledo]
*adjd puess :isepyiay

§53704d JO II5EM SiYI YIim PpIIed0SSY
SEaJY 1850081 (/$94N13NI3S /51994 |1V AUR 40 UOLIRD0T ¥ Uo|id}lasag

£ 197

‘duns
jUR) B WOJJ JIIBM PIJBUIWRIUCD A)aA)}J80|puEY

FIWSUIPUOD JUIA JIR XOU IAJEA

Sadnpadodd Buj1pusH 3 uoiididosag a1sen
2 192

Nuel WoJj (aAljoeoiped
~Uuou Ajjewsou)

Jaien dund o) pasn aul)
punoJB aaoqe yaulL-2

}san 29 -dd)

530044

4- Xoq A@A WOJS
{3u}] Juaa) adid pueis
1583 2¢ -ddd

$5320.44

L5 SLY3 YK

pai1R1Id0SSY SISSID0U4
I 193

ct-dd) QI 31IS
LIIHSNUOM I1SYM/SS3I0¥d




*buipead adejins Jysyz e uodn paseg
wdd uj jLwi| uo{3Isalep = 1
pajosslap o4 = (1§ ¥

umouyun

10§ pajeutweluo’

soLuebug

umouxupn

[10S pajeutwe;juo)

umouun

10§ pajeuliueluo)

LRGN

(01/PaK/ 14)
A1119e413d
1194340

6 192

(01/P3R/1H)
IUAISEIBSE
ys4d

SAl3m e
g 102

By s6uw

U} 1RJJUADUOD
paseq XSty
FARLA

umouxun

,51U9N3 |35U0d
/saumisgns
SnopJeIRy JO

UO | 181 JUI0D
Pa3 oW} 353 A0y
9 102

TISVM OINOI]

TASATHOIN 72 109 3ISYM

L10S pajRUiWRIUO)

1@}J230W SNOPJRZRY S}Y)
YI}M PIIN|I0SSE SADINOS 1B }IUTOJ

sap|{onucipey

issazoud Jo

ISEM BiUY) YIIM PAIBLDOSST AU SIUINI | ISU0I /5
-JUBISQNS SNOPJRTERY (| Jualodfuncuy Ieyn

% 190

PUEIS X0Q 9A[C
I59M pu® 35®d 2¢-ddJ QI 31IS
L13FHSHUOM INVNIWVLINOD

¢ 199 §§330Ud




Question 1. What are the waste generation process locations and dates of
operation associated with this site?

glock 1 Answer:
P- east

In December 1976, soil contaminated to 2 R/hr and covering an area of about 8
ft2 and penetrating approximately 12 inches was identified southwest of valve
box B-4. The contaminated material appeared to have originated from the stand
pipe {air vent tube and view port pipe) that extended out of the valve box.* It
is likely that the contamination from the stand pipe at this site was the result
of condensation of humidity in valve box B-4.

CPP-32 west

In December 1976, soil contaminated to 2 R/hr and covering an area of about 6
ft2 and penetrating approximately 12 inches was identified approximately 50 feet
northwest of tank farm valve box B-4. The contaminated material apparently
originated from the west section of a 2 inch above ground line. This Tine was
used to pump water (normally non-radioactive) from tank sumps to the PEW
evaporator. It is likely that the contaminated area was the result of a leak
that occurred from this line during a transfer of water that contained
radionuclides.

slock 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? x High _ Med __ Low (check onel
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION,

A notegram dated December 30, 1976 describes this information.

slock 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? _XYes _ No {check one)
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

Two memos of conversation with facility personnel included as references 4 and 5
confirm this information.

Block 4 SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriate box/es & source number from reference list)

Analytical data
Documentation about data
Disposal data

Q.A. data

No available information 1
]
]
]
] sefety analysis report
]
]
]
1
]

[
Anecdotal [
Historical process data [
Current process data L
Areat photographs 4
Engineering/site drawings [ D&D report

{ Initial assessment

)y 0 Well dats

[

[

Construction data

Unusual Occurrence Report
Summary documents
Facility SOPs

OTRER

X

e lalalala N R NN ]

x] _4, 5




Question 2. What are the disposal process locations and dates of operation
assoctated with this site?

Btock 1 Answer:

The contaminated material at CPP-32 east appeared to have originated from the
stand pipe in valve box B-4. It is likely that the contamination from this
stand pipe was the result of condensation of humidity in valve box B-4.

The contaminated material at CPP-32 west apparently originated from the west
section of a 2-inch above ground line, approximately 50 feet northwest of valve
box B-4. This line was used to pump water {(normally non-radioactive) from tank
sumps to the PEW. It is likely that the contaminated area was the result of a
leak that occurred from this line during a transfer of water that contained
radionuclides.

No disposal process is associated with either site.

Block 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? x High _ Med __LOW (check onel
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

A notegram dated December 30, 1976 describes this information.

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? __Yes x No {chack ona)
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

Two memos of conversations with facility personnel included as references 4 and
8 confirm this information.

Block 4 SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check sppropriate box/es & source number from reference list)

No availsble information
Anecdotal

Historical process data
Current process data
Areal photographs
Engineering/site drawings
Unusual Occurrence Report
Sumary documents
Facility SOPs

OTHER

Anslytical data
Documentation about date
Disposat data

Q.A. data

Safety analysis report
DED report

Initial assessment

Well dats

Construction data

il
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Question 3. Is there empirical, circumstantial, or other evidence of migration?
If so, what is it?

Block 1 Answer:

No, there is no evidence that the contamination has migrated from these sites.

Block 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? _ High x Med __Low (check onel
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

No subsurface radiation monitoring has been performed on these sites. Surface
radiological survey results were negative for both locations (ref. 3, 5).

sleck 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? __Yes x No {eheck ane)
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

Block 4 SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriste box/es & source number from reference list)

No available information
Anecdotal

Historical process data
Current process data
Aresl photographs
Engineering/site drawings
Urusual Occurrence Report
Sumeary documents
Facility SOPs

OTHER

Analytical date
Documentation sbout data
Disposal datas

Q.A, data

Safety analysis report
0&D report

Initial assessment

Well datae

Construction data

x
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PROCESS _ CPp-32 page 23

Question 4. Is there evidence that a source exists at this site? If so, list
the sources and describe the evidence.

Block 1 Answer:

There is no confirmed evidence that a source exists at either of these sites
{CPP-32 east or -32 west).

The only information concerning these release events is a notegram dated
December 30, 1976. This document does not discuss whether the contaminated soil
had been cleaned up.

Also, the 1990 and 1991 surface radiological surveys (ref. 3, 6) did not detect
any radioactive contamination above background at CPP-32 east or -3Z west.

Block 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? _ High x Med __Low ichock one
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

Although information from a notegram of the events does not describe any cleanup
actions, surface radiclogical survey results were negative.

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? x Yes _ No {check one}
IF s0, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

These areas were also re-surveyed in 1991 (12/20/91), per a request by WINCO
Environmental Restoration.

Block 4 OOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriate box/es & source mumber from reference List)

No available information Analytical data
Anecdotal Documentation about data
Historical process data Disposal data

Current process data Q.A. deta

Areal photographs Safety analysis report
Engineering/site drawings D&D report

Unusual Occurrence Report Initial assessment
Summary documents wWell date

Facility SOPs Construction data

OTHER
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Question 5. Does 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:

The contamination pattern at CPP-32 east was an 8 ft? area to a depth of
approximately 1 foot. The pattern at CPP-32 west was a 6 ft? area to a depth of
approximately 1 foot. These areas would have most likely caused single zones of
contamination, not hot spot type distributions.

Block 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? _ High x Med _ LOW (chock onel
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

The data does not specify the exact disposal sites, quantities released or the
duration of these releases.

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? _ Yes x No {chack one}
IF s0, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

Biock4 OSOURCES OF INFORMATION (check sppropriste box/es & source nurber from reference List)

Ho available information Analytical data
Arecdotal Documentation about data
Historical process data Disposal datas

Current process data CG.A. data

Areal photogrephs Safety analysis report
Engineering/site drawings D&D report

Unusual Occurrence Report Initial assessment
Summary documents Well date

Facility SOPs Construction data

OTHER
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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.

Bteck 1 Answer:

CPP-32 east covered an area of about 8 ft? and penetrating approximately 12
inches, while CPP-32 west covered an area of about 6 ft? and penetrating
approximately 12 inches.

The volume can only be estimated since the depth of contamination was stated to
be approximately 12 inches. Based on the two areas described above and a degth
of 12 inches the estimated volume of the source would be approximately 8 ft
(0.3 yd®) at CPP-32 east and 6 ft° (0.2 yd®) at CPP-32 west.

Block 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? __High x Med _ LOW (check onel
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

A notegram dated December 30, 1976 describes this information.

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? __Yes x No {check one)
IrF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

Block 4 SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriate box/es & source number from reference list)

No available information
Anecdotal

Historical process data
Current process data

{ Analytical date
(
{
{
Areal photographs [
[
I
{
f
[

Documentation about data
Disposal data

Q.A. data

Safety analysis report
03D report

Initial assessment

Well date

Construction data

1
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Engineering/site drawings
Unusual Occurrence Report
Summary documents
Facility SOPs

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

slock 1 Answer:

Unknown

slock 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? _ High _ Med _ Low (check one)
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

N/A

Btock 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? __Yes _ No (check one)
IF s0, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

N/A

Biock 4 SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriate box/es & source number from reference list)

Anelytical data
Documentation about data
Historical process data Disposal data

Current process data Q.A. data

No available information [ )
[l
(4
1]
Aresl photographs [1] Safety analysis report
(]
(1
[1
[
[l

Anecdotal

Engineering/site drawings DED report

Unusual Occurrence Report Initial assessment
Sumary documents Well data
Facility SOPs Construction data
OTHER
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Question 8. Is there evidence that this hazardous substance/constituent is
prgéent at the source as it exists today? If so, describe the
evidence.

Block 1 Answer:

There is no confirmed evidence that a source exists at either of these sites
(CPP-32 east or -32 west).

The only information concerning these release events is a notegram dated
December 30, 1976. This document does not discuss whether the contaminated soil
had been cleaned up.

Also, the 1990 and 1991 surface radiological surveys did not detect any
radioactive contamination above background at CPP-32 east or -32 west,

slock 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? _ High x Med __Loﬁldwwcmd
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

Although information from a notegram of the events does not describe any cleanup
actions, surface radiological survey results were negative.

stock 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? x Yes __No (check one}
IF sO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

These areas were also re-surveyed in 1991 (12/20/91), per a request by WINCO
Environmental Restoration.

Block 4 SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriate box/es & source number from reference list)

No available information
Anecdotal

Historical process data
Cturrent process data
Areal photographs
Engineering/site drewings
Unusual Occurrence Report
Summery documents
Facility SOPs

DTHER

Analytical data
bocumentation about data
Disposal data

Q.A. data

Safety analysis report
D&D report

Initial assessment

Well data

Construction data

x
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REFERENCES

Notegram dated December 30, 1976 from C. W. Ison
(Allied Chemical Corporation) to the Decommissioning
File.

WINCO Health Physics Survey Report, "Survey of Tank
Farm", December 20, 1991.

1990 and 1991 Surface Radioactivity Survey Maps

WINCO, Personal communication between Nielsen Burch
(Environmental Compliance) and Dave Machovec
(Production), December 16, 1991.

WINCO, Personal communication between Nielsen Burch
(Environmental Compliance) and Pete Mickelson
(Production), January 3, 1992.

1990-1991 Surface Radiocactivity Cleanup Status.
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DUIMG L e
Allied s ¢

Q Chemical

Idaho Chemical Programs - Cperations Office

Interoffice Correspondence December 30 , 1976

NOTEGRAM
To: Decommissioning File l B

From: C. W. Ison 7. — S0 ST,

Additional areas of contaminated soil located on the tank farm have been
identified at the following specific locations:

1 - S0i1 contaminated to 2 rem/hr and covering an area of approximately
8 ft.2 and penetrating > 12 inches, located South West of Valve
Box B-4. The material appears to have originated from the stand

pipe adjacent to Valve Box B8-4.

2 - Soil contaminated to 2 rem/hr and covering an area of approximately
6 ft.2 and penetrating greater than 12 inches is located approximately
50 feet North West of Valve Box B-4 and apparently originated
from the West section of the 2 inch above ground line. See attached

sketch.
Ettachment
cc: B. L. Rich

. A. Thompson
We Ison = 2

D71 onn
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(19) Liguid Waste Storage Facility, two additional areas oI so:l
contamination were identified on December 30, 1376:

(a)

(b)

Soil con+aminated to 2 rem/hr was Zfouné located south-

west 0f valve box B-4. The contaminactiocon appears &0

have resulted =rom the leakage of the standpipe adjacent

to valve box B-4.

Soil con+aminated to 2 rem/hr was located 50 Iae

west of valve box B-4 and appears to have originated

Z-om the west section of a two inch above ground

e

.
Tl
——lo e
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w Westinghouse |daho
= J Nuclear Company, Inc.

FORM WINCO 5601% 110 90

HEALTH PHYSICS SURVEY REPORT

Job Locaton Requester Date / Z- %_ @ / Instrument
-~ . - Type Senal No.
O 7K Farm | G rm&uﬂéﬂ Tme 9870 T 2¢ | /wd
Job Descnippion ?;
SU ) &‘F 7L3AJ/C Far n— g
=

SUAVEY DATA

Inst. By Gamma By Alpha Smears
No. item or Location Type Dist. mRhr mR/hr c/m ¢/m dmfBy d/m a
]

Anomanes Found:

/47'€76 564””04( ‘3’/’0'(} ‘g'”"‘“ /OOL/Mff.—/a/'orac/Lfgr C;A,-e
éﬂo[ """""'ﬂ ' /Lé‘t’fw [nl//.ra"'\‘k‘w a{’?’f“//‘)‘ -
V.

Corrective Aclion Taken:

A

/l/a}‘hﬁuﬂ (9)‘177 5??-TW'§(;"'

HP Techmcyén
Signature

7T

PS 7
:ew e:pemsor M
/




AN WINCY 061X (10 90y (Back)

Recommended Followup

Sketch

Copy Sent 10:
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[1990 RAD MAP INCLUDED]
(1991 MAP CURRENTLY NOT AVAILABLE]
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FORM WINGO-3027 (8-84 Wesiinghouse |daho
Nuciesr Company, Inc,

MEMO OF CONVERSATION

Date ﬂl_b /é » /7”?/ Time _______ Commitment Mace [Jves [3 No Date:

- | Sartd vl
. : 4 :
Person Calling AALAZ& )‘/_,a«u’b{ Parson Called d’l Ve /%Jc vee,  WNK v M7

Repressnting - : Reprasanting

Purpose of Conversation

Text of Conversation /%11/ Vi 4 f/»t/kz . éﬁ-&f /rnffi;h 974—/7
7(/[‘/(4 // A /3’1! .A:D( &5 B AYe A O‘I“ﬂfd’@jt_i ée X Lvy KJ

_ﬂf"/ﬂ)’ Jléf,/ /;'uf it ﬂ; MLM ﬂt VA/VWJ_-g_a_mM__

'.Ln._ﬁf /’{t}\-’ Ll pre %; Livasr A wmThn (e Aol

ZZJIGYL ﬁt [/}’f- é:xﬂ (AR é; L/jZ /{ / f‘a}-’“éu. ’z#'{;t
bl s msmeny  pie /&f aen A M urhre  and

__&dj 'ﬁf{f I);M %z J;-’AAQI il 7% _.fw*?gz_t ,[?AM"//K«:/ 74
‘ % : A MA/J/ 207, 72% 41&0 /A_j/ A’ AJ’)’ I/M'rf i&ét

ﬁntL. vt /"/of ’l' y/‘/;/{ S0 %y Lo, /n’ LLL Q‘,— 1 [ 2 TV & W

/j’;ag'/ B Som A sfy L,

/%}V s 'fujﬂ wirr  rumoved  as__ valk boget iy

, { + A ﬁ 5 / /ft‘, wald ooy /L’g____
Mi mﬂ ‘_/g( fﬂt—lﬁ /

Signed MM&:L Date /_Z/Lézf:l
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FORM WINCQ-8027 (8-84] Westinghouse idaho
_ Nuclear Cempany, Inc.

MEMO OF CONVERSATION

" Date _:L-ﬂ J . F7Z time % Commitment Mags [JlYes [ No Date:

. Parson C_allllnq __/_ﬂ&ée:_&r/ Persan Called /(,//5 T iclylom

~ Ropresenting - Reprassnting

Purpose 0t Convarsation

Text c;.t Goﬁv?rsallon Jadba?  wpoald e 27 adow “'lawan/ Lope e
Het s Alhed  olou? ix P reemeds it iF He
__AWLML/ he 32 L?
— féf Line 4 /gé_gﬁ, b fpamiter Lo A portidle
N Zumis oo B whin Ay tank

T R A, ¢ fuuld e cn) 7 A

| Vol J
- ‘g‘l'ﬁ z‘?‘ﬂ’ " 7412 //’ r A«szrz/ th _A{ /q&gﬂ_z____
- N‘Z".‘-V e fée’/ A&A‘f 7 ar? 7 £// 74 /z/n/ﬁ /Wa/
pﬂfw‘ W/ i ;»zum_é__.m-kﬂ*' e jz@;ﬁm&/ S
r/\u-?‘uq A coed 7 Fe W m/ygzgjgr

R 4
Signed Mi_ omte Sem 6,07
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