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east 

Site 32 east is an 8 ft2 area of radioactively contaminated soil located 
southwest of tank farm valve box 8-4. 
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. 
at this site was the result of condensation of humidity in valve box B-4.  

Radioactivity ranged up to 2 R/hr and 

It is likely that the contamination from the stand pipe 

TRACK 1 SITES: 
GUIDANCE FOR ASSESSING 

LOW PROBABILITY HAZARD SITES 
AT INEL 

1 CPP-32 west 

S I T E  DESCRIPTION: CONTAMINATED S O I L  I N  TANK FARM AREA SW AND NW O F  
VALVE Box 8-4 

SITE ID: CPP-32 OPERABLE UNIT: 3-07 

WASTE AREA GROUP: 3 

Site 32 west is a 6 ft2 area of radioactively contaminated soil located 
approximately 50’ northwest of tank farm valve box B-4. 
to 2 R/hr and penetrated approximately 12 inches. 
apparently originated from the west section of a 2 inch above ground line. 
line was used to pump water (normally non-radioactive) from tank sumps to the 
PEW evaporator. 
leak that occurred from this line during a transfer of water that contained 
radionuclides. 

Radioactivity ranged up 

This 
The contaminated material 

It is likely that the contaminated area was the result of a 
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11. 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 OU 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. I 
111. SUMMARY - CONSEaUENCES OF ERROR: 
ZPP-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 ft2 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: 

I 

I None 
I RECOMMENDED ACTION: 

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

ZPP-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 I the spill is only atmroximatelv known. 2) to find the spill a l a w e  number of . .  
boreholes may h G e  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 I 1  investigation. 
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1. What are the waste generation process locations and dates of 
operation associated with this site? 

Block  i Answer: 

ZPP-32 east 

In2December 1976, soil contaminated to 2 R/hr and covering an area of about 8 
ft and penetrating approximately 12 inches was identified southwest of valve 
box 8 - 4 .  
pipe (air vent tube and view port pipe) that extended out of the valve box.' It 
i s  likely that the contamination from the stand pipe at this site was the result 
of condensation of humidity in valve box B - 4 .  

The contaminated material appeared to have originated from the stand 

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 o f  tank farm valve box B-4 .  
originated from the west section of a 2 inch above ground line. 
used to pump water (normally non-radioactive) from tank sumps to the PEW 
evaporator. 
that occurred from this line during a transfer of water that contained 
radionuclides. 

The contaminated material apparently 
This line was 

It is likely that the contaminated area was the result of a leak 

Block z How reliable is/are the information source/s? &High -Med -Low Icheskonoi 

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND T H I S  EVALUATION. 

A notegram dated December 3 0 ,  1976 describes this information. 

B l o c k 3  Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? JYes - NO lshsck m a l  

I F  SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

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

I mock4 SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriate boxles 6 source n&r from reference l i s t )  

YO available i n f o m t i o n  t 1 
Anecdotal t l  
Historical process &fa  t 1 
Current process dsta t l  
Areal photographs 1 1  
E n g i m r i n g l s i t e  drawings t I 
unusual Occurrence Report C I 
sunnary docMmts [ X I  1 
F a c i l i t y  u)ps 
OTHER 

t 1  
tx1 4. 5 

Analytical data 1 1  
DocMotat ion about data t 1 
Disposal data t 1  
Q.A. data t l  
Safety analysis report t 1 
DbD report t 1  
I n i t i a l  assessmnt t l  

t 1  Yel l  data 
Construction data 1 1  



Ques t ion  2. What a r e  t h e  d i sposa l  process l o c a t i o n s  and dates o f  ope ra t i on  
associated w i t h  t h i s  s i t e ?  I 

o w  1 Answer: 

The contaminated m a t e r i a l  a t  CPP-32 east  appeared t o  have o r i g i n a t e d  from t h e  
stand p i p e  i n  va l ve  box B-4. 
stand p i p e  was t h e  r e s u l t  o f  condensat ion o f  humid i ty  i n  va l ve  box 8-4. 

The contaminated m a t e r i a l  a t  CPP-32 west apparent ly  o r i g i n a t e d  from t h e  west 
s e c t i o n  o f  a 2 - inch  above ground l i n e ,  approx imate ly  50 f e e t  nor thwest  o f  va l ve  
box 8-4. Th is  l i n e  was used t o  pump water (normal ly  non- rad ioac t ive)  f rom t a n k  
sumps t o  t h e  PEW. 
l e a k  t h a t  occurred from t h i s  l i n e  d u r i n g  a t r a n s f e r  o f  water t h a t  conta ined 
rad ionuc l i des .  

No d i sposa l  process i s  assoc ia ted  w i t h  e i t h e r  s i t e .  

I t  i s  l i k e l y  t h a t  t h e  contaminat ion f rom t h i s  

I t i s  l i k e l y  t h a t  t h e  contaminated area was t h e  r e s u l t  o f  a 

Block z How r e l i a b l e  i s / a r e  t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  source/s? L H i g h  -bled -Low ichackono~ 

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

A notegram dated December 3 0 ,  1976 descr ibes t h i s  i n fo rma t ion .  

B l o c k s  Has t h i s  INFORMATION been conf i rmed? -Yes LNO lchsskmal 

I F  SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

Two memos o f  conversat ions w i t h  f a c i l i t y  personnel inc luded as re fe rences  4 and 
5 c o n f i r m  t h i s  i n fo rma t ion .  

- 4  SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriate boxles .% source nMber f r a  reference l i s t )  1 
Yo available information 
A w d o t a l  
Historical process data 
Current process data 
Areal photographs 
E n g i m r i n s l s i t e  drawings 
Unusual OCcurruxe Report 

Fac i l i ty  Sops 
OTHER 

s m r y  docments 1 

4. 5 

Analytical data t 1  
Docmentation about data t I 
Disposal data t 1  
P.A. data t 1  
Safety analysis report t I 
D1D report t 1  
I n i t i a l  assessment [ I  
Uell  data I 1  
construction data t 1  



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

siwk 1 Answer: 

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

si& z How re1 iable is/are the information source/s? -High L M e d  -Low ish.&~ld 

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

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

Surface 

~ 

n i o c k s  Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? -Yes 1(_No ish=konsi 

I F  SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

81d4 SOURCES O F  INFORMATION (check appropriate boxles & source rnm&r frm reference l i s t )  

Yo available informt ion t I 
Lncdot.1 C 1  
Historical process data t 1 
Current process data t l  
Areal photopraphs t l  
EnoimeriKWsite drauinos [XI 3. 5 
UMwI Occurrme Report t I 
S I l l l l r y  d c e m t s  [ I  
Fac i l i ty  X I P S  [ I  
OTHER t l  

AMlytiCal data t l  
Doc-tation abwt  data 1x1 1.2 
Disposal data I 1  
9 .A .  data 1 1  
Safety analysis report t I 
Dm report t 1  
I n i t i a l  assessment [ I  
Y e l l  data t 1  
Construction data t l  



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

Block i 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. 
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 -32 west. 

This document does not discuss whether the contaminated-soil 

Block 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? -High x M e d  -Low ishockonel 

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND T H I S  EVALUATION. 

Although information from a notegram o f  the events does not describe any cleanup 
actions, surface radiological survey results were negative. I 
Block3  Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? L Y e s  -No ish.d;Msi 

I F  SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

These areas were also re-surveyed in 1991 (12/20/91), per a request by WINCO 
Environmental Restoration. I 
Bloc*4 SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriate boxles 8 source nu" frun reference L ist )  I 

Yo available in fonat ion  t I 
Anecdotal 
Historical process data 
current process data 
Areal photographs 
Enginnr ingls i te  drawings 
UMwl Occurrence Report 
s m w  d o c m t s  
Fac i l i ty  Sops 
OTHER 

3. 6 

Analytical data [ I  

Disposal data [ I  
Doc-tation a b u t  data txl 1. 2 

Q.A. data t 1  
Safety analysis report t I 
DU)  report t 1  
I n i t i a l  assessnmt t 1  
Yel l  data t 1  
Conatrvction data 1 1  



The contamination pattern at C P P - 3 2  east was an 8 ft2 area to a depth of 
approximately 1 foot. 
approximately 1 foot. 
contamination, not hot spot type distributions. 

The pattern at CPP-32 west was a 6 ft2 area to a depth o f  
These areas would have most likely caused single zones o f  

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

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

I F  SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

Analytical data [ I  

Disposal data t 1  
Current process dats 0 .A .  data 
Areal photographs Safety analysis report t I 
E n + I m r i w / s i t e  drawings f I 
Unusual Occurrence Report t I I n i t i a l  assessrent 

Docunentation about data txl 1 

Ye l l  data 
Cmstruction data 



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. I 

I Block i Answer: 

CPP-32 east covered an area of about 8 ft2 and penetrating approximately 12 
inches, while CPP-32 west covered an area of about 6 ft2 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 detth 
of 12 inches the estimated volume of the source would be approximately 
(0.3 yd3) at CPP-32 east and 6 ft’ (0.2 yd3) at CPP-32 west. 

8 ft 

ni& z How reliable is/are the information source/s? -High L M e d  -Low lchockonsl 

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND T H I S  EVALUATION. 

A notegram dated December 30, 1976 describes this information. 

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? _Yes L N O  icheckone) 

I F  SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

Bl& 4 SOURCES O F  INFORMATION (check appropriate boxles L Source wnber f r a  reference l i s t )  

NO available i n f o m t i m  I I 
Anecdotal I 1  
Historical process data I I 
Current process data I 1  
Areal photooraphs [ I  
Engimeringlsite drauings t I 
u-wl Occurrence Report t I 
S u n M r y  docments [ I  
F a c i l i t y  sops I 1  
OTHER I 1  

Analytical data 
Docmentation about data 
Disposal data 
Q.A. data 
Safety analysis report 
DU, report 
I n i t i a l  aSsesMnt 
well data 
Construction data 

I 1  
[XI 
I 1  
I 1  
I 1  
I 1  
t 1  
I 1  
I 1  



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

If the quantity is an 

oiml: 1 Answer: 

Unknown 

a i x k  2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? -High -Med -Low lcheckono) 

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND T H I S  EVALUATION. 

N/A 

n i o c t 3  Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? -Yes -No Isheckone) 

N/A 

I F  SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

B l d 4  SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check awropr iete  b x l e s  6 source n m b r  frm reference l i s t )  

Yo available infonmtion t I 
A m d o t a l  t 1  
Historical process data t I 
Current process data 1 1  
Areal photographs t 1  
E n g i m r i n g l s i t e  drauings t I 
Uruswl occurrence Report t I 
svnary  d o s m t r  t 1  
Fac i l i ty  Sops [ I  
OTHER t 1  

Analytical data 
D o c m t a t i o n  a b u t  data 
Disposal data 
0.A. data 
Safety analysis report 
DSD report 
I n i t i a l  assessment 
Y e l l  data 
Construction data 



Question 8. Is there evidence that this hazardous substance/constituent is 
present at the source as it exists today? If so, describe the I evidence. 

Block i 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. 
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. 

This document does not discuss whether the contaminated'soil 

B i w t z  How reliable is/are the information source/s? -High L M e d  -Low Icheskmel 

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND T H I S  EVALUATION. 

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

niwr 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? &Yes -No ioheckonsi 

I F  SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

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

- 4  SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriate box/es b source ranter frm reference l i s t )  

YO available in fonat ion  t I 
M d O t . 1  [ I  
nlstorical process data t I 
Current process data t 1  
Areal photographs [ I  
Enpi-ringlsite drawings txl 3. 6 
W u a l  Occurrence Report t I 

Fwi 1 i t y  sops 
OTHER 

Analytical data [ I  

Disposal data [ I  
DocUllMtation about data txl 1. 2 

Q.A. data [ I  
Safety analysis report C 1 
D M ,  report [ I  
I n i t i a l  assessment t 1  
Uel l  data [ I  
Construction data t 1  



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

WINCO Health Physics Survey Report, "Survey of Tank 
Farm1#, 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 Radioactivity Cleanup Status. 
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Idaho Chemical Programs - Operations Off ice 

Interoffice Correspondence December 30, 1976 

*' - -. 

I ; ,419; ?* ' 
__------ N O T E G R A M  I 
To: Decommissioning File I ' - I 

.- -_ 
,: . .  

-,. . ;  c -I-? - -.:' - - From: C. W. Ison .- ' , . .  - 
Additional areas of contaminated soil located on the'tank farm have been 

-, - 

identified at the following specific locations: .-' - 
1 - Soil contaminated to 2 rem/hr and covering an area of approximately 

8 ft.2 and penetrating > 12 inches, located South West of Valve 
BOX 6-4. 
pipe adjacent to Valve Box 8-4. 

6 ft.2 and penetrating greater than 12 inches is located approximately 
50 feet North West o f  Valve Box 8-4 and apparently originated 
from the West section of the 2 inch above ground line. 
sketch. 

The material appears to have originated from the stand 

2 - Soil contaminated to 2 rem/hr and covering an area of approximately 

See attached 

Attachmen-: 

&-. E. L. Rich e-. 

0. A. Thompson 
C. W. Ison - 2 



.- 

I I i 
I 

-- - -_ 
I 

(a) Soil contaranated to 2 rem/hr wes focx6 locr ted  soc:tf..- 
west of valve box B-4. T3e cmta-Lna=:on a??ears t~ 
have resclted fzom tbe leakaqe of the stand?i?e aEja==.-.t 

to valve box B-4. 

(b) Soil c3n:&-,inated t o  2 r-a/hr was loczted 50 feet  nsrt5- 
west of valve box B-4 and ap?ea=s t3 have originaced 
f r s m  t h e  west s e r z o n  of a two ~ n c n  above cr3und ::>e. 

I_ 

. .  
1 -_ . _. -- 
I 
I 
I 
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I I 
I SURVEY DATA 

Item or Locarion 

HP Supervisor 
Review 

V / 



qecomrnended Followup 

Sketch 

I 

:ow Sent 10: 
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C1990 RAD MAP INCLUDED1 
C1991 MAP CURRENTLY NOT AVAILABLE1 



ICPP-A.le.351 

(12-91) 

Site Locations within OU 3-07 with Rad Points 
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tOAY WINCO-5021 18-04) Wsrilnghoure Idaho 
Nuclear Company, Inca 

MEMO OF CONVERSATION 

Representing Represantlng 

purposs of Convsrsatlon 

Signed v -  
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We8tlnghouer Idaho 
Nuclear Company, Inc. 

FORM W I N C 0 . M I  (8-d.I 

MEMO OF CONVERSATION 

Date $7 2 / f f  T h e  g& Commitment Made Yes 0 No Oats: 

Person Calllng Person Called 

Purpose 01 Conversation 

. .  
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