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SUBJECT:

T0:

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

HEADQUARTEARS TACTICAL AIR COMMAND
LANGLEY AIR FORCE BASE, VA 23085

DEEV

Installation Restoration Program (IRP) Records Search, Nellis AFB

See Distribution

1. We provided your office with copies of the subject report on or
about 20 Apr 82. This study used a site rating model developed in
Jun 1981 to identify the potential for contamination resulting from

past disposal practices. On 26-27 Jan B2, representatives of USAF

OEHL, AFESC, several major commands, Engineering Science, and CH2M
Hill met at our office to develop an improved rating system. The
new rating model, Hazardous Assesment Rating Methodology (HARM), is
now used for all Air Force IRP studies. To maintain consistency,
AFESC had their on-call contractors review their phase I studies
performed before the advent of HARM and provide two additional
appendices, The new appendices address the background of the HARM
system and evaluate each of the phase I sites using the Jan 82
rating methodology.

2. Enclosed are copies of the added appendices for the
Installation Restoration Program (IRP) Records Search at Nellis
AFB. Request you attach these appendices to the phase I reports we
provided you in APR 82,

3. For AFRCE~-WR: Request you distribute copies of the new
appendices to the Regional Environmental Protection Agency and
Nevada Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, Division
of Environmental Protection.

4, For DTIC: Request you integrate the enclosed appendices with

"the Installation Restoration Program Records Search for Nellis AFB

into the National Technical Information System (NTIS). The report ¥
and new appendices are approved for public release with unlimited
distribution.

S. Our project officer for IRP is Mr. Burnet, A/V 432-4430.

FOR THE COMMANDER
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NOTICE

This report has been prepared for the United States Air Force
By CH2M HILL SOUTHEAST, INC., for the purpose of aiding in

the implementation of the Air Force Installation Restoration
Program. It is not an endorsement of any product. The views
expressed herein are those of the contractor and do not nec-
essarily reflect the official views of the publishing agency,
the United States Air Force, or the Department of Defense.
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CH2M HILL was retained by the Air Force Engineer-
ing and Services Center (AFESC) on 10 August 1981
to conduct the Nellis AFB Records Search under
Contract No. F08637-80-G0010-0006, using funding
provided by the Tactical Air Command (TAC).

The Department of Defense (DOD) policy was directed
by Defense Environmental Quality Program Policy
Memorandum (DEQPPM) 81-5 dated 11 December 1981

and implemented by Air Force message dated 21 Jan-
uary 1982 as a positive action to ensure compliance
of military installations with existing environmen-
tal regulations. DEQPPM 81-5 reissued and amplified
all previous directives and memoranda on the Instal-
lation Restoration Program. The purpose of “DOD
policy is to identify and fully evaluate suspected
problems associated with past hazardous material
disposal sites on DOD facilities, to control the
migration of hazardous contamination, and to control
hazards to health and welfare that resulted from
these past operations&N‘

To implement the DOD policy, a four-phase Installa-
tion Restoration Program has been directed. Phase I,
the records search phase, is the identification of
potential problems. Phase II (not part of this
contract) consists of follow-on field work as deter-
mined from Phase I. Phase IIa consists of a prelim-
inary survey to confirm or rule out the presence
and/or migration of contaminants. If the Phase IIa

xiii




work confirms the presence and/or migration of
contaminants, then Phase IIb field work would be
conducted to determine the extent and magnitude of

the contaminant migration. Phase III (not part of < ;
this contract) consists of a technology base devel- 7 :
opment study to support the development of project - %
plans for controlling migration or restoring the «- g
installation. Phase IV (not part of this contract) - i
includes those efforts which are required to control - :
identified hazardous conditions.

4. TThe Nellis AFB Records Search included a detailed
review of pertinent installation records, contacts

[}
.
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with 30 outside agencies for documents relevant to

the records search effort, a pre-on-site coordina-
tion visit, and an on-site base visit conducted by
CH2M HILL during the week of 14 to 18 December
' 1981. An outbriefing was held with the Deputy
g Base Civil Engineer, Mr. Lujan, to discuss the
purpose of the site visit and to present the major

findings.-lActivities conducted during the on-site
base visit included a review of the installation

records, interviews with 48 past and present base
employees and ground and aerial tours of the facil- -
ities. USAF TFWC Complex activities were not in-

cluded in the scope of this project. 1Installations
included in the Records Search Program were:

a. Nellis AFB including Area II and Area III
b. Indian Springs Air Force Auxiliary Field (AFAF) v
c. Nellis AFB Small Arms Range Annex

d. Water Systems Annex -
e. Apex Obstruction Light Annex . :
£. Beatty Recreation Annex

g. Nellis AFB Communications Annex

h. Mt. Sunrise Obstruction Light Annex

xXiv




modification of the hazard rating system developed i
by JRB Associates, Inc. The system was modified
> by the Air Force, CH2M HILL, and Engineering
; Science. The methodology used to identify the
bl potentially contaminated sites included a review
- of base industrial activities, past waste management
practices, and field investigations. If no hazard-
ous waste contamination seemed likely at a particu- |
lar site, it was deleted from further consideration,
At those sites where contamination was likely, a
decision was made on whether the contaminants could
migrate. If not, critical environmental concerns
o " were presented to base personnel for appropriate
action. If so, the site was rated and prioritized.

1A T AR PNV p

! 5. Potentially contaminated sites were rated using a

- e
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3 .. 6. should the records search indicate that the poten-
‘j o tial exists for migration of hazardous contaminants,
L - ) Phase II field work would be indicated to confirm

;‘ — the presence of the specific migrating contaminants

1@ :— and to determine the extent of migration. Restora-
*! T tion or containment of the hazardous waste disposal
L | T sites would comprise Phase IV of the Installation

gf . Restoration Program.
¥ B. FINDINGS
i

Nellis AFB (including Areas II and III)

¢ 1. No direct evidence was found to indicate that migra-
tion of hazardous contaminants beyond the Nellis
AFB boundaries exists. High nitrate levels were
observed in a USGS well located down-gradient from
the abandoned sewage treatment percolation ponds
(Ssite No. 17). The presence of private septic

ol v
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Nellis AFB Small Arms Range Annex

systems near the well may influence the nitrate
levels, or lateral migration of sewage effluent
may have occurred in the past.

Information obtained through interviews with

48 past and present base personnel and through
field observation indicates that hazardous wastes
have been disposed of on Air Force property at
Nellis AFB.

Industrial activity at Nellis AFB consists primarily
of routine vehicle, aircraft, and ground support
equipment maintenance. Nellis AFB is one of the

largest Tactical Air Command bases, and a relatively
high number of aircraft are stationed there. Gen-
eration of large quantities of hazardous wastes

has not occurred, in comparison to bases having
significant aircraft rework and maintenance mis-
sions. The potential for a large-scale contamina-
tion problem is considered to be low.

4.

No direct evidence was found to indicate that migra-
tion of hazardous contaminants beyond the Nellis
AFB Small Arms Range property boundaries exists.

Information obtained through the interviews with

past and present base personnel and through field
observation indicates that small gquantities of .
hazardous wastes have been disposed of on the small

arms range.




6. No direct evidence was found to indicate that migra-
tion of hazardous contaminants beyond the Indian
T Springs AFAF boundaries exists.

I Indian Springs AFAF

- 7. Information obtained through interviews with past
and present Nellis AFB and Indian Springs AFAF
personnel and through field observation indicates
that small quantities of hazardous wastes have
been disposed of on Air Force property at Indian

Springs AFAF.

- 8. Industrial activity at Indian Springs consists
primarily of routine wvehicle and aircraft mainte-
nance, Activity levels are much lower now than in
the past, but the quantities of hazardous wastes
generated have always been much less than at Nellis
AFB. The potential for a large-scale contamination

problem is low.

Other Off-Base Facilities

‘- 9. No records or interviews indicated that hazardous
waste disposal activities or spills occurred at
) any of the other off-base facilities.

3 cC. CONCLUSIONS

r ' Nellis AFB (including Areas II and III)
4

1. Low precipitation, high evaporation, the absence
of major surface waters, and moderately deep ground-
water levels limit the possible pathways for hazard-
ous contaminant migration at Nellis AFB. The sand

’Mitﬂv‘-w,q‘p» S
ey
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and gravel content of the sediments underlying the )'
base is low, and therefore the permeability is .'

S5 AP KNGS AT i it

low. Subsidence fissures could provide direct

iﬂ pathways for migration of contaminants to the <
; groundwater, but no evidence of such fissuring was -
1 discernible near any disposal areas. The potential -
for significant hazardous contaminant migration is . -
low.
A )
2. Table V-1 presents a priority listing of the rated ']

sites. One general area has been identified as

Ba e

having the highest potential for environmental

concern. This area consists of a major base land-
fill (Site No. 1), the STP percolation ponds (Site
No. 17), the fuel tank sludge disposal area (Site
No. 24), and the storm drain (Site No. 15). The

storm drain could act as a driving force for con-

e

e .

taminant migration.

3. The remaining sites at Nellis AFB are not considered

e e 2T

to present significant environmental concerns.

; This includes the base landfill (Site No. 3), which
is partially on BLM and private land. The quantity
. of hazardous waste disposed of in this site is low,
7‘ and the migration pathways are negligible,

Nellis AFB Small Arms Range Annex

- v

4, Low precipitation, high evaporation, the absence
of major surface waters, moderately deep groundwater .

L} 1 g .
L

levels, and the remoteness of the area limit the
4 ‘ possible pathways for hazardous contaminant migra-

| Sl |

tion at the small arms range. The soils are similar
to those underlying Nellis AFB, and their permeabil-
4 ity is low. The potential for significant hazardous

—d

contaminant migration at all the sites is low.

xviii
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Property proposed to be excessed includes part of
one landfill (Site No. 2), all of another landfill
(Site No. 1), and the possible radioactive waste
disposal area (Site No. 5). Potentially hazardous
industrial wastes have been disposed of in both of
the landfills. Migration of hazardous contaminants
beyond the immediate vicinity of the landfills is
not likely.

Indian Springs AFAF

6.

Low precipitation, high evaporation, the absence

of major surface waters, and moderately deep ground-
water levels limit the possible pathways for hazard-
ous contaminant migration at Indian Springs AFAF.
Groundwater movement is to the north into the USAF
TFWC Complex. The potential for significant hazard-
ous contaminant migration beyond the boundaries of
Indian Springs AFAF is low, and the potential for
contaminant migration off Air Force property is

negligible.

D. RECOMMENDATIONS

Nellis AFB (including Areas II and III)

1.

A limited monitoring program is suggested to confirm
the absence of hazardous contaminant migration.
Significant health hazards have not been identified,
and no urgent need for the monitoring program
exists. The priority for monitoring at Nellis AFB

is considered moderate,

Monitoring is suggested for the disposal area south
of the golf course consisting of Sites No. 1, 17,

xix
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24, and 15, as described in paragraph 2 of the
conclusions. Two groundwater monitoring wells
should be installed down-gradient from the area
along the southern base perimeter, and a background
water quality monitoring well should be installed
north of the golf course. Based on the available
information, the wells should be 50 to 100 feet
deep. Samples from these three wells plus the
existing USGS honitoring well discussed in Section
IITI and the existing base water well south of the
golf course should be analyzed for volatile organic
compounds (TCE, MEK), gross contaminants (TQC,

COD, oil and grease, pH, specific conductance,
nitrate), heavy metals (chromium, lead, cadmium,
silver) and pesticides (DDT).

Nellis AFB Small Arms Range Annex

3.

Groundwater monitoring for hazardous contaminant
migration is not considered necessary at the small
arms range, The potential for large scale contam-
ination or contaminant migration at all of the
sites is negligible,

Indian Springs AFAF

4.

Hazardous contaminant migration is not indicated
at Indian Springs AFAF, and no Phase II monitoring
is recommended.

Other Off-Base Sites

5.

Hazardous contamination or contaminant migration
is not indicated at any of the other off-base sites,
and no Phase II monitoring is recommended.

XX
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Items Referred to the Base Environmental Program

i~ 5oty
o B )

LI TSI T P S
-

1. Nellis AFB (including Areas II and III)

’u-" el
j STV

4
3
b
A
3

The presence of the California desert POopPPY
(Arctomecon californica) in the base landfill (Site
No. 2) should be confirmed.

oy
o

;-
i
- b. The cause of the continuous flow in the storm drain
; (Site No. 15) should be verified and stopped to
remove this potential driving force for contaminant
migration. Measures should be taken to prevent
j ” unauthorized waste dumping into the drain.
.- c. Measures should be taken to prevent unauthorized
dumping in the burial pits (Sites No. 5, 6 and 8).
X . d. The condition of the liquid radioactive waste
4 - holding tank (Site No. 21) should be determined.
ks |
| 2. Nellis AFB Small Arms Range
P a. Surface radioactivity level measurements should be
. made along the road leading north from the range
- (Site No. 5) to confirm if such wastes were
8/ .- disposed of in the area.
i
L Specific details of the limited Phase II program outlined
$
; above should be finalized during the initial stages of
";b p : Phase II. It is not the intent of Phase I to assess the :
. f ) exact location or depth of any groundwater monitoring wells. i
v i' In the event that contaminants are detected in the water
ot samples collected from any of the wells, a follow-on field
; I' survey program should be implemented to determine the extent
. of the contaminant migration. The Phase II contractor should
b ;
' z xxi
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. .
be responsible for evaluating the results of the program
outlined above and for recommending additional monitoring,

as appropriate.
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[ 1]
I Bl 1. INTRODUCTION

a. BACKGROUND

The primary legislation governing the management and disposal ]
3 - of solid waste is the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

i. - (RCRA) of 1976. Regulations and implementing instructions
for the Act are continuing to be developed by EPA. Under
RCRA Section 3012 (Public Law 96-482, 21 October 1981) each
) state is required to inventory all past and present hazardous
| ) waste disposal sites. Section 6003 of RCRA requires Federal “
; agencies to assist EPA and make available all requested infor- -
~} ’ mation on past disposal practices. It is the intent of the

Department of Defense (DOD) to comply fully in these as well
, : as other requirements of RCRA. The DOD devised a comprehen-
sive Installation Restoration Program (IRP) to identify,
S8 , report, and correct environmental deficiencies from past
b | ) disposal practices that could result in environmental contam-

ination and probable migration of contaminants. In response
to RCRA and the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compen-
sation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA or Superfund), the
DOD issued Defense Environmental Quality Program Policy Memo-
randum 81~5 (DEQPPM 81-5) on 11 December 1981, which was
implemented by Air Force message dated 21 January 1982,

| - DEQPPM 81-5 reissued and amplified all previous directives
and memoranda on the Installation Restoration Program,

Ty v e

= To conduct the Installation Restoration Program Records Search
. for Nellis AFB, the AFESC retained CH2M HILL on 10 August

“ Q , 1981 under Contract No. F08637-80-G0010~0006 using funding
. provided by the Tactical Air Command (TAC). USAF TFWC Complex
TR . activities are not included within the scope of this project.
.
o

[

.-
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The facilities included in the records search are as follows i

(Figure 1):
1. Nellis AFB including Area II and Area III «
2. Indian Springs Air Force Auxiliary Field (AFAF)
3. Nellis AFB Small Arms Range Annex _ ;
4. Water Systems Annex

5. Apex Obstruction Light Annex (no on-site
investigation) i

6. Beatty Recreation Annex (no on-site investigation)

7. Nellis AFB Communications Annex (no on-site 1

investigation)

8. Mt. Sunrise Obstruction Light Annex (no on-site

investigation)

The Records Search comprises Phase I of the IRP and is
intended to review installation records to identify possible
hazardous waste contaminated sites and potential problems
that may result in contaminant migration. Phase II (not

part of this contract) consists of follow-on field work as
determined from Phase I. Phase IIa consists of a preliminary
survey to confirm or rule out the presence and/or migration |
of contaminants. If the Phase Ila work confirms the presence . ;
and/or migration of contaminants, then Phase IIb field work

would be conducted to determine the extent and magnitude of

the contaminant migration. Phase III (not part of this con- .
tract) consists of a technology base development study to -
support the development of project plans for controlling
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migration or restoring the installation. Phase IV (not part
of this contract) includes those efforts which are required
to control identified hazardous conditions.

B. AUTHORITY

Identification of hazardous waste disposal sites at military
installations was directed by Defense Environmental Quality
Program Policy Memorandum 81-5 (DEQPPM 81-5) dated 11 December
1981, and implemented by Air Force message dated 21 January
1982 as a positive action to ensure compliance of military
installations with existing environmental regulations.

C. PURPOSE OF THE RECORDS SEARCH

DOD policy is to identify and fully evaluate suspected prob-
lems associated with past hazardous material disposal sites
on DOD facilities, to control the migration of hazardous
contamination, and to control hazards to health or welfare
that resulted from those past operations. The potential for
adverse impact was evaluated at Nellis AFB by reviewing the
existing information, conducting interviews, and making a
detailed analysis of installation records. Pertinent informa-
tion involves the history of operations, the geological and
hydrogeological conditions that may contribute to the migra-
tion of contaminants, and the ecological settings that
indicate sensitive habitats or evidence of environmental
stress resulting from contaminants.

D. SCOPE

The records search consisted of a pre-performance meeting, a
pre-on-site base visit, an on-site base visit, a review and
analysis of the information obtained, and preparation of
this report,




held at Nellis AFB, Nevada, on 17, 18, and 19 August 1981.
Representatives of the AFESC, USAF Occupational and Environ-

» mental Health Laboratory (OEHL), Tactical Air Command (TAC),
Nellis AFB, and CH2M HILL attended this meeting. The objec-
tives of this meeting were to provide detailed project

Nl ) I The pre-performance meeting for Nellis AFB and others was
T

o instructions for the records search, to provide clarification

éi .- and technical guidance by AFESC, and to define the responsi-
' ' -- bilities of all parties participating in the Nellis AFB
;4 - records search. The pre-on-site visit was held on 7

S and 8 December 1981 to gather additional record information
and coodinate the base visit by the full project team,

- The on-site base visit was conducted by CH2M HILL from ;
;‘ ’ 14 December through 18 December 1981. An outbriefing was i
. - ' held with the Deputy Base Civil Engineer, Mr. Lujan, to de- 5
scribe the purpose of the site visit and to present the major
X findings. Activities performed during the on-site base visit

included a detailed search of installation records, ground

and aerial tours of the installation, and interviews with
48 former and present base personnel, Thirty outside agencies
| (see Appendix B) were contacted for documents relevant to
' the Records Search effort. The following individuals were
on the CH2M HILL records search team:

1. Mr. Michael Kemp, Project Manager (M.S., Civil and Envi-
ronmental Engineering, 1978)

i 2. Mr. Steven Hoffman, Project Senior Consultant (B.S.,

g R 2
: ‘3' Civil Engineering, 1971)

T § 3. Mr. Fritz Carlson, Hydrogeologist (M.S., hydrology,
S 1974)




4.

Ms. Jane Gendron, Ecologist (B.A., biology, 1976)

Resumes of these team members are included in Appendix A.

Individuals from the Air Force who participated in the Nellis

AFB Installation Restoration Program included:

l.

El

Mr. Bernard Lindenberg, AFESC, Program Manager, Phase I

Mr. Myron Anderson, AFESC, Assistant Program Manager,
Phase 1

Mr. Gil Burnet, TAC, Command Program Manager, Phase I

Mr. Jim McInerney, Nellis AFB, Investigation Coordinator,
554 CES/DESEP

Mr. Dean Daily, Nellis AFB, Base Eavironmental Engineer,
554 CES/DESEP

Capt. Wiley Taylor, Nellis AFB, Chief, Bioenvironmental

Engineering

Major Gary Fishburn, USAF OEHL, Program Manager,
Phase 1I

METHODOLOGY

The methodology used in the Nellis AFB records search is

shown graphically in Figure 2. First, a review of past and

present industrial operations was conducted at the base.

Information was obtained from available records such as shop
files and real property files, as well as interviews with
past and present employees from the various operating areas
of the base.
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The next step in the activity review process was to deter-
mine the past management practices regarding the use, stor- y
age, treatment, and disposal of hazardous materials from the '
various industrial operations on the base. Included in this . ’
part of the activities review was the identification of all

past landfill sites and burial sites, as well as any other

possible sources of contamination such as major PCB or solvent « 1

spills or fuel-saturated areas resulting from large fuel
spills or leaks.

General ground and aerial tours of identified sites were
made by the records search team to gather site-specific
information including (1) evidence of environmental stress, E
(2) the presence of nearby drainage ditches or surface-water
bodies, and (3) visual inspection of these water bodies for
any obvious signs of contamination or leachate migration.

A decision was then made, based on all of the above informa-
tion, whether a potential exists for hazardous material con-
tamination in any of the identified sites. If not, the site 1
was deleted from further consideration. If minor operations
and maintenance deficiencies were noted during the investiga-
tions, the condition was reported to the Base Environmental B
Coordinator for remedial action. b

For those sites where a potential for contamination was iden-
tified, a determination of the potential for migration of

the contamination was made by considering site-specific soil
and groundwater conditions. If there was no potential for
: contaminant migration, but other environmental concerns were .

; identified, the site was referred to the base environmental

: monitoring program for further action. If no further envi-
ronmental concerns were identified, the site was deleted .
from consideration. If the potential for contaminant migra-
tion was considered significant, then the site was rated and
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prioritized using the site rating methodology described in
Appendix H.

. The site rating indicates the relative potential for environ-
b mental impact at each site. For those sites showing a high !
< potential for adverse impact, recommendations are made to

- quantify the potential contaminant migration problem under
- Phase II of the Installation Restoration Program. For those
sites showing a moderate potential for adverse impact,
limited analyses may be desirable to confirm that a contami-
nant migration problem does not exist. For those sites
showing a low potential of adverse impact, the site may be
referred to the base environmental program or no Phase II

work will be recommended.
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BB II. INSTALLATION DESCRIPTION

A. LOCATION

Nellis AFB is located in the Great Basin area of southern
Nevada, approximately 10 miles northwest of Lake Mead. The
city of Las Vegas lies 8 miles southwest of the base, with
the city of North Las Vegas lying between the base and Las
Vegas. The base is located on the eastern edge of the Las
Vegas Valley. The valley drains easterly to Lake Mead and
the Colorado River via the Las Vegas Wash (see Figure 3).

USAF TFWC Complex activities were not included in the scope

S-S U=

e a e

of this report. The facilities included in the records search

were:

1. Nellis AFB including Area II (Lake Mead Base) and
Area III (11,271 acres)

2. Indian Springs AFAF located approximately 40 miles
northwest of Nellis AFB (2,300 acres)

3. Nellis AFB Small Arms Range Annex located 3 miles
north of Nellis AFB (10,616 acres)

4, Water Systems Annex located on Craig Road approxi-
mately 5 miles west of Nellis AFB (107 acres)

5. Apex Obstruction Light Annex located approximately
8 miles northeast of Nellis AFB (0.1 acre)

6. Beatty Recreation Annex located at Beatty, Nevada,
approximately 120 miles northwest of Nellis AFB

(0.4 acre)
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FIGURE 3
LOCATION AND GENERAL
FEATURES OF STUDY AREA
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7. Nellis AFB Communications Annex located on Angel
Peak, approximately 30 miles west of Nellis AFB
(1.7 acres)

8. Mt. Sunrise Obstruction Light Annex located
approximately 3 miles east of Nellis AFB (136
acres)

The locations of these facilities are shown in Figure 1.

B. ORGANIZATION AND MISSION

An Air-to-Air Gunnery Training School was activated on the
site of Nellis AFB in 1942. Fighter transition training was
added in 1944 and continued until 1947 when the base was
inactivated. In 1949, a USAF Aircraft Gunnery School was
established. Since that time, Nellis AFB has served as a
major center for weapons training, testing, and evaluation.

Nellis AFB hosts the USAF Tactical Fighter Weapons Center.
The center develops tactics for weapons use and conducts
operational tests and evaluations of new systems. Air crews
and aircraft needed to conduct the tests are provided by the
57th Fighter Weapons Wing.

A more detailed discussion of the base history and mission

is included in Appendix C.
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III. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 4

A. METEOROLOGY

Nellis AFB is located in an extremely arid section of the
Great Basin. Summers are long and hot and winters are short
and cool. The midday relative humidity ranges from a low of
12 percent in June to a high of 35 percent in January.
Annual average lake evaporation in the vicinity of Nellis
AFB is 72 inches.

Annual precipitation at the base averages 3.8 inches and is
evenly distributed throughout the year. The mean monthly
temperature ranges from a low of 45 degrees F in January to
a high of 91 degrees F in July. Surface winds exceeding

40 knots have occurred throughout the year but normally are
less than 7 knots.

Table III-1 presents a summary of meteorological conditions
at Nellis AFB.

B. GEOLOGY

The Las Vegas area, including Nellis Air Force Base, is

located within the basin and range physiographic province.
This province consists of desert basins flanked by mountain
ranges. The Las Vegas Valley is bounded on the north by the
Las Vegas Range and the Sheep Range (maximum elevation of
9750 feet), on the west by the Spring Mountains (maximum
elevation 11,918 feet), on the east by the River Mountains
(maximum elevation 4054 feet), and to the south by the

McCul lough Range (maximum elevation 5092 feet). Figure 3
shows the location and general features of the Las Vegas
Valley. Nellis Air Force Base is located in the north-

eastern portion of the Las Vegas Valley.
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The Las Vegas Valley is a structural basin in which the con-
solidated rocks have been subjected to a complex history of
faulting for many millions of years. As faulting caused the
basin to subside, sediment eroded from the nearby mountains
filled the subsiding basin. Thus, over a long period of
time a series of coalescing alluvial fans formed by streams
draining the surrounding mountains filled the basin. The
slope of the fans is greatest near the mountains and decreases
gradually toward the lowlands of the basin. No playas cur-
rently exist in the Las Vegas Valley, but the area in the
eastern part of the basin between Nellis Air Force Base and
Las Vegas Wash probably was a playa in the recent geologic
past (Malmberg, 1965).

Both consolidated and unconsolidated rocks occur in the Las
Vegas Valley. A generalized description of the principal
lithologic units is shown in Table III-2.

The consolidated rocks that occur in the mountains surround-
ing the basin and beneath the valley fill include a wide
variety of sedimentary, metamorphic, and igneous rocks rang-
ing in age from Precambrian to Quaternary. 1In general, these
rocks are dense, well-indurated, and of low permeability.

In other parts of southern Nevada, some carbonate rocks are
an important regional aquifer. Though some carbonate rocks
crop out in the nearby mountains, it is not known if they
are present at depth in the Las Vegas Valley. Deep test
holes indicate that the depth to consolidated rock in the
Las Vegas Valley may be several thousand feet., There is no
evidence that the consolidated rocks beneath the Las Vegas
Valley are in significant hydrologic connection with the

more widely used aquifers in the valley fill.

The unconsolidated sediments that fill the basin comprise

the principal water-bearing units for the Las Vegas Valley

17
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Table III-2
PRINCIPAL LITHOLOGIC UNITS

Thick-
< ness
3 Age Unit (feot) Lithology Occurrence General hydrologic properties
Unconsolidated gravel, sand, silt, and Occurs throughout area of valley fill. |Generally above the zone of saturation
clay. Exposures not continucus but are on alluvial fan. In the southeast
limited to areas of lolocene and part of valley, saturated deposits
1 § Surficial 50t late Pleistocene deposition. On may form a thin water-table aquifer.
' 3 deposits alluvial fans, unit consist of Westphal and Nork (1972, p. 1)
B stream-channel and slope-wash estimated the average horizontal

F .a deposits. In lower parts of valley,| hydraulic conductivity of these
A g'g unit occurs as fairly extensive deposits in the Henderson-fast Las
A . deposits of sand, silt, and gravel. Vegas area to be sbout 400 gpd/ft?.

v Included with alluvium in figure 2,

’ e
b | Lake and Predominately clay, silt, and fine sand. |Exposed at base of alluvial fans along|When saturated, fine-grained deposits
P playa Contains some regular, thin-bedded west side of valley; as prominent may store appreciable quantities of
b3 deposits layers of sand and gravel. lake-bed deposits at northwest end water but have low permeability and
9 N (includes of study area; and as irregularly transmit water poorly. Unit acts as
las Vegas 3001 exposed deposits in central part of a confining layer. When water is

Py = Formation valley. Well logs indicate upper removed from storage, campaction and

tal in fig. 2) valley-fill deposits in central part| land subsidence may result, Unit

k1 g et of valley camonly consist of a yields same water to domestic wells.

e sequence of silt, clay, and caliche,
e Figure 2 shows extent of Las Vegas
3 g > Formation as maj by Longwell and
: ¢ § © others (1965) and Price (1966).

-.' G On alluvial fan, predominately gravel and |Occurs throughout area of valley fill.|Gravel deposits along lower parts of
by - S |- and sand with same silt and clay. Exposed as alluvial fans but fans transmit water readily and form
B . & || Fanglamerate Deposits may be well cemented with generally concealed by surficial most productive aquifers in valley.

and valley- |1,000% caliche. deposits or lake and playa deposits Finer gravel deposits in central part
floor On valley floor, generally silt and clay on valley floor, of valley produce water less readily
N deposits with interbedded sand and gravel. but provide adequate supplies for
'3 Lithology similar to overlying lake-bed domestic wells and moderate-capacity
N and playa deposits. Upper contact industrial and public supply wells.
arbitrarily located at top of first Heavy pumping in area of fine-grained
significant water-producing sand or deposits may result in land subsid-
AR gravel. ence,
Silt, clay, and sandstone, with some Forms praminent bluffs in southeast Low-permeability deposits which do not
Muddy Creek | 4,000% lenses of pebble conglomerate. Llocally part of valley. Also exposed north readily yield water to wells.
Formation contains salt and gypsum beds. and south of Frenchman Mtn. Gypsum and salt may affect ground-
Interstratified basalt flows in same Probably underlies Quaternary water quality.
g areas. valley-fill deposits throughout
much of valley.
E Complex assemblage of andesitic lava Southwest of Las Vegas Valley floor, |Impermeable except where highly
Volcanic flows, volcanic breccia, and associated in McCullough Range and River Mtns. fractured; probably forms barrier
’ Tocks .- rocks. Includes some intrusive Includes snall area of intrusive to ground-water movement.
porphyritic rocks. Not differentiated. rocks in the McCullough Range.
=] a‘rbmrbonue 3,500- | Sandstone, shale, and conglamerate. Some |Exposed on Frenchman Mtn. and along Generally impermeable; may transmit
ulsedimentary 8,000 interbedded limestone and gypstum. southwest border of area. Includes moderate amounts of water where
= o Thumb Formation, Aztec Sandstone, fractured. OCypsum may affect sulfate
b Chinle Formation, and Moenkopi content of ground water.
g Formation.
‘ ° Limestone, dolomite, shale, conglomerate, |Exposed on Frenchman Mtn. and along Generally impermeable; may transmit
o and sandstone. Sequence contains southwest border of area. Includes moderate amounts of water where
b o] Gypsiferous 2,000¢ significant amounts of gypsum. Kaibab Limestone, Toroweap Forma- fractured, or where fractures have
w| sedimentary tion, and red beds. been enlarged by solution. Gypsum
- rocks may affect sulfate content of ground
B |~ water,
| Limestone, dolomite, shale, sandstone, Exposed on Frenclman Mtn., the Sheep |Generally impermeable except where
) Non- and quartzite. Range, and Spring Mtns. Includes solution has caused a secondary
o gypsiferous 20,0002 Bird Spring Formation, Monte Cristo enlargement of joints and fractures.
vl sedimentary and Sultan Limestones, Lone Mountsin| May transmit large quantities of
rocks and Ely Springs Dolomites, Eureka ground water in these areas.
Quartzite, Pogonip Limestone,
Chisholm Shale, Lyndon Limestone,
Pioche Shale, and Tapeats Sandstone.

SOURCE: Harrill, 1976.
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including Nellis Air Force Base. There are two principal
geologic units within the Las vegas valley fill: the Muddy
Creek Formation, which consists of fine sand, silt, and clay;
and alluvium, including the Las Vegas Formation, which con-
sists of gravel, sand, silt, and clay that were deposited in
alluvial fans and playas in the basin. The Muddy Creek
Formation and the younger alluvium are distinct geologic
units, but together they comprise the principal groundwater
reservoir in the Las Vegas Valley. Refer to Table III-2 for

additional descriptions of these units.

The water-bearing properties of the valley fill are not con-
stant throughout the basin. 1In general, the ability of the
valley fill materials to yield water to wells is dependent
on the amount of high-permeability sand and gravel strata
that are intersected by the wells. The map of sand and
gravel percentage (Figure 4) shows that the area near Nellis
Air Force Base is underlain by sediments relatively poor in
sand and gravel. Better aquifers are found in the western
portion of the basin, For example, the transmissivity was
measured to be 1,000 to 2,000 gpd/ft at the on-base wells,
These low transmissivity values indicate that the unconsoli-
dated sediments in the Nellis area have a low average perme-
ability, probably on the order of 1 gpd/ftz. However, the
existence of a low average permeability does not preclude
the existence of thin lenses or stringers of much more

permeable sand and gravel.

The Craig Road Wells (water systems annex), which are located
5 miles west of the base, tap better aquifers than occur at
the base itself. The transmissivity measured at these wells
is 30,000 to 40,000 gpd/ft. 1In this area, the average per-
meability of the unconsolidated sediments is moderate, on

the order of 100 gpd/ft2.

19
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The valley £fill is cut by several faults (Figure 5). These
faults were originally formed as a result of the tectonic
forces operating in the area, but some may have been reacti-
vated as a result of subsidence. Some of the faults are now
manifested at the surface by fissures or escarpements. None
of the fault scarps occurs near Nellis Air Force Base proper,
but at least one fissure occurs near the Craig Road well
field operated by the base (Water Systems Annex). The faults
apparently act as partial barriers to groundwater flow and
controlled the location of springs that formerly existed in
the valley. Faults in unconsolidated sediments typically

act as barriers to groundwater movement because they offset
permeable strata and, in addition, the crushing and grinding
of the unconsolidated materials during fault movement creates

fault gouge, a clay-rich material that is of low permeability.

c. HYDROLOGY

1. Surface Water

No perennial streams exist in the vicinity of
Nellis Air Force Base, Natural surface runoff is
confined to infrequent precipitation events and
does not represent a significant source of ground-

water recharge,

In the summer, localized thunderstorms can produce
high-intensity, short-duration rainfall events
that can result in flooding. Regional storms,
which generally occur in the winter months, are
typically of low intensity so that flooding poten-

tial is low.

The surface drainage from the base is shown in
Figure 6. Runoff from the base enters the Las

21
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Vegas Range Wash system, Some eventually perco-

lates to the shallow groundwater table and the

remainder leaves the basin through Las Vegas Wash.,

A portion of Nellis Air Force Base is within the o
100-year flood plain as mapped by the Soil Conser-

vation Service (Figure 7). This degree of flooding

is infrequent, of relatively short duration, and N
of shallow depth; the potential for increased con-
taminant migration is not significantly increased.

Groundwater Hydrology

Groundwater occurs beneath the Nellis Air Force
Base area within the valley sediments. The exten-
sive fine-grained deposits that occur in the
eastern portion of the Las Vegas Basin serve to
confine groundwater, although some shallow water
most likely occurs beneath the base under uncon-
fined conditions.

A significant portion of the base's water supply
is obtained from on-base wells. The locations of
these wells are shown on Figures 11 and 12 in
Chapter IV. In addition to the on-base wells,
there are two active wells located about 4 miles
west of the base on Craig Road. The Craig Road
wells are located in an area where the aquifers
are more permeable so that their yield is higher,
Representative logs of the Air Force wells were
obtained from the Nevada State Engineer's Office ’
and are presented in Appendix L.

Recharge to the groundwater in the Las Vegas area .

was originally restricted to infiltration of runoff
in streams draining the Spring and Sheep Mountains

22
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to the north and east. The low precipitation in

the area precludes significant recharge from direct
infiltration. Since urbanization of large portions
of the basin has occurred, there has been a signifi-
cant change in the amount and source of recharge

to groundwater. Specifically, recharge by over-~
irrigation on landscape plants and by discharge of
STP effluent has almost doubled the amount of
valley-wide recharge above the natural rate.

Before reaching the water table, recharging water
moves vertically downward in the unsaturated zone.
During unsaturated flow, the permeability is a
variable function of the water content; the more
moist the unsaturated medium is, the higher is its
permeability. This means that the rate of movement
in che unsaturated zone is predominantly controlled
by the amount of water entering at the surface.
Under natural conditions, precipitation was the
only source of water, other than streamflow, that
could have entered the ground. However, the
precipitation rate in the Las Vegas area is so low
that virtually all infiltrated precipitation is
consumed by evapotranspiration. Therefore, the
rate of movement of a contaminant from the surface
to the water table would be very slow, unless it
were mobilized by another source of water. The
rate of downward movement would be controlled by
the amount of infiltrated water. For example,

very "wet" sources of contamination, such as sewage
effluent, could reach the water table very quickly.
Dry contaminants disposed of in areas remote from
water sources could move downward only at very
slow rates, possibly requiring hundreds of years

to reach the water table,
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Under natural conditions, discharge from the ground-
: water basin occurred principally by spring discharge 1
2 and consumption by extensive areas of phreatophytes.

Following urbanization and pumping from deep wells, «
spring discharge and phreatophyte consumption have

; decreased greatly. Currently, the major path of
'* groundwater discharge from the basin is to Las .
'74 Vegas Wash, which eventually reaches Lake Mead.

& Originally groundwater levels were at or near the

surface throughout a large area of Las Vegas Valley.

Extensive areas of meadows and phreatophytic vege-

tation formerly existed in areas now occupied by

\ - downtown Las Vegas and the Strip. 1In the vicinity

AR of Nellis Air Force Base, the groundwater table

' under prepumping conditions was deep enough to

prevent the growth of phreatophytes. The potentio-

-»4 metric surface of Nellis was zero to 50 feet below
the surface under predevelopment conditions.

As Las Vegas developed, an increasing amount of
groundwater was pumped from the Las Vegas aquifers.
The rate of pumping increased until the early

‘ 1970's, when 80,000 acre-feet per year were pumped.

: ‘ This pumpage represented extraction at over twice
the estimated rate of recharge. This overdraft on
the groundwater basin caused a long-term progres-
sive decline in groundwater levels. This is

. exemplified by the hydrographs of two of the Nellis

t Air Force Base wells shown on Figure 8. The long- 4
term decline in water levels ceased in the 1970's

o when imported water from Lake Mead became available

8 to replace groundwater. As more water from Lake .
Mead is imported into the Las Vegas area, ground-

= water pumpage will decline.
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The map of the potentiometric surface (Figure 9)

of the confined aquifers shows that deep groundwater
moves in a generally southeasterly direction.

There are insufficient data to determine the direc-
tion of shallow groundwater movement in the vicin-
ity of Nellis Air Force Base. It is likely that

the shal low groundwater moves in a similar direc-
tion as that in the deep, principal aquifers of

the basin.

In some areas of the Las Vegas Basin, separation
between the shallow groundwater and the deeper
confined aquifer is relatively continuous. Some
degree of interconnection occurs in all areas,
however, and even though the primary contamination
risk is in the shallow groundwater, contamination
of the deep aquifer could occur. Contamination of
the on-base water wells is less likely because of
extreme depth of the wells and the thick layers of
clay and silt separating the shallow and deep
aquifers beneath the base.

The average interstitial velociéy of the shallow
groundwater is not known in the vicinity of the
Base., Typically, groundwater in valley fill aqui-
fers such as that occurring in the Nellis AFB area
moves in the range of 10 to 200 ft/yr.

The depth to unconfined groundwater beneath Nellis
Air Force Base ranges from 50 to 100 feet. Ground-
water levels in Area III and in the small arms
range become progressively deeper toward the

mountains,
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As indicated above, the Las Vegas area has experi-
enced subsidence of the land surface, Part of

this subsidence has been a result of regional
warping caused by the filling of Lake Mead.

Another portion of the total subsidence has been
caused by declining artesian pressure, which in

turn causes clay beds to compact. The Nellis Air
Force Base has experienced about 1/2 foot of total
subsidence. However, in the area of the Craig

Road wells, subsidence has been more than 1-1/2 feet,.

One surface manifestation of subsidence has been
the creation of fissures that tend to follow pre-
existing faults in the unconsolidated sediments,
No fissures occur on Nellis Air Force Base proper,
but one exists in the Craig Road well field. The
fissures are potentially significant in that they
could provide a conduit for rapid movement of con-
taminants to the water table. However, there are
no fissures anywhere near the known disposal sites

at Nellis Air Force Base,

In general, groundwater quality is good in the
vicinity of Nellis Air Force Base. No conclusive
evidence of offbase movement of pollutants has

been found. There are two known jreas where ground-
water quality does not meet drink&ng water standards.
These are described below.

Area II (Lake Mead Base). Groundwater in this

area can exceed standards for arsenic and fluoride
(refer to Appendix M). 1In addition, wells that
tap gypsum~rich aquifers near Sunrise Mountain are
typically high in total dissolved solids and sul-
fate. The poor water quality found in Area II is

32
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due to natural causes. No man-caused pollution of
groundwater has been found in this area.

Area South of the Golf Course. Samples from a

monitoring well operated by the USGS and located
. along Anne Lane in the trailer park south of the
Mellis AFB boundary exceed drinking water stan-

dards in sulfate, TDS, and nitrate (see Appendix M
and Figure 10). The high sulfate and TDS are

o | typical of groundwater in gypsum-rich sediments.
The cause of the high nitrate is not known., A
possibility exists that the elevated nitrate levels
could have been caused by wastewater disposal prac-
tices either off base or on base.

D. ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE CONDITIONS

1. Habitat

The Las Vegas Valley contains a diverse array of

e eyt =P

vegetation types. This area lies between the
Mojave Desert to the west and south and the Great
Basin Desert to the north., A transitional zone,
, which includes the Las Vegas area, extends west
{ from southwestern Utah to southern California. a

The most widespread biotic community in the vicin-
ity of Nellis Air Force Base is the creosote-bush

community comprised primarily of creosote bush and

¥ - these shrubs grow in scattered clumps that increase

;

}

¥

t bur-sage. In undisturbed areas around Nellis AFB, i

’
in density near water sources, ;

i

The vegetation surrounding the unused STP percola-
tion pond area and along the storm drainage ditch
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consists of tree/shrubs including mesquite and
tamarax. The existing STP percolation ponds in
Area II support a healthy riparian community in-
cluding sedges, rushes, and tamarax.

The density of plant communities within the boun-
daries of Nellis AFB, Area II, and Area III is
reduced compared to naturally occurring undisturbed
communities adjacent to base boundaries. This is
to be expected due to normal development.

Rare and Endangered Species

No sensitive habitat is known to exist in the
vicinity of Nellis AFB, Area II, or Area III.

Table ITI-3 lists Federal- and State of Nevada-
designated endangered and threatened plant and
wildlife species that may occur within the Nellis
Air Force Base boundaries., (Refer to Appendix N
for defnitions of the state and Federal designa-
tions). Field observation by a CH2M HILL team
member resulted in an unconfirmed identification

of the Califcrnia desert poppy (Arctomecon
californica; Endangered - Nevada, Candidate - USFWS)
in the landfill northeast of Area III (Site No. 2).
The base environmental program has been advised of

this siting.

Summary of Environmental Stress Potential

Precipitation is extremely low at Nellis AFB and

the potential evaporation is high. Although por-
tions of the base lie in a 100-year flood plain

and localized flooding occurs during high-intensity
rainfall events, overall, the natural driving forces

35
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- Table III-3
' ENDANGERED AND THREATENED BIOTA OF CLARK COUNTY
- POTENTIALLY IN THE VICINITY OF NELLIS AFB

{ Vegetation Common Name Status " '
A .
4 Arctomecon californica California desert E-NV, C-USFWS
pPoppPY

F | Astragalus geyeri E-NV, C-USFWS ‘
. var. triquetrus
f4 Astragalus nevinii E-NV, C-USFWS ﬁ
2 1

Cryptantha insolita Cats eye E-NV, C-USFWS ;
= Eriogonum viscidulum Wild buckwheat E-NV, C-USFWS !
L - Penstemon thurberi E-NV :
;! var. anestlus |
X

; wildlife

i | '  Heloderma suspectum Gila monster P, R-NV !
: Gopherus agassizi Desert tortoise P, R-NV

Euderma maculata Spotted bat P, R-NV

Pelecanus occidentalis California brown E-USFWS

pelican
2 Falco peregrinus American E-NV, E-USFWS
, peregrine falcon
}- Haliaeetus Bald eagle E-NV, E-USFWS
4 leucocephalus
‘ E = Endangered.
S C = Candidate under review,
3 P = Protected.
R = Rare
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and pathways for hazardous contaminant migration

are inconsequential,

Other than the plant and wildlife species identi- .
fied in paragraph 2, no sensitive receptors were
identified and no signs of significant environmen-
tal stress were observed, -
4
!
2
{
X
+ p
| 2
hd [
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Bl IV. FINDINGS
T
¢ A. ACTIVITY REVIEW
) 1, General
= Major activities at Nellis AFB that have resulted
- in the generation of potentially hazardous wastes
-4 include vehicle maintenance, aircraft maintenance,

ground support equipment maintenance, and aircraft u
corrosion control. Other waste-generating activ-

ities have included pest control, laboratory opera-
tions such as photo development and nondestructive 1

inspection, fuels analysis, nuclear weapon assembly,

and a small plating operation.

2. Industrial Operation

A listing of major industrial operations and chem- 3
ical usage requirements is presented in Table IV-1, /
All solid wastes were disposed of in the base land- 1
fills prior to the early 1970's. Drum reclamation f
was begun in the early 1970's, but all other solid 3

1 v wastes are still landfilled. _
,
A summary of liquid waste generation rates for the !
major shops is presented in Table IV-2. Maintenance
solvents and paint strippers used at the base in-
clude trichloroethane, trichloroethylene (TCE), '

methyl ethyl ketone (MEK), toluene, and PD-680 I
(safety solvent). Carbon tetrachloride use during '
the 1960's was reported.




Table IV-1 .
MAJOR INDUSTRIAL USERS OF POTENTIALLY HAZARDOUS CHEMICALS

Present Location1 Past Location Chemical Usqge2
{Bldg. No./ (Bldg. No./ Quantity
Description Initial Date) Initial Date) Type __(gal/mo)
57 FIGHTER WEAPONS WING
Armament Recording Process
Lab 122/1942 Fixers, developers, bleach 1,100
USAF AIR DEMONSTRATION SQUADRON
Thundetbird Maintenance 148719423 MEK, paint, thinner 25
JSAF HOSPITAL
Dental Lab 625/1965
Clinical Lab 625/1965
Dental Clinic 625/1965
Medical Maintenance 625/1965
Radiology 625/1965 Developers, fixers 40
57 AIRCRAFT GENERATION SQUADRON
414 AMU/F-4E 157/1977
66 AMU/A-10 157/1977
433 AMU/F-15 157/1977
64/65 AMU/F-5 151/1963
57 COMPONENT REPAIR SQUADRON
Electric Shop 173/1957 Battery acid, sodium bicarbonate 50
Precision Measurement Equipment
Lab 425/1969 589/1956
Machine Shop 173/1957
Metals/Welding 173/19%7 0il, sodium chloride, sodium silica, -
N fluoride
Nondestructive Inspection 168/1971 173/1957 MEK, trichloroethane, penetrant, 40
developer
Pneudraulics 173/1957
Structural Repair 173/1957 912/-~ Solvents, degreasers, adhesives <1
Engine Cleaning 857/1968 PC-111, alkaline descaler, caustic, >200
phosphoric acid
Engine Shop 858/1961 148/1956, PD-680, toluene, MEK, trichloroethane, 1,300
159/1954 carbon remover
Engine Test Cell 799/1956
Photo Shop 173/1957
57 EQUIPMENT MAINTENANCE SQUADRON
AGE Maintenance 415/1965 157/1963, PD-680, soaps, cleaning compound 360
912 /-~
Nonpowered AGE 415/1961 PD-680, soaps 75
Corrogion Control 191/1961 912/-~
Fuel Systems Repair 192/1969 MEK, alcohol, JP-4 20
Wheel and Tire 173/19861 189/1969 PD-680, methylene chloride, MEK, toluene 200
Explosive Ordnance Disposal 10234/1957
Migssile Maintenance 10416/1954 TCE, trichloroethane, alcohol 7
Repair and Reclamation 175/1954
Equipment Maintenance 10108/1960 Paint, adhesives, solvents <5
Armament Systems 178/1971 PD-680, oil, MEK, dichloromethane 20
554 SUPPLY SQUADRON
Fuels Laboratory 814/1972 Potassium dichramate, sulfuric acid, <5
alcohol, ether
554 TRANSPORTATION SQUADRON
Battery Shop 829/1954 Battery acid, sodium bicarbonate 60
Fire Truck Maintenance 170/1963 PD-680 <1
Refueling Maintenance 854/1969 Lube o0il, soaps, transmission fluid, 300
antifreeze
Vehicle Maintenance 831/1954 Carbon remover, paint, and thinner 190
Tire Shop 849/1942
40




Table IV-1
(continued)
Present Locltion1 past location Chemical Ungez
(Bldg. No./ (Bldg. No./ Quantity
Description Initial Date) Initial Date) Type {gal /mo)
¢ 554 COMBAT SUPFORT GROUP
- Auto Hobby shop 840/1974 554/1943
Base Photo Lab 118/1966 Bleach, developer, fixer, acetic acid 250
554 CIVIL ENGINEERING SQUADRON
Entamology 817/1960 $63/1955 pesticides and soil sterilants Liquid
15; solid,
200 lb/mo
Exterior Electric 817/1943
Golf Course Maintenance 1600/1952 vegticides, caustic -
Heating Maintenance 817/1943
Hospital Boiler Maintenance 625/1965 Caustic soda, tannic acid, phosphate 75 1lb/mo
Liquid@ Fuels Maintenance 887/1943 PD-680, paint <1
Power Production 816/1943 pattery acid, PD-680, antifreeze, 50
carbon remover
Protective Coating 853/1943
Sheet Metal/Welding ) 817/-- 173/1957 Acetone, trichloroethane <1
474 AIRCRAFT GENERATION SQUADRON
428 AMU 174/1956
429 MU 176/1971
430 AMU 179/1971
474 EQUIPMENT MAINTENANCE SQUADRON
AGE Repair and Inspection 199/1968 soaps, PD-680, fuel 250
Nonpowered AGE 198/1963 N lacquer, paint, degreaser <1
Fuel Systems Repair ’ 202/1972 MEK, alcohol, hydrazine, JP-4, 12
ammonium hydroxide
Armament Systems 196/1963 PD-680, TCE 5
474 COMPONENT REPAIR SQUADRON
Aircraft Electric 415/1961
Photo 415/1961 MEK, alcohol, trichloroethane, acetone 2
Pneudraulics 173/1957 PD-680, adhesives -
820 CIVIL ENGINEERING SQUADRON
power Production 10120/1954
Sheet Metal /Welding 10118/1954
vehicle Maintenance 10116/1954 Battery acid, cleaning fluid [
Paint 10118/1954 paints, lacquers, thinners 150
3096 AVIATION DEPOT SQUADRON
plant A 10402/1954 Alcohol, MEK, toluene, trichloroethane,
cyclohexanone, acetone <5
plant B 10412/1954 Alcohol, MEK, toluene, trichloroethane,
acetone, PD-680 <5
Equipment Maintenance 10304/1954 PD-680, acetone, toluene 1?
4440 TACTICAL PIGHTER TRAINING GROUP
Red Flag photo Processing 201/1971 pevelopers, fixers, bleach 150
DET 1, 57 FIGHTER WEAPONS WING
(INDIAN SPRINGS)
Field Shops 265/1951
Helicopter Maintenance 79/1957 PD-680, MEK 4
554 COMBAT SUPPORT SQUADRON
(INDIAN SPRINGS)
Medical Clinic 260/1954
vehicle Maintenance 225/1976 PD-680, sulfuric acid, soaps, paints 50
Electric 231/1943
Heating 231/1943 Descaler, cyclohexamine, phosphate, Descaler,
caustic soda 12; other,
50 1lb/mo
41
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Table IV-1

designations and activities have changed in some cases.
2Incotpontes information fram 1977 to present.
3'mundezbixds arrived in 1956. The hangar was previously used for naintenance activities.

42

(continued)
E- 4 N )
' Present Location” Ppast Location Chemical Usage
(Bldg. No./ (Bldg. No./ Quantity
pescription Initial Date) Initial Date) TYpe {gal /mo)
Protective Coating 231/1943 Paints, thinners, lacquers 20 ‘
Sheet Metal/Welding 234/1943
Powexr Production 232/1943 i
Auto Hobby Shop 140/1953 ¥
Source: Bioenvirommental Engineering Shop Files. !
lmte given is the year the shop was constructed unless infomat.”n on past locations is provided. Squadron
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Table 1IV-2
SHOP LIQUID WASTE GENERATION, NELLIS AFB

Facility
No. Description Type
857 Engine Cleaning Acid, Caustic,
POL
168 Non-Destructive MEK, trichloro-
Ingpection ethane, TCE
penetrant
173 Wwheel and Tire Degreaser
858 Engine Repair Acid, caustic
PD-680, MEK,
trichloroethane,
toluene, TCE,
carbon tetra-
chloride
831 Vehicle Maintenance POL
854 Refuel Vehicle POL
Maintenance Slop Paint
191 Corrosion Control POL
415 AGE POL, PD-680,
TCE
170 Fire Truck Mainte- POL
nance
173 Pneudraulics Hydraulic Fluid,
TCE, PD-680
817 Entomology Pesticide residue
- AMU Shops MEK, trichloro-
ethane, PD-680,
TCE
POL
173 Structural Repair POL
829 Battery Shop Acids
840 Auto Hobby Shop POL
10116 Vehicle Maintenance POL

Pagt and Present Disposal Practice

Annual
Quantity 1940 1960 1970 1980
T
2,400 gal rire
r Landfill oM
400 gal Pire
Train: Contract
or Landfill Resoval
:"“:ﬁf Contract
75 gal tary ﬁun Al
19,100 1b
3,500 1b
Pire
Training Contract
or Landfill Removal
Fire Contract
12,000 gal Training Removal
Pire
——— Training Contract
660 gal or Landfill Renoval
Fire Contract
2' 000 1lb Training Removal
Py
360 gal Tr::ntny Contract
or Landfill Renoval
- Fire Contract
Training h-w( 8l
Fire
2,400 gal Training Contract
or Landfill Resoval
——
— Sanitary Sewer
1,500 gal
Fire Training Contract
1,200 gal or Landfill _ Newoval
Fire Training Contract
55 gal or Sanitary Sewer Ramoval
1'200 9a1 sanitary Sewey
Pire Contract
3,600 gal aining oAl
Fire Contract
3,000 gal Training Removal

-

3prior to the initiation of contract removal and of f-base disposal in the early 1970's, the majority

of POL was burned (120,000 gallons/year} and the remainder was landfilled or discharged to the

sanitary sewer.

Contract removal for fiscal year 1979 was 63,000 gallons.
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Wastes generated by the maintenance operations
include spent solvents, waste oils, hydraulic fluid,
fuel, and grease. Wastes generated by corrosion
control activities include slop paint, spent sol-
vents, and spent strippers. A variety of waste
chemicals are generated by the laboratory opera-
tions, and solid and liquid radioactive wastes

have been generated by USAF TFWC Complex support
activities and weapons maintenance.

Aircraft and ground support equipment maintenance
activities are accomplished by various squadrons
within the 57th Fighter Weapons Wing and the 474th
Tactical Fighter Wing. Each wing uses the same
shop facilities. The waste generation rates listed
in Table IV-2 are for shops in the 57th Fighter
Weapons Wing. Generally, the quantity of wastes
generated by the 474th Tactical Fighter Wing shops
would be much lower because fewer aircraft are

maintained.

Specific information about several shop operations

is presented as follows to provide additional per-

spective on significant industrial wastes generated
at Nellis AFB:

o Aircraft Maintenance - Aircraft maintenance
has occurred in virtually every hangar on
base including 148, 151, 180, 153, 173, 175,
and 191. Since 1972, the majority of waste
POL has been removed by contract. Before
then, the wastes went to fire training or to
the sanitary sewer. During the early 1950's,
as many as 100 piston engine aircraft
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single- and multi-engine) were maintained in

building 233. A phenolic-based carbon remover
may have been used at this time. During the
early 1950's, waste POL may have been drained
into the original STP effluent ditch. Prior to
the arrival of the F-111 aircraft during the
early 1970's, solvent usage was reported to

be much less than is currently used in the
aircraft maintenance shops.

Metal Plating - A small plating operation was
located on base from the early 1950's until
the mid-1970's. The shop was in building 912
until 1962 and then moved to building 173.
Miscellaneous plating wastes were discharged
to the sanitary sewer, but the type and quan-
tity could not be identified.

Precision Measurement Equipment Laboratory -
Small quantities of carbon tetrachloride and
TCE have been used in this lab. Low-level
radiocactive wastes are shipped off base by the
Transportation Management Office for disposal.

Pneudraulics - As much as 50 to 100 gallons

per month of TCE were used in this shop prior
to 1970. PD-680 is currently used. The wastes
may have been discharged to the sanitary sewer.

Engine Shop - During the 1950's and early
1960's, 250 gallons per year of carbon remover
(possibly phenolic based) were discharged to
the sanitary sewer. Carbon tetrachloride was
used during the early 1960's.
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Engine Cleaning - As much as 100 gallons per
month of TCE have been used in this area.

TCE was discharged to the sanitary sewer from
1960 to 1968. Currently, the spent TCE is
removed by contract. Approximately 40 gallons
per month of carbon remover were also dis-
charged to the sanitary sewer.

Battery Shops - Neutralized lead-acid battery
acids from ground support equipment and motor
vehicles have always been discharged to the
sanitary sewer. The total quantity may ap-
proach 150 gallons per month.

Auto Hobby Shop - Waste POL from the auto
hobby shop has always gone to storage tanks
for disposzl or reclamation. Antifreeze and
detergents are discharged to the sanitary
sewer.

Corrosion Control - Corrosion control was
originally located in building 912, but all
hangars were reported as having a paint shop

at one time. Wash water from the spray booths
is skimmed and the underflow has always been
discharged to the sanitary sewer. The skim-
mings hav: always been deposited in the base
landfill. Toluene, MEK, and TCE have been

used as solvents and strippers. Major aircraft
stripping has not been done at Nellis AFB.

Structural Repair - Small quantities of MEK
and TCE have been used in this shop. Waste

rags have gone to the base landfill.




g} ' o Vehicle Maintenance -~ Waste POL generation
from vehicle maintenance has ranged from
200 gallons per month during the early 1950's
. to 1,000 gallons per month during the early
1970's. Prior to the early 1970's, the
. majority of waste POL was burned at fire
training. Since then, most of the waste POL
has been reclaimed. Both PD-680 and MEK are
currently used in the shop.

o Vehicle Maintenance (Area II) - Most of the
vehicle maintenance in Area II is performed
by RED HORSE, a combat civil engineering group.
RED HORSE has been in Area II since the late
1960's. Approximately 3,000 gallons per year
of waste 0il are discharged to recovery tanks
for reclamation. Reportedly, Navy maintenance

. activities were low during their occupation

of the area prior to 1969.

In summary, essentially all of the base shops have
been and are connected to the sanitary sewer system,
Effluent from the sewage treatment plant was dis-
charged to percolation ponds and used to irrigate
i the base golf course. Complete degradation of

potentially hazardous organic wastes was not likely.

?' Prior to the increased emphasis on waste POL recov-

;4 ery in the early 1970's, much of the waste was

j burned at fire training or discharged to the sani-

{2 i tary sewer. During the early 1970's, container
recovery was also started. A temporary drum storage
area was established in Area III in 1981. Leaded

?
* paint, fog oil for insect control, tetrachloroeth-
o

N ylene, and waste POL containers were observed as

- were several old batteries. Major drum storage
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has been provided at DPDO near the motor pool.
Before the early 1970's, all of the shop solid
wastes were deposited in the base landfills.

Oil/water separators were installed on many of the
shop drains during the late 1960's and early 1970's
(refer to Appendix G for a complete listing).
Contract hauling of the waste POL off the base was
started in 1972. RCRA, Part A, applications have
been filed for those separators considered to col-
lect potentially hazardous wastes (refer to Appendix
Table D-1).

POL Storage and Maintenance

A variety of jet aircraft have been stationed at
Nellis AFB since the early 1950's, and major storage
facilities have been provided for JpP-4 fuel. Prior
to and during the early 1950's more than 100 single-
and multi-engine piston~driven aircraft were sta-
tioned at Nellis AFB, and an aqua-injection AVGAS
system was used for leaded fuel storage and distrib-
ution, The aqua-system tanks are still used for
fuel storage., Tanks currently used for POL storage
are listed in Appendix Table E-1. No abandoned
tanks were identified at Nellis AFB

The fuel bulk storage tanks have been cleaned three
times since 1951. Approximately 25,000 gallons of
sludge have been deposited in the base landfills,
Until the early 1970's, management practices allowed
the draining of approximately 100 gallons of liquid
per year from each bulk storage tank to the ground

for water removal,
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Except for the few sites described in Part B of
this section, no major fuel spills or leaks were
reported. Minor spills have occurred in many stor-
age and dispensing areas, Hydrazine spills of

less than 1 quart iay have occurred as many as
three times in the last 3 years; containment and
neutralization procedures wera followed, however,
for the only verified spill.

Oordnance Inactivation and Disposal

No EOD activities have occurred on Nellis AFB proper.
A proficiency range is located in Area II, but
ordnance is not disposed of in the area. A practice
airfield for rapid runway repair exercises was
established south of the base, but no ordnance
disposal was reported. Generally, munitions residue
is disposed of on the ranges. Refer to Section VII
for a discussion on EOD activities at the small

arms range,

Fire Training

Fire training activities have taken place at Nellis
AFB since the early 1950's. Prior to the mid-1970's,
the majority of waste POL generated on base was
burned in fire training exercises. Only clean

fuels have been burned in recent years. The soil
around the existing fire training pit has been
periodically scraped up and spread in the surround-
ing area. The area appears clean, Two other fire
training areas were reported but could not be vis-

ually identified in the field.
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PCB Management

PCB's have typically been used in insulating oils
for electric transformers. Tests conducted in

1981 showed that 2 of 85 out-of-service transformers
had PCB levels between 50 and 500 mg/l. Out-of-
service transformers are stored between buildings
815 and 817. No spills have occurred in at least

6 years, Fifteen unserviceable transformers were
given to DPDO for contract disposal in the past

2 years. No reports were made of transformer dis-
posal in the base landfills, but such past disposal
is possible.

Two 10,000-gallon aboveground tanks at facility

2002 contain waste oils with significant PCB levels.
One tank contains 9,000 gallons of heavy asphalt
with a PCB level of 139 to 150 mg/l based on con-
tractor and USAF OEHL analyses. The other contains
2,000 gallons of light road oil with a PCB level

of 20 to 106 mg/l bhased on similar analyses. Leak-
age of the tanks was not reported, and efforts are
underway to dispose properly of the waste oils
through DPDO.

Pesticide Usage

Herbicides and other pesticides are applied on

base for weed, insect, and other pest control,
Herbicides currently in use include krovar, para-
quat, and princep while insecticides include dia-
zinon, malathion, and chlordane (Appendix Table J-1).

Currently, herbicides and soil sterilants are
applied to fence lines, airfield perimeters, and
pavement areas as needed. Insecticides are used

as needed in Air Force structures and housing areas.
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Rodenticides such as Promar are used in some Air

Force structures including the water systems annex.
Avitrol, once used in controlling birds in the
hangars, has been replaced by a falconry program.
Ten pounds of Avitrol (USEPA Hazardous Waste Num-
ber P008) are currently stored in the Entomology
Shop (building 817).

Historically, DDT and lindane were used in housing
areas and around garbage collection areas for insect
control. The use of DDT was discontinued in the
early 1960's.

Disposal methods used by Entomology included dumping
outdated full barrels and empty unrinsed barrels

of pesticide (including DDT) into the base land-
fills. The majority of empty bags were burned

until approximately 198l1. Some torn bags and rinsed
containers were disposed of in the base landfills.

Present entomology operations follow approved pro-
cedures in pesticide application and disposal of
empty containers. According to Civil Engineering
memorandums, washdown wastes are discharged directly
to the sanitary sewer system. A work order is
pending for the installation of a 750-gallon holding
tank at the shop.

Wastewater Collection and Treatment

A storm drain running down the apron, across the
southwest end of the flight line, and through the
golf course and landfill collects runoff from the
shop and flight line areas. This runoff contains
some waste POL, and past dumping of fuels and
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spent solvents into the storm drain was reported.

Field observation indicated that waste fuel and
hydraulic fluid dumping still occurs. This was
reported to the base environmental program. Direct
shop discharge to the storm drain apparently has
not occurred but the observed flow in the drain

was constant on a dry day. This flow was attributed -
to a water line leak.

L) Sanitary and shop wastes at Nellis AFB are collected
in the sanitary sewer system. As previously dis-
cussed, oil /water separators have been provided on

= many of the shop discharge lines since the early

: 1970's. Since 1972, the base sewage has been dis-

charged to a Clark County regional wastewater treat-

ment plant.

P From 1952 until 1972, the sewage was treated in

the base sewage treatment plant (STP) located south
of the existing golf course., Primary clarification,
biological treatment using a trickling filter, and
effiuent disposal via percolation ponds and irriga-
tion of the golf course was provided. Anaerobic
sludge digestion was used to stabilize the primary
and secondary sludges. The digested sludge was

reportedly used as a soil conditioner in various
areas of the base and specific disposal areas could
not be identified.

Prior to 1952, base sewage was treated in a trick- -
ling filter plant lcoated near building 174. Ef-
fluent was discharged through a gqully leading to
the storm drain., Each of these STP sites is dis-
¢ cussed in Part B of this section.
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Sanitary wastes from Area II have been treated in 4
an on-site Imhoff tank since with effluent being
discharged to percolation ponds. A septic system
’ is still in use for auto hobby shop wastes. Each
' of these sites is also discussed in Part B of this
section.

9. Other Activities

Two radioactive waste sites in Area II and a pos-

il s
.

sible radioactive waste pit on the base were re- ]
ported and are discussed in Part B. No evidence |
 J was found concerning the use of or manufacture of
3 biological warfare agents.

Landfill disposal of low-level radiocactive wastes
and pharmaceuticals from the hospital was reported.
r Pathological wastes have been incinerated since Q
' construction of the hospital in 1965. Infirmary 4
pathological wastes were landfilled prior to that
time.

B. DISPOSAL SITES IDENTIFICATION AND RATING

Interviews with 48 past and present base personnel resulted 1
in the identification of 33 disposal or spill sites at Nellis
AFB (including Areas II and III), 5 disposal sites at the
Nellis AFB small arms range, and 7 disposal sites at Indian

e _ Springs AFAF. The sites included 4 current and 8 former

At

tle landfill areas, 9 demolition disposal or dump areas, 6 cur-
rent and 10 former liquid or semi-solid waste disposal areas,
5 major spill areas, and 3 areas where wastes with unknown

14 . physical characteristics were disposed of.
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A brief description of each site found at Nellis AFB (includ-
ing Areas II and III) follows. The sites are shown in Fig-
ures 11, 12, and 13. Approximate dates of major disposal
site usage are shown in Figure 14. The sites identified on
the small arms range and at Indian Springs AFAF are shown

and discussed in Sections VII and VIII, respectively. Photo-
| graphs of several sites are presented at the conclusion of

this report.

o Site No. 1 (Figure 11) - Landfill located south of the
golf course near the south boundary. Except for the
period between 1968 and 1974, this area has been used
as the base landfill since 1942. Essentially all types
» of solid wastes generated on base have been disposed of
fl' in the landfill. Potentially hazardous wastes could
include paint, thinners, solvents such as MEK and TCE,
and waste POL. The fill was reported to have extended
P under a portion of the golf course although no direct 4
evidence of differential settlement was observed. A
strip on the west side of the road leading into the
landfill was reputed to contain demolition debris only, ’ i
but field observation indicated that miscellaneocus con-
tainers had also been placed in this area. Trench and . ﬂ

area fill techniques have both been used on the site.

The fill was burned regularly until the mid-1960's, I
using waste POL. Accidental fires have occurred at
least three times since then. The characteristics of
the wastes disposed of at this site are potentially

«? hazardous, and migration is possible because of the )
7 disposal of liquids and irrigation at the golf course
¥ ‘ (with STP effluent prior to 1972). Also, the base storm

e
-

drain gully runs through the fill area. Rating is re-

quired for this site.
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FIGURE 11
NELLIS AFB
WASTE DISPOSAL SITES
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FIGURE 13
NELLIS AFB AREA Il

WASTE DISPOSAL SITES
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SITES 1940

1950 1960

1970 1980

1985

NELLIS AFB

No. 1

Base Landfill

*

No. 2

Base Landfitl

—

No. 3

Base Landfill

No. 15

Storm Drain Gully

No. 17

STP Percolation Ponds

No. 18

Abandoned Fire Training

No. 19

Abandoned Fire Training

No. 20

Existing Fire Training

No. 23

Leach Field

No. 24

Fuel Tank Studge

#

No. 27

Waste POL Tank

NELLIS AFB
SMALL ARMS RANGE

No. 1

Base Landfill

No. 2

Base Landfill

No. S

Radioactive Waste Pits

INDIAN SPRINGS AFAF

No. 1

Field Landfill

No.5

Fire Training Area

o Known Time Period

sasennsr Approximate Time Period

FIGURE 14
HISTORICAL SUMMARY OF

ACTIVITIES AT MAJOR DISPOSAL SITES ON
NELLIS AFB, NELLIS AFB SMALL ARMS RANGE, AND

INDIAN SPRINGS AFAF




Site No. 2 (Figure 13) - Landfill area on the east side
of the road leading from Area III toward the small arms
range. This area was used for the disposal of demoli-
tion debris and miscellaneous refuse from 1958 until
1966. Several wooden buildings were buried in the
southern portion of the landfill in 1966. Paint sludge
from the spray booths may have been regularly disposed
of in this area. The operational period for this site
overlaps that of Site No. 1, but all types of waste
from the base are suspected of being landfilled in this
area, Trench and area fill techniques have both been
used on the site, The characteristics of the waste may
be hazardous, and migration is possible because of the
disposal of liquids. Rating is required for this site.

Site No. 3 (Figure 12) - Landfill located on the south
side of Highway 93 north of the road to Area II. This
area served as the base landfill from 1972 until 1974.
The landfill was closed because it was located partially
on BLM and private property. Some reports indicated
that the site may have been used as early as 1968.
Wastes disposed of in the site were similar to those of
Sites No. 1 and 2. Waste o0il and tire burning was
reported, The characteristics of the wastes disposed
of are potentially hazardous, and migration could occur
because of the disposal of liquids. Rating is required
for this site.

Site No. 4 (Figure 11) - Landfill south of building
174. Demolition debris was disposed of in this area
during the mid-1940's. The characteristics of the
wastes are not considered hazardous, and rating is not

required.
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£5 Site No. 5 (Figure 12) - Landfill located between Area II
' and Highway 93 on the east side of the road. This still-

active area appears to have been used since the mid-1970's i

for the unauthorized disposal of construction debris,
! materials, and waste supplies from RED HORSE operations.
| The wastes are disposed of in borrow pits. A small
number of full and empty drums containing non-hazardous
% materials and paint containers were observed. The
characteristics of some of the wastes are potentially
hazardous, but the suspected gquantity does not pose a
migration threat because of the low precipitation and
high evaporation, Rating is not required for this site
and the unauthorized use has been reported to the base ]

environmental program for action,

Site No. 6 (Figure 12) - Burial pit located southwest

of the sewage treatment plant for Area II. This still-
active area appears to be used for the unauthorized
disposal of general refuse from Area II. The wastes
are disposed of in a borrow pit, The characteristics
of some of the wastes could be hazardous; but because
of the low levels of industrial activity in Area T1I,

the suspected quantity does not pose a migration threat,
Rating is not required for this site, and the unautho-
rized use has been reported to the base environmental

program for action.

Site No. 7 (Figure 12) - Landfill located southwest of
the sewage treatment plant for Area II. This area may
have been used by the Navy base at Area II. Observed
settlement indicated the existence of a relatively old
landfill. The site is a trench-type fill and may have

been used as early as 1954. Whether or not the site .
was used following Air Force occupancy of the area could

not be determined. Major maintenance activities at
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Area II were limited to upkeep of a few vehicles. The
characteristics of some of the wastes generated could
be hazardous; but because of the small quantities, low
precipitation, and high evaporation, migration is not
anticipated. Rating is not required for this site.

Site No. 8 (Figure 12) - Unauthorized burial pit located
adjacent to Site No. 7 southwest of the Area II sewage
treatment plant. A small number of miscellaneous empty
drums and containers were observed in this area. The
characteristics of the residue could be hazardous, but
migration is not anticipated because of the minute quan-
tities, low precipitation, and high evaporation. Rating
is not required for this site and the unauthorized use
has been reported to the base environmental program for

action,

Site No. 9 (Figure 13) - Burial pit along the railroad
track northwest of the POL area north of Highway 93.
Miscellaneous drums and cans were apparently emptied
and flattened prior to disposal. The characteristics
of residue in the containers may be hazardous, but
migration is not anticipated because of the small quan-
tities, low precipitation, and high evaporation. No
signs of environmental stress were observed and rating

is not required for this <ite.

Site No. 10 (Figure 12) - Burial area located at facility
10309 in Area II. Dry radiocactive wastes resulting

from weapons maintenance are buried in this controlled
area. No information was available on the quantity of
wastes buried, but the site was established in 1954.

The radioactivity levels of the wastes are suspected to
be low. Surface alpha, beta, and gamma levels exceeding

those of the background have not been detected. The
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characteristics of the suspected wastes are potentially

hazardous but, because of the low precipitation and
high evaporation, migration is not anticipated. Rating
of this site is not required.

Site No., 11 (Figure 11) - Dump area located north of
the engine test cell, Demolition debris was dumped in
this area primarily during the late 1950's to serve as
a sound attenuator for the engine test cell. Debris is
still periodically disposed of in the area. The
characteristics of the waste are not hazardous, and

rating is not required,

Site No. 12 (Figure 11) - Surface dump area located
west of the existing fire training area. Demolition
debris was dumped in this area, probably during the
1960's. The characteristics of the wastes are not

hazardous, and rating is not required.

Site No. 13 (Figure 11) - sSurface dump area located
east of the existing fire training area. Demolition
debris was dumped in this area, probably during the
1960's. The characteristics of the wastes are not

hazardous, and rating is not required.

Site No. 14 (Figure 11) - Liquid disposal area east of
the overrun for runway 3. Reportedly, small gquantities
of miscellaneous ligquid wastes were poured on the ground
in this small area during the 1960's and early 1970's.
Ten gallons of carbon tetrachloride were reported to
have been disposed of in 1970. The area was reported

to be smooth and bare at that time, but disturbances
were no longer observable, The characteristics of the
liquid wastes that may have been disposed of in this

area are potentially hazardous. Migration or current

62




i

-

R R o hadal

problems caused by the diposal of these wastes are not

anticipated because of the suspected small guantities,

low precipitation, and high evaporation, Rating is not
required for this site,

Site No. 15 (Figure 1) - Storm drain gully originating
near the southwest end of the flight line and extending
south through the golf course. Surface runoff from the
base, including the shop areas and flight line, is col-
lected in the storm drainage system and discharges to
the open gully near the south end of the flight line.
No shop drains have ever been connected to the storm
drainage system, but evidence of unauthorized waste
fuel and hydraulic fluid disposal was observed as was a
continuous dry weather flow that was attributed to a
water line leak. Effluent from the original sewage
treatment plant discharged through a section of the
storm drain and this effluent did contain shop wastes
such as solvents, carbon removers, and paint strippers,
as described in Section A of this chapter. Runoff from
the flight line area contains potentially hazardous
substances, and indiscriminate liquid waste dumping has
occurred in the past. Rating is required for this site

because of the possible migration of hazardous wastes.

Site No. 16 (Figure 11) - Original sewage treatment
plant located near building 174. Sanitary and some
industrial wastes were treated at the original sewage
treatment plant using trickling filters prior to 1952.
The treated effluent was discharged to the storm drain
gully (Site No, 15). Specific sludge disposal areas
could not be determined, but the sludge was reportedly
used as a soil conditioner in various areas around the
base. Small quantities of potentially hazardous wastes
were collected in the sanitary sewer system, and effluent

63




!
S

>
x4
¥
] -

polishing using oxidation/percolation ponds was not
provided. Evidence of this sewage treatment operation
is no longer discernible; and because some biological
treatment was provided, no harmful effects are antic-
ipated in the immediate area as a result of the disposal
of potentially hazardous wastes, The discharge drain
ditch is included in the rating for Site No. 15. Rating
is not required for this site.

Site No. 17 (Figure 11) - Sewage treatment plant located
south of the golf course. Secondary wastewater treat-
ment using trickling filters followed by effluent
disposal in percolation ponds and by golf course irriga-
tion was provided at this plant from 1952 until 1972
when the base sanitary sewage system was connected to
the county system. Several industrial operations (refer
to Tables IV-1 and 1IV-2) discharge to the sanitary sewer,
and potentially hazardous wastes were undoubtedly dis-
charged to the treatment plant. Long detention times
associated with percolation ponds result in high degrees
of hazardous contaminant inactivation, but trace organics
could remain. High nitrate levels have been detected

in a monitoring well located down-gradient from the
area. On-site sewage treatment for a nearby trailer
park could be a source of the high nitrates. This

could also be an indication of contaminant migration
from the percolation ponds or could be due to irrigation
of the golf course, Primary and secondary sludges were
digested before disposal. Heavy metal contamination
would be the major sludge contaminant problem, and dilu-
tion by the sanitary sewage and the lack of a major
plating operation minimize this concern. The digested
sludge was reportedly used as a soil conditioner in
various areas around the base. A portion of the sludge

drying and percolation pond areas is now being used as

64

s




P S i T o ” v ™ 5 St A m‘v‘a

a landfill extension (Site No. 1). Rating of this site
is required because of the potential contaminant migra-
tion from the percolation ponds.

Site No. 18 (Figure 11) - Fire training area east of
building 503. An unsubstantiated report was made of

the burning of 500 gallons per month of waste POL in
this area during the late 1940's. The majority of
potentially hazardous wastes would have been burned,

and no remaining evidence of such usage was discernible.
Rating of this site is still required, though, because

of the environmental sensitivity of fire training areas.

Site No. 19 (Figure 1l1) - Fire training area north of
the primary arm and disarm area on the northwest end of
the base. An individual unsubstantiated report was

made of fire training in this area during the early
1950's. Potentially hazardous liquids may have been
dumped; but most would have been burned, and no evidence
of such usage was discernible. Rating of this site is
still required, though, because of the evironmental

sensitivity of fire training areas.

Site No. 20 (Figure 11) - Fire training area located
south of the Class 1 arming area. Fire training has
been conducted in this area since the early 1950's.

Only clean fuels have been burned since the late 1970's.
Prior to 1972, as much as 10,000 gallons per month of
waste POL were burned. This was reduced to 300 gallons
per month after 1972 because the majority of waste POL
was hauled off base, The fire training area soils are
periodically scraped up and mixed with the surrounding

soils (landfarmed), and the area is extremely clean.
Landfarming permits biological decomposition of the
remaining contaminants, and migration of potentially
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hazardous wastes is less likely because of the low

precipitation and high evaporation. Rating of this

site is required, though, because of the environmental
sensitivity of fire training areas. )

Site No. 21 (Figure 12) - Liquid radioactive waste stor-
age area in the secure section of Area II. A 500- to .
1,000-gallon lined, underground tank is used for the
disposal of radioactive laboratory wastes. As with the
solid radioactive waste site (Site No. 10) already des-
cribed, surface levels of alpha, beta, and gamma radia-
tion are not above background levels. Detailed infor-
mation concerning subsequent disposal of this residue

or past leakage was not available, Migration of the
waste is not anticipated as long as the tank is in good
condition. Rating of this site is not required, and
recommmendations have been made to the base environmental
program to determine the contents and condition of the
tank.

Site No. 22 (Figure 12) - Sewage treatment plant for
Area II. Sanitary sewage and a small quantity of indus-
trial wastewater originating in Area II are treated in
an Imhoff tank followed by percolation ponds. A small
pit for bar screen wastes is located near the Imhoff
tank area. Industrial activity (vehicle maintenance)
has been relatively low in Area II. A small quantity
of potentially hazardous waste may have been discharged
to the sewage treatment plant; but because of the long
detention time in the percolation pond, no adverse ef-
fects are anticipated. Rating is not required for this
site,

Site No. 23 (Figure 12) -~ Septic tank leach field for
the auto hobby shop in Area II. Sanitary sewage and
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moderate quantities of waste POL are discharged to the

septic system, Before the institution of oil recovery

programs in the early 1970's, larger quantities of waste

POL may have been discharged. The total quantity of

potentially hazardous wastes generated from vehicle

maintenance in Area II was small compared to Nellis AFB

proper, but migration of these liquid wastes is possible.

Rating of this site is required. !

Site No. 24 (Figure 11) - Sludge disposal area located
in the north end of the the landfill south of the golf
course (Site No. 1). This area may have been used for
the disposal of STP sludge and leaded fuel storage tank 1
cleaning residue. Sanitary sewage sludge could have |
been disposed of at any time between 1942 and 1972.
Leaded tank sludges were probably deposited when the
aqua-system tanks were converted to JP-4 fuel storage

in the early 1950's. Since 1951, as much as 25,000
gallons of JP-4 sludge and leaded gasoline sludge
{including rinse water) have been landfilled. The total
quantity at this site was unidentifiable. The tanks
were last cleaned in 1976. Potentially hazardous wastes
may have been disposed of in this area, and migration E
is possible because of the liquid state. Rating is

required for this site,

Site No. 25 (Figure 11) - Ligquid disposal area located

north of building 830. Waste POL was reportedly spread
(landfarmed) on this area during the mid-~1960's. Evi-

dence of such usage is no longer discernible. The ,
wastes disposed of were potentially hazardous; but be-

cause of the low precipitation and high evaporation,

migration was not likely. Rating is not required for

this site,
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Site No. 26 (Figure 1l1) - Three possible washdown areas
located at the overrun of runway 21L, on the east end

of the Class 1 munitions arming area south of the runway,
and southwest of building 175. Each of these areas was
reported to be a washdown site for one or more aircraft
that had passed through radioactive dust clouds during
the early 1960's. Surface radioactivity has not been
checked or reported in any of the areas. Wastewater
generated by the washdown may have been hazardous; but
positive identification of the sites was not possible,
and evidence of such usage no longer remains. The radio-
active constituents of the wastewater would have decayed
rapidly and rating is not required for this site.

Site No. 27 (Figure 13) - Tank leak at facility 1014.
Approximately 50 gallons per month of waste POL and
solvents have been leaking from the southernmost of
four partially buried 20,000-gallon waste POL storage
tanks. This leakage was recently identified and may
have been occurring for several years. Corrective
actions have been taken, The concrete tanks have been
in place since 1942 and were formerly used for heating
0il storage. The wastes leaking from the tank are
potentially hazardous. Evidence of the leak was observ-
able on the surface, and migration of these liquids
could occur. Rating is regquired for this site.

Site No. 28 (Figure 11) - Fuel spills in the dispensing
area located near building 941. Two 2,000-gailon JP-4
fuel spills were identified in this area within the

last 15 years. Each spill was contained inside a diked
area and allowed to evaporate and percolate into the
soil, The wastes were potentially hazardous, and contam-
inant migration to the groundwater could have occurred.
Rating is required for this site.
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Site No. 29 (Figure 11) - Fuel spill area located on

the apron north of building 805. A 25,000-gallon JP-4
spill was reported to have occurred in 1954. The spill
residue was flushed away from the apron to a storm drain
using 125,000 gallons of water. High evaporation rates
and the length of time since the spill make it unlikely
that any harmful effects remain, Specific rating is

not required for this site because the residue collected
in the storm drain system is addressed in Site No. 15.

Site No. 30 (Figure 11) - Fuel spill near building 830.

A leak of 600 gallons of MOGAS in 3 months was attributed
to a bad pipe connection in this area approximately

2 years ago. Subsequent excavation of the site 1 year
ago showed that no evidence of the spill remained. Low
precipitation and high evaporation make migration of a
spill of this magnitude unlikely. Rating is not required
for this site.

Site No. 31 (Figure 11) - Waste disposal pit located
under the apron south of facility 2098. Two or three
gallons of radioactive waste were reported to have been
disposed of in an auger hole during 1960. The nature

of the waste is potentially hazardous and, if in liquid
form, the waste could migrate. Rating is not required
for this site, however, because of the absorptive capac-
ity of the soil, the small amount of contained moisture,
and the lack of a significant driving force.

Site No. 32 (Figure 11) - Waste pit located at building
147. An unsubstantiated report was made of a waste dis-

posal pit in this area. Detailed information was not

available concerning the nature of the wastes or whether
the area was used for storage or disposal., The location
of building 147 on the flight line is an indication
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that waste POL may have been placed there. No evidence
of such usage could be obtained, and rating of the site
is not warranted.

Site No. 33 (Figure 11) - Surface dump area located
north of the northeast end of runway 21. This apparently 1
active area is reportedly used by Civil Engineering for .
the disposal of construction debris, empty containers,

and construction supplies. The characteristics of a !

small portion of the wastes could be hazardous, but
migration of such small quantities is not anticipated
because of the low precipitation and high evaporation.
Rating is not required for this site.

Site rating using the modified JRB Associates system was
conducted on those sites considered to have the potential

for environmental concern. A complete listing of disposal
sites is presented in Table IV-3. Sites determined to require
numerical rating are so indicated. The Small Arms Range and
Indian Springs AFAF sites presented here are discussed in
Sections VII and VIII, respectively.

The rating system consists of 26 rating factors that are
divided into four categories: receptors, pathways, waste
characteristics, and waste management practices that are
used to evaluate the principal targets of contamination, the
mechanisms for migration, the hazards posed by the contami-
nants, and the facility's design and operation, respectively.
Relative sources from each category are combined to give an

overall score using appropriate weighting factors. A more
detailed description of this hazard rating methodology is

included in Appendix H.

Numerical results for each rated site are presented in
Table IV-4. Copies of the rating forms for each site are

included in Appendix I.
70




-

Table IV-3
DISPOSAL SITE RATING SUMMARY
Potential Hazard
Site Waste Type Contamination Migration Rating
Nellis AFB
1 Industrial, Domestic Yes Yes Yes
2 Industrial, Domestic Yes Yes Yes
3 Industrial, Domestic Yes Yes Yes
4 Demolition No NA No
5 Demolition, Industrial No: NA No©
6 Industrial, Domestic No_ NA No©
7 Industrial, Domestic No, NA No
8 Industrial No NA No®
9 Industrial No NA No
10 Radioactive Yes No No
11 Demolition No NA No
12 Demolition No NA No
13 Demolition No_ NA No
14 Solvents No NA No
15 POL, Solvents Yes Yes Yes
16 Sanitary, POL, Solvents Yes Ko No
17 Sanitary, POL, Solvents Yes Yes Yes
18 POL, Solvents Yes Yes Yes
19 POL, Solvents Yes Yes Yes
20 POL, Solvents Yes Yes Yeg
21 Radioactive Yes No No
22 Sanitary, POL Yes No No
23 Sanitary, POL Yes Yes Yes
24 Fuels, Sanitary Yes Yeg Yes
25 POL Yes Nob No }
26 Radjoactive Yes No No
27 POL, Solvents Yes Yes Yes T
28 Fuels Yes Yeg Yes
29 Fuel Yes No No
30 Fuel Noa NA No
31 Radioactive Yes No No©
32 POL Yes No No
33 Construction, Demolition Yes No No
small Arms Range
1 Industrial, Domestic Yes Yes Yes
2 Industrial, Domestic Yes Yes Yes
3 Ordnance Yes No No
4 Ordnance Yes No No
5 Radioactive Yes Yes Yes
Indian Springs AFAF
1 Industrial, Domestic Yes Yes Yes
2 Debris No NA No
3 Domestic Noa NA No
4 Sanitary, POL No NA No
5 POL Yes Yeg Yes
6 Radioactive Yeg No No
7 POL No NA No

NA = Not applicable usinc decision tree methodology.

8jazardous wastes not generated in quantity sufficient for
contamination.
bNo current migration caused by past potential contamination.

Creferred to base environmental program,
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V. CONCLUSIONS

No direct evidence was found to indicate that migration
of hazardous contaminants beyond the Nellis AFB bound-
aries exists., High nitrate levels were observed in a
USGS well located down-gradient from the abandoned sew-
age treatment percolation ponds (Site No. 17). The
presence of private septic systems near the well may
influence the nitrate levels, or lateral migration of

sewage effluent may have occurred in the past.

Information obtained through interviews with 48 past
and present base personnel and through field observa-
tion indicates that hazardous wastes have been disposed
of on Air Force property at Nellis AFB,

Industrial activity at Nellis AFB consists primarily of
routine vehicle, aircraft, and ground support equipment
maintenance. Nellis AFB is one of the largest Tactical
Air Command bases, and a relatively high number of air-
craft are stationed there. Generation of large gquan-
tities of hazardous wastes has not occurred in compari-
son to bases having significant aircraft rework and
maintenance missions. The potential for a large-scale
contamination problem is considered to be low.

Low precipitation, high evaporation, the absence of
major surface waters, and moderately deep groundwater
levels limit the possible pathways for hazardous con-
taminant migration., The sand and gravel content of the
sediments underlying the base is low, and therefore the
permeability is low. Subsidence fissures could provide
direct pathways for migration of contaminants to the

groundwater, but no evidence of such fissuring was
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discernible near any disposal areas. The potential for

significant hazardous contaminant migration is low.

Table V-1 presents a priority listing of the rated sites,
One general area has been identified as having the high~
est potential for environmental concern. This area
consists of a major base landfill (Site No. 1), the STP
percolation ponds (Site No. 17), the fuel tank sludge
disposal area (Site No. 24), and the storm drain (Site
No. 15). The storm drain could act as a driving force

for contaminant migration.

The remaining sites are not considered to present signif-
icant environmental concerns. This includes the base
landfill (Site No. 3), which is partially on BLM and
private land. The quantity of hazardous wastes disposed
of in this site is low, and the migration pathways are

negligible.
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Table V-1 a
PRIORITY LISTING OF DISPOSAL SITES
NELLIS AFB, NELLIS AFB SMALL ARMS RANGE,

. INDIAN SPRINGS AFAF
Site Number Description Overall Score
1 Base Landfill 61
. 17 STP Percolation Ponds 55
5 24 Fuel Tank Sludge 54
i 15 Storm Drain Gully 54
o 20 Existing Fire Training 46
: 28 JP-4 Spill Area 45
2 5 (Indian Fire Training Area 43
" Springs)
1 (Indian Field Landfill 42
Springs)
2 Base Landfill 42
23 Leach Field 41
18 Abandoned Fire Training 39
. 19 Abandoned Fire Training 39
! 3 Base Landfill 39
27 West POL Tank 36
5 (Small Arms Radioactive Waste Pits 34
‘ Range)
1 (Small Arms Base Landfill 33
Range)
2 (Small Arms Base Landfill 33
Range)

%Includes rated sites for all Nellis AFB properties,
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3 ; [ BB VI. RECOMMENDATIONS
i r
: . A, A limited monitoring program is suggested to confirm
3 }' the absence of hazardous contaminant migration. Signif-
: . icant health hazards have not been identified, and no
. urgent need for the monitoring program exists. The

. E_ priority for monitoring at Nellis AFB is considered

g moderate.

B. Monitoring is suggested for the disposal area south of
2 o the golf course consisting of Sites No. 1, 17, 24,
' and 15, as described in paragraph E of the conclusions.
T Two groundwater monitoring wells should be installed
' down-gradient from the area along the southern base
perimeter, and a background water quality monitoring
well should be installed north of the golf course away
from the potential influence of the drainage ditch
(Site 15). Based on the available information, the
wells should be 50 to 100 feet deep. Samples from these
three wells plus the existing USGS monitoring well dis-
iw cussed in Section III and the existing base water well
i
[

south of the golf course should be analyzed for volatile
organic compounds (TCE, MEK), gross contaminants (TOC,
' COD, oil and grease, pH, specific conductance, nitrate),
‘ heavy metals (chromium, lead, cadmium, silver), and
pesticides (DDT).

C. Specific details of the limited Phase II program outlined
above should be finalized during the initial stages of
Phase II. It is not the intent of Phase I to assess
the exact location or depth of any groundwater monitoring

. wells, In the event that contaminants are detected in

the water samples collected from any of the wells, a
follow-on field survey program should be implemented to
determine the extent of the contaminant migration. The

[. 77
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Phase II contractor should be responsible for evaluating
the results of the program outlined above and for recom-
mending additional monitoring, as appropriate.

The following recommendations were made to the base

environmental program:

1.

2.

The presence of the California desert poppy
(Arctomecon californica) in the base landfill (Site
No. 2) should be confirmed.

The cause of the continuous storm drain flow should
be verified and stopped to remove this potential
driving force for contaminant migration. Measures
should be taken to prevent unauthorized dumping into
the drain (Site No. 15).

Measures should be taken to prevent unauthorized
dumping in the burial pits (Sites No. S5, 7, and 8).

The condition of the liquid radioactive waste hold-
ing tank (Site No. 21) should be determined.
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VII. NELLIS AFB SMALL ARMS RANGE ANNEX

DESCRIPTION

The Nellis AFB Small Arms Range Annex (also known as
the Nellis Flexible Gunnery Range) is located
approximately 3 miles north of the base (refer to
Figure 1). The range was first established in 1941,
inactivated in 1945, and reactivated in 1949. Major
activities included air-~to-air gunnery training and
ground firing using rail-mounted targets. A large
portion of the range is no longer active. The pistol
range is still in use and a "black-powder"™ club target
area has been established. Parts of the range have
already been excessed to the Bureau of Land Management
and actions are underway to excess more. (Refer to
Figure 15)

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

1. Meteorology

Meteorological data for the range were not
available but should approximate those of Nellis
AFB. Refer to Section III for a summary of the
meteorological conditions at Nellis AFB.

2. Hydrology and Geology

Hydrolcjic and geologic considerations for the
small arms range are similar to those of Nellis
AFB, These factors are discussed in Section III.
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Environmentally Sensitive Conditions »J

The vegetation community found on the Nellis AFB J.
small arms range is the typical southern desert .
scrub with dominant species being creosote-bush,
bur~sage, Opuntia cactus, and Mojave yucca. The s
range is located south of the Las Vegas Range and (7
the Desert National Wildlife Range. A managed 1
population of bighorn sheep occurs in these ranges.
The relatively low level of human activity currently
in this area makes it attractive to wildlife popula-
tions. A potential exists for the presence of the
endangered and threatened species listed in

Table III-2. The range area is not considered to

be sensitive or essential for the existence of

these species,

c. FINDINGS

1.

2.

Industrial Operations

Based on a review of the range history, the magni-
tude of industrial activity in the range area was
most likely negligible., A concrete oil-change pit
for locomotive engines was discovered, indicating

that some maintenance did occur in the area. The

quantities of potentially hazardous wastes generated
were probably low, and no indications of environ- ;J}
mental stress resulting from industrial activities
was observed. .'}?

Disposal Sites ];

Five waste disposal sites were identified on the r

range. Two of the sites are not related to range

13
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activities and a third may not be. A short descrip-
tion of each site and the rationale for determining
whether subsequent rating is necessary follow.

The sites are shown in Figure 15. Rating scores
were presented in Table V-1,

Transport mechanisms in the vicinity of the range
are almost negligible unless liquid wastes are
present. Precipitation is low, evaporation is
high, and the groundwater table is moderately low
(more than 100 feet deep). Possible receptors in
the area are also very limited because of the
remote setting. Flash flooding could result in

the surface transport of waste material; but gen-~
erally, the quantity of potentially hazardous mate-
rial found on the surface was small.

Site No. 1 - Landfill located north of the existing
south boundary and east of the road to Nellis AFB.
This area was used for the disposal of wastes gen-
erated from all of Nellis AFB during the last half
of the 1960's. Miscellaneous shop wastes including
solvents, paints, and lubricants may have been
disposed of here. The potentially hazardous charac-
teristics of the wastes and the possibility of
migration dque to the disposal of liquids cause the
need for rating of this site.

Site No. 2 - Landfill located in the third target
bunker proceeding from east to west. During the
early 1970's, the Nellis AFB landfill was located
at this site. Wastes similar to those described
for Site No. 1 would have been disposed of here.

The total quantity would have been relatively small,
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but the potentially hazardous characteristics of
the wastes and the possibility of migration due to

WAL PR . '?qu‘ E

the disposal of liquids cause the need for rating
- of this site.

ey

Site No. 3 ~ Ordnance inactivation and disposal

1 area located in the southwest corner of the exist-
.. ing range property. Portions of this area have
been used for small arms residue burning. Miscel-
laneous skeet range target debris is scattered
throughout the area, and munitions residue disposal
was reported. If improperly inactivated, the wastes
could be hazardous, but contaminant migration is
not anticipated because of their physical character
and the relative lack of transport mechanisms.
Rating is not required for this site.

Site No. 4 - Ordnance ejection area on Jettison
Hill. This area was used for the emergency ejec-

tion of live and practice bombs and rockets from

aircraft. This ordnance was and still is periodi-

cally collected and detonated. Improperly inacti-

vated wastes remaining on Jettison Hill could be

hazardous, but contaminant migration is not antic-

ipated because of their physical character and the
- lack of transport mechanisms.

i, Site No. 5 - Radioactive waste disposal pits near
the gravel road leading north from the range.

?, Part of the site is on BLM land. An individual

. report was made of 10 to 20 auger holes dug for
the disposal of radioactive wastes in this area

o around 1960. The report could not be confirmed,
and no evidence of such disposal was found. The
physical nature of the reported waste is unknown.

: 83




ey

e e T s A .

o, o7/ L O e bR L s

e A e

ST A s ot

The radioactivity of the wastes is anticipated to
be low-level but should still be considered hazard-
ous. Rating of this site is required.

CONCLUSIONS

No direct evidence was found to indicate that migration
of hazardous contaminants beyond the Nellis AFB Small
Arms Range property boundaries exists.

Information obtained through the interviews with past
and present base personnel and through field observation
indicates that small quantities of hazardous wastes

have been disposed of on the small arms range.

Low precipitation, high evaporation, the absence of
major surface waters, moderately deep groundwater levels,
and the remoteness of the area limit the possible path-
ways for hazardous contaminant migration. The soils

are similar to those underlying Nellis AFB, and their
permeability is low. The potential for significant
hazardous contaminant migration at all the sites is

low.

Property proposed to be excessed includes part of one
landfill (Site No. 2), all of another landfill (Site
No. 1), and the possible radioactive waste disposal
area (Site No. 5). Potentially hazardous industrial
wastes have been disposed of in both of the landfills,

Migration of hazardous contaminants beyond the immediate
vicinity of the landfills is not likely.
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E, RECOMMENDATIONS

g ? 1, Groundwater monitoring for hazardous contaminant

3 .. migration is not considered necessary at the small
i arms range. The potential for large-scale contam-
- ination or contaminant migration at all of the

sites is negligible.

2, The follewing item was recommended to the base

’ environmental program:

a. Surface radioactivity level measurements are
suggested along the road leading north from

o the range (Site No. 5) to confirm if such

wastes may have been disposed of in the area.
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VIII. INDIAN SPRINGS AIR FORCE AUXILIARY FIELD

DESCRIPTION

Indian Springs AFAF is located approximately 40 miles
northwest of Nellis AFB (refer to Figure 1). The Field
was established in 1942 to serve as a support area for
range activities. Except for the period from 1947
until 1950 when the Field was inactivated, the mission
at Indian Springs has remained essentially the same.

Presently, the major activities at Indian Springs AFAF
include maintenance of six helicopters used in support
of Department of Energy programs, vehicle maintenance,
and facilities upkeep. Past activities have included
higher levels of aircraft maintenance, washdown of
aircraft that passed through radioactive dust clouds,
and higher levels of vehicle and facility maintenance
associated with the operation of a larger facility.
Activity levels were particularly higher from 1954
until 1958.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

1. Meteorology

Indian Springs AFAF is located in an arid portion
of the Great Basin. Mean annual precipitation is
3.4 inches. Average annual lake evaporation near
Indian Springs is 68 inches. Mean daily minimum
and maximum temperatures range from 23 degrees F
and 55 degrees F in January to 63 degrees F and
104 degrees F in July.
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Table VIII-1 presents a summary of the meteorologi-

cal conditions at Indian Springs AFAF.

2. Geology and Hydrology .

The Field is situated on valley fill material, and
several bedrock outcrops occur in the nearby hills -

F and mountains. The general geology of the area is
: typical of the basin and range physiographic prov- @
ince (refer to Section III). The intermountain ]
i* valleys are filled with a heterogeneous assemblage

: of gravel, sand, silt, and clay. The surrounding

mountains are composed of consolidated Paleozoic

:;ﬁ rocks, many of which are carbonates. The depth to

“ bedrock beneath the Field is variable but was

encountered at 276 feet in a base well.

No natural perennial streams occur at the Field.
Ephemeral surface runoff typically happens as a
result of localized thunderstorms that occur during
the summer months. Short-lived flash flooding can
occur during these storms. Surface runoff from

the base flows northward toward the playa in the
closed basin of Indian Springs Valley.

Under normal conditions, STP effluent from the

Field flows northwest in a surface channel. The h
effluent typically evaporates and percolates into

the soil, and no surface runoff reaches the playa.

Fol lowing intense rainfall, substantial flow can .
occur in the channel, allowing surface runoff to

reach the playa.
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Groundwater occurs both in the valley £fill sediments
k- and in the underlying consolidated Paleozoic car-

' bonate bedrock. Hydrogeologic studies have dis-
closed that the carbonate bedrock in the Indian
Springs area is part of a regional groundwater

flow system {Winograd et al., 1975). The regional
F movement of water is north from the Field and then
lj westward, eventually reaching the groundwater dis-
e charge area in Ash Meadows (approximately 45 miles
A to the west).

The valley fill material at Indian Springs is a
mixture of gravel, sand, and clay. The depth to

i . water beneath the Field is about 50 feet. Only a
£ few wells exist in the area, and little is known
about the actual direction of groundwater movement
in the valley fill material. The groundwater may
move in a generally northward direction. Some
groundwater from the valley fill probably enters
the deeper carbonate aquifer.

The quality of water in the Indian Springs area is
generally good although hard. No evidence of
groundwater contamination was found during this
study.

3. Environmentally Sensitive Conditions

» Indian Springs AFAF is on the southern border of

: an enclosed drainage basin. The predominant plant
community in this basin is saltbush, which reflects
i the increased salt content of the soil. Dominant
species include shadscale, four-winged saltbush,

and green molly. .
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No sensitive habitat or designated rare, threatened,

or endangered species are known to exist in the
proximity of Indian Springs AFAF.

cC. FINDINGS

1.

Industrial Operations

A list of major shops or other waste generators
currently active at Indian Springs AFAF is presented
in Table 1IV-1. The list includes many types and
quantities of chemicals used.

Comparison of the present facilities with a similar
listing from 1961 (refer to Table VIII-2) reflects
the higher activity levels of the past. Data on
waste oil and solvent quantities from past opera-
tions were not available, Currently, 400 gallons
of waste oil are transported to Nellis AFB every 6
months. Based on the increased activity levels,
past waste o0il generation was probably much higher.
This quantity does not include approximately 5 gal-
lons per month of waste oil from helicopter main-
tenance reported to be disposed of on the range.
Also, small guantities of o0il may be discharged to
the sanitary sewer system via floor drain connec-
tions to the sewer,

No major ordnance inactivation or disposal activ-
ities have been conducted at Indian Springs AFAF.
Entomology services (particularly herbicide applica-
tion along the runways) are provided by Nellis AFB
on a monthly basis. Building and shop wastes are
not collected by the storm drain. Small quantities




Table VIII-2
INDIAN SPRINGS AFAF FACILITIES COMPARISON

T s P T N SR

BETWEEN 1961 and 1981
Facility Description
1961 .
3 79 Maintenance Hangar
5 80 Radar
?1 822 Aircraft Maintenance
3 1462 Refueling Vehicle Maintenance
3 224 Auto Service Rack
A 2272 Auto Maintenance Shop
\ 231 CE Maintenance Shops N
234 CE Maintenance Shops
) 240 Auto Wash Rack :
- | 260 Dispensary Lo
| 261 Auto Maintenance Shop
E 283 Auto Service Rack ﬂ
E 284 Auto Service Rack
X 1981
¥ 79 Maintenance Hangar
] 140 Auto Hobby Shop
225 Vehicle Maintenance
- 231 CE Maintenance Shops ‘
| . 232 Power Production ‘
- 234 Sheet Metal/Welding 7
| 260 Clinic |
265 Field Shops A

9 4Building no longer exists.
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of miscellaneous oils could be contained in the
flight line runoff. Active and abandoned POL stor-
age tanks and oil/water separators at Indian Springs
AFAF are listed in the appropriate tables of Appen-
dixes E, F, and G.

Disposal Sites

Seven waste disposal sites were identified at Indian
Springs AFAF. A short description of each site

and the rationale for determining whether subsequent
rating is necessary follow. The sites are shown

in Figure 16. Rating scores are presented in

Table V-1. Transport mechanisms at Indian Springs
AFAF are limited, especially when liquid waste
disposal is not involved. Precipitation is low,
evaporation is high, and the groundwater table is
moderately deep.

Site No. 1 - Landfill located near the eastern
boundary. This area may have been used for the
disposal of all Field wastes prior to 1975. The
exact start date is unknown; but based on the Field
history, sometime in the early 1950's is likely.
Wastes from the Field have been hauled off base
since 1975. This landfill was reopened in 1981
for the disposal of demolition debris, but visual
inspection revealed that miscel laneous refuse has
also been disposed of recently. The landfill has
been used extensively and may contain moderate
quantities of miscellaneous industrial wastes.

Six above-ground concrete waste oil tanks (approx-
imately 1,000 gallons each) are located in the
fill area. No evidence of leakage was observed.
The potentially hazardous characteristics of the
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wastes and the threat of contaminant migration dQue
to the possible disposal of liquids cause the need
for rating of this site.

[ N
»

Site No. 2 - Landfill located in the northeast !

quadrant west of the STP outfall ditch. Vehicle

parts, targets, and miscellaneous debris were

o reportedly disposed of at this site, but the dates
could not be determined. No chemical disposal was

‘e reported. The characteristics of these wastes are

not considered hazardous, and rating is not required.

Site No. 3 - Burial pits located in the southeast
portion of the Field. The types of wastes buried
at this site and the dates of operation could not
be verified. The site may have been used for gen-
eral waste disposal during the 1940's and early
1950's. The quantity of industrial wastes genera-
ted during that period would have been very small,
and rating of this site is not considered necessary
because of the low probability of hazardous
contamination.

i

Ciadbude

Site No. 4 - Sewage treatment area located north
of the east end of runway 26. A pit for disposal
of material collected on the bar screen is located
adjacent to the fenced-in Imhoff tank treatment

L. system. Effluent discharges to the north through
an evaporation/percolation ditch. Sludge drying

) A

e

e —————— e

: ‘}’ beds are provided within the fenced-in area. The 3
i i Imhoff tank treatment system has been in operation ‘
; ! since the mid-1950's.

Floor drains from essentially all of the facilities i
at Indian Springs have always been connected to f
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the sanitary sewer, but significant quantities of
wastage were not reported. Based on the type of
activities conducted at Indian Springs AFAF, e.g.,
routine vehicle and aircraft maintenance, the quan-
tity of potentially hazardous wastes discharged to
the sanitary sewer is suspected to be very small
with negligible effect. No threat of hazardous
contamination is anticipated, and rating of this

site is not required.

Site No. 5 - Fire training area located to the

west of the Field buildings. Fire training has
been conducted in this area since 1959. Reportedly,
another unidentifiable area was used from 1954

until 1959. Since 1976, only clean JP-4 fuel has
been burned in the area. Several contaminated

fuel drums were observed in the area, but these

are transported to Nellis AFB and not burned. The
use of potentially hazardous waste oils and solvents
for fire training in the past causes a threat of
hazardous contamination and migration. Rating is
required for this site.

Site No. 6 - Aircraft washdown areas located south
of runway 26 near the east end. These areas may
have been used for washing aircraft exposed to
radioactive dust clouds in the early 1950's. No
evidence of such use or any adverse effect was
available or observable. The characteristics of
the wastes may have been hazardous, but no contam-
ination or migration was identifiable. The radio-
active constituents of the washwater would have
decayed rapidly, and rating is not required for

A

this site.
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Site No. 7 -~ 0il spreading site located in the
northeast quadrant on the road northeast of the
STP. Approximately 400 gallons of waste POL were
spread along this road as a dust palliative in the
late 1970's. This quantity is considered inconse-
quential because of the high evaporation and low
precipitation in the area. No threat of hazardous
contamination or migration exists, and rating is
not required.

CONCLUSIONS

No direct evidence was found to indicate that migration
of hazardous contaminants beyond the Indian Springs
AFAF boundaries exists.

Information obtained through interviews with past and
present Nellis AFB and Indian Springs AFAF personnel

and through field observation indicates that small quan-
tities of hazardous wastes have been disposed of on Air
Force property at Indian Springs AFAF.

Industrial activity at Indian Springs AFAF consists

primarily of routine vehicle and aircraft maintenance.

Activity levels are much lower now than in the past,

but the quantities of hazardous wastes generated have
always been much less than at Nellis AFB. The potential
for a contamination problem is low.

Low precipitation, high evaporation, the absence of
major surface waters, and moderately deep groundwater
levels 1limit the possible pathways for hazardous contam-
inant migration. Groundwater movement is to the north
into the USAF TFWC Complex. The potential for
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significant hazardous contaminant migration beyond the
boundaries of Indian Springs AFAF is low, and the poten-
tial for contaminant migration off Air Force property

is negligible.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Hazardous contaminant migration is not indicated at
Indian Springs AFAF, and no Phase II monitoring is
recommended.
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HME IX. OTHER OFF-BASE FACILITIES

¢ Five other off-base facilities were examined during the
records search. These facilities included:

Water Systems Annex (visited)

S

Apex Obstruction Light Annex (not visited)

Beatty Recreation Annex (not visited)

Nellis AFB Communications Annex (not visited)

(B NN SIS
*

e M
L ]

Mt. Sunrise Obstruction Light Annex (not visited)

%

The Water Systems Annex is located on Craig Road, approxi-

s

B T~ U W

mately 5 miles west of Nellis AFB. The site includes three
water supply wells. Empty, abandoned, underground fuel stor-
age tanks are located adjacent to two of the wells. No evi-

R e i 4

dence was discovered of any waste disposal activities or
major fuel spills on the annex property.

The Apex Obstruction Light Annex is located approximately 8
miles northeast of Nellis AFB. No records or interviews
indicated that waste disposal activities or major oil spills
occurred at this site.

The Beatty Recreation Annex is a building rented from a

trailer court operation in Beatty, Nevada, 120 miles north-
west of Nellis AFB. Hazardous waste generation does not
occur at this site.

The Nellis AFB Communications Annex is a radar facility
located approximately 30 miles west of Nellis AFB on Angel
Peak. The facility is now operated by the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA). Vehicle maintenance and electronic
equipment repair have been conducted at the site in the past,
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but the quantities of potentially hazardous wastes generated i;
would have been insignificant. No waste disposal areas were :
L

identified at the communications annex. 1

The Mt. Sunrise Obstruction Light Annex is located approxi- 'I
mately 3 miles east of Nellis AFB. No records or interviews ]
indicated that waste disposal activities or major oil spills .l

occurred at this site.

An ingrant-outgrant listing was reviewed to identify any

other sites that may have been used for the disposal of poten-
tially hazardous wastes. No sites were found within the
properties covered by the records search. Waste disposal
sites or potentially hazardous spill areas were not found at 'l
any of the other off-base facilities. No further action is 7

required.
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Photograph 3
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Photograph 4
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Photograph 5

DRY AND WET RADIOACTIVE
WASTE DISPOSAL SITES
NELLIS AFB (Area Il)

Photograph 6
BASE LANDFILL NO. 2
NELLIS AFB ( Area Ill)
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B MICHAEL C. KEMP

Education

M.S., Civil and Environmental Engineering, Utah State University, 1978
B.S., Civil Engineering (environmental emphasis), Tennessee Technological
University, 1976

Experience

Since joining CH2M HILL in June of 1978, Mr. Kemp has participated in a
variety of projects. His major project experience includes:

e On-site inspection, operations and maintenance manual preparation,
and construction services for the expansion of a potato processing
wastewater treatment plant in Quincy, Washington.

® Preparation of operating and closure plans for RCRA hazardous
waste disposal requirements for Gulf Oil Company, Port Arthur,
Texas.

e Preliminary study of sanitary landfill leachate treatment alternatives
for Portland Metro.

o Feasibility of land application of pulp mill wastewaters for Australia
Pulp Manufacturers, Melbourne

¢ Review of sampling, analysis, and treatability alternatives used in
the EPA Aluminum Forming Development Document for the
Aluminum Manufacturers Association.

o Miscellaneous coal fines dewatering facility design and hydraulic
analyses for the Washington lrrigation and Development Company.

® Miscellaneous facility design and preparation of the operations and
maintenance manual for the ITT Rayonier pulp mill wastewater
treatment plant in Port Angeles, Washington.

Before joining CH2M HILL Mr. Kemp served 2 years as a laboratory
research assistant at the Utah Water Research Laboratory where he con-
ducted a wide variety of chemical and biological water quality analyses
and operated a pilot scale overland flow tertiary treatment system. Mr.
Kemp’s other experience includes 6 months as a surveyor with the
National Park Service and 1 year as an engineering assistant in a con-
struction administration office of the Atomic Energy Commission.

Technical Certification

Engineer-In-Training, Tennessee
Class Il Wastewater Treatment Plant Operator, Washington
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MICHAEL C. KEMP

Membership in Organizations

American Society of Civil Engineers

Chi Epsilon

3 Pacific Northwest Water Pollution Control Association
| Water Pollution Control Federation

4 j Publications

Kemp, M.C., D.S. Filip, and D.B. George, 1978. Evaluation and Com-

e parison of Overland Flow and Slow Rate Systems to Upgrade Secondary
g Wastewater Lagoon Effluent, Utah Water Research Laboratory, Logan, 70
N pages.

Hansen, R.D., M.F. Torpy, M.C. Kemp, and D. Mills, 1980. Graduate
3 Training in Water Track Environmental Engineering: Results of a Survey
= of Employers. Water Resources Bulletin, Vol. 16, No. 5, pp 862-865.
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B STEVEN R. HOFFMAN

Education

B.S., Civil Engineering, South Dakota School of Mines and Technology, 1971

Experience

Mr. Hoffman is a civil and sanitary engineer who is currently serving as a
project manager and project technical consultant on a variety of solid and
hazardous waste management projects for CH2M HILL. Examples of his proj-
ect experience are:

Project technical consultant on various aspects of municipal, indus-
trial, and hazardous solid waste collection and disposal. Projects in-
clude collection system analysis; waste characterization and reduc-
tion; municipal solid waste landfill site selection, design, and gas
recovery; and landfill disposal of hazardous and industrial sludges
throughout the U.S.A.

Project manager for a hazardous waste disposal study for an ARCO
oil refinery in Washington, including waste extraction analysis,
groundwater and unsaturate zone monitoring, and waste migration
analysis.

Project manager for assistance with compliance to RCRA regulations
for a Gulf Qil refinery in Texas, including waste characterization,
preparation of interim status plans, implementation of monitoring
programs, and assistance in permit preparation.

Assistant project manager for hazardous materials disposal site
record searches for two U.S. Air Force bases to assess potential for
waste migration from present and past practices and to recommend
followup actions.

Assistant project manager responsible for sanitary landfill design and
preparation of operations plan and contract bid documents for a
municipal solid waste landfill in Portland, Oregon.

Project manager in developing a disposal system for and analyzing
the impacts of a ne.v land disposal technique for an
industrial/hazardous sludge containing a high concentration of heavy
metals, for the Monsanto Corporation, Seattle, Washington.

Project manager for ITT Rayonier pulp and paper mill sludge
disposal landfills in Grays Harbor and Clallam Counties, Washington,
including site feasibility studies, final designs, and operational plans.

o R . st sl M




STEVEN R. HOFFMAN

®  Assistant project manager for a resource recovery feasibility study
and solid waste management plan for Snohomish County, Washing-

ton. The project includes alternative technology analysis, economic

Y feasibility analysis, marketing studies, and management strategies.

| * Project engineer for the Solid Waste Management Study for King .
2 County, Washington. Mr. Hoffman’s responsibilities included assess-

B ing the environmental impacts of solid waste handling facilities and
performing conceptual designs and costing for transfer stations,

shredding and baling facilities, ocean disposal, resource recovery pro-

- cess systems, rail haul facilities, energy recovery systems, and

sanitary landfills.

A * Project manager for developing a solid waste management plan for
E- Trinity County, California, with major emphasis on transfer, transport,
1 sanitary landfill, and management options.

= ®  Project manager and project engineer on a variety of water resources
- projects including flood studies, urban drainage and water quality
studies, and environmental impact studies.

| *  Project engineer for developing a preliminary design for a solid waste
transfer and refuse-derived fuel processing facility for the Metropol-
itan Service District, Portland, Oregon.

®*  Project engineer for preliminary and final design of a shredfill pro-
cessing facility for Cowlitz County, Washington, which consisted of
shredding, magnetic separation, leachate collection, treatment, and
disposal.

®  Project engineer for a pyrolysis and energy recovery feasibility study
and a phased sanitary landfill design for Grays Harbor County, Wash-
ington. The design included a rural collection/transfer system to tran-
sport wastes to the landfill site.

Prior to joining CH2M HILL, Mr. Hoffman was a pollution control

§ engineer with the Environmental Protection Agency where he con-
4 ducted site investigations and wrote pollution control standards for
4 South Dakota.
C } Professional Registration
- B Washington
Membership in Organizations .
"a,; American Society of Civil Engineers
-
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B FRITZ R. CARLSON
Department Manager, Ground Water

Education

M.S., Hydrology, University of Arizona, 1974

Graduate Courses in Geology, University of California, Berkeley,
1966-68

B.A., Geology, University of California, Berkeley, 1966

Experience

Mr. Carlson is manager of the Ground Water Department for our
Redding region with 9 years’ experience in hydrogeology and ground-
water hydrology. His capabilities include the following:

s Development of ground-water resources, including well and
well field design, hydrogeologic mapping, aquifer testing, and
well site selection

m  Control of ground water, including design and analysis of
subsurface drains and design of dewatering facilities

®  Protection of ground-water resources, ranging from investiga-
tion of basinwide salt balance problems to site-specific inves-
tigations of ground-water pollution from landfills, tailings
impoundments, radioactive liquids, and domestic wastewater

®  Basin studies, including estimation of the recharge and dis-
charge budget of ground-water basins—Such investigations
include analysis of potential recharge and discharge under
varying land use and pumping conditions.

®  Modeling of ground-water flow and quality, ranging from
simple analytical models of homogeneous flow fields to
complex numerical models of the flow and quality of ground
water in major ground-water basins

Mr. Carlson’s experience as a hydrogeologist includes the following
projects:

®  Water well and well field design for several areas throughout
the U.S.

8  Basinwide ground-water studies of the Round Valley and
Livermore Valley, California, and Truckee Meadows, Nevada ;

®  Analysis and mitigation of seasonally high ground-water
levels in the Redding basin

®  Analysis of pumping test permeability data for proposed .
damsites near Cottonwood, California ‘




FRITZ R. CARLSON

®  Preparation of a ground-water quality computer mode} of the
Livermore Valley, California

®  Analysis of the probable cause of decline in yield of key
industrial wells in Pilot Rock, Oregon—The study included
analysis of present and future ground-water rights, regional
declines in ground-water levels, and caving and incrustation
of the existing well.

8 Analysis of the ground-water regime in and near a proposed
open-pit barite mine and tailings impoundment in Arkansas

&  Hydrogeologic investigation of several alternative sites for a
new sanitary landfill for Shasta County, California~The
investigation included test drilling, permeability testing, and
analysis of the rate and direction of leachate movement.

®  Supervising hydrogeologist for a project to develop a large
ground-water supply for a refinery and city in a remote
area of Indonesia—This project included geologic mapping
and rock source exploration, well design, well site selection,
well field design, drilling supervision, aquifer testing, and
water-quality testing.

8 Study and prediction of the movement of radionuclides from
hypothetical spills at numerous nuclear power plants

®  Seepage estimates from various types of ponds at coal-
fired plants, nuclear plants, and mines

Mr. Carison has also been employed by Bechtel, Inc., as a hydro-

geologist based in San Francisco, and by Lawrence and Associates

in Redding, where he was vice-president and hydrogeologist. He also
worked as a hydrogeologist while stationed in India with the U.S.

Peace Corps.

Professional Registration

California — Registered Geologist No. 3397

Membership in Organizations

National Water Well Association
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B JANE DYKZEUL GENDRON
Biologist

B.A., Biology (emphasis on Marine Biology) San Francisco State University
76

Education )
Experience !

!
Ms. Gendron is a general biologist in the environmental sciences depart- ;
ment of CH2M HILL. Her experience consists of studies in freshwater and :
marine biology and ecology, water quality sampling and analysis, and ter-
restrial ecology. She has participated in the assessment of the ecological
impacts of many industrial and municipal developments,

e,

Ms. Gendron’s experience includes the following:

e Washington State Department of Ecology. Field data collection, labora-
tory water quality analysis, sanitary surveying, and report preparation
for the bacteriological study of Willapa Bay.

® U.S. Air Force, West Coast bases. Assessed the potential for migration
v of hazardous material through natural systems at several west coast
Air Force bases during Phase 1 of the Air Force Installation Restoration

Program.

® Pacific Gas Transmission, San Francisco, California. Aquatic biology
task leader in the selection of a natural gas pipeline corridor route in
Wyoming, Utah, Nevada, and California.

® Metropolitan Service District, Portland, Oregon. Prepared preliminary ,
site descriptions and identified sensitive species and systems occurring g
at or near several proposed sanitary landfill sites. 1

® Ventura Regional County Sanitation District, Oxnard, California. Field
data collection, laboratory analysis, and report preparation for applica-
tion for waiver of secondary sewage treatment requirements.

Before joining CH2M HILL, Ms. Gendron worked for the University of

Southern California’s Catalina Marine Science Center, where she designed
and directed a reconnaissance survey of the terrestrial and marine ecosys-
tems along 26 miles of coastland and was involved in an ecological assess- {
ment of impacts of the City of Avalon’s marine sewage outfall.
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Membership in Professional Organizations

American Fisheries Society
American Institute of Biological Sciences
Western Society of Naturalists

Publications (Authored as Jane E. Dykzeul)

“Reconnaissance Survey—Santa Catalina Island; Area of Special Biological
Significance—Subarea 1.” State of California Department of Fish and
Game. Report to California State Water Quality Control Board. May 1978.

130 pp.
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aE Appendix B
@il OUTSIDE AGENCY CONTACT LIST

U.S. GOVERNMENT

1. EPA, Las Vegas Labs,
University of Nevada
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

2. Bureau of Management

3. Soil Conservation Service
4. Porest Service

5. USGS Las Vegas Office

6. USGS Carson City Office

7. U.S. Bureau of Mines

8. U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

STATE OF NEVADA

9. Department of Nevada Resources
(State Engineer)

10. Desert Research Institute

11. Department of Conservation
and Envirommental Pro-
tection Service

12. Department of Agriculture

13. Wildlife Department

14. Department of Human Resources,
Health Division

15. Department of Natural
Resources, Forestry Division

16. Department of Nevada Resources
(State Engineer)

17. Desert Research Institute

CLARK COUNTY

18. Sanitation District

19. Comprehensive Planning Department

20. Public Works Department, Flood
Control and Development

21, Special Improvement District

22. Solid Waste Management

206/753-9440

702/385-6403
702/385-6426
702/385-6255
702/293-8507
702/882-~1388
702/293-8507
702/293-2161
702/293-~8434

702/732~2562
702/739~3411
702/885~4670

702/386~5256
702/784~6214
702-385~0285
702/385-0285
702/385~-0123
702/732~2562

702/739-3411

702/458-1180
702/386-3181
702/386-4624

702/386-4618
702/386-4631

B e Tt

Joseph Blume

Gale Kobetich
Ed Laurenson
Jim Bottoroff
Rob Nauert
John Collie
David Young
Jack Sarkin
Mike Dettinger
Carl Dewey

Ron Effertz
Bab McCullough

Marie McCaucuy

Vern Ross

Lou Dodgion
Marvin Toubeau
Mr. Zoller
Willie Mollini
Bab McQuincy
Larry Franks

Marie McCaucuy

James Wren-Jarvis
Ron Billie

Bucky Faulkner
Dick Bohertz
Laurnal Gukler

Carla Pierson
Mr. Kenecht




23. Health Department
24. Water District
25. Planning

CITY OF LAS VEGAS

26. Envirommental Quality Office
27. Department of Public Services
28. Waste Water Treatment Plant

OTHER

29, Clark Disposal
30. Nevada Environmental Landfill

AR LR . R IR e ke S e e g e s A e e e

702/383-1263
702/870-2011
702/386-4181

702/386-6276
702/386-6272
702/457-1233

702/735-5151
702/293-2276

Felix Habis
Bob Recil
Dennis Bechtel

Jim Scofield

Thomas Isola
Steve Porter
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}, BB INSTALLATION HISTORY j
, ]
[ .

BASE HISTORY |
e :

The site of what is now Nellis AFB has been used for flight j
operations since 1929. From 1929 until 1940, the field
consisted of dirt runways, a few buildings, and related
%4 utilities. 1In 1940, the City of Las Vegas purchased and
Ef improved the field for use in training civilian pilots.
Later that year, the field was offered to the Army Air Corps

2 for use as a flexible gunnery school. Air-to-air gunnery

training was started in 1942 for five school squadrons. A
’f camp was established during late 1941 and early 1942 at
b Indian Springs, Nevada, to serve as a support area for

activities at the Las Vegas bombing and gunnery ranges.

The Army Air Force flexible qgunnery school first concentrated
its efforts on training B-17 gunners. Training included

, theoretical instruction, shotgun firing, ground machine gun
. firing at moving targets, and firing from the AT-6A airplane
at targets towed behind other aircraft. During 1942, 9,117
gunners graduated from the school. At its peak, the school
graduated classes of 4,000 students every 6 weeks. In 1944, {
the school's mission was broadened to include training

R S A

copilots for four-engined aircraft. Early in 1945, B-29
gunnery and B-24 copilot training replaced the B-17 program.

?! Later that year, single-engine and fighter transition train-
ing were added, enabling P-39 and RP-63 fighters to practice

attacks against bombers. At one time, bomber crews fired

frangible bullets at heavily armored RP-63 fighters,

providing realistic training, This program was suspended
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% because of the danger of the bullets entering the fighters'
k air cooling ducts. Flexible gunnery training was eliminated
in 1945, and the field was inactivated in 1947.

5 Civilian activities at the field were moved to the new

1 McCarren Field in 1948. The Las Vegas Army Air Base was
i reactivated in 1949 as the host of the Air Training

i Command's 3595th Pilot Training Wing for advanced

single-engine training,

E< Also in 1949, a USAF Aircraft Gunnery School was established
f“ at the base. 1Its mission was to "train instructors in all

" phases of fighter gunnery, rocketry and dive bombing...to
provide replacements for Air Force Fighter Units,"” and to
"develop training methods and techniques on all related
equipment.” Eventually, this effort became the core of the

&‘ Nellis program.

: i During the first year following reactivation, the base was a
small-scale operation. As of June 1950, there were only 272
officers, 2,051 noncommissioned officers and airmen, and 438
civilians permanently assigned. Training was conducted in

T-6 trainers and F-51 fighters.

The outbreak of the Korean War gave new impetus to fighter
weapons training, Nellis AFB, as it was now called,
expanded its fighter training to include combat crew
refresher courses and postgraduate jet instructions. During
the last 6 months of 1950, 164 students graduated from
~combat crew training and 21 from the fighter instructor

b course.,

Operational testing and evaluation were begun in the 1950's
- and included the testing of some trainers, a rocket sight,
‘ and a drop tank. 1Indian Springs was reactivated in 1950 and

C-2
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continued to serve as an emergency landing strip and service
facility for the ranges. In 1953, Indian Springs was trans-
ferred to Air Research and Development Command.

During the early 1950's, jet aircraft maintenance (F-100,
F-84, F-86) played a major role at Nellis AFB. Because of
maintenance problems, some 530 civilian aircraft mechanics
were hired to expand the maintenance team, and the F-84
program was transferred from Nellis AFB to Luke AFB. 1In
1956, the Air Force's official aerobatic demonstration team,
the Thunderbirds, was reassigned from Luke AFB to Nellis
AFB.

In 1958, the base was transferred from Air Training Command
to Tactical Air Command. The 3595th Wing became the 4520th
Combat Crew Training Wing (Tactical Fighter), and the
Fighter Weapons School's 3595th School Squadron became the
4525th,

As a result of the transfer to the Tactical Air Command,
squadron rotational training was added to combat crew and
fighter weapons instructor preparation. The 4520th was
given the mission of having additional forces available to
the Air Defense Command in the event of an emergency.
Operational testing and evaluations became increasingly
important at Nellis AFB. The F-100 was tested with an
air~to-air heat-seeking missile; low~angle and dive-toss
bombing were evaluated; and M=-116-A2 fire bombs and other
equipment were tested. Nellis AFB ranges also received many

improvements.,

puring the 1960's, permanent structures gradually began to
replace the World War II temporary buildings. Plans were
made for the new hospital, and many of those buildings
retained were extensively renovated., Combat crew training

c-3
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at Nellis AFB in the early 1960's emphasized conventional
and nuclear bombing rather than air-to-air combat with enemy

fighters., Much attention was given to dive, over-the-shoulder,

and toss bombing techniques. The introduction of the F-105D
fighter bomber program also stressed nuclear bombing. F-4
programs were added to the Nellis AFB training effort during
this period. 1Indian Springs was placed back under the control
of Nellis AFB in 1961.

In 1966, the Tactical Air Command reorganized Nellis AFB and
established the Tactical Fighter Weapons Center to manage
operational tests and evaluations, help define requirements
for future equipment, coordinate the test tactics and proce-
dures, and control the assigned forces., At the same time,
the Fighter Weapons School was transformed into the 4525th
Fighter Weapons Wing. The 4525th Fighter Weapons Wing has
since been changed to the 57th, and the mission has grown.

PRIMARY MISSIOi

Nellis Air Force Base: Nellis Air Force Base is the largest
base in the Tactical Air Command.

Men and women at Nellis AFB play a major role in helping TAC
to perform its mission of organizing, training, and equipping
tactical air forces within the U.S. while maintaining a
reserve of combat-ready forces for deployment anywhere at
any time.

The U.S. Air Force Tactical Fighter Weapons Center has a key
role in maintaining the viability of the U.S. fighter forces
all over the world. The center develops tactics to find the
best ways to use the Air Force weapons systems and conducts
operational tests and evaluations of new systems. The 4461st
Support Group is assigned to the center.

’
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The 57th Fighter Weapons Wing is the action agency for the
center, providing the air crews and aircraft for conducting

tests and evaluations.

The wing also conducts the U.S. Air Force Fighter Weapons
School, producing instructors for units all over the world.
This includes instruction in these Air Force first line
fighters: the F-4 and F-111. Special squadrons of instruc-
tors use F-5's to teach combat pilots how to counter enemy
tactics. The wing also provides Red Flag training in mass
air operations for visiting units.

Tenant Missions

Tactical Fighter Weapons Center: The center functions
directly under the Commander, Tactical Air Command. It
participates in the development and introduction of new or
improved tactics, techniques, and procedures pertaining to
tactical fighters and fighter weapons systems. The center
manages and conducts tests and evaluations, proposes concepts
and doctrine while maintaining liaison with other tactical
commands worldwide, conducts specialized training programs,

and is responsible for the operations of the gunnery, bombing,

and electronic warfare ranges.

57th Fighter Weapons Wing: The wing operates the Fighter
Weapons School, conducts the tactical fighter doctrine and
tactics course, conducts assigned operational tests and
evaluations in support of the Tactical Fighter Weapons
Center, trains selected air crews in specialized fighter
tactics, and exercises operational control and command of
the U.S. Air Force Air Demonstration Squadron (the Thunder-
birds) and the 57th Fighter Weapons Wing. Major components
include: USAF Fighter Weapons School; 4440th Tactical
Fighter Training Group (Red Flag); 4513th Adversary Threat

C-5




Training Group, aggressor squadrons, test and evaluation
squadrons, USAF Air Demonstration Squadron (Thunderbirds).

554th Operations Support Wing: The wing is responsible for

the operation of the Nellis Bombing and Gunnery Ranges and
for base support of all tenant units. Major components
include: 554th Range Group; 554th Combat Support Group:
554th Civil Engineering, Transportation, Security Police
Squadrons, the 554th Combat Support Squadron, and the USAF
Hospital (Nellis).

474th Tactical Fighter Wing: The wing trains pilots in the
F-16 aircraft and maintains combat-ready forces capable of
rapid deployment worldwide.

820th Civil Engineering Squadron (Red Horse): The squadron
supports the Commander in Chief, Air Force Readiness Command,
and the Commander in Chief, Atlantic, with rapid deployment
engineering operations. This unit also supports Tactical

Air Command exercises and deployments, conducts range upgrad-
ing and base support with deployable heavy operations repair
and construction units, repairs and upgrades assault strips
and ranges, conducts training in operations, and is respon-
sible for assisting in the maintenance and operation of Lake
Mead Base (Nellis Area II).

Detachment 13, 4400th Management Engineering Squadron:
Develops command and Air Force manning standards and main-
tains unit detail 1listings.

Detachment 16, 25th Weather Wing: Is reponsible for weather
forecasting. The detachment offers service for flight plann-
ing through the use of highly skilled personnel and latest
equipment.
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Detachment 1812, Air Force Office of Special Investigation:
Provides a professional criminal counterintelligence and
special investigative service to all Nellis AFB activities.
The mission extends across the spectrum of human behavior as
it affects the security of the Air Force, the ethical conduct
of its members, and the general propriety of its activities.

Detachment 4372, USAF Audit Agency: Provides all levels of
Air Force management with an independent objective and con-
structive evaluation of the effectiveness and efficiency
with which managerial responsibilities are carried out.

USAF Postal Service: Provides mail service for official

business and military personnel at Nellis AFB.

Field Training Detachment 523: Provides technical %raining
support to Nellis AFB personnel with classroom and on~the-job
instruction. Training includes all aspects of training for

various aircraft.

2069th Communication Squadron, Air Force Communications
Service: Provides base long-haul communications, naviga-
tional aids, and air traffic control services to Nellis AFB

and other agencies.

3096th Aviation Depot Squadron, Air Force Logistics Command:
Maintains capability, provides in-transit and permanent
storage of weapons, provides retrofit requirements, and makes

technical assistance visits.

Detachment 1, 57th Fighter Weapons Wing: Provides aerial
support for the Nevada Test Site and Department of Energy.
Helicopters and personnel provide control of aircraft over
the test site, aerial photography, closed-circuit television

support, and aerial sampling.
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First National Bank of Nevada, NAFB: Provides all banking |
services, including safe deposit boxes, drive-in banking, \
and trust department facilities in the 6,000-square-foot
financial center.

Nellis Federal Credit Union: Provides saving and lending
facilities for all military and civilian Federal employees
and dependents in the Las Vegas area.

American National Red Cross: Provides general welfare and
recreational servces for military personnel and their depen-
dents assigned to Nellis Air Force Base.

Detachment 3, 1365th Audio Visual Squadron: Provides support
for TAC Instruction Systems Development Program.

Defense Property Disposal Office, Nellis AFB, NV: Disposes
of surplus government property located at Nellis AFB through

utilization, donation, sale, or destruction.

Detachment 2, 3636 CCTW (ATC): Assists with Red Flag Survival

Training.

Detachment 3, AFTEC: Provides liaison on test projects. (

OLA HQ ARRS: Provides liaison on search and rescue training

and operations.

U.S. Army Liaison Team: Red Flag liaison with U.S. Army.

Area Defense: Assists USAF personnel accused of military

of fenses with defense preparation,
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Table D-1 a
RCRA PART A APPLICATIONS
NELLIS AFB AND INDIAN SPRINGS AFAF

Facility Description Container Type
' 168 Nondestructive Inspection Tank
:? 191 Corrosion Control Bowser
'fi 1014 Fuel 0il Storage Tank
‘fé 857 Engine Cleaning Tank
ﬁ“j 460 Hazardous Storage =P '
{f 171 Aircraft Wash Rack Oil/water separator
} 415 AGE Maintenance (Service
| Rack)
‘ 813 Vehicle Service Rack 0il /water separator
f 814 Fuels Lab Tank
E 837 Aircraft Wash Rack 0il /water separator
T 840 Auto Hobby Shop Oil/water separator
;} 858 Engine Shop 0Oil /water separator
. 831 Vehicle Maintenance Oil/water separator
‘ 180 AGE Wash Rack 0il /water separator
506 Base Exchange Service Station Tank
Indian
Springs
225 Vehicle Maintenance Bowser
L.
tg qyaste oils, solvents, contaminated fuels generated,
;f , bSpill contingency.
% 14
V;
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POL STORAGE TANKS
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3 - Table E-1 !
f~ . POL STORAGE TANKS AT NELLIS AFB AND ,!
3 . INDIAN SPRINGS AFAF A
g
T Facility Volume (Gallons) Liquid gi
8- i
N Nellis AFB f;
; T .
. - 10301 2,000 Fuel 0il No. 2
‘i 10302 2,000 Fuel 0il No. 2
5 - 10304 2,000 Fuel 0il No. 2
s 10305 2,000 Fuel 0il No. 2
;g * 10307 10,000 Fuel 0il No. 2
ﬁ 10308 10,000 Fuel 0il No. 2
N 10412 2,000 Fuel 0il No. 2
10413 2,000 Fuel 0il No. 2
10414 2,000 Fuel 0il No. 2
10416 2,000 Fuel 0il No. 2 1
10418 2,000 Fuel 0il No. 2
10402 2,000 Fuel 0il No. 2 ]
10403 2,000 Fuel 0il No. 2 .
10404 2,000 Fuel 0il No. 2
10406 2,000 Fuel 0il No. 2
10207 20,000 Fuel 0il No. 2
- 10237 550 Fuel 0il No. 2
- 10250 1,000 Fuel 0il No. 2 ,
E - 10116 3,000 Fuel 0il No. 2
10118 2,000 Fuel 0il No. 2 |
10120 2,000 Fuel 0il No. 2 |
10123 2,000 Fuel 0il No. 2 }
10108 550 Fuel 0il No. 2 ]
10220 1,500 Fuel 0il No. 2
10121 2,000 Fuel 0il No. 2
1051 450,000 JP-4
1052 450,000 JP-4 !
1054 675,000 JP-4 i
1055 900,000 JP-4 ,
939 12,000 (6 ea) AVGAS
914 12,000 Solvent
914 12,000 (2 ea) Diesel
2000 12,000 MOGAS
941 50,000 (2 ea) JP-4
2098 2,000 JP-4
10114 50,000 Diesel v
1014 20,000 (4 ea) Contaminated fuel ﬁ
1709 350 Gasoline
. 10113 500 Gasoline
490 1,000 Gasoline
498 350 Gasoline

1024 500 Gasoline ;
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Table E-1 (cont.)

bl <oe 28

vay

Facility Volume Liquid
839 12,000 Diesel
775 8,000 Diesel
10207 (not determined) Diesel
625 20,000 (2 ea) Diesel
567 10,000 Diesel
2060 50 Diesel
1602 150 Diesel
2069 100 Gasoline
2070 250 Diesel
805 35 Diesel
2078 50 Diesel
2074 200 Diesel
328 50 Diesel
170 50 Diesel
169 100 Diesel
589 500 Diesel
620 200 Diesel
625 1,000 Diesel
2079 160 Gasoline
781 50 Diesel
536 50 Gasoline
940 25,000 (4 ea) MOGAS
830 5,000 (2 ea) MOGAS
830 12,000 (2 ea) MOGAS
830 5,000 Diesel
161 2,000 MOGAS
161 3,000 JpP-4
1B-2B (Area II) 3,000 (2 ea) MOGAS
3B (Area III) 6,000 MOGAS
814 2,000 Diesel
2001 1,000 Diesel
10112 1,000 Heating oil
10110 1,000 Heating oil
10309 10,000 Heating oil
10310 1,000 Heating oil
2002 10,000 (2 ea) Waste POL
13091 5,000 Radioactive waste
Indian Springs
653 2,500 JP-4
634 2,800 Diesel
635 (motor pool) 19,300 MOGAS
—— 1,000 (6 ea.,) Road 0il
225 1,000 Fuel 0il
650 10,000 Diesel
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Table E-1 (cont,)

Y Facility volume Liquid
; o 649 6,000 Propane
i 2 & 11 1,000 Fuel 0il
1 - 13 500 Fuel 0il
| 37 1,000 Fuel oil
‘ ' Fuel 0i
g 39 1,000 Fuel 0il ]
| 43 500 Fuel 0il ]
{J. 50 1,000 Fuel 0il
9 65 1,520 Fuel 0il
{ 67 1,000 Fuel 0il
71 750 Fuel 0il
e 79 1,000 Fuel 0il
g ! 84 265 Fuel 0il
- 85 1,000 Fuel 0il
k- 91 1,000 Fuel 0il
92 500 Fuel 0il
! 96 -—= Fuel 0il
‘ . 101 1,000 Fuel 0il
;! 140 980 Fuel 0il
b | 228 500 Fuel 0il
5 231 1,000 Fuel 0il
. 232 1,000 Fuel 0il
L, 233 500 Fuel 0il
234 265 Fuel 0il
R 235 265 Fuel 0il
; 241 500 Fuel 0il
B 261 500 Fuel 0il
262 500 Fuel 0il
263 500 Fuel 0il
, . 264 1,500 Fuel 0il
1 265 550 Fuel 0il
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ABANDONED TANKS




Table F-1

ABANDONED POL TANKS AT INDIAN SPRINGS AFAF

Past
Liquid Present Status

volume
Facility (gal.)
636 (service station) 15,000 ea.

20 (2)

MOGAS Filled with
sand




N

e
IS

RPN | TV PRETT

.
.

v
)
.
B
. -
[
*e
‘-

T

T . ORI E T

et s iy e A R R e e

Appendix G
OIL/WATER SEPARATORS
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o Table G-1

OIL/WATER SEPARATORS AT NELLIS AFB
AND INDIAN SPRINGS AFAF

3 Estimated Potentially
- Quantity Pumped Hazardous
3 ‘ Facility per Month (gal)? Liquid
: 171 4,000 yes®
‘ 312 (grease trap) 45 no
324 (grease trap) 800 no
350 (grease trap) 1,200 no
541 900 no
567 (grease trap) 1,600 no
625 (grease trap) 1,000 no
705 (grease trap) 700 no
831 1,200 yesP 2
r 10206 (grease trap) 200 no
; 814 900 yesP
2 151 (2 tanks) 450 (total) no
= 170 (2 tanks) 250 (total) yes
] 175 3,000 yes
i 178 3,000 no
180 5,000 yes®
191 550 no
192 550 no
: 193 550 no
194 100 no
196 300 no
) 198 300 no
ir. 173 (4 tanks) 170 (total) yesb
, 202 550 no
- 204 550 no
" 206 550 no
;ﬁ 208 550 no
b 415 (3 tanks) 1,100 (total) yes®
¥ 506 (2 tanks) 450 (total) yesP

G-1




Table G~1 (cont.)

Estimated Potentially
? Quantity Pumped Hazardous
! Facility per Month (gal)® Liquid
199 100 yes
3 835 200 yes
- 813 2,400 yes®
> 831 (2 hydraulic
pits) 500 (total) yes
- 831 (1 floor drum 100 yes
' raceway)
837 500 yes®
840 100 | yesP
854 500 yes
857 400 yesP
858 2,500 yes®
10119 2,500 yes?
10600 1,000 yes®
62111 400 yesP
P 225 (Indian Springs) 500 yesb
P 71 (grease trap) 200 no
(Indian Springs)
g 2098 (washrack) 150 no
1 168 (4 tanks) 300 (total) yesb

3pased on 1982 field survey.
b

It

RCRA application submitted.
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SITE HAZARD EVALUATION METHODOLOGY
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SITE RATING METHODOLOGY
FOR
PHASE I INSTALLATION RESTORATION PROGRAM

1. This site rating methodology for Phase I of the Installa-
tion Restoration Program (IRP) has been jointly developed by i
CH2M HILL and Engineering-Science based on experience in
performing Record Searches at several Air Force installations.
This standard site rating system should be used for all Air
Force IRP Records Search efforts to assist in Air Force
prioritization and commitment of resources for Phase II

survey actions.

2, The basis for the rating system is the document devel-
oped by JRB Associates, Inc. for the EPA Hazardous Waste
Enforcement office. The JRB system was modified to accurately
address specific Air Force installation conditions and to
provide meaningful comparison of land £fills and contaminated

areas other than landfills.

3. Questions pertaining to use of the Air Force Site

Rating Methodology should be addressed to either Mr. Linden-
berg, AFESC/DEVP, AUTOVON 970~6189 (Commercial (904) 283-6189)
or Major Fishburn, USAF OEHL/EC, AUTOVON 240-3305 (Commercial
(512) 536-3305).

Note: Both CH2M HILL and Engineering-Science are Engineer-

ing Support contractors for the US Air Force.




WASTE DISPOSAL SITE AND SPILL AREA ASSESSMENT AND RATING FCPM

|
|
!
’ Name of Site
} location
E ' Owner/Opasator
] ; s
1 ! -
Toe )
\
" |
i
; FACTOR MAXINUN
3 RATING FACTOR POSSIBLE
: PATING PACTOR (0-3} MULTIPLIER  SCORL SCORE
i RECEPTORS
e Population Within
3 1,000 Fest P
: Distance to Nearsst
Drinking wacer wWell : 15
]
‘ Distance to Reservation
. Boundary ®
T Land Use/Zoning 3
" Critical Environments .12
' A Water Quality of Neardy
Surface Water Body [
A wumper of Assumed ‘aluss out of 6 SUPFTOTALS
7, —
; Pescentage of Assused Values = L) SUBSCORE
umper of Missing Valuas = Qut of 6 (Pactaor Score Divided by Maximunm
Percantage of Miasing Values = \ " Score and multiplied by 100)
r
PATHWAYS
. ‘ Bvidence of Watar Contamination ) 10
- level of Mater Contanination 18
Type of Contamination. $oil/diota H
B Distance to Nearest Surface Water N
id Depth to Groundwater 7
5 t
i et Precipitation 6
3
o . Soil Parmeability . s
3
N
" Sedrock Parmeadility 4
¥
b ‘ - Depth to Bedrock 4
s
. sSurface Eroaion .
I Wumber of Assumed Values = Out of 10 SUBTOTALS
' Percentage cf Assused Values = ) SURSCORE
o mmpar of Missing Values » out of 10 (Pactor Seore Divided by Maximum

Percentage of Missing Values = \ Score and Multiplied by 100!




WASTE CEARACTERISTICS

Hazardous Rating:

Judgesental rating from 10 to 100 points based on the following guidelines:

Poincs

30 Qlosed domestic—type landfill, old sita, no koown hazardous wastes

L] Qlosed dowestic~type landfill, cecent site. no ki hazasd

30 Suspectad small quantities of hazardous wastes

[ ] Kpown small quantities of hazardous wastes

k] Suspected moderats guantities of hazardous wastss
[ ] Roown mudarate quantites of hazardous wesces
20 Suspected lazge q ities of h dous wastes

100 Known large quantities of hagardous wastes
. mm AR —
heason for Asgigned Razardous Rating: -
WASTE MANAGIMENT PRACTIZCES
FACTOR MAXTNUW
SATING PACTOR POSSIBLE
RATING FACTOR 10=3) MULTTPLIER SCORE scort

Record Accuracy and

Lase of Access to Site k]

Hazardous Waste Quantity ?

Total Waste Quancity 4

Naste Incompatibdility ]

Absence of Liners or

Confining Beds L]

Use of Leachate

Collection System [

Use of Gas

Collection Systams 2

$ite Closure | §

sSubsurface Plows ?

wasber of Assumed Values = oue of 9 SUSTOTALS

Parcentage of Assumed Values » ‘ SUBSCORE -

Tusber of Missing and Non-Applicable Values = Out of 9
Percentage of Missing and Non=Applicalde Values = Al

(Factor Scorve Oivided bv Maximsm
Score and Multiplied by 1000

Overall Mmbar of Assumed Values = Out of 28

Overall Percentage of Assuwmed Values » A OVERALL SCORE
(Recaptors Subscore X 8.22 plus
Pathways Subscore X 0.30 plus

Haste Characteristics Subscore X 0.24 plus
Waste t S e X0.24)

————————
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WASTE DISPTSAL SITE AND SPILL AREA ASSEESUELT AIDL RATING FORM

v Hame of Site N’- |~ Base Lﬁﬂdﬂu .
T Location ﬂ:“\s *FB
Owner /0perator, !!Q “ﬂ AF_&

X 1 v x
l]
FACTOR MAXTHUM
RATING PACTOR POSSIBLE
BATING FACTOR . (0-3) MULTIPLIER SCORE SCoRe
RECEPTORS

Pogulation Within
1,000 Feax

‘ 1z Iz
15 45 45

Distance to Nearsst
Drinking water Well

Distance to Reservation
Soundary

Léend Use/Zoning

3 & q
12 (4 3

Cgitical Environments

O |Olw] o JO W
®
®

Water Quality of Nearby
Sucrface Water Body 6

o i8
Nusber of Assumed Values = Out of 6 SUBTOTALS ﬂ: :'g-

| ge of A d Values = A3 SUBSCORE
Wumber of Missing Values = o1 of 6 {Factor Score Divided by Maxisum

' Percentage of Missing Values = \ Score and Multiplied by 100)

M 1 PATHWAYS

gvidence of Water Contamination

to 0 30
13 3 45
15

(z
21

I

|

I 5

0 (%
- . 1
. - Net Precipitation o 6 2 {8
| - | - b

0 (2]

0 (o]

i 4

Level of Mater Contamination

Type ol Caontamination, Soil/Biota

-

Oistance to Nearest Surface Water

Depth to Groundwater

Soil Permesbility 6 18
Sedrock Perweabilit: L}
. Y X2
J th to Bedrock [
g o iz
i
| Surface trosion 4 'L
] Mmmber of Assuned Vslues » out af 10 SURTOTALS 41 _lE
] Percentage of Assumed Values = . SURSCORE ot
4 msber of Niseing Values = out of 10 (Factor Scere Divided by Maximwm
)

tiplied by 100)
Pezcentage of Rigsing Vaiuves = I ] Score and Multiplt y 1

TR1S PAGR 1S BEST QUALLTY PRACTICAALE
FROM COPY PURSKSHED 10 DDOC .




WASTE CRARACTERISTICS

.

Naserdous Pating: Judgemental rating from 30 to 100 points based on the following guidelines:

Poines

! 30 Closed domestic-type landfill, old site, no known hazardous wastes
P :‘ 40 Closed domestic-type landfill, recent site. no k h 3 t
: %0 Suspected small quantities of hazardous wastes
':.-; 0 Known small quantities of hazardous wastes
.
4 ; 7 Suspected soderate quantities of hazardous wastes

[ ] Known soderate q ites of h dous €

# 0 Suspected large quantities of hazardous wastes )
‘, 3 100 Known large quantities of hazardous wastes
‘_." SUBSCORE __12_
E Reason for Assigned Hazardous Rating:

4 —Lony feem base lamdhll

WASTE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

FACTOR MAXIMUM .
RATING PACTOR POSS18LE
RATING PACTOR (0~1) MULTIPLIER SCORE SCORE

Record Accuracy and
Lase of Access to Site

Nezardous Waste Quantity -495“”"'

Total Waste Quantity

7 2\ 2|
7 21 21

.

X Maste Incompatibility Amme 3 3 1
K3 Absence of Liners or

N Contininy Beds

Use of Lreachate
Collection System

71

Use of Cas
Collection Systoms

.,{.3 fe

3ite Closure

. b o
7 (o) 2\

"\, umber of Assumed Values = z ut of 9 SUBTOTALS “5 _’_%o_
e

Subsurfece Plovs

oo L [ ||t
2
5

Parcentige of Assumad Values = zz\ SUDSCORE
l' fiumber of Missing and Non-Arplicable Valuew = thut of 9 (Factor Score Divided by Maximum
D : — nd Multiplied by 100
44 Percentage of Missing and Non-Applicaibe Valuos = . Score a e Y
ot
v Overall tiumber of Assumed Values = & out of 25

i Ovecgall Fetcentage of Assmmed aluyvwy = \ OVFPALL CORE 6'

(Receptors Subecore X 0.22 plus
: Pathways Subscore X 0,30 plus
Waste (haracteristics Subscore X 0.24 plue
Wante Managewent Subscore K 0.24)

THIS PAQGE IS BEST ¢uaLlily CRACTICARLE
F0M QOPY FURMISHED 10 DDC .
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A

BYLNP

: e I Alasi . e d
-~ 2 " P—— ——
WASTE DISED2ILL SITE AND SPILL AREA ASSLSSMELUT AND RATING FORM
, Name of Site NO' Z - Base Lan“n'\\ .

Location, “Q“\s A’F 3

omerscperator_Neths AF3

Cosmencs
. g
ugtr c [IN o
FACTOR MAX IMIN
RATING PACTOR POSSIALE
MATING FACTOR . (-3} MULTIPLIER  SCORE SCORE
RECEPTORS
Populataion Withan
1,000 Feat (5] . 0 iz
Distance to Nearest :
Drinking water Well Z 15 30 45'
Distance to Reservation
Land Use/Zoning 2 3 b q
Critical Environments o 12 o) %
Water Quality of Nearby
Surface Water Body 0 & o ‘
Nusber of Assumed Values = Out of 6 SUBTOTALS id
Percentage of Assumed Values = \) SUBSCORE z

Mumper of Missing Values = - Dut of 6

Percentage of Missing values = \]

{Factor Score Divided by Maxisus
Score and Multiplied by 100}

’ : PATHWAYS

gvidence of Water Contamination

10

Level of Water Contamination

15

Type of Contamination, Soil/Biota

Distance to Nearest Surface Water

Oepth to Groundwater

Net Precipitation

Soi!l Permeability

Bedrock Permesdbility

Depth to Bedrock

iz

Surface CLrosion

-jlolC|I~O—~[Q-[0}®

.7.006‘040“\°0
»

wumber of Assuned Values = ot of 10
Percentage Of Assumed Values Y
Number of Missing Values e Qut of )0

Percentage of Missing Vajues = ¢

1
SURTOTALS

2t 45
SURSCORE i

(Factor Score Divided by Maximum
Score and Multiplied by 100)

e e e ———— st T -




Nazardous Pating: Judgamental rating from 30 to 100 points based on the following guidelines:

i WASTE CHARACTERISTICS
f
?
|

Poines
: 3 Closed domestic-type landfill, old site, no known hazardous wvastes
0 Closed domestic-type landfill, recent site, no known hazardous wastes
i so Suspected amall quantities of hazardous wastes
. 0 Known small quantities of hazardous wastes
“- % Suspected moderate quantities of hazardous wastes
[ ] Known soderate quantites of hazardous wastes
° Suspected large quantities of hazardous wastes
100 Known large quantities of hazardous wastes

SUBSCORE _72__
. Reasen for Assigned Hazardous Rating:
T Short fersU base landfill

WASTE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

. FACTOR MAXTMUM
RATING rACTOR POSSISLE
BATING PACTOR (0-1) MULTIPLIER SCORE SCORE

Record Accuracy and
Case of Access to Site

Masgardous #aste Guantity ﬁmm&

Total “aste Quantity .

Meste Incampatibility fA”qmc

Absance of Liners or
Contining Peds

T 14Tl
‘ 8 17
3 3 q

18 1%
8 i®
2 6 b

Use of Leachate
Collection System

Vse of Cas
Collection Systoms

3ite Closuse

. b W

O (| w [V [ 1= NI

Subsurfece Plows 7

o
¥ Munber of Asswned Yalues = Mut of 9 SUBTOTALS 85 %

Pascentige of Assumad Values = \) SUDSCORE
N Nusber of Missing and Non-Arplicable Yaluew = Mt of 9 (Factor Score Divided by Maximum
3% Score amd Multiplied by 1001
“d Percentaqe of Missing and Non-Applicaibe Values = \
.4
- Oversll lumber of Asswmed Values = ar of 25 41’
Overall fezcentage nf Assimed . alucy o\ OVFPALL CCOPE

(Feceprory Subscoce X 0.22 plus

Pathways Subscore X 0,30 plus

Wiste (haracteristica Subscore X 0.24 plus
Waete Maneaement Subscore § 0.24)

1S PAGR IS BEST QUALITY PRACTICARLR

FROM COPY FURMISHED 00DC . - I-4

N




. e e e [
oo oL Llll oo o SITL OAND SPILL AREA

. 5 Name of Site .- %aw LM‘«F!'“ .
) location b (“; kFB
‘ Ovnoz/Opctu.or__N_g_uﬂ AFB

Commencts___
L i
:.' - —
r, FACTOR MAXIHUN
P RATING FACTOR POSSIBLE
i RATING FACTOR ‘ (-n MULTIPLIER  SCORE SCORE

RECEPTORS

Population wWithin
3 1,000 Feet

Distance to Nearest

Drinking water wWell 15

Distance to Reservation
Boundary

18
9
26

1

Lami Uses/Zoning

Vo Critical Environments 12

Water Quality of Nearby

;! Surface Water 8ody &

o lopols |- |o

Blo olol® & [©

Number of Assumed Vaiues = Out of 6 SUBTOTALS 138
Percentage of Assumed Values = A\ SUBSCORE E
Numper of Missing Values * - COut of 6 {Factor Score Divided by Maximum
) Percentage of Missang Values = A Score and Multiplied by 100)
’ - PATHWAYS

Evidence of Water Contamination 10

_!_ Level of Water Contamination 15

) k4 Type of Contam; 1ation, Soil/Biota

]

Distance to Nearest Surface Water

Oepth to Groundwater

Net Precipitation

Soil Permeability

M p

Sedrock Permeability

Sad

Oepth to Bedrock

Sur(ace Erosion

— OO |—= Q=[O |— Q|0

l‘:»j-vo Ols |9 |3 O|n\|O O
EBla s e e

Mmber of Assuned Values = _  Out of 1) SUBTOTALS
) Percentage of Assumed Values = . SURSCORE
Number of Missing Values » _ _ Out of 10 {Factor Score Divided by Manimum

S tiplied by 100)
Percentage of Missing Vajues = N core and multip 4




WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

i Natardous fating) Judgemental rating from 30 to 100 points based on the following qutd‘aunul

: Pointy
* % Closed domestic-type landfill., old site, no known hazardous wastes
« Closed domestic—type landfill, recent site, no known hazardous vastes
3 ' 50 Suspected small quantities of hazardous wastes
3 A « Known small quantities of hazardous wastes
k] Suspected moderats quantities of hazardous wastes
[ ] Known moderate quantites of hazardous wastes
g ] Suspected large quantities of hazardous wastes
. 100 Known larqge quantities of hazardous wastes

SUBSCORE 70

Resson for Assigned Hazardous Rating:

Short fzrm  base [andfhll

g
WASTE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES .
O
" FACTOR MAXIMUM
M RATING FACTOR POSSIBLE
RATING FACTCR (0-3) MULTIPLIER SCORE SCORE
g
Record Accuracy and
Lase of Access to Site 3 7 zl u
Hazardous waste Quantity A“umb 2 7 |4 y X
! Total Waste Quantity - Z < 6 (z
Maste Incompatibility Awme, ‘ k) 5 ﬂ
f Absence of Liners or )
Contining Reds 3 6 ls ‘6 :
- !
by o Use of Lrachate
"' Collection System 3 6 ‘e (3
. N
Use nf GCas N
i’- Collection Systems 3 2 (p b
i Site Closure z 8 lb u
‘f Subgurfece Flovs O ? o) u 11
' . unper of Nssumed Yalues » Mt oof 9 SUBTOTALS _2;___ _‘g v
N Percentige nf Assumed Values » . SUDBSCORE 5 ’
;‘ Humber of Missing and Non=-Applicable Valuey « cut of 9 (Factor Score Divided by Maximum
y Score and Multiplied by 100}
f Percentage of Missint and Non-Applicalbe Valucs » A
r .
¥ Overall tumber of Assumed Values = Nut af 25 3q
’ Oversll iercentage of Assimed “aluvs = ) OVFPALL “CORE B
- i

{Faceprors Subecoce X 0.22 pius
Pathways Subscore X 0,30 plus
Waste Characteristica Subscore X 0.24 plus

-y 5 Wante Managewment Subscore X (.24} "
15 REST ANATIITY R RAGTLOABLE ;

- A 5
THI3 PAGE 1= s T ond :

FOu o2 FURT
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-

\ e e i

WASTE DISPOSAL SITE AMND SPILL AREA ASSCI3MENT ALL RATING PCPX

Name of Site ND-IE - Storm. Dran é\ully

Location !!gll.s AF%
Owmner/Operator '\e‘ \S 5

Comments,

Ehgbl Ime surtrce, rundft gu]]y

FACTOR KAXIMUIN
RATING FACTOR POSSIBLE
RATING FACTOR (-3 MULTIPLIER SCORE SCORE
RECEPTORS
Pogulation Withan
1,000 Feat 3 4 lL ‘1,
Distance to Nearest .
Drinking water Well 3 15 45- 4’{
Distance to Reservation
Land Use/Zoning 2 3 b ‘b
Critical Environments O 12 O %
wWater Quaiity of Nearby
Surface water Body O 6 O ‘6
Nuzber of Assumed Valiues = out of 6 SUBTOTALS 8‘ l%
Percentage of Assumed Values = \J SUBSCORE __1_3
Number of Missing Values = _ _ Out of 6 {Factor Score Divided by Maximum
S M ed b 00
Percentage of Missing Values = L] core and Multiply Y 100}
’ PATHWAYS

Evidence of Water Contamination

o

10

Level of Water Contamination

o

15

Type of Contamination, Soil/Biota

Distance to Nearest Surface Water

Depth to Groundwater

Net Precipitation

Soil Permeability

-0 - O

Bedrock Fermeability

Depth to Bedrock

Surface Erosion

— 010

Number of Assumed Values = Out of 10
Percentage of Assumed Values = )
Number of Missing Values « Out of 10

Parcentage of Mis31ng Vajues = Y

SURTOTALS
SURSCORE
(Factor Score Civided by

F,—P.OOG‘O-JOWK) 0

"

— v~ [ | w— ] — - (V2]
SIS SISNSAR|S

Haximum

Score and Multiplied by 100}




|
f‘ WASTE CHARACTERISTICS
L)

5. Katsrdous Pating: Judgemental rating from 30 to 100 points based on the following guidelines:
v Poincs
* 30 Closed domestic-type landfill, old site, no known hazardous wastes
:_-' 40 Closed domestic-type landfill, recent site, no known hazardous wastes
b " so Suspected small quantities of hazardous wastes
E () Known small quantities of hazardous wastes
35‘ k[ Suspected moderate quantities of hazardous wastes ¥
i;' [ ] Known moderate quantites of hazardous wastes
:»’ 0 Suspected large quantities of hazardous wastes

100 Known large quantities of hazardous wastes

N SUBSCORE gO ]

Resson for Assjiqgned Hazardous Rating:

'
. .
; WASTE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES .
FACTOR MAXIMUM
RATING FACTOR POSSIBLE
PATING FACTOR (0-3) MULTIPLIER SCORE SCORE

fecord Accuracy and
Case of Access to Site

2
“ Hazardous Waste Quantity As,umb z 7 ' l4. Z'
|
]
3

; Total Waste Quantity .

; Maste Incompatibility A\”um

Absence of Liners or
Confining Reds

)
A e

Use of Leachate
Coilection System NA 6 —

\
Use of Cas \

Sy

H%]H VYRR

8. Collection Systems NA 2 -
t"
ps 3ite Closure N A 8 —
. t 7 —
”§ Subsurface Flovs Nk
b ¥ usber of Assumed Yalues = it of 9 SUBTOTALS -60
g Parcentije of Assumed Valuea = ) SUBSCORE
. Hurber of Missing and Non-Applicable Yaluew » tut of 9 {Factor Score Divided by Maximum
9 Score amd Multiplied by 100)
Ty Percentaqge of Missing and Non-Applicalbe Valucs » )
] —_—
- Overall tiwmber of Assumed Values = tae of 25 54
Overall lercentage nf Asgimed Valuvy = Y OVEPALL “CCFT

(Raceptors Subrcore X 0.22 plus
Pathways Subscore X 0,30 plus

a0 (S BEST QUALLITY TRACTICALLE Waste Characteristics Subscore X 0.24 plus
. THIS & AGE i3 ﬁu.';‘T Q. ..f - ' B Wante Management Subscore X (.24)
[ FROM COPY FURNISHE: 10 00C SO

:f
|
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WASTE DISECSAL SITE AND SPILL AREM ASS

ZI3MENT AND RATING FORM

Rame of Site NO |7—- STP pgrcg[gitgvr POV)Q/_S

Location NC /]il 14 FE

S&

Owner/Operator 7 AE LB . o
M:W&M&%—_ o
rPol . ety

BATING FACTOR

FACTOR

mxpem
RATING FACTOR POSSIALE
(0-2) MOLTIPLIZR  SCORE scons

Population Within
1,000 Feet

Distance to Nearest

Distance to Reservation
Boundary

Land Use/20ning

Critical Eanvironments

Water Quality of Nearby
Surface wWater Body

3

Drinking water Well ’ 3
3

3

Qo

@

¥aeber of Assumed Values = Out of 6

| { age of A d Valuas = A3
umder of Missing Valuss = - Out of &
Parcentage of Missing Values = A}

SUBSCORE 6 l
(Factor Score Divided by Maximum
Score and Multiplied by 100}

v ;. PATHWAYS
Evidence of Water Contamination 10 10 30
Laval of wWater Contamination 1s

Type of Contamination, Soil/Biota

Distance to Nearest Surface Water

Depth to Groundwater

Met Precipitation

Soil Permeability

Bedrock Permeability

Depth to Badrock

Surface Erosion

Nusper of Assuned Values = Out of 10
Percentage of Assumed Values « A
Humber of Miseing Values = Qur of 10

Pearcentage of Migsing Values = \)

[,
»

12

4 L2

] ’ Q
BUBTOTALS _Jﬂj
SUBSCORE _31

{(ractor Score Divided by Maxisum
Score and Multiplied by 100)
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MASTE CHARACTERISTICS

Satardous Pating: Judgemental rating from 30 to 100 points based on the following guidelines:
Points

Closed domestic-type landfill, old site, mo known hazardous wastes

Closed domestic-type landfill, recent site, no known hazardous westes
Suspected small quantities of hazardous wastes

Known small quantities of hazardous wastes

Suspected moderats quantities of hazardous wastse

Known moderats quantites of hazardous wastes

Suspected large quantities of hazardous wastes

Known large quantities of hatardous westes

Rasson for Assigned Hazardous Rating:
blb[g\élga l d_

WASTE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

FACTOR
FACTOR
PATING FACTOR MULTIPLIER SCORE

Record Accuracy and
Lase of Access to Site 2 2’

1 21
Totsl Waste Quantity o . 9 ]2
3

Maste Incompatibility n.SJUW)L q
Abssnce of Liners or ;’ %
Use of Leachate

Contining Beds %
Collection System Q ’ %

' 4

[4

Mazardous Waste Quantity AJJUMC_

Vse ol Cas é

Collection Systoms
24

Subsurfsce Plovs ’ 7 0 2 l
Musber of Arsuned Values = g Out of 9 SUBTOTALS 97 ﬁ

Parcentige of Assumed Valuey = Da\ SUDSCORE

Humbee of Missing and Non-Applicable Values = Cut of 9 (Factor Score Divided by Maximum
Score and Multipiied by 100)

Site Closure 8 [

Percentuqe of Missing and Non-Applicalbe Valuos = A}

Oversl] tiumber of Assumed Values = 2 Nut ~t 2%

Overall Fezcentage of Assimed Values = B ) OVERALL 3CORE __5_2__

(Recentors Subacore ¥ 0.22 plus
Pathways Subscore % 0,30 plus

§ BEST QUAIJITY PRACTIW wWaste (haryctecisticn Subscors X 0.24 plus

Wante Management Subscore X (.24!

1S PAGE 1
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WASTE DISFOSAl SITE AMD SPILL AREL ASSIZ3MENT AND R:iTING FORM

|
{
3
-
| -
: |
A e —

‘ ‘ M-r/quuwt_déi/[l 3 l?fé IR
= Camments, . oo )
B Lol Soluentl _burning
9 7 7 -

E .

B FACTOR mEDEm -

L RATING PACTOR FOSSIALR
£ BATING FACTOR . (-3 MULYIPLIER  SCORE acons
! RECEPTORS
< ’ Pogulat.on Withun .

1,000 feet 3 4 l :2 S ,2
. Distance to Mearast , )
. Dranking water Well ; 15 ‘50 45’
‘ Distance to Reservation
; . tand Use/Zoning 3 3 q ﬁ
Czitical Enviranments D 12 Q 26
¥’ Water Quality of Nearby
1 Surface Water Body O [ O
Wusver of Assuned Values = out of 6 SUBTOTALS __5.1 .
Parcentage of Azsused Valuss = \ ) SUBSCORE ° ’

hmser of Missing Values o _ _ Out of 6 (Factar Score Divided by Max({mmmm
Percentage of Missing Values = . Score and Multiplied by 100)
| M : PATIAYS

' Lvidence of Wster Cortaminstion Q io O - 3 O
‘n‘
2 tevel of Water Zontaminstion o 15 O 4.5. ]
3
i Type of Contaminstion, Soil/Biota s ' ]
dgl Distance to Nearest Surface Matey 4 !
1o &) Q 12 ;
i 4
'?'g th to Croundw 7 L
:; Dep' o Croundwater ’ l 1| ,
< et Preacipitation . [ N .
g . ) o) O 155 ) i
. . S0l Permeadility . :
& ] T ,
& Sedrock Perwasbility . |
»

il o o 12

LA Depth to Bedrock .

' 0 Q 12

Sugrface Lrosion ]

2 Kol ~
;_ : munber of Assumed Values » out of 10 SUBTOTALS

! Percertage of Assumed Values © 1 S ASCORE

mamber of Rissing Values » Out of 10 (Factor Score Divided by Max!eum

Parcentage of Rigs ng Values = A Score and Multiplied by 100)




4 WASTE CRARACTERISTICS

) | ]

Bassrdous Pating: Judgemental rating from 30 to 100 points based on the following guidelines:

i Pointa : - -
i » Closed domestic-type landfill, old site. mo known hazardous wastes !
3 'q. @ Closed demesticmtyps landfill, recent site, mo known hazsrdous wartes
'“ % - Suspected mmall quantities of hezardous wastes
‘:, [} Known small quantities of hatardous westes
T ” Suspectsd modersts quantities of hazardous wastes
o 'Y Rnown soderate quantites of hazardous westes
" . Suspected large quantities of hazardous wastes
’ 100 Known large quanti ;u; of hazardous westes

Saason for Assiqned Hazardous Rating:
X __.S'-\:” %ug:t"hgi . Lnurnccl

!

: - i

; ! i

WASTE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES . :

T %

i FACTOR MAXIMUM - H

RATING PACTOR POSSIBLE ¢
3 RATING FACTOR (0-3) MULTIPLIER S$CORE SCORE

Record Accuracy and
Cane of Access to Site

Mazsrdous Weste Suantity 'HS_Q Vim e J k]
&
1

1 i Total Waste uantity *Aj.iva&L
- Maste Incampetibility TH)SVHL

Adeence of Linery or

Contining Beds 3 )
3

Tse of Leachate
€Collection System

Gee of Cas s W

Collection Systoms N. A o - 2 - -

Site Clovure ‘ [ % 2 i

Subsurfece Plows O ? o 2 I

Muaber of Azsumed Values » _3 Out of 9 SUPTOTALS I El

Parcentige of Assumad Values o 2\ SUDSCORE .

Munbey of Missing and Nom-Appficable Values » ' cut of 9 (Factor Score Divided by Maniwmm .
1 i 1001
! Percentaqe of Missing and Non-Applicalde Values » l A} Score and Multiplisd by ’

Oversll temar of Azsumed Vilues = 1 Nut Af 28
Overasll Fercentage of Ags.med olues = [3\ OVERALL 3COPE 3 ] —

)! {Receprors Sudacore X 0.22 plus

' Pathways Subscore X2 030 plus
waste (hatatteristics Subscore X 0.24 plus
Waste Mensaement Subscore 3 (.24?

[

THIS PAGE IS BEST QUALITY PRACTICABLE
FS0M COPY FURSISHED 10 LDC I-12
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i l WASTE DISF2SAL SITE AND SPILL AREL ASSEZSMENT AND RATING FORM

Name of Site -~ nc)cncnl F.L’C. Tb‘fal"uac'
tocation___Ale ';'Ii., NER o

M-x/apoumx_Mg[’l) 9F R g

[
(T

pOé_; Solucat burmnj

: i . FACTOR MIDEN - -
‘ BATING FACTOR POESTALE
b’ BATING FaCTOR . -3 MOLTIPLIER  SCOSS s
]
? ‘:J RECEPTORS
7.: Pogulation Withun .-
: 1,000 Feet 3 . ]2 12
Distance to Mearest :
J Dranking water Well “z 15 30 4S~.—
: Distance to Reservation
foundary _ & ¢ 12 13
Land Use/Zoning 2 3 q l
Critical Environmants 0 12 ) 3£
? Mater Quality of Nearpy
Surfsce wWater Body O [ O ' i
{
Musber of Assumed Valuss = Out of 6 SUBTOTALS 53
Parcentage of Assguned Valugs = ) SUBRSCORE
Sumper of Mizging Values » _ __Out of 6 (Factar Score Divided by Kaxisum
Parcentage of Missing Values = . Score and Multiplied by 100)
e 1 PATMWAYS
Evidence of Water Contaminstion O 10 O - 30
Lave]l of Mater Contamiration 13
E o @) 45
Q' Type of Contamination, $Soil/Biota s
; ] X 5 1S
5 v y =
Distance to Nearest Surface Water 4 |
, o o 132
‘A P
i Depth to Croundwatar ? !
¥ ' 9
3 Wet Precipitation [ 1 _
e &) Q (% - :
' S0i1 Permeability ' . s 6 ’&
1— ' Bed 4 1 q
&4 rock Perweability o O 12_
Depth to Badrock ‘.
% o) 0 la
’! Surface Crosion 4 n
: Mmber of Assuned Vsluas = out of 10 SURTOTALS i g 195 :
- Percentage of Assused Values » ) SLBSCORE __9__ '?
3 sumder of Missing Velues o Oout of 10 (Pactor Score Divided by Marimum I
b S$cocs and Mitiplied by 100) 3
Porcenteqge of Missing Values » \) {




« MASTE CMARATTERISTICS

Garordous Pating: Judgemental reting from 30 to 100 points based on the following guidelines:

. Peisty : -~
‘ » Closed domestic-type landfill, old site. mo known bazardous wastes
i - Closed domestic-type landfill, recent site, @e known hezardous wastes
‘_.' L ] - Suspected mall quantities of hazardous wastes
- [ Known small quantities of hegzardous wastes
P » Suspeczad moderats quantities of hazardous wastes
) [ J Enowe aoderats quantites of hazardous wastes
u; . _ Suspected large quantities of hazardous wastes .
: 100 Raown large quantitiss of hazardous wmstes L

‘ SUISCORE _s_Q,

4 Resson for Ass.qned Mazardous j.-a J
.__imsl[_c;.u_n_}: 1es burne

WASTE MANAGEMENT PRACTICLS

FACTOR HAX IMUM
PATING FACTOR POSSIBLE
RATING FACTOR (o-2) MULTIPLIER sCore cone

fecord Accuracy and
Case of Access to Sits

Rezerdous Weste Quantity ﬂ",‘/,\_‘ e
= Total Waste uantity - A_j.j yme
" Weote Incompatibilicy Q $SUMEC.

Absence of Liners or
Contining Beds

7 . il

Use of teachate
Collection System

o1 W b."*L‘U)
5

hﬁgt,{' v B"mtﬂ:

o
12 Use of Cas . Y
¢ Collection Systems N, A . 2 -
§ $ive Clovuze [ %
I .
}, ‘ Subsurfece Plows 7 O
i Naper of Assused Values » 3 Out of ¢ MPTOTALS !g
. ¥ Parcentiqe of Arsumed Values a} SUBSCORE '

Nmber of Nissing and Non-Applicable Values o ‘ cut of 9 (Factor Score Divided by Maximm
’ 1 100}
Porcentsge of Missing and Non-Applicildbe Values o l’ \) Score and Nultiplied by

.o Oversll trobar of Assumed Values » 5 Nut »f 28
: Overall fercentage of Agsimed “alues ® j_l\ OVERALL XOPE
tFeceptors Sutacore & 0.22 plus

:

cﬂm@ Pathweys Subscore £ 0,30 plus
f GE IS BEST QUALLTY PRACTL ) waste ZMv an:runel Subscore X 0,24 plus
. THIS PA ¢ N St TV WY o Wante Ma-esement Subscore 3 0.24)
"0F SHLd o
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WASTE DISF2SAL SITE AND SPILL AREA ASSIZSSNENT AND RATING FORM

. Same of Site ‘Q?. a o Exj_'/' F-:rg Tvatasa
Location l £ MA /

ower/soperacor Ao (1 s BF LR ——

Comments o - -

l — Pot, Selecat burnias "
| : 2

FACTOR

MTING PACTOR PoRSINLE
5 BATING FACTOR ) - MOLTIPLIER  gCOSR aom

(A
y

RECEPTORS

Population Withan
1,000 Feet

Distance to Naarast
Drink.ng weter Well

B Distance to Reservation
k. Boundary

Land Use ’Zoning

¢ (3 13
3 -3 9.
12 ) Y4

Critical Environmants

0 oW P P
3
Y

Matar Quality of Neardy
b Surfsce Water Sody 6 o) Ij_
Number of Assumed Valuss = Qut of & SUBTOTALS 5 g .
. Percentage of Assumed Valuss = [} SURSCORE - :
humber of Missing Valuss e -t of 6 (Factor Score Divided by Raximmm

ltiplied 100)
Parcentsge of Rissing Values = L) Score and Multipl by

! : PATIWAYS

Evidence of WMster Contaminstion

10 - 30

- Level of water Contamination

' Depth to Croundwatar

° 45
g Type of Contaminstion, Soil/Biota l 5 ' .
) Distance to Nearest Surface Mater L
" 12
-
et

Bet Pracipitation

Soil Parmeability

- Sedrock Permeability

Depth to Bedrock

i 1 . Surface Lrosion - ]
-
: } Smber of Assumed Velues o out of 10 SUSTOTALS
(]

OthQLQ*OO
pbmgthbO

Percentaqge of Aswumed Values » ) SU'BSCORE __Q_

Beber of Hissing Values » Out of 10 tPactor Score Divided by 'arimum

Score and Multiplied by 100)
Percentaqe of Nigsing Values ®» L)




WASTE CRARACTERISTICS -

Rssardous Pating: Judqemental rating from 30 to 100 points based on the following yuidelines:

¥y Paints . .
) » Closed domestic-type landfill, old site, mo known hazardous wastes
[_J Closed domestic-type landfill, tecent site, a0 known hazardous wastes
3 » - Suspected mull quantities of hasardous wastes
K [ ) Known small quantities of hatardous wastes
‘- » Suspected modersts quantities of hazardous westes
[ Known moderats quantites of hazardous wastes
. Suspected large quantities of hazardous wastes
100 Known large quantities of hazarious wastes

SURSCORE _3Q_

Sesson for AssiSned Kazardous ;

Ly :‘"'f;cE but buvacd

WASTE MANACSEMENT PRACTICES

FACTOR MAXINUM
RATING FACTOR POSSIBLE
RATING FACTOR (0-3) MULTIPLIER SCORE SCORE

Record Accuracy and
Lase of Access to Sits

v 2l 21
] #‘i L‘.
‘ 2 12
’ 3 9

15

Masardous wWeste Quantilty 14.:.5 UM

Toeal Waste Quantity

* Nssvme
58y

%este Ircompatibility

Absence of Liners or
Confining Beds

Use of lrachate

O |1 W b =P

Nusber of Missing and Non-Applicable Values = [ vt of ¢
Porcentsqe of Miasing and Mon-Applicalbe Values o l \

1D

Collection System (] ) % li
Use of Cas *

Collection Systoms A/, 41 2 — -
Site Closure . ﬁ Zi
Subsurfece Plowe ? 0 jov ] J
funter of sssuned Values » _3 Out of 9 SUBTOTALS 3_Q_ Jﬂ
Parcentsge of Assumed Vajues = ﬂ SUNSCORE _6_2

(Factor Score Divided by Maximm

Overall thmber of Arsumed Values = 1 Nut ~f 28
Overell Fercentaqe of Aspmed “alues » La\

IHIS PA@ Is BEST Qu:u-A.a.‘L AMVI‘M
0N COPY FURNISHED T bDC e

I-

Score amd Multiplied by 100)
OVERALL 3COFC l 5
(Peceptors Subecore X 0.22 plus

Pathways Subscore X 0,30 plus

waste (haracteristice Subscors % 0.24 pivs
Waste Mo-sdement Sudscore Rk 0,264}
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WASTE DISPCSAL SITE AND SPILL AREA ASSESSMENT AND RATING FORM

Nase of Site NO' % t&% FIQA

Location “‘(\15 AFQ

owner/operator_ NEWLS AFB
Comment: ’ v b
FACTOR MAXIHUN
PATING FACTOR POSSIALEZ
RATING FACTOR (0-3) MULTIPLIER  SCORE SCoRE
RECEPTORS
Population wWithan
1,000 Feet | 4 4 12
Distance to Nearest ’
Drinking water Well 3 15 45' 45
Distance to Reservation
Land Use/Zoning Z 3 b q
Critical Environments 0 12 O 96
Water Quality of Nearby
Surface Water Body (o] 6 (o] ‘8
Nupber of Assumed Values = out of 6 SUBTOTALS 6_.1 — _E‘
Percentage of Assumed Valuss = ) SUBSCORE i
Wumber of Miszsing Values = _ _ Out of 6 {(Factor Score Divided by Maximum
Percentage of Missing Values » A Score and Multiplied by i00)
b 1 PATHWAYS

Evidence of Water Contamination

10

%0

Level of Water Contamination

15

45

Type of Contamination, Soil/Biota

s

Distance to Nearest Surface Water

v

Depth to Groundwater

U

Net Precipitation

%

304l Permeability

12

8edrock Permeability

14

Depth to Bedrock

°°6~04°U\00

%

Surface trosion

Slolo|= o=~ |°°

Number of Assumed Values = Out of 10
Percentage of Assumed Values » [}
Nusber of Missing Values = Out of 10

Percentaqe of Missing Vaiuves = L)

0 z
SUBTOTALS ]B _ﬂi
SURSCORE _3__..

(Pactor Score Divided by Maximum
Score and Multiplied by 100}

Snacl e

l.
i
!
(
'
;
i
f
{




WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

Maserdous fating: Judgemental rating from 30 to 100 points based on the following quidelines:

Pounes
3 Closed domestic-type landfill, old site, no known hazardous wastes
L] Closed domestic-type landfill, recent site, no known hazardous wastes
so Suspected small quantities of hazardous wastes
[ -] known small quantities of hazardous wastes
r0 Suspected moderate quantities of hazardous wastes
0 Known moderate quantites of hazardoua wastes
L, Suspected large quantities of hazardous wastes
100 known large quantities of hazardous wastes

SUBSCORE éo

Reason for Assiqned Hazardouy Rating:

dj,{ Small wlums of PoL

WASTE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

FACTOR MAXIMUM
RATING FACTCR POSSIBLE
RATING FACTOR (0-1) MULTIPLIER SCORE SCORE
Record Accuracy and
Lsse of Access to Site 7 Zl u

Hazardous waste Quantity _Agsumg

Toetal Waste Quantity

v
Haste Incampatibility Aﬁz&mt

Absence of Liners or
Confining Reds

@ =l |- ko
o [
)

Use of Leachate
Collection System NA 6 ——— —

Use of Cas : AN
Collection Systems

z
>
l
I

Site Closure NA 8 — —
Subsurfece Flovs N& ? au— w—
tusber of \ssumed Valueg = out of 9 SUBTOTALS 53

Parcentige nf Assumed Values = Ay SUDSCOPE b
Number of Missing and Non-Applicable Yaluew ~» Nyt af 9 (Factor Score Divided by Maximum

M iplied by 100)
Percentage of Missing and Non-Applicalbe Valucs = Y Scote amd Multipli Y

Overall tiwmber of Assumed V3lues « aut af 2% 4\
OVEPALL TCCRL

Ovecsll tercentage of Agsimed .alucy » . [}

(Feceprors subscore X 0.22 plus
Pathways Subscore X 0,30 plus
Wistr Charicteristics Sunscore X 0,24 plus

'.l'HIS P‘“ Is 3”1 QUAIJITY PRACTICLBI‘ Waste Manadement Subscore X 0,24)
FROM COPY FURNISH2D Tv bbe - I-18




WASTE DISPCSAL SITE AND SPILL AREA ASSESIMINT AWD RATING FCOPXM
¥
Name of Site Nb-z“"‘ a&l szk- Slw 4
. location NQ![‘S AFB
- Oun.z/Oplrat.orM‘ls AFR
[ 1
JF-4 and. [eeded fuel sludse
FACTOR MAXTMUN
, RATING PACTOR POSSIBLE
28 RATING FACTOR (0-3) MILTIPLIER SCORE SCORE
& RECEPTORS
‘.

Pogulation Withan
1,000 Feet

. 4 12
15 45 4;

6 18 [ 3
. (8 %
12 o 35

Distance to Nearest
Deinking water Well

Distance to Reservation
Boundary

Land Use/2oning

T Critical Environments

Water Quality of Nearby

Q QW |V» (W |~

. Surface wWater Body 6 /) (6 ]
. Musber of Assumed Values = out of & SUBTOTALS EE 126 _
3
. _ Parcentage of Assused Values = L} SUBSCORE Ql
Number of Missing Values = _ _ Out of 6 {Factor Score Divided by Maximum

ipli 100
Percentage of Missing Values » LY Score and Multiplied by }

y M : PATHWAYS

{ Evidence of Water Contamination

Level of Water Contamination

Xil.

!
"4 Type of Contamination, Soil/Biota

Distance to Nearest Surface Water

Depth to Groundwater

Soil Permeability

Bedrock Permeability

L= Oepth to Bedrock

. Surface Crosion

|

1

2

2

|

Net Precipitation o 6

{
%
9
0

0 X4
Musber of Assuned Values = Out of 10 SURTOTALS 3& gzg

Percentage of Assumed Values = 2 SURSCORE

Mumber of Missing Values = = Out of 10 (ractor Score Divided by Maximum ‘.

Multiplied by 100)
Percentaqe of Missing Values = % Score and P } 4




WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

Harerdaus Pating: Judgemental rating from 30 to 100 points based on the following quidelines:

30 Closed domestic-type landfill, old site, no known hazardous wastss
<0 Closed domestic-type landfill, recent yite, no known hazardous wastes
L1 ] Suspected small quantities of hazardouy wastes

(-] Known small quantities of hazardous wastes

70 Suspected moderats quantities of hazardous wastes

[ ] Known soderate quantites of hazardous wastes

W Suspected large quantities of hazardous wastes

100 ‘Rnown large quantities of hazardous wastes

Peason for Assigned Hauld;ul Rating:

Mayumum o

SUBSCORE _:Z ‘Q_

25,000 gal _of JP-4/feaded tuel Sludge

WASTE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

FACTOR MAXIMUM
RATING FACTOR POSSIBLE
RATING FACTOR (0-3) MULTIPLIER SCORE score

fecord Accuracy ind

Lape of Access to Site

T zl 2\

Hazardous Waste fuantity (4%“'"5)

7 Z| U

Toetsl waste Quantity .

¢ (®] \Z

Maste tncompatibility (| %MM&)

3 3 q

Absence of Liners or
Confinrpg Neds

8 I8

Use of Lrachate
Collection System

6 1) 8

Use of Cas
Collecticn Systems

2 [ b

3ite Closure

e b i

Subsutface Plovs

1 (o] U

usber of Assumed “alues ™t of 9
Pagcentige nf Assumad Values = \
Humber of Missing and Non-Acrplicable Yaluecw =

Percontage of Missing and Neon-Applicalbe valucs =

tut of 9
—_

)

SUBTOTALS (03 :léb:

SUBSCORE

{(Factor Score Divided by Maximam
Scote and Multiplied by 100)

Overall tiumber of Assumed Laluvs = AT Y 11

Ovecall tercentage nl Agsimed .3lyry = )

THIS PAvs ad s . . . e LaGABLE
FROM COPY FURNISHED T0 LDC

i

OVEPALL “CCOPE 5,L+

(Feceprors Scbeence X 0.22 plus

Pathwsys Subscore X 0,30 plus

waste Chagacteristicn Subscore X 0.24 plus
Wasto Mansaement Subscore X 0.24)
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WASTE DISPOSAL SITE AND SPILL AREA ASSESSMENT AND RATING FORM

Name of sx:-_ﬂQ-Ll‘ WGS*'& VOL Tan.

Location Nm\ S A_FB

Ovnct/Opouv.or_NQul S AEPB

Comments,

— Leaking waste POL fank

FACTOR MAXIMIM
BATING PACTOR POSSIBLE
RATING FACTOR . (-3 MULTIPLIER  SCORE SCORE
RECEPTORS
Pogulation Within
1,000 Feat I 4 4 'Z
Distance to Nearest i
Drinking water Well 3 15 45' l4'
Distance to Reservation
Land Use/Zoning Z 3 b q
Critical Environments O 12 Lo} 3(.
Water Quality of Nearby
Sucface water Body (o) 6 (®)] ‘6
Number of Assumed Vaiues = Out of 6 SUBTOTALS bl l%&
Pazrcentage of Assumed Values = A SUBSCORE ﬂﬂ
Mumber of Missing Values = _ _ Out of 6 {Factor Score Divided by Maximus
ipli b 0
Pazcentage of Missing Values = \J Score and Multiplied by 100}
v : PATHWAYS
gvidence of Water Contamination 0 10 %
Lavel of Water Contamination O 15 45‘
Type ol Contamination, Soil/Bilota ? S l
-
Distance to Nearest Surface Water o
Depth to Groundwater 7
| U

Net Precipitation

Soil Permeability

Depth to Bedrock

Surface Erosion

(9]
1
Bedrock Permeability O
0
0

Wumber of Assuned Values = out of 10
Percentaqe of Assumed Values = = ©
Muber of Missing Values =  Out of iy

Percentage of ®is9,nq vai .00 = .

ons*lo..spBOO
© A

-~
-
*a

.)'

L
v ool

Ve
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:
:

¥ i

11

LR AU 0, S R vy

:::l::t?e: Systoms N L ; 2 — — ,
3ite Closure N A (] ——— -
‘. Subsurfece Plove A “ A 7 — —

7
' -y
i é
1
! !
i !
B
A ]
WASTE CHARACTERISTICS -
o
Hazsrdous Patings Judgemental rating from 30 to 100 points based on the following guidelines:
Points
] Closed domestic-type landfill, old site, no known hazardous wastes o ; .
L] Closed domestic-type landfill, recent site, mo known hazardous vastes : ‘
so Suspected small quantities of hazardous wastes :
0 Known small quantities of hatardous wastes ,
” Suspected moderats quantities of hazardous wastes
) ) ? derate q ites of hazardous wastes .-
0 Suspected large quantities of hazardous wastes
L00 Rnown large quantities of hazardous westes
sumscone €o
Resson for Aasiqned naux# Rating:
(200 4ol of waste poL.
WASTE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
EACTOR MAXINUN
RATING FACTOR POSSIBLE
RATING FPACTOR (0-3) MWULTIPLIER SCORE SCORE

Rectord Accuracy and
Case of Access to Sits

Magerdous Waste Quantity

Total “aste Quantity .

{
|
s 0
weste Incompatsbility  Accumes, ,| _ 3
2
N

Absence of Liners of
Contining Beds

Use of Leachate
Ceollection System

A

A

usber of Assumed Values = out of 9

Pagcentige of Assumed Values » __ SUDSCORE }
Musber of Missing and Non-Arplicable Values = oue of 9 {Factor Score Divided by Maximm '
Percentaee of Missing and Non-Applicalbe v:lno:_\ Score and Multiplied By 100) - }
Overall trmber of Assumed Values = __ ut of 28 %
Overall Fercentage of Asmmed Valuvs = 0 ONVERALL 3CORL
{Receptors Subscote X 0.22 plus :
: Puhvay.l Subscore % 0,00 plus X 0.20 plus ) l
raxs PAGR 18 BEST QUALLTL FRACTIGAEER S N T
s Py ™ :
1-22 }




WASTE DISFCZSAL SITE AND SPILL AREA ASSESSMENT AND RATING FORM

No.28 -

Mame of Site

RATING FACTOR : . -3 MOLTIPLIER  SCONE

Pogulation Within
1,000 Feet

Distance to Nearest
Drinking wWater Well

Discance to Reservation

Land Use/2Zoning

Critical Eavironmants

Water Quality of Nearby

) ok\\J\\\ NI

Surface Water Body 6 (8
Susber of Asaumed Valuss = Out of & SUBTOTALS _m
Parcentage of Assumed Values = . SURSCORE 43
Number of Missing Values » __ Out of 6 (Factor Score Divided by Maximum
Pezcentage of Missing Values = L) Score and Nultiplied by 100)

e : PATIWAYS

Svidence of Mater Contamination 10

Lavel of Water Contamination 18

Type ot Contamination, Soil/Biota

@ IR

9

Distance to Nearest Surface Water

Oepth to Groundwater

Wet Precipitation

Soil Permeadbility

Sedzock Permeshility

Depth to Bedrock

Susface Zrosion .

Ooo—dc—b"ogo
olololslo RO
13

mumber of Aseuned Values » out of 10 SUSTOTALS iﬁ !g
Porcentage of Assumed Values = ] SUBSCORE
Mmber of Niseing Values » out of 10 (Pactor Score Divided by Meximum

Pegcentage of Rissing Vaiues o A Score and Multiplies by 100)
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WASTE CRARACTEZRISTICS

% ..
g )

] Sazerdous fating: Judgemental rating from 30 to 100 posnts based on the following guidelines:
-3 Poiacs . -
%» Closed domestic-type landfill, old site, no k& hazard
1 [_] Closed domestic-type landfill, recent site, a0 kn hazard
y E - Suspected mmall quantities of hazardous wastes
.', L] Known small quantities of hasardous wastes
» Suspected moderats quantities of hazardous wastes
4 [ ] Known soderate gquantites of hazardous wastes
j . Suspected large quantities of hazardous wastes
3 100 Known large quantities of hssardous wastes
sonscont 4 o
fessen for Assigned Hazardous Rating:
E 1 . 4 -
2 .
2 WASTE MANAGEMENT PRACTICIS .
FACTOR ) MAXTMUM
RATING PFACTOR POSSIBLE
EF W BATING FACTOR 0~-3) MULTIPLIER SCORE SCORE
Record Accuracy and
gase of Access to Site Z T & u
Maserdous waste Quantity ?_ ? ) ", ‘LI
Total Maste Quantity . (/] 4 O |1,
Maste Incampatibility . Amm o 3 Lo g
Absence of Liners or ) : 3
Contining Peds 3 s ‘;& ‘L : ]
Use of Leachate J
Collection System NA 'y — - A
" Uee of Can = ‘ W
} Cellection Systens M A 2 — — ]
: Site Closure N A ] — w—— ;
o ‘ Subsurfece Plovs M ? — —— oo
' Nusber of Assuned Values = ot of 9 SUBTOTALS __& { ] i
c Percentige of Assumed Values « ) suUpscore s
' Monber of Missing snd Won-Applicable Values » Cut of 9 (Pactor Scere Divided by Mazimm
Percentaqe of Missing and Non-Applicalbe Values = . Score amd Nultiplied by 100) E'
l! !
Overall trmber of Assumed Values o e ot 2% 45- !
Oversll Fegcentage of Assmed Values o ) OVERALL XORE ——een ,
(Receptors Subscore & 0.22 pius a
: Pathways Subscore X 0,30 plus 0.2
§ waste Chatacteristics Subscore & 0,24 plus
3 THIS PAGE IS BEST QUALITY PRACTICABLE Vaste R Subscore & 0.24) j.
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WASTE DISECSAL SITE AND SPILL AREA ASSESSMENT AND RATING FORM

Page 1 of 2

FACTOR MMXDEN
BATING FACTOR POSSINE
RATING FACTOR (©0-3) MULTIPLIER  SCORS scons
RECEPTORS
Pogulation Within . .
1,600 Feet (o) . (o] 2
Dista to Nearast
Dtink:: vater u::x - ‘ 15 | s 4«5-
Distance to Reservation 5 V . ( e i B
Land Use/Zoning O 3 (o) q
Critical Eavironsents o) 12 Vo) 36
tater Quality of Near:
Sur::eo Hlt.cz Sody ™ o 6 O (%
Nusber of Assumed Values = Out of 6 SUBTOTALS - 33 ﬁg-
4 ge of A d Valuss = \} SUBSCORE
Bumber of Missing Valuss = _ _ Out of 6 (Factor Score Divided by Nexisua
Percentage of Nissing Values = ) Score and Multiplied by 100)
’ PATHWAYS
Evidence of Water Contamination o 10 o : ”
Lavel of Water Contamination Q 13 Q 4£-
Type of Contamination, $oil/Biota ‘ s i 'g
Distance to Nearest Surface Water o L} Q 'L
Depth to Groundwater } 7 7 u
Net Precipitation 0 [ 0 ‘ ’
Soil Permesbility [T s E’ le
Sedzock Perweability Q L} o ’b
Depth to Sedrock (7 e (7 lz. ﬁ
Susface Erosion 2 . g ‘1,
Musber of Aseuned Values = — N of 10 SUSTOTALS ﬁ

Per ge of A d Values = L]
Mmber of MHissing Values » Out of 10
Pezcontaqe of Nissing Vaiuves o L)

supscone A3

(Pactor Score Divided by Manieusm
Score and Multiplied by 100)




WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

Natsrdous Bating: Judgemental rating from 30 to 100 points based on the following guidelines:

Closed domestic~type landfill, old site, no known hazacdous wastes

Closad domestic-type landfill, recent site, a0 imown hazardous wastes

Suspected mmall quantities of hazardous wastes

Known small quantities of hazardous wastes

i
i

Suspected modersts quantities of hazardows wastes
Knowa soderate quantites of hazardous wastes

Suspected large quantities of haserdous wastes

‘ii:::tc:E

Known larqe quantities of heazardous westes

Bessen for z-ox;n;d n-nx::. Rating: al

FACTOR . MAXTHUN
RATING PFACTOR  POSSIBLE
SATING FACTOR (0-3) NULTIPLIER SCORE SCORE

hecord Accuracy and
Ease of Access to Site

Taserd guantity . Aecume

Total Vaste Quancity P

Waste Incompatibility 'A,ssumc

Abseate of Liners or
Confinang Seds

’ 2 U
e U

. % 12
) % 9

. ] 1%

% -
. m L

Use of Leschate
Collettion System

Yoo of Cas
Collection Systems

Slite Closure

] e Yy

Subsurfece Plove

OiN\» W (O = Inafes]e

0 ya
Munber of Atsumed Values » ___Out of 9 SUBTOTALS 9 :Hla-!;

Parcentsge of Assumed Values = L) SUBSCORE

hober of Misaing and Nom-Applicable Values = ot of 9 (Factor Score Ofvided Dv‘:;l;"‘-
iplind

Parcentsqe of Nissing and Mon-Applicalbe Values = __ Score and Muitiplisd by

Overall trambee of Assumed Valves = Nue f 2% 53
Oversll Tegcentage of Asmmed Values » . OVEPALL IXCOPE

(Receptors Subacore X 0.22 plus
Pathvays Subscore % 0,30 plus
£ QUALITY PRACTICABGE waste Characteristica Subscore X 0.24 plus

Wante A e & 0,24}
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Page 1 of 2

WASTE DISPOSAL SITE AMND SPILL AREA ASSESSMENT AND RATING FORM

o b e o g

FACTOR mEDEM - -
RATING PACTOR 08SIALE
RATING FACTOR : . (- WULTIPLIER  SCORE scons

Pogulation Within
1,000 Feet

‘ o 12

Distance to Nearsst
Dzinking water Well

Distance to Reservation

%
]
5 8
Land Use/Zoning 0 3 ‘Q T
0 ;
©

Czitical Lavironmants

Hater Quality of Nearby
Sucface Watezr BDody

' umber of Assumed Values = Out of 6 SUBTOTALS
' . » age of A d Values » ) SUBSCORE

o
®

Sumper of Missing Values = _ _Out of 6 (Factor Score Divided by Naximum
: Pezcentage of Missing Values » \] Score and Hultiplied by 100)
t
[
b ' PATHWAYS i

Evidence of Water Contamination 10

w
\\J

Lavel of Water Contamination 18

&
a

Type of Contanination, Soil/Biota

A

——

Distance to Nearest Surface Water ¢ (7 ]
( R Depth to Croundwater U
- Wet Precipitation 18
P . So0i1 Permeability . ¢ 16 )
L . Bedrock Permeability e ['L 3

Oepth to Bedroch

%y

(Z
f ’ wmber of Assumed Values = ___ Out of 10 SUBTOTALS I_ Is
2

t Porcentage of Assuned Values & 1) SUBSCORE
umber of Nissing Values = out of 10 (Factor Score Divided by Maximum
[ - Perceontage of Nissing Vajuves L) Score and Multiplied by 100)

Sucface Crosion ]
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WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

E
Raterdous Satingy Juigemental rating from 30 to 100 points based on the following guidelines:

AT AR o« ere S i o

Poines
» Closed domestic-type landfill, old sita, no known hazardous wastes
[ Closed damestic-type landfill, recent site, mo known hazardous wastes
%0 Suspected muall quantities of hazardous wastes
[ ] Known small quantities of hasardous wastes i
» Suspected moderats guantities of hazardows westss
[ _J Knowa modetate quantites of hasardous wastes i
. Suspected large quantities of hazsrdous wastes N
100 Known larqe quantities of hasardous westes H
susscone _Jo_ '1
Bessen for Agsigned Masazdous Rating: 1
Short ferm base land 6l
¥
- i
- i
(3
WASTE MANAGENENT PRACTICES . j
RATING FACTOR POSSIBLE :
PATING FACTOR {0-3} MULTIPLISR  SCORE SCoRE

fecwrd Accuracy and
Rase of Access to Sits

Nazerdous Waste Cuantity M

- i~

fotal Waste Quantity .

Haste Incompatibility ﬁm&

\»Jmt 23
™

Absence of Liners or
Contining Beds

Use of Leachate

Goe of Cas

Cellection Systems

.. i W

Site Closwre

Subsurfece Plove

3
7
|
3 v-.
Cotlection System 3 ] [ e ‘
2
2
(24

’ o _u

Nusber of Assuned Values o ot of 9 SUSTOTALS _B— %

Parcontsge of Assumed Values = L) SUBSCORE
eber of Nissing and Non-Applicable Values = cut of 9 (ractor Score Oivided by Maximm
Pegcontsne of Rissing and Non-Applicalbe Values = LY

Score and Multiplisd by 1000 .

Overall mmber of Assumed Vilves = Nt of 23 33 *
Oversll Tegzcentage of Agsspimed Volues » L) OVERALL XCOPE e e—

I8 PAGE

FURKESHED 70 DDC o -
J0N COPY 1-28 ]

BEST qumlﬂ mcrxcm waste Characteristicn Subscore X 0,24 plus
18 i

{Receptors Subacore X 0.22 plus
Pathways Subscore £ 0,30 plus

Wante Ranesement Subscore & 0,24}
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WASTE DISPFOSAL SITE AND SPILL AREA ASSESSMENT AND RATING FORM

,_,__-.
. .

. . Mame of Site No 6 - Y P[fs )
* o Location

m:lon-nuum APR

PRESUREN

3

. FACTOR XD
; BATING ncToR  JOSSINLE
¥ RATING FACTOR ‘ . -3 MULTIPLIER  SCORE scons

) ’ RECEPTORS

f‘ Pogulation Within

b 1.000 Feat .

+* ' Distance to Nearest R )
Drinking water Well

T o

; Distance to Reservation
Soundary

Land Use/2oning

0o 0o
J IS
3 13
: 0 o
F _ Critical Environments _o 12 0
0 o
35

4 Mater Quality of Nearby

Fﬁaiﬁ:-w& S

Surface Water sody [ 3
- Nusber of Assumed Values = Out of 6 SUBTOTALS
- . ¢ ge of d Valuss = L} SUBSCORE *
E\ Mmper of Missing Values = _ _ Out of 6 . (Factor Score Divided by Maximen
2 | * Percentage of Missing Values = [} Score and Multiplied by 100)
h
’ . PATIVAYS

Evidence of Water Contaminstion 10

Lavel of Water Contamination 15

Type of Contamination, Soil/Blota

Distance to Nearest Surface Mater

Oepth to Groundwater

Net Precipitation

Soil Permeadilicy

Sedrock Permeability

Clo o=~ IO [9®

quowoqahb Q
=

Oepth to Bedrock [ ] ,t
Surface Crosion L} I1
Wumber of Assuned Values = out of 10 SUBTOTALS f
4 ge of A d Valuss = 1Y SUBSCORE

mber of Missing Valuas Out of 10 (Pactor Score Divided by :;:lu-
Percentaqe of Migsing Values o A\ Score and multipllied by L
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k- MASTE CRARACTERISTICS *

.
‘ Nasardous Pating: Judgemental rating from 30 to 100 points based on the following guidelines:
Poines

; » Closed domestic-type landfill, old site, mo k hazard . t 4

3 o Closed domestic-type landfill, recent site. mo known hazard
] [
s » - Suspected mmall quantities of hazardous wastes i3

f 4
'll (] Known small quantities of hazardous wastes t
!4 » Suspected moderats Quantities of hazardows wastes ‘

# i3
b | [ ] Knowvn moderate quantites of hazardous waates .

! |

i . Suspected large quantities of hassrdous wastes ; 4
r i 100 Known large quantities of hazardous westss -

n: |
w
b! SUBSCORE AZZ_

“ Season for Assigned Hazardous Rating:

- r oachve fe ‘

g 4
¥ ;

R WASTE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES . ‘
3 - - - { ]
. FACTOR MAXINUM . } ;
RATING FACTOR  POSSIBLE
1 BATING FACTOR (0= WULTIPLIER  SCORE SCORE I

. l 7
- :

! Receord Accuracy and
X Case of Access to Sits 3 LA ZJ u
‘ Nazerdous waste Quantity  Aboume 0 ? fo) 2
Total Waste Quanctity o (o) . Q 1z

b Maste ?acompatibility Aﬁum& [} 3 2 q

) Ahsence of Liners or ) :

i Contining Deds 3 s I8 {73

Use of teachate
Collection System N A '3 — ——
Yoo of Gas s N
Cellection Systoms N A 2 — -—
' Site Closuze ” A [ ] — -—
2 Subsusrface Plovs ' ,qA 7 — s
, Sumber of Assused Values o out of 9 SUBTOTALS 4T B8l
i Parcentige of Assumed Values * ) SUDSCORE _i?f_
usber of Missing and Non-Applicadle Values » ut of 9 (Factor Score Oivided bv‘:;l'dn-

5 ' o

- Percentsge of Nissing and Non-Applicaibe Values = A} Score and hultipiied by
Overail tbmber of Assumed Vajues « Nut ~t 28
Qverall Teccentsge of Asmmed “slues o ) OVERALL 3XORL _&__

treceptors Subacote X 0.22 plus .
Pathways Subscore % 0,30 plus ,
GE 1S BEST QUALLLY rRACTICASLE waste Charasteristics Subscore X 0.24 plus

Wante Managenent Subscore Kk 0.24)
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% . WASTE DISPOSAL SITE AND SPILL AREA ASSESSMENT AND RATING FORM
" i
. ,
4 -
i !
{ : . kame ot s1te__NO. |- La ) .

.- Location__LVIQ UM_éﬁ.ﬂ!lgA AF
‘* Owersoperator_Lidian Sprinns AEAF

o T Thdusel and Jancahc landfTl

#ACTOR XD
BATING PACTOR POSSIALE
BATING FACTOR : ) (0-3) MULTIPLIER  SCORE scone

T Face i 0 . 0 L

Distance to Nearsst

Ty
LR Vo SN i

) '; Oranking water Well ' 15 Ig 4&{
; Distance to Reservation
| Soundary 5 ¢ % %
2 tand Use/Zoning (o) 3 0 q
2 Critical Environments O 12 0 2%
R Water Quality of Nearby
{ Surface Water Sody 0 6 o la
@ ; Wusber of Assumed Values = out of 6 SUBTOTALS zh '3r
; . » of A d Valuss = L} SUBSCORE E .
; | Bumber Of Missing Valuas = _ _ Out of 6 (Factor Score I:L::::d byl:;)u-.
: : Percentage of Missing Values = L) . Score and Multip by
' . PATAYS

Evidence of Watsr Contamination

10
0 0 30
Lavel of Water Contamination Q 13 O 42
S
Type of Contaminstion, Soil/iota l g‘ ‘{
Distance to Nearest Surface Water 0 L} 0 ‘1—
Depth to Groundweter l 7 " y X
Mat Precipitation 0 ] o ‘8
. . .
Soil Permesbility l . b ‘3
Sedzock Permesbility 0 4 0 (2
Oepth te Bedrock 0 [ ] 0 ‘7/
Surface Erosion L e 4 '1¢
Mmber of Assumed Values = ____ Out of 10 SUSTOTALS __L_i E
’ age of A d Values = . sUsscone i
Mmber of Nissing Values » ___ Out of 10 (Pactor Score Dl:l:‘d by‘:;:l-
Paccontaqe of Missing Values = ___ © Score and ultiplied by
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e WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

L d

Naserdous Pating: Judgemental rating from 30 to 100 points based on the following guidelines:

foincs
» Closed domestic-type landfill, old site, no k bazard :

- © Closed domestic~type landfill, recent site. mo known hazard 3
L ] 20 Suspected mmall quantities of hazardous wastes
'; 0 K small ities of h d

: " ” Suspectad moderats quantities of hazardows westes

‘ [ ] Known soderate quantites of hazardous weastes
o ” Suspected large quantities of h 4 t
'; . ! 100 Known large quantities of hazardous westes
¥ suascone 10_ |
e Reason for Assigned Hazardous Rating: ‘

: —Long term, field landfill

FACTOR MAXIMUM
RATING FACTOR POSSIBLE
BATING PACTOR {0~)) MULTIPLIER SCORE SCORE

Record Accuricy and
Ease of Access to Sits

Mazardous Waste Quantity _ - AZZ“M

Total Waste Quantity

L |

7 1&»
‘ 8
Maste Incompetiditity  Asoime,

3 3
Abeence of Liners or

3

2

2

|

Contining Beds 3 6 ( 6

>

>

Z
(%

R e

sr AT T s T D

- Use of Leschate
Collection System 6 ( @

Veoe of Gan

’sv & F.n": LN

.. A\
- Collection Systems 2 6
3ite Closure ] e
Subsurfece Plovs 7 o )
. ‘ﬂ iSO
. Musber of Assumed Values = Out of 9 SUBTOTALS —
Parcentige of Assumad Values o 4 SUDSCORE _ﬂ— .
i Munber of Nissing and Non-Applicable Values » cut of 9 (Factor Score Divided by Maximum
i —— by 100} 1
Percentaqe of Missing and Non-Applicalbe Values e 3 Score amd Multiplied by ?
N -4
Overall thmber of Assumed Values = Nut o€ 28 4‘1
Overell Fegcentage of Assimed “alues = . OVERALL 3COPE _‘
i (Receptors Subsacore X 0.22 plue H
| Pathways Subscore % 0,30 plus It
! Msste Characteristics Subscore X 0,24 plus
: ! PMHIS PAGE 1S BEST QUALITY PRACTICABLE

Wante Management Subscore & (.24}
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WASTE DISFOSAL SITE AND SPILL AREA ASSESSMENT AND RATING FORM

Area .

¢’
owmersoperacor__INA1aN Springs AECAF X
LI Cosmentsy,
FACTOR XN - -
BATING FACTOR POSSIALE
BATING FACTOR : . (-1 MULTIPLIER  SCORE scons
RECEPTORS
Pogulation Within -
1,000 Feat l 4 Té [z
R] Oistance to Nearest :
- Drinking water Well 3 15 45 4{
3
B Distance to Reservation
F. ! Soundary 3 [ '6 ls
e Land Use/Zoning Z 3 © q
b .
F i Czitical Environments o) 12 o) Ll.t
3 Mater Quality of Nearby
& Surface Water Body (o] 3 [0} [6
Musber of Assused Values = out of 6 SUBTOTALS 73 _‘}_6
- . ge of A d Valuss = \) SUBSCORF. 3
Mumber of Missing Values = —Out of 6 (Factor Score thidod by Maximum
Pezcentage of Missing Values = A) Score and Multiplied by 100)
M + PATHWAYS

Evidence of Water Contamination 10

30
45
g
i
721
1)
e
(v
v
v
Waber of Assuned Values = ___ Out of 10 SUBTOTALS [~ sz—

Percentage of Agsumed Vajues = ) SUBSCORE

thumber of Nissing Values = out of 10 (Factor Score Divided by Maxisum
Score and Multiplied by 100)

Level of Water Contamination 15

Type of Contamination, Soil/Biota

Distance to Neatest Surface Water

Depth to Groundwater

Net Precipitation

Soil Perweability

Sedrock Perweability

Depth to Bedrock

Sucface Lrosion 4

Percentage of Nigsing Vajues » LY
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WASTE CRARACTERISTICS

Haserdous Pating: Judgemental rating from 30 to 100 points based on the following guidelines:

Zoises
» Closed domestic-type landfill, old site, no % h d
« Closed domestic-type landfill, recent site, w0 known harsrdous wastes
0 Suspected small quantities of hazardous wastes
[} Known smal) quantities of hatardous wastes
» Suspected moderats quantities of hazardoue wastes
[ Known moderate q ites of b d
| ] Suspected large quantities of hazardous wastes
100 Known lacge quantities of haszardous westes

Reasen for Assigned Hazardous Ral

"n_fre Irumwa

B

WASTE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

FACTOR MAXINUM
RATING FACTOR POSSIBLE
RATING PACTOR -3 MULTIPLIER SCORE SCORE

Record Acc nd
nnotuzﬁz:uu 37 ? ZI

Y
Nagardous Waste Cuantity m 1 7 1 H
Tetal Waste Quantity P O ] O IZ

3 4

Haste Incompetidility A”! A/ ' l 3
Absence of Liners or

Contining Beds 3 6 l@ | 8

Use of Leachate

Cellection Systea NA [ wm— -
Voo of Cas .. N
Coellection Systoms NA 2 — —
Site Closuze NA, ] —— —
Subwurfece Plove ’ NA 7 — —
musoer of Assuned Values » Out of 9 SUBTOTALS “‘1 . _&-‘—
Parcentage of Assumad Values = 4 SUDSCORE ;@_
Nusher of Missing and Non-Applicable Values = Cut of 9 (Factor Score Divided bvlﬂu"‘-
M by 100)
Percentage of Rissing and Non-Applicalbe Values e \) Score and Multipliet by
Oversll wsber of Assumed Values = Nut ot 2% A’g
Oversll Tezcentage of Asmmed Values = L) OVEPALL 3COPE

(Receptors Subacore X 0.22 plue
Pathvays Subscore X 0,30 plus

aste acter " ecore % 0,24 pl
TH1S PAGE IS BEST QUALITY PRACTICARL e et Sincore s Ogar
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I-34




-

.-
1

SN .

XX -
£

F o

» Appendix J
S HERBICIDE AND OTHER PESTICIDE USAGE
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Chemical Name

Table J-1
HERBICIDE AND OTHER PESTICIDE USAGE

Use

Current

Avitrol
Baygon
Carbaryl
Chlordane
Diazinon
piphacinone
D-Phenothrin
Dursban M
Ficam
Malathion
Naphthalene
Promar
Sevin
Krovar I

Ortho Paraguat CL

Princep
Pyrethrum

Dalapon
vapona~B

past

Bromacil
Lindane
2,4-D
Diuron
Dalapon
DDT
Bormonuro
0il

Zinc phosphide

Source:

Bird controls Air Force (AF) structures

Ingecticide;
Insecticide;
Insecticide;
Rodenticide;
Insecticide;
Insecticide

Insecticide

Insecticide;
Insecticide;
Rodenticide;
Ingecticide;

AF structures

housing areas
AF structures
AF structures
AF structures

AF structures
housing area,
AF structures
AF structures

AF structures

Herbicide; fence lines, airfield
Herbicide; pavement, airfield, fence

lines
Herbicide

Insecticide;
areas

Herbicide

Insecticide; housing areas

-

Insecticide; housing areas

AF structures, housing

Herbicide; roadways

Various documents.
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P-D-630

Mareh 27, 1983

BUPERSRDING

Int. Ped. Byre. P-S-00851¢(GSA-FSS)
Jume 13, 1583 and

Pol. Syee. P-S-801

Apell 8, 1953

FEDERAL SPECIFICATION

DRY CLEANING SOLVENT

ThAis specificotion soas appreved by the Commissioner, Fedeval Supply Seve-
fee, Gonerol Services Administration, for the use of all Federasl apencies.

1. SCOPE AND CLASSIFICATION

1.1 Scope. This specification covers two
types of petroleum distillates employed for
dry cleaning of textile materials, and re-
ferred to industrially as “Stoddard Solvent”
and as “140° F. Solvent”.

1.2 Classifieation.

1.21 Types. Dry-cleaning solvent shall
be of the following types, as specified:

Type 1—100°F. Solvent (Stoddard Sol-
vent).

Type 11.—140°F. Solvent.

2. APPLICABLE SPECIFICATIONS,
STANDARDS, AND OTHER PUBLICA-
TIONS

2.1 Specifications and Standards. The
following specifications and standards, of
the issues in effect on date of invitation for
bids, form a part of this specification:

Federal Standards:

Fed. Std. No. 102—Preservation, Pack-
aging, and Packing Levels.

Fed. Std. No. 123—Marking for Domes-
tic Shipment (Civilian Agencies).
Fed. Test Method Std. No. 791—Lub-
ricants, Liquid Fuels, and Related

Products; Methods of Testing.

A4

’

lece

(Activitien outslde the Federal Government may
obtain coples of Federal Specifications, Standards,
and Handbooks as outlined under General Informa-
tion In the Index of Foderal Specifications, Stand-
ards, and ITandbools and at the prices indicated in
the Index. The Index, which includes cumnulative
monthly supplements a3 issued, is for ssle on a sub-
scription basis by the Superintendent of Documents,
U. §. Government Printing Office, Washington £8,
D.C -

(Singls copies of this specification and other
product specifications requized by activities outalde
the Federal Government for bidding purposes are
avadlable without charge st the Genersl Serviees
Administration Regional Offices in Boston, New
York, Washington, D. C., Atlants, Chicago, Kansas
City, Mo., Dalias, Denver, San Francisco, and
Auburn, Wash.

{Federal Government activities may obtain coples
of Poederal Bpecifications, Standards, snd Hand-
books and the Index of Federal! Specifications,
Standards, and Handbooks from established dis-
tribution pninta in their agencies.)

Military Standards:

MIL-STD-105—Sampling Procedures
and Tables for Inspection by Attri-
butes.

MIL-STD-128—Marking for Shipment
and Storage.

MIL-STD-200—Packaging, Packing and
Marking of Petroleum and Related
Products.

(Coples of Military Specifications and Standards
required by contractors in connection with speeific
procorement functions should be oltained from the
procuring sctivity or as directed by the contracting
officer.) ’

FSC 6850
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2.2 Other publications. The following
publications form a part of this apecification.
Unless otherwise indicated, the issues in ef-
fect on date of invitation for bids shall ap-
ply:

American Society for Testmy and Mate-
ricls Publication:

Part 7—Petroleum Products and Lab-
ricants.

(Copices may be obtained from the American So-
ciety for Testing and Materials, 1916 Race Street,
Philadelphia 3, Pennsylvania.)

Uniform Classification Committee Publi-
cation:

Uniform Freight Classification Rules.

(Application fur copies should be addressed to
Uniform Classification Committee, 202 Union Sta-
tion, Ohicagn 8, Illinols.)

3. REQUIREMENTS

3.1 Material. The material shall be a
petroleum distillate.

3.2 Physical and chemical properties. The
physical and chemical properties of the sol-
vents shall conform to the requirements spec-
ified in table I.

3.3 Workmanship. The dry cleaning sol-
vent shall be clear, free from suspended mat-
ter and undissolved water as determined by
visual inspection.

4. SAMPLING, INSPECTION, AND
TEST PROCEDURES

4.1 The supplier is responsible for the
performance of all inapection requirements
as specified herein. Except as otherwise
specified, the supplier may utilize his own
or any other inspection facilities and serv-
ices acceptable to the Government. Inspec-
tion records of the examinations and teste
shall be kept complete and available to the
Government as specified jn the contract or

L%¢y

e ot e At TR T

Tapre 1. Physical and chemical propertiss

Tost
Tovel | typett | o

Appearancs ..... | Clear, free from sus-| 442
pended matter, and

undissclved water
Color, Saybolt. not
greater than ... |21 21
Odor ..ccccoveve |Sweet Sweet 443

Corrosion of eop-
per strip 212° P, | Skight
for 3 hours ..... | tarnisht

Distillation range:
Initia} boiling pt.,

min. coieieeeen 300°F. |350°F.
$0% distilled by
vol., min. ...... 350 F. (a715° M.
End polnt. max. . |410° F. [415° F.
Distillation resi-
due, MAX. ...... 1.5% 15% . 4.4

Acidity-reaction of

residue Lo methy)

Orange ......... Neutral [ Neutral 445
Doctor test ...... Negative | Negative 441
Flash Point, Tag
Closed Cup, min. [100° F. 138° F. 441
Sulfuric add ad-
sorption, max. .. | 8% % 41

YV Shall correspond to classifieation number 1 of
ASTM designation D 130,

e>der. The Government reserves the right
to perform any of the inspections set forth
in the specification where such inspections
are deemed necessary {o assure that supplies
and services conform to prescribed require-
ments.

4.2 Sampling.

421 Lot. For purposes of aampling, a
ot shall consist of solvents from one batch
or tank offered for delivery at one time. If
materia) cannot be identified by bateh or
tank, a lot shall conaist of not more than
10,000 gallons offered for delivery at one
time.

422 Sampling for inspection of contain-
ers. A random sample of filled containers
ahall be taken by the Government inapector
in accordance with Military Standard MIL-
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STD-105 at inspection level I and acceptabla
quality level = 2.5 percent defective to verify
compliance with this specification in regard
to fil), closure, marking, and other require-
ments not involving tests.

423 Sampling for tests. From each in-
spection lot (see 4.2.1), the inspector shall
take two containers at random. From each
of the two containers 1-quart specimens shall
be taken and placed in separate, clean, dry,
metal, or glass containers, and then sealed,
marked, and forwarded to the testing labor-
atory designated by the procuring activity.

4.3 Inspection of containers. Each sam-
ple filled container shall be examined for de-
fects of construction of the contajiner and
the closure, for evidence of leakage, and for
unsatisfactory markings; each filled contain-
er shall be weighed to determine the
amount of contents, Any container in the
sample having one or more defects, or under
required fill, shall be rejected and if the
number of defective containers in any sam-
ple exceeds the acceptance number for the
appropriate sampling plan of MIL-STD-105,
the lot represented by the sample shall be
rejected.

44 Test procedures

44.1 Physical and chemical properties.
These determinations shall be made in ac-
cordance with the methods specified in table
II.

442 Appearance, Examine the solvent
for undissolved water, sediment and sus-
pended matter by the use of transmitted
light.

443 Odor. 1f the odor is questirnable
the following tcst ahall be performed. De-
sized and laundered bleached cotton cloth
of 3.6 to 4.0 ounces per square yard shall
be used for this test. The cloth ‘when lightly
steamed shall have no odor except that of
clean cotton cloth. The cloth shall be con.
ditioned at 30 to 80 percent R.H. and 65*

Lol

W sttt I R I 5 e i e e < el A L T o

Ty o - o o~ e g - 8

P-D-480
Tanre 11 Test procedures

Applicable
method in Tt [Require-
Fed. Test | method | ment
Mothod Std.| pars- pare-
No. 791 graph | graph
ApDeATance ..., — 643 |Tadblel .
Color ..... ceees J2018 — Table |
Odor ...... veose - 443 |Tadlel
Copper Corrosion . | 53252 -_— Tadle §
Distillation
Distillation range| 10019 Ta%e I
Distillation resi- '
due ...... seeces 444 | Tadble!l
Acidity ...cccn0. — 445 Table
Doctor test ......[| 52032 — Table |
¥iash point ...... 111018 -— Table I
8ulfuric Acid Ab-
sorption ........ (See Note) -

Nots: Determine according to ASTM D¢84-52.

" to 90°F. for 4 hours. A plece of the condi-

tioned cloth approximately 12 inches square
shall be placed in 100 milliliters of soclvent
80 as to be completely submerged, and al-
lowed to soak for 5 minutes. The cloth shall
then be removed, drained, but not squeezed
or extracted and hung at room temperature
for 2 hours. The cloth shall then be dried in
a stream of fresh alr heated to 140° to 180°

F. (60° to 71°C.) for 1 hour. The odor of.

the dried cloth when steamed over boiling
water for 4 to 5 seconds, shall not differ
from that of an untreated sample similarly
steamed.

444 Distillation residue. Pour the dis-
tillation residue from the flask into a small
cylinder graduated to 0.1 milliliter. Cool,
measure and record the volume as residue,

445 Acidity. Make this test immediately
after recording the vovame of distillation
residue. Transfer the cooled residue to a test
tube, add three volumes of distilled water,
and shake the tube thoroughly. Allow the
mixture to separate and remove the agueous
layer tn a clean test tube by means of a pip-
ette, Add t drop of 0.1 percent aqueous solu-
tion of methyl orange. A pink or red color
indicates the presence of mineral acld.

YHIS A& (3 BEST QUALITY (AacT
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5. PREPARATION FOR DELIVERY

For civil agency procurement, the defini-
tions and applications of the levels of pack-
aging and packing shall be in accordance
with Fed. Std. No. 102,

5.1 Packaging and packing.

S1.1 Levels A and B. The solvent shall
be packaged and packed in accordance with
MIL-STD-290 as specified for the applicable
Jevel (see 8.2).

$.12 Level C. Commercial unit and bulk
containers shal]l be packed 50 as to be accept-
able by common or other carriers for safe
transportation to point of destination speci-
fied in shipping instruction at the Jowest
transportation rate.

'52 Marking.

8.2.1 Civil agencies. In addition to any
special marking required by the contract or
order, marking for shipment shall be in ac-
cordance with Fed. Std. No. 123.

822 Military egencies. In addition to
any special marking required by the con-
tract or order, marking for shipment shall
be in accordance with MIL-STD-129.

6. NOTES

6.1 Intended use. The product is intend-
ed for use as a dry-cleaning solvent.

€.1.1 Type I is intended for use as & com-
paratively safe dry-cleaning solvent.

612 Type Il is intended for use in dry-
cleaning plants where a solvent with a
higher flash-point is desirable as an addi-
tional safety factor.

62 Orderin.g data. Procurement docu-
ments should specify the following:

4 Lwe

(6) ‘Title, number and date of this spec-
ification.

(b) Type of solvent required (see 1.2).

(c) Size of containers and level of pro-
tection required (see 5.1 and 52).

6.3 Purchase unit. The solvent shall be
purchased by volume, the unit being a US,
gallon of 231 cubic inches at 60°F. (15.6°C.).
The volume may be determined by dividing
the net weight, in pounds, by the weight
per gallon.

6.4 Transportation deseription. Trans-
portation descriptions and minimum welighta
applicable to this commodity are:

Reil:

Chemicals, not otherwiae indexed by
name,

Carlcad minimum weight 24,000
pounda, subject to Rule 34, Uni-
form Freight Classification.

Motor:

Chemicals, not otherwise indexed.

Truckload minimum weight 24,000
pounds, subject to Rule 115, Na-
tional Motor Freight Clasalfica.
tion.

6.5 Certification. Solvent delivered In
cans, drums, or tank cars shall either be
accompanied by an official gager's certifi-
cate showing the net contents of each con-
tainer and also the temperature of the con-
tenta at the time of gaging or shall be sub-
ject to gaging by the Government inspector.
In the absence of a statement of the tem-
perature at the time of gaging on the offi-
cial gager’s certificate, or in case the barrels
show evidence of Joss by leakage or other
shortages, the dclivery ahall be subject to

THIS PAGE ISBESTJ . .. .1 fRAC
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re-inspection and re-gaging I;y the Govern-
ment inspector.

\

Notice. Whea Covernment drawings, specifies-
tions, or otber data are used for any purpose other
than in connection with a definitely related Govern-
ment procoremant operation, the Urdted States Gov-
ernment thereby incurs no responsibility, nor any
obligation whatscever; and the fact that the Govern-
ment may bave formulated, furnished, or in any way
supplied the sald drawings, specifications, or other
data, is not to be regarded by Implication or other-
wise, as In any maonér lesnsing the holder or any

B U.9. COVERNNENT PRINTING OPPICE: 1000—090004/000 |

" P-D-680

other person or corporation, or conveying avy riyivts
or permission to manufscture, use, or sell eny
a@hdhmﬂnﬁnmyhn’ml»nhﬂ

MILITARY INTERESTS:

Army—-MU MR GL
Navy—Sh
Alr Foree—MAAMA

Copies of this specification may Le purchased for & cents each.

Laco
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Appendix L
WELL LOGS




Log of Well #1

0! to " 25!
25 to 120!
120! 1o 140G
140' to 170!
170! to 180"
180' to 230"
230' to 240!
240" to 250¢
250' to 270"
270' to 370"
370! to 390
390! to 410"
410' to 420"
420" to 440"
440 to 530!

530! to 550!
550' to 570
570' to 595!
595 to 620"
620" to 690"
690' to 700
700" to 820!
820! to 970!
970* to 985!

Ground Surface

Sand, Gravel & Clay
Clay, pink

Clay, sandy layers
Sand, Clay & Gravel
Clay, sandy layers
Clay, Sand &« Gravel
Clay, sandy layers
Clay, Caliche & Gravel
Clay, Sand & Gravel
Sand, some Clay
Sand, Clay & Gravel
Sand, some Clay
Sand, Clay & Gravel
Clay, sandy streaks &

Sand with streaks of Gravel

Clay & Sand

Sand, some Gravel
Clay, light brown
Sand, fine

Sand, some Clay
Clay, light brown
Sand & Clay

Sand, Clay & Gravel
Sand & fine Gravel

--~- Nellis Air Force Base, Las Vegas Nevada

e 150 of 14" x 1/4" perforated casin G.S
) L 170" of 10 « 174" volid casing g 225 GPM drawdown- 139"
o x (o] 1 {
343 29! .
r _ 400' of 10" x 1/4'" perforated casing 43 GPM drawdown 229

4
|
[ |
1
|

. . D Gravel packed between casing and outer well =

Iy
985' to 1008 Clay, Sand & Gravel i'{ E CE! VE B
1008' to 1045' Sand, some Gravel o
1045 to 1075 Sand, Gravel & Clay c=C 141975
1075* to 1620 Clay, Sand & Gravel
1090!' to 1103' Sand, some Gravel
1103* to 1135* Sand, fine
O 1135' to 1150' Fine Sand, few Pebbles
1150 to 1165' Fine Sand, some Clay
1165 to 1300' Clay, dark gray
1300' to 1320' Clay, streaks of Sand
O 1320' to 1502* Fanglomerate Sandstone
Gypsum Shale

Div. of Water Resourtes
Brwch Office — Las Vegas, Nev.

Test Pumping Data
24 Hr. Test

Static Water Level 115' below

P

27" of 28" x 1/4" Welded steel casing
' 456" of 14" x 1/4" solid casing

. 443 59!
Slot perforations 1 1/2" x 3/32*, 2 12" apart. . GPM drawdown 259

with a spccially designed filler Gravel.
100% passing 3/8" and 1% passing No. 14 screen '
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Log of Well #2 --- Nellis Air Force Base, Las Vcgas Nevada

‘ 0'to 26' Ground Surface

- 26'to 60' Sand & Gravel

' 60' to 117" Clay, pink

117" to 167* Clay, Sand & Gravel
167* to 250° Clay, streaks of Sand
250' to 415! Sand & Clay

1 415 to 445! Clay, Lt. Brown

| 445' to 650' . Clay, streaks of Sand
# 650' to 675! Sand & Gravel

E 675' to 695 Clay, Lt. Brown

, 695' to 805! Sand & Clay
i 805* to 855! Clay, Sand & Gravel

. . 855! to 965! Clay, streaks of Sand

: 965°* to 975 Sand, fine

% 975! to 985! Clay, brown

985' to 1005' Sand & Clay

1005 to 1075' Clay, streaks of Sand &

Gravel between 1005'-1025"

1075' to 1085' Sand, fine

. 1085 to 1115' Clay, some sand .

; 1115 to 1135' Sand, Clay & Gravel

- 1135' to 1165' Clay, Sand & Gravel

1165' to 1175' Clay, Lt. Brown

! 1175' to 1195' Sand & Clay
1195' to 1215' Sand, Lt. Brown-gray
1215 to 1225' Clay, Lt. Brown-gray
1225' to 1245 Sand « Clay
1245 to 1255' Clay, Lt. Brown-gray
1255 to 1430' Sand, cemented Gravel
1430' to 1435' Clay, gray
1435' to 1450 Clay, fine Sand
1450' to 1456! Clay, dark gray

Test Pumping Data

L 28' of 28" x 1/4" welded steel casing : 24 Hr. Test

456.5' of 14" x 1/4" solid casing Static Water Level 130' below

s 144" of 14" x 1/4" perforated casing G. S.

- 460* of 10" x 1/4" solid casing 113 GPM drawdown - 102"

- 400" of 10" x 1/4" perforated casing 150 GPM Drawdown - 186!

' Slot perforations 1 1/2'" x 3/32%, 2 12" apart. 197 GPM drawdown - 278"

. Gravel packed between casing and outer well 244 GPM drawdown - 358!

i with a specially designed filter Gravel,

% 100% passing 3/8" and 1% passing No. 14 Screen

3 e l
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‘ 78 Well Data in Las Vegas and Indian Spring Valleys ﬂi

: ]
TABLE 3
Logs and Casing Records of Wells in Las Vegas and
Indian Spring Valleys, Nevada
INDIAN SPRING VALLEY

(S-16-56)8ab. Las Vegas Army Ailrfleld—Indian Springs, sub-base. Lanq 1
;)ux;ﬁlce alltltude 3.132 feet; diameter 6 inches: 6-inch casing to 322 req_
riller's log.

. Thickness Depth Thickness Dem.l.ﬂ
Material (feet) ({eet) Material (feet) (fom)

1 1 Cemenled rock and
P, 19 20 gravel 20 172
B 4 24 Cemented rock . 22 194
K 16 40 Cemented grave! 50 244
2 20 60 Clay and gravel. 4 248 7
Cemented rock and Cemented grave 22 270 -
sand . 24 84 Sand and grave! 34 304
3 Cemented gravel . . 18 102 Clay ...cccomencee 2 306
- Ceg;er‘x:ﬁd rock and 2 144 Cﬂnentedkgra\el P 2‘1 310
. a . . "
s Cemcnted gravel ... - 8 152 merock und shale ¢ s1¢ 1
). - Total depth ... 57¢
k.
;l. _‘ LAS YEGAS VALLEY P
E (8-19-60) 4dabl. P. J. Goumond. Diameter 18 inches, 18-inch cusing to . ,

200 feet, 16-inch casing from 143 to 780 feet, perforated 311 to 606 feet with
4 slots every 18 inches.

Thickness Depth Thickness Depth "
Material (feet) (feet) Material (feet) (foet) '
| Light tan clay .10 10 YVery light tan clay,
y Dark and medi nodular with some '
- tan clay 70 80 - 466 | |
. 10 90 : !
s er and medium tan 4 450 H
clay. water level 210 .. 40 310
feet below surface........ 210 200 Medium tan clay with
}'ebble and granule- some medium sand
gravel, water level 13 and pebbles .................. H) 513
feet below surface........ 10 310 Light tan clay, few
Granules and coarse pebbles ..........ccooevveeeeen 40 560
sand (Underlain by Pebble zravel lttle
thln layer greenish sand, few clay balls.. 6 566
............................. 10 320 Fine sand, few pebbles
Lxght tan clay with few and granules water.... 4 5870
, pebbles, water flow- Clay with few granulee L
ing at surface.... . 32 352 and little fine sand...... 22 592
Light green clag Fine and medium
few small pebbles........ 8 360 grained sand, water... 8 600
Light tan clay some Coarse sand and gran- \
caliche pebbles or ules with some medi- J
nodules .........ccoeeeeeecnen 40 400 um and fine sand.
Light green clay with little clay, water.......... 10 610
some light tan clay Light to medium tan
X javers .. .. 30 430 clay oo . 170 780
Light and ‘medium tan
CIMY v 30 460 Total depth .....coievcnnnne 780
\ !
N" L !
5 .
" .
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Appendix M
WATER QUALITY DATA
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‘Hollls ALY Furee Base

ons, Yomda
Analyses by Geological Survey, United States Department pf the Interior

(parts per million) - On base wells

las ¥

Sal¥ Zake ClYy Labomatory Msber |13674 | 23675 | 23676 | 13677
—t e
Date of collection......c.cceu0een l2gf Imﬂlllﬂlﬂ u,’zs”i
- [ 26 {16 "20 T3 | T
Silica (Si0) . .vvvevericriennnes ,
Iron (Fe), dissolved 1“.......... 03 :25 R O
Iron (Fe), total........... Ve O = :27 . ’:”
Manganese {Mn), dissolved ees . :.
Manganese (Mn), total .......... '00! +00 -3 000 .
Calcium (Ca).......cvavvnnnnenn ! : | : i g »
Magnestum (Mg) ............ IR I P Yo 2
Sodium (Na) ... ....c...ciiniinnnes 1.3 1 2 1'7 £.6 ;
Potassium (K).........ccvvuenn. i . . . i !
Bicarbonate (HCO,) ............. 2R !2% ' g23: 2'% |
Carbonate (COy) .........co00uuv 20 i 3 2 2
Sulfate (SO.)......covvvenieinnnns s ’ 35 . e s |30
Chloride (C1) . ....c.ccviivennsn Xt 5 02 e g
Fluoride (F)........ccncivvernnns ' . °
Nitrate (NO)).......c.coiinunann, 1.9 i 1.2 i .6 1.1 | > e "
el sods R A
Re:tidl%%?g evaporation | ;g 2us 'iz:; ;ng Lo ’
ARPCACRTREREPRRRERE 225 > o Ay
Hardness as CaCOy ............. { &
Non-carbonate DRI ° » | 25 R4 . 3 ’
Specific conductance v’ Ny
(mxcromhos at 25°C)......... "“",", ] lm‘? 7 :“;‘6 a‘g I 4
PH ottt aneens . . .
COlOr. o v vt eeevenne neee aeenns -] 5 i 5 5
|
i i
..... . N R TR SRR
4 (
1)6*‘111 nlulln a“ime gnaﬂ'al ::fh R61E. Deptht 790", ' 167, Pr.eoll?

easd

Uses vy,

1367% - prilled Vadl, SR
Gesing head. WEF:

Uset Tomy Irr,
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haad,

castng
Ir»,
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Arry A

Arpt &
.1

ua.‘i

hcad. WSFt mvd 90‘ %0 790,

X a3 D08 s,

gravel 248 to 3007, WL

o, 2,

se0. 3 T8 MGIE. Depths
WSF: gravel fnuzlﬂuw we 55°%

vk 113,

Appt slear,

M 1

Dismi 207,

Diam! 167, . 00111
VL1 1259, Tield: W10 oM
No. 6,

YTields 260 O pens, Tampt N1* F

] ..
ﬂ’:ll 120 O, Tempt 1A T,

Sh', Diass 129, .
Tteld: 200 gn, Teapt N1° 2,

N6IE, Depth: 1000¢,
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Tellds 4T
s las Yages, Yov. .
Analyses by Geologxcal Survey, United States Department of the Interior

(parts per million) - 0« b«’c wells Vegas

Malt laks Olyy ladoratory m 13678 | 13619 | 13680
- lD_:}te of collection . .......c0uvnne 1W29w27,90 11/21/
Silica (SI0,)......cvv vvrnnnnnnn 80 > 7.5
Iron (Fe), dissolved 1/ . .ccvecnes ‘ 12 N )
Iron (Fe), total................ { > 05 .o’
Manganese (Mn), dissolved 1/ ... ; - | - -
Manganese (Mn), total .......... 00! .00 00,
Calcium (Ca) ... ovvvrrnnnennnn - 3 7
_ Magnesium (Mg) ......ceunus e {7 | 28 3 -4
SOdium (N@) o ovnvunrunrnnin..n. rois 3 .91
Potassium (K).........covvvuenn 3.0 3 o3
Bicarbonate (HCO,) ............. L2 245 1 6
Carbonate (COy) .......evvnnnn. ° 0 0
Sulfate (SO) ...« veevrrueuaennnn 26 TO0 10
Chloride {C1) ....ovvvvnenionnne. b Be§ 8.8 1.8
Fluoride (F)......ccvvevunennnns l 5] ] Jd
Nitrate (NOg) .. ..evvneveninnnnn, R 1. 6
|
Dissolved solids l
SUM evenrvrernnronannonnanns f 299 3 93
Residue on evaporation !
TALIB0°C ...t |22 | 336 | 29
Hardness as CaCOy . ............ | 22 2 303
Non-carbonate .............. [ 1 20
Specific conductance !
(micromhos at 25°C)......... g > Y
<3 < S P 4 1034 104 1.8
COlOF. e eeaenaeenaennes ool B 5 5

1/In SUIutxon at time of analysxs

13678 - Brilled wall. Svi/\ see,9 7208

. asing hasnd, W3FI ""‘b .“ 9( 1) from % h% ﬂ.l lg... &N&ﬂl
6N pup meas. Texpt 71 set Dea, 1rr. Appt clm. Ma. 7

13679 = Sqmge Plaat. n.um tep. Taspt 70° 7. Usel Dom. 1rv, App! eleny.

13660 - Spring. 1/} see. 20 1198 857 K Ps.oells soping, Tenp! 50° P. Uset Sba.

Irre ADPP! Olemr.
Cellested ly) Donmald O, Urqdtard,
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7. HTE OESCAIP TION

rea £

0. PLOWRATE AT SI1TE
oo08e

(

SAMPLE COLLECTION INFORMATION

2 SC'*J z\

[ 34 1]

c-.x;'l\

ON-SITE ANALYTICAL RESULTS

« BITE LOCATION

| el #

4

SAL/MIN

0. WEATHER 00041

gt e —
16. WATER TEWP {17. PKH 6. OI88 a.

Q00 10 00400 00300

oc UNITS MG/L

/7 Sep

“1. COLLECTION DATE/PERIOD

¥/

12. NAME OF COLLECTOR

[ i3 SAMPLING TECHNIOUE

S56# Muikdionse
ALY

8. REASON FOR SAMPLE SUBMISSION

9. RESULTS OF OTHER ON-SITE ANALYSES

ANALYSES REQUESTED AND RESUL TS

A. PRIMARY MAT!R STANDARDS (4OCFR 141)

rrmen o ——

@ PRESERVATION GROUP F \34%) A1 PRESERVATION GROUP
I PARAMETER TOTVAL AL G/L MAX LEV AL LwO PARAMETER TOVAL MG/ IMAX LEV ALL WD
<
¢ NITRATE AS N (Codmium
, ARSENIC @ no g. 0} G Reduction Method) 00621 a, ? 10 MG/L
' b a PRESERVA TION GROUP G
: e
: HARIUM & L1020, 1000 M G/L P ARAMEY ER ToTaL MG/L MAX LEV ALL WD
L]
‘ LADMIUM 027 ( (O 10. p G FLUORIDE (ks Q.x H- At v
i “HROMIUM 1034 {SOJ 50 | G/L TURBIDITY ""07") &\ Unie|tunn
:.V.EAD 01051 A 20L 80 M G/L
}
| MERCURY (iw:o/\ (2. 2 G
f -
' * ELENTUM (un ( ‘O. 10 4 GL
SILVER . 107 ( O . 30 )L G/L
T
’ B. OTHER ANALYSES P—
PRESERVATION GROUP F' PRESERVATION GROUP G H‘L&)
. PARAMETER TOTAL He /L PARAMETER TOTAL FTYIR PARAMETER TOTAL MG/ L
i
. Acidity, Mineral Sullate As
| corPER 01042 o | as caco, 00436 R $0, 0094s o
r Acidity, Total,Aa Surfactants MBAS
iRON 01048 o |cecoy 00438 o As LAS 38260 .
Alkalin, Phenolth N
ruucm:sz 01038 LA« cacoy @ \SL o HGD-?_ %
; Alkalinity, Total,As .
2INC 01092 o | coco, 00410 ks D, [ (0o 4/30
caLclum as co |B001D| Y, P, Chloride 00940 o
Herdness As
JAGNESIUM us Mg 60927 > 2 0.-'5"— CaCO, 60900 .
1 ™ Residue, PRESERVATION GROUP J_
POTASSIUM U937 q‘ﬁ Filireble (TDS) 00s15 ° PARAMETER
L
S~ Residue,
-oDIUM 25 EL | nomFiliratie (ss) | %0530 -
L
Residue 00500 a
Specific
N Conductance 00093 mhoe
r.. ORGANIZATION REQUESTING ANALYSIS CHEMIST
-& \a—*
ML { W G
[ 3
+ Yo Caleddhe Tree Quu e Wmus e LT
XWe wesu\\g ©oF ow SUL aneetses

fo- Q‘

C e

A Q'v-& \_'“llv' KLM‘Q_\»&‘N*Q .

APPROVED B v

—3-

AR, S

('!NL wov'se 2

fr U. $. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1979-672.2%

uM_2

POTABLE WATER ANALYSIS




_ e . e |
.« . Water Resources Division Ncllis Air Foree Base O
* R W-2235 Federal Building A

28oo Cottage Way U.S. DEPARIMENT OF THE INTERIOR ) -

. Sacramento, Calif. 95825 GEOLOGICAL SURVEY e
(. WATER RESOURCES DIVISION » 1
3 Analyses by Geological Survey, United States Department of the Interior ‘

9-268 q (parts per million) H

UNPUBLISHED RECORDS Vodat " 10ekt 2 feou £ | 20i] &

Yooriy (n L 87 / Anch 2

SUBJECT TO REVISION  p.p n, | 68825 |60227 | €220 | 62223

Date of collection....... 1191 | 12-28 | 12-26 | 12-28 | 12-28
Collected by: Powell I
Silica (S10z). .. vviverenennnnnns ‘. .l 16, 17. L7 17. . l
Iron (Fe)........... Jotal 0.02 | 0.03] 0.00! 0.05 l
Manganese (Mn)...... Geesecenaaas
} |
Calcium(Ca) .....ovvevrinnnnnnns T0. T1. 8.0 70.
Mag“eslum (W) ----------------- 390 39- ch 38. ‘\
&)dium (Na) ..................... 210 21- 11. 21- :l 1
Potassium (K) . ......eoiiiennnnns 3.1 3.1 1.7 3.1 '
¢ Bicarbonate (HCO3) .. vvvvvvennn.. 227  |228 14 229 N
. Carbonate (CO,) ....ovviivvnnnn.. 0 0 0 0 =
Sulfate (SO¢) . vvevvenneninnnennn. 138 1k Th. | 14k
Chloridg (C1) o vvv e e e Lo. L3, 20. 36. l |
Fluoride (F) ......... e ...l 05 Ok 0.z 0.k
Nitrate (NOg). .. oo ouvrnunnn.. o] 12 1l. 2.1 | 1l.

Dissolved solids

Calculated . .................... 452 k62 150 L5h

Residue on evaporation at 180°C .| 508 506 173 510
Hardness as CaCOy .............. 335 338 94 331
Noncarbonate hardness as CaCO,. .| 149 151 83 143
Alkalinity as CaCO,.............. 186 187 11 188
Specific conductance

(micromhos at 25°C)............ 750 T60 285 753
PH . e 7.9 7.8 6.6 . 7.7
(07 (<3 S 12 12 20 12

.

. Nellis Air Force Base, Nevada
( MAJOR INSTALIATION: Tactical Air Command -
Analyst: Charles F. Berkstresser, Jre 2-18-T1 k1

1

-
\

See tops of lab scheets for field information (attached) .
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Appendix N
Bl FEDERAL AND STATE SPECIES DESIGNATIONS

DEFINITIONS OF FEDERAL DESIGNATIONS

E = Endangered Species in danger of extinction through- i
out all or a significant portion of its range.1 1
T = Threatened Species which is likely to become an
endangered species within the foreseeable future
throughout all or a significant portion of its range.1
2 C = candidate Species being considered for listing as
[ 1 Endangered or Threatened under the Endangered Species

’ Act of 1973, as amended.?

PRETTRT

lendangered species Act of 1973, PL 93-205 (87 Stat. 884).

b Reprint December 1978. U.S. Dept. of Interior, Fish and

" wildlife Service.

2Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants Review of
Plant Taxa for Listing as Endangered or Threatened Species,
50 CFR part 17, F.R. Vol. 45, No. 242. 12/15/80.
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DEFINITION OF NEVADA DESIGNATIONS |

g .
2 E = Endangered Species or subspecies in danger of !
extinction throughout all or a significant portion of

K its range. i

R = Rare Species or subspecies is rare although not
presently threatened with extinction if it exists in
such small numbers throughout all or a significant

portion of its range that it may become endangered if
its environment deteriorates. 1

ok Tibomt

j P = Protected All species not falling into the category
i of not protected.
i

a4

¥ Source: NAC Code 503.010. July 1, 1970.
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; ' INSTALLATION RESTORATION
Y PROGRAM RECORDS SEARCH

Ti HAZARD ASSESSMENT RATING METHODOLOGY
FOR NELLIS AIR FORCE BASE, NEVADA

Prepared for

Air Force Engineering and Services Center i
Directorate of Environmental Planning
Tyndall Air Force Base, Florida 32403

. Prepared by

CH2M HILL
: P.O. Box 1647
. 4 Gainesville, Florida 32602

CH2M
|HILL

June 1982
Contract No. F0863780 GO010 0015
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NEW HAZARDOUS ASSESSMENT RATING METHODOLOGY

BUENPON




Y TR S - e T T i e T

.. USAF INSTALLATION RESTORATION PROGRAM
o HAZARD ASSESSMENT RATING METHODOLOGY

- | *  BACKGROUND

| The Department of Defense (DOD) has established a comprehensive
program to identify, evaluate, and control problems associated with past
x disposal practices at DOD facilities. One of the actions required under

this program is to:

.- *develop and maintain a priority listing of con-

k. taminated installations and facilities for remedial
- action based on potential hazard to public health,
’ welfare, and envirommental impacts.” (Reference:

DEQPPM 81~5, 11 Decamber 1981).

Accordingly, the United States Air Force (USAF) has sought to establish
a system to set priorities for taking further actions at sites based
upon information gathered during the Records Search phase of its

- Installation Restoration Program (IRP).

The first site rating model was developed in June 1981 at a meeting
with representatives from USAF Occupational Environmental Health
Laboratory (OEHL), Air Porce Engineering Services Center (AFESC),
Engineering-8cience (ES) and cszu Hill. The basis for this model was a
system developed for EPA by JRB Associates of McLean, Virginia. The JRB
model was modified to meet Air Porce needs.

After using this model for 6 months at over 20 Air Force installa-
L tions, certain inadequacies became apparent. Therefore, on January 26
: : and 27, 1982, representatives of USAF CEHL, AFESC, various major com-
1 mands, Engineering Science, and CHM Hill met to address the inade-

2. quacies. The result of the meeting was a new site rating model designed
5,'-’:' ' to present a better picture of the hazards posed by sites at Air Force
%7 . installations. The new rating model described in this presentation is
}‘* referred to as the Hazard Assessment Rating Methodology.

.
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PURPOSE

The purpose of the site rating model is to provide a relative
ranking of sites of suspected contamination from hazardous substances.
This model will assist the Air Porce in setting priorities for follow-on
site investigations and confirmation work under Phase II of IRP.

This rating system is used only after it has been determined that
(1) potential for contamination exists (hazardous wastes present in
sufficient quantity), and (2) potential for migration exists. A site
can be deleted fram consideration for rating on either basis.

DESCRIPTION OF MODEL

Like the other hazardous waste site ranking models, the U.S. Air
FPorce's site rating model uses a scoring system to rank sites for
priority attention. However, in developing this model, the designers
incorporated scme special features to meet specific DOD program needs.

The model uses data readily obtained during the Record Search
po:iicn (Phase I) of the IRP. Scoring judgments and computations are
easily made. In assessing the hazards at a given site, the model
develops a score based on the most likely routes of contamination and
the worst hazards at the site. Sites are given low scores only if there
are clearly no hazards at the site. This approach meshes well with the
policy for evaluating and setting restrictions on excess DOD properties.

Site scores are developed using the appropriate ranking factors
according to the method presented in the flow chart (Figure 1). The
site rating form is provided in Pigure 2 and the rating factor guide-
lines are provided in Table 1.

As with the previous model, this model considers four aspects of
the hazard posed by a specific site: the posaible receptors of the
contamination the waste and its characteristics, potential pathways for
vaste contaminant migration, and any efforts to contain the contami-
nants, BEach of these categories contains a number of rating factors
that are used in the overall hazard rating.

The receptors category rating is calculated by scoring each factor,

nultiplying by a factor weighting constant and adding the weighted
scores to obtain a total category score.
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The pathways category rating is based on evidence of contaminant
migration or an evaluation of the highest potential (worst case) for
contaminant migration along one of three pathways. If evidence of
contaminant migration exists, the category is given a subscore of 80 to
100 points. Por indirect evidence, 80 points are assigned and for
direct evidence 100 points are assigned. If no evidence is found, the
hj.qhe-st score among three possible routes is used. These routes are
surface water migration, flooding, and ground-water migration. Evalua-
tion of each route involves factors associated with the particular mi-
gration route. The three pathways are evaluated and the highest score
among all four of the potential scores is used.

The waste charactaristics category is scored in three steps.
Pirst, a point rating is assigned based on an assessment of the waste
quantity and the hazard (worst case) associated with the site. The
lavel of confidence in the information is also factored into the as-
sessment. Next, the score is multiplied by a waste persistence factor,
which acts to reduce the score if the waste is not very persistent.
Pinally, the score is further modified by the physical state of the
waste. Liquid wastes receive the maximum score, while scores for
sludges and solids are reduced.

The scores for each of the three categories are then added to-
gether and normalized to a maximum possible score of 100. Then the
waste management practice category is scored. Sites at which there is
no contaimment are not reduced in score. Scores for sites with limited
containment can be reduced by 5 percent. If a site is contained and
well managed, its score can be reduced by 90 percent. The final site
score is calculated by applying the waste managment practices category

factor to the sum of the scores for the other three categories.
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rIGURE 2

HAZARDOUS ASSESSMENT RATING FORM

Page 1 of 2
MR OF SITR
LOCATION
DATRE OF CPERATION OR QCCURRENCE
OWIRR/CQPERATOR
COMENTS/URICRIPTION
SITR MATED BT
L RECEPTORS
Tageot Haximum
nating Pactoc Possible
Rating Pactor (0=3) Maltiplier score score
Ao Povulgcics wighin 1,000 feee of aite s
3. _Discamce © neeseet well 10
wi 1 cadiuvs 3
Q. Discanoe to cepecvation boundary [
3. _GEitical envirompents within 1! sile cadius of site 10
of vater []
S _Gxoupd water gpe of uppegmost squifer 9
S. Population secved Dy surfase weter wupply
——vithip ) siles downstress of site . s
I. Prmlation served Dy ground-wetss supply
—AShid ) ailes of sice s
subtotals

Receptors subscore (100 X factor score subtotal/mazimum scote subtotal)

L. WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

A. Select the factor score based cn the estimated quantity, the degree of hazard, and the confidence lavel of

the information.

1. Waste quantity (S = ssall, M = sedium, L = lacge)
2. Confidence level (C = confirmed, § = auspectad)

3. Hasard cating (M = high, N = sediua, L = low)

factor Subscore A (from 20 to 100 based on factor score satrix)

8. Apply persistsnce factor

Pactor Subecocre A X Pecsistence Factor = Subscore B

C. Apply pysical state mltiplier

Subscore B X Physical State Multiplier = Waste Charactsristics Subscorte

——————

.
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Page 2 of 2
L M PATHWAYS
b’ Pactor Maximum
: Rating Pactor Possible
—lating Pactor (0=3) Multiplier Scoce Scoce

A. 1If there is evidence of aigrition of hazardous contaminants, assign saximum factor subscore of 100 poines ‘ot
! direct evidence or 80 points for indirzect evidence. 1If direct evidence exists then proceed to C. If no
b evidence or indirect evidence exists, pcoceed o 8.

3 Subscote ___
o 8. Rate the migratiom potential for 31 potantial pathways: surface water migration, flooding, and ground-water
;‘ sigzation. Select the highest rating, and procesd to C.
3 1. Surface weter nigration
‘4 Distance to nesrest surfacs wetst )
r Net precipitation []
Surface egosion 8
- Sugfece pepmesstitey s |
Baintall intensicy .
3 Subtotals
V‘ Subscors (100 X factor score subtotal/maximm score subtotal)
- 2. Zoodine | | L
‘ Subecore (100 x factor score/d) ——
. 3. Ground-water migration ﬁ
-] vater - 3 ]
Het _precipitation s ;
Soil pecmesbiiity s : |
Subsusgface flows s
Digect socess to ground water 8
subeotas !
Subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum score subtoeal) —
h C. mighest pathwey subecore.
Znter the highest ssbecore value from A, B3=1, B=2 Or B=) above.
:: Pathways Subscore —
. IV. WASTE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
- “- A. Average the thres subecores foOrf receptors, wasts characteristics, and pathways.
£ faceprors
" Wasts Characteristics
2 Pathways uﬂ
Toeal, divided By 3 ) Gross mﬂ Score
5. Apply factor for vaste contairment from vaste sanagenent pragtices
" Gross Total Saote X Wasts Managyemant Practices fageotr © rum. Soore

x L
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NEW SITE RATING FORMS




P

6€ ov 1£4 LS eaxy buturei] jusunzedsg 8aTd  §
ve ov 1£4 1472 111IpUeT PIoTd 1

JAvdy sbutxds uetpur

T¢ (013 8C ve S1Td 931SeM aArloeOTPRY 9
be ov 8¢ ve 11t3jpuel sseq 4
ve ov 8¢ ve 11T3pue] aseqg T

abuey suxy yreRwWsS

144 8y €4 €S 11vds 19ng 8¢
4 2 0S 12 ¥S yue] ‘T0d @3seM buryea] Lz
6S 8¢t 08 6S Tetang sbpnys yuel [ang 1£4 -
S€ 0] | ¢4 147 pP1at4 yoeag €2 '
€S 08 9z zs eaxy o
: pututes] jusuyaedsqg aarg HurISTXI oz
(44 0s | 24 147 eaxy
bututea] juswixedag axrgd pauopueqy 61
(44 (01 1 ¢4 14°] eaxy
pututea] juauzxedag aiTg pauopueqy 81
1 4°] 01 08 £9 Spuoq uoT3leroodaad d4dils LT
6S 09 99 9 A11n9 utexq wxols St
9¢ oy 8c 184 T1T3pue] aseg £
6¢ ov 8c 6% 1T1YIpue] aseg 4
99 08 9s €9 TITjpue] aseg T
aseg utey
(¢/Sa@1008qns 3O ung) SOT3IsTIajoRIRY) 93I8eM SAemyjed SI103da3oa8y uot3idradosag 231S “ON
31005 TTBIA0 (Azobaje) yoeg utr 9I00S ISTQISSOJ UNWIXEW JO %) 2371s
§93008qNS
SLNIWSSIASSY dALIS 40 SLINSTY JO ANVWWNS
T a1qeyl
{ v )
- —— ..n -
e —_— L N - hae P - . f . 5 »

S AN " . - - ..
P TS S LS NP P Ly S 7Y ’ .- o J P -




Al e B 1 b s b 4 % At A = o . N bkt L % 8 AN i i it ok B e

HAZARDOUS ASSESSMENT RATING FORM

— b« nan

tage 1 of 7
] i
y NAME OF SITE:  No. 1, Base Landfill
ﬂ‘i LOCATION: Nellis AFB, NV
; DATE OF OPERATION OR OCCURRENCE: ~-
- OWNER/OPERATOR: Nellis AFB, NV
' COMMENTS/DESCRIPTION: Industrial, domestic
v
SITE RATED BY: Michael Kemp -
i
I. RECEPTORS
1 1
. Factor Max i mum
e Rating Factor Possible ;
‘-.!: Rating Factor (0-3) Multiplier Score Score
A. Population within 1,000 feet of site 3 4 12 12
8. Distance to nearest well 3 10 30 30
C. Land use/zoning within 1 mile radius 3 3 9 9
* D. Distance to reservation boundary 3 6 18 18
= E. Critical environments within 1 mile radfus of site o 10 0 30
F. VWater quality of nearest surface-water body 0 6 0 18
A G. Ground-water use of uppermost aquifer 3 9 27 27
| H. Population served by surface-water
! supply within 3 miles downstream of site 0 6 ] 18
. l. Population served by ground-water
supply within 3 miles of site 3 6 18 18
Subtotals 114 180
Receptors subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum subtotal) 63

Il. WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

A. Select the factor score based on the estimated quantity, the degree of hazard, and the confidence
level of the information.

1. Waste quantity (S = small, M = medium, L = large) L
2. Confidence level (C = confirmed, S » suspected) o
! 3. Hazard rating (H = high, M = medfum, L = Tow) M
Factor Subscore A (from 20 to 100 based on factor score matrix) 80

' B. Apply persistence factor
Factor Subscore A x Persistence Factor = Subscore B

80 x 1,0 = 80
C. Apply physical state muitiplier

Subscore B x Physical State Muitipiier = Waste Characteristics Subscore
80 x 1.0 = 80

P
< ¥
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Page 2 of 2

i
i
i ). PATHWAYS

= Factor Maximum
- Rating Factor Possible
1' Rating Factor _ (0-3) Multiplier Score Score
! A. If there {s evidence of migration of hazardous contaminants, assign maximum factor subscore of
]

100 points for direct evidence or 80 points for {ndirect evidence, I|f direct evidence exists
then proceed to C. If no evidence or indirect evidence exists, proceed to B.

Subscore --

B. Rate the migration potential for three potential pathways: surface~water migration, flooding,
snd ground-water migration. Select the highest rating, and proceed to C.

1. Surface-water migration

Distance to nearest surface water 3 8 24 24
Net precipitation 0 6 0 18
4 Surface erosion 3 8 24 24
'J Surface permeability 2 6 12 18
Rainfall intensity 0 8 0 24
b Subtotals 60 108
- Subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum score subtotal) 56
;! 2. Flooding 30 1 30 100
Subscore (100 x factor score/3) 30
3. Ground-water migration
Depth to ground water 1 8 8 24
Net precipitation 0 6 0 18
Soil permeability 1 8 8 24
Subsurface flows 0 8 0 2%
Direct access to ground water 2 8 16 24
- Subtotals 32 114
Y Subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum score subtotal) 28
C. Highest pathway subscore i
*';: Enter the highest subscore value from A, B-1, B-2, or B-3 above, ﬂ
*4 Pathways Subscore _56
: . IV. WASTE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
1‘- A. Average the three subscores for receptors, waste characteristics, and pathways.
Receptors 63
| Waste Characteristics 80
] Pathways 56
: Tota® 199 divided by 3 = 66
‘ Gross Total Score
' 8. Apply factor for waste containment from waste management practices
Cross Total Score x Waste Management Practices Factor = Final Score
66 x 1,0 = _66 q
' =
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HAZARDOUS ASSESSMENT RATING FORM

3 Page 1 of 2
‘ | NAME OF SITE: No. 2, Base Landfill 1
| LOCAT ION: Nellis AFB, NV 4
) : DATE OF OPERATION OR OCCURRENCE: -~
2 OWNER/OPERATOR: Nellis AFB, NV {
7 COMMENTS/DESCRIPTION: Industrial, domestic demolition
SITE RATED BY: Michael Kemp '
3 I.  RECEPTORS
’ Factor Maximum
¢ Rating Factor Possible
. Rating Factor (0-3) Multiplier Score Score i
A. Population within 1,000 feet of site 0 4 0 12 «
B. Distance to nearest well 2 10 20 30
. C. Land use/zoning within 1 mile radius 2 3 6 9
D. Distance to reservation boundary 3 6 18 18
E. Critical environments within 1 mile radius of site 0 10 0 30
F. Water quality of nearest surface-water body 0 6 0 18 1
G. Ground-water use of uppermost aquifer 3 9 27 27 r
H. Population served by surface-water
supply within 3 miles downstream of site 0 6 0 18
I. Population served by ground-water
supply within 3 miles of site 3 6 18 18
Subtotals 89 180 r
Receptors subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum subtotal) 49 i
1t. WASTE CHARACTERISTICS 7

! A. Select the factor score based on the estimated quantity, the degree of hazard, and the confidence
level of the information,

. 1. Waste quantity (S = small, M = medfum, L = large) M
2. Confidence level (C = confirmed, S = suspected) S
T 3. Heszard rating (H = high, M = medium, L = Tow) M W
-2 Factor Subscore A (from 20 to 100 based on factor score matrix) 40 3
N .

B. Apply persistence factor
Factor Subscore A x Persistence Factor = Subscore B

40 x 1.0 = 40

e e 3 “""’,“f""

C. Apply physical state multiplier

Subscore B x Physical State Multiplfer = Waste Characteristics Subscore

Asg"Pf

40 x 1.0 = _40 l
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Page 2 of 2
k. L. PATHWAYS
Factor Max i mum
Rating Factor Possible |
Rating Factor {0-3) Multiplier Score Score 1
A. If there {s evidence of migration of hazardous contaminants, assign maximum factor subscore of

100 points for direct evidence or 80 points for indirect evidence. |f direct evidence exists
i then proceed to C. [|f no evidence or indirect evidence exists, proceed to 8.

Subscore --
1 :j‘ B. Rate the migration potential for three potential pathways: surface-water migration, flooding,
E, and ground-water migration. Select the highest rating, and proceed to C.
:,, 1. Surface-water migration
'~ Distance to nearest surface water 0 8 0 24
Net precipitation 0 6 0 18
. Surface erosion 1 8 8 26
:- 3 Surface permeability 2 6 12 18
Rainfall intensity 0 8 0 24
Subtotals 20 108
° Subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum score subtotal) 19 *
‘ 2. Flooding 0 1 0 100 {
Subscore (100 x factor score/3) 0
3. Ground-water migration
Depth to ground water 1 8 8 24
Net precipitation 0 6 0 18
Soil permeability 1 8 8 2%
Subsurface flows 0 8 0 24
[ Direct access to ground water . 2 8 16 24
Subtotals 32 114
e Subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum score subtotal) 28
C. Highest pathway subscore
i Enter the highest subscore vaiue from A, B-1, B-2, or B-3 above.
"«' Pathways Subscore _28
N IV,  WASTE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
1 b A. Average the three subscores for receptors, waste characteristics, and pathways.
' Receptors 49
i Waste Characteristics &0
%! Pathways 28
’ Total 117 divided by 3 = 39
. Cross Total Score
B. Apply factor for wsste containment from waste management practices
Gross Total Score x Waste Management Practices Factor = Final Score
39 x 1.0 = ]
P-6




HAZARDOUS ASSESSMENT RATING FORM

Page 1 of 2
NAME OF SITE: No. 3, Base Landfill
LOCATION: Nellis AFB, NV
OATE OF OPERATION OR OCCURRENCE: -~
OWNER/OPERATOR: Nellis AFB, NV
COMMENTS/DESCRIPTION: iIndustrial, domestic :
SITE RATED BY: Michael Kemp
I.  RECEPTORS
Factor Max i mum
Rating Factor Possible
Rating Factor {0-3) Multiplier Score Score

A. Population within 1,000 feet of site 0 4 0 12
B. Distance to nearest well 1 10 10 30
C. Land use/zoning within 1 mile radius 0 3 0 9
D. Distance to reservation boundary 3 6 18 18
E. Critical environments within 1 mile radius of site 0 10 0 30
F. Water quality of nearest surface-water body 0 6 (1] 18
G. Ground-water use of uppermost aquffer 3 9 27 i
H. Population served by surface-water

supply within 3 miles downstream of site 0 € 0 18
{. Population served by ground-water

supply within 3 miles of site 3 6 18 18

Subtotals 73 180
Receptors subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum subtotal) 41

c.

WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

Select the factor score based on the estimated quantity, the degree of hazard, and the confidence

level of the information.

1. Waste quantity (S = small, M = medfum, L = large)

2. Confidence level (C = confirmed, S = suspected)

3. Hazard rating (H = high, M = medium, L = Tow)

Factor Subscore A (from 20 to 100 based on factor score matrix)

Apply persistence factor
Factor Subscore A x Persistence Factor = Subscore B

40 x 1.0 = &0
Apply physical state multiplier

Subscore B x Physical State Muitiplier = Waste Characteristics Subscore
80 x 1.0 = _&0

40
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Page 2 of 2
111. PATHWAYS
Factor Max{imum
Rating Factor Possible
Rating Factor (0-3) Multiplier Score Score
S A. If there is evidence of migration of hazardous concaminants, assign maximum factor subscore of

100 points for direct evidence or 80 points for fndirect evidence. If direct evidence exists
E | then proceed to C. |f no evidence or indirect evidence exists, proceed to B.

J Subscore -t
A i B. Rate the migration potential for three potential pathways: surface-water migration, flooding,
» and ground-water migration. Select the highest rating, and proceed to C.
“’; 1. Surface-water migrstion
- Distance to nearest surface water 0 8 0 24
b~ Net precipitation 0 [ 0 18
'v ’ Surface erosion 1 8 8 24
Surface permeability 2 6 12 18
- Rafnfall intensity 0 8 0 2
b Subtotals 20 108
) Subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum score subtotal) 19
' 2. Flooding 0 1 0 100
Subscore (100 x factor score/3) 0
3. Ground-water migration
Depth to ground water 1 8 8 24
Net precipitation 0 6 0 18
Sof1 permeability 1 8 8 24
Subsurface flows 0 8 0 24
Direct access to ground water 2 8 16 24
Subtotals 32 114
Subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum score subtotal) 28
- C. Highest pathway subscore
;g Enter the highest subscore value from A, B-1, B-2, or B-3 above.
: 2 Pathways Subscore _28
IV. WASTE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
:‘,'., ’ A. Average the three subscores for receptors, waste characteristics, and pathways.
: Receptors L3}
kg, « Waste Characteristics 40
‘, Pathways 28
i Total 109 divided by 3 = 36
-, GCross Total Score
P B. Apply factor for waste containment from waste management practices
1: Cross Total Score x Waste Management Practices Factor = Final Score
: 1.0 x 36 =
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'f HAZARDOUS ASSESSMENT RATING FORM

. | Page 1 of 2 “,
i NAME OF SITE:  No. 15, Storm Drain Gully f
| LOCATION: Nellis AFB, NV f
, I ’ DATE OF OPERATION OR OCCURRENCE: -- z
i OWNER/OPERATOR: Nellis AFB, NV
! COMMENTS/DESCRIPTION: Flight line runoff, oil, solvents P
. . SITE RATED BY: Michael Kemp i
5 . RECEPTORS
.;:', \ Factor Maximum
.y Rating Factor Possible
Rating Factor {0-3) Multiplier Score Score E
. A. Population within 1,000 feet of site 3 4 12 12
X B. Distance to nearest well 3 10 30 30
3 i C. Land use/zoning within 1 mile radfus 2 3 6 9
D. Distance Fo reservation boundary 3 6 18 18
,* E. Critical environments within 1 mile radius of site 0 10 0 30
b F. Water quality of nearest surface-water body 0 6 [ 18
) G. Ground-water use of uppermost aquifer 3 9 27 27
* H. Population served by surface-water
supply within 3 miles downstream of site 0 6 0 18
|. Population served by ground-water
supply within 3 miles of site 3 6 18 18
Subtotals 111 180
Receptors subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum subtotal) 62

11, WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

A. Select the factor score based on the estimated quantity, the degree of hazard, and the confidence
level of the information.

2 1. Waste quantity (S = small, M = medium, L = large) M
z 2. Confidence level (C = confirmed, S = suspected) C
3., Hazard rating (H = high, M = medfum, L = Tow) M
;: Factor Subscore A (from 20 to 100 based on factor score matrix) 60

B. Apply persistence factor
Factor Subscore A x Persistence Factor = Subscore B

« X 60 x 1,0 = 60

- C. Apply physical state multiplier

i' 4 Subscore B x Physical State Multiplier = Waste Characteristics Subscora
% 60 x 1.0 = _60
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1i1. PATHWAYS
R Factor Max{mum J
Rating Factor Possible :

b Rating Factor (0-3) Multiplier Score Score
o

A. If there is evidence of migration of hazardous contaminants, assign maximum factor subscore of

| 100 points for direct evidence or 80 points for indirect evidence. If direct evidence exists
- then proceed to C. If no evidence or indirect evidence exists, proceed to B.

[ 4 Subscore --

. B. Rate the migration potential for three potential pathways: surface-water migration, flooding,
iy and ground-water migration. Select the highest rating, and proceed to C.

1. Surface-water migration

e~ m b mrAmp i Sk @

Distance to nearest surface water 3 8 24 24
: ._, Net precipitation 0 6 0 18
‘ Surface erosion 3 8 24 2%
Surface permesbility 2 6 12 18
) Rafnfall intensity 0 8 0 2%
- Subtotals 60 108 ]
’ Subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum score subtotal) 56 i
' 2. Flooding 30 1 30 100
= Subscore (100 x factor score/3) 30
. 3. Cround-water migration
Depth to ground water 1 8 8 24
Net precipitatfon 0 6 0 18
Soi1 permesbility 1 8 8 2
Subsurface flows 0 8 0 24
Direct access to ground water 2 8 16 2
Subtotals 32 114
Subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum score subtotal) 28
J C. Highest pathway subscore
:' Enter the highest subscore value from A, B-1, B-2, or B-3 above.
Pathways Subscore 56
B - IV. WASTE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
. A. Average the three subscores for receptors, waste characteristics, and pathways.
7‘ Receptors 62
.‘ :: :::.S!‘\a racteristics g
i | Total 178 divided by } = 59

& Cross Tota) Score
8. Apply factor for waste containment from waste management practices

Cross Total Score x Waste Management Practices Factor = Final Score

1.0 x 59 = 59
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y HAZARDOUS ASSESSMENT RATING FORM
3 § . Page 1 of 2
NAME OF SITE: No. 17, STP Percolation Ponds
LOCATION: Nellis AFB, NV 1
v DATE OF OPERATION OR OCCURRENCE: -~ .
OWNER/OPERATOR: Nellis AFB, NV *
COMMENTS/DESCRIPTION: Sanitary and shop industrial wastes 1
Q ’ SITE RATED BY:  Michael Kemp
1 . RECEPTORS
Factor Maximum
Rating Factor Possible
Rating Factor (0-3) Multiplier Score Score
A. Population within 1,000 feet of site 3 4 12 12
B. Distance to nearest well 3 10 30 30
C. Land use/zoning within 1 mile radius 3 3 9 9
D. Distance to reservation boundary 3 6 18 18
E. Critical environments within 1 mile radius of site 0 10 0 30
F. Water quality of nearest surface-water body 0 6 0 18
G. Ground-water use of uppermost aquifer 3 9 27 27
H. Population served by surface-water
supply within 3 miles downstream of site 0 6 0 18
l. Population served by ground-water
supply within 3 miles of site 3 6 18 18
Subtotals 114 180
Receptors subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum subtotal) 63

11. WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

A. Select the factor score based on the estimated quantity, the degree of hazard, and the confidence
level of the information.

1. Waste quantity (S = smal)l, M = medium, L = large) )
2. Confidence level (C = confirmed, S = suspected) (o
3. Hazard rating (N = high, M = medium, L = low) M
Factor Subscore A (from 20 to 100 based on factor score matrix) 50

8. Apply persistence factor
Factor Subscore A x Persistence Factor = Subscore B

50 x 1.0 = 50
. C. Apply physical state multiplier
: ’ Subscore B x Physical State Multiplier = Waste Characteristics Subscore
- 50 x 1.0 = 50
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Page 2 of 2
111. PATHWAYS
Factor Maximum
Rating Factor Possible
: Rating Factor (0-3) Multiplier Score Score
e
A. If there is evidence of migration of hazardous contaminants, assign maximum factor subscore of

100 points for direct evidence or 80 points for indirect evidence. |f direct evidence exists
then proceed to C. If no evidence or indirect evidence exists, proceed to B.

‘.' { Subscore 80

..' B. Rate the migratfon potential for three p'otontfal pathways: surface-water migration, flooding,
% | and ground-water migration. Select the highest rating, and proceed to C.

1. Surface-water migration

Distance to nearest surface water 3 8 2% 26
\ Net precipitation 0 6 0 18
: Surface erosion 3 8 26 24
'-1 Surface permeability 2 6 12 18
; Rainfall intensity 0 8 0 24
i Subtotals 60 108
Subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum score subtotal) 56
.‘ 2. Flooding : 30 1 30 100
- Subscore (100 x factor score/3) 30
3. Ground-water migration
Depth to ground water 1 8 8 24
Net precipitation 0 6 0 18
- Soil permeability 1 8 8 26
Subsyrface flows 0 8 0 25
Direct access to ground water 2 8 16 24
Subtotals 32 114
; Subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum score subtotal) 28
4 C. Highest pathway subscore .
: Enter the highest subscore value from A, 8-1, B-2, or B-3 above.
Pathways Subscore 80
- IV, WASTE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
e A. Average the three subscores for receptors, waste characteristics, and pathways,
: * Receptors 63
P Waste Characteristics 50
£ Patitways 80

»)

v Total 193 divided by 3 = 64
| Gross Total Score
I

8. Apply factor for waste containment from waste management practices
® GCross Total Score x Waste Management Practices Factor = Final Score

o 6 x 1,0 =

" P - 12 I

llg
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HAZARDOUS ASSESSMENT RATING FORM

NAME OF SITE: No. 18, Abandoned Fire Training
LOCATION: Nellis AFB, NV

DATE OF OPERATION OR OCCURRENCE: -~
OWNER/OPERATOR: Nellis AFB, NV
COMMENTS/DESCRIPTION: POL, solvent burning
SITE RATED BY: Michael Kemp

I.  RECEPTORS

Rating Factor Myltiplier

Factor
Score

Page 1 of 2

Maximum
Possible
Score

Population within 1,000 feet of site 4
Distance to nearest wel) 10
Land use/zoning within 1 mile radius 3
Distance to reservation boundary 6
Critical environments within 1 mile radius of site 10
Water gquality of nearest surface-water body

GCround-water use of uppermost aquifer

Population served by surface-water
supply within 3 miles downstream of site

Population served by ground-water
supply within 3 miles of site 6

Subtotals

Receptors subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum subtotal)

WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

12

12
30

9
18
30
18
27

18

18

Select the factor score based on the estimated quantity, the degree of hazard, and the confidence

level of the information.

1. Waste quantity (S = small, M = medium, L = large)

2. Confidence level (C = confirmed, S = suspected)

3. Hazard rating (H = high, M = medium, L = low)

Factor Subscore A (from 20 to 100 based on factor score matrix)

Apply persistence factor
Factor Subscore A x Persistence Factor = Subscore B

50 x 1.0 = 50

Apply physical state multiplier

Subscore B x Physical State Multiplier = Waste Characteristics Subscore
50 x 1.0 = _50

e . e 1 1 e maen e RIS
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11 1. PATHWAYS
Factor Maximum
- Rating Factor Possible
Rating Factor {0-3) Multiplier Score Score
v A. If there is evidence of migration of hazardous contaminants, assign maximum factor subscore of
s 100 points for direct evidence or 80 pofnts for indirect evidence. If direct evidence exists
then proceed to C. !f no evidence or indirect evidence exists, proceed to B. .
Subscore -t g
"i B. Rate the migration potential for three potential pathways: surface-water migration, flooding,
A and ground-water migration. Select the highest rating, and proceed to C.
o3 '. Surface-water migration
Distance to nearest surface water 0 S 0 ¥
Net precipitation 0 6 0 18
A Surface erosion 0 8 0 2
,:‘ Surface permeability 2 6 12 18
Rainfall intensity 0 8 0 24
! Subtotals 12 108
! Subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum score subtotal) 1
i 2. Flooding - 1 -- --
Subscore (100 x factor score/3) -- ]
’ 3. Ground-water migration
Depth to ground water 1 8 8 24
: Net precipftation 0 6 0 18
Soil permeability 1 8 8 2%
Subsurface flows 0 8 0 24
Direct access to ground water 1 8 8 24
Subtotals 24 114
Subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/meximum score subtotal) 21
¥ C. Highest patiway subscore
: Enter the highest subscore value from A, B-1, B-2, or B-3 above.
b Pathways Subscore 2 ;
-_— |
IV. WASTE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
g A. Average the three subscores for receptors, waste characteristics, and pathways. g
. Receptors 54 B ;
Waste Characteristics 50 i
~ Pathways r3| :
o Total 125 divided by 3 = 42

Gross Tota! Score

‘ f 8. Apply fector for waste containment from waste mansgement practices
; Gross Total Score x Waste Management Practices Factor = Final Score
i

42 x 1.0 = 82 !

a P = 1h ;
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HAZARDOUS ASSESSMENT RATING FORM
Page 1 of 2

NAME OF SITE: No. 19, Abandoned Fire Training
LOCATION: Nellis AFB, NV
DATE OF OPERATION OR OCCURRENCE: -~
OWNER/OPERATOR: Nellis AFB, NV
COMMENTS/DESCRIPTION: POL, solvent burning
SITE RATED BY: Michael Kemp

|.  RECEPTORS

Factor Maximum
Rating Factor Possible
Rating Factor {0-3) Multiplier Score Score

Population within 1,000 feet of site 3 4 12 12
Distance to nearest well 2 10 30
Land use/zoning within 1 mile radius 3 9
Distance to reservation boundary 6 18
Critical environments within 1 mile radius of site 10 30
Water quality of nearest surface-water body 18
Ground-water use of uppermost aquifer 27

Population served by surface-water
supply within 3 miles downstream of site 18

Population served by ground-water
supply within 3 miles of site 6 18

Subtotals

Receptors subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum subtotal)

WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

Select the factor score based on the estimated quantity, the degree of hazard, and the confidence
level of the information.

1. Waste quantity (S = small, M = medfum, L = Targe)

2. Confidence level (C = confirmed, S = suspected)

3, Hazard rating (H = high, M = medium, L = low)

Factor Subscore A (from 20 to 100 based on factor score matrix)

Apply persistence factor
Factor Subscore A x Persistence Factor = Subscore B

50 x 1.0 = 50

Apply physical state multiplier

Subscore B x Physical State Multiplier = Waste Characteristics Subscore
50 x 1.0 = 50
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111, PATHWAYS
Factor Max {mum
Rating Factor Possible
Rating Factor {0-3) Multiplier Score Score
o A. If <here is evidence of migration of hazardous contaminants, assign maximum factor subscore of
100 points for direct evidence or 80 points for indirect evidence. If direct evidence exists

then proceed to C. |f no evidence or indirect evidence exfists, proceed to B.
Subscore ~-

8. Rate the migration potential for three potential pathways: surface-water migration, flooding,

'.; and ground-water migration. Select the highest rating, and proceed to C.
‘; 1. Surface-water migration
Distance to nearest surface water 0 8 0 24
Net precipitation 0 6 0 18
. 4 Surface erosion 0 8 0 24
Surface permeability 2 6 12 18
Rainfall intensity 0 8 0 2
' Subtotals 12 108
S Subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum score subtotal) 1M
i 2, Flooding -- 1 -- --
Subscore (100 x factor score/3) --
3. Ground-water migration
Depth to ground water 1 8 8 24
Net precipitation 4] 6 0 18
Soil permeability 1 8 8 24
Subsurface flows 0 8 0 2%
Direct access to ground water 1 8 ) 8 24
Subtotals 24 114
Subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum score subtotal) 3
: C. Highest pathway subscore
S Enter the highest subscore value from A, 8-1, B-2, or B-3 above.
% Patiways Subscore 2
v IV. WASTE MANACEMENT PRACTICES i
d A. Average the three subscores for receptors, waste characteristics, and pathways.
) Receptors SA .
a1 Waste Characteristics S0
B Pathways 21
.| Total 125 divided by 3 = 42
i1 Gross Total Score
, | 8. Apply factor for waste containment from waste management practices
E Gross Total Score x Waste Management Practices Factor = Final Score
42 x 1,0 = 42

v P -16
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HAZARDOUS ASSESSMENT RATING FORM

Page 1 of 2
NAME OF SITE: No. 20, Exiating Fire Training
LOCATION: Nellis AFB, NV
DATE OF OPERATION OR OCCURRENCE: ==
OWNER/OPERATOR: Nellis AFB, NV
COMMENTS/DESCRIPTION: POL, solvent burning :
SITE RATED BY: Michael Kemp
}.  RECEPTORS
. Factor Maximum
Rating Factor Possible
Rating Factor (0-3) Multiplier Score Score

A. Population within 1,000 feet of site 2 4 8 12
B. Distance to nearest weil 2 10 20 30
C. Land use/zoning within 1 mile radius 1 3 3 9
D. Distance to reservation boundary 3 6 18 18
E. Critical environments within 1 mile radfus of site 0 10 0 30
F. Water quality of nearest surface-water body 0 6 0 18
G. Ground-water use of uppermost aquifer 3 9 27 27
H. Population served by surface-water

supply within 3 miles downstream of site 0 6 a 18
l. Population served by ground-water

supply within 3 miles of site 3 6 18 18

Subtotals 94 180
Receptors subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum subtotal) 52

c.

WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

Select the factor score based on the estimated quantity, the degree of hazard, and the confidence
level of the information.

1. Waste quantity (S = small, M = medium, L = large) L
2. Confidence level (C = confirmed, S = suspected) c
3. Hazard rating (H = high, M = medium, L = Tow) M
Factor Subscore A (from 20 to 100 based on factor score matrix) 80

Apply persistence factor
Factor Subscore A x Persistence Factor = Subscore 8

80 x 1.0 = 80
Apply physical state muitiplier
Subscore B x Physical State Multiplier = Waste Characterfstics Subscore

80 x 1.0 = _80

P - 17
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- 11). PATHWAYS

! Factor Max{mum

Rating Factor Possible

. Rating Factor (0-3) Multiplier Score Score
A. If there is evidence of migration of hazardous contaminants, assign maximum factor subscore of

E 100 points for direct evidence or 80 points for indirect evidence. If direct evidence exists
F then proceed to C. If no evidence or indirect evidence exists, proceed to B.

Subscore -

2r

B. Rate the migration potential for threec potential pathways: surface-water migration, flooding,

: and ground-water migration. Select the highest rating, and proceed to C.
.““ 1. Surface-water migration
] Distance to nearest surface water 1 8 8 24
- Net precipitation 0 6 0 18
'; ‘ Surface erosion 1 8 8 24
- Surface permeability 2 6 12 18
- Rainfall intensity 0 8 0 2
Subtotals 28 108
) Subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum score subtotal) 26
' 2. Flooding 0 1 . -
Subscore (100 x factor score/3) -
3. Ground-water migration
Depth to ground water 1 8 8 24
Net precipitation 0 6 0 18
Soil permeability 1 8 8 2%
Subsurface flows 0 8 0 2%
! Dfrect access to ground water 1 8 8 24
Subtotals 24 114
‘ Subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum score subtotal) 22 ‘
‘.ﬂ C. Highest patiway subscore 4 3
' Enter the highest subscore value from A, B-1, B-2, or B-3 above. :
%% Pathways Subscore _26 1 g
’ie 1 1V. WASTE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES i

A. Average the three subscores for receptors, waste characteristics, and pathways.

g
L
.

3 Receptors 52 1
g Waste Characteristics 80

¥ Pathways 26

a Total 158 divided by 3 = 53

- Gross Total Score

B. Apply factor for waste containment from waste management practices
Gross Total Score x Waste Management Practices Factor = Final Score .

S3I x1.0=

|l
ad

P - 18




HAZARDOUS ASSESSMENT RATING FORM
Page 1 of 27

NAME OF SITE: No. 23, Leach Field

LOCAT ION: Nellis AFB, NV

DATE OF OPERATION OR OCCURRENCE: -~

OWNER/OFCRATOR: Nellis AFB, NV

COMMENTS/DESCRIPTION: POL, sanftary

SITE RATED BY: Michael Kemp

l.  RECEPTORS

Factor Maximum
Rating Factor Possible
Rating Factor (0-3) Multiplier Score Score

Population within 1,000 feet of site 1 4 4 12
Distance to nearest well 10 30
Land use/zoning within 1 mile radius 3 9
Distance to reservation boundary 6 18

Water quality of nearest surface-water body 18

3
2
2
Critical environments within 1 mile radius of site 0 10 30
0
3

Ground-water use of uppermost aquifer 27

Population served by surface-water
supply within 3 miles downstream of site 18

Population served by ground-water
supply within 3 miles of site 6 18

Subtotals

Receptors subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum subtotal)

WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

Select the factor score based on the estimated quantity, the degree of hazard, and the confidence
level of the information.

1. Waste quantity (S = small, M = medium, L = large)
2. Confidence level (C = confirmed, S = syspected)
3. MHazard rating (H = high, M = medium, L = low)

Factor Subscore A (from 20 to 100 based on factor score matrix)

Apply persistence factor
Factor Subscore A x Persistence Factor = Subscore B

30 x 1.0 = 30
Appiy physical state multiplier
Subscore B x Physical State Multiplier = Waste Characteristics Subscore

30 x 1.0 = _30
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. PATHWAYS
Factor Maximum
Rating Factor Possible
Rating Factor (0-3) Multiplier Score Score

If there is evidence of migration of hazardous contaminants, assign maximum factor subscore of
100 points for direct evidence or 80 points for indirect evidence. I[f direct evidence exists
then proceed to C. If no evidence or indirect evidence ex{sts, proceed to B,

Subscore .-

Rate the.migration potentiai for three potential pathways: surface-water migration, flooding,
and ground-water migration. Select the highest rating, and proceed to C.

1. Surface-water migration

Distance to nearest surface water 0 8 0 24
Net precipitation 0 6 0 18
Surface erosion 0 8 0 24
Surface permeabilfty 1 6 6 18
Rainfall intensity 0 8 0 24
Subtotals 6 108
Subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum score subtotal) 6
2. Flooding 0 1 0 100
Subscore (100 x factor score/3) 0
3. Ground-water migration
Depth to ground water 1 8 8 24
Net precipitation 0 6 0 18
Soil permeability 1 8 8 24
Subsurface flows 0 8 0 24
Direct access to ground water 1 8 8 24
Subtotals 24 114
Subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum score subtotal) 21
Highest pathway subscore
Enter the highest subscore value from A, B~1, B-2, or B-3 above.
Pathways Subscore 2
WASTE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
Average the three subscores for receptors, waste characteristics, and pathways.
Receptors S&4
Waste Characteristics 30
Pathways 21

Total 105 divided by 3 = 35
Cross Total Score

Apply factor for waste containment from waste management practices
Gross Tota! Score x Waste Management Practices Factor = Final Score

35 x1.0=

|l
w
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HAZARDOUS ASSESSMENT RATING FORM

Page 1 of 2
NAME OF SITE: No. 24, Fuel Tank Sludge Burial
LOCATION: Nellis AFB, NV
: DATE OF OPERATION OR OCCURRENCE: -~
3 ' OWNER/OPERATOR: Nellis AFB, NV
COMMENTS/DESCRIPTION: JP-4, Leaded fuel sludge
. . . SITE RATED BY: Michael Kemp
. I.  RECEPTORS
, Factor Max{imum
: Rating Factor Possible
n:,’ Rating Factor {0-3) Multipifer Score Score
: A. Population within 1,000 feet of site 1 4 4 12
A B. Distance to nearest well 3 10 30 30
A_ 1 C. Land use/zoning within 1 mile radius 3 3 9 9 v
.j‘ D. Distance to reservation boundary 3 6 18 18 '
E. Critical environments within 1 mile radius of site 0 10 0 30 ‘
F. Water quality of nearest surface-water body 4] 6 0 18 7;
& G. Ground-water use of uppermost aquifer 3 9 27 27
‘ . H. Population served by surface-water
E supply within 3 miles downstream of site 0 6 g 18
‘ |. Population served by ground-water
supply within 3 miles of site 3 6 18 18
Subtotals 106 180
Receptors subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum subtotal) 59
1. WASTE CHARACTERISTICS
A. Select the factor score based on the estimated quantity, the degree of hazard, and the confidence

- Jevel of the information.

X 1. Waste quantity (S = small, M = medium, L = large) M
l 2. Confidence level (C = confirmed, S = suspected) S
e 3. Hazard rating (H = high, M = medium, L = lTow) H
‘ Factor Subscore A (from 20 to 100 based on factor score matrix) 50
5? A 5 :gglgrp;:;:::::c: :'3:::1 stence Factor = Subscore B

50 x 1.0 = 50

Apply physical state multiplier

G it o
o

o

Subscore 8 x Physical State Multiplier = Waste Characteristics Subscore
50 x .75 = _38

s

, P21
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L1 1. PATHWAYS
Factor Maximum
Rating Factor Possible
Rating Factor (0-3) Multiplier Score Score

A.
i
1
« ’ B.
K.,
Ri
]
-
L}
.
,
3
;
]
) c.
" 4
®
L &
i
i
,‘; 5 V.
A
&
R A,
{
)
e
S
Py
‘ 8.

If there is evidence of migration of hazardous contaminants, assign maximum factor subscore of
100 points for direct evidence or 80 points for indirect evidence. !f direct evidence exists
then proceed to C. |f no evidence or indirect evidence exists, proceed to B.

Subscore 80

Rate the migration potential for three potential pathways: surface-witer migration, flooding,
and ground-water migration. Select the highest rating, and proceed to C.

1. Surface-water migration

Distance to nearest surface water 0 8 0 24
Net precipitation 0 6 0 18
Surface erosion 0 8 0 24
Surface permeability 2 6 12 18
Rainfall intensity 0 8 0 24
Subtotals 12 108
Subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum score subtotal) 1
2. Flooding -0 1 0 100
Subscore (100 x factor score/3) 0
3. Ground-water migration
Depth to ground water 1 8 8 24
Net precipitation 0 6 0 18
Soil permeability 1 8 8 2%
Subsurface flows 0 8 0 24
Direct access to ground water 1 8 8 24
Subtotals 32 114
Subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum score subtotal) 28
Highest pathway subscore
Enter the highest subscore value from A, B-1, B-2, or B-3 above.
Pathways Subscore _8o0
WASTE MANACEMENT PRACTICES
Average the three subscores for receptors, waste characteristics, and pathways.
Receptors 59
Waste Characteristics 38
Pathways 80

Total 177 divided by 3 = 59
Gross Total! Score

Apply factor for waste containment from waste management practices
Gross Total Score x Waste Management Practices Factor = Final Score

S9 x 1.0 = 5

P-22




HAZARDOUS ASSESSMENT RATING FORM

Page 1 of 2
NAME OF SITE: No. 27, Waste POL Tank Leak
LOCATION: Nellis AFB, NV
DATE OF OPERATION OR OCCURRENCE: --
OWNER/QPERATOR: Nellis AFB, NV
COMMENTS/DESCRIPTION: Waste POL
SITE RATED BY: Michael! Kemp
I.  RECEPTORS
Factor Maximum
Rating Factor Possible
Rating Factor (0-3) Multiplier Score Score
A. Population within 1,000 feet of site 1 4 4 12
B. Distance to nearest well 3 10 30 30
C. Land use/zoning within 1 mile radius 2 3 6 9
D. Distance to reservation boundary 2 6 12 18
E. Critical environments within 1 mile radius of site Q 10 0 30
F. Water quality of nearest surface-water body 0 [ 0 18
G. Ground-water use of uppermost aquifer 3 9 27 27
H. Population served by surface-water
supply within 3 miles downstream of site . 0 6 0 18
I. Population served by ground-water
supply within 3 miles of site 3 6 18 18
Subtotals 97 180
Receptors subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum subtotal) S4

WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

Select the factor score based on the estimated quantity, the degree of hazard, and the confidence

level of the information.

1. Waste quantity (S = small, M = medium, L = large)

2. Confidence level {(C = confirmed, S = suspected)

3. Hazard rating (H = high, M = medium, L = low)

Factor Subscore A (from 20 to 100 based on factor score matrix)

Apply persistence factor
Factor Subscore A x Persistence Factor = Subscore 8

50 x 1.0 = 50
Apply physical state multiplier

Subscore B x Physical State Multiplier = Waste Characteristics Subscore
50 x 1.0 = 50

S0
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111, PATHWAYS

Factor Maximum
Rating Factor Possible
Rating Factor (0-3) Muitiplier Score Score

If there is evidence of migration of hazardous contaminants, assign maximum factor subscore of
100 points for direct evidence or 80 points for indirect evidence. If direct evidence exists
then proceed to C. |f no evidence or indirect evidence exists, proceed to B.

Subscore

Rate the migration potential for three potential pathways: surface-water migration, flooding,
and ground-water migration. Select the highest rating, and proceed to C.

1. Surface-water migration

Distance to nearest surface water

Net precipitation

Surface erosion

Surface permeability

Rainfall intensity

Subtotals
Subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum score subtotal)
2. Flooding 0 1 0
Subscore (100 x factor score/3)

3. Ground-water migration

Depth to ground water

Net precipitation

Sofl permeability

Subsurface flows

Direct access to ground water

Subtotals

Subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum score subtotal)
Highest pathway subscore
Enter the highest subscore value from A, B-1, B-2, or B-3 above.

Pathways Subscore

WASTE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

Average the three subscores for receptors, waste characteristics, and pathways.

Receptors

Waste Characteristics

Pathways

Total 125 divided by 3 = 2

Gross Total Score

Apply factor for waste containment from waste management practices
Gross Total Score x Waste Management Practices Factor = Final Score

42 x 1.0 =




HAZARDOUS ASSESSMENT RATING FORM 31

Page 1 of 2
NAME OF SITE: No. 28, Fuel Spill
LOCATI0ON: Nellis AFB, NV
N DATE OF OPERATION OR OCCURRENCE: --
_ . OWNER/OPERATOR: Nellis AFB, NV
"' COMMENTS/DESCRIPTION: JP-4
| ’ SITE RATED BY: Michael Kemp
I.  RECEPTORS
’ »l‘" Factor Max{mum
.y Rating Factor Possible
’ Rating Factor (0-3) Multiplier Score Score 1
A. Population within 1,000 feet of site 3 4 12 12
. B. Distance to nearest well 2 10 20 30 |
3 C. Land use/zoning within 1 mile radius 2 3 (3 9
." D. Distance to reservation boundary 2 6 12 18
E. Critical environments within 1 mile radius of site 0 10 0 30 i
- F. Water quality of nearest surface-water body 0 6 0 18
' ‘ GC. Ground-water use of uppermost aquifer 3 9 27 27
- H. Population served by surface-water 3
supply within 3 miles downstream of site 0 6 0 18 !
I. Population served by ground-water
supply within 3 miles of site . 3 6 18 18
Subtotals 95 180
Receptors subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum subtotal) 53

Il. WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

A. Select the factor score based on the estimated quantity, the degree of hazard, and the confidence
level of the information.

1. Waste quantity (S = small, M = medium, L = large) M
2. Confidence level (C = confirmed, S = suspected) c
3. Hazard rating (H = high, M = medium, L = low) M
» Factor Subscore A (from 20 to 100 based on factor score matrix) 60

B. Apply persistence factor
Factor Subscore A x Persistence Factor = Subscore B

60 x .8 = 48
. C. Apply physical state multiplier
e . Subscore B x Physical State Multiplier = Waste Characteristics Subscore

48 x 1.0 = 48
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11 1. PATHWAYS

A Factor Max i mum
1 Rating Factor Possible
{0-3) Multiplier Score Score

If there is evidence of migration of hazardous contaminants, assign maximum factor subscore of
100 points for direct svidence or 80 points for indirect evidence. |If direct evidence exists
then proceed to C. [f no evidence or indirect evidence exists, proceed to B. 2

Rating Factor

Subscore

;:; Rate the migration potential for three potential pathways:

surface-water migration, flooding,
and ground-water migration.

Select the highest rating, and proceed to C,

1. Surface-water migration

Distance to nearest surface water

Net precipitation

- Surface erosion

Surface permeability 12 18

o N O O O

Ratnfall intensity

Subtotals

Subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum score subtotal)

2. Flooding 0 1 0 100

Subscore 1190 x factor score/3)

3. Ground-water migration

;A‘ Depth to ground water 1 8 8 24

: Net precipitation 0 6 0 18 ‘
E Sof1 parmeability 1 8 8 2
! Subsurface flows 0 8 0 24 ;
b ' Dfrect access to ground water 1 8 8 0 :

Subtotals
Subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum score subtotal)

Highest pathway subscore

Enter the highest subscore value from A, B-1, B-2, or B-3 above.
Pathways Subscore

WASTE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

Average the thres subscores for receptors, waste characteristics, and pathways.

[ ]
Receptors 53
Waste Charscteristics 48
Pathways 21
'i Tots! 122 divided by 3 = (Y]

Gross Total Score

Apply factor for waste containment from waste mensgement practices

GCross Total Score x Waste Management Pract. s Factor = Final Score

41 x 1.0 = 841
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’ HAZARDOUS ASSESSMENT RATING FORM

Page 1 ot 2
NAME OF SITE: No. 1, Base Landfill
LOCATION: Nellis AFB, NV
. DATE OF OPERATION OR OCCURRENCE: ~--
OWNER/OPERATOR: Nellis AFB, NV
s COMMENTS/DESCRIPTION:  Industrial, domestic '
| ‘ * SITE RATED BY: Michael Kemp
1 l.  RECEPTORS
! Factor . Max i mum
- Rating Factor Possible
e Rating Factor {0-3) Multiplier Score Score
A. Population within 1,000 feet of site 0 4 0 12
8. Distance to nearest well 1 10 10 30
g ! C. Land use/zoning within 1 mile radius 0 3 0 9
‘..“ D. Distance to reservation boundary 3 6 18 18
, E. Critical environments within 1 mile radius of site 0 10 0 30
A F. Water quality of nearest surface-water body 0 6 0 18
. G. CGround-water use of uppermost aquifer 3 9 27 27
" H. Population served by surface-water
supply within 3 miles domnstream of site 0 6 0 18
Ie Population served by ground-water
supply within 3 miles of site 1 6 6 18
Subtotals 61 180 1
Receptors subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum subtotal) 34

[1. WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

13
A. Select the factor score based on the estimated quantity, the degree of hazard, and the confidence {
leve! of the information. '

1. Waste quantity (S = small, M = medium, L = large) M
2. Confidence level (C = confirmed, S = suspected) S
3. Hazard rating (H = high, M = medium, L = Tow) M

- Factor Subscore A (from 20 to 100 based on factor score matrix) 40 It

N, d B. Apply persistence factor
y . Factor Subscore A x Persistence Factor = Subscore B

- - 80 x 1.0 = 40 '
. C. Apply physical state multiplier v
o . Subscore B x Physical State Multiplier = Waste Characteristics Subscore
i A0 x 1.0 = 80

p-27
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111, PATHWAYS
Factor Max{mum
Rating Factor Possible
Rating Factor (0-3) Multiplier Score Score 4

A.

A.

If there is evidence of migration of hazardous contaminants, assign maximum factor subscore of
100 points for direct evidence or 80 points for indirect evidence. I|f direct evidence exists
then proceed to C. If no evidence or indirect evidence exists, proceed to B.

a
Subscore -a!
Rate the migration potential for three potential pathways: surface-water migration, flooding,
and ground-water migration. Select the highest rating, and proceed to C.
1. Surface-water migration
Distance to nearest surface water (1] 8 0 24
Net precipitation 0 6 0 18
Surface erosion 2 8 16 24
Surface permeability 2 6 12 18
Rainfall intensity 0 8 0 24
Subtotals 28 108
Subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum score subtotal) 26
2. Flooding 0 1 0 100
Subscore (100 x factor score/3) 0
3. Ground-water migration
Depth to ground water 1 8 8 24
Net precipitation 0 6 0 18
Sofl permeability 1 8 8 2
Subsurface flows 0 8 0 24
Direct asccess to ground water 2 8 16 2%
Subtotals 32 114
Subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum score subtotal) 28
Highest pasthway subscore
Enter the highest subscore value from A, B-1, B-2, or B-3 above.
Pathways Subscore _28
WASTE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
Average the three subscores for receptors, waste characteristics, and patiways.
Receptors 34 N
Waste Characteristics 40
Pathways 28

Total 102 divided by 3 = 34
Gross Total Score

Apply factor for waste containment from waste management practices
Cross Total Score x Waste Management Practices Factor = Final Score

I x1.0=

|1z
-~

P - 28
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HAZARDOUS ASSESSMENT RATING FORM ;
Page 1 of 2 i
NAME OF SITE: No. 2, Base Landfill
b LOCAT1ON: Nellis AFB, NV
3 DATE OF OPERATION OR OCCURRENCE: == ‘
L ' OWNER/OPERATOR: Nellis AFB, NV }
. COMMENTS/DESCRIPTION: Industrial, domestic
i . SITE RATED BY: Michael Kemp ’
| {
4 4 I.  RECEPTORS
f : Factor Maximum :
l"'l Rating Factor ?85;39 Multiplier g::::r Pg::::le i
s
4 A. Population within 1,000 feet of site 0 4 0 12 ‘
o B. Distance to nesrest well 1 10 10 30 ‘{
By C. Land use/zoning within 1 mile radius 0 3 0 9
-:“ D. Distance to reservation boundary 3 6 18 18 :
= E. Critical environments within 1 mile radius of site 0 10 0 30
& F. Water quality of nearest surface-water body 0 6 0 18
o G. Ground-water use of uppermost aquifer 3 9 27 27
X H. Population served by surface-water ;
' supply within 3 miles downstream of site 0 6 0 18
|. Population served by ground-water
supply within 3 miles of site 1 6 6 18
; Subtotals 61 180
Receptors subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum subtotal) _34
11, WASTE CHARACTERISTICS
A. Select the factor score based on the estimated quantity, the degree of hazard, and the confidence
level of the information.

1. Waste quantity (S = small, M = medium, L = large) M
2. Confidence level (C = confirmed, S = suspected) S
- 3, Hazard rating (H = high, M = medfum, L = Tow) M
,, Factor Subscore A (from 20 to 100 based on factor score matrix) 40
2 x 8. Apply persistence factor
Factor Subscore A x Persistence Factor = Subscore B
i 40 x 1.0 = 40
: R ' R C. Apply physical state multiplier

Subscore B x Physical State Multiplier = Waste Characteristics Subscore
40 x 1.0 = _40

by

P-29 4
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b Page 2 of 2
|
r 111. PATHWAYS
> r
] Factor Max{imum
Rating Factor Possible
Rating Factor (0-3) Multiplier Score Score

A. \f there is evidence of migration of hazardous contaminants, assign maximum factor subscore of
100 points for direct evidence or 80 points for fndirect evidence. |f direct evidence exists
then proceed to C. If no evidence or indirect evidence exists, proceed to B.

Subscore --

B. Rate the migration potential for three potential pathways: surface-water migration, flooding,
and ground-water migration. Select the highest rating, and proceed to C.

1. Surface-water migration

Distance to nearest surface water 0 8 0 24
Net precipitation 0 6 0 18
Surface erosion 2 8 16 24
Surface permeability 2 6 12 18
Rainfall intensity 0 8 0 24
Subtotals 28 108
Subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum score subtotal) 26
2. Flooding 0 1 ] 100 '
Subscore (100 x factor score/3) 0
3. Ground-water migration
Depth to ground water 1 8 8 24
Net precipitation 0 6 0 18
Soil permeability 1 8 8 24
Subsurface fiows 0 8 0 24
Direct access to ground water 2 8 16 24
Subtotals 32 114
Subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum score subtotal) 28
C. Highest pathway subscore
Enter the highest subscore value from A, B-1, B-2, or 8-3 above.
Pathways Subscore _28
1V. WASTE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
A. Average the three subscores for receptors, waste characterfistics, and pathways.
Receptors 34 ’
Waste Characteristics 40
Pathways 28

Total 102 divided by 3 = 34
Gross Total Score

8. Apply factor for waste containment from waste management practices
Gross Total Score x Waste Management Practices Factor = Final Score

34 x 1.0 = 34

P-30




HAZARDOUS ASSESSMENT RATING FORM

i Page 1 of 2
j NAME OF SITE:  No. 6, Radioactive Waste Pits
| LOCAT ION: Nellis AFB, NV
; ‘ DATE OF OPERATION OR OCCURRENCE: -~ 1
: OWNER/OPERATOR: Nellis AFB, NV
] COMMENTS/DESCRIPTION: ~--
| SITE RATED BY: Michael Kemp
3 |.  RECEPTORS
¢ Factor Maximum
‘. Rating Factor Possible
Rating Factor {0-3) Multiplier Score Score
A. Population within 1,000 feet of site 0 4 0 12
B. Distance to nearest well 1 10 10 30
5 C. Land use/zoning within 1 mile radius 0 3 0 9 4
2 D. Distance to reservation boundary 3 6 18 18
A E. Critical environments within 1 mile radius of site 0 10 0 30
F. Water quality of nearest surface-water body 0 6 0 18
. C. Ground-water use of uppermost aquifer 3 9 27 27 j

4. Population served by surface-water

supply within 3 miles downstream of site 0 6 0 18

|. Population served by ground-water
supply within 3 miles of site 1 6 6 18
Subtotals 61 180

Receptors subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum subtotal)

w
&

11. WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

| A. Select the factor score based on the estimated quantity, the degree of hazard, and the confidence
level of the information.

N 1. Waste quantity (S = small, M = medium, L = large) S
X 2. Confidence level (C = confirmed, S = suspected) S
3. Hazard rating (H = high, M = medium, L = low) M
Factor Subscore A (from 20 to 100 based on factor score matrix) 30 ~

4
i 1Y B. Apply persistence factor

i, Factor Subscore A x Persistence Factor = Subscore B
¢

t

- 30 x 1.0 = 30

. C. Apply physical state muitiplier
Subscore B x Physical State Multiplier = Weste Characteristics Subscore
! 30 x 1.0 = _30

P-3
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Page 2 of 2

111, PATHWAYS
Factor Maximum
Rating Factor Possible
Rating Factor {0-3) Multiplier Score Score H

A.

If there is evidence of migration of hazardous contaminants, assign maximum factor subscore of
100 points for direct evidence or 80 points for indirect evidence. |f direct evidence exists
then proceed to C. If no evidence or indirect evidence exists, proceed to B.

Subscore -- ;

Rate the migration potential for three potential pathways: surface-water migration, flooding,
and ground-water migration. Select the highest rating, and proceed to C.

1. Surface-water migration

Distance to nearest surface water 0 8 0 24
Net precipitation 0 6 0 18
Surface erosion 1 8 8 24
Surface permeability 2 6 12 18
Rainfall intensity 0 8 0 24
Subtotals 20 108
Subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum score subtotal) 19 {
2. Flooding 0 1 0 100 i
Subscore (100 x factor score/3) 0 ?
3. Ground-water migration
Depth to ground water 1 8 8 24
Net precipitation 0 6 0 18
Soil permeability 1 8 8 24
Subsurface flows 0 8 0 24
Direct access to ground water 2 8 16 24
Subtotals 32 114
Subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum score subtotal) 28
Highest pathway subscore
Enter the highest subscore value from A, B-1, B-2, or B-3 above.
Pathways Subscore 28
WASTE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
Average the three subscores for receptors, waste characteristics, and pathways.
Receptors 34
Waste Characteristics 30
Pathways 28
Total 92 divided by 3 = 31

Gross Total Score
Apply factor for waste containmant from waste management practices
Gross Total Score x Waste Management Practices Factor = Final Score
3T x1.0= Al

P -2




HAZARDOUS ASSESSMENT RATING FORM
Page 1 of 2 :
": NAME OF SITE: No. 1, Field Landfill j
| ; LOCATION: Nellis AFB, NV 3
DATE OF OPERATION OR OCCURRENCE: -- 1
OWNER/OPERATOR: Nellis AFB, NV )
COMMENTS/DESCRIPTION: industrial, domestic fill
. SITE RATED BY: Michael Kemp
" I.  RECEPTORS
’ Factor Maximum
. Rating Factor Possible
; Rating Factor (0-3) Multiplier Score Score
- A. Population within 1,000 feet of site 0 4 0 12
% B. Distance to nearest well 1 10 10 30
C. Land use/zoning within 1 mile radius 0 3 0 9
. D. Distance to reservation boundary 3 6 18 18
“ E. Critical environments within 1 mile radius of site 0 10 0 30
L F. Water quality of nearest surface-water body 0 6 0 18
G. Ground-water use of uppermost aquifer 3 9 27 27
' H. Population served by surface-water
: supply within 3 miles downstream of site 0 6 0 18
. Population served by ground-water
supply within 3 miles of site 3 6 18 18
Subtotals 73 180
Receptors subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum subtotal) KAl
ti. WASTE CHARACTERISTICS
A. Select the factor score based on the estimated quantity, the degree of hazard, and the confidence

level of the information.
1. Waste quantity (S = small, M = medium, L = large)

2. Confidence level (C = confirmed, S = suspected)

3. Hazard rating (H = high, M = medium, L = low) M
Factor Subscore A (from 20 to 100 based on factor score matrix) 40
Apply persistence factor
Factor Subscore A x Persistence Factor = Subscore B
40 x 1.0 = 40
Apply physical state multiplier 3
Subscore B x Physical State Multiplier = Waste Characteristics Subscore ET

40 x 1.0 = _40

P~ 33
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} : 111, PATHWAYS
! Factor Maximum
Rating Factor Possible
t Rating Factor (0-3) Multiplier Score Score
g A. If there is evidence of migration of hazardous contaminants, assign maximum factor subscore of
> 100 points for direct evidence or 80 points for indirect evidence. If direct evidence exists
) then proceed to C. |f no evidence or indirect evidence exists, proceed to B.
é ' - Subscore --
?l. 8. Rate the migration potential for three potential pathways: surface-water migration, flooding,
3 and ground-water migration. Select the highest rating, and proceed to C.
}: 1. Surface-water migration
;{v Distance to nearest surface water 0 8 0 24
tF> Net precipitation 0 6 0 18
& Surface erosion 1 8 8 24
Surface permeabfliity 1 6 6 18
. Rainfall intensity 0 8 0 24
F ' Subtotals 14 108
v Subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum score subtotal) 13
. 2, Flooding 0 1 0 100
N Subscore (100 x factor score/3) 0
3. Ground-water migration
Depth to ground water 1 8 8 24
Net precipitation 0 6 0 18
Soil permeability 1 8 8 24
Subsurface flows 0 8 0 24
Direct access to ground water 1 8 8 24 i
Subtotals 24 114 %
Subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum score subtotal) 21 ? i
C. Highest pathway subscore |
Enter the highest subscore value from A, B-1, B-2, or B-3 above,.
Pathways Subscore 2 4
IV, WASTE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
A. Average the three subscores for receptors, waste characteristics, and pathways. 4
Receptors 41 '
\ Waste Characteristics 40 §,
{ ;Q ::::?a¥32 divided by 3 = §Z
X3 Gross Total Score
f ’ 8. Apply factor for waste containment from waste mansgement practices ] 1’

Gross Total Score x Waste Management Practices Factor = Final Score

G x 1,0= 3

&




HAZARDOUS ASSESSMENT RATING FORM

. . Page 1 of 2 éq
‘ i NAME OF SITE:  No. 5, Fire Training Area :
2 j LOCAT i ON: Nellis AFB, NV §
- ! DATE OF OPERATION OR OCCURRENCE: -- "
! ? i OWNERIOPERATOR:_ Nellis AFB, NV %-
o COMMENTS/DESCRIPTION: POL, solvent burning i
| SITE RATED BY: Michael Kemp
x I.  RECEPTORS {
> Factor Maximum :
b Rating Factor Possible
"}J Rating Factor (0-3) Muitiplier Score Score
:N A. Population within 1,000 feet of site 1 4 4 12
t: B. Distance to nearest well 3 10 30 30
i, C. Land use/zoning within 1 mile radius 20 3 6 9
' D. Distance to reservation boundary 3 6 18 18
3‘l' E. Critical environments within 1 mile radius of site ] 10 0 30
1; F. Water quality of nearest surface-water body 0 6 0 18
= G. Cround-water use of uppermost aquifer 3 9 27 27
. . H.  Population served by surface-water
L supply within 3 miles downstream of sfite 0 6 0 18
ﬂ 1. Population served by ground-water
supply within 3 miles of site 3 ) 6 18 18
_ Subtotals 103 180
Receptors subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum subtotai) 57

Il. WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

A. Select the factor score based on the estimated quantity, the degree of hazard, and the confidence
level of the information.

3 1. Waste quantity (S = small, M = medium, L = Targe) M
e 2. Confidence level (C = confirmed, S = suspected) S ]
3. Hazard rating (H = high, M = medium, L = low) M
Factor Subscore A (from 20 to 100 based on factor score matrix) 40 ﬂ
k3 8. Apply persistence factor
Factor Subscore A x Persistence Factor = Subscore B
40 x 1.0 = 40
'Y C. Apply prysical state multipiier

Subsccre B x Physical State Multipiier = Waste Characteristics Subscore

40 x 1.0 = _40 !

P -35
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s 4 ¢
; [11. PATHWAYS -
y I Factor Maximum
" Rating Factor Possible
N Rating Factor (0-3) Multiplier Score Score
-
v A. If there is evidence of migration of hazardous contaminants, assign maximum factor subscore of
I

100 points for direct evidence or 80 points for indirect evidence. |f direct evidence exists
i then proceed to C. [f no evidence or indirect evidence exists, proceed to B.

‘P Subscore 0

. B. Rate the migration potential for three potential pathways: survace-water migration, flooding,
. and ground-water migration. Select the highest rating, and proceed to C.

1. Surface-water migration

Distance to nearest surface water 0 8 0 24
Net precipitation 0 6 0 18
Surface erosion 2 8 16 24
| ‘. . Surface permeability 1 6 6 18
- Rainfall intensity 0 8 0 24
-8 Subtotals 22 108
{ " » Subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum score subtotal) , 20 i
i 2. Flooding : 0 1 ] ‘ 100 3
Subscore (100 x factor score/3) 0
3. Ground-water migration
Depth to ground water 1 8 8 24
Net precipitation 0 6 0 18
Soil permeability 1 8 8 24
Subsurface flows 0 8 0 24
£ ! Direct access to ground water 1 8 8 24
Subtotals 24 114
5 Subscore (100 x factor score subtotal/maximum score subtotal) 3]
3;_, C. Highest pathway subscore
i' Enter the highest subscore value from A, 8-1, B-2, or B8-3 above.
*, Pathways Subscore 21
k; : IV, WASTE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
"—" A. Average the three subscores for receptors, waste characteristics, and pattways.
Receptors 57 ,
3 Waste Characteristics 40
&' Pathways 21
E o Total 118 divided by 3 = 39
-, Gross Total Score
8. Apply factor for waste containment from waste management practices
1 Gross Total Score x Waste Management Practicea Factor = Final Score
39 x 1.0 = 39

P - 36




