
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 

MEMORANDUM FOR NRC, Region IV 
Attn: Jacqueline D. Cook 

FROM: AFMSNSG3PB 

II Oct 12 

SUBJECT: Additional Infonnation to Support Final Status Survey for Site RW-06, Kirtland AFB, NM 
(Response to your memo dated 26 J ul 2012) 

I. Background: Our office submitted the Final Status Survey Report for Site RW-06, Kirtland AFB, NM 
to you for approval Nov 2011. Your office reviewed and provided comments July 2012. Those 
comments and questions arc as listed as follows with the permittee's response. 

a. Page v, Environmental Justice Consideration: Typo, second paragraph - change "The populations 
living ... " to "The minority populations living ... " 

USAF: Agree - Will change text to read "The minority populations living ... " 

b. Page vi, Environmental Justice Consideration, last paragraph: This section concludes with the 
statement that "based on the analysis of any potential impacts, there would be no disproportionally 
high or adverse impacts to minority and low-income populations." However, this section docs not 
clearly explain why this conclusion is valid. This section transitions from a description of the local 
minority and low-income populations straight to a conclusion. The Air Force should consider 
adding the analyses that results in the concluding statement. 

USAF: Changed text to read "based on the geographical location within Kirtland AFB (see map at 
Figure 1-1), there would be no disproportionally high or adverse impacts to minority and low
income populations." Elaborating on the location and project impacts (with respect to 
Environmental Justice) should address their concerns. 

c. Page ES-2, last paragraph: This paragraph states that "A total of37 soil samples ... " However, the 
NRC staff reviewer identified only 36 samples in Section 5.4. Please explain where the 37'" sample 
came from. 

USAF: Reviewed data and confinned NRC number of36 soil samples taken. This is a typo which 
will be corrected to read "A total of 36 soil samples" from both references in this paragraph, as well 
as remove the word "approximately" from the first sentence of same paragraph. 

d. Page ES-3, last two paragraphs, and Page 2-5, Section 2.5: Thc FSSR does not explain if additional 
soils were brought onsite to replace the 480 tons of soils that were shipped offsite for disposal. 

r'" .'please update the FSSR to explain whether additional soils were needed to fill the void spaces. If 
P"~ ' '-.~flJl.ili~e'l9ilswas brought on site, where did it come from, and was it confirmed to be free of 
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USAF: No non-native backfill soil was used as fill material on this project. All soil used for 
backfill was clean surveyed soil obtained from project location. Edit respective paragraphs to read 
as follows: 

ES3: "The excavated trenches were backfilled after completion of the FSS with clean soil obtained 
from project location which had been surveyed and cleared for use as fill material. In addition, 
resceding of native grasses required to restore the site has been performed." 

Page 2-5, "Thc excavated trenches were backfilled after completion of the FSS with clean soil 
obtained from project location which had been surveyed and cleared for usc as fill material." 

e. Page I-I , Site Description and History: The FSSR does not discuss surface structures that may 
havc been contaminated by past operations involving radioactive materials. 

A. For example, what is the status of the Radiation Effects Laboratory? 

B. In addition, were any of the onsitc structures surveycd for radioactivity? 

The NRC staff understands that somc of the local structures may have been uscd to support the 
1960-1971 expcriments involving radioactivc material. Thcse cxpcriments may have included 
long-lived radioisotopes; therefore, building surveys may be appropriate. 

USAF: Wc weren't able to find any info on radiological surveys at the buildings near RW06, and 
they have since been demolished. They were empty cinder block buildings and any survcy was 
outside the scope of this project, but noncthelcss, we can't fmd any rccords ofa radiological 
survcy. 

f. Page 1-7, Review of Previous Investigations: Please briefly summarize past investigations 
conducted prior to 2008 including dates, samplcs collected, and any important findings. 

USAF: See question 7 (now qucstion "g") - elaborated on prior sampling activities there. 

g. Page 1-7, Review of Previous Investigations: The last paragraph discusscs thc collection of direct 
push boring core samples. Please provide a short description of how many samples wcre collected 
and how deep the samplcs were collccted. 

USAF: Not necessarily a short description, but questions 6 and 7 could be spun off into their own 
report. Phase 2 Stage I ficld investigation in 1985 includcd thc advanccment of two 100-ft 
exploratory holes at the south end of the site. Sampling from thesc borcholes identified only sodium 
and iron in soil samples in excess of the screening levels used at that time. Lead, mercury, silver, 
total organic halogcns, oils and greases, and pesticides were not detected. Field-screening for 
gamma radiation performcd on the drill cuttings identified no activities above background (USAF, 
J 985). 

In January J 988, a surface radiological survey, a subsurface magnetic survey, and a mcrcury vapor 
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survey were performed at the site. All surface radiation levels were found to be consistent with 
background. A total of21 magnetic anomalies were identified by the magnetic survey. Of these 21 
anomalies, 13 were attributed to surface or shallow subsurface metal objects that could oftcn be 
seen. The remaining eight anomalies were described as having the magnetic characteristics of 
significant masses of buried metal, such as buried drums. Many of these anomalies were oriented in 
linear configurations, often in association with surface depressions, which suggested subsidence of 
a disposal trench. The largest identified magnctic anomaly was associated with a linear dcpression 
and an exposed drum was observed. No mercury vapors were detected in any of the shallow test 
boreholes installed in the areas of the significant magnetic anomalies (USAF, 1988). 

A June 1992 radiation survcy to determine possible air and surfacc soil contamination identified no 
radiation levels above background conditions (Caputo, 1992). 

A SNLINM technology demonstration project, consistcd of installing a horizontal borehole beneath 
the six southernmost trenches; field monitoring for mercury vapors and volatile organic compounds 
(VOCs); measuring garnma radiation in soil adjacent to the borehole using a downhole gamma-ray 
spectrometer; and sampling soil gas for mercury and VOCs. This investigation did not identify 
radiation levels above background conditions or contaminated soil vapor, though detailed field 
screening and analytical results for mercury vapor and VOCs were not included within the 
technology demonstration report (Floran, 1994). In November 2006, SNLINM plugged and 
abandoned the horizontal borehole. 

The Appendix IV, Stage 2D-I RFI (USAF, 1994) was conducted to dctertnine the possible nature 
and extent of disposal trench contamination and included surface and subsurface soil sampling in 
soil adjacent to the trenches. Thirty-six boreholes were installed with four to five soil samples 
collected per borehole for a total of approximately 170 individual soil samples. Soil samples were 
analyzed for petrolcum hydrocarbon gasoline range organics (GROs) and diesel range organics 
(DROs), VOCs, semivolatilc organic compounds (SVOCs), target analyte list (TAL) mctals, 
cyanide, gross alpha and gross beta radiation levels, Ra-226, Ra-228, soil pH, and soil moisture. 

Analytical result from the Appendix IV, Stage 2D-I indicated thc presence of seven VOCs 
including, acetone; ethylbenzene; methylene chloride; tetrachloroethene; tolucne; 1,1,1-
trichloroethane; and xylenes. These VOCS were detected at low eonecntrations and in limited 
number of the soil samples. Nonc of the detected VOCs exceed thc current NMED rcsidential 
SSLs. Eight SVOCs including benzo(b)fluoranthenc; benzo(k)fluoranthene; cbryscne; di-n-butyl 
phthalate; bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate; fluoranthene; phenathrene; and pyrene were detected at low 
levels and in a limited number of the sitc soil samples. None orthe detected SVOCs excecd the 
current NMED residential SSLs. Both DROs and GROs were detccted at low levels and in a limited 
number of thc site soil samples. 

Antimony, barium, beryllium, cadmium, chromium, cobalt, copper, lead, mercury, molybdcnum, 
nickel, vanadium, and zinc were detected in some soil samples at concentrations that excceded the 
NMED approvcd background concentrations. Most of the background exceedcnces occurred in a 
limited number of soil samples. Copper concentrations exceeded the NMED-approved background 
concentration of 17 milligrams per kilogram (mglkg) in almost all soil samples. Thc maximum 
copper concentration was I ,21 0 mglkg detected in sample RB-ll -16 at a depth of 28 to 30 ft. 
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Chromium (1,130 mg/kg), iron (45,300 mg/kg), molybdenum (429 mg/kg), and vanadium (100 
mg/kg) were detected in one soil sample, RB-11-30 at a depth of 13 to 17 ft, at concentrations that 
exceed their NMED residential SSLs. This was the only sample that exceeded any NMED 
residential SSLs. Samples collccted from both shallower and deeper sampling depths within the 
borehole did not show elevated metals concentrations. Activities for gross alpha, gross beta, and 
radium-226 were slightly greater than background activities for some of tbe soil samples. All soil 
activities were within one order of magnitude of the background activities. 

A Phase 2 RFI was conducted at SWMU 6-30 in June and July 1997 (USAF, 1998). The field 
investigation program was designed to determine if contamination was present within tbe trencbes 
and in the underlying soils. Boreboles were installed witbin tbe apparent disposal trencbes using a 
dircct-pusb drill rig. Since previous investigations did not indicate high levels of radiation would be 
encountercd in tbe trench, this investigation pbase included sampling directly in the apparcnt 
trenches. The number of boreholes per trencb was based on trencb lengtb (approximate 30-ft 
spacing between boreboles). The deptb of boreholes within a trench was based on trench depth with 
the sballow trenches having 20-ft borehole depths and deep trenches having 30-ft borehole depths. 

Thirty-two boreholes were advanced at the site with four to six soil samples collectcd per borehole 
for a total ofapproximatcly 160 individual soil samples. Soil samples were collected from each 
borehole at 5-ft intervals to the bottom of the trench and from two additional sampling intervals 
below the bottom of the trench (10 ft below the bottom of the trench). 

Samples were field-screened using a photoionization detector (Pill), a beta-gamma meter, and a 
mercury vapor detector. Samples were analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, TAL metals, mercury, cyanide, 
gross alpha and beta radiation levcls, gamma spectroscopy, soil pH, and soil moisture. 

Analytical result from the 1997 Phase 2 RFI indicated the presence of one VOC, acetone, detected 
in a limited number of samples and at low levels. Three SVOCs including bis(2-
ethylhexyl)phthalate, phenol, and styrene were detected at low levels and in a limited number of the 
site soil samples. None of the detected VOCs or SVOCs excecd the current NMED residential 
SSLs. 

Arsenic, barium, beryllium, chromium, cobalt, copper, lead, nickel, vanadium, and zinc were 
detected in some soil samples at conccntrations that exceeded their NMED-approved background 
concentrations. Most of the background exceedences occurred in a limited number of soil samples. 
Copper concentrations exceeded the NMED-approved background concentration of 17 milligrams 
per kilogram (mg/kg) in almost all soil samples. The maximum copper concentration was 3,020 
mg/kg detected in sample RB-II-48 at a depth of23 to 25 ft. Iron (38,100 mg/kg) and vanadium 
(81.4 mg/kg) each were detected in one soil sample at concentrations that exceed their NMED 
residential SSLs. Arsenic was detectcd in a number of soil samples that exceed the NMED 
residential SSL of3.9 mg/kg. It should be noted that the NMED-approved background 
concentration of arsenic is 4.4 mg/kg which is grcater than the NMED residential SSL. The 
maximum arsenic concentration was 14.7 mg/kg. 

Activities for gross alpha, gross beta, radium-226, thorium-234, and uranium-235 were slightly 
greater than background activities for some of the soil samples. All soil activities were within one 
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order of magnitude of the background activities. Screening level risk assessments conducted using 
the radionuclide data collected indicated that the potential dose and excess cancer risk posed by any 
radioactive material at SWMU 6-30 did not exceed U.S. Department of Energy and U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) guidelines. 

The Phase 3 RFI at SWMU 6-30, Radioactive Burial II (RW-06), was conducted in August and 
September 1999. Investigation activities included installing one groundwater monitoring well 
(KAFB-6301), downhole geophysical logging, and laboratory analyses. To avoid intrusive work 
within thc boundaries of the actual SWMU area, the groundwater monitoring well was installed 
outside of the actual fenced SWMU, within 50 ft of the west fence line of the southernmost tip of 
the SWMU area. Following installation of the monitoring well, groundwater samples were 
collected and analyzed for YOCs, SYOCs, metals, pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), 
herbicides, total petroleum hydrocarbons (GROs and DROs), cyanide, nitrate, nitrite, anions, and 
radionuclides. Nitrate was detected at a concentration of 6.0 mg/L in the groundwater sample and 
5.7 mg/L in duplicate groundwater sample. These concentrations exceed the NMED-approved 
background value for nitrate in groundwater of 4 mg/L but do not exceed the New Mexico Water 
Quality Control Conunission (NMWQCC) groundwater standard of 10 mg/L. The concentrations of 
YOCs, SYOCs, metals, and radiogenic isotopes were all below the applicable scrcening levels. 

Following installation, monitoring well KAFB-6301 was added to the Kirtland AFB Long-Term 
Monitoring (LTM) program. Groundwater samples are collected on an annual basis from the well 
and analyzed for YOCs, organochlorine pesticides, chlorinated herbicides, mercury, dissolved 
metals, chloride, fluoride, nitrate, sulfate, total organic carbon, total organic halides, phenols, gross 
alpha, gross beta, radium, radon, uranium, and gamma spectroscopy. Nitrate continues to occur at 
concentrations that exceed NMED-approved background of 4 mglL but do not exceed the 
NMWQCC standard . All detected constituents arc below regulatory standards (USAF, 2003). 

During the RCRA RFI (October 2007), three exploratory trenches (Trench A, B, and C 
accordingly) were cut to further delineate conditions at site RW06. Trench A, extended from the 
northern end to the southern end of R W06 and cut through all nine former disposal trenches. The 
total length of Trench A was 421 ft. Exploratory Trench B was located to the east of Trench A. 
Trench B cut through the eastern ends of former disposal trenches 7 and 8 and had a total length of 
72 ft . Exploratory Trench C was located to the cast of Trench A and south of Trench B. This trench 
cut through the eastern end offormer disposal trench 6 and had a total length of 40 ft. A total of 533 
ft was excavated along the length of the three exploratory trenches. 

Exploratory trench depths varied from 10 to 18 ft bgs. The depths of the trenches largely depended 
on the depths at which waste was encountered. In some areas where little or no waste materials 
were found but disturbed soil was present, the trenches were extended to the maximum depth that 
could be reached by the excavation equipment, approximately 18 ft, in order to verify that waste 
was not present in that location. In some areas, the bottoms of the former disposal trenches were 
visually identified within the exploratory trenches. In other areas, the maximum exploratory 
excavation depth did not reach below the base of the former disposal trenches. This was not 
unexpected based on historical site records that indicated some of the former disposal trenches 
extended to approximately lOft bgs and others extended 15 to 20 ft bgs. All trench widths were 
approximately 3 to 4 ft wide. 
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For Total Metals, results ofthc 2006 RFI identificd barium, copper, lcad, and zinc at 
concentrations that cxceeded the NMED-approved background concentrations in onc or more soil 
samples collected from within the exploratory trenches. Barium was detected in two soil samples 
above the NMED-approved background concentration of 200 mg/kg for subsurface soil. The 
maximum concentration of barium was 280 mg/kg. Copper was detectcd in one soil sample above 
the NMED-approved background concentration of 17 mg/kg for subsurface soil. The maximum 
concentration of copper was 32.1 mg/kg. Lead was detected in two soil samples above the NMED
approved background concentration of 1l.2 mg/kg for subsurfacc soil. The maximum concentration 
of lead was 40.5 mg/kg. Zinc was detectcd in one soil sample above the NMED-approved 
background concentration of76 mg/kg for subsurface soil. The maximum concentration of zinc was 
119 mg/kg. None of these constituents cxccedcd their respective NMED residential SSLs. 

Arsenic was detected in two soil samples that exceeded the NMED residential SSL of 3.9 mg/kg. 
The maximum arsenic concentration was 4.3 mg/kg. These arsenic concentrations did not exceed 
the NMED-approved background concentration for arscnic of 4.4 mg/kg. 

For TCLP Metals, three soil samples collected from the exploratory trenches were submitted to the 
laboratory for TCLP metals analyses. Barium was the only metal dctected in the soils from the 
TCLP analyses. Barium was detectcd at a maximum estimated concentration of 1,090 micrograms 
per liter (Ilg/L), well below the screening level of 100,000 Ilg/L. All other metals were not detected 
in tbe TCLP analyses 

For Radionuclides, laboratory analytical results for gross alpha exceed the background value of 
17.4 picocuries per gram (pCi/g) in all analyzed soil samplcs. The maximum soil gross alpha 
measurement was 30.8 pCi/g. All measured values were within an order of magnitude of the 
background value. Laboratory analytical results for gross beta exceed the background value of 35.4 
pCi/g in two soil samples. Tbe maximum soil gross beta measurement was 36.4 pCi/g and only 
slightly grcater than the background value. 

Radium-228 exceeded thc NMED-approved background valuc of 0.7 pCi/g in 10 of the soil 
samplcs collected. The maximum radium-228 value was 0.94 pCi/g and only slightly grcater than 
tbe background value. Cesium- l 37 exceeded the NMED-approved background value of 0.908 
pCi/g in one of the soil samples collected. The maximum cesium-137 value was 3.52 pCi/g. This 
concentration is within an order of magnitude oftbe NMED-approved background value. Thorium-
232 exceeded the NMED-approved background value of l.01 pCi/g in one ofthc soil samples 
collected. Tbe maximum tborium-232 value was 1.02 pCi/g and only slightly greater than the 
background value. 

Two grab samples were collected from waste materials identified in the field as baving elevated 
alpba or beta values based on field screening and swipe samples. Tbe laboratory carboy and 
associated soil are identified as sample BIO 001 in Table 2-4. The associated soil was analyzed off
site and found to contain americium-241 at a concentration of 508 pCi/g. Two other radionuclides 
were detected at slightly clevated values including cesium- l 37 at a concentration of 1l.7 pCi/g and 
lead-210 at an estimated concentration of 49.8 pCi/gm. Both gross alpba and gross beta exceeded 
the background concentrations by more than an order of magnitude. 
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Based on results of this RFI report, KAFB decided full remediation of the site would be the best 
course of action. 

h. Page 3-6, Section 3.2.1: This section concludes that all survey units were within MARSSIM 
recommendations for size limits. This section also refers the reader to a figure that shows the 
survey units. 

It would be helpful if the Air Force either added a table with the survey unit sizes or added a 
sentence stating the range (low to high) of the survey unit sizes. This would assist the reader in 
directly comparing the survey unit sizes to the MARSSIM recommended limits. 

USAF: Unable to locate specific data for the dimensions of each survey unit, however each survey 
unit was constructed to be approximately 2000 square meters to serve as a Class I MARSSIM 
survey unit. As stated in the document, all survey units were within MARSSIM recommendations 
for size limits. Figure 2-1 (on page 2-3) shows the Final Site Layout, and should provide a rough 
estimate of the dimensions of each survey unit. 

1. Page 6-1, Section 6.1, first paragraph: The phrase "The label for each survey unit. .. " was not clear 
to the NRC staff reviewer. Please clarify the sentence. 

USAF: Agree. Changing sentence to read, "The results of the MARSSIM statistical test (WRS) for 
each of the survey units are located in Table 6-1. 

J. Page 6-1, Section 6.1, fourth paragraph: The first two sentences of this paragraph were not clear to 
the NRC staff reviewer. 

1. Did the author mean 10 or 12 biased samples? 

USAF: This was actually 12 samples, but as explained below, SU09 was inadvertently left off 
the list and two biased samples were pulled from tbat survey unit. Text will be changed to 
reflect 12 total biased samples were pulled, including from SU09. 

2. Did the author mean to include SU09 in this paragraph (which would bave totaled 12 
samples)? 

USAF: Yes, - two additional samples were taken from SU09 as biased samples, and we will 
add SU09 to that paragrapb as a correction. 

3. What is meant by the phrase "All other scan survey z-scores for selected biased sample 
areas ... "? It's not clear to the reviewer if the author is referring to other biased soil samples 
or if the author is referring to areas that had high z-seores but were not specifically sampled. 

USAF: Agree - will clarifY paragraph to read as follows: "Twelve biased samples were also 
collected based on analysis and review of the scan data for each of survey units SU02, SU08, 
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SU09, SUIO, and SUllo Sample RW6-FSS-SUII -016 in SUll was collected due to a cluster of 
elevated z-scores witb a maximum scan survey z-score of 8.0 (i.e. , approximately 8 standard 
deviations above tbe mean) and the analysis results showed 15.7 pCi/g of ll7Cs. All otber scan 
survey z-scores for selected bias sampled areas were greater than 3.0, but less tban 5.0, and the 
sample analysis results were representative of the background distribution. The soil sample 
analysis results for both biased and random start systematic samples support the efficacy of the 
project a prior scan MDCs and methodology for gamma emitters." 

k. Page 6-1, Section 6.1, last paragrapb: Typo - cbange "05" to "SU05". 

USAF: Agree - will change to SU05 

l. Page 6-2, last sentence of the first full paragraph: Tbis sentence provides a recommendation that 
appears to bave been deleted from Section 7.0. Perbaps this sentence sbould be deleted in its 
entirety. 

USAF: Agree - will delete this sentence, "A recommendation has been made in Section 7.0 to 
perform additional ALARA excavation around this sample location and to reclassifY a portion of 
SUI 1 as MARSSIM Class 1 and name this survey unit SUl2." 

m. Page 6-2, first sentence of second full paragraph: This sentence states that 25 samples were 
collected. Similar to Comment #3 above, the NRC staff reviewer counted only 24 samples. Please 
explain where the 25" sample came from. 

USAF: Agree with NRC. There must have been a typo with respect to the 25 number - data 
confirms that it was exactly as described: 3 samples from eacb of the 8 survey units. Will change 
this to 24, and delete tbe word "approximately" from tbe first sentence. 

n. Page 6-3, Section 6.2, second paragraph: Typo - the second sentence is missing the closing bracket 
- ")". 

USAF: Agree - will correct to read, " ... one systematic 239Pu value (RW6-S0SUOI-003)" 

o. Appendix D, Page 4, last paragraph: Typo - change "SU02" to "SUI2". 

USAF: Agree-will change to read "SUI2" 

p. Appendix D, Page 5, footnote to Table 3: The acronym "RCOPC" was not clear. 

Please spell out this acronym. 

USAF: Agree - Will spell out to read "radiological contaminant of potential concern" 

2. A second set of questions were also generated by your office to support an Environmental 
Assessment for this project. The attacbed AF Form 813 sbould address most ifnot all of your 
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questions. 

3. A revised final status survey report incorporating the changes listed above will be provided to 
you via Email. Please review the report in its entirety. 

4. If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me at 703-681 -7855 or E-Mail at 
daniel.shaw@Pentagon.af.mil . 

Attachment: 
AF Form 813 

/fJJ tP. >Y--
DANIEL A. SHAW, Maj, USAF, BSC 
Chief, Radiological Health Operations 
USAF Radioisotope Committee Secretariat 
Air Force Medical Support Agency 
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, 
REQUEST FOR ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

! Report Control Symbol 
Res: 35-09-660 

" 
INSTRUCTIONS: Section I to be complefod by Proponent; Sec/ions /I and 11/ to be completed by Environmental Planning Function. Continue on separate sheets 

as Necessary, Reference appropriate item numbers. 

SECTION 1- PROPONENT INFORMATION 

1. TO (Environmental Planning Function) 2. FROM (Proponent organization and functional address symbol) 2a. Telephone 
Department of the Air Force HQ 377" Air Base Wing 377 MSG/CEANR 846-9017 

ATTN: 377 MSG/CEANQ 

3. TITLE OF PROPOSED ACTION 

Excavation and remediation of RW-06 Radioactive Burial Site. 

4. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION (Identify decision to be made and need date) 

Need to excavate contaminated site to meet AF Remedy-in-Place (RIP) requirements for Installation Restoration 
Program sites. Also seeking NMED No Further Action (NFA) status to close this site out as an environmental 
restoration site. 

5. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES (DOPAA) (Provide sufficient details for evaluation of the fotal section.) 

Alternative would be to cap and monitor site, which could meet AF RIP reqt's, but would not meet NMED NFA status . 

6. PROPONENT APPROVAL (Name and Grade) 6a. SIGNATURE 6b. DATE 
Scott Clark, YD-02 lie-signed/! 10101 /09 

SECTION U PRELIMINARY ENVIRONMENTAL SURVEY. (Check appropriate box and describe potential environmental effects + 0 - U 
including cumulative effects.) (+ = positive effect; 0 = no effect; • = adverse effect; U = unknown effect) 

x 
7. AIR INST ALlA TION COMPATIBLE USE ZONE/tAND USE (Noise, accident potential encroachment, etc.) 

8. AIR QUALITY (Emission. attainment status, state implementation plan. etc. ) 
X 

X 
9. WATER RESOURCES (Quality, quantify, source, etc.) 

x 
10. SAFETY AND OCCUPATIONAL HEAlTH (AsbestosiradiatJonichemfcal exposure, explosives safety quantity-Ciisiance. etc.) 

x 
11 . HAZARDOUS MATERIALSJ\o\IASTE (Usc/storage/generation. solid waste, etc.) 

12. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (WetlandSl1100dplains. flom. fauna, etc. 
X 

13. CUL rURAL RESOURCES (Na/ive American burial sites, archeological. historical, etc.) 
X 

x 
14. GEOLOGY AND SOILS (Topography, minerals, geothermal. Installation Restoration Program. seismicity, (lic.) 

15. SOCIOECONOMIC (Employmentlpopulation projections, school and local fiscal Impacts, etc.) 
X 

16. OTHER (Potential impacts not sddmssed above.) 
X 

SECTION 111- ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS DETERMINATION 

17. R PROPOSED ACTION QUALIFIES FOR CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION (CATEX) # ; OR 
. ' 

PROPOSED ACTION DOES NOT QUALIFY FOR A CATEX. FURTHER ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS IS REQUIRED 

18. jMARKS . 

ti t> M 1\ 1Lr-J.. to t u -[0 TI\5 4", '- t(1 p"",GliL " r'\ Vu A/( "'--/" T f J~ ...... f'< ' 

dv,, 4. i/I,,/.v «C((/t 'f- Cfr2CL4 Sf,,-tv-t s 

19. ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING FUNCTION CERTIFICATION p,;: ,4~~--I .. 19b. DATE 
(Name and Grado) - -

1t1)/Oj Patrick Montano, YF-02 
, 

Chief, Quality Section 

AF FORM 813, AUG 93 (EF VI) (PerfORM PRO) - THIS FORM CONSOliDATES AF FORMS 813 AND 814. PAGE 1 OF PAGE(S) 



Comments on AF 813 

4. Purpose and Need for Action (continued) 

5. Description of Proposed Action (continued) 

Clean-up of RW-06 site (by 377 MSG/CEANR), which would include site excavation, full waste segregation, and disposal 
through proper channels. Hazardous Waste would be excavated from the site, segregated and disposed of based on its 
chemical category (ie Low Level Rad, Low Level Rad Mixed Waste, RCRA, etc.) Al l personnel in the field will be required 
to abide by all OSHA standards and will have training up to their level of responsibility. Access to site will be limited to 
trained and certified personnel. This site has been studied repeatedly over the past 30 years and the Work Plan has 
been submitted to the NMED and has been briefed to the public during KAFB IRP semi-annual meetings. 

Ultimate goal is to deem this site as No Further Action (NFA) through the New Mexico Environmental Health Department. 

Section II 

7. AIR INSTALLATION COMPATIBLE USE ZONE/LAND USE (Noise, accident potential encroachment, etc.) The area 
is located within the former KAFB Stables area and is no longer in use by 377 SVS. There are no nearby neighbors to 
this facility, and no encroachment is anticipated. Noise should be negligible. 

8. AIR QUALITY (Emission, attainment status, state implementation plan, etc.) Ambient air quality is regulated by the jOint 
Albuquerque-Bernalillo County-Air Quality Control Board (ABC/AQCB). The ABCIAQCB also monitors compliance with 
federal, state, and local air quality regulations. The New Mexico Administrative Code, Title 20, Part 11.04 (20 NMAC 
11.04), entitled "General Conformity," implements Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 7401 et 
seq .), and regulations under 40 CFR 51, Subpart W, with respect to conformity of general federal actions in Bernalillo 
County. Bernalillo County (including Kirtland AFB) has been designated as a maintenance area for carbon monoxide 
(CO) under the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and is in attainment for other federally regulated 
pollutants. Code 20 NMAC 11 .04.11.1 .2, paragraph B, establishes the emission threshold 
of 100 tons per year for CO. Bernalillo County has received approval from the US Environmental Protection for its CO 
Limited Maintenance Plan, which took effect in June 2006 and eliminates the conformity requirements found in 20.11 
NMAC. Air emissions associated with the Proposed Action would not exceed limits for conformity with the State 
Irriplementation Plan for the greater Albuquerque (Bernalillo County) Maintenance Area . All activities associated with the 
Proposed Action would not contribute to the regional CO levels. In addition, no ozone-depleting substances would be 
used in association with the Proposed Action. 

9. WATER RESOURCES (Quality, quantity, source, etc.) The proposed activities should have no impact on surface 
waters, wetlands, or groundwater. Since the project is greater than one acre in size, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan will be obtained. It should be noted that there are no surface water bodies near the sites . Kirtland has no permanent 
surface waters; the closest ephemeral streams or wetlands to any of the project locations are over one mile away. 
Groundwater is approximately 500 feet below the surface. 

10. SAFETY AND OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH (Asbestos/radiation/chemical exposure, explosives safety quantity
distance, etc.) All work will be performed according to standard engineering practices and construction safety standards. 
All personnel in the field will be required to abide by all OSHA standards and will have training up to their level of 
responsibility. Access to site will be limited to trained and certified personnel. 

11. HAZARDOUS MATERIALSIWASTE (Use/storage/generation, solid waste, etc.) Hazardous Waste will be excavated 
from the site, segregated and disposed of based upon chemical category (i.e. Low Level Rad, Low Level Rad Mixed 
Waste, RCRA, etc.) Hazardous substances stored at the facility (in a secure location) would include very small "button 
sources" of radioactive materials used for cal ibration of equipment. 377 MSG/CEANR has obtained NRC form 241, 
Signed by Lt. Col. Legandre, Radiation Safety Officer of KAFB Bioenvironmental Engineering Flight that allows the import 



of radioactive materials on to KAFB. All wastes generated from this site will be disposed of according to applicable 
regulations. 
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12. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES {Wetlands/floodplains, flora, fauna, etc.} The area in question is located at the 
abandoned base stables, and it appears no wildlife or habitat would be affected by the proposed action . There are 
abandoned prairie dog burrows that haven't been repopulated. There are no federal threatened or endangered species 
on Kirtland AFB verified on base; the State-listed gray vireo is also on base in woodlands which are considerable distance 
from this project. No habitat for any threatened or endangered species is available near the project site. The proposed 
activity would not directly or indirectly impact sensitive species or their habitat. 

13. CULTURAL RESOURCES {Native American burial sites, archeological, historical, etc.} No cultural resources will be 
impacted by this site. Project site is a field next to some abandoned stables, and the stables area will not be disturbed. 

14. GEOLOGY AND SOilS {Topography, minerals, geothermal, Installation Restoration Program, seismicity, etc.} 
Activities associated with the proposed project would not impact overall soil or geologic conditions at the base. Activities 
would take place in a remote location and the excavation site should be no larger than 5 acres and should go no deeper 
than 30 feet. 

15. SOCIOECONOMIC {Employment/population projections, school and local fiscal impacts, etc.} The Proposed Action 
would not result in any increase in site population . A slight positive socioeconomic impact is antiCipated since the project 
could benefit the local community through wages and material purchase. No adverse environmental impacts are 
anticipated as a result of the proposed action . Because no adverse environmental impacts are anticipated as a result of 
the proposed action, an environmental justice analysis is not required . No minority group or low-income group would be 
unfairly treated or unduly burdened by implementing the proposed action. 

16. OTHER (Potential impacts not addressed above.) Project has been briefed to the public on several occasions, most 
specifically during the IRP's semi-annual pubic meeting. Details of the project were explained to the public and recieved 
favorably. The general consensus among the public has been that excavation and removal is far more preferable than 
capping and monitoring. Ultimate goal would be restoration of the site to industrial/residential standards, which would 
lead NMED to deem the site as No Further Action status. Cumulatively, this could lead to the useful development of the 
land instead of leaving it as an abandoned landfill which is seen as an environmental hazard and viewed in a very 
negative light from the public. 
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