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ABBREVIATED PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT 

Tuluksak River 

This Abbreviated Preliminary Assessment (APA) for the Tuluksak River located in Tuluksak, Alaska 
was conducted by the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC) Contaminated 
Sites Program (CSP) under the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Cooperative Agreement V-
00J85603-0.  The purpose of this APA is augment information previously collected by the EPA for 
the Tuluksak River site, Superfund Enterprise Management System (SEMS) ID: AKN001002722.  

APAs are intended to identify potential hazards at a site, identify sites that require immediate action, 
and to establish priorities for sites requiring in-depth investigations. This APA is based on readily 
available information about the site, a field visit, and limited environmental sampling and is not 
intended to be a full investigation or characterization of the site. This document is intended to meet 
the requirements of an APA under the Comprehensive, Environmental, Response, Compensation, 
and Liability Act (CERCLA) and also be in accordance with the Site Cleanup Rules of 18 Alaska 
Administrative Code (AAC) 75.325-.390.   
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    Anchorage, Alaska 99501 
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    Anne Marie Palmieri              Date: 6/18/20 
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Haines, Alaska 99827    

    (907) 766-3184 
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SEMS ID:    AKN001002722 

Site Name:    Tuluksak River  

Previous Names (aka): N/A 

Site Owners: Calista Corporation   
301 Calista Court, Suite A 
Anchorage, AK  99518-3028 

 

Site Location: Latitude: 61.10135 Longitude: -160.959536 

Datum: WGS84  
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Description of the release (or potential release) and its probable nature 
The local residents of Tuluksak have expressed concerns that the river has been potentially 
contaminated by placer mining operations upriver from the community of Tuluksak. Historically, 
the most severe impacts from placer mining has been physical disturbance to stream channels and 
the addition of large quantities of sediment downstream. The sediments have contained increased 
concentrations heavy metals as a result of mining activities (E&E 2008). The potential source is 
dredge spoils. No chemical processing is known to have occurred at the mining operations.The 
contaminants of concerns (COC) are target analyte list (TAL) metals. Local residents are concerned 
that lead is present in the river water, which they use as their primary drinking water source.  
 
Site Description and History 
The Tuluksak River lies within the Yukon Delta Wildlife Refuge. The Calista Native Corporation 
owns the land adjacent to the Tuluksak River where the majority of the mining is currently occuring 
orhas been conducted. The area targeted for evaluation is the Tuluksak River, the Fog River, Bear 
Creek, Granite Creek, and California Creek all which flow into the Tuluksak River (see Photograph 
1). The Fog River is a tributary of the Tuluksak River with a confluence located within 10 miles 
upriver from the community of Tuluksak (see Figure 1).  
 
The upper portion of the Tuluksak River lies in the Kilbuck Mountains, and the lower portions lies 
in the plain of the Tuluksak and Kuskokwim Rivers. The Tuluksak River is a slow moving 
meandering stream over most of its length, cutting through several tundra areas in its lower sections 
(Collazzi and Maurer 1987).  The community of Tuluksak, located at the confluence of the 
Kuskokwim and Tuluksak rivers and it is approximately 35 miles northeast of Bethel and 
approximately 350 miles west of Anchorage.  
 
The village name Tuluksak was first published in 1861 as Tul’yagmyut, meaning “related to loon”. A 
city government was present from 1970 to 1997, and is currently still dissolved. Its climate is 
considered “Western transitional climate zone” with tundra with boreal forests, long cold winters, 
and shorter warm summers. The Federally Recognized Tribe is the Tuluksak Native Community 
(TNC), while the Village Corporation is Tulkisarmute Incorporated. 
 
Placer mining has been conducted in the upper reaches of the Tuluksak River for over 100 years. 
Gold was first discovered in the NYAC district on Bear Creek, near the mouth of Bonanza Creek in 
1907 or 1908 (mindat.org 2009). Placer mining was performed by simple open-cut, pick and shovel 
with sluice boxes during the early years. Dredging began on the Tuluksak River in 1936 and 
continues to present day. The region is called the NYAC mining district because it was originally 
mined by the New York-Alaska Gold Dredging Company (NYAC). The company built a town 
adjacent to the mine named Nyac. The town of Nyac had an extensive physical plant and 
community facilities including hydroelectric power station. The Nyac Mining Company has operated 
it since 1990, through an agreement with Calista. Gold was the primary mineral being mined; 
however, silver has also historically been mined.  
 
 
As of 2006, the Tuluksak River is marked by dredge spoils a thousand feet or more wide that extend 
almost continuously from the mouth of California Creek to about five miles below the town of 
Nyac.  
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Previous Investigations 
Previous investigations of the Tuluksak River site include a 2008 Preliminary Assessment (PA) 
completed by Ecology and Environment (E&E) for the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) and a 2009 Site Inspection (SI) report by E&E for the EPA. The PA was performed 
to determine the potential for mining contamination to reach the Tuluksak River. No site visit was 
conducted as part of the PA. The PA concluded the waste material from placer mining may be 
migrating from sources and impacting downstream targets. 
 
In 2008-2009, the EPA contracted E&E to perform a Site Inspection (SI) of the Tuluksak River. 
Sediment and soil samples were collected from three sources areas along the Tuluksak River, Bear 
Creek, and Granite Creek. (Both Granite Creek and Bear Creek are drain into the Tuluksak River 
and are upstream of the town of Tuluksak). The soil sample results showed concentrations of 
arsenic greater than the DEC migration to groundwater-based exposure pathway cleanup levels, but 
lower than the human health-based exposure pathway cleanup levels. The sediment sample results 
showed concentrations of arsenic, cadmium, copper, manganese, and nickel greater than the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA) Sediment Quick Reference Table 
(SQuiRT) values. Arsenic, cadmium, chromium, cobalt, copper, and nickel were detected at least 
three times the background concentration in Granite Creek and Bear Creek. Cobalt and nickel were 
detected at least three times the background concentration in the upper portion of the Tuluksak 
River. The target distance limit for the surface water migration pathway did not extend to the town 
of Tuluksak. Fisheries and wetlands were present in the zone of contamination.  
 
 
August Site Visit 
ADEC staff traveled to Tuluksak to conduct work on four contaminated sites as a collaboration of 
three programs from August 19-22, 2019. ADEC staff collected the Tuluksak River water samples as 
part of the Site Discovery Program and collected soil and water samples from two former 
brownfields locations utilizing funding from the EPA State and Tribal Response Program. Soil 
samples were collected from riverside drums using ADEC funding. Sample results from the 
brownfields site and riverside drums are included in a separate report. As part of the brownfield 
work, ADEC staff trained the Tuluksak IGAP staff on how to use field screening instruments and 
collected analytical samples (see Photograph 2). The field work for the Tuluksak River evaluation 
area was conducted on August 21, 2020.   All field and sampling activities were conducted according 
to the ADEC’s Division of Spill Prevention and Response Field Sampling Guidance for Contaminated 
Sites and Leaking Underground Storage Tank Sites, dated October 2019.  
 
Field Work  
ADEC staff and Tuluksak IGAP staff traveled upriver via boat from Tuluksak to the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) fish weir (sample TR-12-W) and back. During the boat trip, 
ADEC and IGAP staff inspected the river and riverbanks for potential sources of contamination. 
Several empty 55 gallon metal drums were observed along the river (see Photographs 3-4). The total 
number of drums was not documented, but is estimated to be between 20 and 40 drums. The drums 
were located on the river banks and further back in the taiga. IGAP staff conjecture that the drums 
are from historic mining operations. During inspection of the river bank, ADEC found a wooden 
gold dredge (see Photograph 5) indicating that mining very likely took place along the bank. All of 
the drums were rusted and many had holes.  Residents of Tuluksak are concerned that the drums are 
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a source of petroleum contamination to the river and surrounding subsistence hunting area. No 
sheen was observed on the river. The 55 gallon drums appeared to be empty. No signs of historic 
mining operations were observed in the section of the river traversed. Mining operations sampled in 
2009 SI were farther upriver than reachable via boat.  
 
All sample locations are described in the field notebook and located on a site sketch. Global position 
system (GPS) readings were collected of the sample locations (see Table 1). The date and time that 
each sample was collected. 
 
Five surface water samples were collected along with one background sample (see Figure 2). The 
sample locations were selected to try and assess the drinking water exposure pathway. Two sample 
locations were from community water collection points; specifically, the barge landing (TR-13-W) 
and the Tuluksak Old BIA School (TR-16-W). The upriver samples were collected from the Fog 
River (TR-10-W), and the Tuluksak River (TR-11-W) just before their confluence. These sample 
locations were selected to allow for discrimination between potential contaminations coming from 
the Fog River versus the Tuluksak River. The final sample location was at the USFWS Fish Weir 
(TR-12-W) and was the closest sample to the Nyac Mine that could be collected via river boat. A 
background samples was collected from Bogus Creek, just upstream of the confluence of Bogus 
Creek and the Tuluksak River. The background sample location was selected because Bogus Creek 
does not have any potential mining impacts.  
 
 
Sampling Methodology 
A fresh pair of nitrile gloves was worn and changed before each analytical sample was taken. All 
samples were collected from the boat so as not to disturb river bottom sediments. Subsurface grab 
samples were hand-collected directly from the Tuluksak River. The samples were collected near the 
bank of the river and in an areas of flow. Total metal samples were collected in clean polyethylene 
bottles without preservative. Dissolved metal samples were collected in a clean polyethylene bottle 
with nitric acid preservative (see photograph 2). No samples were filtered in the field.   
 
The dissolved metals sample bottle was opened and closed under the water so it had no contact with 
the surface.  The dissolved metals bottle was used to collect and fill both sample bottles. Water 
samples were not filtered in the field. All samples were labeled: TR- (sample number)-W.   
Labels were placed directly on sample bottles. One duplicate sample was collected at the barge 
landing location. This location was selected because it is where local residents collect drinking water. 
A temperature blank and field blank was included in each sample cooler. All samples were maintained 
between 0 and 6° C by storing them in a sample cooler with gel ice. The samples were wrapped in 
bubble wrap inside coolers. A background sample was collected from Bogus Creek (TR-15-W) and 
analyzed for total and dissolved metals.  
 
The samples remained in the custody of the sample team until they were transferred to another 
person, under proper chain of custody protocol. The samples were transported to 
Eurofins/TestAmerica, an ADEC approved lab, via Ravn Aircargo and Alaska Airlines Goldstreak. 
Ravn Alaska did not follow chain of custody procedures as directed and their custody is not 
recorded on the chain of custody form. However, seals on the sample coolers remained intact until 
received by the Test America.  ADEC does not anticipate samples were impacted by failure of chain 
of custody procedures.  
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Every effort was made to minimize the generation of investigative-derived waste. Disposable 
sampling gear was contained in a dedicated gallon polyethylene bag and disposed of at the local class 
3 landfill. 
  
Sample Analysis/Site Evaluation 
All water samples were analyzed for total target analyte metals (TAL) by EPA method 6020A, 
dissolved TAL metals by EPA method 6020A, hardness by SM 2340C, dissolved mercury by EPA 
method 7470A, and total mercury by EPA method 7470A. Total metals and hardness samples were 
preserved with nitric acid.  Samples were analyzed for the eight Resource Conservation Recovery 
Act (RCRA) metals. All analyses were completed at Eurofins/TestAmerica Laboratory in Tacoma, 
Washington.  The data met  data quality objectives of the Site Discovery Program Quality Assurance 
Project Plan (QAPP), dated April 2015.  A CSP Data Review Checklist is included in Appendix C 
and the original laboratory data package can be found in Appendix E.     
 
For the purposes of this investigation, all analytical sample results are compared to drinking water 
criteria in the Alaska Water Quality Criteria for Toxic and Other Deleterious Organic and Inorganic substances, 
dated December 8, 2008, and three times the background concentration measured at Bogus Creek. 
Dissolved metal sample results are compared to the most stringent hardness dependent criteria 
calculated from Appendix A of the Alaska Water Quality Criteria for Toxic and Other Deleterious Organic 
and Inorganic substances, dated December 8, 2008.  

The background sample exceeded drinking water criteria for total arsenic. There is no known 
anthropogenic source of arsenic in Bogus Creek. As arsenic occurs naturally at high concentrations 
in Alaska, ADEC anticipates that the elevated concentration of arsenic in the background sample is 
naturally occurring.   The hardness value for the background sample was not representative of the 
other samples. The background sample hardness was 23, whereas downstream samples had a 
hardness ranging between 40 to 59. ADEC believes that despite the hardness difference Bogus 
Creek is still a good background for this study because it is outside of the area of influence of the 
sources of potential contamination. There is no potential for ecological risk in the background 
sample. 

Concentrations of total metals in surface water did not exceed the drinking water criteria or three 
times the background concentration. Dissolved metals concentrations did not exceed the drinking 
water criteria, three times the background, or the most stringent hardness dependent criteria. The 
samples taken from the community drinking water collection areas (TR-13-W, TR-14-W, and TS-16-
W), did not exceed drinking water criteria. 
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Part 1 – Superfund Eligibility Evaluation 

If all answers are “no” go on to Part 2, otherwise proceed to Part 3.  

 YES NO 

1. Is the site currently in SEMS or an “alias” of another site? X  

2. Is the site being addressed by some other remedial program (Federal, State, or Tribal)?  X 

3. Are the hazardous substances potentially released at the site regulated under a statutory exclusion 
(e.g., petroleum, natural gas, natural gas liquids, synthetic gas usable for fuel, normal application of 
fertilizer, release located in a workplace, naturally occurring, or regulated by the NRC, UMTRCA, 
or OSHA)? 

 X 

4. Are the hazardous substances potentially released at the site excluded by policy considerations 
(i.e., deferred to RCRA corrective action)? 

 X 

5. Is there sufficient documentation to demonstrate that no potential for a release that could cause 
adverse environmental or human health impacts exists (e.g., comprehensive remedial investigation 
equivalent data showing no release above ARARs, completed removal action, documentation 
showing that no hazardous substance releases have occurred, or an EPA approved risk 
assessment completed)? 

 X 

Please explain all “yes” answer(s):  

The Tuluksak River site in SEMS, with an ID: AKN001002722. 
 
 
Part 2 – Initial Site Evaluation 
For Part 2, if information is not available to make a “yes” or “no” response, further investigation 
may be needed.  In these cases, determine whether an APA is appropriate.  Exhibit 1 parallels the 
questions in Part 2.  Use Exhibit 1 to make decisions in Part 3. 
 YES NO 

1. Does the site have a release or a potential to release? X  

2. Does the site have uncontained sources containing CERCLA eligible substances? 
 

X 
 

 

3. Does the site have documented on-site, adjacent, or nearby targets? X  

If the answers to questions 1, 2, and 3 above were all “yes” then answer the questions below before 
proceeding to Part 3. 
 YES NO 

4. Does documentation indicate that a target (e.g., drinking water wells, drinking surface water 
intakes, etc.) has been exposed to a hazardous substance released from the site? 

 X 

5. Is there an apparent release at the site with no documentation of exposed targets, but there are 
targets on site or immediately adjacent to the site? 

 X 

6. Is there an apparent release and no documented on-site targets or targets immediately adjacent to 
the site, but there are nearby targets (e.g., targets within 1 mile)? 

 
X 

 
 



  Tuluksak River 
  Abbreviated Preliminary Assessment 
  June 2020 

9 
 

7. Is there no indication of a hazardous substance release, and there are uncontained sources 
containing CERCLA hazardous substances, but there is a potential to release with targets 
present on site or in proximity to the site? 

 X 

 

Site Evaluation Information  

In the 2009 SI, three TAL metals (cobalt, copper, and nickel) were detected in significant 
concentrations in the waste sand pile and six TAL metals (cadmium, chromium, cobalt, copper, 
nickel, and zinc) were detected at significant concentrations in the dredge spoils piles source. The 
only pathway being evaluated under this APA is the surface water exposure pathway. This pathway 
is evaluated as potential impact to human receptors because the community of Tuluksak uses the 
river water as a drinking water source and as a potential impact to ecological receptors. 

 

Table 5: Surface Water Sample Locations 

Sample Location Distance from 
Barge Landing 

Notes 

TR-13-W Barge landing 

 0 miles Supplies are delivered to Tuluksak via hovercraft barge during 
summer months. This location is used for barge landing, local 
boat launch, and drinking water collection. Sample taken from 
boat. 

TR-14-W Barge landing duplicate 0 miles See barge landing. 

TS-16-W Tuluksak old BIA School 
0.5 miles Sample was taken from shore. This location is a local boat 

launching site and drinking water collection point.  

TR-15-W 
Bogus Creek, background 
sample 

4 miles Small creek just upriver of the community of Tuluksak. Sample 
taken from boat.  

TR-10-W Fog River 
10 miles Taken from boat, just upriver from the confluence of the 

Tuluksak River and the Fog River. 

TR-11-W Tuluksak River 
10 miles Taken from boat, just upriver from the confluence of the 

Tuluksak River and the Fog River. 

TR-12-W Tuluksak River, Fish Weir 

16 miles The USFWS has a seasonal camp and fish weir operation on the 
Tuluksak River. Fish weir was not in place at time of sampling. 
Sample taken from boat. 

 

 
Surface Water Migration Pathway 
The Tuluksak River drainage is approximately 810 square miles. The headwater of the river consists 
of Granite Creek, Bear Creek, and California Creek all of which are located upstream of the Nyac 
townsite. The Nyac townsite lies approximately 70 miles upstream of the community of Tuluksak. 
The Fog River is a tributary of the Tuluksak River with a confluence located within 10 miles of the 
community of Tuluksak. As of 2006, the Tuluksak River is marked by the dredge tailings 1000 feet 
or more wide that extend almost continuously from the mouth of California Creek to about five 
miles below the Nyac townsite (E&E 2009) (see Photograph 8). According to the NOAA applied 
climate information system, the Bethel region receives, 51.6 inches of snowfall a year and 17.7 
inches of precipitation. Depending on the time of year, seasonal snowpack, snowmelt or rainfall may 
impact the concentrations of naturally occurring metals and contamination in the Tuluksak River.  
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There is a potential for metals liberated from historic placer mining dredge spoils to impact the 
surface water of the Tuluksak River.  
 
Drinking Water Exposure 
The community of Tuluksak does not have a local water provider for the community. Most 
residents haul water for domestic use from a number of sources. The community of Tuluksak has a 
public water system that serves the community washeteria and the Tuluksak School. The washeteria 
is located in the center of town. According to local community members, the washeteria is an 
inconsistent source for water collection. The Tuluksak School is not used for water collection by 
community members. As a result, many residents of Tuluksak use the river for their primary 
drinking water source.  
 
ADEC reviewed information on the Alaska Department of Natural Resources (ADNR) well log 
tracking system (WELTS) and from ADEC Drinking Water Program and there are no private wells 
and one public well in the area (See Figure 3). The public water system well is the well located at the 
washeteria. There are three historic wells in the ADNR WELTS; however, according to community 
members these wells are not in use or have been removed.  
 
Sample results for all locations were compared to the ADEC drinking water criteria, background 
concentrations, and three times the background concentrations. Concentrations of total metals were 
below ADEC drinking water criteria, background, and three times the background for Fog River 
(TR-10), Tuluksak River near confluence of Fog River (TR-11), barge landing (TR-13), and Old BIA 
School (TR-16) samples. Tuluksak River near the fish weir (TR-12) sample exceeded drinking water 
criteria and background for arsenic (table 6). Arsenic is found at naturally occurring high 
concentration in Alaska (ADEC 2009 Arsenic Technical Memorandum). This exceedance is attributed to 
natural sources. Concentrations of dissolved metals for all samples were below ADEC drinking 
water criteria, background, and three times the background (table 7).  
 
Ecological Exposure 

Water quality criteria for the State of Alaska are established in the Water Quality Criteria for Toxics 
and Other Deleterious Substances (ADEC 2008). The types of criteria evaluated are drinking water, 
stockwater and irrigation water, aquatic life criteria for fresh water, aquatic life criteria for marine 
water, and human health consumption.  The criteria for ecological receptors can be either acute or 
chronic. The acute criterion is to be met instantaneously at any point in the surface water and is an 
average of the pollutants during a one hour period. Chronic criteria are based on the average 
concentration of the pollutant during a four-day period.   

The drinking water criteria is protective for fresh water uses for drinking, culinary, and food 
processing. Aquatic life criteria for fresh water is protective for fresh water use of aquaculture, and 
wildlife. Human health consumption is protective of the fresh water uses of drinking, culinary, food 
processing, and aquaculture, and harvesting for consumption of raw aquatic life. Human health 
consumption criteria can be applied to consumption of water and aquatic organisms or aquatic 
organisms only.  

For this study, dissolved metals concentrations were compared to the most stringent water quality 
criteria. The most stringent criteria could be different for each metal. The criteria for arsenic, lead, 
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chromium, silver, and mercury depends on the hardness of water. The most stringent criteria applied 
to the Tuluksak River were drinking water, aquatic life criteria, and human health consumption. 

There is no apparent trend in dissolved metals concentration along the Tuluksak River. The 
concentrations of dissolved metals at the fish wier (TR-12) and the barge landing (TR-13) are not 
significantly different. Most metals were either non-detect or such a low concentration that the 
laboratory flagged the data as an estimate. There is a slight difference in dissolved metals 
concentration between the Fog River and the Tuluksak River. When comparing the Fog River (TR-
10) and Tuluksak River (TR-11), we note that the concentration of barium and chromium is slightly 
higher in the Fog River. All samples were below the most stringent criteria for all pollutants (see 
tables 8A-8E). 

Table 6: Surface water results for RCRA totalmetals compared to drinking water criteria.  

  

Drinking 
water 
criteria 1 

Background 
(TR-15) 

Three times 
background 

TR-10 TR-11 TR-12 TR-13 TR-14 TS-16 
Units mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L 
Arsenic  0.01 0.010B 0.03 0.0084B 0.0067B 0.0063B 0.0078 0.0078B 0.0082 
Barium 2 0.023 0.069 0.023 0.015 0.015 0.023 0.023 0.027 
Cadmium 0.005 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 
Chromium 0.1a 0.0018 0.0054 0.0017 0.018 0.002 0.0019 0.0018 0.002 
Lead 0.015 0.00022J 0.0066 0.00027J ND ND 0.00023J ND 0.00037J 
Selenium 0.05 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 
Silver - 0.000067J ND ND 0.000060J ND ND 0.000061J ND 
Mercury 0.002 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 

Notes:  

1. Drinking water criteria for all metals aside from lead are listed in Alaska water quality criteria for toxics and other deleterious organic and 
inorganic substances, dated December 8, 2008. Criteria for lead is listed in 18 AAC 80.505. 

2.  “ND” denotes that the analyte was not detected at a concentration above the detection limit.  
3. “J” denotes a result less than RL and great than or equal to the MDL. The concentration is an approximate value. 
4. B denotes that the compound was found in the blank sample 
5. All sample results are shown in milligrams per liter (mg/L). 
6. Drinking water criteria for chromium is the sum of all chromium oxidation states. 
7. Sample TR-14 is a duplicate of TR-13.  

Table 7: Surface water results for RCRA dissolved metals compared to drinking water criteria.   

  

Drinking 
water 
Criteria 1 

Background 
(TR-15) 

 
Three 
times 
background  

TR-10 TR-11 TR-12 TR-13 TR-14 
Units mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L mg/L 

Arsenic 0.01 0.0071B 
0.0213 

0.0075B 0.0050B 0.0056B 0.0074B 0.0065B 

Barium 2 0.022 0.066 0.022 0.013 0.0136B 0.02 0.02 

Cadmium 0.005 0.00011J 
0.00033 

0.00042 ND ND 0.00037J ND 
Chromium 
(III) 0.1a 0.0015 

0.003 
0.0019 0.0014 0.0015 0.0018 0.0016 
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Lead 0.015 ND 
ND 

0.00042J ND ND 0.00038J ND 

Selenium 0.05 ND 
ND 

ND ND ND ND ND 

Silver - 0.00074 
0.00222 

0.00014J ND 0.000059J ND ND 

Mercury 0.002 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 

Hardness - 23 N/A 59 41 40 42 43 
Notes:  

1. Drinking water criteria for all metals aside from lead are listed in Alaska water quality criteria for toxics and other deleterious organic and 
inorganic substances, dated December 8, 2008. Criteria for lead is listed in 18 AAC 80.505. 

2.  “ND” denotes that the analyte was not detected at a concentration above the detection limit.  
3. “J” denotes a result less than RL and great than or equal to the MDL. The concentration is an approximate value. 
4. B denotes that the compound was found in the blank sample 
5. All results are in milligrams per liter (mg/L). 
6. Drinking water criteria for chromium is the sum of all chromium oxidation states.   
7. The criteria for arsenic, cadmium, chromium (III), lead, silver, and mercury are hardness dependent. 
8. Sample TR-14 is a duplicate of sample TR-13.   

Table 8A: Surface water results for RCRA dissolved metals compared to most stringent hardness 
dependent criteria for background sample collected at Bogus Creek.  

  
Background sample 
(TR-15-W) 

Most stringent hardness 
dependent criteria  

Units mg/L mg/L 
Arsenic  0.0071B 50b 
Barium 0.022 2,000b 
Cadmium 0.00011J 0.09C 
Chromium (III) 0.0015 22.24C 
Lead ND 0.49C 
Selenium ND 4.60C 
Silver 0.00074 0.28D 
Mercury ND 0.05E 
Hardness 23   

Notes:  

1. b drinking water criteria 
2. C aquatic life freshwater, chronic 
3. D aquatic life freshwater, acute 
4. E human health consumption of water + aquatic organisms 
5. J denotes a result less than RL and great than or equal to the MDL. The concentration is an approximate value 
6. ND denotes that the analyte was not detected at a concentration above the detection limit. 
7. All results are mg/L. 
8. B denotes that the compound was found in the blank sample 
9. The criteria for arsenic, cadmium, chromium (III), lead, silver, and mercury are hardness dependent. 

Table 8B: Surface water results for RCRA dissolved metals compared to most stringent hardness 
dependent criteria for TR-10-W 

  TR-10-W 
Most stringent hardness 
dependent criteria * 

Units mg/L mg/L 
Arsenic  0.0075B 50b 
Barium 0.022 2,000b 
Cadmium 0.00042 0.17C 
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Chromium (III) 0.0019 48.11C 
Lead 0.00042J 1.41C 
Selenium ND 4.60C 
Silver 0.00014J 1.39D 
Mercury ND 0.05E 
Hardness 59   

 

Notes:  

1. b drinking water criteria 
2. C aquatic life freshwater, chronic 
3. D aquatic life freshwater, acute 
4. E human health consumption of water + aquatic organisms 
5. J denotes a result less than RL and great than or equal to the MDL. The concentration is an approximate value 
6. ND denotes that the analyte was not detected at a concentration above the detection limit 
7. All results are mg/L 
8. B denotes that the compound was found in the blank sample 
9. The criteria for arsenic, cadmium, chromium (III), lead, silver, and mercury are hardness dependent. 

Table 8C: Surface water results for RCRA dissolved metals compared to most stringent hardness 
dependent criteria for TR-11-W 

  TR-11-W 
Most stringent hardness 
dependent criteria * 

Units mg/L mg/L 
Arsenic  0.0050B 50b 
Barium 0.013 2,000b 
Cadmium ND 0.13C 
Chromium (III) 0.0014 35.71C 
Lead ND 0.94C 
Selenium ND 4.60C 
Silver ND 0.74D 
Mercury ND 0.05E 
Hardness 41   

Notes:  

1. b drinking water criteria 
2. C aquatic life freshwater, chronic 
3. D aquatic life freshwater, acute 
4. E human health consumption of water + aquatic organisms 
5. ND denotes that the analyte was not detected at a concentration above the detection limit. 
6. All results are mg/L. 
7. B denotes that the compound was found in the blank sample 
8. The criteria for arsenic, cadmium, chromium (III), lead, silver, and mercury are hardness dependent. 

Table 8D: Surface water results for RCRA dissolved metals compared to most stringent hardness 
dependent criteria for TR-12-W. 

  TR-12-W 
Most stringent hardness 
dependent criteria * 

Units mg/L mg/L 
Arsenic  0.0056B 50b 
Barium 0.0136B 2,000b 
Cadmium ND 0.13C 
Chromium (III) 0.0015 34.99C 
Lead ND 0.92C 
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Selenium ND 4.60C 
Silver 0.000059J 0.71D 
Mercury ND 0.05E 
Hardness 40   

Notes:  

1. b drinking water criteria 
2. C aquatic life freshwater, chronic 
3. D aquatic life freshwater, acute 
4. E human health consumption of  water + aquatic organisms 
5. J denotes a result less than RL and great than or equal to the MDL. The concentration is an approximate value 
6. ND denotes that the analyte was not detected at a concentration above the detection limit. 
7. All results are in mg/L. 
8. B denotes that the compound was found in the blank sample 
9. The criteria for arsenic, cadmium, chromium (III), lead, silver, and mercury are hardness dependent. 

 

Table 8E: Surface water results for RCRA dissolved metals compared to most stringent hardness 
dependent criteria for TR-13-W. 

  TR-13-W 
TR-14-W 
(duplicate) 

Most stringent hardness 
dependent criteria * 

Units mg/L mg/L mg/L 

Arsenic  0.0074B 0.0065B 50b 
Barium 0.02 0.02 2,000b 
Cadmium 0.00037J ND 0.14C 
Chromium (III) 0.0018 0.0016 36.78C 
Lead 0.00038J ND 0.98C 
Selenium ND ND 4.60C 
Silver ND ND 0.79D 
Mercury ND ND 0.05E 
Hardness 42 43   

Notes:  

1. b drinking water criteria 
2. C aquatic life freshwater, chronic 
3. D aquatic life freshwater, acute 
4. E human health consumption of water + aquatic organisms 
5. J denotes a result less than RL and great than or equal to the MDL. The concentration is an approximate value 
6. ND denotes that the analyte was not detected at a concentration above the detection limit. 
7. All results are in mg/L. 
8. B denotes that the compound was found in the blank sample 
9. The criteria for arsenic, cadmium, chromium (III), lead, silver, and mercury are hardness dependent. 

 

Part 3 – ADEC Site Assessment Decision 

When completing Part 3, use Part 2 and Exhibit 1 to select the appropriate decision.  For example, if 
the answer to question 1 in Part 2 was “no,” then an APA may be performed and the “NFRAP” 
box below should be checked.  Additionally, if the answer to question 4 in Part 2 is “yes,” then you 
have two options (as indicated in Exhibit 1): Option 1 --  conduct an APA and check the “Lower 
Priority SI” or “Higher Priority SI” box below; or Option 2 -- proceed with a combined PA/SI 
assessment. 

Check the box that applies based on the conditions of the APA: 
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X NFRAP  Refer to Removal Program – further site assessment needed 
 Higher Priority SI  Refer to Removal Program - NFRAP 
 Lower Priority SI  Site is being addressed as part of another CERCLIS site 
 Defer to NRC   Other: Refer to State for further evaluation 

 

The ADEC recommends the EPA make a determination that the Tuluksak River site be indicated as 
No Further Remedial Action Planned. 

ADEC Reviewers: Erin Gleason and Anne Marie Palmieri 

 

PLEASE EXPLAIN THE RATIONALE FOR YOUR DECISION:  

According to the August 2019 sample results, the surface water has not been impacted to an extent 
that would pose an unacceptable risk to humans when as drinking water or to aquatic receptors 
within the area that was sampled by ADEC. ADEC understands that the community obtains their 
water from the washeteria and from the Tuluksak River. No surface water impacts were measured in 
the buffer zone of the public water system located at the washeteria nor at the Barge Landing sample 
point (TR-13-W) where residents collect drinking water. This investigation did not include areas 
above the USFWS Fish Weir (see Photograph 7). It is possible upriver impacts are present; however, 
they are not impacting the surface water used by the community of Tuluksak at present.  

None of the sample results exceeded the most stringent criteria for the protection of aquatic 
receptors as determined by the Alaska Water Quality Criteria. Depending on local hydrology and 
upriver mining activity, there could be a seasonal change in concentration of TAL metals in surface 
water of the Tuluksak River; however, due to the distance of the mine to the Tuluksak drinking 
water collection area and the volume of water in the Tuluksak River and surrounding watersheds, it 
is unlikely that any seasonal changes would result in an exceedance of Alaska’s drinking water criteria 
in the river.  
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Appendix A: Photographs 

 

Photograph 1. Tuluksak River looking upstream from the community of Tuluksak.  
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Photograph 2. ADEC Staff train Tuluksak IGAP staff on how to collect dissolved and total metals 
samples from Tuluksak River.  
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Photograph 3. Empty 55 gallon metal drums found along river bank. 
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Photograph 4. 55 gallon metal drums found along river bank. Drums held some liquid contents. 
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Photograph 5. Historic dredge found along the Tuluksak River. Three 55 gallons drums also 
pictured.  
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Photograph 6. Taiga located next to the Tuluksak River.  
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Photograph 7. ADEC staff walk along boardwalk at the USFWS fish weir camp along the Tuluksak 
River. River is located to the left in this photograph.  

 

 

Photograph 8. Aerial photograph of the Tuluksak River and placer mining dredge spoils 
downstream from the Nyac townsite. Current mining operation, roads, and airstrip are seen south of 
the river. Scale one inch=1,000 feet (Bing Maps 2020).  
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Appendix B: Site maps  

 

 Figure 1: Area map of the confluence of the Kuskokwim River, Tuluksak River, and Fog River. 
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Figure 2: Aerial figure of ADEC surface water sample location with Sample ID (blue pins). 
 

TR-13 
 

TS-16 
 

TR-15 
 

TR-12 
 

TR-10 
 

TR-11 
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Figure 3. The community of Tuluksak with the community water system (blue crossed circle) and 
associated buffer zones (1,000 foot surface water buffer shown in red and one mile surface water 
buffer shown in orange).  Historic unused wells are shown in green and light blue circles. 
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Appendix C:  ADEC Data Review Checklist 

Completed By:  

Erin Gleason 

Title: 

Environmental Protection Specialist 3 

Date: 

3/24/2020 

CS Report Name: 

Tuluksak River APA  

Report Date: 

May 2020 

Consultant Firm: 

n/a 

Laboratory Name: 

Eurofins/TestAmerica Laboratories, Inc 

Laboratory Report Number: 

580-88695-1 

ADEC File Number: 

 

Hazard Identification Number: 
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1. Laboratory 

a. Did an ADEC CS approved laboratory receive and perform all of the submitted sample analyses? 

 
 

b. If the samples were transferred to another “network” laboratory or sub-contracted to an 
alternate laboratory, was the laboratory performing the analyses ADEC CS approved?  

 
n/a 

2. Chain of Custody (CoC) 

a. CoC information completed, signed, and dated (including released/received by)?  

 
 

b. Correct Analyses requested?  

 
Labels have the incorrect methods written on all contains. The nitric acid has dissolved metals; however, this is 
the container for total metals/hardness. The laboratory used the correct container for the analysis needed. 
Data was not influenced.  

3. Laboratory Sample Receipt Documentation 

a. Sample/cooler temperature documented and within range at receipt (0° to 6° C)?  

 
1.5 and 1.8 degrees C 
 

 

b. Sample preservation acceptable – acidified waters, Methanol preserved VOC soil (GRO, BTEX, 
Volatile Chlorinated Solvents, etc.)?  

 
Preservation used for total metals, nitric acid solution.  
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c. Sample condition documented – broken, leaking (Methanol), zero headspace (VOC vials)?  

 
No broken or leaking containers 
 

 

d. If there were any discrepancies, were they documented? For example, incorrect sample 
containers/preservation, sample temperature outside of acceptable range, insufficient or missing 
samples, etc.?  

 
Labeling documented in job narrative on page 3/165 of the lab package.  
 

 

e. Data quality or usability affected?  

Comments: 

no 
 

 

4. Case Narrative 

a. Present and understandable?  

 
 
 

 

b. Discrepancies, errors, or QC failures identified by the lab?  

 
Lead and arsenic was detected in the method blank greater than the method detection limit but less than 
reporting limit. Data not impacted. One of the samples was under volume for the 7470A analysis (mercury), 
but lab was able to run analysis as normal. Data not impacted. 
 

 

c. Were all corrective actions documented?  
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d. What is the effect on data quality/usability according to the case narrative?  

Comments: 

None 
 

 

5. Samples Results 

a. Correct analyses performed/reported as requested on COC?  

 
The chain of custody had the preservation and sample container flipped for total and dissolved metals. The 
lab analyzed according to the method and not the COC  
 

 

b. All applicable holding times met?  

 
 
 

 

c. All soils reported on a dry weight basis?  

 
n/a 
 

 

d. Are the reported LOQs less than the Cleanup Level or the minimum required detection level for 
the project?  

 
 
 

 

e. Data quality or usability affected? 
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6. QC Samples 

a. Method Blank 
i. One method blank reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples?  

 
 
 

 

ii. All method blank results less than limit of quantitation (LOQ)?  

 
 
 

 

iii. If above LOQ, what samples are affected?  

Comments: 

n/a 
 

 

iv. Do the affected sample(s) have data flags? If so, are the data flags clearly defined?  

 
n/a 
 

 

v. Data quality or usability affected?  

Comments: 

n/a 
 

 

b. Laboratory Control Sample/Duplicate (LCS/LCSD) 
i. Organics – One LCS/LCSD reported per matrix, analysis and 20 samples? (LCS/LCSD 

required per AK methods, LCS required per SW846)  

 
Not applicable to water samples for metals analysis 
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ii. Metals/Inorganics – one LCS and one sample duplicate reported per matrix, analysis and 
20 samples?  

 
 
 

 

iii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits? 
And project specified DQOs, if applicable. (AK Petroleum methods: AK101 60%-120%, 
AK102 75%-125%, AK103 60%-120%; all other analyses see the laboratory QC pages)  

 
 
 

 

iv. Precision – All relative percent differences (RPD) reported and less than method or 
laboratory limits? And project specified DQOs, if applicable. RPD reported from 
LCS/LCSD, MS/MSD, and or sample/sample duplicate. (AK Petroleum methods 20%; all 
other analyses see the laboratory QC pages)  

 
 
 

 

v. If %R or RPD is outside of acceptable limits, what samples are affected?  

Comments: 

 
 

 

vi. Do the affected sample(s) have data flags? If so, are the data flags clearly defined?  

 
 
 

 

vii. Data quality or usability affected? (Use comment box to explain.)  

Comments: 

No. 
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c. Surrogates – Organics Only 
i. Are surrogate recoveries reported for organic analyses – field, QC and laboratory samples?  

 
N/A 
 

 

ii. Accuracy – All percent recoveries (%R) reported and within method or laboratory limits? 
And project specified DQOs, if applicable. (AK Petroleum methods 50-150 %R; all other 
analyses see the laboratory report pages)  

 
N/A 
 

 

iii. Do the sample results with failed surrogate recoveries have data flags? If so, are the data 
flags clearly defined?  

 
n/a 
 

 

iv. Data quality or usability affected? 

Comments: 

 
 

 

d. Trip blank – Volatile analyses only (GRO, BTEX, Volatile Chlorinated Solvents, etc.): Water and 
Soil 

i. One trip blank reported per matrix, analysis and for each cooler containing volatile 
samples?  
(If not, enter explanation below.)  

 
n/a – no trip blank needed 
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ii. Is the cooler used to transport the trip blank and VOA samples clearly indicated on the 
COC? (If not, a comment explaining why must be entered below)  

 
 
 

 

iii. All results less than LOQ?  

 
 
 

 

iv. If above LOQ, what samples are affected?  

Comments: 

 
 

 

v. Data quality or usability affected?  

Comments: 

 
 

 

e. Field Duplicate 
i. One field duplicate submitted per matrix, analysis and 10 project samples?  

 
 
 

 

ii. Submitted blind to lab?  
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iii. Precision – All relative percent differences (RPD) less than specified DQOs?  
(Recommended: 30% water, 50% soil) 

RPD (%) = Absolute value of:      (R1-R2)  

 
((R1+R2)/2) 

Where R1 = Sample Concentration 

 R2 = Field Duplicate Concentration 

 

 
Total metals was 5.4% for chromium, all others had RPD of zero. Dissolved metals was 12% for arsenic and 
11% for chromium (III), all other metals had an RPF of zero. RPD was zero because most compounds were 
none detect and an RPD could not be accurately calculated.  
 

 

iv. Data quality or usability affected? (Use the comment box to explain why or why not.)  

Comments: 

No. RPDs meet the specified percentage.  
 

 

f. Decontamination or Equipment Blank (If not applicable, a comment stating why must be entered 
below).  

 
Only disposable field equipment was used.  
 

 

 

 

i. All results less than LOQ?  

 
n/a 
 

 

ii. If above LOQ, what samples are affected?  

Comments: 

n/a 
 

 

x 100 
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iii. Data quality or usability affected?  

Comments: 

n/a 
 

 

7. Other Data Flags/Qualifiers (ACOE, AFCEE, Lab Specific, etc.) 

a. Defined and appropriate?  

 
None reported 
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