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CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION (CX) DETERMINATION 

ProDosed Act .ion_ 

K-65 Decant Sump Tank Removal Action 

Location 

Feed Materials Production Center (FMPC), Fernald, Ohio 

Description of t h e  ProDosed Action 

The proposed action will consist of removing the liquid contents from the 
K-65 decant sump and performing a Hazardous Substance List (HSL) analysis on 
t h e  decant liquid. Liquid removed from the decant sump will be managed as a 
potential hazardous waste until the results o f  the HSL test have been 
completed and analyzed. Any liquid found to contain HSL constituents will 
be treated as necessary prior to transferring the liquid to existing FMPC 
water treatment facilities. Suspect contaminants, such as lead and 
constituents regulated by National Pollutant Discharge E? imination System 
(NPDES) permits, will be addressed once the decant l i q u i d  is removed and 
stored for HSL analysis, 
applicable statutory, regulatory, or permit requirements. 
af fec t  "envi ronmental ly sensitive areas. " 

CX t o  be Aool ied 

This project will not threaten a violation of 
It will not 

Under the September 7, 1990, Section D Amendments to the  National 
Environmental Pol icy Act (NEPA), removal actions under the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Comprehensive, and Liability Act (CERCLA) (including 
those taken as final response actions and those taken before remedial 
action) and actions similar in scope under the Resotrrce Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA) and other authorities (including those taken as partial 
closure actions and those taken before corrective action) do not require 
Environmental Assessments or Environmental Impact Statements. These removal 
activities under CERCLA and actions similar in scope under RCRA and other 
authorities could include, but are not limited to, the following types of 
actions: excavation or consol idation of contaminated, soils or materials 

' f r o m  drainage channels, retention basins, ponds, and spill areas, that are 
not receiving contaminated surface or waste water, where surface or 
groundwater would not collect, and where such actions would reduce the 
spread of ,  or direct contact with, the contamination. 
cost less than $2 million dollars and take l ess  than 1 year from the time 
activities begin. 

This project will 
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I have determined that the proposed action meets the requirements for the cx 
referenced above. Therefore, I have determined t h a t  the proposed action may 
be categorically excluded from further NEPA review and documentation. 

Duffy, DJrector 

and Waste Management, EM-1 
f Environmental Restoration 

Carol Borgstrom, Director .\ 
O f f i c e  o f  NEPA Overs ight ,  EH-25 \ 

\ 
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EM-:28 ENVlRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE RECORD OF REVIEW 
EM Oocument Control Number: EM # 9001945 
Subject: NEPA Determinat ion for  Two Removal A c t i o n s  a t  t he  Feed Materials 

Product ion Center - P a r t  1: K-65 Decant Sump Tank Removal Act ion 

Ac t i on  Required: Concurrence on Cateuorical Exclusion Determinat ion 

Amtysis/Carmer@: EM-20 has revicucd the categorical exclusion determinetion f o r  the K-65 Decant Swp Tank 
Removal Action. Several questions were raised during th i s  review and a f te r  ta lk ing with Randi A l l e n  (EM-M), 
EM-20 contacted the FHPC project manager, Jack Craig (513/738-6159). The q u e s t i m  raised, and t h e i r  answers 
are provided below. 

1. 

2- 

3. 

I .  

5.  

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Uhat is the s ize  of the tank and how f u l l  i s  i t ?  Answer: 
f u l l ,  

Does FMPC know the source of the lfquid in  the K-6f scrip tank (ie.# Liquid from the residues i n  the 1;-65 
s i l os  o r  rainwater)? Answer: 
First ,  It could k rainwater percolatine through the berms, entering the underdrain system beneath the 6ilof 
and entering the tank. T h e  a e c d  possible source i s  that  i t  i s  leftover K-65 residues decant liqufd. 
Also, i t  could be a canbination of these two. 
based on the rediologicat results, i t  does appear that  a t  l eas t  sane of the l iqJid i s  frw the K-65 
resi  dues. 

Does FMPC have any idea of vhether the tank will f i l l  up again or i f  w i n g  th i s  Liquid out w i l l  induce 
m r e  l iquid frm the silos t o  enter the tank? Answer: No, FHPC does not know i f  the tank w i l l  f i l l  up 
again. 
inside the si los,  It f s  not expected that i t  would migrate thrsugh the bottom af the silos and Cnta the 
underdrain system very quickly. Also, the consensus i s  that i t  i s  bc t tc r  f o r  the l iquid t o  enter the tank 
than t o  mlgrete downward i n t o  the aquifer. 

If the tenk f i l l s  up again, w i l l  FHPC continue t o  r m v e  the llquld under th i s  removal action? Ansuer: 
FHPC w i l l  only q t y  the tank one t ime d e r  th is  removal action. Based on how fas t  and how much l iquid 
comes i n t o  the tank, FMPC may consider another removaL action t o  empty the tank or  they m y  have to  addrass 
the nccd far a mare continuous remove[ sptan. Also, FMPC i s  not sure they have the dtorage capacity t o  
keep r a v i n g  llquid from the tank. 

W i l l  t h i s  removal act ion address anything more than refnaval end t-rary storage o f  the liquid uithdram 
from the tenk (eg., tank i n teg r i t y  O r  pluaging)? No, FMPC i s  not planning t o  do anything t o  the tank. 

what lcngtn of t ime i s  scheduled fo r  t h i s  project? Answer: 4.5 months from t h e  time FMPC receives EPA's 
approval on the work plan. 
t o  analyze the l i qu id  removed from the tank. 

9oes FHPC currently have the Capacity t o  Store the waste on-rite? Ansuer: 
tank$, that are diked, i n  an exist ing storage area. 

Whet i s  the l iket ihoed that t h i s  i s  mixed keste? Answer: 

I f  It does turn out t o  be mixed waste, then i s  i t  correct t o  ray that FWPC w i l l  not begin treatment of t h i s  
mixed waste and the part  of th is  cetesorical exclusion re la t i ve  t o  t reat ing the l iquid in  the tenk vi11 not 
be carr ied out? Anbwer: 
along 4 t h  f t s  other mixed waste. 
determination. 

I t  i s  a 9,000 gal lon tank and i t  i6 carpletely 

The t iqu id  could be from one o f  two sources, or a combination of both. 

FHPC has collected sarrples of the liquid from the tank and 

I f  i t  does, then i t  may help them find out the source of  l iquid.  If the l iquid i s  caning from 

The work plan scnedule fo r  the removal a c t i o n  does not include the time needed 

Yes, the wesre w i l l  be stored i n  

Pretty good. 

Correct, i f  i t  i s  mixed waste, then a l l  FMPC can do i s  stare i t  3ndeffnItely, 
i t  would not be t r e a t d  as mentioned in  the categorical exclusion 

8 
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EM-20 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE RECORD OF REVIEW 
Rccomnedation: EM-tO agrees that B categorical exclusion i s  a-ropriete f o r  th is  action. WaYBVeP, the 
categorical exclusion determination submitted by E M 4 0  should k revised t o  re f lec t  samewhat -re detai led 
informetion abavt the proposed removal action, s imi lar  to that contained in th is  record of rtuleu. 
allow other rewieuers to have more cdnplete description of the proposed r m v a l  ectfon. The revision should 
continue t o  use the CERCLA Removal Action category f o r  this determination; ~ C Y C V B ~ ,  I f  an exaPpte i s  provided, 
EM-20 suggests that  the example be one that patches the propased action. This r e d b e d  categorical exclusion 
determination should rhen k resuhittd to EM-20 for concurrence. 

This v i 1 1  

Reviewer: 3 .  Clav Date: December 17, 1990 

Concurrence: , Envi ronmental Compl i ance 

Date: 

Approval ; , Di-rector, Off ice o f  Quality Assurance 
and Qual i t y  Cont ro l  

Date: 



DATE: December 17, 1990 

ROUTING AND TRANSMI 
- 

TO: 1. Randal S. S c o t t ,  

2. 

3 -  

4 .  

5 .  

SUBJECT: Removal Action A t  FMPC 

The attached Categorical Exclusion is b e i n g  transmitted for your 
approval to return t h e  document to EM-40 f o r  corrections. The 
proposed removal action was part  OF a package that we received from 
EM-40 con ta in ing  two Categorical Exclusions, The categorical 
exclusion covering Waste Pit 6 at FMPC was forwarded to EM-1 for 
approval on December 14, 1990, since the action was necessary to 
meet a date set by EPA. Since we had several questions regarding 
this action, we separated the two Categorical Exclusions to assist 
the program in expediting the review and approval. 

Based on our review, as noted in the EM-20 Environmental Compliance 
Record of Review, we are requesting t h a t  t h e  document be returned 
to EM-40 to be revised to include answers to the questions we asked 
of t h e  f i e l d .  

If there are any questions, please c a l l  me, 

FROM: MICH2kL KLEINROCK, EM-20, 8H-050, 586-0338 



DATE: o& 2 4 1990 
REPLY TO 

ArrNok EM-422 (R. Allen,  3-5625)  

S J ~ X  Nat iona l  Environmental Pol i c y  Act. Oetermination far Two Removal A c t i o n s  at 
the Feed Materials Produc t ion  Center 

To Leo P. Duffy, EM-1 

This i s  t o  n o t i f y  you t h a t  we have reviewed the  s u b j e c t  proposed removal 
actions and concur w i t h  t h e  Feed Materials Production Center recommendation 
that they be categorically excluded from further National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) documentat ion under %he September 7, 1990, Section 0 
Amendments of the Department of Energy (DOE) NEPA GuidelJnes. 

The proposed removal actions are t o  (I) remove the  llquid contents from t h e  
K-65 decant sump, and (2) mitigate t h e  continued release o f  contaminants 
from Waste P i t  6. Each removal a c t i o n  will cost l e s s  than $2 mi l l ion  
dollars and take l ess  than 1 year from the time a c t i v i t i e s  begin, as 
specified i n  the September 7 ,  1990, Aniendments t o  the DOE NEPA Guidelines.  

In accordance with t h e  authority delegated t o  you by t h e  Secretary o f  Energy 
Not i ce  15 o f  February 5, 1990, we recommend t h a t  you s i g n  the  a t t a c h e d  
memorandum t r a n s m i t t i n g  the  Categorical Exclusions t o  t h e  Office o f  
Environment, Sa fe ty  and Health. 

Associate Oipjhlctor 
Office of Environmental Res tora t ion  

A t t  achrnlan t s 
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AWLY To 
A m O F :  EM-422 ( R .  Allen, 3-5625) 

~JBJECT:  Categorical Exclusions for Two Removal 
Production Center 

“ 4 4 6 1  1 * 

Ad States Government Department of Energy 

a t  the Feed Materials 

70 Carol Borgstram, EH-25 

1 have approved t he  subject categorica 

Actions 

exclus ons under the September 7, 

1990, Section 0 Amendments to the  Department of Energy’s National 

Environnental Policy Act Guidelines and am forwarding it to you for review. 

Director 
O f f i c e  of Environmental Restorat ion 

and Waste Management 

Attachment 




