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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: = o=w-
PROPOSED RADIOACTIVE SOIL REMOVAL FROM THE
FROJECT CHARIOT SITE AT CAPE THOMPSON

IN REPLY REFER TO:

This Finding only covers those actions which occur on refuge lands. The
Department of Energy is the lead Agency and will issue a finding for the
entire actiom, which is beyond the purview of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service proposes to permit the removal of 155 cubie
yards of radiocactive soil from the Project Chariot Site by the U.S.
Department of Energy. The Department of Energy’s removal action will occur on
the Alaska Maritime National Wildlife Refuge. Alternatives to the proposed
action include (1) conducting radiclogical site sampling to determine the need
to remove radiocactive contaminated materials based upon health risks, eor (2)
no action. Study of the environmental and socioceconomic effscts of the
proposal has shown them not to represent a negative impact on the quality of
the human environment. I find that:

1) The action will net significantly degrade environmental quality on
the Alaska Maritime National Wildlife Refuge.

2) The action will not affect species listed or proposed to be listed
ot the Federal Threatened or Endangered Species List.

3) The action will not significantly affect historical or cultural
resources. This includes propertfes l{sted or proposed to be
listed oun the National Register of Historic Places .

&) The action will not Prevent continued subsistence use af refuge
lands.

1 have determined that removal of the radioactive soll from the Alaska
Maritime National Wildlife Refuge is not a major Federal action which weuld
significantly affect the quality of the human environment within the meaning
of Section 102(2)(c) of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. The
envirormental assessment, along with other references, support the conclusion
that impact of this action wil% not significantly affect refuge resources.
Accordingly, the preparation of an envf?onmental impact statement on the
proposad activity is not required. ,

Supporting References

1. Enviroomental Assessment of Proposed Radiocactive Soil Removal from the
FProject Chariot Site at Cape Thompson (1993}

2. Section 810 Subsistence Evaluation and Findings (1993)

3. Alaska Maritime National Wildlife Refuge Final Comprehensive
%gngervaCion Plan, Environmental Impact Statement, and Wilderness Review
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Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Signifiéadt Impact for Proposed
Radioactive Saoil Removal from the Project Chariot Si:e at Cape Thompson,
Alaska

Thomas P. Grumbly
Assistant Secretary for Environmental
Restoration and Waste Management

This is in response to your memorandum of July 7, 1933, requesting that DOE
review and adopt the environmental assessment (EA) of the subject proposed
action prepared by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS). You also
recormended that an environmental impact statement is not required and
issuance of a finding of no significant impact (FONSI) is appropriate. We
have considered your request for a waiver of the DOE requirements for State
and Tribal preapproval review because the FWS distributed this EA for a
30-day review by the public and other Federal, State, and local agencies,
and Indjan tribes on June 8, 1993. We agree that tke EA preapproval review
requirements have been met. We also agree with your request to waive the
15-day review period for the floodplain statement of findings because a
prompt start is needed to allow the project to be ccmpleted in one working
season. This waiver is in accord with 10 CFR 1022.18(c), which allows a
waiver of minimum time periods when there are gverriding considerations of
project expense or effectiveness. DOE issued a Notice of Floodplain and

Wetland involvement in the Federal Register on July 13, 1993 (58 Fed. Regq.
37719). | '

Based on an independent evaluation of the FWS EA, tlhe comments received
during a 30-day public review period, and responses to public comments and
the recommendation that your NEPA Compliance Officer provided to the Office
of NEPA Oversight on July 27, 1993, and after consu tation with the Office
of General Counsel, I have determined that the FWS iiA together with the
responses to comments meets the requirements of an nsnvironmentadl assessment
for the DOE action. This determination is subject o your acceptance of
the attached markup containing changes needed to im)rove the accuracy and
quality of the responses to public comments. Therefore, DOE hereby adopts
the FWS EA and response to comments document as a DJE EA (DOE/EA-0880) for
DOE’s proposed action regarding the Project Chariot site. Further, I have
determined that DOE’s action regarding the project loes not constitute a
major Federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human
environment and signed the attached FONSI. Therefore, an environmental
impact statement is not required. The FONSI incorparates the Floodplain
Statement of Findings required by 10 CFR Part 1022. :

The Office of Environmental Restoration and Waste Management is responsible
for providing public notice of the availability of the EA (which includes
the responses to comments) and FONSI as required by the Council on
Environmental Quality NEPA Regulations (40 CFR 1506.6{(b)). Publication of



the FONSI in the Federal Register is nol necessary s nce this is not an

action with effects of national concern. Please send 5 copies of the EA to
the Office of NEPA Oversight along with a copy of “the distribution- st for -
our records. ( . :

Acting Assistant Secretary
Environment, Safety and Health

Attachments

cc: Donald Elle, NV
NEPA Compliance Officer

Randal Scott, EM-20
NEPA Compliance Officer



DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
AND FLOODPLAIN STATEMENT OF FINDING:
FOR THE PROPOSED RADIOACTIVE SOIL REMO/AL
FROM THE PROJECT CHARIOT SITE AT CAPE THOMPSON, ALASKA
AGENCY: Department of Energy

ACTION: Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) and Floodplain Statement
of Findings

SUMMARY : The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) proposes to conduct site
characterization and remediation of affected soils at tke Alaska Maritime
National Wildlife Refuge at Cape Thampson, Alaska. The characterization
activities would determine the concentration of existing radicactive
contaminants at a disposal mound and other study sites potentially
contaminated during a 1962 radicactive tracer study, and would also include
sampling of biota, soiis, and sediments at other leocations in the Ogotoruk and
Kisimilok Valleys. Radioactive1y contaminated soil would be removed from the
disposal mound and, if contamination is stil1 present at any of the tracer
study sites, from the respective sites. All contaminatad soil would be
transported to a DOE low-level radicactive waste disposal site at the Nevada
Test Site (NTS). The removal of the mound and other redioactive materials
Tocated on the study site would eliminate a potential source of radioactive
contamination from the tundra environment and therefore serve to reduce public
~concerns and perceptions of risk associated with the contamination. The
project would be subject to the conditions and permits issued by the U.S. Fish

and Wildlife Service (FWS), U.S. Army Corps of Enginee-s, and other Federal,

State, and local agencies.



The proposed project includes several activities that would occur within
floodplain areas. Pursuant to the requirements of Executive Order 11988,
Floodplain Management, and 10 CER 1022, Compliance with Floodplain/ Wetlands
Environmental Review Requirements, and on the basis of the information in the
project environmental assessment (EA), which includes the contents oF a .
Floodplain Assessment, DOE has determined that (1) there is no practicable
alternative to the proposed action within the floodplains and (;) the proposed
action has been designed to avoid and minimize potentia’ impacts to the
floodplains associated with Ogoteruk and Kisimilok Cree'ts and their

tributaries.

The land directly involved with the 1962 Tracer Study and_disposal mound
presently lies within the Alaska Maritime National Wildlife Refuge. The FWS
has prepared an EA to aid in reaching its decisions regarding the
authorizations and associated project design reqdirements that the FWS would
need to pro#ide in a special use permit before the proposed action could
proceed. FWS distributed the EA on June 8, 1993, for ¢ 30-day comment period.
Distribution of the EA included all known interested irdividuals in the Tocal
and regional area, Native Government officials, intere.ted Native
corporations, numerous environmental departments in the State of Alaska,
points of contact for the Naticnal Environmental Polics Act
(NEPA) (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) in_A1aska, Nevada, and 'fashington, potentially
affected tribes in the vicinity of Richland, Washingtoi, potentially

interested Federal agencies, affiliated Senators and Rapresentatives, and- area

Tlibraries and news media.



Thirteen individuals, organizations, and agencies commented on the EA
during the pu61ic review period. The principal issues ind concerns raised by
commenters in various ways included: 1) the adequacy of mitigation included
as part of the proposed action to protect sensitive tuncra resources; 2) the
adequacy of surveys, and thoroughness with wh{ch DOE would search for,
jdentify, and remove radioactive contamination; and 3} he purpose and need
for action in view of an apparent lack of a significant health risk associated

with the contamination.

Based on independent review of the FWS EA, public comments, and DOE
responses to public comments, DOE has determined that the FWS EA tdgether with
the comment response document meets the requirements of an EA for DOE’s
proposed action. 'DOE has adopted the FWS EA and the responses to comments as
DOE/EA-0880. Based on the analyses presented in the Ei, DOE has determined
that the proposed actien is not a major Federal action signific&ntTy affecting
the quality of the human environment, within the meaning of NEPA. Therefore,
preparation of an environmental impact statement is no. required and DOE is

issuing this FONSI.

DATES: DOE needs to begin the proposed action as soon as poésib1e,to gnsure
project completion before inclement winter weather makes further remedial
action work impossible during 1983. In accordance wiihvlo CFR 1022.18(c), DOE
waives the ls-day period fof public review of the Flocdplain Statement of

Findings included in this FONSI.



ADDRESSES: Persons requesting additional information ccncerning the proposed
action or a copy of the EA should contact: B

Leslie A. Monroe

Environmental Protection Division

Nevada Operations Office

Department of Energy

P.0. Box 98518

Las Vegas, NV 89193-8518

(702) 295-1744 FAX: (702) 295-0838
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Persons requesting fu-ther information
regarding DOE’s general NEPA procedures should contact:

Carol M. Borgstrom

Office of NEPA Oversight (EH-25)

Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.

Washington, D.C, 20585 :

(202) 586-4600 or (800) 427-2756

FAX: (202) 586-7031
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Proposed Action

The proposed characterization and remedial actian would establish a

baseline on background radiation and would eliminate a radioactive disposal
site from the Alaska tundra, which has been a source o concern for the local
population who live near and use the site. The propos :d project includes a
prégram to (1) sample a disposal mound and all other areas used as test plots
during the 1962 study to determine the present concentration of radioactive
contaminants, (2) excavate and remove contaminated soils,
{3) transport the axcavated soils for disposal at a DLE 10Q~1eve1 radioactive
waste disposal site at the NTS, (4) secure FWS and Aliska Department of
Enviornmental Conservation approval of final closure ¢f the mound and test

plots, and (5) revegetate the excavation sites, In acdition, the biota,
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soils, sediments, and water in Ogotoruk Creek Valley, wliere the test plots and
mound are located, would be sampled and concentrations af radionuclides would
be compared to concentrations measured at the time of tie experiments. These
same media would be sampled in the nearby Kisimilok Valley to aid in

estabTishing regional backgrqund levels. DOE proposes lo complete the project

during 1993.

During experiments at the Project Chariot site ir 1962, radiocactive
tracers were added to test plots to determine the mechénism and rate of
migration of the radicactive material through the soil. Small quantities of
radicactive material and about 15 pounds of soil conta' ning radicactive
£allout from the Project Sedan test (a Project Plowshare experiment in Nevada)
were used as the tracers. The following types and quantities of radioisotopes
were used: 6 millicuries of Cesium-137, 5 millicuries of Iodine-131,

5 millicuries of Strontium-85 and 10 millicuries of Pryject Sedan soil
containing mixed fission and activation products. The Project Sedan soil
includes some radionuclides that decay slowly, such as Americium-241 and
Plutonium-239. After the experiments, the test plots were excavated and the
soils containing radioactive materials were consolidated and covered with

4 feet of clean soil to form a mound approximately 6 feet thick and 40 feet by
40 feet in areal extent. After allowance for decay of' the short-1ived
radionuclides used in the tests, the present.concentrntion of radioactivity in
the soils at the mound is estimated to be 0.03 nanocuries per gram, with a

total radioactivity of less than 3 millicuries for th: entire mound.

The project would require only temporary facilities at the wildlife



refuge in Alaska. A base camp would be established neur the coastline-and
airstrips and all characterization and removal activit es would originate from -
that camp. Access from the base\camp to the sampling and removal sites would
either use vehicles that do not exceed the FWS ground |ressure 1imit of

3 pounds per square inch or would use wide, Tow-pressure track vehicles in
conjunction with pressure displacing mats to ensure thit the pressure limit is
not exceeded. Stream crossings for sampling would invilve a]IQterrain
vehicles that would not exceed the ground pressure 1imt. The removal
equipment would use temporarily installed crossing fac-lities designed to

prevent erosion.

The removal activities would stockpile uncontamirated soil on sheeting
lTocated adjacent to the mound. ContaminatedksoiT woulc be loaded inte
radicactive waste transport containers, even though DO does not expect the
waste to contain enough radicactivity to be defined uncer U.S. Department of
Transportation reguiations as a radiocactive hazard. Upon FWS and A]ask§
Department of Environmental Conservation agreement thai the contamination has
been removed, using criteria based on background level: and current knowledge
of the health effects of radiation, the stockpiled material would be spread
over the removal site. The soil would be contoured, s¢eded with an approved
mix of grasses and covered with excelsior to prevent erosion. An existing

trail left from the 1962 study would also be seeded.

A barge would transport all radioactive waste renoved from the site to a
port where the containers could be loaded onto trucks ihat would carry the _

waste to the disposal facility at NTS.



Alternatives Considered ‘ ) e
Under the No Action alternative, the characterizition and removal
actions would not occur. The impacts, including temporary floodplain and
wetland impacts associated with sampling and removal, vould not occur and the

- disposal mound would remain on the project site.

DOE also considered an alternative involving only site characterization
to support a future decision on whether or not to take remedial action. A
project to tonduct sampling-only would introduce many ¢f the same impacts
associated with establishing a base camp as would occur for the proposed
project. The vehicles used for access to the sampling points would have
negligible impact and may not need the temporary crossing points in the
floodplains and wetlands. The disposal mound would rerain on the site. If,
following analysis of study results, DOE elected to remove the mound, the
impacts associated with establishing a base camp would occur again as well as

the impacts associated with removal.

Other alternatives considered but not analyzed ih detail because they
were not feasible involved alternative base camp Jocations, encapsulation of

the contaminated material at the site, and other transport options, such as

air transport.

Environmental Consequences
Analyses contained in the environmental assessment indicate that no
significant impact to the environment is 1ikely to occur as a result of the

proposed action. There would be a short-term impact on the air quality from



equipment exhaust and from 1nc1neratxon of domestic watte, w1th the ash from
this latter funct1on to be sent to Fairbanks for dispo*a] There wou]d be
some minor disturbance of the sail during excavation of’ the disposal mound but
erosion control measures should limit the potential for impacts. Adverse
impécts to the permafrost would be kept small by the use of insulation and
other protective materials during the excavation process. Minor adverse
impacts on vegetation would result from the excavation of the disposal mound,
but these impacts would be Timited through a revegetation program. Positive
impacts would result from revegetation of trails Teft {rom the 1962 study.
Temporary minor impacts on surface water could result {rom potential erosion
at stream crossings and as a result of pumping approxinately 5000 gallons per
day from the Ogotoruk drainage for drinking water and cther freshwater needs
of the work crew. Discharge of greywater (settled sanitary wastewater) to the
Chukchi Sea from the camp would be controlled by a pernit from the Alaska
Department of Environmental Conservation and would have only negligible
impact. Based on the EA, there would be some minor shcrt-term impacts to the
tundra soils, permafrost, vegetation, and surface water, however, adequate

- controls have been established to ensure that no significant impacts to

sensitive tundra resources would result.

Temporary minor impacts would occur for some of the wildlife at the
project site and in the vicinity. The use of the project area by large
mammals, e.g., caribou, musk ox, and bears, is éipectec to be disrupted for

the duration of project activities. Several small aninals would be taken for



scientific research but use of firearms other than for protection against
bears would be prohibited. Restrictions would be appliad to local ground and

air travel to avoid disturbing wildlife.

The FWS conducted an internal Section 7 consultation under the
Endangered Species Act. No endangeked species are present. Threatened
species that may be present in the project vicinity in¢lude the arctic
peregrine falcon and the spectacled eider. Peregrine {alcons may nest at
Crowbi11 Paint three miles up the coast. Spectacled eiders are.not known ta
nest at the site but may pass through on migration. Kittlitz’s murrelet, a
candidate species still being evaluated for listing as threatened‘Or
endangered, is known to nest on ridges to the north bul not in the valley
where the work would take place. An exclusion zone ha: been established to
ban all surface and air disturbance type work within a half-mile of Crowbill
Point. Based on these facts, FWS determined that no endangered, threatened,

‘or candidate species would be adversaly affected by thu proposed sampling and

remediation planned for the Ogotoruk and Kisimilok Val eys.

There would be short-term minor impacts upon the aesthetics of the
project site caused by the camp, heavy.equipment opera:ion, and aircraft and
vehicle use. However, the revegetation activities would repair damage to the
tundra from earlier operations so there would also be i1 positive impact to the
natural appearance. The State Historic Preservation Officer has required that

clean-up perseonnel be informed of the significance of Lthe Project Chariot



site, buildings, articles, and structures. The personnel would be jinstructed .
not to use any of the historic elements in a way that viould detract from their

historic integrity.

Accidents that could occur during the conduct of the proposed action,
including those involving non-radiological hazards and those involving ‘
radiological hazards were analyzed in the EA. The non-radiological hazards
are those associated with such elements as bears, cold stress, use of earth-
moving equipment, support vehicles, and aircraft. Based on the EA adequate
controls are in place to assure that the non-radiclogical risks would be Tow.
A health and safety plan describes procedures that would be followed to reduce

the hazards from such activities.

The potential for an accident involving dispersal of radioactive
material is low. In the event of such an accident, because of the very small
quantity of radioactive material and the characteristics of the soil

containing it, no adverse health effects would occur.

Impacts associated with transportation and disposal also invelve non-
radiological and radiological risks. The non-radiological impacts for
transport and disposal, both for normal operations and for accidents, are
expected to be the same as those ordinarily associated with any transport of
materials and would be minor. Radiological impacts th:t could occar under
routine or accident conditions during transportation were analyzed in the EA.
Because of the small amount of radiocactive material, ttere is no potential for

significant radiclogical risk associated with transportation and disposal..
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For example, due to the short duration of exposure and the low levels of
radioactivit} in the contaminated spil, radiation hazards during normal
transportation and disposal wou1d'not result in any adverse health effects.
The EA shows that even in the extremely unlikely case «f an accident releasing
in the most harmful manner up to the entire cargo during truck transportation,
no adverse human health or ecological impacts would be expected. For an
accident during barge transport, even if the entire inventury were dispersed
in the marine environment, the impacts on human health and the environment,
including those that could result from biological uptale and spread of the

radionuclides, would also be inconsequential.

Floodplain Statement of Findings

This Floodplain Statement of Findings was prepare¢d in accordance with
10 CFR 1022. A Notice of Floodplain Invelvement was ptblished in the Federal
Register on July 13, 1993, and the information ordinar-ly contained in a
floodplain assessment was incorporated in the EA. DOE is proposing to perform
characterization and remedial actions on the Alaska Maritime National Wildlife
Refuge. Characterization actions would include colleciing samples from
several wideTy‘separated points within the Ogotoruk anc Kisimilok Valleys
which would require incidental crossings of creeks within each valley.
Remedial actions invalve femovg? of radicactively contiminated soil from a
disposal mound. The EA shows the 1oca£ion of streams ¢n the site where
potentia11y affected floodplains occur. Stream crossirg structures are
required to provide access to the disposal mound for tle heavy equipment to bé
used for the removal activities. A1l stream crossings, both on structures and

incidental, are needed to provide the shortest possible travel routes in the

11



tundra environment for project equipment. Alternatives considered included
the proposed project, no action, and a project involviny only site
characterization that would also involve floodplain activities. The proposed
project would comply with a11 applitable State and local standards, including
floodplain standards. The stream crossings would use either a vehic]e that
does not exceed FWS ground pressure limits for the environment

(3 pounds per square inch) or a temporary crossing stru:ture to prevent damage
to the floodplain. The temporary structure would be renoved at the close of
the project with the result that DOE does not expect any impact on structures

in the fioodplain.

Based on the assessment, DOE determined that ther: is no practicable
alternative to the proposed action within the floodplai: and that the proposed
action has been designed to avoid and minimiie potential impacts to or within

the floodplain.

Determination: _
Based on the analysis in the EA, the proposed rem:dial action, including
sampling, excavating, transporting, and disposing of th: soils, ¢losing and

revegetating the site, and conducting the environmental sampling program doas
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not constitute a major Federal action significantly affecting the quality of
the human environment within the meaning of NEPA. Therefore, an environmental :
impact statement for the broposed action is not required.

| Issued at'Washington, D.C., this zzgsféfday of .:5211)/ /ﬁgf?i? .

Petgr N. Brush
Acting Assistant Secretary
Environment, Safety and Health
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