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Dear Priend
L

Enclosed is the U.S. Department of Energy's (DOE) Environmental Assessment ;

'of Remedial Action at the Spook, Wyoming, Uranium Mill Tailings Site
t (D2/EA-0345). .,

In November 1978, Congress enacted Public law 95-604, the Uranium Mill ,

!Tailings Radiation Control Act of 1978. The Act authorizes the D0E to
enter into cooperative agreements with the affected states and Indian
tribes in order to establish assessment and remedial action programs at
inactive uranium mill tailings sites, including the Spook site. The Act
stipulates (Mt the Department will meet the applicable cleanup and
disposal standards prcm21 gated by the Environmental Protection Agency. It

further states that the Nuclear Regulatory Comission is to concur in all
major decisions and to license the maintenance and nonitoring of the final
disposal site.

The Environnental Assessment was prepared in conpliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act to assess the environmental inpacts of the
Departe nt's proposal to perform remedial action at the Spook site and its
related vicinity properties. As identified in the Environnental
Ascessment, the Department's action is stabilization of the residual
radioactive material at the site.

The Department determined in April 1989, that the subject action was not a
major Federal action significantly affecting the quality of the humn
environment, and as such, the preparation of an environnental inpact
statement was not required. The basis for this determination is presented
in the enclosed Finding of No Significant Irpact issued by the Assistant
Secretary for Environment, Safety and Health. Renedial action at Spook
cormenced on April 20, 1989, after approval of the Environmental
Assessment and is scheduled for conpletion by October 1989. We apologize
for the delay in dissemination of the enclosed documents.

Sincerely,

Mark L. Matthews
Acting Project Manager
Uranium Mill Tailings Project Office
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U.S. DEPA3tTMENT OF ENERGY
.

t: '

'
,

Finding of No Significant Ispact for the proposed remedial action| 2

'

at the spook Uranium Mill Tailings site, converse county, Wyoming

j
AGENCY: U.S. Department of Energy ,

i
,

Tinding of No Significant Ispact (TONSI) -

ACTION:
!

SUNNARY: The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) has prepared an ,

environmental assessment (EA) (D0E/EA-0345) on the proposed remedial f
i

action for the Spook Uranium Hill Tailings site located 48 miles
Based fnortheast of Casper, Wyoming, in Converse County, Wyoming.

|en the analysis in the EA, the DOE has determined that the proposed t

not constitute a major Federal action significantly |
action does
affecting the quality of the human environment within the meaning |

!
(42 U.S.C.of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969

This Finding of No significant Impact (FONSI) is4321 et seq.) .
'

being issued by the DOE to document that the proposed action for the
I

spook site has been evaluated in an EA and that the Department does

not conclude that there is a need to prepara an environmental impact ;

statement.

BACKGROUND: On November 8, 1978, the Uranium Mill Tailings

Radiation Control Act (UMTRCA), Public law 95 604 (PL95-604), was

enacted in order to address a Congressional finding that uranium

,
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mill tailings located at inactive processing sites may pose a
,

Title 2 of the UMTRCA -potential health hasard to the public. '

authorised the DOE to enter into cooperative agreements with |
!

affected states or Indian tribes to clean up those inactive sites
| .

contaminated with uranium mill tailings and required the secretary .
,

On November s,1979,
of Energy to designate sites to be cleaned up.

fthe DOE designated 24 inactive processing sites for remedial action
including an inactive uranium mill iunder Title Z ' of the UMTRCA,

in Converse County, |site designated as the spook sitetailings

Wyoming (44 FR 74891-92) (December 18, 1979)
.|

|

Environmental Protection Agency ;

The UMTRCA also required the U.S.

to promulgate standards for remedial action at all inactive
(EPA)

The purpose of these standards is to protect the public
,

,

mill sites.

health and safety and the environment from radiological
and

nonradiological hazards associated with residual radioactive

The final standards (40 CTR Part 192) werematerials at the sites.
published on January 5,1983, and became effective on March 7,1983.

1985, the United states Court of AppealsHowever, on september 3,

for the Tenth Circuit remanded groundwater standards
40 CFR

Proposed draft standards were issued by the EPA
192. 2 (a) (2 ) - (3 ) .

Under the UMTRCA, the DOE must comply withon september 23, 1987.

the proposed groundwater standards until the standards are

The remedial action proposed for the
promulgated in final form.
spook site would not preclude subsequent design enhancements if
needed to achieve groundwater compliance and would not limit the

selection of reasonable groundwater restoration methods that may be

2
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When the final EPAfinal standards are promulgated..necessary when
|

standards are promulgated, the DOE will evaluate the groundwater

f protection requirancnts and undertake such action as is necessary,

The need for and extent
to ensure that the final standards are met.
of aquifer restoration will be evaluated in a separate NEPA process.

L

Under the UMTRCA, all remedial actions must be selected and
The NRC has not and does

perfo11ned with the concurrence of the.NRC.
not intend to issue site specific licenses applicable to the Title
I remedial actiers at each inactive uranium mill tailings site.

issue a general license applicable to the 24They will, instead,
inactive sites for long-term surveillance and maintenance af ter the

i remedial cctions are complete.
I
I

the DOE and the state of Wyoming entered intoOn January 30, 1984,
The cooperative agreement

a cooperative agreement under the UMTRCA.

set forth the teras and conditions for remedial action ef forts
including the DOE's development of a remedial action plan (in
concurrence with the state of Wyoming), the DOE's preparation of an

real estate responsibilities,
appropriate environmental document,

and other concerns.

the
In addition to being designated for cleanup under the UMTRCA,

Spook site was determined to be eligible for reclamation by the
,

state of Wyoming Abandoned Mine Land (AML) Program under the Surface
Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 (SMcRA) , Public Law

The SMCRA authorized the U.S. Department of the Interior to95-87.

3

f

-- . . - ~ - _ - _ _ . __



-- - - ._.. . _ _ _

'

. ,

' '
,

.-

f

reclaim abandoned mine lands and establish the Office of Sur ace
I-

Mining Reclamation . and Enforcement to review individual statei

Nowever, the AML Program funds are :

programs under the AML Program. |
"

not authorised for activities that are subject to other regulatoryf
In consideration of the individual UMTRcAauthorities and budgets. joint

and AML Progran requirements and associated cost-savings, a |d

remedial action between the state of Wyoming and the DOE is proposei

:
>

for the spook site. ;

The Spook site consists of an inactive open pit
fSITE DESCRIPTION: d

uranium minst nine piles of overburden materials, which originate
ilest |

from the pits a uranium mill tailings piles unprocessed ora pbi and f
a mill yard area that contains a minor amount of mining de r s

The tailings pile extends
adjacent windblown contaminated areas. The tailings ;

from the ground surface to the bottom of the pit.
and 1.8 acres in the |

cover about 3.2 acres on the ground surfac4 d and |
Contaminated materials are also found in the mill yar

Small fpit.

windblown contaminated areas adjacent to the tailings pile.it and |

piles of unprocessed ore are 0 33 mile north of the open p :
:

cover approximately 0.8 acre. |
'

,
^

i west of |

When the spook pit was excavated, two ephemeral dra nages
d Two of i

the pit were impounded and formed three ephemeral pon s.d was used for
these ponds remain dry most of the year; the third pon '

,

I

and contains high.

sulfuric acid dumping south of the Spook pit In this
levels of thorium-230 (Th-230), among other contaminants.depth of 72 |

acid disposal pond, Th-230 contamination extends to a
.

4
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of contamination is the pond itself, |1

feet. The surface extent i

covering about 0.5 acre, while the tresi extent of deep |

oevering 2.9
contamination is a circle with a radius of 200 feste ;

!
I

acres. I.
:
I

,

The overburden piles consist of a mixture of alluvium and spoil |I
; '

|

materials from the spook pit. Coarse sandy materials derived from !

the uranium host sandstone and finar-grained materials derived from

the overlying alluvium, as well as waste rock, are present. j

in some of the fElevated selenium and radium levels are present .

I.

piles. !

!
I

The total disturbed area covers 135.7 acres and contains an |

cubic yards (cy) of milling related contaminatedestimated 240,000

materials and 1,800,000 cy of overburden materials. The spook site |

is remote from most human activity and is situated on private land

owned by two ranches in converse County, Wyoming. The nearest |
.

|
;

residence is 1.4 miles southwest of the site and there is an average
f

of ten permanent residents within a three mile radius of the site. f

the open pit |The majority of the spook site is fenced; however,
f

remains a hazard to wandering livestock and wildlife,
t
,

PROPOSED ACTION: The remedial action would consist of the <

,

consolidation of all milling related contaminated materials in a ,

,

These materials wouldsingle pile at the bottom of the spook pit.
Material forbe underlain by a three foot thick foundation layer.

the foundation layer would be taken selectively from the overburden
i

a

piles. Groundwater would be 18 feet below the base of the ,

.

5
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.Ctabilised pilo.
t

!
j

The stabilised pile would be oevered with a minimum 1.5-foot-thick i

I
layer of low-permeability overburden soil materials and then by ten f

feet of the coarsest overburden satorials.
The low permeability

layer would help inhibit groundwater percolation while the coarse
layer would encourage lateral flow around the stabilised pile.

The

remainder of the pit would be filled with overburden material and
i

Between 49 and |the surfaca would be graded for drainage control.
65 feet of backfill would be placed over the tailings and would f

serve as a radon barrier. An erosion protection barrier would not |
!

be needed at the site because the pile, covered with overburden and i,

i

buried beneath the ground surface, would be geomorphically stable j

Once the pit is |and would not be subject to erosion processes. t'

|filled to the surrounding grade, the entire disturbed area will be ;

It is anticipated ,!
contoured and seeded with endemic plant species. i

that the remedial action would be completed within one construction |
|

!
,

season of 28 weeks. !!

l'

The DOE would hold the license to the final 13-acre restricted site I

and would be responsible for surveillance and maintenance of the
j.

i

The final site license would be awarded to the DOE by the NRC
r

:site.

after the NRC has approved the final site surveillance and |
;

'

i

The AML Program responsibilities are limited tomaintenance plan.

filling the pit, recentouring disturbed surface areas, and

|After an AML three-yearestablishing a stable vegetative cover. !
-

i
monitoring program is complete, the DOE will assume total ;\

i

|
1

6
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responsibility for t.he final restricted site (13 acres). In >

!

addition, a too-foot subsurface buffer area around the pit would be ]
controlled by the pot to prevent subsurf ace mineral. development

;

i

|During the three-year AML Program monitoring .

adjacent to the pile.

period, the DOE would also have surveillance and saintenance
f

responsibilities, !
>

!

FINDINGS:
The DOE has considered , comments and concerns froa |

cooperating agencies as well as the AML Program throughout the NEPA
In general, concerns were related :

!and engineering design process.

to groundwater issues, engineering design aspects, and the |

The Spook
identification of DOE and AML program responsibilities.

EA will satisfy the NEPA requirements for both the AML and the DOE
,

'

programs.
!
'

The EA discusses the environmental impacts resulting f rom the

proposed remedial action and identifies mitigation measures that
would be implemented to assure that the ef fects are not significant.'

|
The FONSI for stabilisation at the spook tailings site is based on i

the following findings which are supported by the information and
l ,

l analyses in the EA. |
:

There would be no exposure to
Radiation related health effects: |o
direct gamma radiation or airborne radioactive particulates after

Due to the thickness of the fill materialsremedial action.
covering the pile, radon releases from the stabilized site would

!2 (vs. thebe 4.49 picoeuries per square meter per second (pCi/s )

'
|
1

1
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I There would be an estimated 3.6 x
+

EPA standards of 30 PC1/a ).

10~4 health offacts to remedial action workers from redon
,

daughter, gamma, and airborne particulate orposures, and 3.1 x
10-6 health effects to the general population durisg the 30-week

After completion of the remedial action, an
remedial action.
estimated 0.43 x 10~8 health ef fect per year may occur as

compared to 0.59 x 10-5 health effect per year.that say occur
The calculations for thewithout any type of remedial action.

no action alternative do not consider the dispersion of the f
j

tailings by natural erosion or by peoples thus, the total excess
f
<

health effects may be greater. i

l

|
The Dot would closely monitor the release of radon and airbo:me t

|
radioactive particulates during the remedial action. The release

|of radon and airborne radioactive particulates would be reduced

by dampening contaminated material with water or chemical dust
suppressants and by limiting the handling of contaminated

,'

Drainage controls |
material during adverse weather conditions. |

would be constructed to prevent contaminated water from leaving
a

!

I

the site. I
.,

J

Based on the above information, it was determined that the
j

|

i

radiation impacts from the proposed action would not be t
,

i

significant. |
:

Activities related to the remedial action
j

I >Air quality impacts:
b o

were predicted to generate maximum tota'l suspended particulatei

!

t

?

I- -.. - .- - _ - _ --
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8 (sierog/m ) over
(TSP) eencontrations of 384 alcrograms/seter

f
a 24-hour periods t.hese levels would exceed the primary Federal i

,

j
However, the modeling used to develop the |

-

and state standards. -

I

TSP concentrattens was based on conservative assumptions that did
.

i

For example, a j

met include the benefit of mitigative measures. l

rugitive Dust Plan has been developed for the spook remedial ,

action and has been approved by the state of Wyoming. |
|

.

Additionally, an air quality monitoring program is a standard

operating procedure at UNTRA Project sites.
It is highly |

either Federal or state standards for any airunlikely that
i of ramedial

quality component would be exceeded as a result !

action activities at the spook site.
|

(
surface water runoff as a result of the remedial

,

o surface waters
f

action activities would be minimal because the remedial action
f!

design includes the construction of drainage and erosion

No surf ace water bodies would be af fected by remedial f
controls.

| |
action activities. |

E|

L Groundwater occurs in the upper and lower j
Groundwater gialityto

|sandstone units of the Tertiary Wasatch Forsation beneath the
These two sandstone units are separated by a thick, f

spook site.
Groundwater in the lower flaterally extensive snale aquitard.

sandstone unit is not contaminated as a result of milling
|operations and existing contaminant concentrations are below the

Groundwater
proposed IPA maximum concentration limits (McLs) .

J

in the upper sandstone unit is characterized by naturally !

|

e

!
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escurring background sensentrations of uranium and selenium nhich
Percolation of leachate from the tailings intof exceed the MCLs.I

L
the upper sandstone unit has resulted in concentrations of

'

uranius, selenium, and nitrate which exesed the proposed EPA MCla'

'
,

and background. !,

I.

Groundwater flow and transport modeling was used to predict the |
t

of facts of the proposed remedial action on downgradient water ;

!

Resulty of jquality in the uppermost aquifer at the spook site.
the modeling, using the anticipated leachate percolation rate of f

i

indicate that the predicted concentrations of r

3 x 10~8 cm/s,
hazardous constituents attributable to leachate percolation from f
the stabilised disposal cell would be less than the natural range f

of background concentrations in groundwater (in the case of ;

uranium and selenium), or below the proposed EPA MCLs (in the |

case of nitrate). f.]

i

The proposed EPA regulations for UMTRA Project sites have a

provision for obtaining supplemental standards for groundwaters
;
t
'

designated class III. At the spook site, groundwater can be

classified as Class III based on the criteria that the

groundwater contains widespread ambient contamination and that
-

,
,

>

this contamination cannot be cleaned up using methods reasonably
;

Additional beneficial |
esployed by public water supply systems.
uses of the aquifer, such as stock watering, are also precluded ;

!

due to high concentrations of selenium. Any application of
;

supplemental standards at the spook site will be protective of |

:

10

t

6
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human health and the environment because of a lock of cxp;sure |

Based on the above, |pathways for contaminants in groundwater. |

it was determined that the impacts on groundwater would not be ;

!

significant. A separate NEPA process will evaluate the need for |

Construction of |and extent of any aquifer restoration activity. J

the proposed disposal unit would not preclude or presspt future |
1

evaluation and implementation of groundwater cleanup or control !

J
!

activities. '

;

:

o Wildlifat This remedial action would result in an improvement
;

i

of wildlife habitat due to reclamation of this highly disturbed ;

i

|There would, however, be potential short-torn losses ofsite. I
,

habitat to resident wildlife.
|
:

o Vegetation: There would be short-ters losses of all existing ,

i
vegetation, which would result from clearing the contaminated i

A long-tera positive benefit would occur from resseding jareas.
with endemic plant species,

i

.>

Threatened . and endangered species (T&t): There are no 7&E |
o i

areas that would be !

species known to be present within the
affected by remedial action activities. ;|

| [|

I

!
r

There would be a permanent 2y restricted site area of
i o Iand use:

13 acres and a release of 122.7 acres for unrestricted use. ;

Additionally, a 200-foot subsurface buffer area adjacent to the |
t

former pit would be acquired to prevent subsurface mineral j

development from affecting the integrity of the stabilized
|

11
.
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tailin'gs.
|

'

,

,

o 51storical and cultural resouroso: There are no known eligible |

archaeological or historical sites in .the area t. hat would be
'

disturbed. ;

t

!

f

o 50cioeconomics There would be short-term increases in local |

employment related to the UMTRA Project and projected local
i
;

expenditures of $4,127,000.
,

.

o Transportation: There would be short-tors (28 weeks) increases |
.

in traffic on access roads to the spook site by commuting

remedial action workers; however, all roads could easily '|
.

i

accommodate the additional traffic related to the remedial action
;

|

without adversely affecting local use.
.

!

o Nonradiological accidants: The remedial action would involve the i

-

extensive use of heavy construction equipment on the site. |

Accidents associated with the operation of construction equipment f
I

and satorials handling activities could occur. Off-site accidents
!.

vould primarily occur while remedial action workers connute to i

the spook site. The total projected accidents that may occur as |

result of the remedial action are estimated at 0.80 injury
)
,

accident and 0.024 fatal accident. .

|

,

In summary, based on the analyses in the F.A, the DOE has determined |

that the proposed action does not constitute a major Federal action ;

significantly affecting the quality of the human environment within-

12
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'
,

the meani'ng of the NEPA of 1949 (423 U.S.C. et seq.). Therefore, [
, .

f

the preparation of an environmental impact statement is not j

f

required. j
I

*

5.

i

SIMOLE COPIES OF TER EA ARE AVAIIABLE FRON: Nark Matthewe, Acting i

UMTRA Froject Manager, U.S. Department of Energy, UMTRA Froject i

office, 5301 Central Avenue, N.E., suite 1720, Albuquerque, New
:

Mexico 87108, (505) 844-3941. j
,

1

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION, CONTACT: Carol Bergstres, Director, Office |
i

of NEPA Project Aseistance, Office of the Assistant Secretary for |
'

Environment, Safety and Health, Room 3E-080, Forrestal Building, |
.

'
Washington, D.C. 20585, (202) 586-4600.

'

S , 1989.Issued at Washington, D.C.
[ \

'

74' i'

Petaf H. Bru'sh[ ~
' '

Act,4ng Assistant Secretary
Environment, safety and Health .

|
.'

|

|

.

|

|

I|
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