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ABSTRACT

On December 30, 2008, AREVA Enrichment Services LLC (AES) submitted an application to
the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) for a license to construct, operate, and
decommission the proposed Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility (EREF). The proposed EREF
would be located in Bonneville County, Idaho, approximately 32 kilometers (20 miles) west of
Idaho Falls. Revisions to the license application were submitted by AES on April 23, 2009, and
April 30, 2010. If licensed, the proposed facility would enrich uranium for use in commercial
nuclear fuel for power reactors. AES would employ a gas centrifuge enrichment process to
enrich uranium to up to five percent uranium-235 by weight, with a planned maximum target
production of 6.6 million separative work units (SWUs) per year. AES initiated preconstruction
activities (e.g., site preparation) in late 2010 under an exemption approved by the NRC to
conduct such activities prior to licensing. If its license application is approved, AES expects to
begin facility construction in 2011and commence initial production in 2014, reaching peak
production in 2022. AES'’s license would be for a term of 30 years. Prior to license expiration in
2041, AES would seek to renew its license to continue operating the proposed facility or plan for
the decontamination and decommissioning of the proposed facility per the applicable licensing
conditions and NRC regulations. The proposed EREF would be licensed in accordance with the
provisions of the Atomic Energy Act. Specifically, an NRC license under Title 10, “Energy,” of
the U.S. Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR) Parts 30, 40, and 70 would be required to
authorize AES to possess and use special nuclear material, source material, and byproduct
material at the proposed EREF site.

This Environmental Impact Statement (NUREG-1945) (EIS) was prepared in compliance with
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (NEPA), and the NRC regulations
for implementing NEPA (10 CFR Part 51). This EIS evaluates the potential environmental
impacts of preconstruction activities and of the proposed action, which is to construct, operate,
and decommission the proposed EREF near Idaho Falls in Bonneville County, Idaho. Also, this
EIS describes the environment potentially affected by AES’s proposal, evaluates reasonable
alternatives to the proposed action, describes AES’s environmental monitoring program and
mitigation measures, and evaluates the costs and benefits of the proposed action.

Paperwork Reduction Act Statement

This NUREG contains and references information collection requirements that are subject to the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq.). These information collections were
approved by the Office of Management and Budget, approval numbers 3150-0014, 3150-0017,
3150-0020, 3150-0009, 3150-0002, 3150-0123, and 3150-0047.

Public Protection Notification
The NRC may not conduct or sponsor, and a person is not required to respond to, a request for

information or an information collection requirement unless the requesting document displays a
currently valid OMB control number.

NUREG-1945 has been reproduced from
the best available copy.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
BACKGROUND

Under the provisions of the Afomic Energy Act and pursuant to Title 10 of the U.S. Code of
Federal Regulations (10 CFR) Parts 30, 40, and 70, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(NRC) is considering whether to issue a license that would allow AREVA Enrichment Services,
LLC (AES) to possess and use byproduct material, source material, and special nuclear
material at a proposed gas centrifuge uranium enrichment facility near Idaho Falls in Bonneville
County, Idaho, for a period of 30 years. The scope of activities to be conducted under the
license would include the construction, operation, and decommissioning of the proposed Eagle
Rock Enrichment Facility (EREF). The application for the license was filed with the NRC by
AES by letter dated December 30, 2008. Revisions to the license application were submitted by
AES on April 23, 2009 (Revision 1) and April 30, 2010 (Revision 2). To support its licensing
decision on AES’s proposed EREF, the NRC determined that the NRC’s implementing
regulations in 10 CFR Part 51 for the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) require the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The development of this EIS is based
on the NRC staff’s review of information provided by AES, independent analyses, and
consultations with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and other Federal agencies, Native
American tribes, the Idaho State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and other State agencies,
and local government agencies.

The enriched uranium produced at the proposed EREF would be used to manufacture nuclear
fuel for commercial nuclear power reactors. Enrichment is the process of increasing the
concentration of the naturally occurring and fissionable uranium-235 isotope. Uranium ore
usually contains approximately 0.72 weight percent uranium-235. To be useful in light-water
nuclear power plants as fuel for electricity generation, the uranium must be enriched up to

5 weight percent uranium-235.

THE PROPOSED ACTION

The proposed action considered in this EIS is for AES to construct, operate, and decommission
a uranium enrichment facility, the proposed EREF, at a site near Idaho Falls in Bonneville
County, Idaho. To allow the proposed action to take place, the NRC would issue a license to
AES as discussed above. The proposed EREF would be located on a 186-hectare (460-acre)
section of a 1700-hectare (4200-acre) parcel of land that it intends to purchase from a single
private landowner. Current land uses of the proposed EREF property include native rangeland,
nonirrigated seeded pasture, and irrigated cropland. The proposed EREF, if approved, would
be situated on the north side of US 20, about 113 kilometers (70 miles) west of the
Idaho/Wyoming State line and approximately 32 kilometers (20 miles) west of Idaho Falls. The
eastern boundary of the U.S. Department of Energy’s (DOE) Idaho National Laboratory (INL) is
1.6 kilometers (1 mile) west of the proposed property. The lands north, east, and south of the
proposed property are a mixture of private-, Federal-, and State-owned parcels, with the Federal
lands managed by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM).

Using a gas centrifuge process, the proposed EREF would produce uranium enriched up to

5 percent by weight in the isotope uranium-235, with a planned maximum target production of
6.6 million separative work units (SWUs) per year. An SWU is a unit of measurement used in
the nuclear industry, pertaining to the process of enriching uranium for use as fuel for nuclear
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power plants. If the license is approved, facility construction would begin in 2011 with heavy
construction (construction of all major buildings and structures) continuing for 7 years into 2018.
The proposed EREF would begin initial production in 2014 and reach peak production in 2022.
Operations would continue at peak production until approximately 9 years before the license
expires. Decommissioning activities would then begin and be completed by 2041.
Decommissioning would involve the sequential shutdown of the 4 Separation Building Modules
(SBMs) resulting in a gradual decrease in production. Each SBM would take approximately
4.5 years to decommission.

Supplemental information on a proposed 161-kilovolt (kV) electrical transmission line required to
power the proposed EREF was submitted by AES on February 18, 2010. The NRC has no
jurisdiction over transmission lines; therefore, the transmission line for the proposed EREF is
not considered part of the proposed action. However, construction and operation of this
transmission line are considered in this EIS under cumulative impacts.

NRC EXEMPTION FOR AES TO CONDUCT CERTAIN PRECONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES
On June 17, 2009, AES submitted a request for an exemption from certain NRC regulations to
allow commencement of certain preconstruction activities on the proposed EREF site prior to
NRC'’s decision to issue a license for the construction, operation, and decommissioning of the
proposed EREF. On March 17, 2010, the NRC granted an exemption authorizing AES to
conduct the requested preconstruction activities. Under the exemption, these preconstruction
activities are not considered by the NRC as part of the proposed action, although the
environmental impacts of these activities are discussed in this EIS along with the impacts of
facility construction.

Specifically, the exemption covers the following activities and facilities:

» clearing of approximately 240 hectares (592 acres) for the proposed EREF

» site grading and erosion control

» excavating the site including rock blasting and removal

» constructing a stormwater retention pond

« constructing main access and site roadways

» installing utilities

» erecting fences for investment protection

« constructing parking areas

» erecting construction buildings, offices (including construction trailers), warehouses, and
guardhouses
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This exemption authorizes AES to conduct the stated activities, provided that none of the
facilities or activities subject to the exemption would be components of AES’s Physical Security
Plan or its Standard Practice Procedures Plan for the Protection of Classified Matter, or
otherwise be subject to NRC review or approval. AES initiated preconstruction activities in late
2010.

PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

The purpose of the proposed action would be to allow AES to construct, operate, and
decommission a facility using gas centrifuge technology to enrich uranium up to 5 percent by
weight of uranium-235, with a production capacity of 6.6 million SWU per year, at the proposed
EREF near Idaho Falls in Bonneville County, Idaho. This facility would contribute to the
attainment of national energy security policy objectives by providing an additional reliable and
economical domestic source of low-enriched uranium to be used in commercial nuclear power
plants.

Nuclear power currently supplies approximately 20 percent of the nation’s electricity. The
United States Enrichment Corporation Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant, Paducah, Kentucky, is
currently the primary U.S. supplier of low-enriched uranium for nuclear fuel in the United States.
However, the URENCO USA facility (formerly known as the National Enrichment Facility) in Lea
County, New Mexico, which began initial operations in June 2010, may provide additional
enrichment services in the future as construction continues on its remaining cascade halls. The
American Centrifuge Plant (ACP) in Piketon, Ohio, which is currently under construction, and
the proposed Global Laser Enrichment (GLE) Facility in Wilmington, North Carolina, for which
the NRC is currently reviewing its license application, may also provide additional domestic
enrichment services in the future. The existing operating Paducah, Kentucky, enrichment plant
supplies approximately 15 percent of the current U.S. demand for low-enriched uranium. The
United States Enrichment Corporation also imports downblended (diluted) weapons-grade
uranium from Russia through the Megatons to Megawatts Program to supply an additional

38 percent of the U.S. demand. The remaining 47 percent of low-enriched uranium is imported
from foreign suppliers. The current primary dependence on a single U.S. supplier and foreign
sources for low-enriched uranium imposes reliability risks for the nuclear fuel supply to

U.S. nuclear power plants. National energy policy emphasizes the importance of having a
reliable domestic source of enriched uranium for national energy security. The production of
enriched uranium at the proposed EREF would be equivalent to about 40 percent of the current
and projected demand (15 to16 million SWUs) for enrichment services within the United States. |

ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION

In this EIS, the NRC staff considered a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed action,
including alternative sites for an AES enrichment facility, alternative sources of low-enriched
uranium, alternative technologies for uranium enrichment, and the no-action alternative. Two of
the alternatives, the proposed action and the no-action alternative, were analyzed in detail. The
approved preconstruction activities discussed earlier are assumed to occur prior to NRC’s
decision to grant a license to AES and, therefore, are assumed to occur under both the
proposed action and the no-action alternative.
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Under the no-action alternative, the proposed EREF would not be constructed, operated, and
decommissioned in Bonneville County, Idaho. Uranium enrichment services would continue to
be performed by existing domestic and foreign uranium enrichment suppliers. However,
URENCO USA would provide and the ACP and potentially the proposed GLE Facility may
provide enrichment services in the future.

AES considered 44 alternative sites throughout the United States. AES evaluated these sites
based on various technical, safety, economic, and environmental selection criteria, and
concluded that the Eagle Rock site in Bonneville County, Idaho, met all of the criteria. The NRC
staff reviewed AES'’s site-selection process and results to determine if any site considered by
AES was obviously superior to the proposed Eagle Rock site. The NRC staff determined that
the process used by AES was rational and objective, and that its results were reasonable.
Based on its review, the NRC staff concluded that none of the candidate sites were obviously
superior to the AES preferred site in Bonneville County, Idaho.

The NRC staff examined three alternatives to satisfy domestic enrichment needs: (1) reactivate
the Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant near Piketon, Ohio; (2) downblend highly enriched
uranium instead of constructing a domestic uranium enrichment facility; and (3) purchase low-
enriched uranium from foreign sources. These alternatives were eliminated from further
consideration based on concerns related to reliability, excessive energy consumption, and
national energy security, and did not meet national energy policy objectives involving the need
for a reliable, economical source of domestic uranium enrichment.

The NRC staff also evaluated alternative technologies to the gas centrifuge process:
electromagnetic isotope separation, liquid thermal diffusion, gaseous diffusion, Atomic Vapor
Laser Isotope Separation, Molecular Laser Isotope Separation, and separation of isotopes by
laser excitation. These technologies were eliminated from further consideration based on
factors such as the technology immaturity, economic impracticality, or exclusive licensing.

In addition, the NRC staff considered conversion and disposition methods for depleted uranium
hexafluoride (UFg): (1) beneficial use of depleted UFg, and (2) conversion at facilities other than
the new facilities that the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) has built at Portsmouth and
Paducah. For the purposes of this analysis, because the current available inventory of depleted
uranium exceeds the current and projected future demand for the material, the depleted UF¢
generated by the proposed EREF was considered a waste product, and disposition alternatives
involving its use as a resource were not further evaluated.

Existing fuel fabrication facilities have not expressed an interest in performing depleted UFg
conversion services, and the cost for the services would be difficult to estimate; therefore, this
alternative was eliminated from further consideration. However, International Isotopes, Inc.
submitted a license application to the NRC on December 31, 2009, to construct and operate a
depleted UFg conversion facility near Hobbs, New Mexico. On February 23, 2010, the NRC
staff accepted the license application, and has initiated a formal safety and environmental
review.
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POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

This EIS evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the proposed action. A standard of
significance has been established for assessing environmental impacts. Following the Council
on Environmental Quality’s regulations in 40 CFR 1508.27, the NRC staff has assigned each
impact one of the following three significance levels:

+ SMALL. The environmental effects are not detectable or are so minor that they would
neither destabilize nor noticeably alter any important attribute of the resource.

« MODERATE. The environmental effects are sufficient to noticeably alter but not destabilize
important attributes of the resource.

 LARGE. The environmental effects are clearly noticeable and are sufficient to destabilize
important attributes of the resource.

As described in Chapter 4, the environmental impacts of preconstruction and the proposed
action would mostly be SMALL. Some potential impacts would be SMALL to MODERATE or
MODERATE in a few cases; and there would be LARGE, though intermittent, short-term
impacts in one resource area during preconstruction. Methods for mitigating the potential
impacts are identified in Chapters 4 and 5. Environmental measurement and monitoring
methods are described in Chapter 6.

Summarized below are the potential environmental impacts of the proposed action on each of
the resource areas considered in this EIS. Each summary is preceded by the impact
significance level for the respective resource areas.

Land Use

SMALL. The construction of a uranium enrichment facility would alter the current land use,
which consists primarily of agriculture and undeveloped rangeland. The 240-hectare (592-acre)
proposed EREF site under consideration would be located entirely on a 1700-hectare
(4200-acre) private parcel of land. Bonneville County has zoned the location as G-1, Grazing,
which allows for industrial development, and is intended to allow certain activities that should be
removed from population centers in the county. The operation of a uranium enrichment facility
is consistent with the county’s zoning. It is not anticipated that construction and operation of the
proposed EREF would have any effect on the current land uses found on the surrounding public
lands managed by the BLM.

Restrictions to land use would begin with the purchase of the proposed property by AES. The
alteration of land use would begin during preconstruction and continue during construction.
Preconstruction activities would result in the alteration of the land as a result of activities such
as land clearing and grading, restricted access to the proposed EREF property, and cessation
of agricultural uses (grazing and crop production). The majority of impacts to land use would
occur during preconstruction. However, since large land areas in the county will continue to be
used for grazing and crop production, including the BLM-managed lands surrounding the
proposed EREF property, land use impacts resulting from preconstruction and construction
would be SMALL.
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Operation of the proposed EREF would restrict land use on the proposed property to the
production of enriched uranium. The operation of the proposed EREF is not expected to alter
land use on adjacent properties. Impacts on land use due to operations would be SMALL.

At the end of decommissioning, the buildings and structures would be available for unrestricted
use. As aresult, impacts on land use due to decommissioning would be SMALL.

Historic and Cultural Resources

SMALL TO MODERATE. Impacts to historic and cultural resources would occur primarily
during preconstruction. Construction would take place on ground previously disturbed by
preconstruction activities. There are 13 cultural resource sites (3 prehistoric, 6 historic, and

4 multi-component) in the surveyed areas of the proposed EREF property. One of these sites,
the John Leopard Homestead (MWO0O04), is located within the footprint of the proposed EREF,
and has been recommended as eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. Site
MWO0O04 would be destroyed by preconstruction activities. However, AES mitigated impacts to
site MWO0O04 prior to land disturbance through professional excavation and data recovery, and
other similar homestead site types exist in the region. Therefore, the impact to site MWO004
would be limited to a MODERATE level.

Construction and operation of the proposed EREF would be unlikely to result in visual or noise
impacts on the Wasden Complex, an important group of archaeological sites, because it is
located approximately 1.6 kilometers (1.0 mile) from the proposed EREF site and sits behind a
ridge that partially blocks the view. Other impacts during operations would be SMALL because
no intact historic or cultural resources would remain.

Decommissioning would not likely affect historic and cultural resources because any areas
disturbed during decommissioning would have been previously disturbed during preconstruction
and construction. Therefore, impacts would be SMALL.

Visual and Scenic Resources

SMALL TO MODERATE. Impacts to visual and scenic resources result when contrasts are
introduced into a visual landscape. The proposed project site and surrounding areas consist
primarily of sagebrush semi-desert to the north, east, and west of the proposed site. The
proposed facility would be located approximately 2.4 kilometers (1.5 miles) from areas of public
view, including US 20 and the Hell's Half Acre Wilderness Study Area (WSA) to the south which
contains the remains of a 4000-year-old lava flow. The BLM gave a Visual Resource
Management (VRM) Class | designation to the WSA, which applies to areas of high scenic
quality.

Visual impacts during preconstruction could result along US 20 from increased activity at the
proposed site and fugitive dust, but these would be of a relatively short duration. The clearing of
vegetation and installation of a perimeter fence would change the visual setting; however, they
would not drastically alter the overall appearance of the area. Impacts on visual and scenic
resources due to preconstruction would be SMALL.
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Construction of the proposed EREF would introduce visual intrusions that are out of character
with the surrounding area. While initial construction activities would commence on a cleared
area, such a view is not very intrusive on the visual landscape. Similarly, fugitive dust
generated during the construction period would be of a temporary nature and cause minimal
disturbance to the viewshed. However, because of the extent of the proposed EREF project,
the type and size of equipment involved in construction, and the industrial character of buildings
to be built, construction of the proposed EREF would create significant contrast with the
surrounding visual environment, which is predominantly rangeland and cropland. Thus, visual
impact levels associated with construction would range from SMALL to MODERATE.

Construction and operation of the proposed EREF would be unlikely to result in visual impacts
on the Wasden Complex due to its distance from the proposed EREF site and location behind a
ridgeline that obscures views of the lower portions of the proposed facility. However, operations
would have an impact on the surrounding visual landscape. The proposed facility is visually
inconsistent with the current setting, and its operation is expected to alter the visual rating on
surround public lands, which would be a MODERATE visual impact. Also, plant lighting at night
could be perceivable at the trailhead of the Hell’s Half Acre WSA, although probably not from
the Craters of the Moon National Park located 72 kilometers (45 miles) to the west of the
proposed EREF site.

At the end of decommissioning, the buildings and structures would be available for unrestricted
use. As a result, impacts on visual and scenic resources would remain MODERATE.

Air Quality

SMALL to LARGE. Air emissions during preconstruction and construction would include fugitive
dust from heavy equipment working on the proposed site, engine emissions from construction
equipment onsite and vehicles transporting workers and materials to the proposed site, and
emissions from diesel-fueled generators. The generators, although not intended to provide
power for construction activities, would be operated weekly for preventative maintenance.
During preconstruction, fugitive dust from land clearing and grading operations would result in
large releases of particulate matter. Such impacts would be MODERATE to LARGE during
certain preconstruction periods and activities that would be temporary and brief in duration.
Otherwise, impacts on ambient air quality from preconstruction would be SMALL for all
hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) and all criteria pollutants except particulates. Air quality
impacts during construction would be SMALL for all HAPs and all criteria pollutants.

During operations, the proposed EREF would not be a major source of air emissions, although
there is a potential for small gaseous releases associated with operation of the process that
could contain UFg, hydrogen fluoride (HF), and uranyl fluoride (UO,F,). Also, small amounts of
nonradioactive air emissions consisting of carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides (NOy),
particulate matter (PM), volatile organic compounds (VOCs), and sulfur dioxide (SO,) would be
released:

+ from the auxiliary diesel electric generators to supply electrical power when power from the
utility grid is not available

+ during building and equipment maintenance activities
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« from trucks, automobiles, and other vehicles in use onsite

Air emissions are not expected to impact regional visibility. Ambient air modeling predicts that
impacts on ambient air quality from the routine operation of the proposed EREF would be
SMALL with respect to all criteria pollutants and all HAPs.

During decommissioning, impacts would result from emissions including fugitive dust (mitigated
by dust suppression work practices) and CO, NO,, PM, VOCs, and SO, from transportation
equipment and would be SMALL.

Geology and Soils

SMALL. Impacts on about 240 hectares (592 acres) of land would occur primarily during
preconstruction, as a result of soil-disturbing activities (blasting, excavating, grading, and other
activities) that loosen soil and increase the potential for erosion. Because these impacts are
short-term and can be mitigated, impacts on geology and soils would be SMALL. Construction
activities could cause short-term impacts such as an increase in soil erosion at the proposed
site. Soil erosion could result from wind action and rain, although rainfall in the vicinity of the
proposed site is low. Compaction of soils due to heavy vehicle traffic would increase the
potential for soil erosion via runoff. Impacts would be SMALL.

Impacts on soils during operations at the proposed facility would also be SMALL because
activities would not increase the potential for soil erosion beyond that for the surrounding area.
The impacts to soil quality from atmospheric deposition of pollutants during operations would be
SMALL.

Land disturbance associated with decommissioning could temporarily increase the potential for
soil erosion at the proposed EREF site, resulting in impacts similar to (but less than) those
during the preconstruction/construction phase. As a result, impacts to soils due to
decontamination and decommissioning activities would be SMALL.

Water Resources

SMALL. During preconstruction and construction, stormwater runoff would be diverted to a
stormwater detention basin, thus the potential for contaminated stormwater discharging to water
bodies on adjacent properties is low. No surface water sources would be used. Natural surface
water bodies are absent within and near the proposed EREF site, and groundwater occurs at
depths of 202 meters (661 feet) to 220 meters (722 feet). Annual maximum groundwater usage
rates from the Eastern Snake River Plain (ESRP) aquifer in Bonneville County during
preconstruction and construction comprise about 16 percent of the annual water right
appropriation that has been transferred to the proposed property for use as industrial water.
Therefore, impacts on surface water quality, the regional water supply, and groundwater quality
during preconstruction and construction would be SMALL.

Water usage rates during operations would remain well within the water right appropriation.
Both average and peak annual water use requirements would be less than 1 percent of the total
groundwater usage from the ESRP aquifer. No process effluents would discharge to the
retention or detention basins or into surface water. Therefore, liquid effluents would have a
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SMALL impact on water resources. Because all the water discharged to the Cylinder Storage
Pads Stormwater Retention Basins would evaporate, the basins would have a SMALL impact
on the quality of water resources. The site Stormwater Detention Basin seepage would also
have a SMALL impact on water resources of the area because no wastewater would be
discharged to the basin.

Since the usage and discharge impacts to water resources during the decommissioning phase
would be similar to those during construction, the impacts to water resources would remain
SMALL.

Ecological Resources

SMALL TO MODERATE. Preconstruction activities such as land clearing could result in direct
impacts due to habitat loss and wildlife mortality as well as indirect impacts to ecological
resources in surrounding areas, primarily from fugitive dust and wildlife disturbance.
Approximately 75 hectares (185 acres) of sagebrush steppe habitat and 55 hectares

(136 acres) of nonirrigated pasture would be eliminated. Impacts on plant communities and
wildlife from preconstruction would be MODERATE. Construction activities that could impact
ecological resources include constructing the proposed UFg storage pads and EREF buildings.
However, most construction activities would occur in areas that would have already been
disturbed by preconstruction activities. Impacts on vegetation would occur primarily from any
additional vegetation clearing. Impacts would include the generation of fugitive dust, spread of
invasive species, changes in drainage patterns, soil compaction, erosion of disturbed areas,
potential sedimentation of downgradient habitats, and accidental releases of hazardous or toxic
materials (e.g., fuel spills). These activities could also result in some wildlife mortality and would
cause other wildlife to relocate as a result of noise, lighting, traffic, and human presence.
Collisions with construction equipment and other vehicles may cause some wildlife mortality.
No rare or unique plant communities, or threatened or endangered species, have been found or
are known to occur on the proposed site, although habitat on the proposed property is known to
be used by greater sage-grouse (a Federal candidate species). Construction (and
preconstruction) activities are not expected to result in population-level impacts on any
Federally listed or State-listed species, which the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has stated are
not present on the proposed EREF property. Impacts of construction of the proposed facility
would be SMALL.

Operation of the proposed EREF could result in impacts on wildlife and plant communities as a
result of noise, lighting, traffic, human presence, air emissions, and retention/detention ponds.
However, these impacts would be SMALL.

Vegetation and wildlife that became established near the proposed facility could be affected by
decommissioning activities. Impacts during decommissioning would be similar to those during
construction and would be SMALL.

Noise
SMALL. Most of the major noise-producing activities (site clearing and grading, excavations

[including the use of explosives], utility burials, construction of onsite roads [including the US 20
interchanges], and construction of the ancillary buildings and structures) would occur during
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preconstruction. Noise impacts from initial preconstruction activities may exceed established
standards at some locations along the proposed EREF property boundary for relatively short
periods of time. However, because of the distances involved, expected levels of attenuation,
application of mitigation measures, and the expected limited presence of human receptors at
these locations, the impacts of noise during preconstruction would be SMALL for human
receptors. The nearest resident is located approximately 7.7 kilometers (4.8 miles) east of the
proposed site. No residence is expected to experience unacceptable noise levels during
construction. Noise impacts from construction may exceed established standards at some
offsite locations for relatively short periods of time. However, because of the distances involved,
expected levels of attenuation, and AES’s commitment to appropriate mitigations, the impacts
would be SMALL for human receptors. During the overlap period when partial operations begin
while building construction continues, noise impacts from construction and operation are
expected to be additive, but still substantially reduced from noise levels during initial
construction.

Major noise sources associated with facility operation include the six diesel-fueled emergency
generators, commuter traffic, the movement of delivery vehicles, and operation of various
pumps, compressors, and cooling fans. Operational noise estimates at the proposed property
boundary satisfy all relevant or potentially relevant U.S. noise standards and guidance.
Residents in the vicinity of US 20, who would otherwise be unaffected by noise from the
proposed EREF industrial footprint, would be impacted by slightly increased traffic noise. Noise
impacts from proposed EREF operation would be SMALL.

Noise sources and levels during decommissioning would be similar to those during construction,
and peaking noise levels would be expected to occur for short durations. As a result, noise
impacts from decommissioning would be SMALL.

Transportation

SMALL TO MODERATE. Preconstruction activities for the proposed EREF would cause an
impact on the local transportation network due to the construction of highway entrances, the
daily commute of workers, daily construction deliveries, and waste shipments. Traffic
slowdowns or delays would only be expected to occur at the entrance to the proposed EREF
during access road construction and shift changes; the impacts on overall traffic patterns and
volumes would be MODERATE on US 20 and SMALL on Interstate 15 (I-15). The primary
impact would be increased traffic on nearby roads. Impacts during construction would occur
from transportation of personnel, construction materials, and nonradiological waste. All traffic to
and from the proposed EREF during preconstruction and construction would use US 20.
Construction activities at the proposed EREF site could result in a 55 percent increase in traffic
volume on US 20 (including the period when construction and operations overlap). Because
traffic volume is expected to remain below the design capacity of I-15 and traffic slowdowns or
delays would only be expected to occur at the entrance to the proposed EREF during shift
changes, the impacts on overall traffic patterns and volumes during construction would be
SMALL to MODERATE on US 20 and SMALL on I-15. For the most part, the impacts from the
truck traffic to and from the proposed site during construction would be SMALL.

Operations impacts would occur from the transport of personnel, nonradiological materials, and
radioactive material to and from the proposed EREF, especially during the period when
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construction and operation overlap. Increased traffic during facility operation would have a
SMALL to MODERATE impact on the current traffic on US 20 (SMALL for any off-peak shift
change). The impacts of truck traffic to and from the proposed site during operation would be
SMALL. Annual transportation routine impacts and accident risks (radiological and chemical)
would be SMALL.

Traffic during the initial portion of the decommissioning would be approximately the same as for
the period when construction and operations overlap. Traffic after the cessation of operations
would be less than during either construction or operation. Impacts on local traffic on US 20
would be SMALL to MODERATE.

Public and Occupational Health

SMALL. During preconstruction, impacts on occupational safety resulting from injuries,
illnesses, and exposures to fugitive dust, pollutants, and vapors would be SMALL, based on
estimates of the number of incidents. During construction, nonradiological impacts could
include injuries and illnesses incurred by workers and impacts due to exposure to chemicals or
other nonradiological substances. All such potential impacts would be SMALL because all
activities would take place under typical construction workplace safety regulations. No
radiological impacts are expected during facility construction.

Nonradiological impacts during facility operation include worker illnesses and injuries and
impacts from worker or public exposure to hazardous chemicals used or present during
operations, mainly uranium and HF. Due to low estimated concentrations of uranium and HF at
public (proposed property boundary) and workplace receptor locations, nonradiological impacts
due to exposures to hazardous chemicals (including uranium and HF) during operations would
be SMALL.

Assessment of potential radiological impacts from facility operations considers both public and
occupational exposures to radiation, and includes exposures to workers completing the facility
construction during initial phases of operation. Exposure pathways include inhalation of
airborne contaminants, ingestion of contaminated food crops, direct exposure from material
deposited on the ground, and external exposure associated with the stored UF; cylinders.
Impacts from exposure of members of the public would be SMALL. Worker exposures would
vary by job type, but would be carefully monitored and maintained as low as reasonably
achievable (ALARA) and impacts would be SMALL.

For a hypothetical individual member of the public at the proposed EREF property boundary and
the nearest resident, the maximum annual total effective dose equivalents would be 0.014
millisievert per year (1.4 millirem per year) and 2.1 x 10° millisievert per year (2.1 x 10™* millirem
per year), respectively. Dose equivalents attributable to operation of the proposed EREF would
be small compared to the normal background radiation range of 2.0 to 3.0 millisieverts (200 to
300 millirem) dose equivalent. This equates to radiological impacts during proposed EREF
operation that would be SMALL.

The nature of decommissioning activities would be similar to that during construction and
operation. Impacts from occupational injuries and illnesses and chemical exposures would be
SMALL. Occupational radiological exposures would be bounded by the potential exposures
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during operation, because the quantities of uranium material handled would be less than or
equal to that during operations. An active environmental monitoring and dosimetry (external
and internal) program would be conducted to maintain ALARA doses to workers and to
individual members of the public. Therefore, the impacts of decommissioning on public and
occupational health would be SMALL.

Waste Management

SMALL. Solid nonhazardous wastes generated during preconstruction would be transported
offsite to an approved local landfill. Hazardous wastes (e.g., waste oil, greases, excess paints,
and other chemicals) generated during preconstruction would be packaged and shipped offsite
to a licensed treatment, storage, and disposal facility (TSDF). Impacts from nonhazardous solid
waste and hazardous waste generation during preconstruction would be SMALL due to the
available current or future capacity at local and regional disposal facilities. Construction would
generate about 6116 cubic meters (8000 cubic yards) of nonhazardous solid waste per year, not
including recyclable materials such as scrap structural steel, sheet metal, and piping. About
23,000 liters (6200 gallons) and 1000 kilograms (2200 pounds) of hazardous waste would be
generated annually. The impacts of nonhazardous and hazardous waste generation during
construction would be SMALL due to the available current or future capacity at local and
regional disposal facilities.

During operation, approximately 70,307 kilograms (154,675 pounds) of industrial,
nonhazardous, nonradioactive solid waste and approximately 146,400 kilograms

(322,080 pounds) of low-level radioactive waste (not including depleted UF;) are expected to be
generated annually. The proposed facility would also generate approximately 5062 kilograms
(11,136 pounds) of hazardous wastes and 100 kilograms (220 pounds) of mixed waste
annually. All wastes would be transferred to offsite licensed waste disposal facilities with
suitable disposal capacity. The impacts of this waste generation would be SMALL.

During peak operation, the proposed EREF is expected to generate 1222 cylinders of depleted
UFe¢ annually, which would be temporarily stored on an outdoor cylinder storage pad in
approved Type 48Y containers before being transported to a DOE-owned or private conversion
facility. Storage of uranium byproduct cylinders at the proposed EREF would occur for the
duration of, but not beyond, the proposed facility’s 30-year operating lifetime. The impacts from
temporary storage of depleted UFg, from the conversion of depleted UFg to U3Os at an offsite
location, and from the transportation of the U;Og conversion product to a potential disposal site
would be SMALL.

During decommissioning, radioactive material from decontamination of contaminated equipment
would be packaged and shipped offsite for disposal. Wastes to be disposed would include
7700 cubic meters (10,070 cubic yards) of low-level radioactive waste. Due to the availability of
adequate disposal capacity, waste management impacts would be SMALL.

Socioeconomics
SMALL. Employment and income impacts were evaluated using an 11-county ROl in Idaho —
including Bannock, Bingham, Blaine, Bonneville, Butte, Caribou, Clark, Fremont, Jefferson,

Madison, and Power Counties. Wage and salary spending and expenditures associated with
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materials, equipment, and supplies would produce income and employment and local and State
tax revenue, resulting in a beneficial impact. Preconstruction would create 308 jobs and

$11.9 million in the first year, and 1687 jobs would be created during the peak year of
construction with $65.0 million of income. Operations would produce 3289 jobs and

$92.4 million in income in the first year of full operations. The jobs created include jobs at the
proposed EREF and those indirectly created elsewhere in the 11-county ROI due to
preconstruction, construction, and operation of the proposed EREF. Because preconstruction
and construction activities would constitute less than 1 percent of total 11-county ROI
employment, the economic impact of constructing the proposed EREF would, therefore, be
SMALL.

As it is anticipated that a number of workers will move into the area during each phase of the
proposed project, with the majority of the demographic and social impacts associated with
population in-migration likely to occur in Bingham and Bonneville Counties, the impacts of the
proposed EREF on population, housing, and community services are assessed for a two-county
ROI, consisting of Bingham and Bonneville Counties. The migration of workers and their
families into surrounding communities would affect housing availability, area community
services such as healthcare, schools, and law enforcement, and the availability and cost of
public utilities such as electricity, water, sanitary services, and roads resulting in an adverse
impact. Because of the small number of in-migrating workers expected during preconstruction,
construction, and operations, the impact on housing and community and educational services
employment would be SMALL.

Decommissioning would provide continuing employment opportunities for some of the existing
workforce and for other residents of the 11-county ROI. Additional, specialized
decommissioning workers would also be required from outside the 11-county ROI.
Expenditures on salaries and materials would contribute to the area economy, although less
than during operations, and the State would continue to collect sales tax and income tax
revenues. The socioeconomic impact of decommissioning activities would be SMALL.

Environmental Justice

SMALL. The potential impacts of the proposed EREF would mostly be SMALL for the resource
areas evaluated. For these resources areas, the impacts on all human populations would be
SMALL. Potential impacts would be SMALL to MODERATE or MODERATE in a few cases,
which could potentially affect environmental justice populations; and there would be LARGE,
though intermittent, short-term impacts from fugitive dist during preconstruction. However, as
there are no low-income or minority populations within the 4-mile area around the proposed
facility, these impacts would not be disproportionately high and adverse for these population
groups.

Impacts of decommissioning would be SMALL. Because impacts on the general population
would generally be SMALL to MODERATE in other resource areas, and because there are no
low-income or minority populations defined according to Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) guidelines within the 4-mile area around the proposed facility, decommissioning would
not be expected to result in disproportionately high or adverse impacts on minority or low-
income populations.
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Accidents

SMALL TO MODERATE. Six accident scenarios were evaluated in this EIS as a representative
selection of the types of accidents that are possible at the proposed EREF. The representative
accident scenarios selected vary in severity from high- to intermediate-consequence events and
include accidents initiated by natural phenomena (earthquake), operator error, and equipment
failure. The consequence of a criticality accident would be high (fatality) for a worker in close
proximity. Worker health consequences are low to high from the other five accidents that
involve the release of UFs. Radiological consequences to a maximally exposed individual (MEI)
at the Controlled Area Boundary (proposed EREF property boundary) are low for all six
accidents including the criticality accident. Uranium chemical exposure to the MEI is high for
one accident and low for the remainder. For HF exposure to an MEI at the proposed property
boundary, the consequence of three accidents is intermediate, with a low consequence
estimated for the remainder. All accident scenarios predict consequences to the collective
offsite public of less than one lifetime cancer fatality. Impacts from accidents would be SMALL
to MODERATE. Plant design, passive and active engineered and administrative controls, and
management of these controls would reduce the likelihood of accidents.

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE

This EIS also considers the potential environmental impacts of the no-action alternative, which
are summarized below. It is assumed that preconstruction activities have taken place under the
no-action alternative. The impact conclusions presented in this EIS for the no-action alternative
address the impacts of denying the license, but do not include the impacts of the NRC-approved
preconstruction activities. This is because a decision by the NRC not to issue the license does
not cause the impacts of preconstruction under the no-action alternative. As described in
Chapter 4, the anticipated environmental impacts from the no-action alternative would range
from SMALL to MODERATE.

Should the nation’s need for enriched uranium continue to increase and necessitate the
construction and operation of another domestic enrichment facility at an alternate location,
impacts could occur for each resource area and could range from SMALL to LARGE. The
nature and scale of these impacts could be similar to those of the proposed action, but would
depend on several facility- and site-specific factors.

Land Use

SMALL. Under the no-action alternative, AES would purchase the proposed property and
restrictions on grazing and agriculture would occur. The zoning designation for the property
would remain G-1 Grazing whether or not the proposed EREF is constructed. Current land
uses of grazing and farming could potentially resume. Impacts to local land use would be
SMALL.

Historic and Cultural Resources
SMALL TO MODERATE. Under the no-action alternative, the proposed EREF would not be

constructed. Site MW004 would not be affected by NRC's licensing action, and Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act would not apply because no Federal action would be
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involved. However, the removal of site MW004, which has already occurred, resulted in a
LARGE impact because the site no longer exists; but because AES removed this site through
professional excavation and data recovery and there are other homestead sites of this type
found in the region, the impact has been mitigated to a MODERATE level. No visual or noise
effects would occur to the viewshed for the Wasden Complex.

Visual and Scenic Resources

SMALL. Under the no-action alternative, since the proposed EREF would not be constructed,
no visual intrusions to the existing landscape would occur. The current land cover would be
altered, but no large industrial structures would be constructed. The existing natural character
of the area would largely remain intact. The lack of development would be consistent with
BLM’s VRM Class | designation for the Hell’s Half Acre WSA, and no intrusions to the Wasden
Complex viewshed would occur.

Air Quality

SMALL. Under the no-action alternative, the air quality impacts associated with construction
and operation of the proposed EREF would not occur. The proposed site could revert to
agricultural activities, which would impact ambient air quality through the release of criteria
pollutants from the operation of agricultural vehicles and equipment and the release of fugitive
dusts from the tilling of soils. Local air impacts associated with the no-action alternative would
be SMALL.

Geology and Soils

SMALL. Under the no-action alternative, no additional land disturbance from construction would
occur, and the proposed site could revert to crop production and grazing activities. Wind and
water erosion would continue to be the most significant natural processes affecting the geology
and soils at the proposed site. Impacts would be SMALL.

Water Resources

SMALL. Under the no-action alternative, additional water use may or may not occur, depending
on future plans for the proposed property. Water resources would be unchanged. Water usage
could continue at the current rate should agricultural activities resume at the proposed site. No
changes to surface water quality would be expected, and the natural (intermittent) surface flow
of stormwater on the proposed site would continue. No additional groundwater use or adverse
changes to groundwater quality would be expected. Impacts would be SMALL.

Ecological Resources

SMALL. Most impacts on ecological resources would occur during preconstruction. The
potential impacts associated with the construction, operation, and decommissioning of the
proposed EREF would not occur. Revegetation of the proposed site could occur with renewal of
some wildlife habitat. The land could revert to crop production and grazing activities. Impacts
would be SMALL.
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Noise

SMALL. Under the no-action alternative, none of the noise impacts associated with proposed
EREF construction, operation, or decommissioning would occur. Land uses on the proposed
EREF site could revert to previous applications, livestock grazing and/or crop production, with
concomitant noise levels and SMALL impacts.

Transportation

SMALL. Under the no-action alternative, traffic volumes and patterns would remain unchanged
from existing conditions. The current volume of radioactive material and chemical shipments
from other sources in the area would not increase. Impacts would be SMALL.

Public and Occupational Health

SMALL. Under the no-action alternative, health impacts from construction, operation, and
decommissioning would not occur. Worker and public impacts from chemical and radioactive
hazards would also not occur. Should the land be returned to grazing and agriculture, current
use impacts would be expected and would be SMALL.

Waste Management

SMALL. Under the no-action alternative, no proposed EREF construction, operational, or
decommissioning wastes (including sanitary, hazardous, low-level radioactive wastes, or mixed
wastes) would be generated or require disposition. Impacts from waste management would be
SMALL.

Socioeconomics

SMALL. Under the no-action alternative, any beneficial or adverse consequences of the
proposed action would not occur. All socioeconomic conditions in the 11-county ROI would
remain unchanged. Impacts would be SMALL.

Population in the area surrounding the proposed EREF, in Bonneville and Bingham Counties, is
expected to grow in accordance with current projections, with the total population in the region
projected to be approximately 156,491 in 2013 and 168,331 in 2017. In association with
population growth, the social characteristics of the region, including housing availability, school
enrollment, and availability of law enforcement and firefighting resources, are expected to
change over time. However, future changes in these characteristics are difficult to quantify, and
no projections of their future growth are available.

Environmental Justice

SMALL. The no-action alternative would not be expected to cause any high and adverse
impacts. It would not raise any environmental justice issues.
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Accidents

SMALL. Under the no-action alternative, potential accidents and accident consequences from
operation of the proposed EREF would not occur. Impacts would be SMALL.

COSTS AND BENEFITS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

While there are national energy security and fiscal benefits associated with the proposed action,
and local socioeconomic benefits in the 11-county ROI in which the proposed EREF would be
located, there are also direct costs associated with the preconstruction, construction, and
operation phases of the proposed project, as well as impacts on various environmental
resources. These impacts would mostly be SMALL, and in a few cases SMALL to MODERATE,
or MODERATE in magnitude and small in comparison to the local and national benefits of the
proposed action. In addition, most of the impacts to environmental resources associated with
the proposed action would result from preconstruction activities at the proposed site, and would
also occur under the no-action alternative. The principal socioeconomic impact or benefit of the
proposed EREF project would be an increase in employment and income in the 11-county ROI.
Although the majority of the costs, and most of the socioeconomic impacts, of the various
phases of proposed EREF development would occur in the 11-county ROI, there would be
economic, fiscal and, in particular, energy security benefits, which would occur at the local,
State, and national levels.

Average employment created in the 11-county ROI during the year of peak construction is
estimated at 1687 full-time jobs, with $0.7 million in State income tax revenues and $5.1 million
in State sales taxes. During the proposed EREF full operations phase beginning in 2022,
3289 annual jobs would be created. During this period, the State of Idaho would benefit from
$1.3 million annually in income taxes, while Bonneville County would collect $3.5 million
annually in property tax receipts. Although it can be assumed that some portion of paid State
sales and income taxes would be returned to the 11-county ROI under revenue-sharing
arrangements between each county and the State government, the exact amount that would be
received by each county cannot be determined. Although there are economic and fiscal
benefits associated with the proposed action in the 11-county ROI, these impacts would be
SMALL.

The direct costs associated with the proposed action may be categorized by the following life-
cycle stages: facility construction, operation, depleted uranium disposition, and
decommissioning. In addition, costs would be incurred for preconstruction activities under both
the proposed action and the no-action alternative. In addition to monetary costs, the proposed
action would result in impacts on various resource areas, which are considered “costs” for the
purpose of this analysis. The resource areas and corresponding impacts are described in detail
in Chapter 4 of this EIS. As discussed earlier, the impacts of preconstruction and the proposed
action would mostly be SMALL, and in a few cases SMALL to MODERATE, or MODERATE, for
all resource areas.

The proposed action could result in the maximum annual production of 6.6 million SWUs of
enriched uranium in peak years, which would represent an augmentation of the domestic supply
of enriched uranium and, along with other planned new enrichment facilities, would meet the
need for increased domestic supplies of enriched uranium for national energy security. Thus,
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the proposed action would generate national and regional benefits and costs. The national
benefit would be an increase in domestic supplies of enriched uranium that would assist the
national energy security need. The regional benefits would be increased employment,
economic activity, and tax revenues in the 11-county ROI. Costs associated with the proposed
project are, for the most part, limited to the resource areas in the 11-county ROI.

COMPARISON OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The impacts of the proposed action and the no-action alternative are briefly summarized and
compared below. A more detailed summary and comparison is provided in Chapter 2,

Table 2-6. As discussed earlier, it is assumed that the previously discussed preconstruction
activities take place under both alternatives and, therefore, the impacts associated with
preconstruction activities take place regardless of which alternative is selected. As a result, the
comparison of alternatives presented below and in Chapter 2 is intended to highlight the
differences between the two alternatives after preconstruction activities have occurred.

Under the no-action alternative, the proposed EREF would not be constructed, operated, and
decommissioned in Bonneville County, Idaho. The Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant in

Paducah, Kentucky, the URENCO USA facility in Lea County, New Mexico, and the |
downblending of highly enriched uranium under the Megatons to Megawatts Program would
remain the sole sources of domestically generated low-enriched uranium for U.S. commercial
nuclear power plants. The URENCO USA facility is still under construction and with the ACP,
which is currently under construction, may provide additional enrichment services in the future.
The license application for an additional enrichment facility, the proposed GLE Facility, is

currently under review by the NRC. Foreign enrichment sources would be expected to continue
to supply approximately 85 percent of U.S. nuclear power plants’ demand until new domestic |
enrichment facilities are constructed and operated.

The no-action alternative would have SMALL impacts on land use, visual and scenic resources,
air quality, geology and soils, water resources, ecological resources, noise, transportation,
public and occupational health, waste management, socioeconomics, environmental justice,
and facility accidents, and SMALL to MODERATE impacts on historic and cultural resources.
The costs and benefits of constructing, operating, and decommissioning the proposed EREF
would not occur. Additional domestic enrichment facilities could be constructed in the future
with impacts expected to be SMALL to LARGE, depending on facility- and site-specific
conditions.

In comparison to the no-action alternative, the proposed action would also have SMALL impacts
on land use, air quality, geology and soils, water resources, ecological resources, noise, public
and occupational health, waste management, socioeconomics, and environmental justice, but
would have SMALL to MODERATE impacts on historic and cultural resources, visual and scenic |
resources, transportation, and facility accidents. The proposed action would have positive
impacts in the region on employment and income, and on State and Federal tax revenues.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

This EIS also considers cumulative impacts that could result from the proposed action when

added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions (Federal, non-Federal,

or private). No ongoing or planned developments were identified within 16 kilometers (10 miles)
xliv
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of the proposed project location, which includes the ROI for all affected resource areas except
socioeconomics, which extends to an 80.5-kilometer (50-mile) radius. Proposed developments
within 80.5 kilometers (50 miles) that could contribute to a regional socioeconomic impact in
combination with the proposed project include the proposed Mountain States Transmission
Intertie, a proposed 500-kV electrical transmission line running between western Montana and
southeastern Idaho. The preferred route lies approximately 40 kilometers (25 miles) to the west
of the proposed EREF site, running north-south. Two other alternate routes lie closer, the
nearest running adjacent to the western boundary of the proposed EREF property just outside
of INL property, and the other route crossing US 20 about 10 miles east of the proposed EREF
site. In addition, impacts from the construction of a proposed new 161-kV transmission line, a
substation, and substation upgrades for the proposed EREF are addressed as cumulative
impacts in this EIS, as this action is not under the NRC'’s jurisdiction and, therefore, not
considered by the NRC to be part of the proposed action. In general, the anticipated cumulative
impacts from the proposed action would be SMALL. Cumulative impacts associated with the
no-action alternative would be generally less than those for the proposed action, except in terms
of local job creation.

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Preconstruction activities and the proposed action would result in unavoidable adverse impacts
on the environment. These impacts would mostly be SMALL and SMALL to MODERATE or
MODERATE in a few cases, with the potential for temporary and brief LARGE impacts on air
quality from fugitive dust, and would, in most cases, be mitigated. The area needed for
construction and operation of the proposed EREF would be cleared of vegetation, which would
lead to the displacement of some local wildlife populations. There would be temporary impacts
from preconstruction and the construction of new facilities, including increased fugitive dust,
increased potential for soil erosion and stormwater pollution, and increased vehicle traffic and
emissions. Water consumption from onsite wells would be relatively small, and the risk for
significant adverse impacts on neighboring residential wells or public supply wells would be
SMALL. During operations, workers and members of the public could be exposed to radiation
and chemicals, although the impacts of these exposures would be SMALL.

Preconstruction and the proposed action would necessitate short-term commitments of
resources and would permanently commit certain other resources (such as energy and water).
This EIS defines short-term uses as generally affecting the present quality of life for the public
(i.e., the 30-year license period for the proposed EREF) and long-term productivity as affecting
the quality of life for future generations on the basis of environmental sustainability. The short-
term use of resources would result in potential long-term socioeconomic benefits to the local
area and the region.

Workers, the public, and the environment would be exposed to increased amounts of hazardous
and radioactive materials over the short term from operations of the proposed EREF.
Construction and operation would require a long-term commitment of terrestrial resources, such
as land, water, and energy. Short-term impacts would be minimized by the application of
appropriate mitigation measures. Upon the closure of the proposed EREF, AES would
decontaminate and decommission the buildings and equipment and restore them for
unrestricted use. Continued employment, expenditures, and tax revenues generated during the
proposed action would directly benefit the local, regional, and State economies.
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Irreversible commitment of resources refers to resources that are destroyed and cannot be
restored, whereas an irretrievable commitment of resources refers to material resources that
once used cannot be recycled or restored for other uses by practical means. The proposed
action would include the commitment of land, water, energy, raw materials, and other natural
and human-generated resources. Following decommissioning, the land occupied by the
proposed facility would likely remain industrial beyond license termination. Water required
during preconstruction and the proposed action would be obtained from new and existing wells
at the proposed EREF property and would be replenished through natural mechanisms.
Wastewaters would be treated to meet applicable standards and would evaporate. Energy used
in the form of electricity and diesel fuel would be supplied through new infrastructure connecting
to existing systems in the ldaho Falls area. The specific types of construction materials and the
quantities of energy and materials used cannot be determined until final facility design is
completed, but it is not expected that these quantities would strain the availability of these
resources.

During operation of the proposed EREF, natural UFs would be used as feed material, requiring
the mining of uranium (not licensed by the NRC) and other front end operational steps in the
uranium fuel cycle (licensed by the NRC). This use of uranium would be an irretrievable
resource commitment.

Even though the land used to construct the proposed EREF would be returned to other
productive uses after the proposed facility is decommissioned, there would be some irreversible
commitment of land at other offsite locations used to dispose of solid wastes generated by the
proposed facility. In addition, wastes generated during the conversion of depleted UFg
produced by the proposed facility and the depleted uranium oxide conversion product from the
conversion of depleted UF¢ would be disposed at a licensed offsite LLRW disposal facility. Land
used for disposal of these materials would represent an irreversible commitment of land. No
solid wastes or depleted uranium oxide conversion product originating from the proposed EREF
would be disposed of on the proposed EREF property. When the proposed facility is
decommissioned, some building materials would be recycled and reused. Other materials
would be disposed of in a licensed and approved offsite location, and the amount of land used
to dispose of these materials would be an irretrievable land resource.
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AAC
AASHTO
ACHP
ACP
ADAMS
AERMOD
AES
ALARA
ANSI
APE
Argonne
ASTM
ATSDR
AVLIS

BEA
BLM
BLS
BMP
BSPB

CAA
CAB
Can
Cal/EPA
CCS
CDC
CEDE
CEQ
CFR
CH,4
CTF
(610)
CO,
CREP
CWA
CcYy

D&D
DDT

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

uranium-234 (U-234)
uranium-235 (U-235)
uranium-235 hexafluoride
uranium-238 (U-238)
uranium-238 hexafluoride

acceptable ambient concentration

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

American Centrifuge Plant

Agencywide Documents Access and Management System
AMS/EPA Regulatory Model

AREVA Enrichment Services, LLC

as low as reasonably achievable

American National Standards Institute

Area of Potential Effect

Argonne National Laboratory

American Society of Testing and Materials

Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Separation

U.S. Bureau for Economic Analysis

U.S. Bureau of Land Management

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics

best management practice

Blending, Sampling, and Preparation Building

Clean Air Act

Centrifuge Assembly Building or Controlled Area Boundary
calcium fluoride

California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
Center for Climate Studies

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention

committed effective dose equivalent

Council on Environmental Quality

U.S. Code of Federal Regulations

methane

Centrifuge Test Facility

carbon monoxide

carbon dioxide

Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program

Clean Water Act

calendar year

decontamination and decommissioning
dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane
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DEM
DNFSB
DNL
DOC
DOE
DOEQAP
DOL
DOT

EA
EDE
EIA
EIS
EMP
EPA
ER
ERDA
EREF
ESA
ESRP

FBI
FEMA
FGR
FR
FTE
FWCA
FWS

GAO
GCRP
GDP
GE
GEVS
GHG
GLE
GWP

HAP
HEPA
HEU
HF
HFC
HPS
HRCQ
HVAC
HUD

Digital Elevation Model

Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board

day/night average noise level

U.S. Department of Commerce

U.S. Department of Energy

DOE Quality Assurance Program

U.S. Department of Labor, U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
U.S. Department of Transportation

Environmental Assessment

effective dose equivalent

Energy Information Administration
Environmental Impact Statement
Effluent Monitoring Program

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Environmental Report

Energy Research and Development Administration
Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility
Endangered Species Act

Eastern Snake River Plain

Federal Bureau of Investigation

Federal Emergency Management Agency
Federal Guidance Report

Federal Register

full-time equivalent

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

U.S. General Accounting Office

U.S. Global Climate Change Research Program
Gaseous Diffusion Plant

General Electric

Gaseous Effluent Ventilation System
greenhouse gas

Global Laser Enrichment

Global Warming Potential

hazardous air pollutant

high-efficiency particulate air

high-enriched uranium

hydrogen fluoride or hydrofluoric acid
hydrofluorocarbon

Health Physics Society

Highway Route Controlled Quantity

heating, ventilating, and air conditioning

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
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I

IAC
ICRP
IDAPA
IDC
IDEQ
IDFG
IDWR
IGS
INL
IPCC
IPCS
IROFS
IS

ISA
ISAC
ISACTAT
ISCORS
ISTC
ITD
IWRB

LCF
I—dn

Leg
LES
LEU
LLRW
LOS
LTTS
LWR

MAPEP
MCL
MCNP
MDC
MDEQ
MEI
MFC
MLIS
MOA
MRI
MSL
MW(e)

NAAQS
NCDC
NCES

Interstate

Idaho Administrative Code

International Commission on Radiological Protection
Idaho Administrative Procedures Act

Idaho Department of Commerce

Idaho Department of Environmental Quality

Idaho Department of Fish and Game

Idaho Department of Water Resources

Idaho Geological Survey

Idaho National Laboratory

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
International Programme on Chemical Safety

Iltems Relied on for Safety

Idaho Statutes

Integrated Safety Analysis

Idaho Sage-grouse Advisory Committee

Idaho Sage-grouse Advisory Committee Technical Assistance Team
Interagency Steering Committee on Radiation Standards
Idaho State Tax Commission

Idaho Transportation Department

Idaho Water Resource Board

latent cancer fatality

day/night maximum average sound level
equivalent sound level

Louisiana Energy Services

low-enriched uranium

low-level radioactive waste

level of service

Low Temperature Take-off Stations

light water reactor

Mixed Analyte Performance Evaluation Program
maximum contaminant level

Monte Carlo N-Particle

minimum detectable concentration

Montana Department of Environmental Quality
maximally exposed individual

Materials and Fuels Complex

molecular laser isotope separation
Memorandum of Agreement

Midwest Research Institute

mean sea level

Megawatt electric

National Ambient Air Quality Standards
National Climatic Data Center
National Center for Education Statistics
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NCRP
NEF
NELAC
NELAP
NEPA
NESHAP
NHPA
NIOSH
NIST
NLCD 1992
NMFS
NMVOC
NNL
N.O
NO;
NOAA
NOI
NOx
NPCR
NPDES
NPS
NRC
NRCP
NRCS
NRHP
NWS

Os
OECD
OEL
OSHA

PAH
Pb
PCB
PFC
PGA
PM
PM; 5
PMio
PNNL
PSD
PTE
PWR

RAB
RAI
RCRA

National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements
National Enrichment Facility

National Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Conference
National Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Program
National Environmental Policy Act of 1966

National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966

National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health
National Institute of Standards and Technology

National Land Cover Data 1992

National Marine Fisheries Service

nonmethane volatile organic compound

National Natural Landmark

nitrous oxide

nitrogen dioxide

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

Notice of Intent

nitrogen oxides

National Program of Cancer Registries

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

National Park Service

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

National Council on Radiation Protection

U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Service

National Register of Historic Places

National Weather Service

ozone
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
occupational exposure levels

Occupational Safety and Health Administration

polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon
lead

polychlorinated biphenyl
perfluorocarbon

peak ground acceleration
particulate matter

particulate matter equal to or smaller than 2.5 micrometers in diameter
particulate matter equal to or smaller than 10 micrometers in diameter

Pacific Northwest National Laboratory
Prevention of Significant Deterioration
Potential to Emit

pressurized water reactor

Restricted Area Boundary
Request for Additional Information
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
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REMP
RMP
ROI
ROW

SAAQS
SARA
SBM
SDWA
SER
SFs
SHPO
SILEX
SMCL
SO,
SPCC
SPL
SUNSI
SVOC
SWPPP
SWU

TEDE
Tl

TLD
TRAGIS
TSB
TSDF

UsOs
UO,F,
UBC

UF,

UFe

UN
UNFCCC
URENCO
USACE
U.S.C.
USCB
USDA
USEC
USGS
USSLWG

VOC
VRI

Radiological Environmental Monitoring Program
Rocky Mountain Power or range management plan
region of influence

right-of-way

State Ambient Air Quality Standards

Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
Separations Building Module

Safe Drinking Water Act

Safety Evaluation Report

sulfur hexafluoride

State Historic Preservation Office(r)

separation of isotopes by laser excitation
secondary maximum contaminant level

sulfur dioxide

Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures
sound pressure level

Sensitive Unclassified Non-Safeguards Information
semivolatile organic compound

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan

separative work unit

Total Effective Dose Equivalent
transportation index
thermoluminescent dosimeter

Transportation Routing Analysis Geographic Information System

Technical Support Building
treatment, storage, and disposal facility

triuranium octaoxide

uranyl fluoride

uranium byproduct cylinder

uranium tetrafluoride

uranium hexafluoride

United Nations

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change
URENCO Group

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

United States Code

U.S. Census Bureau

U.S. Department of Agriculture

U.S. Enrichment Corporation

U.S. Geological Survey

Upper Snake Sage-grouse Local Working Group

volatile organic compound
visual resource inventory
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VRM
VTM

WSA

visual resource management
vehicle miles traveled

Wilderness Study Area
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT SCOPING
PROCESS

SCOPING SUMMARY REPORT

Proposed AREVA Enrichment Services, LLC
Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility
Bonneville County, ldaho
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1. INTRODUCTION

On December 30, 2008, AREVA Enrichment Services LLC (AES) submitted its original
application to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) for a license to construct,
operate, and decommission a gas centrifuge uranium enrichment facility to be located near
Idaho Falls, Idaho. An Environmental Report was also submitted by AES at that time. On
April 24, 2009, AES resubmitted its application to request an increase in enrichment capacity.

If licensed, the facility would enrich uranium for use in manufacturing commercial nuclear fuel
for use in power reactors. Feed material would be natural (not enriched) uranium in the form of
uranium hexafluoride (UFg), which contains the uranium-235 isotope. AES proposes to use
centrifuge technology to enrich this isotope in the UFsto up to 5 percent by weight. The
centrifuge would operate at below atmospheric pressure and would have a capacity up to

6.6 million separative work units (SWWU). The enriched UFs would be transported to a fuel
fabrication facility, while the depleted UF¢would be stored onsite until it is sold, disposed of
commercially, or taken by the U.S. Department of Energy.

In accordance with NRC regulations in 10 CFR Part 51 and the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA), the NRC is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the proposed
facility as part of its decision making process. The EIS will examine the potential environmental
impacts associated with the proposed AES facility in parallel with the review of the license
application. In addition to the EIS, the NRC staff will prepare a Safety Evaluation Report (SER)
on health and safety issues raised by the proposed action. The SER will document the NRC
staff evaluation of the safety of the activities proposed by AES in its license application and the
compliance with applicable NRC regulations.

On May 4, 2009, NRC published a Notice of Intent in the Federal/ Register (74 Federal Register
20508-203509) to prepare an EIS and to conduct the public scoping process, in accordance with
the NEPA process. The scoping process is designed to help determine the range of actions,
alternatives, and potential impacts to be considered in the EIS, and to identify significant issues
related to the proposed action. The NRC solicits input from the public and other agencies in
order to focus on issues of genuine concern.

On June 4, 2009, the NRC staff held a public scoping meeting in Idaho Falls, Idaho, to receive
both oral and written comments from interested parties. The meeting began with the staff
providing a description of the NRC’s role, responsibilities, and mission. This was followed by an
overview of the licensing process, including information on the safety review and environmental
review processes. Also, NRC staff provided Information on the means for the public’'s
participation. Most of the meeting time was spent taking comments from attendees regarding
the scope of the environmental review.

After publishing the draft EIS, NRC will invite the public to comment on that document. NRC will
announce the availability of the draft EIS, the dates of the public comment period, and
information about the public meeting in the Federal Register, on NRC’s AREVA Enrichment
Services Gas Centrifuge Facility Web site (hitp://vww.nrc.gov/imaterials/fuel-cycle-
fac/arevanc.html), and in the local news media. After evaluating comments on the draft EIS, the
NRC staff will issue a final EIS that will serve as the basis for the NRC’s consideration of
environmental impacts in its decision on the proposed enrichment facility.
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This report summarizes the determinations and conclusions reached in the scoping process.

It is organized into four main sections. Section 1 provides an introduction and background
information on the environmental review process. Section 2 summarizes the comments and
concerns expressed by government officials, agencies, organizations, and the public. Section 3
identifies the issues that the draft EIS will address, and Section 4 identifies issues that are not
within the scope of the draft EIS. Where appropriate, Section 4 also identifies other occasions
in the decision making process where issues that are outside the scope of the draft EIS may be
considered.

2. ISSUES RAISED DURING THE SCOPING PROCESS
2.1 OVERVIEW

The public scoping process is an important component in determining the major issues that the
NRC should address in the draft EIS. The comments provided by the public addressed several
subject areas related to the proposed AES facility and the development of the draft EIS.

Members of the public were able to submit comments on the scope of the AES enrichment
facility EIS by e-mail, postal mail, and by speaking and/or submitting written comments at the
public scoping meeting held in Idaho Falls, Idaho, on June 4, 2009. The scoping period began
on May 4, 2009 and ended June 19, 2009,

Comments were received from 131 individuals or organizations. Approximately 120 individuals
not affiliated with the NRC attended the June 4, 2009, public scoping meeting.

Most of the scoping comments (89) were received by e-mail; 37 people provided oral comments
at the scoping meeting (two of these had also sent e-mail comments); and 7 people sent their
comments by postal mail. Some people used more than one submittal method; they were not
counted twice. The scoping meeting transcript (ML 091980464) and the written comments are
available on NRC’s Electronic Reading Room Web site at http:/Aww.nrc.gov/reading-rm.html.

In addition to private citizens, commenters included:

*  Shoshone-Bannock Tribes

* A representative of the Governor of Idaho

¢ Representatives for Idaho’s U.S. Senators

* Arepresentative for the U.S. Congressman, 2nd District of Idaho
¢ Three members of the Idaho State House of Representatives

* A member of the Idaho State Senate

*  The mayor of Idaho Falls
* U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10

* Greater |daho Falls Chamber of Commerce
¢ Bonneville County Commissioners
* Representatives of other organizations and businesses, including:
— A Partnership for Science and Technology
— Auto Building Trade and Construction Council
3
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— Carpenter and Millwright Local Union, No. 808

— Cooper, Roberts, Simonsen Associates

— Diversified Metal Products

— Eastern Idaho Regional Medical Center

— Forde Johnson Qil Company

— Friends of the Earth

— Grow Idaho Falls

— Healthy Environmental Alliance of Utah (HEAL Utah)
— Idaho Conservation League

— Idaho Falls Regional Development Alliance

— Idaho Families for the Safest Energy

— Idaho State University

— International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, Local 449
— Mayor’s Youth Advisory Council (Idaho Falls)

— Snake River Alliance

— Tri-Valley Cares

The following general topics categorize the comments received during the public scoping
period:

¢ NEPA and public participation

¢ Need for the proposed facility

o Alternatives

o Ecology

e Air quality and climate

¢ Geology and seismicity

o \Water

¢ Land use and visual resources

o Human health

o Nuclear waste and hazardous materials
e Socioeconomics and cost

e Cultural resources and environmental justice
e Transportation

e Accidents

e Nonproliferation and security issues

e Cumulative impacts, and

¢ Miscellaneous topics
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In addition to raising important issues about the potential environmental impacts of the proposed
facility, some commenters offered opinions and concerns that typically would not be included in
the subject matter of an EIS — these include general opinions about AES or issues that are more
appropriately considered in the SER. Comments of this type are taken into consideration by the
NRC staff, but they do not point to significant environmental issues to be analyzed. Other
statements may be relevant to the proposed action, but they have no direct bearing on the
evaluation of alternatives or on the decision making process involving the proposed action. For
instance, general statements of support for or opposition to the proposed project fall into this
category. Again, comments of this type have been noted but are not used in defining the scope
and content of the EIS.

Section 2.2 summarizes the comments received during the public scoping period. Most of the
issues raised have a direct bearing on the NRC’s analysis of potential environmental impacts.

2.2 SUMMARY OF ISSUES RAISED

General comments supporting the facility: Nearly 50 percent of commenters expressed
general support for the project. Many commenters provided specific reasons for their support,
including: (1) the need for a domestic supply of enriched uranium to power the Nation’s current
and future nuclear reactors; (2) the need to produce more nuclear energy, which would reduce
greenhouse gases and reduce the country’s dependence on foreign oil; (3) the region’s qualified
workforce and long history in nuclear-related research and development; (4) the safety and
efficiency of centrifuge technology; (5) the benefits to employment and other economic factors;
and (6) AREVA’s track record regarding safe operations, environmental stewardship, and
community relations.

General comments opposing the facility: Approximately 30 percent of commenters stated
their opposition to the project; in general, they stated that the increased risks to people and the
environment outweighed the economic benefits. Many commenters mentioned that they
thought AREVA had a poor track record in France, specifically they claimed that there had been
routine dumping of radioactive liquids into the English Channel and a series of recent (2008)
radioactive leaks and spills that were not reported to the public in a timely manner. Some
commenters claimed that AREVA’s mining activities in Niger over the past 40 years had
depleted the local drinking water and radioactively contaminated the ground in the nearby town.

General concerns: Several commenters who were supportive of the proposed action noted that
there were legitimate questions about potential environmental impacts that must be addressed
in the draft EIS. Many commenters identified specific resource areas for which impacts should
be addressed in the draft EIS. These included socioeconomic issues, water and air quality,
waste management, noise, land use, geology and soils, cultural and environmental justice,
ecology, public and occupational health, transportation, and security infrastructure impacts.
More details on these issues can be found in the following sections of this scoping summary
report.

The NRC staff will consider the comments provided during development of the EIS for the
facility.
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2.2.1 NEPA and Public Participation

Several commenters requested that public meetings be held in additional locations across the
State to provide people throughout Idaho with the opportunity to comment on the proposal.
Boise was mentioned most often, with commenters stating that it was the State capital and main
population center. Other Idaho locations mentioned included Twin Falls, Coeur d’Alene, and the
Wood River Valley. One commenter requested that meetings also be held in the Greater
Yellowstone ecosystem area (specifically VWyoming), since that region’s tourist industry could be
adversely affected by having a nuclear facility in the vicinity.

Commenters pointed out that the impacts of the enrichment facility would not be limited to the
Idaho Falls region. Most frequently mentioned were the tax incentives for the AREVA project
that some thought were passed by the Idaho State Legislature and would affect ldahoans
statewide. Other reasons given were that regions outside of |daho Falls could be affected by
accidents at the facility and by radioactive waste disposal.

Commenters mentioned the need to provide a forum in which the public could discuss and be
informed about the radioactive wastes that the facility would generate, how the wastes would be
handled, and the differences between the enriched uranium used to power reactors and the
enriched uranium used for bombs.

2.2.2 Need for the Proposed Facility

Several made the general comment that uranium enrichment was needed for clean energy
(nhuclear power). On the other hand, a number of commenters wanted the EIS to include an in-
depth analysis of the actual need for the proposed enrichment facility. They stated that the
analysis should consider current and projected worldwide uranium enrichment capacity, the
continuing downblending of surplus highly enriched uranium (HEU) in Russia and U.S. weapons
stockpiles, and the current and projected number of nuclear power plants. In addition, mixed oxide
fuel should be analyzed as another fuel supply. One commenter asked if plutonium, thorium, or
other nuclear fuels could displace existing or potential demand for enriched uranium - will there be
enough fuel capacity to serve the needs of future nuclear power plants without constructing the
proposed facility.

Several commenters questioned the need for the proposed enrichment facility, given that there
are renewable energy sources (solar, wind, biomass, geothermal, and hydropower) that are
more environmentally friendly than nuclear power. One commenter stated that energy-need
projections should take energy conservation and increased energy efficiencies into account.

2.2.3 Alternatives

One commenter stated that all reasonable alternatives should be evaluated, including ones that
are outside the legal jurisdiction of the NRC, and that the EIS should discuss the reasons for
eliminating alternatives that are not evaluated in detail. Reasonable alternatives should include,
but are not limited to, alternative sites and different enrichment techniques. The commenter
asked that the environmental impacts of the proposed action and no-action alternative be
presented in comparative form and that the impacts of each alternative action be listed with
corresponding mitigation measures.
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Another commenter wanted the increased downblending of U.S and Russian HEU, as well as
plutonium- and thorium-based fuels, to be analyzed as alternatives to the Eagle Rock
Enrichment Facility (EREF). The analysis should include costs and environmental impacts.

2.24 Ecology

A few commenters raised concerns about endangered and sensitive species in the vicinity of
the proposed facility. They stated that the NRC should try to site facilities and infrastructure to
avoid areas of critical habitat for species of concern and that a mitigation plan should be
prepared for impacts that could not be avoided.

Commenters were particularly concerned about increased habitat fragmentation, since the
project area contains habitat that is crucial to sagebrush obligate species. One commenter
noted that the sagebrush steppe habitat is considered by Federal agencies as “imperiled” and
an area of primary concern. One commenter specifically mentioned sage grouse, pygmy
rabbits, sage thrasher, sage sparrow, and birds of prey and recommended avoiding construction
in any designated areas or lands for special management for these species. This commenter
also suggested that the project minimize impacts to big game winter habitat. There were also
concerns about impacts to nesting habitat for migratory birds.

One commenter wanted further analysis of the impacts associated with the construction of two
access roads from U.S. Highway 20 to the project site, specifically the additional risk associated
with fire and the spread of invasive weeds.

2.2.,5 Air Quality and Climate

Air quality: A few commenters were concerned about the potential release of radioactive,
hazardous, and toxic materials into the air. Commenters asked that the EIS include the
following: (1) detailed information about ambient air conditions, (2) data on emissions of criteria
pollutants, (3) information about mitigation measures, (4) an equipment emissions mitigation
plan to reduce particulates and emissions associated with construction activities, (5) an
evaluation of radioactive and nonradioactive emissions, (6) details on the use and disposal of
filtters, and (7) information on air impacts associated with accidents. One commenter requested
that the applicant include air monitoring and reporting plans, including guidance for public alerts
and containment.

Climate change: One commenter stated that the EIS should discuss how climate change could
potentially influence the proposed project area resources and vice versa, especially within
sensitive areas. He mentioned, as examples, changes in hydrology, sea leave, weather
patterns, precipitation rates, and chemical reaction rates.

2.2.6 Geology and Seismicity
Geology and soil: One commenter noted that construction of facilities and access roads may
also inadvertently compact the soil or disturb it, thus compromising the ability of a site to handle

the normal flow of organisms, nutrients, and toxic wastes. The commenter stated that the EIS
analysis should include a detailed discussion of the “cumulative effects from this and other

%
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projects on the hydrologic conditions of the project area.” Another commenter suggested
establishing citing criteria to minimize soil disturbances and erosion on steep slopes.

Seismicity: A commenter recommended that the EIS discuss the potential for seismic risk
associated with uranium enrichment activities and how this risk would be evaluated, monitored,
and managed. They suggested that a seismic map be referenced or included in the EIS. The
commenter stated that uranium enrichment activities could cause increased earthquake activity
in tectonically active zone. Another commenter noted that eastern Idaho sits on a geologically
unstable fault zone extending across southern Idaho to Yellowstone.

2.2.7 Water

Several commenters expressed concerns about adverse impacts the proposed facility would
have on both surface water and groundwater. Of particular concern was the Snake River
aquifer, which is located below the proposed site. The fear was that nuclear waste stored at the
facility would seep into the aquifer and contaminate the groundwater.

Some commenters were concerned that water used by the facility would deplete the
groundwater supply. In addition to depleting the supply, a commenter noted that the pumping
action could increase existing groundwater contamination caused by seepage of toxic and
radioactive contaminants into the groundwater. On the other hand, a few commenters stated
that the facility would use less water than current agricultural activities.

A commenter recommended that the potential impacts to groundwater and other drinking water
sources be fully analyzed and that mitigation measures be identified for significant impacts.
They also stated that the EIS should document the project’s “consistency with applicable
stormwater permitting requirements” and include a discussion of specific mitigation measures
that may be needed to reduce “adverse impacts to water quality and aquatic resources.”

2.2.8 Land Use and Visual Resources

One commenter noted that the proposed AREVA facility would be located within an area of
ranching and farming. There were local concerns about trespass, dust, impacts on livestock,
impacts to local wells and groundwater, and traffic. Another commenter mentioned using visual
resource management guidelines as an example of ways to minimize negative impacts.

2.2.9 Human Health

There were some comments related to the human health risks associated with long-term
exposure to small amounts of uranium; increased risk for childhood leukemia and general
concerns about cancer rates were mentioned.

One commenter questioned whether the NRC and AREVA could “scientifically demonstrate the
legal requirement that this plant will not expose any member of the public to more than 10 mrem in
any given year.” Exposure from waste disposal was specifically mentioned. This commenter
wanted the EIS to include the following: (1) an explanation as to why uranium exposure has greater
health effects than are presently calculated by NRC safety standards; (2) how the alpha recoil
problem is addressed by the NRC, since “alpha emitters can leak through four HEPA filters in a
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row, in excess of the 99.97 percent filtering rate used presently”; and (3) a response to the
complaints in the report from Centers’ for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC’s) SENES group
on the understatement of fluoride toxicity at Oak Ridge.

Another commenter wanted the EIS to describe the measures that would be taken to ensure that
workers involved in the transport of radioactive materials would be protected, including those
loading and unloading shipments.

2.2.10 Nuclear Waste and Hazardous Materials

Radioactive waste: Nearly 40 percent of the commenters mentioned the need to address the
impacts (environmental and economic) associated with long-term storage of the nuclear waste
that would be produced by the enrichment process. There were concerns that the proposed
facility would be adding to the nuclear waste that is already being stored at Idaho National
Laboratory, particularly since no permanent nuclear waste depository has been designated.
Many commenters noted that depleted uranium is hard to store safely and becomes “more
radioactive over time.” Another commenter pointed out that, although the depleted uranium
becomes more radioactive over time due to radioactive ingrowth, the level of radioactivity never
exceeds that found in natural uranium ore deposits.

Commenters noted that the NRC is still in the process of preparing specific rules for the
depleted uranium waste stream. One commenter stated that the draft EIS should include a
discussion of the rulemaking process and how (or whether) the rulemaking and current licensing
processes can proceed simultaneously.

Commenters wanted the draft EIS to consider the environmental impacts of a full range of
disposition pathways for the depleted uranium tails, including currently available disposal sites and
those that are proposed. The analyses should include indefinite storage of uranium hexafluoride,
indefinite storage of some other conversion product, disposal at new-surface nuclear waste
disposal sites, and disposal at deep geologic sites. Commenters wanted NRC to assess the costs
of each alternative.

Some commenters asked that the draft EIS discuss the environmental impacts associated with
recycle/reuse disposition pathways or deconversion of the waste to a safer form (to an oxide).
They noted that the United States lacks an operational deconversion facility and that the two
deconverson plants currently under construction may not be able to handle the added inventory
from the Louisiana Energy Services plant in New Mexico and the proposed Eagle Rock facility.

One commenter stated that the draft EIS must provide a description of the financial assurance
for the indefinite storage of the depleted uranium at the AREVA site.

Hazardous materials: A few commenters were concerned that hazardous materials from the
facility would contaminate the air and water. One commenter stated that hazardous materials in
retention basins have the potential to settle in sediments and be released into the air.

Commenters wanted the draft EIS to discuss the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts of hazardous waste from construction and operation of the project, including waste

types and volumes and transport, storage, disposal, and mitigation measures. There were also
concerns about pollutants that could be associated with the ventilation system. One commenter
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asked that subsequent environmental documentation include a management plan for toxic and
hazardous materials.

2.2.11 Socioeconomics and Costs

Several commenters mentioned positive socioeconomic impacts that the facility would bring to
the community, particularly jobs. One commenter stated that he had looked into the increased
housing, schooling, and transportation needs that would be expected during construction and
operations phases and determined that the region would be able to accommodate them.

Many people commented on the costs of building and operating the facility, which would be partly
covered by tax subsidies and increased electricity rates; cost overruns and delays in France,
Poland, and Finland were cited as examples.

One commenter wanted the draft EIS to provide an analysis of the global market for uranium,
including a scenario in which nuclear plants do not expand beyond current numbers or even
decline. Another commenter noted that the economies of the Teton Valley, Jackson, WY, and
West Yellowstone into Cody, WY, are fairly dependent on tourism. He asked that the EIS look
at how many new jobs and how much new money would be brought into the region if the same
amount of money were used to create and support small businesses.

Other commenters asked about the ramifications of foreign ownership (see Section 2.2.17,
miscellaneous topics).

2.2.12 Cultural Resource and Environmental Justice

Cultural resources: One commenter stated that the EIS should describe the process and
outcome of government-to-government consultation between the NRC and each of the Tribal
governments in the vicinity of the project, any issues raised, and how those issues were
addressed.

Another commenter noted that the proposed facility would be in close proximity to the Fort Hall
Indian Reservation and within the aboriginal territories of the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes. This
commenter stated that they would like the Heritage Tribal Office (HeTO) to be part of the
cultural surveys of the proposed site and to be notified of any inadvertent cultural or
archaeological discoveries.

A third commenter pointed out that the proposed site is in an area of rich and relatively well-
preserved prehistoric and historic resources, noting the Wasden site, which is within one mile of
the project area, and the relatively undisturbed and abundant archaeological sites within Idaho
National Laboratory and on public and private lands in the vicinity.

Commenters pointed out that mitigation for all culturally sensitive items needed to be done and
asked that contractors and permanent employees be informed about cultural regulations and
Federal laws concerning artifacts and retrieving and removing historic items.
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One commenter wanted to know if AREVA wiill share information about transportation routes,
hazards associated with shipment, and the number of shipments. He also wanted to know if
AREVA would provide training to the Tribes Emergency Management and Response staff on
identifying and responding to a transportation accident on the reservation.

Another commenter questioned the transportation route of product to and from the EREF and
whether AREVA will share information regarding the number of shipments and hazards of the
shipments, and whether the facility will provide training to the Tribes Emergency Management
and Response staff to identify and respond to a transportation accident on the reservation.

Environmental justice: One commenter stated that the EIS should include an evaluation of
environmental justice populations within the project area and should address the potential for
disproportionate adverse impacts to minority and low-income populations. The commenter
stated that the EIS should include: information describing the process used to inform
communities about the project and the potential impacts on the communities; input received
from the communities; and a description on how that input was used in project-related
decisions. Another commenter stated that sensitive population exposure scenarios needed to
be developed from the standpoint of both workers and members of the public.

2.2.13 Transportation

Some commenters asked that the EIS include an assessment of the impacts of the
transportation of the facility’s feedstock, product, and waste, and of transportation-related
accidents, including transportation-related emissions and possible exposures. The EIS should
also describe measures that will be taken to decrease the chances of a transportation accident
involving radioactive material and to ensure that workers involved in the transport of radioactive
materials will be protected, including those loading and unloading shipments. One commenter
want the draft EIS to include information about what form the uranium will be in when it is
transported to Idaho—yellowcake, gaseous uranium tetrafluoride, or uranium hexafluoride.
Alternative transportation routes and modes should be analyzed; routes and modes that present
a significant risk to the public and natural resources should be avoided.

One commenter stated that the EIS should provide information about the transportation of
hazardous and toxic materials to and from the project site, including amounts, methods of
transport, and the types of containment vessels.

Some commenters were concerned about traffic safety on portions of U.S. Highway 20 running
from Idaho Falls to the proposed EREF. They pointed out that the highway already has safety
issues, since it is used by large, slow-moving agricultural machinery with many access roads on
both sides. The addition of construction workers and construction traffic would add to the
already congested conditions and create an increased safety risk. Commenters asked that the
EIS describe local transportation safety issues and suggest solutions. One commenter wanted
further analysis of the impacts associated with the construction of two access roads from U.S.
Highway 20 to the project site.

One commenter noted that AREVA workers would find themselves in competition for seating on
airline flights that are already filled to capacity and suggested that the region pursue a carrier to
establish a new service to Las Vegas.
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2.2.14 Accidents

There were a few comments concerning accidents. One commenter wanted to know how
AREVA would respond to accident scenarios on the proposed site and how the public would be
informed. Another was concerned about transportation accidents resulting in the release of
radioactive materials to the environment and asked that the EIS describe measures that will be
taken to minimize the chances of this type of accident. A third commenter stated that the draft
EIS must analyze the air impacts of all potential accidents. Note: Section 2.2.13 of this
summary also discusses accidents.

2.2.15 Nonproliferation and Security Issues

Nonproliferation: Several commenters were concerned that uranium enrichment could lead to
the production of nuclear bombs and wondered if the use of enrichment technology could
undermine U.S. efforts involving international nonproliferation.

One commenter stated that since there is a potential connection between a facility’s ability to
enrich uranium to fuel grade and the ability to continue enrichment to weapons grade, a
proliferation analysis must be included in the draft EIS. Another commenter asked for a
nonproliferation impact assessment.

A commenter stated that the analysis must include “both a technical discussion and a
discussion by the U.S. Departments of State and Energy and the White House of their efforts to
curtail uranium enrichment elsewhere and whether or not those efforts are affected by
commercial enrichment in this country.” Another commenter wanted the EIS to explain why the
International Atomic Energy Agency had not been involved in the project.

Security issues: Some commenters raised concerns about fissile material (which has the
potential for nuclear bomb-making) getting into the hands of terrorists and hostile countries like
Iran and North Korea. They pointed out that the AREVA facility as well as the nuclear materials
shipments going to and from the facility were subject to attack. One commenter asked for a
detailed accounting of AREVA'’s plans to secure its nuclear materials at the facility and during
transport. Another commenter wanted an account of the environmental impact of sabotage to
the fluoride gas supply. One commenter wanted AREVA to commit to donating money to
increase the local police and fire departments.

2.2.16 Cumulative Impacts

One commenter stated that the draft EIS should include a detailed discussion of the cumulative
effects from this and other projects on the hydrologic conditions of the project area. On a more
general level, commenters wanted the EIS to identify the current condition, describe the trend in
the condition, and predict the future condition for each resource that is at risk and/or significantly
impacted by the proposed project before mitigation. The EIS should identify the resources that
could experience cumulative impacts, the time period over which impacts could occur, and the
geographic area impacted. Parties that would be responsible for avoiding, minimizing, and
mitigating adverse impacts should be identified. Another commenter wanted the draft EIS to
discuss the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of hazardous waste.
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2.2.17 Miscellaneous Topics

Other potential facility operations: One commenter was concerned that AREVA would
become involved in the re-enrichment of reprocessed uranium. The commenter wanted a clear
statement in the draft EIS by AREVA that it would not engage in re-enrichment. If this
statement could not be made, the commenter wanted the draft EIS to discuss the capacity of
the plant to process contaminated reprocessed uranium, the measures to protect workers from
additional radiation exposures, an analysis of unique waste streams, and the transportation
risks associated with shipping the reprocessed uranium by land and sea.

Another commenter wanted the draft EIS to assess the use of the plant to separate other
isotopes of uranium, such as U-233, or to purify uranium-contaminated materials.

Mining and milling operations: A few commenters wanted the EIS to fully analyze the “front
end” impacts associated with the operation of the proposed enrichment facility. They wanted
the draft EIS to look at the environmental and human health impacts in the communities where
uranium mining and milling activities were occurring. It was noted that these activities would not
likely be occurring in the United States.

Foreign ownership: A few commenters raised issues about the foreign ownership of AREVA.
One commenter wondered who would pay in the event of an accident and if the United States
Government would argue with France over damages. Another commenter wondered what
would happen if AREVA went out of business and stated that AREVA could only survive
financially if it was supported by the French government. The commenter stated that U.S.
taxpayers would ultimately have to cover any damages resulting from accidents, nuclear waste,
and other issues associated the facility. Another commenter was concerned that profits would
go to France and not to the United States.

Facility design: One commenter advocated integrating International Atomic Energy Agency
safeguards for the proposed facility at the design phase. Another commenter asked if the facility
design had been approved by the NRC for use in the United States.

Comments on the Environmental Report and Safety Analysis Report: One commenter
stated that AREVA had adequately addressed the safety and environmental issues in the
Environmental Report submitted with the NRC application. Other commenters had areas of
concern including: (1) the ability of the Idaho Falls fire department to provide timely support,
given its distance from the proposed facility; (2) the adequacy of the emergency backup
systems; (3) the transportation analysis; and (4) the impact analysis of ecological resources,
particularly the pending Endangered Species Act listings of sage grouse and the pygmy rabbit.
There was also a concern that the Environmental Report was not detailed enough to ensure the
reduction of impacts or appropriate mitigation plans. Commenters asked that subsequent
documents provide a more detailed analysis, particularly in the areas involving water, air, and
public health.

One commenter stated that AREVA was pushing the NRC to exempt it from the requirement to
provide decommissioning funding assurance for the licensed operating period of the facility.
The commenter noted that the EREF Safety Analysis Report (SAR) excluded “escalation,
contingency, interest, tails disposition, decommissioning, and any replacement equipment” in its
cost estimates. The commenter wanted the draft EIS to discuss in detail the exemptions that
were being considered, particularly those listed in the SAR.
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Power usage: One commenter wanted the draft EIS to analyze an additional load that the
AREVA facility would add to the power grid. Another commenter wanted a commitment to use
renewable energy sources (including nuclear power) to run the facility.

Out of scope issues: A few commenters specifically asked that issues raised that were not
directly related to the assessment of potential impacts of the project, or the decision making
process, be dismissed from the draft EIS and discussed elsewhere.

3. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

3.1 SCOPE OF THE EIS AND SUMMARY OF ISSUES TO BE ADDRESSED

NEPA (Public Law 91-90, as amended), and the NRC’s implementing regulations for NEPA
(10 CFR Part 51), specify in general terms what should be included in an EIS prepared by the
NRC staff. Regulations established by the Council on Environmental Quality (40 CFR Parts
1500-1508), while not binding on the NRC staff, provide useful guidance. The NRC staff has
also prepared environmental review guidance to its staff for meeting NEPA requirements
associated with licensing actions ("Environmental Review Guidance for Licensing Actions
Associated with Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards (NMSS) Programs”,
NUREG -1748).

Pursuant to 10 CFR 51.71(a), in addition to public comments received during the scoping
process, the contents of the draft EIS will depend in part on the environmental report. In
accordance with 10 CFR 51.71(b), the draft EIS will consider major points of view and
objections concerning the environmental impacts of the proposed action raised by other
Federal, State, and local agencies, by any affected Indian tribes, and by other interested
persons. Pursuant to 10 CFR 51.71(c), the draft EIS will list all Federal permits, licenses,
approvals, and other entitlements which must be obtained in implementing the proposed action,
and will describe the status of compliance with these requirements. Any uncertainty as to the
applicability of these requirements will be addressed in the draft EIS.

Pursuant to 10 CFR 51.71(d), the draft EIS will include a consideration of the economic,
technical, and other benefits and costs of the proposed action and alternatives to the proposed
action. In the draft analysis, due consideration will be given to compliance with environmental
quality standards and regulations that have been imposed by Federal, State, regional, and local
agencies having responsibilities for environmental protection. The environmental impact of the
proposed action will be evaluated in the draft EIS with respect to matters covered by such
standards and requirements, regardless of whether a certification or license from the
appropriate authority has been obtained. Compliance with applicable environmental quality
standards and requirements does not negate the requirement for NRC to weigh all
environmental effects of the proposed action, including the degradation, if any, of water quality,
and to consider alternatives to the proposed action that are available for reducing adverse
effects. While satisfaction of NRC standards and criteria pertaining to radiological effects will be
necessary to meet the licensing requirements of the Atomic Energy Act, the draft EIS will also,
for the purposes of NEPA, consider the radiological and non-radiological effects of the proposed
action and alternatives.

Pursuant to 10 CFR 51.71(e), the draft EIS will normally include a preliminary recommendation
by the NRC staff with respect to the proposed action. Any such recommendation would be
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reached after considering the environmental effects of the proposed action and reasonable
alternatives, and after weighing the costs and benefits of the proposed action.

The scoping process summarized in this report will help determine the scope of the draft EIS for
the proposed facility. The draft EIS will contain a discussion of the cumulative impacts of the
proposed action. The development of the draft EIS will be closely coordinated with the SER
prepared by the NRC staff to evaluate the health and safety impacts of the proposed action.

The goal in writing the EIS is to present the impact analyses in a manner that makes it easy for
the public to understand. This EIS will provide the basis for the NRC decision with regard to
potential environmental impacts. Significant impacts will be discussed in greater detalil in the
EIS, and explanations will be provided for determining the level of detail for different impacts.
This should allow readers of the EIS to focus on issues that were determined to be important in
reaching the conclusions supported by the EIS. The following topical areas and issues will be
analyzed in the EIS.

* Public and worker safety and health. The draft EIS will include a determination of
potentially adverse effects on human health that result from chronic and acute
exposures to ionizing radiation and hazardous chemicals as well as from physical safety
hazards. These potentially adverse effects on human health might occur during facility
construction and operation. Impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed
action will be assessed under normal operation and credible accident scenarios.

+ Alternatives. The draft EIS will describe and assess the no-action alternative and other
reasonable alternatives to the proposed action. Other reasonable alternatives to the
proposed action will be considered such as alternative sites, enrichment sources, or
technological alternatives to the proposed centrifuge technology.

* Waste management. The draft EIS will discuss the management of wastes, including
byproduct materials, generated from the construction and operation of the EREF to
assess the impacts of generation, storage, and disposition. Onsite storage of wastes will
also be included in this assessment.

+  Depleted uranium disposition. The draft EIS will address concerns about the depleted
uranium hexafluoride material, or tails, resulting from the enrichment operation over the
lifetime of the proposed plant's operation. These concerns include the safe and secure
storage and ultimate removal of this material from ldaho, and potential conversion of
UF6 to U308 and ultimate disposition.

+  Water resources. The draft EIS will assess the potential impacts on groundwater quality
and water use due to the implementation of the proposed action.

* Geology and seismicity. The draft EIS will describe the geologic and seismic
characteristics of the proposed EREF site. Evaluation of the potential for earthquakes,
ground motion, soil stability concerns, surface rupturing, and any other major geologic or
seismic considerations that would affect the suitability of the proposed site will be
addressed in the SER rather than in the draft EIS.

* Compliance with applicable regufations. The draft EIS will present a listing of the
relevant permits and regulations that are believed to apply to the proposed EREF.
These would include air, water, and solid waste regulations and disposal permits.
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Air quality. The draft EIS will make determinations concerning the meteorological
conditions of the site location, the ambient air quality, and the contribution of other
sources. In addition, the draft EIS will assess the impacts of the EREF’s construction
and operation on the local air quality.

Transportation. The draft EIS will discuss impacts associated with the transportation of
construction material, centrifuges, and feed and tails during both normal transportation
and transportation under credible accident scenarios. The impacts on local
transportation routes due to workers, large vehicles delivering needed equipment and
materials, and vehicles removing waste from the proposed facility will be evaluated in
the draft EIS.

Accidents. The draft EIS will analyze the potential environmental impacts resulting from
credible accidents at the EREF. The SER will assess the impacts associated with
credible accidents at the proposed EREF, both from natural events and human activities.
Based on the analyses, the EIS will summarize the potential environmental impacts
resulting from credible bounding accidents at the proposed facility.

Land use. The draft EIS will discuss the potential impacts associated with the changes
in land use from predominately rangeland to industrial.

Socioeconomic impacts. The draft EIS will address the demography, the economic
base, labor pool, housing, utilities, public services, education, recreation, and cultural
resources as impacted by EREF. The hiring of new workers from outside the area could
lead to impacts on regional housing, public infrastructure, and economic resources.
Population changes leading to changes to the housing market and demands on the
public infrastructure will be assessed in the draft EIS.

Cost/benefits. The draft EIS will address the potential cost/benefits of constructing and
operating the EREF, and will discuss the cost/benefits of tails disposition options.

Cultural resources. The draft EIS will assess the potential impacts of the proposed
EREF on the historic and archaeological resources of the area and on the cultural
traditions and lifestyle of Indian tribes.

Resource commitments. The draft EIS will address the unavoidable adverse impacts,
irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources, and the relationship between
local, short-term uses of the environment and the maintenance and enhancement of
long-term productivity. In addition, associated mitigative measures and environmental
monitoring will be presented.

Ecological resources. The draft EIS will assess the potential environmental impacts of
the proposed EREF on ecological resources including plant and animal species and
threatened or endangered species or critical habitat that may occur in the area. As
appropriate, the assessment will include an analysis of mitigation measures to address
adverse impacts.

Need for the facility. The draft EIS will provide a discussion of the need for the proposed
EREF and the expected benefits.
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* Decommissioning. The draft EIS will include a discussion of facility decommissioning
and associated impacts.

+  Cumulative impacts. The draft EIS will address the potential cumulative impacts from
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities at and near the site.

4. ISSUES CONSIDERED OUTSIDE THE SCOPE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT

The purpose of an EIS is to assess the potential environmental impacts of a proposed action as
part of the decision-making process of an agency-in this case, a licensing decision. As noted in
Section 2.2, some issues and concerns raised during the scoping process are not relevant to
the EIS because they are not directly related to the assessment of potential impacts or to the
decision making process. The lack of in depth discussion in the EIS, however, does not mean
that an issue or concern lacks value. Issues beyond the scope of the EIS either may not yet be
ripe for resolution or are more appropriately discussed and decided in other venues.

Some of these issues raised during the public scoping will not be addressed in the EIS. Major
categories of these issues not analyzed in detail in the EIS include nonproliferation concerns,
security and safety issues, and credibility.

Some of these issues raised during the public scoping process for the proposed facility are
outside the scope of the draft EIS, but they will be analyzed in the SER. For example, health
and safety issues will be considered in detail in the SER prepared by NRC staff for the proposed
action and will be summarized in the EIS. The draft EIS and the SER are related in that they
may cover the same topics and may contain similar information, but the analysis in the draft EIS
is limited to an assessment of potential environmental impacts. |n contrast, the SER primarily
deals with safety evaluations and procedural requirements or license conditions to ensure the
health and safety of workers and the general public. The SER also covers other aspects of the
proposed action such as demonstrating that the applicant will provide adequate funding for the
proposed facility in compliance with NRC’s financial assurance regulations.
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APPENDIX B
CONSULTATION CORRESPONDENCE

B.1 Threatened and Endangered Species Consultation

June 17, 2009

Mr. Damien Miller

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Eastern Idaho Field Office
44235 Burley Dr., Suite A
Chubbuck, ID 83202

Dear Mr. Miller:

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR INFORMATION REGARDING ENDANGERED SPECIES AND
CRITICAL HABITATS FOR THE PROPOSED AREVA EAGLE ROCK
ENRICHMENT FACILITY LOCATED IN BONNEVILLE COUNTY, IDAHO

Dear Mr. Miller:

On December 30, 2008, AREVA Enrichment Services (AES) submitted an environmental report
(ER) to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). The ER is one part of an application
for a license to authorize construction, operation, and decommissioning of a proposed uranium
enrichment facility. The NRC staff is in the initial stages of developing an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the proposed facility to be located near Idaho Falls, Idaho in Bonneville
County. The facility, if licensed, would use a gas centrifuge based technology to enrich the
isotope uranium-235 in uranium hexafluoride up to 5 percent by weight. The EIS will document
the impacts associated with the construction, operation, and decommissioning of the proposed
facility.

NRC requests a list of threatened or endangered species or critical habitats within the action
area for the proposed facility. The proposed AES parcel is approximately 1,700 hectares
(4,200 acres). AES states that the facility footprint encompasses 381 hectares (941 acres) of
the site for which construction, operation, and decommissioning activities will occur. The
proposed site is situated within Bonneville County, Idaho, on the north side of U.S. Highway 20,
about 113 km (70 miles) west of the |daho/Myoming State line. The coordinates for the center
of the action area are 43 degrees, 35 minutes, 7.37 seconds North and longitude 112 degrees,
25 minutes, 28.71 seconds VWest.

We have enclosed additional background information relating to ecological resources on the
site, including a map showing the action area, as it appears in the AES ER.
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\We intend to use the EIS process to comply with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of
1973, as amended. After assessing information you provide, we will determine what additional
actions are necessary to comply with the Section 7 consultation process. If you have any
questions or comments, or need any additional information, please contact Gloria Kulesa of my
staff at 301-415-5308.

Sincerely,

IRA/

Andrea Kock, Chief
Environmental Review Branch
Environmental Protection

and Performance Assessment Directorate
Division of Waste Management

and Environmental Protection
Office of Federal and State Materials

and Environmental Management Programs

Docket No.: 70-7015

Enclosures: .1. Ecology Field Study Report Proposed Site for the
Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility
2. Ecology Field Study Report Proposed Site for the
Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility — Fall 2008 Survey
3. Sage Grouse Survey Report Proposed for the
Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Eastern Idaho Field Office
4425 Burley Dr., Suite A
Chubbuck, Idaho 83202
Telephone (208) 237-6975
http://IdahoES.fws.gov

JUL 15 2009

USNRC

Attn: Gloria Kulesa
MS T8 F5

11545 Rockville Pike
Rockville, MD 20854

Subject: Proposed Areva Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility in Bonneville County,
Idaho. SL #09-0471

Dear Ms. Kulesa:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) is writing in response to your request for
information about the potential impacts to endangered, threatened, proposed, and/or
candidate species from the proposed Areva Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility in
Bonneville County, Idaho. The Service has not identified any issues that indicate that
consultation under section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, is
needed for this project. This finding is based on our understanding of the nature of the
project, local conditions, and/or current information indicating that no listed species are
present. If you determine otherwise or require further assistance, please contact Sandi
Arena of this office at (208)237-6975 ext 102.

Thank you for your interest in endangered species conservation.
Sincerely,

' Damien Miller
Supervisor, Eastern Idaho Field Office
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February 18, 2010

Damien Miller

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Eastern Idaho Field Office
44235 Burley Dr., Suite A
Chubbuck, Idaho 83202

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR INFORMATION REGARDING THREATENED OR
ENDANGERED SPECIES AND CRITICAL HABITATS FOR PROPOSED
TRANSMISSION LINE LOCATED IN BONNEVILLE COUNTY, IDAHO, TO
POWER THE PROPOSED AREVA EAGLE ROCK ENRICHMENT FACILITY

Dear Mr. Miller:

As discussed in our earlier letter to you dated June 17, 2008, AREVA Enrichment Services LLC
(AES) has submitted an application to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) for a
license to construct, operate, and decommission a gas centrifuge uranium enrichment facility;
and NRC is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in support of our licensing
action for this facility. The proposed facility, the Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility (EREF), would
be located in Bonneville County, Idaho, near Idaho Falls. Thank you for your July 15, 2009,
response to our letter. The purpose of the present letter is to report an addition to the scope of
the EREF project, a 161-kilovolt (KV) transmission line to power the facility, and request
additional information for the vicinity of the proposed transmission line project.

On January 29, 2010, AES submitted supplemental information to NRC for the construction and
operation of a proposed transmission line, an electrical substation, and substation upgrades.
The locations of the transmission line and substations are shown in the January 29, 2010
submittal, a copy of which is enclosed. NRC's EIS for the proposed EREF will include a
discussion of the impacts associated with the construction and operation of the transmission line
project. NRC requests a list of threatened or endangered species and critical habitats within the
action area for the proposed transmission lines and associated facilities. The action area is
described below and in greater detail in the enclosure.

The new transmission line and associated structures would be located entirely on private land
within Bonneville County. Rocky Mountain Power (RMP), a division of PacifiCorp, will be the
builder, owner, and operator. The transmission line would originate from the existing RMP
Bonneville Substation and extend in a general westward direction to the new point of service,
the Twin Buttes Substation on the proposed EREF site. Beginning at the Bonneville Substation,
the proposed transmission line route is west along the county road (West 65 North Street) to
the existing RMP Kettle Substation, a distance of approximately 14.5 kilometers (9 miles),
continuing west to the eastern portion of the EREF site, a distance of approximately

1.2 kilometer (0.75 mile), then north within the EREF site to its northern end, then west and
south to the new RMP Twin Buttes Substation, for a distance of approximately 6.4 kilometers
(4 miles). The area being affected by the transmission line is approximately 84 hectares

(208 acres).
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NRC intends to use the EIS process to comply with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of
1973, as amended. After assessing the information you provide, we will determine what
additional actions are necessary to comply with the Section 7 consultation process.

If you have any questions regarding this request, or need additional information, please contact
Stephen Lemont of my staff at 301-415-5163 or Stephen.Lemont@nrc.gov.

Sincerely,

IRA/

Andrea Kock, Chief
Environmental Review Branch
Environmental Protection

and Performance Assessment Directorate
Division of Waste Management

and Environmental Protection
Office of Federal and State Materials

and Environmental Management Programs

Enclosure:
January 29, 2010 Ltr.

Docket No: 70-7015
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Eastern Idaho Field Office
4425 Burley Dr., Suite A
Chubbuck, Idaho 83202
Telephone (208) 237-6975
http://1dahoES. fws.gov

MAR 09 2010
Andrea Kock

US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Subject: Proposed Areva Eagle Rock Transmission Line Project Species List Request,
Bonneville County, Idaho
SL # 10-0242

Dear Ms. Kock:

The Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) is providing you with a list of endangered, threatened,
proposed, and/or candidate species, and designated critical habitat which may occur in the area
of the proposed Areva Eagle Rock transmission line project located in Bonneville, County. You
requested this list by letter on February 18, 2010. This list fulfills the requirements for a species
list under section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (Act), as amended. If the project
decision has not been made within 180 days of this letter, regulations require that you request an
updated list. Please refer to the species list (SL) number shown above in all correspondence and
reports.

Section 7 of the Act requires Federal agencies to assure that their actions are not likely to
jeopardize the continued existence of endangered or threatened species. Federal funding,
permitting, or land use management decisions are considered to be Federal actions subject to
section 7. If the proposed action may affect a listed species, consultation with the Service is
required. Formal consultation must be initiated for any project that is likely to adversely affect a
threatened or endangered species. If a project involves a major construction activity and may
affect listed species, Federal agencies are required to prepare a Biological Assessment. If a
proposed species is likely to be jeopardized or if proposed critical habitat will be adversely
modified by a Federal action, regulations require a conference between the Federal agency and
the Service. A Federal agency may designate, in writing, you or another non-Federal entity to
represent them in an informal consultation.

In a decision published in the July 9, 2007 Federal Register, the Service concluded that
protections for the bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) under the Act were no longer
warranted. Effective August 8, 2007, the bald eagle is no longer included on the list of
threatened and endangered species in the lower 48 states pursuant to the Act, and has been
removed from all Idaho species lists. However, the protections provided to the bald eagle under
the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA, 16 U.S.C. 668) and the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act (MBTA, 16 U.S.C. 703) will remain in place. To assist with the delisting transition,
the Service has developed National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines to advise land managers
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and project proponents when, and under what circumstances, the protective provisions of the
BGEPA and MBTA may apply to their activities. These guidelines, as well as additional
information on the protection of bald eagles, are available on the Service’s web site at:
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/baldeagle.htm. The Service also is available to provide
technical assistance regarding bald eagle conservation.

In addition to listed species, transmission lines have the potential to affect migratory birds, which
are afforded protection under the MBTA (40 Stat. 755; 16 U.S.C. 703-7 12). In addition to
considering the potential impacts of the proposed project to listed species we recommend that
you identify and implement measures to assure the project complies with the MBTA. The
Service suggests your Agency review the Avian Power Line Interaction Committee’s “Suggested
Practices for Avian Protection on Power Lines: The State of the Art in 2006 for more
information on migratory birds and transmission lines (www.aplic.org). Additionally, more
information on impacts to migratory birds and/or the Service’s recommendations can be found
on the web at http:/www.fws.gov/migratorvbirds.

If you have any questions about your responsibilities under section 7 of the Act, or require
further information, please contact Ty Matthews of our Eastern Idaho Field Office at (208)237-
6975 extension 115. Thank you for your interest in endangered species conservation.

Sincerely,

Onle

1 Q g e i
Acfing Supervi

Eastern Idaho Field Office

Avian Power Line Interaction Committee (APLIC). 2006. Suggested Practices for Avian
Protection on Power Lines: The State of the Art in 2006. Edison Electric Institute,
APLIC, and the California Energy Commission. Washington D.C. and  Sacramento,
California.
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BONNEVILLE COUNTY, IDAHO

LISTED SPECIES COMMENTS
Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis) LT
Ute ladies’-tresses (Spiranthes diluvialis) LT
Utah valvata snail (Valvata utahensis) LE
Grizzly bear (Ursus arctos) |51

PROPOSED SPECIES

None

CANDIDATE SPECIES'

Yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus) C

Greater Sage-Grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) C

LE - Listed Endangered

LT - Listed Threatened

XN - Experimental/Non-essential population
PT - Proposed Threatened

C - Candidate

!Candidate species have no protection under the Act, but are included for your early planning consideration.
Candidate species could be proposed or listed during the project planning period, and would then be covered under
Section 7 of the Act. The Service advises an evaluation of potential effects on candidate species that may occur in
the project area.
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July 14, 2010

Mr. Ty Matthews

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Eastern Idaho Field Office
4425 Burley Dr., Suite A
Chubbuck, ID 83202

SUBJECT:  NOTIFICATION OF THE ISSUANCE OF AND REQUEST FOR COMMENTS ON
THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE PROPOSED
AREVA ENRICHMENT SERVICES LLC EAGLE ROCK ENRICHMENT
FACILITY IN BONNEVILLE COUNTY, IDAHO

Dear Mr. Matthews:

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) staff is reviewing an application submitted by
AREVA Enrichment Services LLC (AES) for a license to construct, operate, and decommission
a uranium enrichment facility near Idaho Falls in Bonneville County, Idaho. The proposed Eagle
Rock Enrichment Facility (EREF), if licensed, would use a gas centrifuge process to enrich
uranium-235 isotope found in natural uranium to concentrations up to 5 percent by weight. The
enriched uranium would be used to manufacture nuclear fuel for commercial nuclear power
reactors.

As part of the review of the application, the NRC has prepared a Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) (NUREG-1945). The Draft EIS includes an analysis of relevant environmental
issues, including potential impacts on ecological resources, and documents the NRC staff's
preliminary determination regarding the environmental impacts from the preconstruction (e.g.,
site preparation), construction, operation, and decommissioning of the proposed uranium
enrichment facility. Many of the activities required to build a uranium enrichment facility do not
fall within NRC’s regulatory authority and, therefore, are not “construction” as defined by the
NRC. Such activities are referred to as “preconstruction” activities in Title 10 of the U.S. Code
of Federal Regulations (10CFR) 51.45(c). The proposed 161-kilovolt (kV) electrical
transmission line required to provide power to the proposed EREF also falls under this category.

By letters dated June 17, 2009, and February 18, 2010, the NRC requested information from the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) on Federally listed threatened or endangered species
or critical habitat that may be at or in the vicinity of the proposed EREF site and proposed
transmission line project, respectively. Inthose letters, the NRC indicated that it intends to use
the EIS process to comply with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended
(ESA); and that after assessing the information provided by the USFWS, the NRC will determine
what additional actions are necessary to comply with the Section 7 consultation process. The
USFWS responded to these letters as follows:

¢ In a letter dated July 15, 2009, the USFWS stated that no listed species are present [at
the EREF site], and that no issues were identified that indicate that consultation under
Section 7 of the ESA is needed for this project; and



T. Matthews 2

e In a letter dated March 9, 2010, the USFWS provided a list of endangered, threatened,
proposed, and candidate species that may potentially occur in the area of the proposed
transmission line project. That list identified the following four Federally listed species:
Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis), Ute ladies’-tresses (Spiranthes diluvialis), Utah valvate
snail (Valvata utahensis), and Grizzly bear (Ursus arctos). The letter also identified the
Yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus) and the Greater Sage-Grouse
(Centrocercus urophasianus) as candidate species for listing, provided information on
the status of the bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), and indicated the potential of
the transmission lines to affect migratory birds. However, in a subsequent telephone
conversation between the NRC and you on April 15, 2010, you indicated that the list of
endangered, threatened, proposed, and candidate species provided by the USFWWS was
for Bonneville County in general; you did not believe that these species are in the vicinity
of, or potentially impacted by, the transmission line project; and consultation under
Section 7 of the ESA would not be needed for these species for the project.

The Draft EIS describes the NRC staff’'s evaluation of the potential impact of the proposed
EREF project on ecological resources. Based on this evaluation, which included consideration
of the information provided by the USFWS, the NRC staff’s preliminary conclusion is that the
preconstruction, construction, operation, and decommissioning of the proposed project would
not adversely affect any of the four Federally listed species. In the context of the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (NEPA), under which the Draft EIS was
prepared, the NRC staff’s preliminary determination is that the impact on ecological resources
from the preconstruction, construction, operation, and decommissioning of the proposed project
would be small to moderate.

In accordance with our June 17, 2009, and February 18, 2010, letters, the NRC staff is
forwarding the Draft EIS to you for your review and comment. We are requesting your
comments on the Draft EIS and on our preliminary conclusions regarding listed species under
USFWS purview and will address your comments in the Final EIS. Please provide any
information or comments on the enclosed Draft EIS that you consider appropriate under the
provisions of the NEPA, ESA, and Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1934, as amended,
during the comment period, which ends on Monday, September 13, 2010. Comments should
be submitted either by mail to the Chief, Rules and Directives Branch, Division of Administrative
Services, Office of Administration, Mailstop TVWB-05-B01M, Washington, DC 20555-0001, or by
e-mail to EagleRock.EIS@nrc.gov.

The NRC staff plans to hold a public meeting to discuss the contents of the Draft EIS on
Thursday, August 12, 2010, at the Red Lion Hotel on the Falls Convention Center, 475 River
Parkway, Idaho Falls, Idaho 83402. The meeting will convene at 7:30 p.m. and will continue
until 10:00 p.m. The meeting will be transcribed and will include the following agenda items: (1)
a brief presentation of NRC’s roles and responsibilities and the licensing process, (2) a
presentation summarizing the contents of the Draft EIS, and (3) an opportunity for interested
government agencies, tribal governments, organizations, and individuals to provide comments
on the Draft EIS. Additionally, the NRC staff will host informal discussions in an open house
forum one hour before the start of the meeting, during which members of the public may meet
and talk with NRC staff members. You and other USFWS staff are invited to attend.
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If you have any questions or require additional information, please contact Mr. Stephen Lemont,
Senior Project Manager, by phone at 301-415-5163, or by e-mail at Stephen.Lemont@nrc.gov.

Sincerely,

IRA/

Diana Diaz-Toro, Chief
Environmental Review Branch A
Environmental Protection

and Performance Assessment Directorate
Division of Waste Management

and Environmental Protection
Office of Federal and State Materials

and Environmental Management Programs

Docket No.: 70-7015

Enclosure:
Draft EIS

cc without enclosure: See next page
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June 22, 2009

Mr. Cal Groen, Director
Idaho Fish and Game
600 South Walnut

Post Office Box 25
Boise, Idaho 83707

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR INFORMATION REGARDING ENDANGERED SPECIES AND
CRITICAL HABITATS FOR THE PROPOSED AREVA EAGLE ROCK
ENRICHMENT FACILITY LOCATED IN BONNEVILLE COUNTY, IDAHO

Dear Mr. Groen:

On December 30, 2008, AREVA Enrichment Services (AES) submitted an environmental report
(ER) to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). The ER is one part of an application
for a license to authorize construction, operation, and decommissioning of a proposed uranium
enrichment facility. The NRC staff is in the initial stages of developing an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the proposed facility to be located near Idaho Falls, Idaho in Bonneville
County. The facility, if licensed, would use a gas centrifuge based technology to enrich the
isotope uranium-235 in uranium hexafluoride up to 5 percent by weight. The EIS will document
the impacts associated with the construction, operation, and decommissioning of the proposed
facility.

NRC requests information on the following items within the action area for the proposed facility,
if available:

¢ Endangered or threatened species, or other species of concern to the state of Idaho,
that are known to be or likely to be at the proposed AREVA site, and nearest known
locations based on the element occurrence database. Attached is a preliminary list of
species compiled from Idaho Fish and Game (IDFG) county lists (plants) and the IDFG
Snake River Basalts Ecological Section list (animals). Habitat on the site consists of
sagebrush steppe, non-native grassland (primarily crested wheatgrass and cheatgrass),
and irrigated crops.

o Nearest known lek sites (based on the element occurrence database), nesting habitat,
brood-rearing habitat, and winter habitat for greater sage grouse, migratory status of the
local population, the number of leks nears the site, and trends.

¢ Information on Sagebrush Reserves (location, size, species, management) or other
sensitive or rare habitats in the project vicinity.

¢ Information on mule deer, pronghorn, and elk herds, including seasonal habitat (such as
crucial winter habitat areas), local migration routes, and concerns such as population
trends.

¢ Important migration routes for migratory birds.

e Maps or GIS shapefiles regarding species or habitats.

e Concerns of IDFG regarding potential impacts of the proposed project.
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The proposed AES parcel is approximately 1,700 hectares (4,200 acres). AES states that the
facility footprint encompasses 381 hectares (941 acres) of the site for which construction,
operation, and decommissioning activities will occur. The proposed site is situated within
Bonneville County, Idaho, on the north side of U.8. Highway 20, about 113 km (70 miles) west
of the Idaho/Myoming State line. The coordinates for the center of the action area are 43
degrees, 35 minutes, 7.37 seconds North and longitude 112 degrees, 25 minutes, 28.71
seconds Vest.

\We have enclosed additional background information relating to ecological resources on the
site, including a map showing the action area, as it appears in the AES ER.

We intend to use the EIS process to comply with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of
1973, as amended. After assessing information you provide, we will determine what additional
actions are necessary to comply with the Section 7 consultation process. If you have any
questions or comments, or need any additional information, please contact Gloria Kulesa of my
staff at 301-415-5308.

Sincerely,

/IRA/

Andrea Kock, Chief
Environmental Review Branch
Environmental Protection

and Performance Assessment Directorate
Division of Waste Management

and Environmental Protection
Office of Federal and State Materials

and Environmental Management Programs

Docket No.: 70-7015

Enclosures:

1. Special Status Plants and Species
2. Ecology Field Survey Report

3. Fall 2008 Survey

4. Sage Grouse Survey Report

cc: Paul Kjellander,
ID Office of Energy Resources
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Idaho Special Status Plants and Species of Greatest Conservation Need

Earth lichen (Catapyrenium congestum)

Gray willow (Salix glauca)

Green spleenwort (4spleninm trichomanes-ramosum)
Todine bush (Allenrolfea occidentalis)
Meadow milkvetch (Astragatus diversifolius)
Payson’s bladderpod (Lesquerella paysonii)
Payson’s milkvetch (4stragalus paysonii)

Red glasswort (Salicornia rubra)

Slickspot peppergrass (Lepidium papilliferum)
Ute ladies’-tresses (Spiranthes diluvialis)
Western Sedge (Carex occidentalis)

Utah valvata snail (Jalvata utahensis)
Northern leopard frog (Rana pipiens)
Ring-necked snake (Diadophis punctatus)

Black-crowned night-heron (Nycticorax nycticorax)
Blue grosbeak (Passerina caerulea)

Burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia)

California gull (Larus californicus)

Ferruginous hawk (Buteo regalis)

Franklin’s gull (Larus pipixcan)

Juniper titmouse (Baeolophus ridgwayi)

Lesser goldfinch (Carduelis psaltria)

Merlin (Falco columbarius)

Northern pintail (4nas acuta)

Peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus)

Pinyon jay (Gymnorhinus cyanocephalus)
Sharp-tailed grouse (Tympanuchus phasianellus)
Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni)

Virginia’s warbler (Vermivora virginiae)
White-faced ibis (Plegadis chihi)

Yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus)

Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis)

Gray wolf (Canis lupus)

Great Basin ground squirrel (Spermophilus mollis)
Grizzly bear (Ursus arctos)

Idaho pocket gopher (Thomomys idahoensis)

Little pocket mouse (Perognathus longimembris)
Merriam’s shrew (Sorex merriami)

Pygmy rabbit (Brachylagus idahoensis)

Spotted bat (Fuderma maculatun)

Townsend’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus/Plecotus townsendii)
Townsend’s pocket gopher (Thomomys townsendii)
Wyoming ground squitrel (Spermophilus elegans)
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InaHO DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND (G AVE s ————— e LR
600 S. Walnut/P.Q. Box 25 C.L, “Butch” Otter/Governor
Boise, ldaho 83707 Cal Groen/Director

August 4, 2009

Ms. Andrea Kock,

Chief, Environmental Review Branch
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

‘RE:: Requestforinforimationresardingendangered species and critical habiitsts Tor thé proposed
AREVA Eagle Rock Enrichment Facllity located in Bonneville County, Idaho.

Dear Ms. Kock:
ldaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG) has reviewed the above referenced request for information
from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) regarding the potential development of a uranium
enrichment facility in Bonneville County, Idaho. Our interest in the project is in protecting fisheries,
wildlife, plants and their habitats. To date, IDFG has been involved in this proposal as follows; (1) Qur
Regional Supefvisor and environmiental Staff Biologist from the Upper Snake Region were briefed on the
potential for this project at our Idaho Falls Office in 2008 by AREVA staff while the project was still being
considered, and (2) staff from the Idaho Falls ofﬁce attended the Nuc!ear Regulatory Commission’s
public opei house in Idaho Falls on 4 June 2009,
Resident species of fish and wildlife are the property of all citizens within the state and decisions
affecting fish and wildlife'therefore are the coricern of all Idahoans. The ldaho Départment of Fish and
Game and the ldaho Fish and Game Commission, are charged with the statutory responsibility to
preserve, protect, perpetuate, and manage all fish and wildlife in idaho (Idahio Code § 36 103(a)).
Your letter contains seven information requests, We responded to those we were able to and we offer
additional summary comments regarding the AREVA project.
We note that IDFG has no specific project proposal upon which to comment. The summary letter sent
to us has no specifics beyond a “parcel” size, a “footprint” size, and the location of the center of the
facility. This is not sufficient for us to evaluate the effects the project may have on fish, wildlife; and-
their habitat. You refer in your letter to an application for a license submitted to the NRC but you have
not pravided this application for our consideration. Far IDFG to consider more general questions, such
as the request for our concerns about potential impacts of the project, we will need a specific project
description that depicts not only the size and location of the project but enough specn“ ics for us to gauge
potential wildlife d|sturbances and 1mpacts. The proposal descnpt:on should Include, but not necessanly
be limited to: : :

s ' Location mcludlng all boundarles, fences, developed structures, access ways such as roads and

trials, R
e Size of developments mcludmg bunldmgs parkmg lots power lines, energy produ:tson facmtles
etc, -
-« Anticipated and licensed/permitted levels of discharges from the permitted activity mcludmg
‘ light, sound, odor, and water discharges,
Keeping ldahe ¥ Wll:ll(/: Heritage
Equal Opporiunity £ mplaver ® 208-334-3700 # Fax; 208=334=2114 w Jduho Reley (TOD) Service: 1-300-377-3529 w hitp./fishandgame.idaho.gov




Page 2
Ms. Andrea Kock
August 4, 2009

» Associated infrastructure such as trucking centers off-site, housing for workers (both permanent
and temporary), power lines to be constructed, piping for materials, and any other construction
associated with the project,

e Current land use patterns and conditions of all lands to be built upon or fenced from public and
wildlife access,

» Public lands (state, federal, county, local, municipal) to be fenced or restricted in any way from
public access or from fish/wildlife use. Included should be proposals to mitigate for these lands
lost to the public or fish and wildlife, and

e Entire project life, license life, decommissioning and clean-up schedule and penalties for
noncompliance.

We offer the following in response to your seven requests, The information provided in 1) and 2) was
detefmined Using thé coordinates of the projec

ect center providéd in your [etter and a buffer with a radius
of 8 km around that point intersected with data from the Idaho Fish and Wildlife information System
which includes data on sage-grouse, at-risk animals, and at-risk plants (Accessed July 28, 2009).
1) Endangered or threatened species and species or other species of conern :
The IDFG Conservation Data Center contains two individual observations of Ferruginous Hawks
(Buteo regalis) and one nest observation for ferruginous hawks. Hibernacula for Townsend’s
big-eared bats (Corynohinus townsendii} also occur in the area. Immediately west of the west-
edge of the 8 km buffer is a group of lava tube caves that are important bat roosts and
hibernacula. There are no known occurrences of at-risk plant species in the immediate vicinity
of the project site. The nearest known occurrences of at-risk plants is 40 km NW of the site.

2) Nearest known sage-grouse(Centrocercus urophasianus) lek sites:
One sage-grouse lek was identified within the 8 km buffer of the center of the project.
Additional leks were identified near the site but outside the buffer area. Without knowing the
extent of developments associated with this praject it is not possible to gauge what sage grouse
habitats the project may affect. However, both “Key Sage Grouse Habitats” and “Perennial
Grasslands” habitats are found along Highway 20 and fairly near the project that might be
affected by the project. These habitats are described and graphed (Fig. 4-11 page 4-49) in the
Conservation Plan for the Greater Sage Grouse in Idaho which is available as follows:

ﬂshand ame. |daho ov/cms/ rouse/conserve_plan

3) Sagebrush Reserves:
The Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory Sagebrush Steppe Ecosystem
Reserve was established by proclamation in 1999. The Proclamation was signed by Secretary of
Energy Bill Richardson, (for) the Regional Director, Region 1 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service by
Richard Munoz, (for) the State Director of Idaho, Bureau of Land Management by Elena Daly,
(for) the Interim Director, Idaho Fish and Game by Don Wright, The Reserve itself lies both
north and south of Highway 33, but does not reach as far south as Highway 20. The
management plan may be found online as follows;

Keeping ldaho s Wildlife Heritage
Bqual Opporiunity Employer » 208-334-3700 & Fux: 208-334-2114 @ Idaho Relay (TDD) Service: 1-R00-377-3529 w hitp:/ffivhandgame.idaho.gov
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Page 3
Ms. Andrea Kock
August 4, 2009

4. Information on mule deer, pronghorn, and elk herds and habitats:
IDFG manages mule deer, pronghorn antelope, and elk by analysis units that are made up of
Game Management Units (GMU). We do not have information on the property you are
specifically developing, but your project would potentially be in GMU 63, We have summarized
data regarding these three species in Appendix A. Aerial survey information on pronghorn in
the area has been collected by consultants at [daho National Laboratory. IDFG does not
consider the location of this project to be winter range or critical range for mule deer or elk.
Pronghom do frequently use lands surrounding the proposed site throughout all seasons.

5. Important migration routes for migratory birds:
IDFG is unaware of any known migratory flight corridors for birds that fall near the stated center
of the frojéct. AoWever, upon disclostre of otliéer project developments we may reconsider this
question.

6. Maps or GIS shapefiles regarding species or habitats:
IDFG has hundreds of GIS layers that we work with throughout each year. As stated, this
request is too vague to respond adequately.

7. Concerns of IDFG:
We appreciate being asked to comment regarding this question. However, without a complete
project description as discussed above, we do not have enough information to answer this
question. Upon receipt of a full disclosure of the proposal IDFG staff will begin to consider and
assess impacts to fish wildlife and habitats of whatever is disclosed. This is the most important
question you asked us; we hope to receive a full project description so we may fulfill this
request.

We look forward to further information ahout this project to better accommodate your information
request. If you have any questions about our technical information, please contact Gary Vecelilo,
Environmental Staff Biologist in our Upper Snake Regional Office, (208)525-7290.

Sincerely,

Sharon W. Kiefer
Assistant Director-Policy

SWK/k¢
Enclosures

Cc: S, Schmidt, G, Vecellio, L. Hebdon, IDFG
P. Kjellander, Idaho Office of Energy Resources

Kecping ldaho s Wildlife Heritage
Equal Opportunty Employcr @ 208-334-3700 @ Fax: 208-334.2114 » Idaho Relay (TDD) Scrvice: 1.800.377.3520 w hijp:/fishandgameidahogov
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Appendix A. Mule deer, pronghorn, and elk herd status.

IDFG does not conduct aerial surveys to estimate mule deer, elk or pronghorn herd sizes in Unit 63.
Without aerial survey data herd sizes are tracked using harvest as an index of abundance. Hunting
opportunities (season length and timing) for these species have remained stable over the last five years.
For mule deer in unit 63 hunter numbers and harvest during the general any weapon season have
remained fairly stable {Figure 1). There are no data to suggest that the mule deer population is
declining. Elk hunter numbers and harvest in Unit 63 have increased slightly over the previous five years
(Figure 2). There are no data to suggest the elk population is declining, and it may be slightly increasing.
Hunter success (harvest per hunter) has increased in the Unit 63 controlled, any-weapon pronghorn
hunts (Figure 3). Hunter numbers and harvest during the unit 63 general archery season pronghorn
hunt have increased over time (Figure 4). There are no data to suggest that pronghorn populations are
declining, and they may be increasing.
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Figure 1. Unit 63 deer harvest and hunter trends from 2004 through 2008. Harvest includes
whitetailed deer which averaged 31% of the harvest.
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Figure-2. Unit 63 elk harvest and hunter numbers from 2004 through 2008.
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Lemont, Stephen

From: Lemont, Stephen

Sent: Wednesday, February 10, 2010 8:56 AM

To: 'sharon kiefer@idfg.idaho.gov'

Ce: Biwer, Bruce; Van Lonkhuyzen, Robert A.

Subject: Continuing NRC Coordination with IDFG Regarding Ecological Issues for AREVA Eagle Rock
Enrichment Facility Environmental Impact Statement

Attachments: ID_Fish_Game_response 080409.pdf; ID_Fish_Game_request 012209.pdf; AES-O-

NRC-10-00263 EREF Supplemental Info Trans Line_with_figure.pdf

Sharon W. Kiefer

Assistant Director-Policy

Idaho Department of Fish and Game
600 South Walnut

P.O. Box 25

Boise, Idaho 83707

Dear Ms. Kiefer:

| am Steve Lemont, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s (NRC’s) new Project Manager for the
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that NRC is preparing in support of its licensing action for the proposed
AREVA Enrichment Services LLC (AREVA) Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility (EREF) located in Bonneville
County, Idaho. Thank you for your August 4, 2009 letter in response to NRC's letter of June 22, 2009, in which
the NRC requested information regarding threatened or endangered species and critical habitats at the
proposed EREF project site. In your letter, you responded to the general questions we posed, but stated that
the Idaho Fish and Game (IDFG) staff would need more specific project information in order to consider and
assess impacts of the proposed facility to fish, wildlife, and habitats. Copies of the above referenced IDFG and
NRC letters are attached for your reference.

We apologize for not getting back to you sooner regarding the request made in your letter, but there have been
a number of changes here and also on the EREF project as discussed below. The purposes of this email are
to follow up with IDFG regarding the proposed EREF project, to: (1) provide you with the information you
requested in your August 4, 2009 letter; (2) inform you of a change to the EREF project scope involving the
addition of an electrical transmission line to power the facility; and (3) request additional information from IDFG
for the EREF project site, as well as information for the transmission line route, similar to that requested
previously for the EREF site.

NRC requests that you provide IDFG'’s response to NRC’s information request below within 30 days of this
email if possible.

Information Requested in August 4, 2009 Letter from IDFG

In response to your August 4, 2009 letter, the information you requested can be found in the NRC website for
the EREF project, at http://www.nrc.gov/materials/fuel-cycle-fac/arevanc.html. Specifically, the Environmental
Report (ER) that AREVA submitted to NRC for the EREF project (Environmental Report, Rev. 1, April 2009)
contains information on the entire uranium enrichment facility project (see at http://www.nrc.gov/materials/fuel-
cycle-fac/eagle-rock.html), with the information you requested contained in the following sections of the ER:

e Section 2.1.2 provides the location and a detailed description of the proposed site and facility.

e Section 3.1 describes the land use of the site.

e Section 3.5 describes the ecological resources of the site.

e Section 4.4 contains a description of the retention and detention basins.

e Section 4.5 describes the potential impacts to ecological resources.

» Sage Grouse Survey Report (Environmental Report, Field Study, Sage Grouse Survey Report).

1
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If you have any problems accessing the above information or need additional information or clarifications,
please let me know.

Electrical Transmission Line to Power the EREF

Electrical service beyond that currently existing near the proposed EREF would be required to operate the
EREF. AREVA submitted supplemental information to NRC dated January 29, 2010, which shows the location
of the proposed 161-kilovolt transmission line and associated structures (e.g., substations and substation
upgrades), and provides information regarding its construction and operation and environmental impacts
(including ecological resources). That supplemental information is also attached to this email. The
transmission line is part of the proposed EREF project, and the environmental impacts of the construction and
operation of this line will be addressed in the EREF EIS.

The new transmission line and associated structures would be located entirely on private property within
Bonneville County. Rocky Mountain Power (RMP), a division of PacifiCorp, will be the builder, owner, and
operator. The line would originate from the existing RMP Bonneville Substation and extend in a general
westward direction to the new point of service, the Twin Buttes Substation on the proposed EREF site.
Beginning at the Bonneville Substation, the proposed transmission line route is west along the county road
(West 65 North Street) to the existing RMP Kettle Substation, a distance of approximately 14.5 kilometers (9
miles), continuing west to the eastern portion of the EREF site, a distance of approximately 1.2 kilometer (0.75
mile), then north within the EREF site to its northern end, then west and south to the new RMP Twin Buttes
Substation, for a distance of approximately 6.4 kilometers (4 miles). The area being affected by the
transmission line is approximately 84 hectares (208 acres).

Request for Additional Information

In accordance with our letter dated June 22, 2009, NRC requests additional information from IDFG for the
EREF site, on the items listed below, beyond that provided with your August 4, 2009 letter. In addition, NRC
requests information on the items listed below within the action area of the proposed transmission line and
associated structures as well.

e Endangered or threatened species, or other species of concern to the State of Idaho, that are known to
be or likely to be present, and nearest known locations based on the element occurrence database.
Habitat in these areas consists of sagebrush steppe, post-fire plantings (crested wheatgrass and other
grasses), and irrigated crops.

* Nearest known lek sites (based on the element occurrence database), nesting habitat, brood-rearing
habitat, and winter habitat for greater sage grouse, migratory status of the local population, the number
of leks near the site, and trends.

e Information on sensitive or rare habitats in the project vicinity.

¢ Information on mule deer, pronghorn, and elk herds, including seasonal habitat (such as crucial winter
habitat areas), and local migration routes.

e |mportant migration routes for birds.
e Maps or GIS shapefiles regarding species or habitats.
* Concerns of IDFG regarding potential impacts of the proposed project.

Please contact me if you have any questions or need additional information. My contact information is
provided below. The NRC appreciates your assistance and cooperation in this matter.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
Steve Lemont
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Steptien Lemont, Pk.D.

Senior Environmental Project Manager

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Office of Federal and State Materials and
Environmental Management Programs

Mail Stop: T-8F5

Washington, DC 20555-0001

Telephone: 301-415-5163

Fax: 301-415-5369

Email: Stephen.Lemont@nrc.gov
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Lemont, Stephen

From: Hebdon,Lance [lance.hebdon@idfg.idaho.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, April 14, 2010 3:07 PM

To: Lemont, Stephen; Kiefer,Sharon

Cc: Vecellio,Gary; Kemner,Don; Biwer, Bruce

Subject: RE: Sage-grouse Work by Wildlife Conservation Society
Steve-

During the conference call reference was made to some sage-grouse work being conducted by the Wildlife Conservation
Society (WCS) in the vicinity of the project. We made a commitment to follow-up with and determine if the information
being collected would be useful for inclusion in our comments on the AREVA project. The information being collected by
the WCS is still preliminary and did not add information that would change our comments. Therefore you will not see
any reference to their data. If you have questions feel free to contact me.

Lance

Lance Hebdon

Inter-Governmental Policy Coordinator
Director's Office

Idaho Department of Fish and Game
208-287-2711

lance.hebdon@idfg.idaho.gov

From: Lemont, Stephen [mailto:Stephen.Lemont@nrc.gov]

Sent: Monday, March 15, 2010 2:41 PM

To: Kiefer,Sharon

Cc: Hebdon,Lance; Vecellio,Gary; Kemner,Don; Hemker, Tom; Biwer, Bruce

Subject: RE: Teleconference to Discuss Greater Sage-grouse Issues Related to the AREVA Eagle Rock Uranium
Enrichment Facility Project, Bonneville County, Idaho

How about 9:00 am Mountain Time? I will provide the bridge line after you confirm. How many lines will you need?

From: Kiefer,Sharon [sharon.kiefer@idfg.idaho.gov]

Sent: Monday, March 15, 2010 11:42 AM

To: Lemont, Stephen

Cc: Hebdon,Lance; Vecellio,Gary; Kemner,Don; Hemker, Tom

Subject: RE: Teleconference to Discuss Greater Sage-grouse Issues Related to the AREVA Eagle Rock Uranium
Enrichment Facility Project, Bonneville County, Idaho

Mr. Lamont — would Wednesday morning, (3/17) preferably before 10 am work? If you will provide me the bridge line, |
will make sure that our headquarters and Upper Snake regional staff have the number to call in.

From: Lemont, Stephen [mailto:Stephen.Lemont@nrc.gov]

Sent: Friday, March 12, 2010 10:42 AM

To: Kiefer,Sharon

Cc: Hebdon,Lance; Biwer, Bruce M.; Van Lonkhuyzen, Robert A.

Subject: Teleconference to Discuss Greater Sage-grouse Issues Related to the AREVA Eagle Rock Uranium Enrichment
Facility Project, Bonneville County, Idaho

Dear Ms. Kiefer:
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The purpose of this email is to request a teleconference with your agency to discuss questions the U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) and its contractor, Argonne National Laboratory (Argonne), have
regarding the recent U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Greater Sage-grouse decision as it relates to the proposed
AREVA Eagle Rock uranium enrichment facility project and associated proposed electrical transmission line in
Bonneville County. My last contact with you was in an email dated February 10, 2010, regarding NRC's
continuing coordination with the Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG) on ecological issues for the
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that the NRC is preparing in support of its licensing action for the
AREVA Eagle Rock project. We understand that Mr. Lance Hebdon of IDFG is working on responding to the
information requests in that email, and we very much appreciate that effort. With regard to the sage grouse,
this includes information such as the local population in the vicinity of the proposed AREVA facility and
transmission line and what areas that population uses for seasonal habitat.

Regarding the teleconference, we would like to ask about IDFG's thoughts and concerns for Eastern Idaho
regarding the recent sage grouse decision, and about any suggestions, requirements and/or management
guidelines you may have regarding the impacts, if any, of the proposed AREVA Eagle Rock project and
transmission line on the sage grouse.

Please let me know your availability (dates and times) for a conference call next week to discuss the above
matters. | will provide a bridge line for the call. In addition to myself, call participants on my end will be Bruce
Biwer, the Argonne Project Manager for the Eagle Rock EIS, and Bob Van Lonkhuyzen, Argonne's ecological
lead.

| look forward to hearing back from you soon.

Thanks,
Steve Lemont

Steplien Lemoat, Ph.D.

Senior Environmental Project Manager

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Office of Federal and State Materials and
Environmental Management Programs

Mail Stop: T-8F5

Washington, DC 20555-0001

Telephone: 301-415-5163

Fax: 301-415-5369

Email: Stephen.Lemont@nrc.gov
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Lemont, Stephen

From:

Sent:

To:

Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Kiefer,Sharon [sharon.kiefer@idfg.idaho.gov]

Wednesday, April 14, 2010 6:38 PM

Lemont, Stephen; bmbiwer@anl.gov

Hebdon,Lance; Vecellio,Gary

IDFG Response to NRC AREVA Supplemental Request

E-mail from NRC to Sharon Kiefer regarding additional AREVA project information
2-10-2010.txt; Response to NRC AREVA transmission supplemental request Mar 2010.docx

Steve, | apologize for a bit of delay in our information response to your request. Please contact Gary, Lance or | if there
are any questions or clarifications needed. We appreciated the telephone discussion regarding sage-grouse and other

issues.

Sharon W. Kiefer

Idaho Department of Fish and Game

Assistant Director-Policy

sharon kiefer@idfg.idaho.gov

please note new email address!!

208.334.3771
P.O. Box 25
Boise, ID 83707
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The Idaho Department of Fish and Game (Department) is providing this information in response
to a February 10, 2010 request by Stephen Lamont of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(NRC) to Sharon Kiefer. These items are provided in supplement to the responses provided by
the Department on August 4, 2009. This response incorporates potential issues related to a
power line to service the infrastructure, which was not identified in 2009.

Sensitive and rare habitats or threatened species (power line only, site information previously

provided)

Department staff considers the areas both north and south of your proposed power line to be
important habitat for lek development, rearing, and migration of sage grouse. ltis likely that a
new above-ground transmission line will cause direct mortality of migrating sage grouse due to
grouse striking the lines during flight. The locations of sensitive species from the Idaho Natural
Heritage Database and occupied sage-grouse habitats in the vicinity of the proposed right-of-
way for the power line are depicted in Figure 1. Department staff is unaware of any federally-
listed species within the bounds of the project.

ageGrouse_Habitat_2006

| K: Key Sage Grouse Habitat a
| R1: Perennial Grasslands i
| R2: Annual Grasslands |
R3: Conifer Encroachment

RF: Recent Fire £
- i
B | UC: Unclassified
: AREVA_transmissionline

— L

Figure 1. Location of sensitive species records from the IDFG Natural Heritage database and
Sage-grouse habitat in proximity to the proposed AREVA transmission line.
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Important migration routes for birds (power line only)

The addition of a power line, or an array of suspended lines will likely cause direct mortality of
sage- and sharp-tailed grouse. As grouse fly across Highway 20 and over traffic during daily or
seasonal migrations, we anticipate direct mortality of these birds due to collisions with newly-
erected power lines. We request consideration of burying the new sections of line — this would
be the most direct and effective way to avoid potential adverse effects to sage-grouse (and
other flying and migrating wildlife). Power line burial has proven feasible to protect migrating
sage grouse in Clark County near Small, Idaho as negotiated and constructed in 2007. This
recommendation is consistent with the Idaho Sage-Grouse Conservation Plan which
recommends avoiding construction of new power lines in grouse habitat or burying the line
(Idaho Sage-Grouse Advisory Committee 2006) and is consistent with Department scoping
comments for the Mountain States Transmission Intertie Project (available on request). If NRC
and the applicant deem that it is not possible to bury the line, the Department requests that the
licensee submit a proposal to the Department and USFWS describing:

1) How the line will be marked with high-visibility deflectors to reduce collisions by birds
and bats,

2) How the licensee will survey the new line for the first 5 years to detect and record any
sage- and sharp-tailed grouse mortality, and

3) How the licensee will mitigate for the direct loss of birds due to power line construction.

Concerns of the Department regarding potential wildlife effects of the proposed project

The Department has considered both the uranium enrichment plant and the (single) proposed
power line identified in the latest version of the application. If constructed as proposed there will
be various negative effects to wildlife and their habitats, as well as potential losses of public
recreation benefits and use of some public lands. The Department offers the following as our
assessment of likely impacts due to the project, and we request in order of preference that NRC
require in the license that:

-The licensee to take measures to avoid and reduce wildlife and wildlife-related
recreation impacts and subsequently,

-The licensee be required to fully mitigate for unavoidable wildlife, habitat, and wildlife-
related recreational impacts due to project construction and operation.

We believe consultation with the Department and other natural resource managers would

ensure implementation of effective measures to avoid, reduce, and mitigate adverse wildlife
effects and ask the NRC to support such an approach.

Sage-grouse and sharp-tailed grouse

One of the documents provided was a sage-grouse survey report (MWH 2008). The stated goal
of the effort was to “determine if greater sage grouse leks were in the vicinity of the site.” The
survey was conducted during the week of May 5. The timing of this survey is so late that it is
unlikely to have detected any leks that may have been present on the property. Additionally no
efforts were made to identify other potential seasonal use (nesting or brood rearing) of the
property by sage-grouse. We recommend that the consultants confer with Department biologists
and adopt our techniques for lek searches and monitoring. To be useful, their grouse surveys
should be repeated using more effective methods.

2
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It is likely that the proposed project will directly impact year-round sage-grouse use through
fence collision mortality and habitat loss associated with power line infrastructure (previously
noted) and a fenced perimeter. Additionally, it is also likely that the proposed project will
indirectly affect the adjacent available sage grouse habitat due to increased road access and
human use, and increased noise disturbance.

Sharp-tailed grouse are known to exist in the area; therefore, it is likely the proposed project will
have impacts to sharp-tailed grouse and sharp-tailed grouse habitat similar to that of sage
grouse.

The proposed power line to the Bonneville substation will likely negatively impact sage and
sharp-tailed grouse populations in the area by providing additional raptor and corvid (e.g., crows
and ravens) perch sites.

Big game

The Department manages the following species classified as big game species, which may be
impacted negatively by the project: Mule Deer, Elk, Moose, and Pronghorn Antelope. All of
these species will be affected by losses of open (mainly private) range upon which to live and
forage and the forage gleaned by open range or agricultural products produced as a function of
the property’s original uses. Any high fence or security perimeter fence will presumably exclude
these species from access to native ranges or previously accessible agricultural habitats.
However, because the actual lay-out of any perimeter fence is withheld, we are uncertain of the
extent of wildlife/public exclusion through fencing or actual development. Increased noise and
human disturbance will cause these species to avoid the site of the enrichment plant to an
unknown degree or distance. We cannot determine at this time whether loss of this area for use
by big game will cause animals to just shift to new range or actually cause other change to the
herd (such as productivity, etc.).

Public Lands

The Department remains very concerned about the loss of public lands to wildlife and to wildlife-
related recreation access due to the project. The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) owns and
manages a parcel of land entirely within the project boundary. We are unclear about the ability
of wildlife or humans to access this public land during project operation. If public land resides
within a fenced area or an area of ‘high security’ and is inaccessible to big game or humans we
would urge NRC to consider this land as permanently removed from public/wildlife use. We
request that the licensee negotiate with BLM to replace similar acreage to be managed by BLM
for multiple uses including wildlife habitat and human recreation. We urge NRC to necessitate
this using an iterative process described below.

Similarly, the Department has concerns that human access to other surrounding BLM property
for recreational use will be curtailed due to high security needs at this facility. Perhaps large
wildlife will also have less access, or will be less willing to use public lands adjacent to the
project due to project security or human activity. If wildlife avoid public lands surrounding the
project due to noise, lights, roads, or human presence due to the facility, we urge NRC to
require that the licensee study and disclose these effects, and fully mitigate for lands lost to
wildlife due to project effects using the iterative process described below.

3
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Cumulative effects of the project.

The Department has concerns that activities and developments anticipated by AREVA for
operations at this site have not yet been identified. Original plans for this project were given to
the public, and public support sought, when the project was depicted at a smaller scale than is
currently requested. At a meeting on 18 June 2008 at IDFG offices in Idaho Falls, Department
staff were told by AREVA that (1) only 30 megawatts (MW) of power would be necessary to
operate this plant and (2) the water use would be equal to operation of 1 center pivot during
growing season. We now see that (1) 78MW of power are required as is (2) “a dual redundant
electrical supply utilizing separate feeders (not one but two lines) is required” (Eagle Rock
Enrichment Facility Appendix H Environmental Report, Paragraph 1). As such, we find that
AREVA continues to modify the project and to add project components that will cause impacts
to fish, wildlife, or habitats. We understand that currently, only one power line is requested for
permitting and licensing (from the Bonneville Substation to the Enrichment Plant), even though
the Environmental Report describes a need for two power lines for redundancy. The
Department remains concerned that post-licensing, a future action of AREVA will be to request
another power line. We remain concerned that the cumulative effects of all of these incremental
actions will combine to further negatively affect wildlife, habitats, and recreational human use to
a degree not evaluated by requests for individual actions alone in the pre-licensing phase. The
second powerline, if coming from the west, might have much higher impact to sage-grouse than
the line identified to date.

We advise NRC to require complete identification of all anticipated activities (all power lines,
new water rights, increased roads and traffic, lighting of the plant and surrounding desert, etc)
so that the Department may assess the cumulative impacts and so that NRC may necessitate
adequate protections and mitigations. We also recommend NRC include future actions be
covered in the “Mitigated Protections” and mitigations license language suggested below.

Negotiated protections and mitigations

We recommend and ask that NRC adopt an approach in crafting this license similar to the
iterative approach of Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) when licensing new
hydroelectric facilities to require the licensee to collaborate with natural resources agencies to
reach agreements to minimize and mitigate adverse effects to public trust resources as a
condition of the license.

To advance successful negotiations of a package of adequate natural resource protections and
commensurate mitigations, we ask NRC to devise a collaborative team to work with the licensee
to include the Department. We offer that the Idaho Office of Species Conservation, the
USFWS, and BLM would also be appropriate agency participants.

Citation
Idaho Sage-grouse Advisory Committee. 2006. Conservation Plan for the Greater Sage-grouse in
Idaho. http://fishandgame.idaho.gov/cms/hunt/grouse/conserve plan/
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Lemont, Stephen

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Sharon,

Lemont, Stephen

Tuesday, June 08, 2010 2:57 PM

'Kiefer,Sharon'

lance.hebdon@idfg.idaho.gov; 'gary.vecellio@idfg.idaho.gov'; Kemner,Don;
'tom.hemker@idfg.idaho.gov'; KAY Jim (AREVA NP INC); Biwer, Bruce; 'Van Lonkhuyzen,
Robert A

Additional Sage Grouse Information for AREVA Eagle Rock Project 060810

After | shared the Idaho Department of Fish and Game’s April 14, 2010, comments on the subject project with
AREVA, AREVA commissioned North Wind, Inc. to conduct a supplementary sage grouse survey for the Eagle
Rock site and transmission line right-of-way. You can access the report for that study, dated May 13, 2010, via
the following download link: https://webapps.anl.gov/filetransfer/downloader/940198422265150/. (NOTE:
This download link is good only for 30 days from yesterday.) Also included in the download link are the reports
of four other ecological surveys that are referenced in the North Wind report, some of which you may not have

seen previously.

Please contact me if you have any questions or need additional information.

Regards,
Steve

Steptien Lemont, Pk.D.

Senior Environmental Project Manager

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Office of Federal and State Materials and
Environmental Management Programs

Mail Stop: T-8F5

Washington, DC 20555-0001
Telephone: 301-415-5163

Fax: 301-415-5369

Email: Stephen.Lemont@nrc.gov
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From: Lemont, Stephen

To:

Cc: Kiefer, Sharon; Biwer, Bruce M.; Van Lonkhuyzen, Robert A.
Subject: RE: Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility

Date: Wednesday, September 08, 2010 10:04:31 AM
Attachments: jonal Sage e ati AREVA Fadle R

Hi, Lance. Environmental Report (ER), Rev. 2 (AES, 2010) is a voluminous document that
includes numerous appendices. In NRC’s electronic document filing system, known as the
Agencywide Documents Access and Management System (or ADAMS), this ER document
is broken down into numerous parts. Publicly available portions of ER Rev. 2 are
accessible electronically from NRC’s public website for the AREVA Eagle Rock project,
under License Application, at hitp://www.nrc gov/materials/fuel-cycle-fac/eagle-rock.hitml.
When you get to that web page, you will see a tabular listing of all the various parts of
Rev. 2 of the license application, beginning with the parts of the Safety Analysis Report,
Rev. 2. Scroll down to see the parts of Environmental Report, Rev.2; and web links to
these are provided (i.e., click on the ADAMS Accession # (ML#) for each)..

| would like to point out that ER Rev. 2 is merely the original ER into which AREVA
incorporated all the supplementary information it had provided to the NRC through
approximately March/April 2010. | believe we already provided you with, or otherwise
directed you to, all of the documentation relevant to ecology, but you are certainly free to
look through what we have in the website. The supplementary sage grouse survey report
that we directed you to in the attached email was provided by AREVA subsequent to, and
therefore is not included in, ER Rev.2.

If you need additional assistance, please let me know.

Thanks,
Steve

Steptien Lemout, Ph.D.

Senior Environmental Project Manager

U. 8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Office of Federal and State Materials and
Environmental Management Programs

Mail Stop: T-8F5

Washington, DC 20555-0001

Telephone: 301-415-35163

Fax: 301-415-5369

Email: Stephen.Lemont@nrc.gov

From: Hebdon,Lance [mailto:lance.hebdon@idfg.idaho.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2010 9:52 AM

To: Lemont, Stephen

Cc: Kiefer,Sharon

Subject: Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility

Stephen-
In reviewing the DEIS for the Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility | saw a reference to a
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document cited as (AES, 2010) AREVA Enrichment Services, LLC. “Eagle Rock
Enrichment Facility
4 Environmental Report, Rev. 2.” Bethesda, Maryland. April.

Would you be able to send me an electronic copy of the report or give me a link where |
can download it?

Thank you for your assistance,
Lance

Lance Hebdon

Inter-Governmental Policy Coordinator
Idaho Department of Fish and Game
208-287-2711
lance.hebdon@idfg.idaho.gov

The attachment referred to in this document is included in Section B. 1
of Appendix B, directly preceding this document.
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B.2 National Historic Preservation Act Consultation

June 17, 2009

Ms. Janet Gallimore, Executive Director
Idaho State Historical Society

2205 Old Penitentiary Road

Boise, Idaho 83712

SUBJECT: INITIATION OF THE NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT SECTION 106
PROCESS FOR AREVA EAGLE ROCK ENRICHMENT FACILITY

Dear Ms. Gallimore:

On December 30, 2008, AREVA Enrichment Services (AES) submitted an environmental report
(ER) to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). The ER is one part of an application
for a license to authorize construction, operation, and decommissioning of a proposed uranium
enrichment facility. The NRC is in the initial stages of developing an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the proposed facility to be located near Idaho Falls, Idaho in Bonneville
County. The facility, if licensed, would use a gas centrifuge enrichment technology to enrich the
isotope uranium-2335 in uranium hexafluoride up to 5 percent by weight. The EIS that NRC is
preparing will document the environmental impacts associated with the construction, operation,
and decommissioning of the proposed facility.

The proposed AES parcel is approximately 1,700 hectares (4,200 acres). In November 2008,
AES commissioned an archeological survey of the facility’s footprint which involves
approximately 381 hectares (941 acres) of the total parcel. The report is attached along with a
map showing the area of potential effect, as it appears inthe AES ER. As a result of the
surveys, AES recorded a number of isolated finds and concluded that one find (MVW004) was
potentially eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. AES proposes
minimizing any adverse impacts through a mitigation plan for this find.

Inthe ER, AES indicated their submission of the archeological surveys to your office. As
required by 36 CFR 800.4(a), the NRC is requesting the views of the State Historic Preservation
Officer on any further actions necessary to identify historic properties that may be affected by
the construction, operation, and decommissioning of the proposed facility, including whether find
MWO004 should be included in the National Register of Historic Places.
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J. Gallimore 2

\We intend to use the EIS process to comply with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966, as described in 36 CFR Part 800.8. After assessing information you
provide, we will determine any additional actions that are necessary to comply with the Section
106 consultation process. If you have any questions or comments, or need any additional
information, please contact Gloria Kulesa of my staff on 301-415-5308.

Sincerely,

IRA/

Andrea Kock, Chief

Environmental Review Branch
Environmental Protection

and Performance Assessment Directorate
Division of Waste Management

and Environmental Protection
Office of Federal and State Materials

and Environmental Management Programs

Docket No.: 70-7015

Enclosure: Volume Report

B-37



September 16, 2009

Ms. Susan Pengilly

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
Idaho State Historical Society

2205 Old Penitentiary Road

Boise, Idaho 83712

SUBJECT:  NOTIFICATION OF AN EXEMPTION REQUEST FROM U.S. NUCLEAR
REGULATORY COMMISSION’S (NRC) REGULATED ACTIONS SUBMITTED *
BY AREVA ENRICHMENT SERVICES (AES)

Dear Ms. Pengilly:

On June 11, 2009, my staff sent a letter to the office of Idaho State Historical Society requesting
input on identifying any cultural or historic properties that may be affected by the construction,
operation and decommissioning of the proposed facility. We look forward to receiving your
written feedback soon and will incorporate the details of your response within our environmental
impact statement (EIS).

In addition, we want to communicate pertinent and new information to your office. On June 17,
2009, AREVA Enrichment Services (AES) requested an exemption that would allow them to
commence certain activities prior to NRC's completion of its environmental review under

Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 51 (10 CFR 51) and the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission’s issuance of a Materials License for the Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility

under 10 CFR 70.

NRC’s approval of the exemption would permit AES to undertake the following list of actions.
These actions do not affect radiological health and safety or common defense and security. As
such, NRC has determined that these activities do not require a license.

Clearing, Grading and Erosion Control

Excavation, Including Rock Blasting and Removal

Construction of Storm Water Detention Pond, Highway Access and Site Roads
Installation of Utilities, Storage Tanks and Fences

Installation of Parking Areas, Construction Buildings, Offices, Warehouses and
Guardhouses.

If approved, the exemption would allow AREVA to commence the above pre-construction
activities before NRC completes its licensing determination. AREVA plans on performing this
pre-construction work in September 2010. The approval to perform pre-construction does not
equate to approval of a license to construct, operate and decommission a facility. AREVA
assumes the risk of completing these activities and then not receiving a license to construct and
operate the facility.
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S. Pengilly 2

The pre-construction activities of both the environmental impacts above and construction of the
facility will be considered in NRC’s environmental impact statement which will be issued after
pre-construction activities begin. We will continue to communicate with you regarding important
issues for NRC to consider on assessing the environmental impacts of these pre-construction
and construction activities.

NRC anticipates completing its review of the exemption request by mid December 2009. If
approved, AES will supplement its Environmental Report to distinguish between the
environmental impacts of the construction activities covered by the exemption and construction
activities which will not be undertaken until after issuance of a license by the NRC. This
supplement will allow NRC staff to consider the impacts of pre-construction in its cumulative
impact analysis within the EIS.

Please respond by October 15, 2009 with any comments or concerns that you may have on this
subject. If you have any questions or comments with regard to this request from AES, or need
any additional information, please contact Mathews George of my staff on 301-413-7065.

Sincerely,

IRA/

Andrea Kock, Chief
Environmental Review Branch
Environmental Protection

and Performance Assessment Directorate
Division of Waste Management

and Environmental Protection
Office of Federal and State Materials

and Environmental Management Programs

Docket No.: 70-7015

B-39



February 17, 2010

Janet Gallimore

Executive Director and State Historic
Preservation Officer

Idaho State Historical Society

2205 Old Penitentiary Road

Boise, Idaho 83712

SUBJECT: CONTINUING CONSULTATION UNDER THE NATIONAL HISTORIC
PRESERVATION ACT SECTION 106 PROCESS FOR THE PROPOSED
AREVA EAGLE ROCK ENRICHMENT FACILITY

Dear Ms. Gallimore:

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) previously contacted your office by letter
dated June 17, 2009, informing you of the submittal by AREVA Enrichment Services LLC (AES)
of an application to the NRC for a license to construct, operate and decommission a gas
centrifuge uranium enrichment facility in Bonneville County, Idaho. The proposed facility, the
Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility (EREF), would be located approximately 20 miles west of Idaho
Falls. As discussed in our June 17, 2009 letter, NRC is developing an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the proposed EREF. The purposes of the present letter are to inform you:
(1) that the project scope has been modified to include the construction and operation of a
161-kilovolt (KV) electrical transmission line needed to power the proposed EREF; and (2) of a
change to the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for the EREF site.

Transmission Line

On January 29, 2010, AES submitted supplemental information to NRC for the construction and
operation of a proposed transmission line, an electrical substation, and substation upgrades.
The submittal updates and supersedes AES’ previous transmission line addendum dated
December 4, 2009, (Supplemental Information, EREF Environmental Report, Appendix H,
EREF 161-KV Transmission Line Project). A Cultural Resource Inventory report was included
with the December 4, 2009, supplement. NRC understands that AES sent copies of both the
December 4, 2009 and January 29, 2010, submittals to your office. The locations of the
transmission line and substations are shown in AES’ January 29, 2010, submittal. NRC’s EIS
for the proposed EREF will now include a discussion of the impacts associated with the
construction and operation of the transmission line and associated substations. Likewise, our
Section 106 consultation for the EREF project will expand to include the proposed transmission
line right-of-way and other lands needed for this line and associated structures.

The new transmission line and associated structures would be located entirely on private land
within Bonneville County. Rocky Mountain Power (RMP), a division of PacifiCorp, will be the
builder, owner, and operator. The transmission line would originate from the existing RMP
Bonneville Substation and extend in a general westward direction to the new point of service,
the Twin Buttes Substation on the proposed EREF site. In AES’ updated proposal, there will be
no use of Bureau of Land Management and U.S. Department of Energy (Idaho National
Laboratory) lands, as there was in AES’ December 4, 2009, proposal.

B-40



J. Gallimore 2

Beginning at the Bonneville Substation, the proposed transmission line route is west along the
county road (West 65 North Street) to the existing RMP Kettle Substation, a distance of
approximately 14.5 kilometers (2 miles), continuing west to the eastern portion of the EREF site,
a distance of approximately 1.2 kilometer (0.75 mile), then north within the EREF site to its
northern end, then west and south to the new RMP Twin Buttes Substation, for a distance of
approximately 6.4 kilometers (4 miles). The area being affected by the transmission line is
approximately 84 hectares (208 acres).

As discussed above, as part of its December 4, 2009, supplement, AES commissioned an
archeological survey of the APE associated with the transmission line and associated structures
(see Cultural Resource Inventory). This survey, which identified nine sites that are
recommended potentially eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places,
encompassed a large area that included much of the area of the presently proposed
transmission line shown in AES’ January 29, 2010, submittal. However, to NRC’s knowledge,
none of the nine historic properties identified are within the presently proposed transmission line
right-of-way. AES stated in its January 29, 2010, submittal that there are no cultural or historical
resources along the proposed transmission line corridor.

EREF Project Site APE

Additionally, AES has indicated that the APE for the EREF project site has been modified. The
original APE encompassed 240 hectares (597 acres). Based on an August 28, 2009,
submission by AES to NRC, an additional 26 hectares (64 acres) was added to the main project
APE, increasing the EREF project site APE to 265 hectares (656 acres). The additional
acreage was surveyed by AES’ archaeological contractor with no historic properties identified.
NRC understands that AES provided your office with a copy of the report on this survey
(Amendment to: A Class Il Cultural Resource Inventory of the Proposed Eagle Rock
Enrichment Facility, Bonneville County, Idaho, Western Cultural Resource Management, Inc.,
August 28, 2009).

If you have any questions regarding the project, or need additional information, please contact
Stephen Lemont of my staff at 301-415-5163 or Stephen.Lemont@nrc.gov.

Sincerely,

IRA/

Andrea Kock, Chief
Environmental Review Branch
Environmental Protection

and Performance Assessment Directorate
Division of Waste Management

and Environmental Protection
Office of Federal and State Materials

and Environmental Management Programs

Docket No: 70-7015

B-41



Bruce M. Biwer
Environmental Systems Engineer
Radiological Health Risk Section

Environmental Science Division
Argonne National Laboratory

9700 South Cass Avenue, Bidg.240
Ar On ne Argonne, IL 60439
g NATIONAL LABORATORY 1-630-252-5761 phone

1-630-252-4624 fax
bbiwer@anl.gov

April 16, 2010

Ms. Suzi Pengilly

Idaho State Historic Preservation Office
210 Main Street

Boise, ID 83702

Dear Ms. Pengilly,

Enclosed are copies of the additional documents that you indicated were needed by your office to conduct
a review of the proposed AREVA Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility (EREF) in Bonneville County. The
documents included are:

D

2)

3)

details of the proposed 161-kV transmission line required to power the EREF as provided in the
February 18, 2010 submittal from AREVA Enrichment Services LLC (AES) to the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC), also included are a set of higher resolution figures of the
proposed transmission line corridor that were provided by AES under separate cover,

the MW004 treatment plan and the analysis of obsidian artifacts in the February 19, 2010
submittal from AES to the NRC (Enclosures 2 and 3, respectively, in that document), and

the report “AMMENDMENT TO: A CLASS III CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY OF
THE PROPOSED EAGLE ROCK ENRICHMENT FACILITY BONNEVILLE COUNTY,
IDAHO? that details the survey of the additional 64 acres on the EREF property.

Please contact Steve Lemont at the NRC (301-415-5163 or stephen.lemont@nrc.gov) if you have any

further questions.
Sincerely,
Bruce M. Biwer, Ph.D.
Environmental Science Division
cc: S. Lemont, NRC

D. O’Rourke, ANL
R. Van Lonkhuyzen, ANL
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IDAHO STATE

Elssg&%,l&“:‘ Stephen Lemont o
Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Environmental Review Branch

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington D.C., 20555-0001

Preserving the past, Enriching the future

May 3, 2010

Our mission: to preserve and RE: AREVA Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility, Bonneville County, Idaho

promote Idaho’s cultural heritage.

Dear Mr. Lemont:

www.idahohistory.net

C.L. “Butch” Otter
Governor of Idaho

Janet L. Gallimore
Executive Director

Administration

2205 Old Penitentiary Road
Boise, Idaho 83712-8250
Office: (208) 334-2682
Fax: (208) 334-2774

Membership and Fund Development
2205 Old Penitentiary Road

Boise, Idaho 83712-8250

Office: (208) 514-2310

Fax: (208) 334-2774

Archaeological Survey of Idaho
210 Main Street

Boise, Idaho 83702-7264

Office: (208) 334-3847

Fax: (208) 334-2775

Historical Museum and
Education Programs

610 North Julia Davis Drive
Boise, Idaho 83702-7695
Office: (208) 334-2120
Fax: (208) 334-4059

Historic Preservation Office
210 Main Street

Boise, Idaho 83702-7264
Office: (208) 334-3861

Fax: (208) 334-2775

Old Penitentiary and Historic Sites
2445 OId Penitentiary Road
Boise, Idaho 83712-8254
Office: (208) 334-2844
Fax: (208) 334-3225
Statewide Sites

- Franklin Historic Site

- Pierce Courthouse

- Rock Creek Station &

Stricker Homesite

Public Archives and
Research Library
2205 Old Penitentiary Road
Boise, Idaho 83712-8250
Office: (208) 334-3356
Fax: (208) 334-3198

- Public Archives

- Research Library

- Oral History

North Idaho Office

112 W. Fourth Street, Suite 7
Moscow, ID 83843

Office: (208) 882-1540
Fax: (208) 882-1763

Our office has received information on the expanded footprint,

proposed 161 kV transmission line, and archaeological treatment plan for
AREVA'’s proposed Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility in Bonneville
County, Idaho. Our comments on each project component and associated
document(s) are outlined below. We have also provided guidance on the
next steps in the Section 106 review process.

Expanded Footprint: AREVA wishes to expand the originally
proposed footprint for the enrichment facility by 64 acres. The
expansion was surveyed by Western Cultural Resource
Management and documented in a report dated August 28, 2009.
Two sites and seven isolates were identified within the expansion
area. We agree that sites AR-2 and AR-3 are not eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places for the reasons stated in the
report. Although not addressed in the report, we also recommend
that the isolates (IF-19 through IF-25) are not eligible.

Before we can accept this report, however, we will need the
following: 1) two copies of the report and site forms; and 2) maps
showing the site locations attached to each site form. These
requirements apply to this submission and any future
archaeological reports and forms submitted to the Idaho SHPO.
For backup and local reference, we send the second copy of the
report and forms to the regional repository. In this case, we will
send the second copy to the Museum of Natural History in
Pocatello.

Transmission Line: We received a report and site forms
completed by North Wind documenting archaeological survey of
two proposed alternate routes for a transmission line to the planned
Eagle Rock facility.

The Idaho State Historical Society is an Equal Opportunity Employer.
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Stephen Lemont
Page 2
May 3, 2010

We found this report and the project proposal difficult to follow. To remedy this, we first
recommend that the report by reformatted to discuss each alternate route separately with
archaeological findings and potential effects described by route. The alternatives should
be clearly marked on maps in the report.

As the preferred alternative is now known, it too can be shown on a map, and its specific
findings and effects discussed in the report. It should be clearly pointed out that no
federal land is involved in the preferred alternative, if that is still the case.

The environmental document presents good maps that should be included in the revised
archaeological report. Also, the aerials recently sent showing the final surveyed areas
(Figure 1, Sheet 1; Figure 1, Sheet 2, etc.) should be included in the revised report.

We will need to receive two copies of the revised report and two copies of each site form.
A map should be attached to each site form. It appears that we do not have maps for
isolate R1 and for archaeological sites R3 and R7. Archaeological site forms are filed
separately from the IHSI forms, so we need a map attached to each.

What is NNR1? It appears on figure 13, but we cannot find any other reference to it.

. Treatment of Site MWO004 and Analysis of Obsidian Artifacts:

We support the proposed treatment of sitt MW004. We should receive two copies of the
report that documents the investigations along with two copies of photographs and other
appendices or attachments.

We appreciate receiving the letter report on the XRF analysis.

Next steps: When the project design is finalized and all of the archaeological survey and
site evaluations have been completed, the NRC should draft a Memorandum of
Agreement (MOA) that outlines mitigation measures. The agreed upon Treatment Plan
should be referenced as planned mitigation, and the XRF can be listed as completed
mitigation. If monitoring is required, that too should be described in the MOA.

We will be happy to review a draft of the MOA. NRC also needs to notify the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation of the adverse effect and determine the Council’s
participation. If the Council chooses to not participate, NRC and our office will conclude
the agreement with Argonne (and/or AREV A) as concurring parties. Mitigation
documentation will then be sent to our office for review and acceptance.

B-44



Stephen Lemont
Page 3
May 3, 2010

We appreciate your cooperation. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate

to call me at 208-334-3847, ext. 107.
Sincerelz:/p

Susan Pengilly
Deputy SHPO and
Compliance Coordinator

cc: Bruce M. Biwer, Ph.D., Environmental Science Division, Argonne National Laboratory
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From: Suzi Pengilly

To: Lemont, Stephen

Subject: RE: NRC Letter to ACHP re: Adverse Effect to Historic Property and MOA for AREVA Eagle Rock Enrichment
Facility, Bonneville County, Idaho

Date: Wednesday, September 01, 2010 10:11:59 AM

The letter looks very thorough and complete. IT should be all they need, and they likely won’t want
to be involved, but you never know.

Thanks,
Suzi.

From: Lemont, Stephen [mailto:Stephen.Lemont@nrc.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, September 01, 2010 9:09 AM

To: Suzi Pengilly

Cc: Biwer, Bruce M.; danorourke@anl.gov; VYan Lonkhuyzen, Robert A.

Subject: NRC Letter to ACHP re: Adverse Effect to Historic Property and MOA for AREVA Eagle Rock
Enrichment Facility, Bonneville County, Idaho

Hi, Suzi. Now that we’ve gotten past the completion of our Draft EIS and public meetings,
the NRC staff has been able to prepare and send the subject letter to ACHP. You will be
receiving a copy in the mail, but | have attached an advance copy for your reference. NRC
is now in the process of drafting the MOA discussed in the letter.

By the way, thank you for your comments on our Draft EIS.

Regards,
Steve

Stepten Lemout. Ph.D.

Senior Environmental Project Manager

U. 8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Office of Federal and State Materials and
Environmental Management Programs

Mail Stop: T-8F5

Washington, DC 20555-0001

Telephone: 301-415-5163

Fax: 301-415-5369

Email: Stephen.Lemont@nrc.gov

The attachment referred to in this document is provided later in Section B.2 of
Appendix B. Itisthe letter to Mr. Reid Nelson, Director, Federal Agency
Programs, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, dated August 31, 2010.
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Biwer, Bruce M.

From: Lement, Stephen [Stephen.Lemont@nrc.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, September 29, 2010 12:21 PM

To: Suzi Pengilly

Subject: RE: Update on Section 106 Issues for the Proposed AREVA Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility

Project in Bonneville County 092910

Suzi,
Do you still also need two copies of the expanded footprint report, including the site forms and maps?

Steve

Steplen Lemant, PAD.

Senior Environmental Project Manager

U. 8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Office of Federal and State Materials and
Environmental Management Programs

Mail Stop: T-8F5

Washington, DC 20555-0001

Telephone: 301-415-5163

Fax: 301-415-5369

Email: Stephen.Lemont@nrc.gov

From: Suzi Pengilly [ mailto:Suzi.Pengilly@ishs.idaho.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, September 29, 2010 12:21 PM

To: Lemont, Stephen

Subject: RE: Update on Section 106 Issues for the Proposed AREVA Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility Project in Bonneville
County

Stephen,
Thank you for the update. With regard to the transmission line report, the only version that we have is dated December
4, 2009. Therefore, we still need two copies of the revised version.

Thanks,
Suzi.

From: Lemont, Stephen [mailto:Stephen.Lemont@nrc.gov]

Sent: Monday, September 27, 2010 10:12 AM

To: Suzi Pengilly

Cc: 'Biwer, Bruce M."; O'Rourke, Daniel J.; Van Lonkhuyzen, Robert A.

Subject: Update on Section 106 Issues for the Proposed AREVA Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility Project in Bonneville
County

Suzi,

The purpose of this email is to follow up on your letter to me dated May 3, 2010 (see attached) and in so doing,
provide you with an update on Section 106 activities by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) for the
proposed AREVA Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility (EREF) project. Also, | want to thank you for your July 22,
2010 comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), which indicated your finding that the
Historic and Cultural Properties sections accurately reflect the identification efforts conducted to date under
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.
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The discussion below follows the order of topics addressed in your May 3, 2010 letter, and includes some
questions and issues to which | need your response:

1.

Expanded Footprint: You requested two (2) copies of the August 28, 2009 report by Western
Cultural Resource Management, including site forms and maps showing the site locations attached to
each site form. | believe you are referring to the report, “Amendment to: A Class Il Cultural Resource
Inventory of the Proposed Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility, Bonneville County, Idaho,” Prepared by
Western Cultural Resource Management, Inc., August 28, 2009. The NRC does not have the
requested maps so | plan to ask AREVA to send you the two copies of the report and site forms with
the maps included. However, before | do that, please let me know if you still need these items.

Transmission Line: You also requested two (2) copies of the report on the transmission line portion
of the project, including site forms, maps, and clarifications of various issues. The NRC does not have
some of the requested items so | plan to ask AREVA to send you the two copies of the report with the
additional items and any necessary clarifications included. However, before | do that, please note
and/or respond to the following:

a. First, | want to point out that it appears from statements in your letter that you were not
reviewing the most recent version of the cultural resource survey report for the proposed
transmission line route. In January 2010, AREVA decided to drop and no longer consider the
proposed transmission line coming from west of the proposed EREF site, which would have
been located partially on lands of the Bureau of Land Management and Idaho National
Laboratory. Thus, the proposed transmission line coming from the west is no longer part of the
proposed EREF project. Accordingly, it was not addressed in the NRC’s Draft EIS.

b. AREVA is currently proposing a single transmission line coming from the Bonneville Substation
that is located east of the proposed EREF site, and has selected a route for that line that
involves no Federal land. The archaeological and historical survey report on this single,
preferred route was prepared by North Wind, Inc., and is dated January 21, 2010
(“Archaeological and Historic Survey Report, Archaeological Survey of Idaho. In; Eagle Rock
Enrichment Facility Transmission Line,” NWI 10247.001, Prepared by North Wind, Inc.,
January 21, 2010.). | thought AREVA had sent a copy of that report to your office.

c. Please let me know if you still need the two copies of North Wind’s January 21, 2010
archaeological and historical survey report on the transmission line portion of the project,
including site forms, maps, and clarifications (as necessary) of various issues.

3. Treatment of Site MW004 and Analysis of Obsidian Artifacts: Thank you for your support and

acceptance of the proposed treatment of site MWO004 and of the letter report of the XRF analysis of
obsidian artifacts. The NRC has asked AREVA to provide your office with two copies of the requested
report that documents the investigations associated with the treatment of site MWO0O04, along with two
copies of photographs and other appendices or attachments.

Next steps: As you know, in a letter dated August 31, 2010, the NRC notified the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation (ACHP) of the adverse effect on site MW004 and invited ACP to participate in the
Section 106 consultation for the project. As | believe you also know, in a letter dated September 20,
2010, the ACHP responded that they do not believe that their participation in the consultation is
needed at this time.

Also, the NRC is in the process of preparing a draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for the project.
| believe | mentioned during our conference call on July 19, 2010, that our legal counsel had developed
a rough draft of the MOA. That rough draft is currently being revised by our legal counsel, after which it
will be reviewed by NRC management. We will then send the MOA to your office and to the other
parties for review. Please note that Argonne would not be a party to the MOA as they are serving only
as consultant to the NRC for preparation of the EIS.

2
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We also discussed during our July 19, 2010 conference call that The Shoshone-Bannock (S-B) Tribes
would not be a party to the MOA because they have shown little interest in the project. However,
based on a meeting that NRC staff had with the S-B Tribes on August 11, 2010 (the day before our
public meeting on the Draft EIS in Idaho Falls) and on comments received from the tribes on the Draft
EIS, the NRC is now considering inviting the S-B Tribes to be a concurring party on the MOA.

| look forward to receiving your responses to the questions and issues raised above. Please contact me if you
have any questions or need additional information.

Thanks,
Steve

Steplon Lemant, PhD,

Senior Environmental Project Manager

U. 8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Office of Federal and State Materials and
Environmental Management Programs

Mail Stop: T-8F5

Washington, DC 20555-0001

Telephone: 301-415-5163

Fax: 301-415-5369

Email: Stephen.Lemont@nrec.gov

The attachment referred to in this document is provided earlier in Section B.2 of
Appendix B. It is the letter to Stephen Lemont, Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
dated May 3, 2010.
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Biwer, Bruce M.

From: Suzi Pengilly [Suzi.Pengilly@ishs.idaho.gov]

Sent: Thursday, October 14, 2010 9:38 AM

To: Lement, Stephen

Cc: Biwer, Bruce M.; O'Rourke, Daniel J.; Van Lonkhuyzen, Robert A.

Subject: RE: Further Update on Section 106 Activities for the AREVA Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility

Project 101410

Thank you for the update--
suzi.

From: Lemont, Stephen [Stephen.Lemont@nrc.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, October 13, 2010 2:20 PM
To: Suzi Pengilly

Cc: Biwer, Bruce M.; O'Rourke, Daniel J.; Van Lonkhuyzen, Robert A.
Subject: Further Update on Section 106 Activities for the AREVA Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility Project

Hi, Suzi. This is to bring you up to date on the latest Section 106 activities for the subject project:

¢ As you may already know, AREVA’s consultant began work last week on the mitigation of site
MWOO0B. It is my understanding that they are coordinating with Ken Reid of your office regarding the
progress and interim findings of the mitigation work. | have asked AREVA to have their consultant
prepare and submit a report on the mitigation, in accordance with the request in your May 3, 2010
letter; and AREVA has indicated their intention to do so.

¢ On October 8, 2010, the NRC sent a letter to The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, inviting them to be a
concurring party on the MOA. A copy of that letter is attached, although you will also be receiving a
copy in the mail. On October 8, | gave Willie Preacher of the Tribes advance notice of this letter and

what it is about.

¢ The NRC's attorneys are continuing to work on the draft MOA for the project.

¢ On October 11, 2010, | was informed by AREVA that the “expanded footprint” and “transmission line”
reports and associated information requested in your May 3, 2010 letter were mailed out on that day. |
had requested that they send the reports directly to you, but please keep on the lookout for them just in
case they didn't. Please contact me if you don't receive the reports in the very near future. Also, if after
you receive the reports you find that you have any questions or need additional information, please let
me know. We look forward to receiving your comments on those reports.

Thanks,
Steve

Stephen Lemant, PAD.

Senior Environmental Project Manager

U. 8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Office of Federal and State Materials and
Environmental Management Programs

Mail Stop: T-8F5

Washington, DC 20555-0001

Telephone: 301-415-5163

Fax: 301-415-5369

Email: Stephen.Lemont@nrc.gov

The attachment referred to in this document is
provided later in Section B.2 of Appendix B.

It is the letter to Chairman Small, the Shoshone-
Bannock Tribes, dated October 8, 2010.
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Biwer, Bruce M.

From: Suzi Pengilly [Suzi.Pengilly@ishs.idaho.gov]

Sent: Monday, October 18, 2010 1:10 PM

To: Lement, Stephen

Cc: Biwer, Bruce M.; O'Rourke, Daniel J.; Van Lonkhuyzen, Robert A.

Subject: RE: Further Update on Section 106 Activities for the AREVA Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility

Project 101810

| recei ved the reports today, but have not looked at them. | will let you know if anything is missing.

From: Lemont, Stephen [mailto:Stephen.Lemont@nrc.qov]

Sent: Wednesday, October 13, 2010 2:20 PM

To: Suzi Pengilly

Cc: Biwer, Bruce M.; O'Rourke, Daniel J.; Van Lonkhuyzen, Robert A.

Subject: Further Update on Section 106 Activities for the AREVA Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility Project

Hi, Suzi. This is to bring you up to date on the latest Section 106 activities for the subject project:

e As you may already know, AREVA’s consultant began work last week on the mitigation of site M\WO006.
It is my understanding that they are coordinating with Ken Reid of your office regarding the progress
and interim findings of the mitigation work. | have asked AREVA to have their consultant prepare and
submit a report on the mitigation, in accordance with the request in your May 3, 2010 letter; and
AREVA has indicated their intention to do so.

e On October 8, 2010, the NRC sent a letter to The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, inviting them to be a
concurring party on the MOA. A copy of that letter is attached, although you will also be receiving a
copy in the mail. On October 8, | gave Willie Preacher of the Tribes advance notice of this letter and
what it is about.

¢ The NRC’s attorneys are continuing to work on the draft MOA for the project.

e On October 11, 2010, | was informed by AREVA that the “expanded footprint” and “transmission line”
reports and associated information requested in your May 3, 2010 letter were mailed out on that day. |
had requested that they send the reports directly to you, but please keep on the lookout for them just in
case they didn’t. Please contact me if you don’t receive the reports in the very near future. Also, if after
you receive the reports you find that you have any questions or need additional information, please let
me know. We look forward to receiving your comments on those reports.

Thanks,

Steve

Steptien Lemont, Ph.D.

Senior Environmental Project Manager The attachment referred to in this document is

U. 8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission provided later in Section B.2 of Appendix B.

Office of Federal and State Materials and It is the letter to Chai 8 Il the Shosh
Environmental Management Programs IS e 1€ e_r 0 airman omall, the oshone-

Mail Stop: T-8F5 Bannock Tribes, dated October 8, 2010.

Washington, DC 20555-0001
Telephone: 301-415-5163

Fax: 301-415-5369

Email: Stephen.Lemont@nrc.gov
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From: Lemont, Stephen [mailto:Stephen.Lemont@nrc.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, January 26, 2011 10:01 AM

To: Suzi Pengilly

Cc: Biwer, Bruce M.; O'Rourke, Daniel J.; Van Lonkhuyzen, Robert A.

Subject: Section 106 Consultation Update and Questions - AREVA Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility

Suzi,

This is to provide you with an update on the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s (NRC’s)
Section 106 consultation efforts and activities related to the proposed AREVA Eagle Rock
Enrichment Facility (EREF) project in Bonneville County, and to ask you some questions
regarding the process.

UPDATE
Following is an update on recent Section 106 efforts and activities for the subject project:

e On December 22, 2010, the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes accepted the NRC’s invitation to
be a concurring party on the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for the proposed EREF
project.

e The NRC has developed a draft MOA that is currently undergoing internal review by our
management and legal counsel. When that review is complete, which will be in the near
term, it will be distributed by the NRC for review and comment, to the Idaho State
Historic Preservation Office, AREVA, and the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes.

e The NRC is currently working on completing the Final Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) for the project, and will provide you with copies when it is completed. The Final
EIS will provide updated information on impacts to historic and cultural resources and on
associated mitigation, and will discuss that an MOA is being developed.

QUESTIONS
Please respond to the following questions related to the Section 106 process for the proposed
EREF project:

1. Regarding the two hard copies of the “expanded footprint” and “transmission line”
reports that AREVA sent to you in October 2010, you had indicated in earlier
correspondence that you received those reports. Does your office have any comments
on those reports, or are they acceptable as is?

2. AES provided other cultural resources survey reports and related documents, these are
listed in Attachment A to this email (items 2 and 3 in the attachment are the “expanded
footprint” and “transmission line” reports, respectively.) | believe that you are aware of,
and have reviewed and accepted, all of the documents listed in Attachment A. However,
do you still need two hard copies of, and/or do you have any concerns with, any of these
reports.

3. | understand from AREVA that their archaeological consultant, Western Cultural
Resource Management, Inc. \WCRM) was in contact with Dr. Kenneth Reid of your
office throughout their professional excavation and data recovery activities at site
MWO004, and that WCRM sent Dr. Reid the attached letter report dated November 17,
2010 (Attachment B). In the first paragraph of your attached November 26, 2010 letter
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to AREVA (Attachment C), you referenced a “data recovery report” that Dr. Reid
reviewed and accepted for this project. With regard to that data recovery report:

a. Is that report the WWCRM letter report dated November 17, 2010 (i.e., Attachment
B)?

b. Did you receive from AREVA the two hard copies of that report that you
requested in your November 26, 2010 letter?

c. Does your statement in your November 26, 2010 letter regarding Dr. Reid’s
acceptance of the data recovery report constitute your office’s approval that the
site MWO004 mitigation has been completed to your office’s satisfaction?

d. If Dr. Reid does, in fact, consider the site MWW004 mitigation to be complete, can
you please send me a letter to that effect?

| look forward to hearing back from you on this update and on receiving your responses to my
questions. If you need additional information, please let me know.

Thanks,
Steve

Stephen Lemont, PhD,

Senior Environmental Project Manager

U. 8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Office of Federal and State Materials and
Environmental Management Programs

Mail Stop: T-8F5

Washington, DC 20555-0001

Telephone: 301-415-5163

Fax: 301-415-5369

Email: Stephen.Lemont@nrc.gov

B-53



Attachment A
Cultural Resource Reports and Documents Provided by AREVA
for the Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility Project

. A Class lll Cultural Resource Inventory of the Proposed Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility,
Bonneville County, Idaho (Volume I: Report and Volume II: Cultural Resource
Documentation). Prepared by Western Cultural Resource Management, Inc. November 21,
2008.

. Amendment to: A Class Il Cultural Resource Inventory of the Proposed Eagle Rock
Enrichment Facility, Bonneville County, Idaho. Prepared by Western Cultural Resource
Management, Inc. August 28, 2009. NOTE: This is the “expanded footprint” report.

. Archaeological and Historic Survey Report, Archaeological Survey of Idaho. In: Eagle Rock
Enrichment Facility Transmission Line. NWI 10247.001. Prepared by North Wind, Inc.
January 21, 2010. NOTE: This is the “transmission line” report.

Letter to U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission from Jim A. Kay, Licensing Manager, AREVA
Enrichment Services LLC. Subject: Response to Request for Additional Information -
AREVA Enrichment Services LLC Environmental Report for the Eagle Rock Enrichment
Facility - RAl 6.a. Unanticipated Discovery Plan. September 18, 2009

. A Treatment Plan for Historic Site MW0O04 in the Area of the Proposed Eagle Rock
Enrichment Facility, Bonneville County, Idaho. Prepared by Western Cultural Resource
Management, Inc. January 28, 2010. (This includes the obsidian artifacts report at the
end.)
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Attachment B

WCRM

WESTERN CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT, INC.

November 17, 2010

Kenneth Reid, Ph.D.

State Archacologist

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
Idaho State Historical Society

210 Main Street

Boise, ID 83702

Dear Dr. Reid,

This letter is to summarize Western Cultural Resource Management’s data recovery activities for
the Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility Project located in Bonneville County, Idaho (west of Idaho
Falls) and to request a notice-to-proceed for our client, AREV A Enrichment Services, LL.C
(AES). Data recovery was conducted by WCRM from October 5 to November 8, 2010, and is
now complete.

Project Background

AES is preparing an application to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) to construct,
operate, and decommission a gas centrifuge uranium enrichment plant called the Eagle Rock
Enrichment Facility in Bonneville County. WCRM conducted cultural resource inventories of
the proposed project area in 2008 and 2009, surveying a total of 1,005 acres and identifying and
recording 13 new archaeological sites and 235 isolated finds (Ringhoff et al. 2008; Estes and
Raley 2009). One of the sites, MWO04 (a historic homestead with a small prehistoric lithic
scatter), was determined eligible to the National Register of Historic Places by the NRC under 36
CFR part 60.4, Criteria A and D. The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) concurred with
this determination in a letter dated September 29, 2009.

WCRM prepared a data recovery plan detailing treatment recommendations to mitigate adverse
impacts of the proposed facility to the eligible archaeological site, MW 04 (Ringhoff and Stoner
2010). This plan also includes the collection of all known obsidian bifacial tools within the
project so that they can be chemically sourced through x-ray fluorescence analysis, per the
recommendation of the Idaho SHPO.

Summary of Recommended and Completed Treatment

Table 1 shows the recommended treatment described in the data recovery plan as well as what
activities took place during the data recovery effort. Recommended treatment for site MW04
included mapping the entire site with a total station transit, collecting a representative sample of
surface historic artifacts, excavating up to six 1 x 1 m units in Feature 1 (a dugout), doing a Class
IIT+ artifact inventory of Feature 8 (a historic refuse concentration) as well as excavating one 1 x

COLORADO 7765 DURHAM CIRCLE, P.O. BOX 2326, BOULDER, CO 80306 303 449-1151 FAX 303 530-7716
NEW MEXICO 2603 W. MAIN ST, SUITE B, FARMINGTON, NM 87401 505 326-7420 FAX 505324-1107
NEVADA 50 FREEPORT BLVD,, SUITE 15, SPARKS, NV 89431 775 358-9003 FAX 775 358-1387

1

B-55



1 m unit in that feature, and excavating one 1 x 1 m unit in Feature 7 (a possible privy).
Additionally, 11 obsidian bifacial tools from multiple sites and isolated finds in the project area
were to be collected.

All treatment proposed in the data recovery plan was completed or attempted. Not all the
obsidian tools could be relocated, but all other activities were completed at least to the extent
described in the treatment plan. Additionally, the treatment of Feature 1 required more work
than originally proposed due to the unexpected discovery of a wood floor. While only six
excavation units were initially recommended for that feature, 27 units were ultimately excavated
in order to expose the extent of the wood floor (see Figures 1-4).

Table 1. Recommended and Completed Treatment of Cultural
Resources for the Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility Project

Location

Recommended Treatment

Com pleted Treatment

MWO04 - General site

Detailed mapping of entire site using
total station transit.

Detailed mapping of entire site using
total station transit.

MWO04 - General site

Collection of a representative sample
of diagnostic historic artifacts.

Collection of a representative sample
of diagnostic historic artifacts.

MWO04 — Feature 1
(dugout)

Linear series of up to six 1 x 1 m units
to be excavated by hand, with at least
one placed outside the feature.

Grid of 27, 1 x 1 m units (including
one placed outside the feature)
excavated by hand. Initial 6 units
placed in a line along middle of
feature, with additional units added as
necessary to expose entire extent of
feature’s wood floor (an unexpected
discovery).

MWO04 — Feature 7
(possible privy)

One 1 x 1 m unit placed over feature
and excavated by hand to a sufficient
depth to determine if feature is
cultural.

One 1 x 1 m unit placed over feature
and excavated by hand in ten arbitrary
10 cm deep levels, with a 1.25 m deep
auger test placed at the bottom. No
cultural materials were revealed.

MWO04 — Feature 8
(historic refuse
concentration)

Set up a surface grid of 1 x 1 m units
to cover entire feature and do a Class
ITI+ artifact inventory for each unit.
Collect a representative surface sample
of the feature’s artifacts. Excavate by
hand one 1 x 1 m unit to determine
presence or absence of subsurface
materials.

Set up a surface grid of twelve 1 x 1 m
units to cover entire feature and did a
Class ITI+ artifact inventory for each
unit. Collected a representative surface
sample of the feature’s artifacts.
Excavated by hand one 1 X 1 m unit to
determine presence or absence of
subsurface materials; no subsurface
cultural materials were identified.

Multiple sites and IFs
throughout the area

Collect 11 obsidian bifacial tools.

Collected 4 of the 11 known obsidian
bifacial tools; 7 could not be relocated.

previously One previously unidentified tool was

inventoried by also found and collected, bringing the

WCRM total number of obsidian tools collected
up to 5.

COLORADO 7765 DURHAM CIRCLE, P.O. BOX 2326, BOULDER, CO 80306 303 449-1151 FAX 303 530-7716

NEWMEXICO 2603 W. MAIN ST, SUITE B, FARMINGTON, NM 87401 505 326-7420 FAX 505 324-1107

NEVADA 50 FREEPORT BLVD., SUITE 15, SPARKS, NV 89431 775 358-9003 FAX 775 358-1387
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At this time, field work related to the treatment of cultural resources related to this project is
complete. WCRM is preparing a detailed final report that will contain discussion and analysis of
the results of the data recovery. We respectfully request that a notice-to-proceed be granted to
the project proponent, AES.

If you have any questions or comments, feel free to call me (775-358-9003).

Sincerely,
Jennifer Sigler, M.A., RPA

Project Manager
WCRM, Inc.

Jim Kay (AES)
Stacy Thomson (Areva NP)
Tom Lennon (WCRM)

COLORADO 7765 DURHAM CIRCLE, P.O. BOX 2326, BOULDER, CO 80306 303 449-1151 FAX 303 530-7716
NEW MEXICO 2603 W. MAIN ST., SUITE B, FARMINGTON, NM 87401 505 326-7420 FAX 505 324-1107
NEVADA 50 FREEPORT BLVD,, SUITE 15, SPARKS, NV 89431 775 358-9003 FAX 775 358-1387
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Figure 2. Wood floor of dugout (Feature 1) exposed in its entirety. View facing south.
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Figure 3. Wood floor of dugout (Feature 1) exposed in its entirety. View facing west.
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Figure 4. Feature 1 with all excavation completed. View facing east.
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Attachment C

)
IDAHO STATE
HISTORICAL

<% SOCIETY »

“The History and Preservation People”

Our mission: to educate
through the identification,
preservation, and interpretation
of Idaho’s cultural heritage.

www.idahohistory.net

C.L. “Butch” Otter
Governor of Idaho

Janet L. Gallimore
Executive Director

Administration

2205 Old Penitentiary Road
Boise. Idaho 83712-8250
Office: (208) 334-2682

Fax: (208) 334-2774

Archacological Survey of Idaho
210 Main Street

Boise, Idaho 83702-7264

Office: (208) 334-3847

Fax: (208) 334-2775

Historical Museum and
Education Programs

610 North Julia Davis Drive
Boise, Idaho 83702-7695
Office: (208) 334-2120
Fax: (208) 334-4059

Historic Preservation Office
210 Main Street

Boise, Idaho 83702-7264
Office: (208) 334-3861

Fax: (208) 334-2775

Historic Sites Office

2445 Old Penitentiary Road
Boise, Idaho 83712-8254
Office: (208) 334-2844
Fax: (208) 334-3225

Public Archives and
Research Library

2205 Old Penitentiary Road
Boise, idaho 83712-8250

Public Archives
Office: (208) 334-2620
Fax: (208) 334-2626

Research Library
Office: (208) 334-3356
Fax: (208) 334-3198

Oral History
Office: (208) 334-3863
Fax: (208) 334-3198

November 26, 2010

James A. Kay

Licensing Manager

AREVA

Solomon Pond Park

400 Donald Lynch Boulevard
Marlborough MA 01752

RE: Geotechnical Borings at the Propose Twin Buttes Substation within Cultural
Resource Site 10BV246 (MW004), Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility, Bonneville
County, Idaho

Dear Mr. Kay:

Thank you for requesting our views on geotechnical drilling within the
boundaries of site 10BV246 (MW004) for the proposed Twin Buttes Substation.
While Dr. Reid did review and accept the data recovery report for this project, we
will need two hard copies of the report sent to us in the mail. We do not accept
reports via email.

With this said, we agree that you can proceed with the geotechnical
drilling at this location. As you know, however, we will need to have a fully
signed Memorandum of Agreement from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
before construction of the facility can begin.

We appreciate your cooperation. If you have any questions, please feel
free to contact me at 208-334-3847, ext. 107.

Sincerely,
Susan Pengilly

Deputy SHPO and
Compliance Coordinator

Cc: Stephen Lemont, NRC

The Idaho State Historical Society is an Equal Opportunity Employer.
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August 31, 2010

Mr. Reid Nelson

Director, Federal Agency Programs
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Old Post Office Building

1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, Suite 803
Washington, DC 20004

SUBJECT: NOTIFICATION OF ADVERSE EFFECT TO A HISTORIC PROPERTY AND
ASSOCIATED MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT FOR PROPOSED AREVA
ENRICHMENT SERVICES LLC EAGLE ROCK ENRICHMENT FACILITY
PROJECT IN BONNEVILLE COUNTY, IDAHO

Dear Mr. Nelson:

With this letter, in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6(a)(1), the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) is notifying the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) of an
adverse effect to site MWO004 (John Leopard Homestead), as a result of the proposed AREVA
Enrichment Services LLC (AES) Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility (EREF) project in Bonneville
County, ldaho. The John Leopard Homestead is a National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-
eligible site. The NRC is drafting a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) regarding the mitigation
of the adverse effect to the John Leopard Homestead.

For your reference, this letter includes background on the NRC’s activities pursuant to Section
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (NHPA) to date, as well as a
summary of the cultural resource information contained in the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) (NUREG-1945) for the proposed EREF. A copy of the EREF Draft EIS was
provided to you by the NRC with a letter dated July 14, 2010 (Enclosure 1). In addition, the
Draft EIS is available through the NRC's Agencywide Documents Access and Management
System (ADAMS), at http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/adams.html. From this website, enter the
Accession Number for the Draft EIS, ML101890384. The Draft EIS also may be accessed on
the internet at http:/webwork.nrc.gov:300/reading-rm/doc-collections/nuregs/staff/sr1945/.

Pursuant to 36 CFR 800.6(a)(1), the NRC staff invites the ACHP to participate in the NHPA
Section 106 consultation for this project and requests your response within 15 calendar days of
receipt of this letter and enclosures.

BACKGROUND

The NRC staff is reviewing an application submitted by AES for a license to construct, operate,
and decommission a uranium enrichment facility, the proposed EREF, near Idaho Falls in
Bonneville County, Idaho. AES submitted the original license application to the NRC on
December 30, 2008. AES proposes to locate the facility in Bonneville County, Idaho,
approximately 32 kilometers (20 miles) west of Idaho Falls. Revisions to the license application
were submitted on April 23, 2009 (Revision 1), and April 30, 2010 (Revision 2). The proposed
EREF, if licensed, would use a gas centrifuge process to enrich uranium-235 isotope found in
natural uranium to concentrations up to 5 percent by weight. The enriched uranium would be
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used to manufacture nuclear fuel for commercial nuclear power reactors. As part of the review
of the application, the NRC has conducted an environmental review and prepared a Draft EIS,
which includes an analysis of relevant environmental issues, including potential impacts on
historic and cultural resources, and documents the NRC staff’s preliminary determination
regarding the environmental impacts from the preconstruction (e.g., site preparation),
conhstruction, operation, and decommissioning of the proposed EREF. The NRC is the lead
Federal agency, in accordance with 36 CFR 800.1(a).

Note that many of the activities required to build a uranium enrichment facility (e.g., site clearing
and grading, excavation, erection of fences, erection of support buildings) do not fall within the
NRC'’s regulatory authority and, therefore, are not “construction” as defined by the NRC (see

10 CFR 51.4). Such activities are referred to as “preconstruction” activities in 10 CFR 51.45(c).

SECTION 106 CONSULTATION

By letter dated June 17, 2009 (Enclosure 2), the NRC staff initiated consultation under Section
106 of the NHPA with the Idaho State Historic Preservation Office (ID SHPO) concerning the
proposed EREF project. Also, by the letter dated June 17, 2009 (Enclosure 2), and a
supplemental letter dated February 17, 2010 (Enclosure 3), the NRC staff notified the ID SHPO
that it will comply with its obligations under Section 106 of the NHPA, using the process set forth
in 36 CFR 800.8(c). Pursuantto 36 CFR 800.8(c), the NRC staff is using the preparation of the
EIS required by the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (NEPA), to comply
with its obligations under Section 106 of the NHPA. The NRC staff is using 36 CFR 800.8(c) in
lieu of the procedures set forth in 36 CFR 800.3 through 36 CFR 800.6. As indicated below,
consultation with the ID SHPO is ongoing.

In letters dated July 29, 2009 (Enclosure 4), and February 19, 2010 (Enclosure 3), the NRC staff
also contacted the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, identified as having potential interest in the
proposed undertaking. To date, the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes have not responded to our
consultation letters.

DRAFT EIS PRELIMINARY FINDINGS

To evaluate the potential impacts to historic and cultural resources resulting from the proposed
EREF project, the NRC staff visited the proposed EREF site in June 2009, reviewed cultural
resources survey reports prepared by AES’s archaeological contractors, and conducted an
independent historic and cultural resources records review. Preliminary findings regarding
historical and cultural resources are summarized below and further discussed in the Draft EIS,
Sections 3.3, 4.2.2,4.2.16.2, and 4.3.2.

NOTE: Enclosures 6,7, 10 and 12 identified below contain sensitive information and are
withheld from public disclosure.

Proposed EREF Project Site

In the Draft EIS, the NRC staff presented its determination that the Area of Potential Effect
(APE) for the NHPA Section 106 review of the proposed EREF project site is the 240-hectare
(592-acre) portion of the proposed site that would be directly affected by preconstruction,
construction, and operations activities. Two archaeological surveys have been undertaken by
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an AES archaeological contractor for the proposed project site (Enclosures 6 and 7). The
contractor directly examined 407 hectares (1005 acres) of the proposed AES property, within
which the 240-hectare (592 acre) APE is included. The acreage surveyed included additional
areas for expansion outside the presently proposed preconstruction, construction, and
operations areas, which are no longer deemed necessary by AES for the proposed project.

Thirteen archaeological sites and 24 isolated finds were identified within the APE of the
proposed EREF project site. Isolated finds are isolated occurrences of cultural resource
material that are not associated with subsurface remains and are not considered archaeological
sites. Three of the archaeological sites were prehistoric in age, six were from the historic era,
and four contained evidence from both the historic and prehistoric periods. The prehistoric sites
consisted of stone tools or evidence of stone tool manufacture. The historic sites were primarily
historic trash scatters consisting of cans and glass. None of the isolated finds are considered
eligible for listing on the NRHP. On the basis of the survey results, nine of the sites were
recommended not eligible for listing on the NRHP. Site MWQ004, the John Leopard Homestead,
is recommended eligible for listing on the NRHP for its potential to provide information on the
practices of historic era farmers in the region. Several other sites of this type have been
previously identified on Idaho National Laboratory property north of the proposed EREF site
(see Enclosure 8), so removal of all sites of this type from the region is unlikely. Site MW004
consists of several structural remains including a cistern, privy and historic dugout house
foundation. AES’s archaeological contractor conducted additional research for the three other
sites found during the survey and found that these sites lacked sufficient information to be
considered significant (see Enclosure 6).

Site MWO004 would be directly impacted by preconstruction of the proposed EREF.
Preconstruction activities would destroy this site because it would be under the footprint of the
proposed facility’s security fence and an electrical substation for a transmission line that would
bring power to the proposed EREF (see below). In a letter dated September 29, 2010
(Enclosure 9), the ID SHPO concurred with the evaluations and recommendations in the two
AES survey reports, and agreed that site MWO0O04 is the only one of the 13 sites located in the
proposed EREF site eligible for listing on the NRHP, and recommended mitigation for the
impacts to site M\W004 to be included as stipulations in an MOA, discussed below.

Proposed 161-kilovolt (kV) Transmission Line Project

On January 19, 2010, AES informed the NRC of a license application change involving the
addition to the proposed project of an electrical transmission line to power the proposed EREF.
This new 161-kV transmission line would be run to the proposed EREF from Rocky Mountain
Power’s Bonneville Substation located to the east of the proposed EREF site, mostly along the
right-of-way (ROW) of an existing 89-kV transmission line.

In the Draft EIS, the NRC staff presented its determination that the APE for AES'’s proposed
161-kV transmission line project is 202.3 hectares (500 acres) for the line itself. This is derived
from the 22.12-kilometer (13.74-mile) proposed transmission line ROW length and 45.72 meters
(150 feet) on either side of the centerline (91.4-meter [300-foot] total width). In addition to that,
there is the fenced area at the proposed modified Bonneville Substation, which is 1.3 hectares
(3.1 acres), and the proposed new Twin Buttes Substation that will occupy a 2.1-hectare
(5.2-acre) fenced area on the proposed EREF site itself.
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Portions of the proposed Twin Buttes Substation and of the proposed transmission line adjacent
to the proposed EREF were surveyed previously as part of the survey for the main portion of the
proposed EREF site (Enclosure 6). The ROW for the proposed transmission line has also been
surveyed by an AES archaeological contractor for the presence of historical and cultural
resources (Enclosure 10). This survey examined the 202.3-hectare (500-acre) APE. No
historic and cultural resources were identified in these surveys. It is currently unclear whether
additional areas would be needed for some aspects of the transmission line construction

(e.g., pulling and tensioning sites). AES has provided an unanticipated discoveries and
monitoring plan (Enclosure 11) to the NRC and Idaho SHPO, which will be in place during
preconstruction and construction and which the NRC proposes to reference in the MOA.

MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT

As discussed above, during its environmental review and as documented in the Draft EIS, the
NRC staff identified an adverse effect to the NRHP-eligible John Leopard Homestead (site
MWOO04) located on the proposed EREF site. Preconstruction activities would destroy site
MWO04 because it would be under the footprint of the proposed EREF’s security fence and an
onsite electrical substation for the proposed 161-kV transmission line. In its letter dated
September 29, 2009 (Enclosure 9), the ID SHPO recommended mitigation of the adverse effect
through data recovery, historic research for the John Leopard Homestead site, and that all
obsidian bifacial tools within the EREF project area be chemically traced to their geologic
sources through x-ray fluorescence (XRF) analysis. Further, the ID SHPO stated that these
mitigation measures should be drafted as stipulations in an MOA.

AES subsequently provided a Treatment Plan for site MWO004 (Enclosure 12) that addresses the
procedures that will be employed to conduct mitigation measures recommended by the |ID
SHPO. At the end of this plan is a letter that reports on the completed geochemical XRF
analysis of obsidian artifacts collected at the ID SHPO’s request (Letter to Kenneth Reid, State
Archaeologist and Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer, Idaho State Historical Society,
from Edward J. Stoner, Western Cultural Resource Management, Inc. December 18, 2009.). In
a letter dated May 3, 2010 (Enclosure 13), the ID SHPO expressed its support for the proposed
treatment of site MWO0O04 and requested a report from AES that documents the investigations
conducted as part of the mitigation along with photographs and other appropriate appendices
and attachments.

The NRC is currently in the process of drafting an MOA as requested by the ID SHPO. As
recommended in the ID SHPO’s September 29, 2009, letter (Enclosure 9), AES’s Treatment
Plan (Enclosure 12) will be referenced with regard to the mitigation of site MW004; and as
additionally stated in the ID SHPO’s May 3, 2010, letter (Enclosure 13), the XRF analysis will be
listed as completed mitigation, and any required monitoring will be described. Also, because
AES has indicated that final design of the proposed EREF and associated 161-kV transmission
line project will not be completed until after the NRC license is issued, the draft MOA will also
address the survey by AES for historic cultural resources of any previously un-surveyed areas
that may be identified following final design (e.g., transmission line construction pulling and
tensioning sites). As such, AES’s unanticipated discoveries and monitoring plan mentioned
above (Enclosure 11) will be referenced in the draft MOA. The purpose of this planis to: (1)
monitor and protect existing and known archaeological sites and historic properties located
within the proposed EREF site; (2) set forth the process for dealing with discoveries of human
remains or previously unidentified archaeological sites that are discovered during activities that
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cause surface or subsurface disturbances and may result in an irreversible loss of the resource;
and (3) establish procedures for evaluation and treatment of unanticipated discoveries in
accordance with 36 CFR 800.13.

Proposed signatories to this MOA will be the NRC, the ID SHPO, AES, and the ACHP, if it so
chooses. Because the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes have not responded to our consultation
letters, they are not included as either a signatory or concurring party.

As mentioned in the introduction to this letter, the NRC staff invites the ACHP to participate in
the NHPA Section 106 consultation for this project pursuant to 36 CFR 800.6(a)(1) and requests
your response within 15 calendar days of receipt of this letter and enclosures. If you have any
questions or require additional information, please contact the Stephen Lemont, Senior Project
Manager, at (301) 415-5163, or by email at Stephen.Lemont@nrc.gov.

Sincerely,

IRA/

Diana Diaz-Toro, Chief
Environmental Review Branch A
Environmental Protection

and Performance Assessment Directorate
Division of Waste Management

and Environmental Protection
Office of Federal and State Materials

and Environmental Management Programs

Docket No.: 70-7015
Enclosures: See attached list

cc w/o enclosures: S. Pengilly, ID SHPO
J. Kay, AES
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LIST OF ENCLOSURES

Letter to Reid Nelson, Director, Office of Federal Agency Programs, Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation, from D. Diaz-Toro, Chief, Environmental Review Branch A,
Environmental Protection and Performance Assessment Directorate, Division of Waste
Management and Environmental Protection, Office of Federal and State Materials and
Environmental Management Programs, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. Subject:
Section 106 Consultation, Notification of the Issuance of, and Request for Comments on the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed AREVA Enrichment Services LLC
Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility in Bonneville County, Idaho. July 14, 2010. ADAMS
Accession No. ML101650142.

Letter to Janet Gallimore, Executive Director, Idaho State Historical Society, from Andrea
Kock, Chief, Environmental Review Branch, Environmental Protection and Performance
Assessment Directorate, Division of Waste Management and Environmental Protection,
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs, U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission. Subject: Initiation of the National Historic Preservation
Act Section 106 Process for AREVA Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility. June 17, 2009.
ADAMS Accession No. ML091660205.

Letter to Janet Gallimore, Executive Director and State Historic Preservation Officer, Idaho
State Historical Society, from Andrea Kock, Chief, Environmental Review Branch,
Environmental Protection and Performance Assessment Directorate, Division of Waste
Management and Environmental Protection, Office of Federal and State Materials and
Environmental Management Programs, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. Subject:
Continuing Consultation under the National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 Process
for the Proposed AREVA Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility. February 17, 2010. ADAMS
Accession No. ML100471023.

Letter to Chairman Alonzo A. Cohy, The Shoshone Bannock Tribes, from Andrea Kock,
Chief, Environmental Review Branch, Environmental Protection and Performance
Assessment Directorate, Division of Waste Management and Environmental Protection,
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs, U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission. Subject: Initiation of the National Historic Preservation
Act Section 106 Process for AREVA Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility. July 29, 2009.
ADAMS Accession No. ML092090444.

Letter to Chairman Alonzo A. Cohy, The Shoshone Bannock Tribes, from Andrea Kock,
Chief, Environmental Review Branch, Environmental Protection and Performance
Assessment Directorate, Division of Waste Management and Environmental Protection,
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs, U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission. Subject: Continuing Consultation under the National
Historic Preservation Act Section 106 Process for the Proposed AREVA Eagle Rock
Enrichment Facility. February 19, 2010. ADAMS Accession No. ML100480141.
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11.

12.

13.
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A Class lll Cultural Resource Inventory of the Proposed Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility,
Bonneville County, Idaho (Volume I: Report and Volume II: Cultural Resource
Documentation). Prepared by Western Cultural Resource Management, Inc. November 21,
2008. ADAMS Accession Nos. ML101330115, ML101330103, ML101330104,
ML101330106, ML101330107, ML101330108, ML101330109, ML101330110,
ML101330125, ML101330112, ML101330113, and ML101330114. NOTE: These
documents contain sensitive information and are withheld from public disclosure.

Amendment to: A Class Il Cultural Resource Inventory of the Proposed Eagle Rock
Enrichment Facility, Bonneville County, Idaho. Prepared by Western Cultural Resource
Management, Inc. August 28, 2009. ADAMS Accession No. ML101330102. NOTE: This
document contains sensitive information and is withheld from public disclosure.

Personal communication from Holly Gilbert, Idaho National Laboratory, to Daniel O’'Rourke,
Argonne National Laboratory. Subject: Uniqueness of Late 19" Century Homestead Sites
in the General Vicinity of the EREF Property. April 26, 2010. ADAMS Accession No.
ML101790310.

Letter to George A. Harper, Vice President, Engineering, Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility,
AREVA Enrichment Services LLC, from Kenneth C. Reid, State Archaeologist and Deputy
State Historic Preservation Officer, Idaho State Historical Society. Subject: Class Il
Cultural Resource Inventory of the Proposed Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility, Bonneville
County, and amendment. September 29, 2009. ADAMS Accession No. ML092810293.

Archaeological and Historic Survey Report, Archaeological Survey of Idaho. In: Eagle Rock
Enrichment Facility Transmission Line. NWI| 10247.001. Prepared by North Wind, Inc.
January 21, 2010. ADAMS Accession Nos. ML101330124 and ML101330101. NOTE:
These documents contain sensitive information and are withheld from public
disclosure.

Letter to U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission from Jim A. Kay, Licensing Manager, AREVA
Enrichment Services LLC. Subject: Response to Request for Additional Information -
AREVA Enrichment Services LLC Environmental Report for the Eagle Rock Enrichment
Facility - RAl 6.a. Unanticipated Discovery Plan. September 18, 2009. ADAMS Accession
No. ML092640684.

A Treatment Plan for Historic Site MW004 in the Area of the Proposed Eagle Rock
Enrichment Facility, Bonneville County, Idaho. Prepared by Western Cultural Resource
Management, Inc. January 28, 2010. ADAMS Accession No. ML100540693. NOTE: This
document contains sensitive information and is withheld from public disclosure.

Letter to Stephen Lemont, Environmental Review Branch, Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
from Susan Pengilly, Deputy SHPO and Compliance Officer, Idaho State Historical Society.
Subject: AREVA Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility, Bonneville County, Idaho. May 3, 2010.
ADAMS Accession No. ML101330126.
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Preserving America’s Heritage

September 20, 2010

Diana Diaz-Toro, Chief

Environmental Review Branch A

Environmental Protection and Performance Assessment Directorate

Division of Waste Management and Environmental Protection

Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, DC 20555-0001

Ref:  Proposed Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility Project
Bonneville County, Wyoming

Dear Ms. Diaz-Toro:

On September 1, 2010, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) received your notification
regarding the adverse effects of the referenced undertaking on the John Ieopard Homestead, which is
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. Based upon the information you provided,
we have concluded that Appendix A, Criferia for Council Involvement in Reviewing Individual Section
106 Cases, of our regulations, “Protection of Historic Properties” (36 CFR Part 800), does not apply to this
undertaking. Accordingly, we do not believe that our participation in the consultation to resolve adverse
effects is needed at this time. However, if we receive a request for participation from the State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO), Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, affected Indian tribe, consulting party,
or other party, we may reconsider this decision. Should circumstances change, and you determine that our
participation is needed, please notify us accordingly.

Pursuant to 36 CFR §800.6(b)(1)(iv), you will need to file the final Memorandum of Agreement (MOA),
developed in consultation with the Idaho SHPO and any other consulting parties, and related
documentation with the ACHP at the conclusion of the consultation process. The filing of the MOA and
supporting documentation with the ACHP is required in order to complete the requirements of Section 106
of the National Historic Preservation Act.

Thank you for providing us with the opportunity to review this undertaking. If you have any questions,
feel free to contact Tom McCulloch at 202-606-8554, or via email at tmcculloch@achp.gov.

Sincerely,

/zagﬂhvﬁ,VéﬂﬁiéZZcL
Raymond V. Wallace

Historic Preservation Technician
Office of Federal Agency Programs

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION
1100 Pennsylvania Avenue NW, Suite 803 71 Washington, DC 20004
Phone: 202-606-8503 0O Fax: 202-606-8647 0O achplachp.gov O www.achp.gov
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July 29, 2009

Chairman Alonzo A. Cohy

The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes
P.O. Box 306

Fort Hall, ID 83203

SUBJECT: INITIATION OF THE NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT SECTION 106
PROCESS FOR AREVA EAGLE ROCK ENRICHMENT FACILITY

Dear Chairman Cohy:

On December 30, 2008, AREVA Enrichment Services (AES) submitted an environmental report
(ER) to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). The ER is one part of an application
for a license to authorize construction, operation, and decommissioning of a proposed uranium
enrichment facility. The NRC is in the initial stages of developing an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the proposed facility to be located near Idaho Falls, Idaho in Bonneville
County. The facility, if licensed, would use a gas centrifuge enrichment technology to enrich the
isotope uranium-235 in uranium hexafluoride up to 5 percent by weight. The EIS that NRC is
preparing will document the environmental impacts associated with the construction, operation,
and decommissioning of the proposed facility.

The proposed AES parcel is approximately 1,700 hectares (4,200 acres). In November 2008,
AES commissioned an archeological survey of the facility’s footprint which involves
approximately 381 hectares (941 acres) of the total parcel. The report is attached along with a
map showing the area of potential effect, as it appears in the AES ER. As a result of the
surveys, AES recorded a number of isolated finds and concluded that one find (MWW004) was
potentially eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. AES proposes
minimizing any adverse impacts through a mitigation plan for this find.

Inthe ER, AES indicated their submission of the archeological surveys to your office. As
required by 36 CFR 800.4(a), the NRC is requesting the views of the tribe on any further actions
necessary to identify historic properties that may be affected by the construction, operation, and
decommissioning of the proposed facility, including whether find MW004 should be included in
the National Register of Historic Places.
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\We intend to use the EIS process to comply with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966, as described in 36 CFR Part 800.8. After assessing information you
provide, we will determine any additional actions that are necessary to comply with the Section
106 consultation process. If you have any questions or comments, or need any additional
information, please contact Mathews George of my staff on 301-415-7065.

Sincerely,

IRA/

Andrea Kock, Chief

Environmental Review Branch
Environmental Protection

and Performance Assessment Directorate
Division of Waste Management

and Environmental Protection
Office of Federal and State Materials

and Environmental Management Programs

Docket No.: 70-7015

Enclosure: Volume Report

cc: Willie Preacher
The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes

Stan Day
AES Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility

George A. Harper, P.E.
AES Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility
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September 16, 2009

Chairman Alonzo A. Cohy

The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes
P.O. Box 306

Fort Hall, ID 83203

SUBJECT: NOTIFICATION OF AN EXEMPTION REQUEST FROM U.S. NUCLEAR
REGULATORY COMMISSION’S (NRC) REGULATED ACTIONS SUBMITTED
BY AREVA ENRICHMENT SERVICES (AES)

Dear Chairman Cohy:

On July 29, 2009, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) staff sent a letter to the office of
The Shoshone-Bannock Tribe. My staff requested input from the tribe on identifying any cultural
or historic properties that may be affected by the construction, operation and decommissioning
of the proposed facility. We look forward to receiving your written feedback soon and will
incorporate the details of your response within our environmental impact statement (EIS).

In addition, we want to communicate pertinent and new information to your office. On June 17,
2009, AREVA Enrichment Services (AES) requested an exemption that would allow them to
commence certain activities prior to NRC's completion of its environmental review under

Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 51 (10 CFR 51) and the NRC'’s issuance of a
Materials License for the Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility under 10 CFR 70.

NRC’s approval of the exemption would permit AES to undertake the following list of actions.
These actions do not affect radiological health and safety or common defense and security.

Clearing, Grading and Erosion Control

Excavation, Including Rock Blasting and Removal

Construction of Storm VWater Detention Pond, Highway Access and Site Roads
Installation of Utilities, Storage Tanks and Fences

Installation of Parking Areas, Construction Buildings, Offices, Warehouses and
Guardhouses.

If approved, the exemption would allow AREVA to commence the above pre-construction
activities before NRC completes its licensing determination. AREVA plans on performing this
pre-construction work in September 2010. The approval to perform pre-construction does not
equate to approval of a license to construct, operate and decommission a facility. AREVA
assumes the risk of completing these activities and then not receiving a license to construct and
operate the facility.
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The pre-construction activities of both the environmental impacts above and construction of the
facility will be considered in NRC’s environmental impact statement which will be issued after
pre-construction activities begin. We will continue to communicate with you regarding important
issues for NRC to consider on assessing the environmental impacts of these pre-construction
and construction activities

NRC anticipates completing its review of the exemption request by mid December 2009.

If approved, AES will supplement its Environmental Report to distinguish between the
environmental impacts of the construction activities covered by the exemption and construction
activities which will not be undertaken until after issuance of a license by the NRC. This
supplement will allow NRC staff to consider the impacts of pre-construction in its cumulative
impact analysis within the EIS.

Please respond by October 15, 2009 with any comments or concerns that you may have on this
subject. If you have any questions or comments with regard to this request from AES, or need
any additional information, please contact Mathews George of my staff on 301-415-7065.

Sincerely,

IRA/

Andrea Kock, Chief
Environmental Review Branch
Environmental Protection

and Performance Assessment Directorate
Division of Waste Management

and Environmental Protection
Office of Federal and State Materials

and Environmental Management Programs

Docket No.: 70-7015

[elo

Willie Preacher

The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes

Stan Day
AES Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility

George A Harper, P.E.
AES Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility
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February 19, 2010

Chairman Alonzo A. Cohy

The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes
P.O. Box 306

Fort Hall, [daho 83203

SUBJECT: CONTINUING CONSULTATION UNDER THE NATIONAL HISTORIC
PRESERVATION ACT SECTION 106 PROCESS FOR THE PROPOSED
AREVA EAGLE ROCK ENRICHMENT FACILITY

Dear Chairman Cohy:

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) previously contacted you by letter dated

July 29, 2009, informing you of the AREVA Enrichment Services LLC (AES) submittal of an
application to NRC for a license to construct, operate, and decommission a gas centrifuge
uranium enrichment facility in Bonneville County, Idaho, and NRC’s preparation of an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in support of its licensing action for the facility. The
proposed facility, the Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility (EREF), would be located about 20 miles
west of Idaho Falls. The purpose of this letter is to inform you that the scope of the project has
been modified to include the construction and operation of an electrical transmission line and
associated structures needed to power the proposed EREF.

On January 29, 2010, AES submitted supplemental information to NRC for the construction and
operation of a proposed transmission line, an electrical substation, and substation upgrades.
The locations of the transmission line and substations are shown in the January 29, 2010,
submittal, a copy of which is enclosed. Also, AES commissioned an archeological survey of the
area of potential effect (APE) associated with the transmission line route; the Idaho State
Historic Preservation Officer has a copy of the survey report. As discussed in AES’ January 29,
2010, submittal, no historic properties were identified in the APE of the proposed transmission
line project. NRC'’s EIS for the proposed EREF will include a discussion of the impacts
associated with the construction and operation of this transmission line project. Likewise,
NRC’s Section 106 consultations for the EREF project will expand to include cultural resources
along the proposed transmission line right-of-way.

The new transmission line and associated structures would be located entirely on private land
within Bonneville County. Rocky Mountain Power (RMP), a division of PacifiCorp, will be the
builder, owner, and operator. The transmission line would originate from the existing RMP
Bonneville Substation and extend in a general westward direction to the new point of service,
the Twin Buttes Substation on the proposed EREF site. Beginning at the Bonneville Substation,
the proposed transmission line route is west along the county road (West 65 North Street) to the
existing RMP Kettle Substation, a distance of approximately 14.5 kilometers (9 miles),
continuing west to the eastern portion of the EREF site, a distance of approximately 1.2
kilometer (0.75 mile), then north within the EREF site to its northern end, then west and south to
the new RMP Twin Buttes Substation, for a distance of approximately 6.4 kilometers (4 miles).
The area being affected by the transmission line is approximately 84 hectares (208 acres).
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A. Cohy 2

As noted in our earlier letter, NRC intends to use the EIS process to comply with Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act, as described in 36 CFR Part 800.8. As required by

36 CFR 800.4(a), NRC is requesting the views of the tribes on any further actions necessary to
identify historic properties that may be affected by the construction and operation of the
proposed transmission line and associated structures. After assessing information you provide,
we will determine any additional actions that are necessary to comply with the Section 106
consultation process.

In accordance with 10 CFR 2.390 of the NRC’s “Rules of Practice for Domestic Licensing
Proceedings and Issuance of Orders,” a copy of this letter will be available electronically for
public inspection in the NRC Public Document Room or from the Publicly Available Records
component of NRC’s Agencywide Documents Access and Management System (ADAMS).
ADAMS is accessible from the NRC Web site at http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/adams.html.

If you have any questions regarding the project, or need additional information, please contact
Stephen Lemont, of my staff at 301-415-5163 or Stephen.Lemont@nrc.gov.

Sincerely,

IRA/

Andrea Kock, Chief
Environmental Review Branch
Environmental Protection

and Performance Assessment Directorate
Division of Waste Management

and Environmental Protection
Office of Federal and State Materials

and Environmental Management Programs

Enclosure: As stated

Docket No: 70-7015
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Lemont, Stephen

From: Lemont, Stephen

Sent: Friday, March 12, 2010 11:26 AM

To: ‘Willie Preacher’

Subject: RE: Follow-up to Consultation Letters Regarding AREVA Eagle Rock Uranium Enrichment

Facility, Bonneville County, Idaho

Willie,

Thank you for responding. | apologize for the misspelling of Chairman Coby's name in the letters. | noticed
that too when | was preparing my email.

I look forward to hearing back from you regarding the letters.
Thanks again.

Steve

Steptien Lemout

Senior Environmental Project Manager

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Office of Federal and State Materials and
Environmental Management Programs

Mail Stop: T-8F5

Washington, DC 20555-0001

Telephone: 301-415-5163

Fax: 301-415-5369

Email: Stephen.Lemont@nrc.gov

From: Willie Preacher [mailto:wpreacher@sbtribes.com]

Sent: Friday, March 12, 2010 11:06 AM

To: Lemont, Stephen

Subject: RE: Follow-up to Consultation Letters Regarding AREVA Eagle Rock Uranium Enrichment Facility, Bonneville
County, Idaho

Stephen the name of our Chairman in Alonzo A. Coby, you do have it right in this letter to me, but the letter that was
sent to him personally is addressed to Alonzo A. Cohy. We are reviewing the letters and will get back with you and as
soon as we can. -Willie

From: Lemont, Stephen [mailto:Stephen.Lemont@nrc.gov]

Sent: Friday, March 12, 2010 8:39 AM

To: Willie Preacher

Subject: Follow-up to Consultation Letters Regarding AREVA Eagle Rock Uranium Enrichment Facility, Bonneville County,
Idaho

Dear Mr. Preacher:
| am Steve Lemont, the new U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Project Manager for the
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that the NRC is preparing in support of its licensing action for the

proposed AREVA Eagle Rock uranium enrichment facility in Bonneville County. NRC contacted Chairman
Coby regarding this project in a letter dated July 29, 2009, and more recently in a letter dated February 19,
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2010, regarding the proposed electrical transmission line for the AREVA Eagle Rock facility. For your
reference, | have attached these two letters to this email.

The purpose of this email is to follow-up on the two letters, to request the views of the Shoshone-Bannock
Tribes regarding any further actions necessary to identify historic properties that may be affected by the
construction, operation, and decommissioning of the proposed AREVA Eagle Rock facility and the proposed
transmission line and associated structures. Find MWO004, which is discussed in the July 29 letter, has been
determined to be eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. Any other information you may
have would also be appreciated. After assessing information you provide, we will identify any further actions
that are necessary to comply with the consultation process under Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act.

If you have any questions regarding the project, or need additional information, please contact me at 301-415-
5163 or Stephen.Lemont@nrc.gov. | appreciate your assistance in this matter, and look forward to receiving
your response. Thank you.

Sincerely,
Steve Lemont

Steptien Lemont

Senior Environmental Project Manager

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Office of Federal and State Materials and
Environmental Management Programs

Mail Stop: T-8F5

Washington, DC 20555-0001

Telephone: 301-415-5163

Fax: 301-415-5369

Email: Stephen.Lemont@nrc.gov
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October 8, 2010

Chairman Nathan Small

The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes
P.O. Box 306

Fort Hall, Idaho 83203

SUBJECT: CONTINUING CONSULTATION UNDER THE NATIONAL HISTORIC
PRESERVATION ACT SECTION 108 PROCESS FOR DEVELOPMENT OF
MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT FOR THE AREVA ENRICHMENT
SERVICES LLC EAGLE ROCK ENRICHMENT FACILITY PROJECT IN
BONNEVILLE COUNTY, IDAHO

Dear Chairman Small:

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) previously contacted The Shoshone-Bannock
Tribes concerning the AREVA Enrichment Services LLC (AES) proposed Eagle Rock
Enrichment Facility (EREF) in Bonneville County. Our most recent consultation letter, dated
February 19, 2010, concerned alterations to the project’s scope for the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106 review. Also, with a letter dated July 14, 2010, the NRC
provided a copy of the project’s Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for comment.

Preliminary findings regarding historical and cultural resources are discussed in the Draft EIS,
Sections 3.3, 4.2.2, 4.2.16.2, and 4.3.2. One of these findings is that the proposed project is
expected to cause an adverse effect on historic site MW004, the John Leopard Homestead.

Site MWW004 is a multi-component site consisting of a late nineteenth century to early twentieth
century homestead component and a prehistoric component. The historic component of this
site has been determined eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP),
and consists of a dug out depression, one possible privy depression, a cement lined cistern, one
trash concentration, two rock piles, and a scatter of domestic trash. The prehistoric component
consists of two non-diagnostic obsidian biface fragments and two flakes.

The NRC is in the process of drafting a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with the Idaho State
Historic Preservation Office (ID SHPO) and AES, which will address the mitigation of the
impacts to site MVWO004. In addition, because AES has indicated that final design of the
proposed EREF and associated 161-kV transmission line project will not be completed until
after the NRC license is issued, the draft MOA will also address the survey by AES for historical
and cultural resources of any previously un-surveyed areas that may be identified following final
design (e.g., transmission line construction pulling and tensioning sites). The draft MOA wiill
also include reference to AES’s unanticipated discoveries and monitoring plan.

Pursuant to Title 36 of the U.S. Code of Federal Reguiations (36 CFR) Part 800.6(c)(3), the
NRC staff invites The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes to participate in the development of the MOA
for this project as a concurring party, and requests your response within 15 calendar days of
receipt of this letter. As a concurring party, The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes will have the
opportunity to review the draft MOA and provide comments prior to enactment of the
agreement. If you accept the NRC'’s invitation, please provide the name and title of, and contact
information for, the tribal member with whom we would coordinate for the MOA development.
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If you have any questions regarding the MOA or the EREF project, or need any additional
information, please contact Stephen Lemont at 301-415-5163, or by email at
Stephen.Lemont@nrc.gov.

Sincerely,

IRA/

Diana Diaz-Toro, Chief
Environmental Review Branch A
Environmental Protection

and Performance Assessment Directorate
Division of Waste Management

and Environmental Protection
Office of Federal and State Materials

and Environmental Management Programs

Docket No.: 70-7015

cc: S. Pengilly, ID SHPO
J. Kay, AES
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Biwer, Bruce M.

From: Lement, Stephen [Stephen.Lemont@nrc.gov]

Sent: Friday, October 29, 2010 6:54 AM

To: wpreacher@sbtribes.com

Subject: RE: Invitation to Participate as Concurring Party in Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement
for AREVA Eagle Rock Project 102910

Attachments: Letter to Shoshone-Bannock Tribes re Section 106 MOA Participation (ML102740387).pdf

Hi, Willie. | am just following up to find out if the council has considered the invitation in the attached letter, and
if The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes would like to be a concurring party on the subject Memorandum of
Agreement.

Thanks,
Steve

Stepten Lemont, Ph.D.

Senior Environmental Project Manager

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Office of Federal and State Materials and
Environmental Management Programs

Mail Stop: T-8F5

Washington, DC 20555-0001

Telephone: 301-415-5163

Fax: 301-415-5369

Email: Stephen.Lemont@nrc.gov

From: Lemont, Stephen

Sent: Friday, October 08, 2010 3:30 PM

To: 'wpreacher@sbtribes.com’

Subject: Invitation to Participate as Concurring Party in Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement for AREVA Eagle Rock
Project

Hi, Willie. This is to give you advance notice of a letter the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) is
sending to Chairman Small regarding the development of a National Historic Preservation Act Section 106
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for the AREVA Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility project.

The letter, a copy of which is attached, discusses the need for, and basic content of, the MOA. However, the
main purpose of the letter is to invite The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes to participate in the development of the
MOA as a concurring party. In that role, The Tribes will have the opportunity to review the draft MOA and
provide comments prior to enactment of the agreement. The MOA is currently being drafted by the NRC’s
attorneys and when ready, will be distributed for review by the parties to the agreement. These parties already
include the Idaho State Historic Preservation Office and AREVA, in addition to the NRC.

Please contact me if you have any questions regarding the letter or if you need additional information. We
hope the Tribes will accept the NRC's invitation and look forward to working with you on the development of
the MOA. Thank you.

Sincerely,
Steve

Steptien Lemount, Ph.D.

Senior Environmental Project Manager
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U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Office of Federal and State Materials and
Environmental Management Programs

Mail Stop: T-8F5

Washington, DC 20555-0001

Telephone: 301-415-5163

Fax: 301-415-5369

Email: Stephen.Lemont@nrc.gov

The attachment referred to in this document is included in Section B.2 of
Appendix B, directly preceding this document.
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Page 1

NRC FORM 699 U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION | DATE
e 11/30/2010

CONVERSATION RECORD [ TIME —
NAME OF PERSON(S) CONTACTED OR IN CONTACT WITH YOU | TELEPHONE NO. TYPE OF CONVERSATION
Willie Preacher 1208-478-3707 ] vsiT
ORGANIZATION o . = ———]

CONFERENC

The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, Fort Hall Indian Reservation, Idaho [] conrerence
SUBIEST N TELEPHONE
Follow-up on NRC Invitation to The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes to be a Concurring Party on the [L]neoune
Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement for the AREVA Eagle Rock Project OUTGOING

SUMMARY (Continue on Page 2)
| told Mr. Preacher that | was calling to follow up on the October 8, 2010, letter that the NRC sent to Chairman Small of

The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, inviting the Tribes to be a concurring party on the National Historic Preservation Act
Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement, or MOA, for the AREVA Eagle Rock project. Mr. Preacher said that he gave
the letter to Carolyn Smith, the Tribes' cultural resources person; and that he would check with her and get back to me.

Continue on Page 2

ACTION REQUIRED
None.

—

s

NAME OF PERSON DOCUMENTING CONVERSATION sIGNRTuRE/,ﬁ R S
Stephen Lemont [ e 11/30/2010

rs

ACTION TAKEN

TITLE OF PERSON TAKING ACTION SIGNATURE OF PERSON TAKING ACTION | DpaTE

NRC FORM 699 (9-2003) PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER
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From: Lemont, Stephen [mailto: Stephen.Lemont@nrc.gov]

Sent: Tuesday, December 21, 2010 10:19 AM

To: 'wpreacher@sbtribes.com'

Subject: Follow-up on NRC Invitation to Participate as Concurring Party in Section 106 Memorandum of
Agreement for AREVA Eagle Rock Project

Willie,

The purpose of this email is to check back with you once more to find out if the Shoshone-
Bannock Tribes would like to be a concurring party on the subject Memorandum of Agreement
(MOA) for the AREVA Eagle Rock Enrichment Facility project. The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission’s (NRC’s) invitation to be a concurring party was provided in the attached letter that
was sent to Chairman Small on October 8, 2010. When | called you about this invitation on
November 30, you mentioned that you had given the letter to Carolyn Smith, the Tribes’ Cultural
Resources Coordinator, and that you would check with her and get back to me.

The purpose and basic content of the MOA is discussed in the attached letter. As a concurring
party, the Tribes will have the opportunity to review the draft MOA and provide comments prior
to enactment of the agreement. The draft MOA is currently being completed by the NRC'’s
attorneys and when ready, will be distributed for review by the parties to the agreement.
Presently, these parties include the |daho State Historic Preservation Office and AREVA, in
addition to the NRC.

Please contact me if you have any questions regarding the attached letter or if you need
additional information. We hope the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes will accept the NRC's invitation
and look forward to working with you on the development of the MOA.

| look forward to receiving your reply soon. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Steve

Stepten Lemont

Senior Environmental Project Manager The attachment referred to in this document

U. 8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission precedes the October 29, 2010, email to

Office of Federal and State Materials and = 3 ; :
Environmental Management Programs Willie Preacher included in Section B.2 of

Mail Stop: T-8F5 Appendix B.

Washington, DC 20555-0001
Telephone: 301-415-5163

Fax: 301-415-5369

Email: Stephen.Lemont@nrc.gov
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Page 1

WNRC FORM 699 U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION | DATE
(9-2003)
12/22/2010
CONVERSATION RECORD TIME o

NAME OF PERSON(S) CONTACTED OR IN CONTACT WITH YOU TELEPHONE NO TYPE OF CONVERSATION
Carolyn Smith, Cultural Resources Coordinator S 208-221-0326 D VISIT
ORGANIZATION D CONEERENEE
The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, Fort Hall, Idaho
SUBJECT = —————————————| J]] TeLePHONE

o " 2 " [ ] nNcoming
NRC Invitation to the Tribes to be a Concurring Party on the Section 106 MOA fo r AREVA Eagle =
Rock Project RJ] outcoiNG

SUMMARY (Continue on Page 2)

I confirmed the phone message I received today from Ms. Smith that the Tribes do want to be a party to the MOA. 1
explained that the Tribes would be a concurring party, meaning that they would be able to comment on the draft MOA. 1
said that the NRC is in the process of completing the draft MOA, and that it will be sent to the Idaho SHPO, AREVA, and
the Tribes for review; and that I intend to hold a conference call to discuss all of our comments.

Ms. Smith said to mail the draft MOA to her and to Willie Preacher. Isaid that I will probably send an advance copy of the
draft MOA and transmittal letter to them by email, and asked for Ms. Smith's email address. It is csmith@sbtribes.com.

Continue on Page 2
ACTION REQUIRED

None

NAME OF PERSON DOCUMENTING CONVERSATION [SIGNATURE - [j_b_} DATE -
Stephen Lemont ] 12/22/2010

ACTION TAKEN

TITLE OF PERSON TAKING ACTION.

| SIGNATURE OF PERSON TAKING ACTION |oatE

NRC FORM 699 (9-2003) PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER .
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B.3 Other Consultation

October 2, 2009

Mr. Keith Dunbar
National Park Service
Chief of Park Planning
and Environmental Compliance
909 First Avenue,
Seattle, VWA 98104

Dear Mr. Dunbar:

On December 30, 2008, AREVA Enrichment Services (AES) submitted an Environmental
Report (ER) to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). The ER is one part of an
application for a license to authorize construction, operation, and decommissioning of a
proposed uranium enrichment facility. The NRC staff is in the initial stages of developing an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed facility to be located 20 miles west of
Idaho Falls, Idaho in Bonneville County. The facility, if licensed, would use a gas centrifuge
based technology to enrich the isotope uranium-235 in uranium hexafluoride up to 5 percent by
weight. The EIS will document the impacts associated with the construction, operation, and
decommissioning of the proposed facility.

The proposed location for the facility is due north of the Hell's Half Acre National Natural
Landmark. The proposed AES parcel is approximately 1,700 hectares (4,200 acres). AES
states that the facility footprint encompasses 381 hectares (941 acres) of the site for which
construction, operation, and decommissioning activities will occur. The proposed site is situated
on the north side of U.S. Highway 20. The coordinates for the center of the action area are 43
degrees, 35 minutes, 7.37 seconds North and longitude 112 degrees, 25 minutes, 28.71
seconds West. The project area is currently mixed used for open range land and agriculture.

The Hell's Half Acre National Natural Landmark is managed by the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) as a Wildlife Study Area. The BLM has been contacted by both the NRC
and AES concerning the project. The NRC wants to provide the National Park Service with an
opportunity to comment on the abovementioned project. The NRC is requesting the views of
your office on any impacts that may be caused by the construction, operation and
decommissioning of the proposed facilitity. After assessing information you provide, we will
determine if any additional actions or mitigation actions are necessary.
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K. Dunbar 2

\We would like a response from your office by Oct 31, 20089, if possible. If you have any
questions or comments with regard to this, or need any additional information, please contact
Mathews George of my staff on 301-415-7065.

Sincerely,

IRA/

Andrea Kock, Chief

Environmental Review Branch
Environmental Protection

and Performance Assessment Directorate
Division of Waste Management

and Environmental Protection
Office of Federal and State Materials

and Environmental Management Programs

Docket No.: 70-7015
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#5 NATIONAL
PAR!

United States Department of the Interior

3 K
SERVICE
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Pacific West Region
909 First Avenue, Fifth Floor
Seartle. Washington 98104-1060

IN REPLY REFER TO

EC-Hell's Half-Acre

December 28. 2009

Andrea Kock, Chief
Environmental Review Branch
Environmental Protection
and Performance Assessment Directorate
Division of Waste Management
and Environmental Protection -
Office of Federal and State Materials
and Environmental Management Programs
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001

RE:  Application for license for proposed uranium enrichment facility north of Hell’s Half-
Acre Lava Field National Natural Landmark

Dear Ms. Kock:

Thank you for your letter dated October 2, 2009, concerning AREVA Enrichment Services’ proposed
uranium enrichment facility near Hell’s Half-Acre Lava Field National Natural Landmark (NNL). which
the National Park Service (NPS) oversees as part of the NNL program. As you know, Hell’s Half-Acre
Lava Field NNL is located on land owned by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and is a
Wilderness Study Area (WSA). (Please note that it is not a Wildlife Study Area as the October letter
stated.) It also appears that the State of Idaho may own sections of land within the NNL.

Hell’s Half-Acre Lava Field NNL was designated in 1976 primarily for its geologic significance (e.g.,
single event, geologic process with a fully exposed pahoehoe lava flow). However, the NNL also provides
an outstanding example of pioneer vegetation establishing itself on a lava flow. This is evidenced by
numerous mosses, lichens, and ferns that have established themselves in, on, and among fractures,
depressions, and small lava caves throughout the NNL/WSA. In addition, a significant number of visitors
hike on trails located adjacent to the NNL/WSA, and many recreate on the lava flow within the
NNL/WSA.

The Idaho National Laboratory (INL). administered by the U.S. Department of Energy. is located directly
adjacent to the proposed project. The INL is an ecological field laboratory where scientists may set up
long-term experiments which answer questions about human impact on the natural environment. It is a
leading center for nuclear safety research. defense programs, nuclear waste technology and advanced
energy concepts. and has an extensive environmental monitoring program both on- and off-site. Off-site
monitoring data and information can be found at: http://www.stoller-eser.com/index.htm. DOE also funds
a similar state-run monitoring program: http://www.deq.idaho.gov/inl_oversight/index.cfm.

The greatest con