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Introduction and Background

Introduction

Waste Control Specialists LLC (WCS) has an existing waste disposal facility with various licenses in
Andrews County, Texas, near the border of Lea County, New Mexico, on State Highway 176. The site
is approximately 30 miles northwest of the county seat of the city of Andrews (see Figure 1a, Project
Location Road Base, and Figure 1b, Project Location Aerial Base). Photographs of the current
facility and proposed project site are in Appendix A.

Background

Since 1997, WCS has been licensed and authorized to store, process, and dispose of certain types of
radioactive materials at its facilities located in Andrews County, Texas. WCS is authorized to dispose
of Class A, B, and C Low-Level Radioactive Waste at the Texas Compact Waste Disposal Facility and
the Federal Waste Disposal Facility. WCS is also authorized to dispose of 11e (2) byproduct materials
at its Byproduct Material Disposal Facility. These activities are regulated by the Texas Commission
on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) governed by regulations determined to be compatible, pursuant to
Section 274 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended in NUREG-0980 wherein the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) could delegate some licensing authority to the state level.

In January 2010, President Barack Obama established the Blue Ribbon Commission on America's
Nuclear Future. They were directed by the Secretary of Energy to conduct a comprehensive review
of policies for managing the back end of the nuclear fuel cycle and recommend a new strategy. On
January 26, 2012, the Blue Ribbon Commission issued a final report making recommendations
consisting of eight key elements. Of paramount importance to this licensing action was the Blue
Ribbon Commission's recommendation to adopt a new consent-based approach to siting future
nuclear waste management facilities in order to initiate prompt efforts to develop one or more
consolidated storage facilities (Blue Ribbon Commission 2012).

Development of a spent nuclear fuel Consolidated Interim Storage Facility (CISF) has strong support
from the state, regional, and local communities located in West Texas. In April 2014, Texas Governor
Rick Perry called for a Texas solution for spent nuclear fuel generated at two reactor sites located in
the state. On September 19, 2014, the Texas Radiation Advisory Board also issued a position stating
itis in the state's best interest to request that the Federal Government consider Texas as a CISF site.
On January 20, 2015, the Andrews County Commissioners unanimously approved a resolution in
support of establishing a site in Andrews County, Texas, for the consolidated interim storage of spent
nuclear fuel and high level radioactive waste (see Appendix B).

W(CS Socioeconomic Impact Assessment 2019 vii Rev. November 2019



-

'ovington]
ao vington

Yoakum County

Del

Eily e
R R R R Seagray es e
v eagrav es

_Terry County:
| | J

= =_ 30-mile Region
= = Of Interest
|

[ State Boundary

County
Boundary

Lea
County

Project
Area

Andrews
Co\unty

(1 &3

Data Source: US Census Bureau (2010)
Basemap Source: ESRI (2014)

,,B""----I' -.““m D
- e
» H ™y .
& - I L < \ Gaines County
: 21
= 1-,_,__‘ fﬁi
] =
H.i‘:
N
'
S ﬁ
N
|
123 1 H
|
E:!_‘s,lmce EO
N
'
4 1
L E
E u FUHRMAN MASG#O OIL FIELD
= u ’
5 I'd @
MONUMENT JAL OIL FIELD & g
dHl ﬂ 9," Andrews County
¢ MIDL
JJQ n &
. . - ,,s"’
L e R -
& WINKLER = S "-"'-M”-s“'—-wrm-s,wﬁ_
S - ﬁ -
by g &= ﬁ - - | \
o D e i NEW MEXTC o B m = = . %
5 o O - O - i e . o
¢ Winkler County ; Ector County
Loving County i p
! 1
! 2 I
i i
H H 0 10 Mil
ﬂ Project Location Andrews County 6 ] iles
0 15 Kilometers

Figure 1a
Project Location - Road Base

Proposed Consolidated Interim
Spent Fuel Storage Facility

* COX | McLAIN

Environmental Consulting
Prepared for: WCS

1in =10 miles
Scale: 1:633,600
Date: 4/4/2016

Prepared by: SL

G:\Projects\WCS\Figure 1a_Project Location_20160404.mxd



B - a';":.@.

-

B ey

C] Project Location
15 Kilometers

7.7 Syl oo
Project Location - Aerial Base

State Boundary
County “‘ﬁ"« Proposed Consolidated Interim
o & Spent Fuel Storage Facility
£

Boundary
: %%
ot COX | McLAIN
7~ Environmental Consulting
Data Saurce: US Gansus Bureau (2010) L Tscile 1633600 |

Aerial Source: NAIP (2014)
G:\Projects\WCS\Figure 1b_Project Location_aerial_20160404.mxd




Introduction and Background

Approach

WCS has prepared an Environmental Report (to which this document is attached) to evaluate the
radiological and non-radiological impacts associated with the construction and operation of a CISF
for spent nuclear fuel in Andrews County, Texas. This Environmental Report was prepared to support
a License Application for review and approval by the NRC pursuant to the requirements specified in
Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 72, Licensing Requirements for the
Independent Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel, High-Level Radioactive Waste, and Reactor-Related
Greater Than Class C Waste.

WCS prepared the Environmental Report consistent with the guidance provided in:

e Regulatory Guide 3.50, Standard Format and Content for A Specific License Application for an
Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation or Monitored Retrievable Storage Facility;

o NUREG-1748, Environmental Review Guidance for Licensing Actions Associated with
Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards (NMSS) Programs; and

e The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 U.S. Code [U.S.C.] Sections 4321-4375)
and implementing regulations promulgated by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ,
40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Part 1500).

Other documents were reviewed in the development of this report:

e NUREG-1790, Louisiana Energy Services National Enrichment Facility License Application -
Environmental Report (Revision 5, 2005);

e  Waste Control Specialists LLC, 2007. Socioeconomic Impacts of the Waste Control Specialists
Proposed Low-Level Radioactive Waste Disposal Facility, Andrews County, Texas, March 16,
2007; and

o Waste Control Specialists LLC, 2008. Socioeconomic Impacts of the Waste Control Specialists
Radioactive Material Storage and Processing Facility, Andrews County, Texas for the Renewal
of License No. R04971, July 3, 2008.

WCS is in the process of submitting the license application to construct and operate a CISF. WCS
anticipates that the NRC may issue the Final Environmental Impact Statement and License within the
next five years. WCS is planning for receipt and storage of spent nuclear fuel until the expiration of
the license. Moreover, WCS anticipates continued storage for approximately up to 60 years or until a
final geologic repository is licensed and operating in accordance with the Nuclear Waste Policy Act
0f 1982, as amended.

WCS has hired Cox|McLain Environmental Consulting, Inc. (CMEC) to conduct a socioeconomic
impact assessment of the proposed CISF activities at the existing WCS facility. This assessment
includes (1) background demographic, social, economic, and cultural resources information about
the Region of Interest (ROI); (2) a focused assessment within a four-mile radius around the proposed

W(CS Socioeconomic Impact Assessment 2019 X Rev. November 2019



Introduction and Background

facility for Environmental Justice analysis; and (3) a social and economic impact assessment
including sections on potential impacts from transportation and cumulative impacts.

CMEC utilized two general study areas for this analysis: a 30-mile ROI radius centered on the
proposed site within the WCS property and a four-mile radius for the Environmental Justice Analysis.
Study areas are discussed in the NRC’s Environmental Justice Policy Statement (2003). Whereas
NUREG-1748 uses 0.6 mile for analysis if the center of the site is in an urban area, and whereas the
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR) uses an analysis area of a 50-mile radius for regulatory
actions involving power reactors, the current analysis includes 30 miles since it encompasses both
the nearby community of Eunice, New Mexico and the county seat and center of many business
operations related to the WCS activities in the city of Andrews, Texas. In the comment and response
period on the NRC’s proposed policy statement (2003) on Environmental Justice, NRC stated that
“this policy statement does not address site-specific concerns. In accordance with NEPA, and
consistent with Commission practice, the geographic area assessed for NEPA purposes will be
commensurate with the potential impact area of the proposed activity” and “should include a sample
of the surrounding population because the goal is to evaluate the communities, neighborhoods, and
areas that may be disproportionately impacted.” Therefore, the 30-mile ROI includes census
geographies and political geographies such as county boundaries in order to provide a clear picture
of the communities that would host the proposed disposal activities, and that would house workers
who may be involved with construction or operation phases of the proposed CISF activities. The four-
mile study area directly addresses the recommended analysis area for Environmental Justice
considerations.

Project Description

WCS is requesting authorization to construct and operate a CISF in Andrews County, Texas. The CISF
will be located on approximately 100 acres of land (owner-controlled area) just north and adjacent
to the WCS Low-Level Radioactive Waste Disposal facilities licensed by the TCEQ in accordance with
Texas Radioactive Material License (RML) No. R04100.

Additionally, WCS is requesting authorization to store up to 40,000 metric tons of uranium (MTU).
Approval to store up to 40,000 MTU at the CISF will not only accommodate complete decom-
missioning of the ten shutdown commercial reactors, but also provide a regulatory path forward to
ultimately allow a transition for storing additional spent nuclear fuel from other reactors that may
initiate decommissioning in the future.

WCS will use existing dry cask storage systems currently used at several operating commercial
nuclear power plants in the United States and abroad. These dry cask storage systems store spent
nuclear fuel inside of sealed canisters as opposed to a spent fuel pool. These dry cask storage systems
are safe and confine radioactive materials thereby, minimizing the potential for the release of
radioactive contamination into the environment. More information on the disposal methods can be
found in the full license application.

W(CS Socioeconomic Impact Assessment 2019 Xi Rev. November 2019



Introduction and Background

The CISF project will consist of a total of eight phases with capacity for 500 metric tons of waste in
each phase. Construction on Phase 1 is expected to start in 2018 and is scheduled to be completed by
the end of 2020. Phase 1 construction will consist of: the first storage pad, site infrastructure, utilities,
a rail line, and support buildings, including Administration, Radiation Safety, Security, and Offload/
Transfer buildings. Phase 1 is expected to provide capacity for approximately five years of operations.
Phase 2 construction will begin so that it will come online just before Phase 1 reaches full capacity.
The remaining phases are expected to follow the same 5-year pattern (see Figure 1c, Conceptual
Layout and Figure 1d, Potential Storage Facility Site Design Renderings).

Social and Economic Background of the Region

The site for the proposed CISF is located in Andrews County, Texas, which is in the northwestern
portion of the state, bordered on the north by Gaines County; on the east by Martin County; on the
south by Winkler, Ector and Midland Counties; and on the west by the State of New Mexico (Lea
County). The CISF will be located in the High Plains region, which is part of the central Great Plains.
The nearest neighbor to the WCS facility is approximately 3.8 miles west along State Highway 176
toward Eunice, New Mexico. The surrounding land is primarily used for stock grazing and supports
an active oil and natural gas industry.

Outside of the WCS footprint, industries include gravel and caliche mining, oil and gas production,
landfill operations, cattle and ranching. Louisiana Energy Services (LES) operates the National
Enrichment Facility as URENCO, USA, about one mile southwest of the site, under license by the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission. The majority of the land within five miles of the Site is used for
grazing and ranching activities. Other businesses in proximity to the WCS property include Wallach
Quarry, Sundance, Inc., and DD Landfarm located about one mile northwest and west of the proposed
CISF. The remaining land in the vicinity of the proposed CISF is used for livestock grazing, oil and gas
production or is unused land. The Lea County, New Mexico Landfill occupies approximately 40 acres
and is located about 1.25 miles south southwest of the proposed CISF.

The ROI (defined as a 30-mile radius around the WCS facility) is entirely situated within the
southern part of the Llano Estacado of Texas and New Mexico. The Llano Estacado (Staked
Plains), the southern extension of the High Plains of North America, lies south of the Canadian
River in northwest Texas and east New Mexico.

According to the WCS Socioeconomic Impact Assessment completed for the Byproduct Materials
License (2008), social and economic development of the Llano Estacado did not begin until the
1870s. By the end of 1886, the area and adjacent lands had at least 30 large ranches recognized by
name and cattle brand, grazing thousands of cattle on free grass and water on mostly unappro-
priated public lands. Some of the larger ranches were the Quarter Circle T, JA, Rocking Chair,
LX, Turkey Track, T Anchor, Shoe Bar, Frying Pan, and Matador. Most of the largest ranches
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Introduction and Background

were broken up by 1920, and much of the land came under the control of land developers
and speculators who promoted active and successful campaigns to bring new settlers to West
Texas. Innovative farmers learned techniques to make the rich, dry land productive; they also
drilled into the Ogallala Aquifer. Development of animal, windmill, and engine-powered pumps
led to massive irrigation programs. Cotton, corn, wheat, sorghum, and a great variety of melons and
vegetables are now grown on the Llano Estacado.

Natural gas was discovered in Potter County in 1917 and oil in Carson County in 1921. These
initial discoveries led to the development of the vast West Texas oilfields, which by 1981 had
yielded approximately 46.7 billion barrels of crude oil. The discovery and development of the oil
and gas fields brought large-scale industry to the Llano area in the 1930s. Thus within a relatively
short period the Llano witnessed the most rapid development of any section of the state,
progressing from an economy based on unfenced public grazing land to a modern industrial
economy within half a century (WCS 2008).

The Permian Basin is a large oil and natural gas producing area largely contained in west Texas. It is
so named because it has one of the world's thickest deposits of rocks from the Permian geologic
period. Ranching, both sheep and cattle, was the mainstay of the economy in this region of the
Permian Basin from the mid-1880's through 1927. During this forty-year period, the basic entities
of the community were formed. Churches were founded almost immediately with congregations
being served by the circuit preachers and laymen. Services were held at the courthouse, in homes or
under the trees. Schools, social organizations, commercial businesses and political clubs soon
followed (WCS 2008).

Subsurface petroleum product exploration and production have been conducted in the area of the
Central Basin Platform for over 75 years. The local area has been heavily explored for oil and gas
reserves over the last 35 years. Most of the oil wells in the vicinity of the CISF site have been
abandoned. The absence of oil wells on the site supports the absence of favorable conditions for oil
production. Oil and gas wells are also located to the west in New Mexico and to the north in Texas,
XTO is currently drilling a well two miles north of the current permitted area.

Residents of the ROI's communities take pride that their society and economy have been able to
withstand the "boom" and "bust” cycles throughout its history, including the period in the 2000s
during which the “peak oil” debate was occurring. Periodic fluctuations in the price of oil and
resulting variability in the ROI's output, employment and income, however, have given rise to the
belief that the ROI needs to continue diversifying its economic base beyond oil and natural gas
production and processing. As demonstrated through their cooperative relationship, both WCS and
the local community are aligned in their goal to address the national problem of locating a safe
interim disposal site for spent fuel until a permanent location is identified. Lea and Eddy Counties in
New Mexico have formed an alliance to pursue an interim storage site approximately 40 miles west
of the site outside the ROL.
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Introduction and Background

Current Social and Economic Conditions, Including Baseline Socioeconomic Data for the
Region of Interest

This section describes the current social and economic characteristics of the ROI surrounding the
WCS complex. Information is provided on population, including minority and low-income areas,
economic trends, housing, and community services in the areas of education, health, public safety,
and transportation.

The primary labor markets for the operation of the processing and storage facility will be Andrews
County, Texas, and Lea County, New Mexico. The Andrews County seat is located in the City of
Andrews, about 30 miles east- southeast of the facility. There are no population centers in Andrews
County closer to the processing and storage facility. The surrounding area is very rural and semi-arid,
with commerce in livestock production, agriculture (cotton, sorghum), and substantial oil and gas
production, which represents most of the county’s wealth and income. Andrews County ranked sixth
in oil producing counties in Texas in April 2014 (Railroad Commission of Texas 2015
http://www.rrc.state.tx.us/oil-gas /research-and-statistics/). Andrews County covers 1,501 square
miles and in 2010 its population density was 9.9 persons per square mile compared to Texas, which
had 96.3 persons per square mile.

The City of Andrews has been in a period of large economic activity triggered by major industry
investments, which have brought in hundreds of high-paying jobs and additional construction
activity. Recent examples of new infrastructure and investments include (among others):
Performance Center; two new elementary schools; City of Andrews Business and Technology Center;
a Senior Citizens Activity Center, a new 90-bed Residential Care Facility; two new business parks
(energy industry driven), County Special Events Center, Andrews downtown streetscape improve-
ments and a new campus for the Permian Regional Medical Center. One library, two banks, three
credit unions, and a biweekly newspaper serve the city of Andrews. Fraternal and civil organizations
include the Lions Club, Rotary Club, United Way of Andrews, Knights of Columbus, and Girl Scouts of
America. Local facilities serving the community of Andrews include 39 churches, a municipal
swimming pool, golf course, tennis courts, youth club/center/parks, and athletic fields.

The current socioeconomic conditions for Lea County are similar in most respects to Andrews
County. Lea County is relatively large, covering 4,391 square miles in southeastern New Mexico. The
county population density is 14.7 persons per square mile compared to 17 persons per square mile
in New Mexico. The Lea County community was initially agriculturally based, but the discovery of oil
and gas in the mid-1920s has had a significant impact on the region. Today the county’s agricultural
heritage continues to have underlying influences on the county’s development with farming and
ranching. The oil and gas industry still has a strong effect on the local economy, in addition to a
growing manufacturing sector. Five libraries, nine financial institutions, and two daily newspapers
serve Lea County. Cities in Lea County that are within the ROI include Hobbs, Eunice and Jal.
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Introduction and Background

In Lea County, there are five public school districts and four private schools. The closest school
district is in Eunice, located six miles to the west, with the other districts located in Hobbs, Jal,
Lovington, and Tatum. The main campus of the University of the Southwest (USW) and New Mexico
Junior College (NM]C) are located in and near Hobbs, New Mexico. NM]C’s Training and Outreach
Facility provides workforce training, online courses, and a center for legal studies.

There are two hospitals in Lea County, New Mexico. The Lea Regional Medical Center is located in
Hobbs, New Mexico, about 20 miles north of the WCS facility. In Lovington, New Mexico, 39 miles
north-northwest of the facility, Covenant Medical Systems manages Nor-Lea Hospital, a 25-bed
Medicare-certified Critical Access Hospital serving southeastern New Mexico.
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1.0 CURRENT SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CONDITIONS,
INCLUDING BASELINE SOCIOECONOMIC DATA FOR THE
REGION OF INTEREST

11 DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE IN THE REGION OF INTEREST (ROI)

The existing WCS processing, storage, and disposal facility is in Andrews County, Texas, near the
border of Lea County, New Mexico. Andrews, Texas, and Eunice, New Mexico, are the closest
communities to the site at distances of approximately 32 miles southeast and six miles west,
respectively. Population centers (more than 25,000 persons) and communities (less than 25,000
persons) are shown below with distance from the site and 2010 census population (see Figure 1a):

¢ Andrews, Andrews County, Texas: 32 miles southeast: 11,088 persons

¢ Eunice, Lea County, New Mexico: 6 miles west: 2,922 persons

¢ Hobbs, Lea County, New Mexico: 20 miles north; 34,122 persons

e Jal, Lea County, New Mexico: 23 miles south; 2,047 persons

e Lovington, Lea County, New Mexico: 39 miles north-northwest: 11,009 persons
e Seminole, Gaines County, Texas: 32 miles east-northeast: 6,430 persons

¢ Denver City, Gaines County, Texas: 40 miles north-northeast: 4,479 persons.

Population and Population Projections in the Region of Interest

Aside from these communities, the population density around the site is low. A majority of the ROl is
in Andrews and Gaines Counties, Texas, with a large portion in Lea County, New Mexico. Small
portions of the ROI fall in Winkler County and Ector County, Texas, so they are also included. Table
1-1 shows the historical population of Texas and New Mexico Counties in the ROI from 1970 to 2010.
All counties grew between 1970 and 2010 with the exception of Winkler County, which experienced
population decline (26 percent) over the 40-year period. Andrews County grew by 43 percent
between 1970 and 2010, while Gaines County grew 51 percent and Ector County (though the county’s
largest population center, Odessa, does not fall in the ROI) grew by 49 percent. The population in Lea
County, New Mexico, grew by 22 percent.

Table 1-1: Historical Population of Counties in the Region of Interest, 1970-2010

Year Andrews Co., TX | Gaines Co., TX | Winkler Co., TX | Ector Co., TX | Lea Co., NM*

1970 10,372 11,593 9,640 91,805 49,554

1980 13,323 13,150 9,944 115,374 55,993

1990 14,338 14,123 8,626 118,934 55,765

2000 13,004 14,467 7,173 121,125 55,511

2010 14,786 17,526 7,110 137,130 60,702
Percent change 43% 51% -26% 49% 22%
1970 to 2010

Sourc