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ABSTRACT

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) prepared this draft environmental impact
statement (EIS) as part of its environmental review of the Holtec International (Holtec) license
application to construct and operate a consolidated interim storage facility (CISF) for spent
nuclear fuel (SNF) and Greater-Than-Class C waste, along with a small quantity of mixed oxide
fuel. The proposed CISF would be located in southeast New Mexico at a site located
approximately halfway between the cities of Carlsbad and Hobbs, New Mexico. This draft EIS
includes the NRC staff's evaluation of the environmental impacts of the proposed action and the
No-Action alternative. The proposed action is the issuance of an NRC license authorizing the
initial phase (Phase 1) of the project to store up to 8,680 metric tons of uranium (MTUs)

[9,568 short tons] in 500 canisters for a license period of 40 years. Holtec plans to
subsequently request amendments to the license to store an additional 500 canisters for each
of 19 expansion phases of the proposed CISF (a total of 20 phases), to be completed over

the course of 20 years, and to expand the proposed facility to eventually store up to

10,000 canisters of SNF.

Holtec’s expansion of the proposed project (i.e., Phases 2-20) is not part of the proposed action
currently pending before the agency. However, as a matter of discretion, the NRC staff
considered these expansion phases in its description of the affected environment and impact
determinations in this draft EIS, where appropriate, when the environmental impacts of the
potential future expansion can be determined so as to conduct a bounded analysis for the
proposed CISF project. For the bounding analysis, the NRC staff assumes the storage of up to
10,000 canisters of SNF.

Based on its environmental review, the preliminary NRC staff recommendation is issuance of a
license to Holtec authorizing the initial phase of the project, unless safety issues mandate
otherwise. The NRC staff based its recommendation on the following:

o the environmental report submitted by Holtec
. the NRC staff's consultation with Federal, State, Tribal, and local government agencies
o the NRC staff’'s independent environmental review

o the NRC staff's consideration of public comments received during the scoping process
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

BACKGROUND

By letter dated March 30, 2017, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) received an
application from Holtec International (Holtec) requesting a license that would authorize Holtec to
construct and operate a consolidated interim storage facility (CISF) for spent nuclear fuel (SNF)
and Greater-Than-Class C (GTCC) waste, along with a small quantity of mixed-oxide fuel,
which are collectively referred to in this document as SNF, and composed primarily of spent
uranium-based fuel (Holtec, 2017). The license application includes an Environmental Report
(ER) (Holtec, 2019a), a Safety Analysis Report (SAR), and other relevant documents (Holtec,
2019b). Holtec prepared the license application in accordance with requirements in Title 10 of
the Code of Federal Regulations (10 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. This environmental impact statement (EIS) was prepared consistent with
NRC’s NEPA-implementing regulations contained in 10 CFR Part 51, “Environmental Protection
Regulations for Domestic Licensing and Related Regulatory Functions” and the NRC staff
guidance in NUREG-1748, “Environmental Review Guidance for Licensing Actions Associated
with NMSS Programs” (NRC, 2003).

The proposed action is the issuance, under the provisions of 10 CFR Part 72, of an NRC license
authorizing the construction and operation of the proposed Holtec CISF in southeastern

New Mexico at a site located approximately halfway between the cities of Carlsbhad and

Hobbs, New Mexico. Holtec requests authorization for the initial phase (Phase 1) of the
proposed project to store 5,000 metric tons of uranium (MTUs) [5,512 short tons] in

500 canisters for a 40-year license period. However, because the capacity of individual
canisters can vary, the 500 canisters proposed in the Holtec license application have the
potential to hold up to 8,680 MTUs [9,568 short tons]. Therefore, the analysis in this EIS and in
the corresponding NRC safety review will analyze the storage of up to 8,680 MTUs [9,568 short
tons] for Phase 1.

Holtec anticipates subsequently requesting amendments to the license to store an additional
5,000 MTUs [5,512 short tons] for each of 19 expansion phases of the proposed CISF to be
completed over the course of 20 years to expand the facility to eventually store up to

10,000 canisters of SNF (Holtec, 2019a,b). Holtec’s expansion of the proposed project

(i.e., Phases 2-20) is not part of the proposed action currently pending before the agency.
However, the NRC staff considered these expansion phases in its description of the affected
environment and impact determination, where appropriate, when the environmental impacts of
the potential future expansion were able to be determined so as to conduct a bounding analysis
for the proposed CISF project. The NRC staff conducted this analysis as a matter of discretion
because Holtec provided the analysis of the environmental impacts of the future anticipated
expansion of the proposed facility as part of its license application (Holtec, 2019a). For the
bounding analysis, the NRC staff assumes the storage of up to 10,000 canisters of SNF.

The NRC identified the U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM) as a cooperating agency for
the Holtec CISF environmental review. The transfer of SNF to and from the main rail line to the
proposed CISF would occur using a rail spur. The proposed rail spur would be constructed on
BLM land and require BLM permitting. The Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the
NRC and BLM can be found using the Agencywide Documents Access and Management
System (ADAMS) (Accession No. ML18248A133). BLM will be the agency responsible for
issuing the appropriate right-of-way for the rail spur and permitting any other project-related
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actions on BLM land. This EIS will serve to fulfill the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969,
as amended (NEPA) responsibilities of both the NRC and BLM, with both agencies issuing a
separate Record of Decision.

At the request of the State of New Mexico, the New Mexico Environment Department (NMED)
was identified as a cooperating agency having special expertise in surface water and
groundwater resources for the proposed CISF project. The NRC staff coordinated with NMED
staff on water resources for this EIS to describe the affected environment, potential impacts
from the proposed project, cumulative impacts, and any additional mitigation measures. The
NMED does not have any obligations under NEPA related to the proposed project; however,
NMED provided special expertise for water resources in and around the proposed site.

The scope of the EIS includes an evaluation of the radiological and non-radiological
environmental impacts of consolidated interim storage of SNF at the proposed CISF location
and the No-Action alternative, as well as mitigation measures to either reduce or avoid adverse
effects. It also includes the NRC staff's recommendation regarding the proposed action.

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

The purpose of the proposed Holtec CISF is to provide an option for storing SNF from nuclear
power reactors before a permanent repository is available. SNF would be received from
operating, decommissioning, and decommissioned reactor facilities.

The proposed CISF is needed to provide away-from-reactor SNF storage capacity that would
allow SNF to be transferred from existing reactor sites and stored for the 40-year license term
before a permanent repository is available. Additional away-from-reactor storage capacity is
needed, in particular, to provide the option for away-from-reactor storage so that stored SNF at
decommissioned reactor sites may be removed so the land at these sites is available for other
uses. This definition of purpose and need reflects the Commission’s recognition that, unless
there are findings in the safety review or findings in the NEPA environmental analysis that would
lead the NRC to reject a license application, the NRC has no role in a company’s business
decision to submit a license application to operate a CISF at a particular location.

The BLM purpose and need is to provide direction for managing public lands the BLM
administers in accordance with its mandate under the Federal Land Policy and Management Act
of 1976. The proposed rail spur is needed to efficiently transfer SNF from existing rail lines to
the proposed CISF.

THE PROJECT AREA

The proposed CISF project would be built and operated on approximately 421 hectares (ha)
[1,040 (acres) ac] of land in Lea County, New Mexico (EIS Figure 2.2-1) (Holtec, 2019a). The
storage and operations area, which is a smaller land area within the full property boundary,
would include 134 ha [330 ac] of disturbed land. The proposed project area is approximately
51 kilometers (km) [32 miles (mi)] east of Carlsbad, New Mexico, and 54 km [34 mi] west of
Hobbs, New Mexico. Currently, the proposed project area is privately owned by the Eddy-Lea
Energy Alliance LLC (ELEA); however, Holtec has committed to purchasing the property from
ELEA (Holtec, 2019a,c) if the NRC licenses the proposed facility. The proposed project area is
located 0.84 km [0.52 mi] north of U.S. Highway 62/180, and consists of mostly undeveloped
land used for cattle grazing (Holtec, 2019a).
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Facility Construction, Operations, and Decommissioning and Reclamation

During the construction of the proposed action (Phase 1) of the CISF, Holtec would excavate
multiple areas to accommodate and install the underground portions of the facilities (Holtec,
2019b). For the proposed action (Phase 1), the proposed CISF would be prepared by
excavating a pit that would house the SNF canisters in the vertical ventilated modules (VVMs).
Soil would be excavated for each subsequent phase; however, for the proposed action

(Phase 1) the largest amount of soil would be excavated for construction of the facility buildings
(e.g., security and administration buildings) and associated infrastructure, the access road,
relocating the existing road that currently runs through the proposed project area, construction
of the rail spur, and construction of the parking lot.

During CISF operations, transportation casks containing canisters of SNF would arrive via rail
car. Upon arrival, casks would be surveyed and inspected, moved to a cask transfer building,
transported in a transfer cask to the storage pad area, and installed in the appropriate storage
module at the independent spent fuel storage installation (ISFSI) pad (Holtec 2019a,b). When a
geologic repository becomes available, the SNF stored at the proposed CISF would be removed
and sent to the repository for disposal. Removal of the SNF from the proposed CISF, or
defueling, would involve similar activities to those associated with shipping SNF from nuclear
power plants and ISFSIs and emplacement of SNF at the proposed CISF project and is
considered part of the operations stage of the proposed project.

Decommissioning and reclamation of the proposed facility would include the dismantling of the
proposed facility and rail spur. The decommissioning evaluation in this EIS is based on
currently available information and plans. At the end of the license term of the proposed CISF
project, once the SNF inventory is removed, the facility would be decommissioned such that the
proposed project area and remaining facilities could be released and the license terminated.
Decommissioning activities, in accordance with 10 CFR Part 72 requirements, would include
conducting radiological surveys and decontaminating, if necessary. Holtec has committed to
reclamation of nonradiological-related aspects of the proposed project area (Holtec, 2019a).
Reclamation would include dismantling and removing equipment, materials, buildings, roads,
the rail spur, and other onsite structures; cleaning up areas; waste disposal; controlling erosion;
and restoring and reclaiming disturbed areas. Because decommissioning and reclamation are
likely to take place well into the future, technological changes that could improve the
decommissioning and reclamation processes cannot be predicted. As a result, the NRC
requires that licensees applying to decommission an ISFSI (such as the proposed CISF) submit
a Decommissioning Plan. The requirements for the Final Decommissioning Plan are delineated
in 10 CFR 72.54(d), 72.54(g), and 72.54(i). The NRC staff would undertake a separate
evaluation and NEPA review and prepare an environmental assessment or EIS, as appropriate,
at the time the Decommissioning Plan is submitted to the NRC.

ALTERNATIVES

The NRC environmental review regulations that implement NEPA in 10 CFR Part 51 require the
NRC to consider reasonable alternatives, including the No-Action alternative, to a proposed
action (Phase 1). The alternatives have been established based on the purpose and need for
the proposed project. Under the No-Action alternative, the NRC would not approve the Holtec
license application for the proposed CISF. The No-Action alternative would result in Holtec not
constructing or operating the proposed CISF. As further detailed in EIS Section 2.3, other
alternatives considered at the proposed CISF Project but eliminated from detailed analysis
include storage at a government-owned CISF, alternative design and storage technologies, an
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alternative location, and an alternative facility layout. These alternatives were eliminated from
detailed study because they either would not meet the purpose and need of the proposed
project or would cause greater environmental impacts than the proposed action.

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

This EIS includes the NRC staff analysis that considers and weighs the environmental impacts
from the construction, operations, and decommissioning and reclamation of the proposed CISF
Project and for the No-Action alternative. This EIS also describes mitigation measures for the
reduction or avoidance of potential adverse impacts that (i) the applicant has committed to in its
license application, (ii) would be required under other Federal and State permits or processes,
or (iii) are additional measures the NRC staff identified as having the potential to reduce
environmental impacts, but that the applicant did not commit to in its application.

NUREG-1748 (NRC, 2003) categorizes the significance of potential environmental impacts
as follows:

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 alter noticeably, 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.

Chapter 4 of the EIS presents a detailed evaluation of the environmental impacts from the
proposed action and the No-Action alternative on resource areas at the proposed CISF. For
each resource area, the NRC staff identifies the significance level during each stage of the
proposed project: construction, operations, and decommissioning and reclamation.

Impacts by Resource Area and CISF Stage
Land Use

Construction: Impacts would be SMALL. Approximately 48.3 ha [119.4 ac] of land disturbance
would occur under the proposed action (Phase 1). The approximately 133.5 ha [330 ac] of land
disturbance for full build-out (Phases 1-20) from the construction stage would be relatively minor
compared to the 421-ha [1,040-ac] proposed project area. For all phases, Holtec has
committed to mitigation measures, such as stabilizing disturbed areas with natural landscaping
and protecting undisturbed areas with silt fencing and straw bales to reduce the impacts of
surface disturbance during construction. Prohibiting grazing within the fenced 114.5-ha [283-ac]
protected area would have a minor impact on local livestock production because there would be
abundant open land available for grazing around the storage and operations area and
surrounding the proposed project area. Likewise, because there would be abundant open land
available around the proposed project area, impacts to recreational activities would be minor.
The proposed CISF may reduce the total amount of potash mining in the region; however, this
impact is minor considering the expansive potash leasing area surrounding the proposed project
area. The proposed CISF will have no impact on oil and gas exploration and development in
the proposed project area because extraction will continue to occur at depths greater than
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930 m [3,050 ft]. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the land use impacts during the
construction stage for the proposed action (Phase 1) would be SMALL, and potential impacts for
Phases 2-20 would also be SMALL.

The rail spur would be constructed to connect the proposed CISF project to an industrial railroad
that lies 6.1 km [3.8 mi] to the west. The disturbed land area for the rail spur would be 15.9 ha
[39.4 ac] of BLM-managed land. A site access road would also be constructed across
BLM-managed land from the proposed CISF project southward to U.S. Highway 62/180.
Construction of the rail spur and site access road would require right-of-way approval on
Federal lands from BLM. Due to the small amount of disturbed land, relatively flat terrain,

lack of highway crossing, and joint location of the access road along the rail spur right-of-way,
the NRC and BLM staffs conclude that impacts from construction of the rail spur on land use
would be SMALL.

Operations: Impacts would be SMALL. For the proposed action (Phase 1), there are no
activities that would require additional ground-disturbing activities. Similar to the construction
stage, cattle grazing would be prohibited within the storage and operations area. The primary
changes to land use during the operations stage of the proposed action (Phase 1) would be
land disturbance associated with construction of SNF storage pads and modules for additional
phases, because the applicant intends to operate each phase concurrently with construction of
new phases. Construction of Phases 2-20 would require 85.2 ha [210.6 ac] of land in addition
to the proposed action (Phase 1). To ensure that construction of additional SNF storage pads
would not adversely impact operations, Holtec would maintain an adequate buffer distance
between operational and construction areas (Holtec, 2019a). Furthermore, during operations,
the current primary land use (cattle grazing) would be prohibited on 133.5 ha [330 ac] of land.
Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that land use impacts associated with the operations stage
for the proposed action (Phase 1) and for Phases 2-20 of the proposed CISF project would be
similar to construction and would be SMALL.

Operation of the rail spur would be consistent with the local industrial uses of the land in the
vicinity of the proposed project area, which supports potash mining, oil and gas exploration and
development, and oil and gas service industry facilities, many of which make use of existing rail
lines for materials transportation. Maintenance of the rail spur is anticipated during the
operations stage. This may require use of limited equipment for repairs but is not anticipated to
require land disturbance beyond that experienced during construction of the rail spur. For these
reasons, the NRC and BLM staffs conclude that impacts from operation of the rail spur on land
use would be SMALL.

Decommissioning and Reclamation: Impacts would be SMALL. At the end of decommissioning
and reclamation of the proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-20 (including the rail spur), all
lands would be returned to their preoperational use of livestock grazing (Holtec, 2019a). Any
remaining infrastructure would constitute a small portion of the area returned to pre-project
conditions. Because the land use impacts for decommissioning and reclamation do not exceed
those for construction or operation of the proposed CISF and would decrease as vegetation is
reestablished in reclaimed areas, the NRC staff concludes that the land use impact associated
with the decommissioning and reclamation stage for the proposed action (Phase 1) and for
Phases 2-20 of the proposed CISF project would be SMALL.

Decommissioning and reclamation of the rail spur and associated access road would occur at
the discretion of the land owner (BLM). As part of the rail spur permit application, BLM would
define activities necessary to complete decommissioning per its authority and guidelines.

XXV



£ WN =

©O©o0o~NOO;M

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

32
33
34
35
36
37
38

39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46

Impacts from decommissioning and reclamation would not exceed those associated with
construction of the rail spur; therefore, the NRC and BLM staffs conclude that impacts from
decommissioning and reclamation of the rail spur on land use would be SMALL.

Transportation

Construction: Impacts would be SMALL. During the construction stage of the proposed CISF,
trucks would be used to transport construction supplies and equipment to the proposed project
area. The regional and local transportation infrastructure that would serve the proposed

CISF project would be accessed from U.S. Highway 62/180, which traverses the proposed
project area.

The NRC staff’s construction traffic impact analysis considered the volume of estimated
construction traffic from supply shipments, waste shipments, and workers commuting and
determined the estimated increase in the applicable annual average daily traffic counts on the
roads used to access the proposed project area. The NRC staff estimated that a total of

70 daily construction supply and waste shipments would increase the existing volume of daily
truck traffic on U.S. Highway 62/180 of 2,449 trucks per day by 5.6 percent. Based on this
analysis, the supply and waste shipments for the construction stage of the proposed action
(Phase 1) would have a minor impact on daily traffic on Highway 62/180 near the proposed
CISF project. An estimated peak construction work force of 80 workers would commute to and
from the proposed CISF project construction site using individual passenger vehicles and light
trucks on a daily basis. These workers could account for an increase of 160 vehicles per day
(80 vehicles each way) on U.S. Highway 62/180 during construction. This amounts to an
approximate 5 percent increase in daily car traffic on U.S. Highway 62/180 from the proposed
CISF project construction. Traffic impacts on larger capacity roads that feed U.S. Highway
62/180 would be less than the impacts estimated for U.S. Highway 62/180. Based on this
analysis, the construction stage of the proposed action (Phase 1) would have a minor impact on
the daily U.S. Highway 62/180 traffic near the proposed CISF project site. For the construction
stage of Phases 2-20, buildings and infrastructure would already be constructed, so the same or
a smaller construction worker commuting volume would occur compared to the construction
phase of the proposed action (Phase 1) and would contribute the same or less transportation
impacts. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the transportation impacts from the
construction stage of the proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-20 would be SMALL.

Construction of the rail spur would occur during the construction stage of the proposed action
(Phase 1). The workforce required to construct the rail spur was included in the analysis of
commuter impacts to transportation. The additional construction supplies necessary to build the
rail spur would be significantly less than that required for construction of the proposed CISF.
Therefore, the NRC and BLM staffs conclude that the addition of supplies and supply shipments
would be less than those for the construction stage of the proposed action (Phase 1) and would
therefore have a SMALL impact.

Operations: Impacts would be SMALL. During operations of the proposed CISF, Holtec would
continue to use roadways for supply and waste shipments in addition to workforce commuting.
Additionally, Holtec proposes using the national rail network for transportation of SNF from
nuclear power plants and ISFSiIs to the proposed CISF and eventually from the CISF to a
geologic repository, when one becomes available. The operations impacts the NRC staff
evaluated include traffic impacts from shipping equipment, supplies, and produced wastes, and
from workers commuting during CISF operations. Other impacts evaluated included the
radiological and nonradiological health and safety impacts to workers and the public under

XXVi



N =

normal and accident conditions from the proposed nationwide rail transportation of SNF to and
from the proposed CISF.

The NRC staff’s traffic impact analysis for the operations stage of the proposed CISF
considered the volume of estimated operations traffic from supply shipments, waste shipments,
and workers commuting, then determined the estimated increase in the applicable annual
average daily traffic counts on the roads used to access the proposed project area. The NRC
staff estimated that 73 waste shipments would occur during operations per year or about

1 shipment every 5 days. The operations workforce would include 40 regular employees and
15 security staff at full build-out commuting daily to and from the proposed CISF project. These
workers could account for an increase of 110 vehicles per day (55 vehicles each way) on

U.S. Highway 62/180 during the operations stage of the proposed action (Phase 1) resulting in
an estimated 3 percent increase in daily car traffic on U.S. Highway 62/180. Based on this
analysis, the operations stage of the proposed action (Phase 1) would have a minor impact on
the daily U.S. Highway 62/180 traffic near the proposed CISF project site. Traffic impacts on
larger capacity roads that feed U.S. Highway 62/180 would be less than the impacts estimated
for U.S. Highway 62/180. During the operations stage of Phases 2-20, construction of
additional phases would occur concurrently with operations; therefore, up to an additional 80
construction workers would be commuting during the same time period. Thus, the total
workforce commuting during operations (combined with construction of next phases) could add
270 vehicles per day (135 vehicles each way) to the existing U.S. Highway 62/180 traffic during
operations, representing an 8 percent increase in daily car traffic on U.S. Highway 62/180.
Based on this information, the NRC staff concludes that supply and waste shipments during the
operation stage of the proposed action (Phase 1) and during Phases 2-20 would not noticeably
contribute to traffic impacts and therefore the impacts would be SMALL.

During operation of any project phase, SNF would be shipped from existing storage sites at
nuclear power plants or ISFSIs to the proposed CISF. These shipments must comply with
applicable NRC and U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) regulations for the transportation
of radioactive materials in 10 CFR 71 and 73 and 49 CFR 107, 171-180, and 390-397, as
appropriate to the mode of transport. The NRC staff evaluated the radiological and
nonradiological health impacts to workers and the public from this project-specific
transportation, considering both incident-free and accident conditions.

The potential radiological health impacts to workers and the public from incident-free
transportation of SNF to and from the proposed CISF project would occur from exposures to the
radiation emitted from the loaded transportation casks that are within specified regulatory limits.
Radiation doses to workers involved in transportation of SNF would be limited to an annual dose
of 0.05 Sv [5 rem] or less. The estimated occupational health effects estimates for the proposed
action (Phase 1), including fatal cancer, nonfatal cancer, and severe hereditary effects were low
(sufficient to conclude most likely zero). For all phases (full build-out), the estimated number of
occupational health effects is 1.4 (a small fraction of the estimated 440,000 baseline health
effects within the same population). The NRC impact analysis also included estimates of in-
transit, incident-free public doses to residents along the route, to occupants of vehicles sharing
the route, and to residents near SNF transportation stops. All of the estimated public health
effects from the proposed incident-free SNF transportation during the operations stage of the
proposed action (Phase 1) and the operations stage of Phases 2-20 are low (most likely zero).
An estimate of the maximally exposed public individual located 30 m [98 ft] from the rail track
who is exposed to the direct radiation emitted from all 10,000 passing rail shipments of SNF at
full build-out under normal operations resulted in an accumulated dose of 0.06 mSv [6 mrem].
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The NRC staff also evaluated the potential occupational and public health impacts of the
proposed SNF transportation under accident conditions. Based on prior NRC analyses of cask
response to transportation accident conditions, releases of SNF would not be expected from the
proposed SNF shipments under accident conditions. Under accident conditions with no release,
the highest estimated dose consequence to an emergency responder that spends 10 hours at
an accident site at an average distance of 5 m [16 ft] from the cask is 0.92 mSv [92 mrem]. The
NRC staff also evaluated the potential radiological impacts to the public from the proposed SNF
transportation under accident conditions. The accident scenario involves a 10-hour delay in
movement of the cask at the accident scene where members of the public in the surrounding
area {800 m [2,625 ft] in all directions} are exposed to direct radiation from the cask. The
estimated health effects risks were negligible for the proposed action (Phase 1) and for full
build-out.

The nonradiological impacts to workers and the public associated with incident-free SNF
transportation include typical occupational injuries and public traffic fatalities (e.g., accidents at
rail crossings) and fatalities involving individuals trespassing on railroad tracks. For the
proposed action (Phase 1), the NRC staff estimated that there would be 0.18 additional
occupational injuries and 5.2 x 10~* occupational fatalities. For the operations stage of
Phases 2-20, the same estimated annual injuries and fatalities would apply. If all operations
stages for the full build-out were conducted over a 20-year period, the cumulative total
occupational impacts would be 3.6 injuries and 1.0 x 1072 fatalities. The potential impacts to
the public from transportation accidents include an estimated 0.08 fatalities for shipping

500 canisters of SNF from reactors to the proposed CISF. During the operations stage of
Phases 2-20, an additional 500 canisters would be shipped to the proposed CISF per phase
with an estimated number of fatalities equal to the proposed action (Phase 1) estimate, until the
maximum of 10,000 canisters has been shipped. At full build-out, shipping 10,000 canisters
from reactors to the proposed CISF over the duration of the proposed SNF shipping campaign
results in 1.5 public fatalities.

Based on the NRC staff evaluation of the radiological and nonradiological health impacts to
workers and the public from this project-specific transportation, considering both incident-free
and accident conditions, the impact would be SMALL.

Removal of the SNF from the proposed CISF, or defueling, would contribute to additional
transportation impacts that would be similar in nature to the impacts evaluated for shipping SNF
from nuclear power plants and ISFSIs to the proposed CISF project and emplacing the canisters
earlier in the operations stage. These additional shipments of SNF from the CISF to a
repository would involve different routing and shipment distances than from the nuclear power
plants and ISFSiIs to the proposed CISF project. Additional impact analyses were conducted of
the radiological and nonradiological health and safety impacts to workers and the public under
normal and accident conditions from the national rail transportation of SNF from the proposed
CISF project to a repository, based on an approach similar to the approach applied in the
analysis of the SNF shipments to the proposed CISF. All of the estimated radiological health
effects to workers and the public from the proposed SNF transportation under incident-free and
accident conditions are low (likely to be zero). The nonradiological impacts for the repository
shipments would be less than the impacts from the incoming SNF shipments. Therefore, the
NRC staff concludes that the radiological and nonradiological impacts to workers and the public
from SNF transportation from the CISF project to a geological repository during the defueling
activities of the operation stage of the proposed action (Phase 1) and during the defueling
activities of the operations stage of Phases 2-20 would be SMALL.
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The transportation impacts of operating the proposed rail spur would be minor and limited by the
short distance, lack of road crossings, and remote and sparsely populated location of the
proposed rail spur and would not significantly add to the transportation impacts from the CISF
project operations. Therefore, the NRC and BLM staffs conclude that impacts on transportation
from operation of the rail spur during the operation stage of the proposed action (Phase 1) and
during the operation stage of Phases 2-20 would be SMALL.

Decommissioning and Reclamation: Impacts would be SMALL. During the decommissioning
and reclamation stage of the proposed CISF project, the primary transportation impacts would
be traffic impacts from the use of trucks to transport decommissioning and reclamation waste
materials to a disposal facility and from the commuting workforce.

The NRC staff's decommissioning and reclamation traffic impact analysis considered the
volume of estimated traffic from reclamation waste shipments and workers commuting and
determined the estimated increase in the applicable annual average daily traffic counts on the
roads used to access the proposed project area. The NRC staff’s estimated number of annual
reclamation waste shipments was 18,950 or approximately 52 trucks per day, representing an
estimated two percent increase in truck traffic from shipping the nonhazardous reclamation
waste from the proposed action (Phase 1). For any other single phase (Phases 2-20), a shorter
assumed duration of reclamation (1 year) could double this estimated increase in traffic.

At full build-out (Phases 1-20) of the proposed project, the NRC staff estimated that the volume
of nonhazardous demolition waste from reclamation of the proposed CISF would require
approximately 208 trucks per day if shipped over a 10-year reclamation period. This amount of
shipping would result in an estimated annual 8 percent increase in future truck traffic. Based on
this analysis, the nonhazardous reclamation waste shipments during the decommissioning and
reclamation stage of the proposed CISF at full build-out would have a minor impact if the
reclamation occurs over a period greater than 5 years. Additionally, the NRC staff assumes that
a reclamation work force (similar to the construction workforce) of 80 workers would commute to
and from the proposed CISF using individual passenger vehicles and light trucks on a daily
basis for the duration of demolition and removal activities. These workers could account for an
increase of 160 vehicles per day (80 vehicles each way) on U.S. Highway 62/180 during the
decommissioning and reclamation stage. This amounts to a 4 percent increase in the current
daily car traffic on U.S. Highway 62/180. The NRC staff concludes that the transportation
impacts from reclamation waste shipments and commuting workers during the decommissioning
and reclamation stage of the proposed action (Phase 1) and during the decommissioning and
reclamation stage of Phases 2-20 would be SMALL. Impacts to truck traffic would be SMALL
from reclamation of the proposed CISF at full build-out, if the reclamation occurs over a

10-year period.

Decommissioning of the rail spur would consist of dismantling the rail line and hauling the waste
to a licensed facility, if the landowner (BLM) determines not to keep the infrastructure in place.
There would be a small increase in traffic due to workers dismantling the rail line and a limited
amount of materials that would need to be disposed, but the NRC and BLM staffs anticipate the
increase in traffic from these activities to be equal to or less than the traffic increase associated
with construction impacts, and therefore SMALL.

Geology and Soils

Construction: Impacts would be SMALL. Impacts to geology and soils during construction of
the proposed CISF would be limited to soil disturbance, soil erosion, and potential soil
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contamination from leaks and spills of oil and hazardous materials. Holtec would implement
mitigation measures, best management practices (BMPs), National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements, and the Spill Prevention, Control, and
Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan to limit soil loss, avoid soil contamination, and minimize
stormwater runoff impacts. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the potential impacts to
geology and soils associated with the construction stage for the proposed action (Phase 1) and
for Phases 2-20 of the proposed CISF project would be SMALL.

Construction of the rail spur would require less soil disturbance and would incur fewer impacts
than construction of the proposed action (Phase 1), and mitigation measures used for the
proposed action (Phase 1) would also be applied. Therefore, the NRC and BLM staffs conclude
that potential impacts to geology and soils resources from construction of the rail spur would

be SMALL.

Operations: Impacts would be SMALL. Operation of the proposed action (Phase 1) and
Phases 2-20 would not be expected to impact underlying bedrock, because storage structures
are passive and designed to robustly contain radiological materials. Holtec would continue to
implement the SPCC Plan to minimize the impacts of potential soil contamination, and
stormwater runoff would continue to be regulated under NPDES permit requirements. Holtec
would implement mitigation measures for stormwater management through its Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). Operation of the proposed CISF project would not be
expected to impact or be impacted by seismic events, subsidence, or sinkhole development.
Criteria would be incorporated into the facility design to prevent damage from seismic events
such as earthquakes. The potential for sinkhole development or subsidence is low because

(i) plugged and abandoned wells within the proposed project area are located outside the
133.5-ha [330-ac] storage and operations area, (ii) the proposed CISF project does not produce
any liquid effluent that could facilitate dissolution, and (iii) no thick sections of soluble rocks are
present at or near the land surface. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the impacts to
geology and soils associated with the operations stage for the proposed action (Phase 1) and
for Phases 2-20 of the proposed CISF project would be SMALL and that the potential impacts to
the proposed CISF project from seismic events, subsidence, or sinkhole development would

be SMALL.

Impacts to geology and soils from operation of the rail spur would be minimal because few, if
any, additional geologic resources would be needed beyond those associated with construction
of the rail spur, and mitigation measures would continue to be implemented. Therefore, the
NRC and BLM staff concludes that the potential impacts to geology and soils from operation of
the rail spur would be SMALL.

Decommissioning and Reclamation: Impacts would be SMALL. During decommissioning and
reclamation of the proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-20 (including the rail spur),
contaminated soils would be disposed at approved and licensed waste disposal facilities.
During dismantling of the proposed CISF project, soil disturbance would occur from the use of
heavy equipment, such as bulldozers and graders, to demolish SNF storage facilities, buildings,
and associated infrastructure. This soil disturbance would be limited to areas previously
disturbed during the construction and operations stages. Mitigation measures used to reduce
soil impacts during construction would be applied during decommissioning. After project
facilities and infrastructure are removed, disturbed areas would be regraded with fill from
stockpiles, covered with topsoil, contoured, and reseeded with native vegetation (Holtec,
2019a). Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the potential impact on geology and soils
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associated with the decommissioning and reclamation stage for the proposed action (Phase 1)
and Phases 2-20 of the proposed CISF project would be SMALL.

Similar to the impacts to geology and soils described for the construction stage, the impacts of
decommissioning and reclamation of the rail spur would be limited to soil disturbance, soil
erosion, and potential soil contamination from leaks and spills of oil and hazardous materials.
Mitigation measures used during construction would also be applied. Therefore, the NRC and
BLM staffs conclude that potential impacts to geology and soils resources from
decommissioning and reclamation of the rail spur would be SMALL.

Surface Waters and Wetlands

Construction: Impacts would be SMALL. During the construction stage of the proposed action
(Phase 1), grading and clearing of the proposed project area for the SNF storage structures, site
access road, security building, administration building, parking lot, concrete batch plant,
laydown area, and associated infrastructure would cause surface disturbance, resulting in soil
erosion and sediment runoff into nearby drainages. Holtec has committed to erosion and
sediment control BMPs (e.g., sediment fences) to minimize any adverse effects, such as
erosion and sedimentation, on surface water resources. Leaks and spills of fuels and lubricants
from construction equipment and stormwater runoff from impervious surfaces resulting from the
proposed facility construction and concrete batch plant installation could impact surface water
quality. Implementation of a SPCC Plan and a SWPPP would minimize the adverse effects of
any leaks or spills of fuels and lubricants. There are no floodplains located within or in the
vicinity of the proposed project area. The topography of the proposed project area slopes gently
northward toward two drainages, one leading to Laguna Plata to the northwest and the other to
Laguna Gatuna to the east. Conditions in playa lakes that could potentially receive surface
runoff from the proposed CISF project (i.e., Laguna Plata and Laguna Gatuna) are not favorable
for the development of aquatic or riparian habitat (Holtec, 2019a). Furthermore, soils and water
(when present) in Laguna Plata and Laguna Gatuna are highly mineralized. Holtec also states
that there are no wetlands within or in the immediate vicinity of the proposed project area.
Holtec may be required to obtain a Section 401 certification from NMED for any discharge to
Waters of the United States (WOTUS), including jurisdictional wetlands.

Because Holtec would (i) implement mitigation measures to control erosion and sedimentation;
(i) develop and comply with a SPCC Plan; (iii) obtain a required NPDES construction permit to
address potential impacts from discharge to surface water and provide mitigation as needed to
maintain water quality standards; and (iv) obtain and comply with Section 401 certifications, if
required, the NRC staff concludes that the potential impacts to surface waters, including
jurisdictional wetlands, during the construction stage for the proposed action (Phase 1) would be
SMALL. As additional phases are added, Holtec would implement BMPs appropriate for each
size increase in the footprint of the proposed facility and would implement storage pad designs
that would adequately direct drainage over impervious surfaces during each phase addition up
to full build-out (Phases 1-20). Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that impacts to surface
water from construction of Phases 2-20 would also be SMALL.

Construction of the rail spur would disturb an additional 15.9 ha [39.4 ac] of BLM-managed land.
The NRC and BLM staffs anticipate that impacts to surface water would be limited to soil
disturbance and soil erosion associated with the land disturbance, as well as potential soil
contamination from leaks and spills of oil and hazardous materials from construction equipment.
Similar to those implemented for construction of the proposed CISF, Holtec would implement
mitigation measures, BMPs, NPDES construction permit requirements, Section 401 certification
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conditions (if required), and spill prevention and cleanup plans, to limit soil loss, avoid soil
contamination, and minimize stormwater runoff impacts. Therefore, the NRC and BLM staffs
conclude that the potential impacts to surface waters and wetlands from the construction of the
rail spur would be SMALL.

Operations: Impacts would be SMALL. For the proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-20
operations stage, the primary impact to surface water would be from runoff, although the
amount of impervious cover would increase for Phases 2-20. The design and construction of
the SNF storage systems and environmental monitoring measures make the potential for a
release of radiological material from the proposed CISF project very low during operations. To
minimize potential impacts to surface water from stormwater runoff, Holtec would (i) implement
mitigation measures to control erosion, stormwater runoff, and sedimentation; (ii) develop and
comply with a SPCC Plan; (iii) obtain a required NPDES permit and, if required, a Section 401
certification to address potential impacts of point-source stormwater discharge to surface water;
and (iv) develop a SWPPP prescribing mitigation, as needed, to maintain water quality
standards. Nearby playa lakes have adequate capacity to accept runoff from severe one-day
storm events, and conditions in these playa lakes are not favorable for development of aquatic
or riparian habitat (Holtec, 2019a). Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the potential
impacts to surface waters and wetlands during the operations stage of the proposed action
(Phase 1) and Phases 2-20 would be SMALL.

The primary impact to surface water from the rail spur would be potential runoff from disturbed
areas or from leaks or spills from equipment. To minimize any adverse impacts of runoff during
operation of the rail spur, Holtec would implement mitigation measures to control erosion and
sedimentation. The SNF contains no liquid component, and the SNF transportation casks are
sealed to prevent any liquids from contacting the SNF assemblies. Thus, there is no potential
for a liquid pathway from the SNF (such as runoff from the rail spur) to contaminate nearby
surface waters. Therefore, the NRC and BLM staffs conclude that the potential impacts to
surface waters and wetlands during operation of the rail spur would be SMALL.

Decommissioning and Reclamation: Impacts would be SMALL. During the decommissioning
and reclamation stage for the proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-20, Holtec would
implement mitigation measures to control erosion, stormwater runoff, and sedimentation.
Holtec’s required NPDES permit and SWPPP would ensure that stormwater runoff would not
contaminate surface water. In addition, Section 401 certification conditions, if required, would
ensure that proposed CISF activities would not adversely impact New Mexico surface waters,
including jurisdictional wetlands. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the potential impacts
to surface waters and wetlands during decommissioning and reclamation for the proposed
action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-20 would be SMALL.

Decommissioning and reclamation of the rail spur would include dismantlement of the rail

spur at the discretion of the land owner (BLM). Decommissioning would be based on an
NRC-approved decommissioning plan, and all decommissioning activities would be carried out
in accordance with 10 CFR Part 72 requirements. Similar to decommissioning and reclamation
of the proposed project at full build-out (Phases 1-20), a Section 401 certification, if required,
would ensure that proposed CISF activities would not adversely impact New Mexico surface
waters, including jurisdictional wetlands. Therefore, the NRC and BLM staff concludes that the
potential impacts to surface waters and wetlands during decommissioning of the rail spur would
be SMALL.
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Groundwater

Construction: Impacts would be SMALL. For the construction stage of the proposed action
(Phase 1), potable water would be supplied by a new water line that is capable of supporting the
water demands of all support buildings and the concrete batch plant. Excavation of site soils
and alluvium for construction of the SNF storage modules is not expected to encounter
groundwater, because groundwater is discontinuous within the proposed project area and occurs
at sufficient depth below the excavation depth, where present. The NPDES construction permit
requirements, Section 401 certification conditions (if required), and implementation of the
required BMPs would protect groundwater quality in shallow aquifers. Specifically, the NPDES
permit requirements would provide controls on the amount of pollutants entering ephemeral
drainages and specify mitigation measures and BMPs to prevent and clean up spills.
Construction of Phases 2-20 requires less water than construction of the proposed action
(Phase 1) because all facilities and infrastructure for the proposed CISF project would already
have been built. In addition to consumptive use for construction, concurrent operations
consume a small amount of water. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the impacts to
groundwater during the construction stage of the proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-20
would be SMALL.

Potable water for the construction of the rail spur would be supplied by an existing water
pipeline or by a new water line, both of which would be capable of meeting the expected peak
water demands. Additionally, the rail spur construction is not anticipated to encounter
groundwater and construction of the rail spur would be under similar permit restrictions as the
construction of the proposed action (Phase 1). Therefore, the NRC and BLM staffs conclude
that the impacts to groundwater resources from the construction of the rail spur would

be SMALL.

Operations: Impacts would be SMALL. For the proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-20
operations stage, because of (i) the design and construction of the SNF storage systems, (ii) the
SNF being composed of dry material, and (iii) geohydrologic conditions and the depth of
groundwater at the proposed site, potential radiological contamination of groundwater is unlikely
during operations. NPDES industrial stormwater permit requirements, Section 401 certification
conditions (if required), and implementation of BMPs would protect groundwater quality in
shallow aquifers. Specifically, the NPDES permit requirements and Section 401 certification
conditions (if required) provide controls on the amount of pollutants entering ephemeral
drainages and specify mitigation measures and BMPs to prevent and clean up spills. Therefore,
the NRC staff concludes that the impacts to groundwater during the operation of the proposed
action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-20 would be SMALL.

For the rail spur, infiltration of stormwater runoff and leaks and spills of fuels and lubricants
during operations can potentially affect the groundwater quality of near-surface aquifers.
Holtec’s required NPDES industrial stormwater permit and Section 401 certification (if required)
would set limits on the amounts of pollutants entering ephemeral drainages that may be in
hydraulic communication with near-surface aquifers. Therefore, impacts from the operations
stage of the rail spur are bound by the impacts of the construction stage; thus, the NRC and
BLM staffs conclude that the impacts to groundwater during the operations stage for the rail
spur would be SMALL.

Decommissioning and reclamation: Impacts would be SMALL. During decommissioning and
reclamation of the proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-20, infiltration of stormwater runoff
and leaks and spills of fuels and lubricants could potentially affect the groundwater quality of
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near-surface aquifers. Holtec’s required NPDES industrial stormwater permit and Section 401
certification, if required, would set limits on the amounts of pollutants entering ephemeral
drainages that may be in hydraulic communication with alluvial aquifers at the site. Holtec also
committed to developing and implementing a SPCC Plan to minimize and prevent spills. The
NPDES permit, SWPPP, and, if required, Section 401 certification, would specify additional
mitigation measures and BMPs to prevent and clean up spills. Therefore, the NRC staff
concludes that the potential impacts to groundwater during the decommissioning stage for the
proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-20 would be SMALL.

Dismantling of the rail spur may occur at the discretion of the land owner (BLM) and would

be based on an NRC-approved decommissioning plan and BLM requirements. All
decommissioning activities would be carried out in accordance with 10 CFR Part 72
requirements. These activities would have groundwater impacts similar in scale to the
construction stage. Therefore, the NRC and BLM staffs conclude that the potential impacts to
groundwater during decommissioning of the rail spur would be SMALL.

Ecological Resources

Construction: Impacts would be SMALL to MODERATE. During the construction stage of the
proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-20, to mitigate impacts to vegetation disturbance
during construction of subsequent phases, Holtec proposes to minimize the construction
footprint, to the extent practicable. However, because of changes to the ecosystem function of
the vegetative communities, the NRC staff concludes that impacts to vegetation from the
proposed action (Phase 1) for construction could alter noticeably, but not destabilize, the
vegetative communities at the proposed CISF project, resulting in a MODERATE impact.

Holtec also proposes to use mitigation measures for soil stabilization and sediment control, such
as stabilizing disturbed areas with native grass species, pavement, and crushed stone to control
erosion; stabilizing disturbed areas with natural and low-water maintenance landscaping; and
protecting undisturbed areas with silt fencing and straw bales, as appropriate. The U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service did not identify any Federally listed threatened or endangered plant or
animal species, candidate species, or proposed species that are known to potentially occur at
the proposed CISF project area or that the proposed CISF project may affect. Additionally,
conditions in Laguna Plata and Laguna Gatuna are not favorable for the development of aquatic
or riparian habitat. For all phases, Holtec would continue to monitor for and repair leaks and
spills of oil and hazardous material from operating equipment, minimize fugitive dust, and
conduct most construction activities during daylight hours (Holtec, 2019a). For construction of
each individual subsequent phase, because (i) a smaller amount of land would be disturbed,

(i) fewer vehicles and workers would access the proposed project area, and (iii) Holtec has
committed to mitigation measures, the potential impacts on wildlife and vegetation would be
similar during the construction of individual Phases 2-20 as those for the proposed action
(Phase 1). The combined area of disturbance from the construction of full build-out

(Phases 1-20) would be approximately 133.5 ha [330 ac] of land. Because construction would
occur over a number of years, and there would be abundant habitat available around the
proposed facility to support the gradual movement of wildlife, and because the CISF would have
no effect on Federally listed threatened or endangered species, the NRC staff concludes that
overall ecological impacts during the construction stage for full build-out (Phases 1-20) would be
SMALL to MODERATE.

Because of the smaller land area, construction of a rail spur would include similar or fewer

potential impacts on ecological resources (e.g., vegetation removal, wildlife displacement and
disturbances) than for the construction of the proposed action (Phase 1). Because the land
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area is smaller and the NRC and BLM staffs assume that the same mitigation measures Holtec
has committed to use for the proposed action (Phase 1) construction (e.g., soil stabilization and
sediment control, use of native grass species to stabilize the ground surface, and use of
pavement and stone to control erosion) would also be used for the rail spur area, the NRC and
BLM staffs conclude that the potential impacts to ecological resources from construction of the
rail spur would be SMALL.

Operations: Impacts would be SMALL. For the operations stage of the proposed action
(Phase 1), fewer effects to vegetative and wildlife communities would occur compared to the
construction stage because the only planned land disturbance during the operations stage
would be for movement of fences to support staggered construction of storage pads in later
phases. The operations stage would continue to alter noticeably, but not destabilize, the
vegetative communities within the proposed project area. Land available for ecological
resources would be committed for use by the proposed CISF project for the license term

(i.e., 40 years). No noxious weeds have been identified at the proposed storage and operations
area; however, invasive plant species and noxious weeds may invade disturbed areas during
the operations stage, but Holtec would control weeds with appropriate spraying techniques
(Holtec, 2019a). Additionally, material spills from transportation vehicles, maintenance
equipment, and gasoline and diesel storage tanks could also occur during the operations stage,
which could kill or damage vegetation or wildlife exposed to the spilled material. However, such
spills are anticipated to be few, based on permit requirements and mitigation measures that
would continue to be implemented. Holtec would continue the mitigation measures
implemented during the construction stage to limit potential effects on wildlife during the
proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-20 operations stage. For example, Holtec stated that
security lighting for all ground-level facilities and equipment would be down-shielded to keep
light within the boundaries of the proposed CISF project during the operations stage, helping to
minimize the potential for impacts (Holtec, 2019a). Because conditions in Laguna Plata and
Laguna Gatuna are not favorable for the development of aquatic or riparian habitat and Holtec
has committed to implement stormwater management practices, the impacts to aquatic systems
would be limited, and Holtec would implement measures to limit impacts to downstream
environments. Effective wildlife management practices and additional surveys of the proposed
CISF project would identify the potential for long-term nesting, and mitigation would prevent
permanent nesting and lengthy stay times of wildlife that may potentially attempt to reside at the
proposed CISF project. Thus, the potential impacts to vegetation and wildlife during operation
of the proposed action (Phase 1) and for Phases 2-20 for the proposed CISF project would

be SMALL.

For the rail spur, the primary impact to ecological resources would be from habitat
fragmentation, the potential for the establishment of invasive weeds along the disturbed edges
of the rail spur, and from the noise and vibrations of the trains. Lights on the trains at night
could also disturb wildlife along the rail spur, and direct animal mortalities could also occur.
Land within 3.2 km [2 mi] of the proposed rail spur has already been developed with several
transportation corridors that oil and gas companies use on a regular basis; therefore, the NRC
staff anticipates that the potential impacts from operation of the rail spur would not alter the use
of habitats near the rail spur or isolate sensitive wildlife species in the area. Holtec would be
required to comply with other applicable Federal laws, the NPDES, and would follow mitigation
measures that BLM requires to limit potential effects on wildlife. Therefore, the NRC and BLM
staffs conclude that the potential impacts from operation of the rail spur to ecological resources
would be SMALL.
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Decommissioning and Reclamation: Impacts would be SMALL to MODERATE. Replanting the
disturbed areas with native species after completion of the decommissioning and reclamation
activities would restore the site to a condition similar to the preconstruction condition. Impacts
on vegetation during decommissioning and reclamation of the proposed CISF project would
include removal of existing vegetation from the area required for equipment laydown and
disassembly. However, the area disturbed would be bounded by the construction stage
activities. While vegetation becomes established, potential impacts to surface-water runoff
receptors, including Laguna Gatuna and Laguna Plata, would be limited because of Holtec’s
commitment to implement stormwater management practices. As is the case during operations,
the playas are not expected to support permanent aquatic communities, because they do not
permanently hold sufficiently deep water and maintain the quality of water needed to support
aquatic species. Thus, there would not be aquatic communities present to impact

during decommissioning. The NRC staff concludes that the impact on ecological resources
from decommissioning and reclamation of the proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-20
would be MODERATE until vegetation is reestablished in reseeded areas and then would be
SMALL thereafter.

Dismantling the rail spur would have impacts on ecology similar in nature and scale to those
impacts experienced during construction of the rail spur (e.g., vegetation removal, wildlife
displacement and disturbances). The establishment of mature, native plant communities may
require decades. However, because of the relatively small disturbed area of the rail spur and
because Holtec commits to reseed all disturbed areas, the NRC and BLM staff conclude that
ecological impacts on the rail spur area from decommissioning would be SMALL.

Air Quality

Construction: Impacts would be SMALL. The proposed action (Phase 1) construction consists
of building the storage modules and pad for 500 SNF canisters and the associated infrastructure
for the CISF (e.g., the site access road, cask transfer building, security building, administration
building, and parking lot). These activities primarily generate combustion emissions from mobile
sources as well as fugitive dust from clearing and grading of the land, and vehicle movement
over unpaved roads. The proposed action (Phase 1) peak-year emission levels for all of the
pollutants are below the New Mexico “no permit required thresholds” except for particulate
matter PM1o, which is about 1.7 times this threshold. The NRC staff concludes that pollutants
with emission levels below this New Mexico “no permit required threshold” would have minor
impacts. For the one pollutant that is above the threshold, PM1o, the distance between the
proposed CISF emission sources and these receptors, along with the nature of the PMjo,
reduces the potential for impacts. Pollutants disperse as distance from the source increases,
and PMy settles out of the air quickly. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the potential
impacts to air quality from peak-year emission levels from the proposed action (Phase 1) and
Phases 2-20 would be SMALL.

Construction of the rail spur is included as part of the proposed action (Phase 1) construction
stage. Rail spur construction emissions compose only a portion of the total proposed action
(Phase 1) construction emissions. The NRC and BLM staffs anticipate the rail spur construction
emission levels to be below the New Mexico thresholds. The NRC and BLM staffs conclude
that the potential impacts to air quality during the rail spur construction would be SMALL
because the of the low emission levels.

Operations: Impacts would be SMALL. For the proposed action (Phase 1) and full build-out
(Phases 1-20) operations stage, the primary activity is receiving and loading SNF into modules.
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Combustion emissions from equipment used to conduct this activity are the main contributors to
air quality impacts. Impacts during the operations stage are either the same as or bounded by
those for the peak-year impact assessment and therefore SMALL for the proposed action
(Phase 1) and Phases 2-20.

During the operations stage, transportation of SNF on the rail spur occurs intermittently over the
8.9 km [5.5 mi] length of the rail spur rather than continuously generating emissions from a
specific stationary location, such as operation of the CISF. Because of the intermittent and
widespread nature of these emissions, the NRC and BLM staffs conclude that the potential
impacts to air quality during rail spur operations would be SMALL.

Decommissioning and Reclamation: Impacts would be SMALL. The NRC staff anticipates that
decommissioning and reclamation activities would generate combustion emissions from mobile
sources associated with equipment and transportation. However, the levels would be much less
than those of the peak-year emissions and, taking into account air quality and proximity of
emission sources to receptors, the impacts would also be the same. The NRC staff concludes
that the potential impacts to air quality from the decommissioning and reclamation stage for the
proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-20 would be SMALL. Similarly, for the rail spur, the
decommissioning and reclamation activities would generate combustion emissions and have
similar air quality impacts as well as proximity to receptors. Therefore, the NRC and BLM staffs
conclude that the potential impacts to air quality from decommissioning and reclamation of the
rail spur for the proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-20 would be SMALL.

Noise

Construction: Impacts would be SMALL. For the proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-20,
some increased traffic associated with construction activities (e.g., building infrastructure) could
increase noise levels. However, the proposed project area is undeveloped, and land in the area
is currently used for mineral extraction and grazing with a number of transportation activities
already occurring, particularly associated with oil and gas development. Additionally, there are
no sensitive noise receptors located within the proposed project area (Holtec, 2019a). The
nearest resident is located approximately 2.4 km [1.5 mi] away and due to the dissipation of
sound with increasing distance, the current vehicular traffic rates, and that construction activities
would occur predominantly during the day, the NRC staff concludes that noise impacts from the
proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-20 construction stage would be SMALL.

Noise impacts associated with the construction of the rail spur and associated infrastructure
would include similar construction activities to those described for the construction of the
proposed facility and associated infrastructure, but on a smaller scale. Therefore, the NRC and
BLM staffs conclude that overall noise impacts during the construction stage of the rail spur
would be SMALL.

Operations: Impacts would be SMALL. For both the proposed action (Phase 1) and

Phases 2-20, noise from the operation of the proposed CISF project would be primarily
generated from the delivery of casks (train or truck); operation of cranes and other loading
equipment; and site vehicles (e.g., commuter vehicles or supply movements). In addition, noise
point sources would include rooftop fans, air conditioners, transformers, and other equipment
associated with the site infrastructure buildings. Once storage modules in each phase are fully
loaded, operation noise at the storage pads is very limited because it is a passive system.
Thus, the noise impacts associated with the operations stage are anticipated to be less than
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those from the construction stage. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the noise impacts
from operation of the proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-20 would be SMALL.

During the operations stage of all phases of the CISF, use of the rail spur would generate noise
from trains operating on the spur, but these noise levels are not anticipated to exceed those
generated during the construction stage of the rail spur and the proposed CISF. Therefore, the
NRC and BLM staffs conclude that overall noise impacts during the operations stage for the rail
spur would be SMALL.

Decommissioning and Reclamation: Impacts would be SMALL. Noise sources (e.g., heavy
equipment and trucks) and impacts would be similar to those associated with the construction
stage; therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the noise impacts from the decommissioning
stage for the proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-20 would be SMALL. Noise sources and
levels associated with the dismantling of the rail spur would be similar to those incurred during
the construction stage of the rail spur; therefore, the NRC and BLM staffs conclude that the
noise impacts from dismantling the rail spur would be SMALL.

Historic and Cultural Resources

Construction: Impacts would be SMALL. The construction of the proposed action (Phase 1)
would include multiple areas where excavation would be required to accommodate and install
the underground facilities.

Several surveys have been conducted over the proposed project area to investigate potential
historic and cultural resources. One historic resource was identified within the area of potential
effect (APE) for the proposed action (Phase 1) construction stage and is a segment of earthen
and caliche gravel two-track road. The road dates between 1920 and 1954, and artifacts
located near the road included bottle glass, car parts, an insulator fragment, metal cans,
tobacco tins, metal fragments, and a 1954 New Mexico license plate. However, the proposed
project would not disturb the site, nor was it recommended as eligible for National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP), and the NRC has determined that the resource does not constitute a
historic property under the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). A prior survey also
identified one archaeological site (Site LA 187010) immediately inside the proposed project
property boundary where the rail spur crosses onto the privately-owned land of the proposed
project area. The current APE intersects with this archaeological site, which had previously
been described as a small prehistoric camp of unknown temporal affiliation with a diffuse scatter
of lithic artifacts and burned caliche. However, on February 4, 2020, the NRC staff, the NRC’s
archeological contractor, Tribal representatives, and Holtec’s archeological contractor visited the
proposed project area to inspect and assess the sites identified in the Class lll survey. During
the site visit, NRC and Holtec staffs and Tribal representatives noted that Site LA 187010
consisted only of two surface finds and a presumed thermal feature, most likely a hearth. The
only evidence of the thermal feature that could be identified during the site visit were
approximately six pieces of thermally altered stone. No sign of burned caliche or ash was
visible. The involved staffs and Tribal representatives noted that such a light scatter of artifacts,
without an associated datable feature, would not meet BLM criteria for definition as an
archaeological site, and could be more accurately recorded as an isolated manifestation (IM).
Therefore, the consensus among all parties in attendance at the site visit was that Site

LA 187010 should not be recommended eligible for listing on the NRHP. The NRC staff has
requested that Holtec conduct additional fieldwork to document the current condition of Site

LA 187010 and amend the Class lll report and site files to note the site recommendation change
of Site LA 187010. The updated Class Il report, along with the NRC staff recommendations,
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will be submitted to the New Mexico State Historic Preservation Office (NM SHPO) for
concurrence prior to finalization of this EIS. Because a historic resource will not be
recommended eligible for listing on the NRHP, the NRC staff concludes that cultural and historic
resources would not be impacted from construction of the proposed action (Phase 1), and
impacts would be SMALL. While consultation under NHPA Section 106 is ongoing, the NRC
staff’s preliminary conclusion is that no historic properties would be affect by construction
activities.

Construction of Phases 2-20 would disturb additional land. Within the protected (i.e., fenced)
area, Holtec estimates that construction of the concrete pads for all 20 phases (i.e., full
build-out), would disturb approximately 44.5 ha [110 ac] of land. In addition to the two historic
sites identified for the proposed action (Phase 1) construction, 17 isolated occurrences are
located within the direct APE for Phases 2-20 of the proposed CISF; however, isolated
occurrences do not constitute archaeological sites, and, therefore, do not constitute historic
properties. Because no historic or cultural resources have been identified in the direct APE that
the construction of the proposed Phases 2-20 could disturb, the NRC staff’'s conclusion, pending
completion of ongoing consultation, is that construction of Phases 2-20 would not affect historic
properties, and impacts to historic and cultural resources would be SMALL.

Construction of the proposed action (Phase 1) would include ground disturbance over 15.9 ha
[39.4 ac] for a rail spur to connect the proposed project area to the main rail line, which is
approximately 6.1 km [3.8 mi] west of the proposed project area, with a length of 8 km [5 mi].
Because no historic or cultural resources were identified within the direct APE for the rail spur,
the NRC and BLM staffs conclude that the construction of the rail spur would not affect historic
properties, and impacts to historic and cultural resources would be SMALL.

Operations: Impacts would be SMALL. During operations of the proposed action (Phase 1)
and Phases 2-20, no new ground disturbance is anticipated beyond that associated with
maintenance and traffic around the facility. Because no historic or cultural resources have been
identified in the direct APE and operations would not disturb additional land, the NRC staff
concludes that the operation of the proposed facility for the proposed action (Phase 1) and
Phases 2-20 would result in a SMALL impact on historic and cultural resources.

No additional ground-disturbing activities would occur, and no historic or cultural resources are
present within the APE of the rail spur that would be located on BLM-managed land, therefore
the NRC and BLM staffs conclude that operation of the rail spur on BLM land would result in a
SMALL impact on historic and cultural resources. While consultation under NHPA Section 106
is ongoing, the NRC staff’s preliminary conclusion is that no historic properties would be
affected by operations activities.

Decommissioning and Reclamation: Impacts would be SMALL. Decommissioning and
reclamation could result in the dismantling and removal of the proposed CISF and the rail spur.
The total land disturbed for decommissioning and reclamation would not be greater than

that disturbed during the construction stage, therefore the NRC staff concludes that
decommissioning and reclamation of the proposed facility for the proposed action (Phase 1) and
Phases 2-20 would have a SMALL impact on historic and cultural resources.

No historic or cultural resources that constitute historic properties are present within the direct
APE for the rail spur on BLM-managed land; therefore, no historic and cultural impacts would
result from decommissioning and reclamation of those areas. The NRC and BLM staffs
conclude that decommissioning and reclamation of the rail spur would result in a SMALL impact
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on historic and cultural resources. While consultation under NHPA Section 106 is ongoing, the
NRC staff’s preliminary conclusion is that no historic properties would be affected by
decommissioning and reclamation activities.

Visual and Scenic Resources

Construction: Impacts would be SMALL. As part of the proposed action (Phase 1), the most
visible structure constructed would be the cask transfer building, which would be approximately
18 m [60 ft] high. Because of the relative flatness of the proposed CISF project area, the
structure may be observable from nearby highways and properties. For the remaining
structures associated with the proposed CISF project, visibility would be restricted to east and
west traffic on U.S. Highway 62/180. The proposed CISF project structures would not be visible
to any city or township with an identifiable population center. Other than the support buildings
(including the cask transfer building), the proposed facility is predominantly subgrade, meaning
the maijority of the storage structure would be below ground surface. Although the proposed
CISF project would alter the natural state of the landscape, the NRC concludes that due to the
absence of regional or local high quality scenic views in the area, lack of a unique or sensitive
viewshed, the subgrade design of the facility, the remote locale, and planned dust suppression
mitigation, the impact to visual and scenic resources from the proposed action (Phase 1) and
Phases 2-20 would result in a SMALL impact.

The rail spur is expected to be at or very near ground surface level and less visible than the
other structures associated with the proposed CISF project. Therefore, NRC and BLM staffs
conclude that visual and scenic resource impacts from the construction of the rail spur would
also be SMALL.

Operations: Impacts would be SMALL. For both the proposed action (Phase 1) and
Phases 2-20, the facilities built during the construction stage (particularly the cask transfer
building) would continue to impact the visual and scenic resources. However, the use of
security lights at the proposed CISF project would create visual impacts at night because of
the contrast with the darkness of the surrounding landscape. Holtec has committed to
down-shielding all security lighting for all ground-level facilities and equipment to keep light
within the proposed project area to help minimize the potential impacts (Holtec, 2019a).
Because buildings associated with the proposed CISF project would have already been
constructed, the storage of SNF would be primarily subgrade, and lighting associated with
security would be mitigated to minimize impacts, the NRC staff concludes that the visual and
scenic resource impacts from the operations stage of the proposed action (Phase 1) and
Phases 2-20 would be SMALL.

The operation of the rail spur would result in minimal impacts associated with rail shipments of
SNF to and from the proposed CISF project and any associated vehicle traffic along the access
road from rail maintenance. The presence of trains on the rail spur would create a temporary
visual impact that is consistent with normal train operations, which already occurs in the area on
the existing main rail line. Therefore, the NRC and BLM staffs conclude that the impact to visual
and scenic resources for the operations stage of the rail spur would be SMALL.

Decommissioning and Reclamation: Impacts would be SMALL. Decommissioning and
reclamation activities would be similar to those occurring during the construction stage;
therefore, the NRC staff concludes that impacts to visual and scenic resources from
decommissioning the proposed action (Phase 1) or Phases 2-20 (including at full build-out)
would be SMALL.
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Dismantling of the rail spur would include similar activities and impacts as those associated with
construction of the rail spur. Therefore, the NRC and BLM staffs conclude that visual and
scenic resource impacts from the decommissioning of the rail spur would be SMALL.

Socioeconomics

Construction: Impacts would be SMALL to MODERATE and beneficial. The NRC staff
anticipates that economic impacts could be experienced throughout the 80-km [50-mi] region
of influence (ROI) surrounding the proposed project area as a result of peak employment
(135 workers per year) of the proposed CISF project [i.e., concurrent construction and
operations stages for the proposed action (Phase 1)] and associated revenue and tax
generation. Expenditures for goods and services to support the peak employment of the
proposed CISF project would occur both inside and outside the ROIl. The NRC staff recognizes
that not all individuals in the ROI are likely to be affected equally; however, most community
members would share, to some degree, in the economic growth the proposed CISF project
would be expected to generate. Furthermore, the NRC staff estimates a population growth in
the area of less than 0.1 percent, which is not likely to cause adverse impacts on housing,
schools, or other public services. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that socioeconomic
impacts resulting from construction of the proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-20
(including full build-out) would be SMALL for population, employment, housing, and public
services and MODERATE and beneficial for local finance.

Construction of the rail spur will occur as part of the proposed action (Phase 1) prior to any
concurrent construction and operation. The labor and costs to construct a rail spur to support
the proposed action (Phase 1) would be significantly less than what would be required for peak
employment of the proposed action (Phase 1) or Phases 2-20. Specifically, no additional
construction workers would be expected to be hired. Therefore, the NRC and BLM staffs
conclude that the potential impacts to socioeconomics from construction of the rail spur would
be SMALL.

Operations: Impacts would be SMALL. Because the size of the operations workforce would be
smaller than during the construction stage or peak of construction and operation, the NRC staff
determine that there would not be a noticeable impact on public services during the operations
stage. The local economy would continue to experience a SMALL beneficial impact from the
purchasing of local goods and services and an increase in sales and income tax revenues.

Because the operation of the rail spur mostly involves offsite transportation of SNF, and fewer
workers would be needed to operate the rail spur compared to the proposed action (Phase 1) or
Phases 2-20, the NRC and BLM staffs anticipate that impacts to population, employment,
wages, and community services would not change. Therefore, the NRC and BLM staffs
conclude that the overall socioeconomic impacts associated with operations for the rail spur
would be SMALL.

Decommissioning and Reclamation: Impacts would be SMALL to MODERATE and beneficial.
Potential environmental impacts on socioeconomics could result from hiring additional workers
compared to the operations stage of the proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-20 to conduct
radiological surveys; dismantle and remove equipment, materials, buildings, roads, rail, and
other onsite structures; clean up areas; dispose of wastes; and reclaim disturbed areas.
However, Holtec anticipates that the workforce needed for dismantling the proposed project
would not exceed the number of workers needed for the construction of the proposed CISF
project (Holtec, 2019a). If no additional workers are hired beyond the number that were directly
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employed during the construction stage of the proposed action (Phase 1), then the NRC staff
expects that there would be no increased demand for housing and public services during the
decommissioning and reclamation stage of the proposed project. Therefore, the NRC staff
concludes that socioeconomic impacts resulting from decommissioning and reclamation of the
proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-20 would be SMALL for population, employment,
housing, and public services and MODERATE and benéeficial for local finance.

There would not be detectable changes in the potential socioeconomic impacts during
decommissioning and reclamation of the rail spur. Therefore, the NRC and BLM staffs conclude
that the potential socioeconomic impacts of decommissioning the rail spur would be SMALL.

Environmental Justice

Construction, Operation, and Decommissioning and Reclamation: The NRC staff considered
the potential physical environmental impacts and the potential radiological health effects from
constructing, operating, and decommissioning and reclaiming the proposed action (Phase 1),
including the rail spur, and for full buildout (Phases 2-20), to identify means or pathways for the
proposed project to disproportionately affect minority or low-income populations. No means
or pathways have been identified for the proposed project (Phase 1 or Phases 2-20) to
disproportionately affect minority or low-income populations. Because land access restrictions
would limit hunting, and no fish or crops on the land are available for consumption, the NRC
staff concludes that there is minimal, if any, risk of radiological exposure through subsistence
consumption pathways. Moreover, adverse health effects to all populations, including minority
and low-income populations, are not expected under the proposed action because Holtec is
expected to maintain current access restrictions; comply with license requirements, including
sufficient monitoring to detect radiological releases; and maintain safety practices following a
radiation protection program that addresses the NRC safety requirements in 10 CFR Parts 72
and 20 (EIS Section 4.13.1.2).

After reviewing the information presented in the license application and associated
documentation, considering the information presented throughout this EIS, and considering any
special pathways through which environmental justice populations could be more affected than
other population groups, the NRC staff did not identify any high and adverse human health or
environmental impacts and concludes that no disproportionately high and adverse impacts on
any environmental justice populations would exist. Furthermore, the NRC and BLM staffs have
not identified any potential impacts on the natural or physical environment from constructing,
operating, or decommissioning the rail spur that would significantly and adversely affect a
particular population group. Therefore, the NRC and BLM staffs conclude that the rail spur
would have no disproportionately high and adverse impacts on any group, including minority
and low-income populations.

Public and Occupational Health

Construction: Impacts would be SMALL. Construction activities at the proposed CISF would
include clearing and grading for roads; excavating soil, building foundations, and assembling
buildings; constructing the rail spur, and laying fencing. Workers and the public could be
exposed to low levels of background radiation or nonradiological emissions during the
construction stage. Background radiation exposures could result by direct exposure, inhalation,
or ingestion of naturally occurring radionuclides during construction activities. Holtec has
proposed implementing standard dust control measures, such as water application or chemical
dust suppression compounds, to reduce and control fugitive dust emissions (Holtec, 2019a).
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Therefore, the NRC staff estimates that the direct exposure, inhalation, or ingestion of fugitive
dust would not result in an increased radiological hazard to workers and the general public
during the construction stage of the proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-20 of the
proposed CISF project.

Nonradiological impacts to construction workers during the construction stage of the proposed
action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-20 of the proposed CISF project would be limited to the normal
hazards associated with construction (i.e., no unusual situations would be anticipated that would
make the proposed construction activities more hazardous than normal for an industrial
construction project). The proposed CISF project would be subject to Occupational Safety and
Health Administration (OSHA) General Industry Standards (29 CFR Part 1910) and
Construction Industry Standards (29 CFR Part 1926). These standards establish practices,
procedures, exposure limits, and equipment specifications to preserve worker health and safety.
Because the construction activities at the proposed CISF during any phase would be typical and
subject to applicable occupational health and safety regulations, there would be only minor
impacts to worker health and safety from construction-related activities. Therefore, the NRC
staff concludes that the nonradiological occupational health effects of the construction stage of
the proposed action (Phase 1) and the construction stage of Phases 2-20 would be minor.

The construction activities conducted for the rail spur would be significantly less than the
construction activities for the proposed CISF project and therefore would be expected to result
in fewer background radiological exposures or nonradiological occupational injuries and
fatalities. Therefore, the NRC and BLM staffs conclude that the public and occupational health
impacts of constructing the rail spur, which would be completed as part of the construction stage
of the proposed action (Phase 1), would be SMALL.

Operations: The radiological impacts from normal operations would be SMALL. Operational
activities at the proposed CISF would include the receipt, transfer, handling, and storage of
canistered SNF. During these activities, the radiological impacts would include expected
occupational and public exposures to low levels of radiation. Per individual canister, the
collective dose estimate for the entire work crew was 0.0081 person-Sv [0.81person-rem].
These estimates were conservative because they did not account for shielding. The resulting
single worker annual dose estimate for processing 500 canisters during any single phase was
0.025 Sv [2.5 rem]. This estimated dose, applicable to the most highly exposed group of
workers, is below the 0.05 Sv/yr (5 rem/yr) occupational dose limit specified in

10 CFR 20.1201(a) for occupational exposure. Because these exposures do not exceed NRC
dose limit for workers, the NRC staff concludes that the radiological impacts to workers during
the operations stage of the proposed action (Phase 1) and the operations stage of Phases 2-20
would be minor.

Nonradiological impacts to operations workers would be limited to the normal hazards
associated with CISF operations. The proposed CISF would be subject to OSHA’s General
Industry Standards (29 CFR Part 1910), which establish practices, procedures, exposure limits,
and equipment specifications to preserve worker health and safety. Because the operation
activities at the proposed CISF project would be typical and subject to applicable occupational
health and safety regulations, there would be only small impacts to nonradiological worker
health and safety from operations-related activities. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the
nonradiological occupational health impacts of the operations stage of the proposed action
(Phase 1) and Phases 2-20 would be minor.
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The operation of the rail spur within the proposed CISF boundary is associated with the receipt
of shipments, and impacts from the shipments are assessed as part of the operation of the
proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-20, and as part of transportation impacts. Therefore,
the NRC and BLM staffs conclude that the public and occupational health impacts of the rail
spur as part of the operations stage of the proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-20 would
be SMALL.

Decommissioning and Reclamation: Impacts would be SMALL. Based on the effective
containment of SNF during operations under normal conditions, the existing radiological and
nonradiological controls and decommissioning planning, and the similarity of reclamation
activities and impacts to construction, the public and occupational health impacts for the
decommissioning and reclamation stage of the proposed action (Phase 1) and the
decommissioning and reclamation stage of Phases 2-20 would be SMALL.

The decommissioning activities conducted for the rail spur would be significantly less than the
decommissioning activities for the proposed CISF project, and therefore would be expected to
result in fewer occupational injuries and fatalities. Because of the radiological protection
program and the containment of the casks and canisters, the NRC and BLM staffs do not
anticipate the rail spur having radiological contamination. Therefore, the NRC and BLM staffs
conclude that the public and occupational health impacts of decommissioning the rail spur as
part of the decommissioning stage of the proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-20 would
be SMALL.

Waste Management

Construction: Impacts would be SMALL. The proposed action (Phase 1) would generate a
volume of 5,080 metric tons [5,600 short tons] of nonhazardous solid waste over the 2-year
construction stage (Holtec, 2019a), which is about 5.4 percent of the annual volume of waste
disposed at the Sandpoint Landfill. For construction of Phases 2-20, the total nonhazardous
solid waste the proposed CISF project generated over the project would be 96,525 metric tons
[106,394 short tons] (Holtec, 2019a). This would be about 3.3 percent of the capacity of the
Sandpoint Landfill, based on multiplying the annual volume of waste disposed at this landfill by
the projected lifespan of this landfill (Holtec, 2019a). The NRC staff considers that the amount
of nonhazardous solid waste that the construction stage would generate for the proposed action
(Phase 1) and Phases 2-20 would be minor in comparison to the capacity of the landfills to
dispose of such waste. Additionally, the proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-20 would
generate 11,360 liters (L)/day [3,000 gal/day] of sanitary liquid waste. Sanitary liquid waste
would be collected onsite using sewage collection tanks and underground digestion tanks and
then disposed at an offsite treatment facility (Holtec, 2019a). Sanitary wastes would be
managed in accordance with State of New Mexico requirements, and the NRC staff considers
the amount of liquid sanitary waste that would be generated by the proposed CISF construction
stage to be relatively minor in comparison to the capacity of publicly-owned treatment works to
process such waste. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the impact for waste streams for
both the proposed action (Phase 1) and for Phases 2-20 would be SMALL.

The amounts of waste that construction of the rail spur would generate would be much less than
those generated during the construction of the proposed CISF storage pads, buildings, and
other infrastructure; therefore, the NRC and BLM staffs conclude that the potential impacts to
waste management for the construction stage of the rail spur would be SMALL.
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Operations: Impacts would be SMALL. The proposed action (Phase 1) would involve limited
activities that generate hazardous waste, such as the use of solvents or other chemicals during
operations (Holtec, 2019a). Holtec estimates that the operations stage would generate up to
1.2 metric tons [1.32 short tons] per year of hazardous waste. Based on this volume of waste,
Holtec expects to be classified as a Conditionally Exempt Small Quantity Generator (CESQG)
(Holtec, 2019a). The NRC staff considers the amount of hazardous waste that the operations
stage for the proposed action (Phase 1) would generate to be minor in comparison to the
capacity for disposing of such waste. The amount of nonhazardous solid waste the proposed
action (Phase 1) would generate during the operations stage would be 91.1 metric tons

[100.4 short tons] per year (Holtec, 2019a), and for Phases 2-20, 3,460 metric tons [3,814 short
tons] would be generated. These volumes would be relatively minor in comparison to the
capacity of the landfills. Similar to the construction stage, the proposed action (Phase 1) and
Phases 2-20 would generate 11,360 liters (L)/day [3,000 gal/day] of sanitary liquid waste. The
operations stage for the proposed action (Phase 1) would generate limited amounts of low-level
radioactive waste (LLRW), consisting of contamination survey rags, anti-contamination
garments, and other health physics materials (Holtec, 2019a). The NRC staff consider the
impact from all waste streams for the proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-20 for the
operations stage to be SMALL.

Similar to the construction stage, the NRC and BLM staffs assume that limited quantities of
nonhazardous waste, hazardous waste, and sanitary waste would be generated during
operations of the rail spur (Holtec 2019a). These impacts would be bounded by those under the
construction stage; therefore, the NRC and BLM staffs conclude that the potential impacts to
waste management for the operations stage of the rail spur would be SMALL.

Decommissioning and Reclamation: Impacts would be SMALL to MODERATE. The
decommissioning and reclamation stage generates nonhazardous solid waste, LLRW,
hazardous solid waste, and sanitary liquid wastes. Nonhazardous demolition waste would
encompass the majority of the waste that would be generated by decommissioning the
proposed CISF and reclamation of the project area. The NRC staff anticipates that the State of
New Mexico would put in place additional landfill facilities as part of the normal urban
development needs of the area. The NRC staff assumes that the volume of nonhazardous
waste would be disposed according to all applicable regulations and future capacity would
remain available.

For LLRW, decommissioning would generate 0.91 metric tons [1.00 short tons] for the proposed
action (Phase 1) and 18.14 metric tons [20 short tons] of waste for Phases 2-20, which would be
disposed at one of the two identified disposal facilities for LLRW. Historically, private industry
has met the demand for LLRW disposal capacity. The NRC expects that this trend would
continue; therefore, the NRC staff consider the amount of LLRW the decommissioning stage of
the proposed action (Phase 1) would generate to be minor in comparison to future disposal
capacity for LLRW.

Like the construction stage, both the proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-20 would
generate 11,360 liters/day [3,000 gallons/day] of liquid sanitary waste, which would be relatively
minor in comparison to the capacity of publicly owned treatment works to process such waste.

The NRC staff assumes that any additional hazardous waste generated for decommissioning
and reclamation of the proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-20 would be equal to or less
than hazardous waste produced as part of the operations stage {1.2 metric ton per year
[1.32 short tons]}. The NRC staff concludes that for the decommissioning and reclamation
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stage of the proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-20, the impacts for LLRW, hazardous
waste, and sanitary waste streams would be SMALL, and MODERATE for nonhazardous waste
until a new landfill becomes available, after which the impact would be SMALL.

The amounts of waste decommissioning and reclamation of the rail spur would generate would
be much less than those generated from decommissioning and reclamation of the proposed
CISF storage pads, buildings, and other infrastructure. Therefore, the NRC and BLM staffs
conclude that the potential impacts to waste management for the decommissioning and
reclamation stage of the rail spur would be SMALL

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Chapter 5 of the EIS provides the NRC staff's evaluation of potential cumulative impacts from
the construction, operations, and decommissioning and reclamation of the proposed CISF,
considering other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. Cumulative impacts
from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions were considered and evaluated in
this EIS, regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertook the action.
The NRC staff determined that the SMALL to MODERATE impacts (excluding historic and
cultural resources) from the proposed project would contribute SMALL to MODERATE impacts
to the SMALL to MODERATE cumulative impacts that exist in the area due primarily to oil and
gas exploration activities, nuclear facilities, and potential wind and solar energy projects. For
historic and cultural resources the NRC staff acknowledges that without mitigation, the current
proposed location of the rail spur would likely cause adverse impacts to historic and cultural
resources and contribute a LARGE impact to SMALL existing cumulative impacts. However,
with implementation of mitigation measures, such as a redesign of the rail line to the west side
of the APE (within BLM-managed land) and establishing a no-entry buffer around the site, the
potential disturbance of the site from the rail spur would be similarly reduced. Therefore, if
these mitigations were implemented, the NRC staff concludes that the cumulative impacts from
the rail spur would not adversely affect historic properties, and impacts would be SMALL.

SUMMARY OF COSTS AND BENEFITS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

The cost-benefit analysis in the EIS compares the costs and benefits of the proposed action to
the No-Action alternative using various scenarios and discounting rates. The proposed project
would generate primarily regional and local costs and benefits, both from an environmental and
economic perspective. For the environmental costs and benefits, the key distinction between
the proposed CISF and the No-Action alternative is the location where the impacts occur.
Under the proposed action (Phase 1), the environmental impacts of storing SNF would occur at
the proposed CISF site, and environmental impacts would continue to occur at the nuclear
power plant and ISFSI sites whose licensees did not transfer all fuel to the proposed CISF.
Under the No-Action alternative, environmental impacts from storing SNF would continue to
occur at the generation site ISFSI and new impacts would not occur at the proposed CISF site.
In addition, because the proposed CISF would involve two transportation campaigns (shipment
from the nuclear power plants and ISFSIs to the CISF and from the CISF to a repository),
compared to one shipping campaign under the No-Action alternative, the No-Action alternative
results in a net reduction in overall occupational and public exposures from the transportation of
SNF because of the lower overall distance traveled.

The regional benefits of building the proposed CISF would be increased employment, economic

activity, and tax revenues in the region around the proposed site. For both the proposed action
(Phase 1) and full build-out (Phases 1-20), the NRC staff compared the proposed CISF costs to
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the No-Action alternative costs. In all cases for Phase 1, the No-Action alternative costs
exceeds the proposed action (Phase 1) costs (i.e., a net benefit for the proposed CISF). For full
build-out (Phases 1-20), some cases resulted in a net benefit, while other cases resulted in a
net cost.

NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Under the No-Action alternative, the NRC would not approve the Holtec license application for
the proposed CISF in Lea County, New Mexico. The No-Action alternative would result in
Holtec not constructing or operating the proposed CISF. No concrete storage pad or
infrastructure (e.g., rail spur or cask-handling building) for transporting and transferring SNF to
the proposed CISF would be constructed. SNF destined for the proposed CISF would not be
transferred from commercial reactor sites (in either dry or wet storage) to the proposed facility.
In the absence of a CISF, the NRC staff assumes that SNF would remain on site in existing wet
and dry storage facilities and be stored in accordance with NRC regulations and be subject to
NRC oversight and inspection. Site-specific impacts at each of these storage sites would be
expected to continue as detailed in generic (NRC, 2013, 2005) or site-specific environmental
analyses. In accordance with current U.S. policy, the NRC staff also assumes that the SNF
would be transported to a permanent geologic repository, when such a facility becomes
available. Inclusion of the No-Action alternative in the EIS is a NEPA requirement and

serves as a baseline for comparison of environmental impacts of the proposed action.

PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATION

After comparing the impacts of the proposed action (Phase 1) to the No-Action alternative, the
NRC staff, in accordance with 10 CFR Part 51, recommends the proposed action (Phase 1),
which is the issuance of an NRC license to Holtec to construct and operate a CISF for SNF at
the proposed location. In addition, BLM staff recommends the issuance of a permit to construct
and operate the rail spur. This recommendation is based on (i) the license application, which
includes the ER and supplemental documents and Holtec’s responses to the NRC staff's
requests for additional information; (ii) consultation with Federal, State, Tribal, local agencies,
and input from other stakeholders; (iii) independent NRC and BLM staff review; and (iv) the
assessments provided in this EIS.
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

By letter dated March 30, 2017, the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) received an application
from Holtec International (Holtec) requesting a license
that would authorize Holtec to construct and operate a
consolidated interim storage facility (CISF) for spent
nuclear fuel (SNF) and Greater-Than Class C waste,
along with a small quantity of mixed oxide fuel, which
are collectively referred to in this document as SNF, Greater-Than-Class-C waste
and composed primarily of spent uranium-based fuel (GTCC)

(Holtec, 2017). The license application includes an
Environmental Report (ER) (Holtec, 2019a), a Safety
Analysis Report (SAR), and other relevant documents
(Holtec, 2019b). The proposed Holtec CISF would

Spent nuclear fuel (SNF)
Nuclear reactor fuel that has been
removed from a nuclear reactor
because it can no longer sustain
power production for economic or
other reasons.

GTCC waste means low-level
radioactive waste that exceeds the
concentration limits of
radionuclides established for

provide an option for storing SNF from nuclear power Class C waste in 10 CFR 61.55
reactors for a period of 40 years. Holtec prepared the R
license application in accordance with requirements in Mixed oxide fuel (MOX)

Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations (10 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.” This environmental impact statement (EIS)
was prepared consistent with NRC’s National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)-implementing
regulations contained in 10 CFR Part 51,
“Environmental Protection Regulations for Domestic
Licensing and Related Regulatory Functions” and the
NRC staff guidance in NUREG-1748, “Environmental
Review Guidance for Licensing Actions Associated with NMSS Programs” (NRC, 2003).

A type of nuclear reactor fuel
(often called “MOX”) that contains
plutonium oxide mixed with either
natural or depleted uranium oxide,
in ceramic pellet form. Using
plutonium reduces the amount of
highly enriched uranium needed to
produce a controlled reaction in
commercial lightwater reactors.

1.2 Proposed Action

1.2.1 The NRC Proposed Action

The proposed action is the issuance, under the provisions of 10 CFR Part 72, of an NRC license
authorizing the construction and operation of the proposed Holtec CISF in southeast

New Mexico at a site located approximately halfway between the cities of Carlsbad and

Hobbs, New Mexico, as discussed in more detail in EIS Section 2.2. Holtec requests
authorization for the initial phase (Phase 1) of the project to store up to 8,680 metric tons of
uranium (MTUs) [9,568 short tons] in 500 canisters for a license period of 40 years (Holtec,
2019c). Holtec plans to subsequently request amendments to the license to store an additional
500 canisters for each of 19 expansion phases of the proposed CISF (a total of 20 phases), to
be completed over the course of 20 years, and to expand the facility to eventually store up to
10,000 canisters of SNF (Holtec, 2019a).

Holtec’s expansion of the proposed project (i.e., Phases 2-20) is not part of the proposed action
currently pending before the agency. However, the NRC staff considered these expansion
phases in its description of the affected environment and impact determinations in this

1-1
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Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), where appropriate, when the environmental impacts of
the potential future expansion can be determined so as to conduct a bounded analysis for the
proposed CISF project. The NRC staff conducted this analysis as a matter of discretion
because Holtec provided the analysis of the environmental impacts of the future anticipated
expansion of the proposed facility as part of its license application (Holtec, 2019a,b). For the
bounding analysis, the NRC staff assumes the storage of up to 10,000 canisters of SNF. During
operation, the proposed CISF would receive SNF from decommissioned reactor sites, as well as
from operating reactors prior to decommissioning. The CISF would serve as an interim storage
facility before a permanent geologic repository is available.

The NRC has previously licensed a consolidated spent fuel storage installation (Private Fuel
Storage), and NRC regulations continue to allow for licensing private away-from-reactor interim
spent fuel installations (e.g., G.E. Morris) under 10 CFR Part 72. For more information on the
NRC'’s regulation of spent fuel transportation, see https://www.nrc.gov/waste/spent-fuel-
transp.html.

1.2.2 U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Proposed Action

Holtec proposes building a rail spur across BLM-managed lands to connect existing rail lines to
the proposed CISF site. The BLM’s Federal decision is to either approve Holtec’s Plan of
Operations (pending submission), subject to mitigation included in the Holtec license application
and this EIS, or deny approval of the Plan of Operations if it is found that Holtec’s proposal
would result in unnecessary or undue degradation of the public lands. The total amount of
BLM-managed land expected to be disturbed by Holtec for construction and operation of the rail
spur would be 15.9 hectares (ha) [39.4 acres (ac)]. The rail spur would be routed across
BLM-managed land west of the proposed CISF project and would not cross any major highways
(Holtec, 2019a). A site access road would also be constructed across BLM-managed land from
the proposed CISF project southward to U.S. Highway 62/180 and would be approximately

1.6 kilometers (km) [1 mile (mi)] in length. Construction of the rail spur and site access road
would require right-of-way approval on Federal lands from BLM.

1.3 Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action

1.3.1 NRC Purpose and Need

The purpose of the proposed Holtec CISF is to provide an option for storing SNF from nuclear
power reactors before a permanent repository is available. SNF would be received from
operating, decommissioning, and decommissioned reactor facilities.

The proposed CISF is needed to provide away-from-reactor SNF storage capacity that would
allow SNF to be transferred from existing reactor sites and stored for the 40-year license term
before a permanent repository is available. Additional away-from-reactor storage capacity is
needed, in particular, to provide the option for away-from-reactor storage so that stored SNF at
decommissioned reactor sites may be removed so the land at these sites is available for

other uses.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982 required the Federal government to site, build, and
operate a geologic repository for high-level radioactive waste (HLW) and spent fuel by the
mid-1990s. Several factors have contributed to the delay, but in 2003 DOE reaffirmed the
Federal Government’s commitment to the ultimate disposal of the spent fuel and predicted that
a repository would be available by 2048 (DOE, 2003). The delay in the availability of a Federal

1-2
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repository for disposal of SNF has extended the SNF storage period at reactor sites. As a
result, several decommissioned reactor sites exist where a facility for storing SNF is the only
remaining structure licensed by the NRC. This circumstance has delayed complete site
decommissioning and prevented these sites from being put to other uses.

1.3.2 BLM Purpose and Need

The BLM purpose and need is to provide direction for managing public lands the BLM
administered in accordance with its mandate under the Federal Land Policy and Management
Act of 1976. The proposed rail spur is needed to efficiently transfer SNF from existing rail lines
to the proposed CISF.

1.4 Scope of the EIS

The scope of the EIS includes an evaluation of the radiological and non-radiological
environmental impacts of consolidated interim storage of SNF at the proposed CISF location
and the No-Action alternative. This EIS also considers unavoidable adverse environmental
impacts, the relationship between short-term uses of the environment and long-term
productivity, and irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources.

1.4.1 Public Participation Activities

On March 30, 2018, in accordance with 10 CFR 51.26, the NRC published a Notice of Intent
(NOI) to prepare an EIS and conduct scoping in the Federal Register (FR): “Holtec International
HI-STORE Consolidated Interim Storage Facility Project” (83 FR 13802). Through the NOI, the
NRC invited potentially affected Federal, Tribal, State, and local governments; organizations;
and members of the public to provide comments on the scope of the Holtec CISF EIS. The
initial scoping period was scheduled to end on May 29, 2018, and was subsequently extended
to July 30, 2018, in response to several requests for an extension (83 FR 22714). Comments
were accepted via the Federal rulemaking website (www.Regulations.gov), email, or regular
U.S. mail. The purpose of the scoping process (83 FR 13802) is to

ensure that important issues and concerns are identified early and are properly studied
identify alternatives to be examined

identify significant issues to be analyzed in depth

eliminate unimportant issues from detailed consideration

identify public concerns

Public Scoping Meetings

During the 120-day scoping comment period, the NRC staff hosted six public scoping meetings,
five in person and one by webinar. All comments received during these meetings were
transcribed. All transcribed comments, as well as any written comments submitted in person
during the scoping meetings, were considered by NRC staff and are included in the comment
summaries. On Wednesday, April 25, 2018, the NRC staff conducted a public scoping meeting
and webinar at NRC headquarters in Rockville, Maryland, at 7 p.m. EST. This meeting was
held in the evening to accommodate stakeholders in western time zones. Approximately

45 people attended, primarily by phone. A transcript of the meeting is available in ADAMS
under Accession No. ML18130A895.
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Five in-person public scoping meetings were held in New Mexico. The dates and locations for
these meetings were (i) April 30, 2018, in Roswell; (ii) May 1, 2018, in Hobbs; (iii) May 3, 2018,
in Carlsbad; (iv) May 21, 2018, in Gallup; and (v) May 22, 2018, in Albuguerque. The NRC
expanded the Roswell meeting and added the latter two meetings in response to requests from
stakeholders. The number of meeting attendees was approximately 105 people in Roswell,
150 people in Hobbs, 120 people in Carlsbad, 90 people in Gallup, and 155 people in
Albuquerque. Preceding each public scoping meeting, the NRC staff conducted an “open
house” at the meeting facility. Transcripts from each meeting, along with handouts and the
NRC presentations, can be found on the NRC website (https://www.nrc.gov/waste/spent-fuel-
storage/cis/hi/public-meetings.html).

To accommodate members of the public with limited English proficiency, the NRC staff provided
presentation slides, a fact sheet about the project, and information about how to comment

on the project in Spanish. These materials are also available on the NRC website
(https://www.nrc.gov/waste/spent-fuel-storage/cis/hi/public-meetings.html). Fluent
Spanish-speaking NRC staff opened all of the public scoping meetings by stating, in Spanish,
that although the meetings were being conducted in English, requests to translate into Spanish
were welcomed and would be honored.

In advance of each of these meetings, meeting announcements were posted on the NRC public
meeting notification system website, and notices were placed in local newspapers and radio
stations. In addition, the NRC’s Office of Public Affairs issued press releases and posted notice
of the meetings on the NRC’s Facebook and Twitter accounts.

1.4.2 Issues Studied in Detail

To meet its NEPA obligations related to its review of the proposed CISF project, the NRC staff
conducted an independent and detailed evaluation of the potential environmental impacts from
construction, operation, and decommissioning of the proposed facility at the proposed location
and of the No-Action alternative. This EIS provides a detailed analysis of the following
resource areas:

Land Use
Transportation
Geology and Soils
Water Resources
o Surface Water
o Groundwater
o Ecology
o Vegetation
o Wildlife
o Protected Species and Species of Concern
Air Quality
Noise
Visual and Scenic Resources
Historic and Cultural Resources
Socioeconomics
Environmental Justice
Public and Occupational Health and Safety
Waste Management

1-4
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As part of the cumulative impacts analysis, the NRC also considers the effects the proposed
project could have on global climate change. The analysis estimates the potential effect of the
facility’s greenhouse gas emissions based on a 40-year license term.

1.4.3 Issues Outside the Scope of the EIS

This EIS evaluates the environmental impacts of construction, operation, and decommissioning
of a consolidated interim storage facility for SNF. Some issues and concerns raised during the
public scoping process on the EIS (NRC, 2019a — NRC scoping report) were determined to be

outside the scope of the EIS. As a result, these issues and concerns are not addressed in the

EIS. These topics include (but are not limited to)

o consideration of noncommercial SNF (e.g., defense waste, foreign waste)
o concerns about nuclear power and alternatives to nuclear power
. consideration of environmental impacts of constructing and operating reprocessing

facilities for commercial SNF

o concerns associated with the Yucca Mountain licensing proceeding and national
progress in developing a repository

. legacy issues from prior nuclear activities not in the vicinity of the proposed project
. site-specific issues at other facilities

1.4.4 Relationship to the Continued Storage Generic Environmental Impact Statement
(GEIS) and Rule

In September 2014, the NRC issued the Continued Storage Generic Environmental Impact
Statement [NUREG-2157 (NRC, 2014)] and updated its Continued Storage Rule at

10 CFR 51.23. The Continued Storage GEIS analyzed the environmental effects of the
continued storage (i.e., beyond a facility’s license term) of SNF at both at-reactor and
away-from-reactor independent spent fuel storage installations (ISFSIs) (NRC, 2014) and
served as the regulatory basis for the Rule. The Rule codified the NRC’s generic
determinations made in the GEIS regarding the environmental impacts of continued storage of
SNF beyond the licensed life of a facility.

The GEIS is applicable for the period of time after the license term of an away-from-reactor
independent spent fuel storage installation (ISFSI) (i.e., a CISF) (NRC, 2014). Consistent with
10 CFR 51.23(c), this EIS serves as the site-specific review conducted for the construction and
operation of the proposed CISF for the period of its proposed license term. In accordance with
the regulation at 10 CFR 51.23(b), the impact determinations from the GEIS are deemed
incorporated into this EIS for the timeframe beyond the period following the term of the CISF
license. Thus, those impact determinations are not reanalyzed in this EIS.

1.5 Applicable Requlatory and Statutory Requirements

NEPA established national environmental policy and goals to protect, maintain, and enhance
the environment and provided a process for implementing these specific goals for those Federal
agencies responsible for an action. This EIS was prepared in accordance with the NRC’s
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NEPA-implementing regulations at 10 CFR Part 51. In addition, pursuant to 10 CFR Part 72,
the NRC regulations establish requirements, procedures, and criteria for the issuance of
licenses to receive, transfer, and possess power reactor spent fuel, power reactor-related GTCC
waste, and other radioactive materials associated with spent fuel storage in an ISFSI.

BLM regulatory requirements include the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, as
amended, which is a Federal law that governs the way in which BLM-administered public lands
are managed. This regulatory requirement would apply to the proposed CISF project connected
action of construction, operation, and decommissioning of the rail spur on BLM land to transport
SNF from the main rail line to the proposed CISF (NRC, 2018a). In addition, BLM would be the
responsible agency for granting rights-of-way under 43 CFR Part 2800. The BLM objective
under this regulation is to grant rights-of-ways to any qualified individual, business, or
government entity and to direct and control the use of rights-of-way on public lands in a manner
that (i) protects the natural resources associated with public lands and adjacent lands;

(i) prevents unnecessary or undue degradation to public lands; (iii) promotes the use of
rights-of-way considering engineering and technological compatibility, national security, and
land use plans; and (iv) coordinates, to the fullest extent possible, all BLM actions under the
regulations in this part with State and local governments, interested individuals, and appropriate
quasi-public entities (NRC, 2018a).

New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) statutory requirements in Section 74-1-6(C) of
the New Mexico Environmental Improvement Act allows NMED to enter into agreements with
environmental and consumer protection agencies of other States and the Federal Government
pertaining to duties of the department. Under the NRC and NMED Memorandum of
Understanding, NMED has provided information on State permitting requirements as input to
this EIS (NRC, 2019b).

1.6 Licensing and Permitting

1.6.1 NRC Licensing Process

By letter dated March 30, 2017, Holtec submitted a license application to the NRC for the
proposed CISF project (Holtec, 2017). The NRC initially conducts an acceptance review of a
license application to determine whether the application is sufficient to begin a detailed technical
review. The NRC staff accepted the proposed CISF project license application for detailed
technical review by letter dated July 7, 2017 (NRC, 2017).

The NRC staff’s detailed technical review of Holtec’s license application is composed of both a
safety review and an environmental review. These two reviews are conducted in parallel. The
focus of the safety review is to assess compliance with the applicable regulatory requirements
at 10 CFR Part 72. The environmental review has been conducted in accordance with the
regulations at 10 CFR Part 51.

1.6.2 Status of Permitting With Other Federal and State Agencies
In addition to obtaining an NRC license prior to construction of the proposed CISF project,
Holtec is required to obtain all necessary permits and approvals from other Federal and State

agencies during construction and operation of the proposed facility. EIS Table 1.6-1 lists the
status of the required permits and approvals.
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Table 1.6-1

Environmental Approvals for the Proposed CISF Project

Regulatory Agency

Description

Status*

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC)

License Application

Under review. Submitted
March 31, 2017

U.S. Bureau Land
Management (BLM)

Land Use Permit — Rail Spur

Pending — Will apply for
prior to construction

U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS)

ESA-Ecological surveys
complete, informal consultation
conducted

Initial Survey Complete

U.S. Environmental National Pollutant Discharge Pending
Protection Agency (EPA) Elimination System (NPDES)

Industrial Stormwater Permit
U.S. Environmental NPDES Construction Permit Pending

Protection Agency (EPA)

New Mexico State Historic
Preservation Office
(NM SHPO)

NHPA-Surveys complete,
informal consultation conducted
(Appendix C of ER). Two
prehistoric sites identified as
eligible for listing in National
Register of Historic Places
(NRHP). Avoidance is
recommended.

Initial Survey Complete

New Mexico Department of
Transportation (NMDOT)

NM243 Rail Road Spur ROW
Crossing

Pending — Will apply for
prior to construction

New Mexico Environment
Department (NMED)

Groundwater Discharge
Permit/Plan

Pending — Will apply for
prior to construction, if
required

New Mexico Environment

Hazardous Waste Generation

Pending — Will apply for

Department (NMED) and Storage prior to construction
New Mexico Environment Environmental Protection Pending — Will apply for the
Department (NMED) Agency (EPA) Notification of ID number prior to

Hazardous Waste Activity to
obtain an EPA ldentification
Number

generation of waste during
facility construction and
operation

New Mexico Environment

Petroleum Storage Tank

Will register storage tanks

Department (NMED) Registration as required

New Mexico Environment Sanitary Waste Permit Pending — Will apply for
Department (NMED) prior to construction
New Mexico Environment 401 Certification for Site Pending — Will apply for
Department (NMED) Specific NPDES Permit prior to construction, if

required

*Under Review indicates that the applicant