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ABSTRACT

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) prepared this draft environmental impact
statement (EIS) in support of its environmental review of the Interim Storage Partners, LLC
(ISP) 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
spent mixed oxide fuel. The proposed CISF would be located at the Waste Control Specialists
(WCS) site in Andrews County, Texas. This draft EIS provides the NRC staff’s evaluation of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed action and the No-Action alternative. The
proposed action is the issuance of an NRC license authorizing a CISF to store up to

5,000 metric tons of uranium (MTUSs) [5,500 short tons] for a license period of 40 years. ISP
plans to subsequently request amendments to the license, that, if approved, would authorize
ISP to store an additional 5,000 MTUs [5,500 short tons] for each of seven planned expansion
phases of the proposed CISF (a total of eight phases) to be completed over the course of

20 years, to expand the facility to eventually store up to 40,000 MTUs [44,000 short tons]

of SNF.

ISP’s expansion of the proposed project (i.e., Phases 2-8) 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 bounding analysis for the
proposed CISF project. For the bounding analysis, the NRC staff assumes the storage of up to
40,000 MTUs [44,000 short tons] of SNF.

After weighing the impacts of the proposed action and comparing to the No-Action alternative,
the NRC staff, in accordance with 10 CFR § 51.71(f), sets forth its preliminary National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) recommendation regarding the proposed action. The
NRC staff preliminarily recommend that, unless safety issues mandate otherwise, the proposed
license be issued to ISP to construct and operate a CISF at the proposed location to temporarily
store up to 5,000 MTUs [5,500 short tons] of SNF for a licensing period of 40 years (Phase 1).
This preliminary recommendation is based on (i) the license application, which includes the
environmental report (ER) and supplemental documents and ISP’s responses to the NRC staff’s
requests for additional information; (ii) consultation with Federal, State, Tribal, and local
agencies and input from other stakeholders; (iii) independent NRC staff review; and (iv) the
assessments provided in this EIS.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

BACKGROUND

By letter dated April 28, 2016, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) received an
application from Waste Control Specialists, LLC (WCS) requesting a license to construct and
operate a consolidated interim storage facility (CISF) for spent nuclear fuel (SNF) and
Greater-Than-Class-C (GTCC) waste, comprised primarily of spent uranium-based fuel, along
with a small quantity of spent mixed oxide (MOX) fuel (collectively referred to as SNF), at the
WCS site in Andrews County, Texas, for a 40-year period. On April 18, 2017, WCS requested
that the NRC’s review of its license application be suspended. On June 22, 2017, the NRC
Commission, in Commission Order CLI-17-10, directed staff to re-open the environmental
impact statement (EIS) scoping period using established procedures if WCS requested that the
NRC resume the review of the license application.

By letter dated June 8, 2018, Interim Storage Partners, LLC (ISP), a joint venture between WCS
and Orano CIS, LLC (a subsidiary of Orano USA), requested that the NRC resume its review of
the CISF license application under its new name, reflecting the organization of the joint venture.
With this request, ISP submitted a revised license application, later updated on July 19, 2018,
that included a revised Environmental Report (ER) and revised Safety Analysis Report (SAR).
The proposed ISP CISF would provide an option for storing SNF from U.S. commercial nuclear
power reactors for a period of 40 years. ISP submitted 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. Accordingly, the NRC staff then
prepared this EIS consistent with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), 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’s
guidance in NUREG-1748, “Environmental Review Guidance for Licensing Actions Associated
with NMSS Programs.”

The proposed action is NRC'’s issuance, under the provisions of 10 CFR Part 72, of a license
authorizing the construction and operation of the proposed ISP CISF in Andrews County, Texas,
for a period of 40 years. The proposed project area is situated approximately 0.6 kilometers
(km) [0.37 mile (mi)] east of the Texas and New Mexico State boundary.

ISP requests authorization for the proposed project to store 5,000 metric tons of uranium
(MTUSs) [5,500 short tons] of SNF from decommissioned and decommissioning reactor sites, as
well as from operating reactors prior to decommissioning for a 40-year license period. ISP
anticipates to subsequently request amendments to the license, that if approved, would
authorize ISP to store an additional 5,000 MTUs [5,500 short tons] for each of seven planned
expansion phases of the proposed CISF (a total of eight phases) to be completed over the
course of 20 years. At full capacity, the facility could eventually store up to 40,000 MTUs
[44,000 short tons]. Thus, for the purpose of this EIS, the proposed action refers to ISP’s
proposed “Phase 1,” as described in ISP’s license application documents. ISP’s expansion of
the proposed project (i.e., Phases 2-8) 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
NRC staff was able to evaluate the environmental impacts of the potential future expansion so
as to conduct a bounding analysis for the proposed CISF project. The NRC staff conducted this
analysis as a matter of discretion because ISP provided the analysis of the environmental
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impacts of the future anticipated expansion of the proposed facility as part of its license
application. For the bounding analysis, the NRC staff assumes the storage of up to

40,000 MTUs [44,000 short tons]. Future expansion phases would require license amendment
requests for which NEPA environmental reviews would be conducted. The NRC staff would use
the bounding analysis documented in this EIS to facilitate the NEPA reviews for the subsequent
expansion license amendments if the NRC staff determines that the bounding analysis is
applicable. The EIS refers to the proposed action as Phase 1, and evaluations of the potential
full build-out include Phases 1-8.

The scope of the EIS includes an evaluation of the radiological and nonradiological
environmental impacts from the construction, operation, and decommissioning of the
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 ISP CISF is to provide an option for storing SNF, GTCC, and a
small quantity of MOX from nuclear power reactors before a permanent repository is available.
These waste materials 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, GTCC, and small quantities of MOX fuel 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 PROJECT AREA

The proposed project area is situated approximately 0.6 km [0.37 mi] east of the Texas and
New Mexico State boundary at a location in Andrews County, Texas, that is approximately
52 km [32 mi] west of Andrews, Texas, and 8 km [5 mi] east of Eunice, New Mexico (EIS
Figure 2.2-1).

The proposed CISF would be built and operated on an approximate 130-hectares (ha)
[320-acres (ac)] project area within a 5,666-ha [14,000-ac] parcel of land that ISP joint venture
member WCS in Andrews County, Texas, controls. In addition, construction of the rail
sidetrack, site access road, and construction laydown area would contribute an additional area
of disturbed soil such that the total disturbed area for construction of the proposed CISF would
be approximately 133.4 ha [330 ac]. The approximate 130-ha [320-ac] owner-controlled area
(OCA) project area would be located north of WCS’s existing waste-management facilities that
ISP controls through a long-term lease from WCS (EIS Figure 2.2-2). The fenced, protected
area {41-ha [100-ac]} would be approximately centered within the OCA. Access to the
protected area would be restricted and security would be maintained. The storage pads,
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storage systems, and support facilities and infrastructure for receipt, transfer, and storage of the
SNF waste canisters would be located inside the protected area.

Facility Construction, Operations, and Decommissioning

Development of the proposed CISF would take place in three stages: construction, operation,
and decommissioning. During the construction stage of the proposed action, activities would
include construction of one storage pad (in the southeastern portion of the protected area) and
the other major components of the proposed CISF, including the cask-handling building, the
security and administration building, and the rail sidetrack. Soil would be further excavated for
construction of each subsequent phase; however, for the proposed action (Phase 1), the largest
amount of soil would be excavated to accommodate the proposed facility and associated
infrastructure. Therefore, subsequent impacts from construction activities of later phases, if
NRC authorizes, would be anticipated to be less than those associated with the proposed action
(Phase 1). ISP estimates that a maximum of 50 construction workers would be directly involved
in construction of the proposed CISF, which ISP estimates would take approximately 1 year

to complete.

If authorized by the NRC, Phases 2-8 of the proposed CISF would include construction of
additional storage pads, each capable of storing an additional 5,000 MTU [5,500 short tons].
Construction of Phases 2-8 would allow receipt and storage of SNF from future
decommissioned and decommissioning reactors, as well as from operating reactors prior to
decommissioning. ISP stated its intent that construction of Phases 2-8 would occur over a
20-year period after license issuance.

ISP would commence the operations stage of the proposed CISF about 3 months after
completion of construction. During CISF operations, transportation casks containing canisters
of SNF would be shipped via rail and arrive at the proposed CISF site on the rail sidetrack.
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
configuration. 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 Independent Spent Fuel Storage Facilities (ISFSls) and
emplacement of SNF at the proposed CISF project, and would be accomplished by reversing
the order of operations used for the receipt of SNF. Defueling is considered part of the
operations stage of the proposed project.

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 for unlicensed use and the license terminated. For the
decommissioning stage, after removal of all SNF from the proposed CISF, the principal activities
involved in decommissioning would include (i) initial characterization surveys to identify any
areas of contamination; (ii) decontamination and/or disassembly of contaminated components;
(iif) waste disposal; and (iv) final radiological status surveys. Because the exact nature of
decommissioning cannot be predicted at this stage of the project, the information presented in
the EIS represents the best available description of the activities envisioned for
decommissioning the proposed CISF, and the impacts evaluation is based on currently
available information and plans. Pursuant to 10 CFR 72.54 requirements, ISP would need to
submit a final decommissioning plan for NRC review and approval prior to license termination.
The final decommissioning plan would include information on site preparation and organization;
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procedures and sequences for removal of systems and components; decontamination
procedures; design, procurement, and testing of any specialized equipment; identification of
outside contractors to be used; procedures for removal and disposal of any radioactive
materials; and a schedule of activities. Once received, the NRC staff would undertake a
separate evaluation and NEPA review and prepare an environmental assessment or EIS,
as appropriate.

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. 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 ISP license
application for the proposed CISF. The No-Action alternative would result in ISP 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, and
an alternative location. These alternatives were eliminated from detailed study, because they
either would not meet the purpose and need of the proposed project or have not been
sufficiently developed.

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

This EIS includes the NRC staff analysis that considers and weighs the environmental impacts
from the construction, operation, and decommissioning 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

(i) 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 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.
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Impacts by Resource Area and CISF Stage
Land Use

Construction: Impacts would be SMALL. Approximately 133.4 ha [330 ac] of land disturbance
would occur under the proposed action (Phase 1). The approximate 133.4 ha [330 ac] of land
disturbance for full build-out (Phases 1-8) from the construction stage would be relatively minor,
accounting for a small percentage of the WCS site: 2.4 percent, leaving the remainder of the
WCS property for other uses. For all phases, ISP 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. The
continuation of prohibited grazing within the fenced 130 ha [320 ac] OCA for the proposed
action (Phase 1) and for full build-out (Phases 1-8), would have no impact on local livestock
production, because there would continue to be abundant open land available for grazing
outside of the WCS site. Likewise, because abundant open land would remain available around
the outside of the WCS site, impacts to recreational activities would be minor. Current and
future oil and gas development around the proposed project area would continue and would
likely fluctuate depending on the oil and gas demand. The use of mitigation measures, such

as the limited construction footprint, site stabilization, wetting of roads, and use of existing
rights-of-way to limit ground disturbance for water, electric, and natural gas lines would reduce
land disturbance. 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
full build-out (Phases 1-8) would also be SMALL.

Operations: Impacts would be SMALL. As with construction, both for the proposed action
(Phase 1), and for full build-out (Phases 1-8), cattle grazing would continue to be prohibited on
the WCS site, and fencing would be in place. Because of the abundance of land for grazing
surrounding the WCS site and because WCS privately owns the proposed CISF site, the impact
on land use would not be significant; therefore, no additional land use impact would result from
the operations stage of the proposed CISF beyond that for construction. Operation of the
proposed CISF would not preclude access to rights-of-way for maintenance of existing
infrastructure within the much larger WCS site. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that land
use impacts associated with the operations stage for the proposed action (Phase 1) and for full
build-out (Phases 1-8) of the proposed CISF project would be SMALL.

Decommissioning: Impacts would be SMALL. At the end of decommissioning, ISP (in
coordination with WCS) may choose to either remove all the storage modules, the storage pads,
and, at the discretion of ISP, the cask handling and administration buildings and associated
infrastructure or leave the facilities and infrastructure in place. The ISP lease of the proposed
CISF project area from WCS would cease, and control of the land would return to WCS.
Because the land use impacts for decommissioning do not exceed those for construction or
operation of the proposed CISF and the land is privately owned, the NRC staff concludes that
the land use impact associated with the decommissioning stage for the proposed action

(Phase 1) and for full build-out (Phases 1-8 ) of the proposed CISF project 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 State Highway 18, which connects the cities of Hobbs
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and Eunice, New Mexico, and Texas State Highway 176, which travels past the proposed
project area between the cities of Eunice, New Mexico, and Andrews, Texas.

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. ISP estimated the number of supply
shipments during the construction of the proposed action (Phase 1) would be 50 round trips per
day, so the NRC staff estimated the increase in traffic from these shipments would be 100 truck
trips considering travel in each direction to and from the proposed CISF project area. The
volume of daily truck traffic this amount of shipping generates would increase the existing traffic
on Texas State Highway 176 of 2,624 vehicles per day by approximately 4 percent and increase
the truck traffic by approximately 7 percent. Therefore, the supply shipments for construction of
the proposed action (Phase 1) would have a minor impact on daily traffic on Texas State
Highway 176 near the proposed CISF. In addition to construction supply shipments, during
construction of Phase 1 (the proposed action), an estimated peak construction work force of

50 workers would commute to and from the proposed CISF project area using individual
passenger vehicles and light trucks on a daily basis. ISP expects that the construction
workforce would vary over time and would range from 20 to 50 workers. Based on the
proposed phased approach to construct full build-out (Phases 1-8) of the proposed CISF

(i.e., constructing sequential phases over time), this intermittent construction worker commuting
volume would occur for at least a period of 20 years. During peak construction activities, these
workers could account for an increase of 100 vehicles per day (50 vehicles each way) on Texas
State Highway 176 and nearby connecting roads during construction of any single phase. This
increase amounts to an approximate 4 percent increase in average daily vehicle traffic on Texas
State Highway 176 and nearby connecting roads resulting from the proposed CISF construction.
Based on this analysis, workforce commuting during the construction stage of the proposed
action (Phase 1) would have a minor impact on the daily Texas State Highway 176 traffic near
the proposed CISF project area. For the construction stage of Phases 2-8, 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 full build-out (Phases 1-8) would be SMALL.

Operations: Impacts would be SMALL. During operations of the proposed CISF, ISP would
continue to use roadways for supply and waste shipments, in addition to workforce commuting.
Additionally, ISP proposes using the national rail network for transportation of SNF from nuclear
power plants and ISFSIs 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 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. ISP
estimated that the operations workforce would include 45 to 60 regular employees. This
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workforce would commute to and from the proposed CISF project area using individual
passenger vehicles and light trucks on a daily basis. These workers could account for an
increase of 120 vehicles per day (60 vehicles each way) on Texas State Highway 176 and
nearby connecting roads during the operations stage of the proposed action (Phase 1). This
would increase the existing daily traffic on Texas State Highway 176 of 2,624 vehicles per day
by approximately 4 percent over the proposed CISF Phase 1 operation. Based on this analysis,
the commuting workforce during the operations stage of the proposed action (Phase 1) would
have a minor impact on the daily traffic near the proposed CISF project area. During the
operations stage of Phases 2-7, construction of subsequent phases would occur concurrently
with operations; therefore, up to an additional 50 construction workers would be commuting
during the same time period (100 trips in each direction) along with 50 construction supply
shipments (100 trips in each direction). Therefore, the total workforce commuting during
operations (combined with construction of next phases) could add 320 vehicles per day

(160 vehicles each way) to the existing Texas State Highway 176 traffic during operations. This
would increase the existing daily traffic on Texas State Highway 176 (EIS Section 3.3) of
2,624 vehicles per day by approximately 12 percent. Because Phase 8 is the last planned
phase, no concurrent construction and operation would take place, and the commuting
workforce and supply shipment impact on traffic would be reduced and is bounded by the
impact from Phases 2-7. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the proposed traffic impacts
from CISF operations on Texas State Highway 176 near the proposed CISF project from the
proposed action (Phase 1) and full build-out (Phases 1-8) 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 Parts 71 and 73 and 49 CFR Parts 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 (i.e., full build-out), the estimated
number of occupational health effects is 0.49 (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 2-8 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 approximately 3,400 passing rail
shipments of SNF at full build-out under normal operations resulted in an accumulated dose of
0.019 mSv [1.9 mrem].

The NRC staff also evaluated the potential occupational and public health impacts of the

proposed SNF transportation under accident conditions. Based on an ISP analysis of cask
response to transportation accident conditions, releases of SNF would not be expected from the
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proposed SNF shipments under accident conditions. Under accident conditions with no release,
the highest estimated dose consequence to an emergency responder that spent 10 hours at

3 meters [3.3 yards] from the SNF cask was 1.6 mSv [160 mrem]. ISP also evaluated
maximally exposed individual dose risks and collective dose risks to the public from the
transportation of SNF under accident conditions involving a release under a variety of accident
configurations. The highest reported individual public dose risk was 2.62 x 10-'" Sv

[2.62 x 10° rem] once an accident has occurred. Therefore, when the NRC staff scales the
result by the probability of an accident occurring (1.1 x 107 rail accidents per km), the shipment
distance for ISP’s longest route {5,043 km [3,134 mi]} and the total number of proposed
shipments over the duration of the project (3,400), the resulting maximum individual dose risk is
low at 4.9 x 107" Sv [4.9 x 10° rem]. Additionally, the highest collective public dose risk ISP
reported, assuming all shipments take the longest SNF transportation route, was also low at
4.59 x 10°° person-Sv [4.59 x 107 person-rem]. The estimated health effects risks were
negligible for the proposed action (Phase 1) and for full build-out (Phase 1-8).

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) and considering the occupational fatality and injury rates for workers
involved in transportation and warehousing, the NRC staff estimated that there would be a low
number of additional injuries (1.1) and fatalities (3.1 x 1073). For each of the operations stages
of Phases 2-8, the same estimated annual injuries and fatalities would apply. If all operations
stages for the full build-out (Phases 1-8) were conducted over a period of 20 years, the
cumulative total injuries and fatalities would still be low (22 injuries and 6.2 x 1072 fatalities).

The potential impacts to the public from transportation accidents resulted in an estimated 0.19
(less than one) fatalities for shipping all SNF from reactors to the proposed CISF for the
proposed action (Phase 1). During the operations stage of Phases 2-8, the potential fatalities to
members of the public from any rail accidents during Phases 2-8 were conservatively estimated
to be 1.6 fatalities for shipping all SNF from reactors to the proposed CISF.

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 ISFSlIs to the proposed CISF project and emplacing the
canisters, as would occur earlier in the operations stage. These shipments of SNF from the
CISF to a repository would involve different routing and shipment distances than from the
nuclear power plants and ISFSls 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
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repository during the defueling activities of the operations stage of the proposed action
(Phase 1) and full build-out (Phase 1-8) would be SMALL.

Decommissioning: Impacts would be SMALL. During the decommissioning stage of the
proposed CISF project, the primary transportation impacts would be traffic impacts from the
commuting workforce. Based on the low levels of decommissioning-related transportation (EIS
Section 2.2.1.5), the NRC staff concludes that the decommissioning transportation impacts
during the decommissioning stage of the of proposed action (Phase 1), and at full build-out
(Phases 1-8) would be negligible. Therefore, transportation impacts during the
decommissioning stage of the proposed action (Phase 1) and full build-out (Phases 1-8) would
be SMALL.

Geology and Soils

Construction: Impacts would be SMALL. Impacts to geology and soils during the construction
stage for the proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-8, would include soil disturbance, soil
erosion, and potential soil contamination from leaks and spills of oil and hazardous materials.
Mitigation measures and Texas Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (TPDES) permit
requirements ISP implements (including spill prevention and cleanup plans) will limit soil loss,
avoid soil contamination, and minimize stormwater runoff impacts. Additionally, construction of
the proposed CISF would not impact seismicity, subsidence, and sinkholes. Therefore, the
NRC staff concludes that the potential impacts to geology and soils from the construction stage
for the proposed action (Phase 1) and full build-out (Phases 1-8) would be SMALL.

Operations: Impacts would be SMALL. The operations stage of the proposed action (Phase 1)
and Phases 2-8 would not be expected to impact underlying bedrock or soil, because storage
structures built during construction are passive systems and designed to contain radiological
materials. The applicant would be expected to implement the Spill Prevention, Control, and
Countermeasures (SPCC) Plan to minimize the impacts of potential soil contamination, and
stormwater runoff would be regulated under TPDES permit requirements. ISP would also
implement mitigation measures for spill prevention and stormwater management. Operation of
the proposed CISF project would not be expected to impact or be impacted by seismic events or
sinkhole development. Criteria would be incorporated into the facility design to prevent damage
from seismic events such as earthquakes. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the potential
impacts to geology and soils associated with the operations stage for the proposed action
(Phase 1) and for full build-out (Phases 1-8) of the proposed CISF project would be SMALL.

Decommissioning: Impacts would be SMALL. During decommissioning of the proposed action
(Phase 1) and Phases 2-8, contaminated soils would be disposed at approved and licensed
waste disposal facilities. If any portions of the proposed CISF require dismantling during
decommissioning, soil disturbance could 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. Decommissioning impacts to geology
and soil would be bounded by those during the construction stage, and similarly would be
minimal. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the potential impact of decommissioning on
geology and soils for the proposed action (Phase 1) and full build-out (Phases 1-8) of the
proposed CISF would be SMALL.
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Surface Waters and Wetlands

Construction: Impacts would be SMALL. During the construction stage of the proposed action
(Phase 1) and Phases 2-8, clearing, cut-and-fill operations, and grading of the site for the SNF
pads, buildings, the rail sidetrack, and associated infrastructure would cause temporary surface
disturbances, resulting in soil erosion and sediment runoff into nearby drainages. During
construction activities, ISP would implement soil erosion and sediment-control best
management practices (BMPs), including sediment fences, earthen berms, and diversion
ditches, to reduce adverse impacts on surface water such as soil erosion and sedimentation of
natural drainages. Leaks and spills of fuels and lubricants from construction equipment and
stormwater runoff from impervious surfaces resulting from the proposed facility construction
could impact surface water quality. To prevent spills and leaks and to minimize any adverse
environmental impacts, ISP would develop and implement an SPCC Plan. Additionally, ISP
would develop and implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), as the Texas
Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) requires, which would further minimize adverse
impacts from spills or leaks and construction activities by prescribing additional BMPs, such as
designated washout areas; designation of vehicle and equipment maintenance areas; and areas
for collection of oil, grease, and hydraulic fluids. ISP also states that the proposed project area
is not located in a floodplain. There are no jurisdictional wetlands identified within or in the
immediate vicinity of the proposed project area. Furthermore, soil and water in surface
depressions near the site that would potentially receive stormwater runoff from the proposed
CISF are highly mineralized and therefore are not favorable for the development of aquatic or
riparian habitat.

Because ISP would (i) implement mitigation measures to control erosion, stormwater runoff, and
sedimentation; (ii) develop and comply with an SPCC Plan; and (iii) obtain the required TPDES
permit to address potential impacts for discharge to surface water and provide mitigation, as
needed, to maintain water quality standards, the NRC staff concludes that the potential impacts
to surface waters during the construction stage of the proposed action (Phase 1) would

be SMALL. As additional phases are added, ISP 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 1-8), and, therefore, impacts from the construction phase for full
build-out (Phases 1-8) would also be SMALL.

Operations: Impacts would be SMALL. For the proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-8
operations stage, the primary impact to surface water would be from runoff, although the
amount of impervious cover would increase for each additional phase (Phases 2-8). 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, ISP would
(i) implement mitigation measures to control soil erosion, stormwater runoff, and sedimentation;
(i) develop and comply with an SPCC Plan; (iii) obtain a required TPDES permit 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. The adjacent
large drainage depression would have adequate capacity to accept runoff from a 100-year,
24-hour storm event, and conditions in this depression are not favorable for development of an
aquatic or riparian habitat. 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
full build-out (Phases 1-8) would be SMALL.
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Decommissioning: Impacts would be SMALL. During the decommissioning stage for the
proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-8, ISP would implement mitigation measures to
control erosion, stormwater runoff, and sedimentation. ISP’s required TPDES permit and
SWPPP would ensure that stormwater runoff would not contaminate surface water. Therefore,
the NRC staff concludes that the potential impacts to surface waters and wetlands during
decommissioning for the proposed action (Phase 1) and full build-out (Phases 1-8) would

be SMALL.

Groundwater

Construction: Impacts would be SMALL. For the construction stage of the proposed action
(Phase 1), potable water for construction of the proposed CISF would be supplied by the City of
Eunice Water and Sewer Department, which would support the water demands of all support
buildings. Excavation of site soils for construction of the SNF pads is not expected to encounter
groundwater, because shallow groundwater is discontinuous and deeper groundwater is at
sufficient depth {over 18 m [60ft]} below the 3 m [10 ft] excavation depth. TPDES permit
requirements and implementation of BMPs would protect groundwater quality. Specifically,
TPDES permit requirements would provide controls on the amounts of pollutants entering
ephemeral drainages as well as specify mitigation measures and BMPs to prevent and clean up
spills. Construction of Phases 2-8 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. Similar to the proposed action (Phase 1), the excavation of soils to construct
Phases 2-8 would not be expected to encounter groundwater, and the TPDES permit and other
applicable permits and plans acquired for the proposed action (Phase 1) would continue to
protect the groundwater quality. 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 full
build-out (Phases 1-8) would be SMALL.

Operations: Impacts would be SMALL. For the proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-8
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 the
groundwater, and the discontinuity of shallow groundwater, potential radiological contamination
of groundwater is unlikely during operations. TPDES industrial stormwater permit requirements
provide controls on the amounts of pollutants entering ephemeral drainages that may recharge
shallow groundwater at the site and specifies mitigation measures and BMPs to prevent and
clean up spills. In addition, ISP has committed to reduce consumptive use of potable water
(i.e., using water conservation practices), which would further minimize impacts to groundwater
availability. The operations stage of Phases 2-8 would have the same impacts and mitigation
measures as the operations stage of the proposed action (Phase 1) and have approximately the
same consumptive water use demand. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the impacts

to groundwater during the operation of the proposed action (Phase 1) and full build-out

(Phases 1-8) would be SMALL.

Decommissioning: Impacts would be SMALL. During decommissioning of the proposed action
(Phase 1) and Phases 2-8, infiltration of stormwater runoff and leaks and spills of fuels and
lubricants could potentially affect the groundwater quality. However, ISP’s required TPDES
industrial stormwater permit would set limits on the amounts of pollutants entering ephemeral
drainages. ISP also committed to developing and implementing an SPCC Plan to minimize and
prevent spills. The TPDES permit and SWPPP would specify additional mitigation measures
and BMPs to prevent and clean up spills. Additionally, radiological decommissioning activities
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would have little to no groundwater impacts, since no groundwater would be used during the
surveying and no contaminated groundwater recharge would be expected. Therefore, the NRC
staff concludes that the potential impacts to groundwater during the decommissioning stage for
the proposed action (Phase 1) and full build-out (Phases 1-8) would be SMALL.

Ecological Resources

Construction: Impacts would be SMALL to MODERATE. Potential ecological disturbances
during construction of the proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-8 could include habitat loss
from land clearing, noise and vibrations from heavy equipment and traffic, fugitive dust,
collisions of wildlife with power lines, increased soil erosion from wind and surface water runoff
and stockpiling soil, sedimentation of downstream environments, exposure to light at night, and
the presence of construction personnel. During the construction stage of the proposed action
(Phase 1) and Phases 2-8, ISP proposes to minimize the construction footprint, to the extent
practicable, to mitigate impacts to vegetation disturbance during construction of subsequent
phases. For both the proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-8, to mitigate disturbance
impacts to vegetation, ISP proposes to use mitigation measures for soil stabilization and
sediment control, which would include using earth berms, dikes, and sediment fences, as
necessary, to limit runoff. Disturbed areas would be stabilized as part of construction work with
native grass species, pavement, and crushed stone to control erosion, and eroded areas that
may develop would be repaired. During the construction stage of the proposed action (Phase 1)
and Phases 2-8, the applicant would 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. To comply with its obligation under Section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act (ESA), the NRC evaluated whether the proposed CISF project may affect Federally
listed species, species proposed to be listed under the ESA, or their critical habitat, as well as
other sensitive or protected species. In its analysis, the NRC staff evaluated the potential
impacts to the Texas horned lizard and the dunes sagebrush lizard, which may be present at
the proposed CISF project area during the construction stage of the proposed facility. The small
amount of potential habitat that is present at the proposed CISF necessary for dunes sagebrush
lizard survival, the small amount of disturbance planned in that habitat for fences, and mitigation
measures that ISP commits to implement (e.g., stabilizing and revegetating disturbed areas)
would limit impacts to lizards. Furthermore, the proposed CISF project area is not located within
the lesser prairie-chicken designated focal area or connectivity zone.

The proposed action (Phase 1) construction impacts would be expected to contribute to the
change in vegetation species’ composition, abundance, and distribution within and adjacent to
the proposed CISF project area and, per BLM, it may take decades to establish mature, native
plant communities following vegetation removal. 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) within and around the CISF project area for construction could
noticeably alter, but not destabilize, the vegetative communities at the proposed CISF project
area, resulting in a MODERATE impact for vegetative species. However, the removal of
vegetation for the proposed action (Phase 1) within the region of the Apacherian-Chihuahuan
mesquite upland scrub ecological system would not be noticeable and would have a SMALL
impact on vegetation in the regional ecosystem. The combined area of soil disturbance from
the construction of full build-out (Phases 1-8), the rail sidetrack, site access road, and
construction laydown area, would be approximately 133.4 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
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concludes that overall ecological impacts during the construction stage for the proposed action
(Phase 1) and full build-out (Phases 1-8) would be SMALL for wildlife and MODERATE
for vegetation.

Operations: Impacts would be SMALL to MODERATE. 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. During the operation of the proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-8,
disturbance of vegetation and habitat for wildlife would continue to alter noticeably, but not
destabilize, the vegetative communities within the proposed project area, and therefore would
result in a MODERATE impact on the vegetative communities within the proposed CISF 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). 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. ISP would continue the
mitigation measures implemented during the construction stage to limit potential effects on
wildlife during the proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-8 operations stage. For example,
ISP 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. Thus, the potential impacts to vegetation
and wildlife during the operations stage of the proposed action (Phase 1) and for full build-out
(Phases 1-8) for the proposed CISF project would be SMALL for wildlife and MODERATE

for vegetation.

Decommissioning: Impacts would be SMALL to MODERATE. Decommissioning at the facility
for either the proposed action (Phase 1) or Phases 2-8 would potentially remove some
vegetation and temporarily displace animals close to the CISF infrastructure. Direct impacts on
vegetation during decommissioning of the proposed CISF would also include removal of existing
vegetation from the area required for equipment laydown and disassembly. Although these
disturbances would be temporary and limited to areas previously disturbed during the
construction and operations stages, the NRC staff cannot predict the acreage that may be
replanted during decommissioning. Therefore, the NRC staff conservatively assumes that all of
the area disturbed from construction activities would remain disturbed during the
decommissioning stage. The NRC staff recommends replanting the disturbed areas with native
species after completion of the decontamination and decommissioning activities to reduce
decommissioning impacts on vegetation communities and wildlife habitat. The establishment of
mature, native plant communities in any disturbed areas may require decades. While
vegetation becomes established, individual animals such as the dunes sagebrush lizard could
experience temporary and limited potential impacts. The wildlife in the project area would have
adapted to the existence of the proposed CISF during the post-construction operations stage
and moved to habitat in nearby areas as needed. For these reasons, the NRC staff concludes
that impacts to vegetation and wildlife during the decommissioning stage of the proposed action
(Phase 1) and for full build-out (Phases 1-8) for the proposed CISF project would be SMALL for
wildlife and MODERATE for vegetation.
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Air Quality

Construction: Impacts would be SMALL. The proposed action (Phase 1) construction consists
of building the storage modules and pad for 5,000 MTU [5,500 short tons] of SNF and the
associated infrastructure for the proposed CISF (e.g., the site access road, cask-transfer
building, and rail sidetrack). These activities represent peak-year emissions and 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. ISP conducted air dispersion
modeling, which indicated that when the project emissions and background levels are
combined, the levels remain below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for all
pollutants. With respect to proximity of receptors, the nearest resident is located approximately
6 km [3.8 mi] to the west of the proposed CISF. The distance between the proposed CISF and
the nearest residence reduces the potential impacts because pollutants disperse as distance
from the source increases. ISP has also committed to implement fugitive dust suppression
measures (i.e., watering) to reduce impacts from earthmoving activities. Therefore, the NRC
staff concludes that the potential impacts to air quality from the proposed action (Phase 1)
peak-year emission levels would be minor. Similarly, the impact assessments for full build-out
(Phases 1-8) are bounded by the proposed action (Phase 1) peak-year impacts. The proposed
action (Phase 1) and full build-out (Phases 1-8) generate low levels of air emission criteria
pollutants within and adjacent to attainment areas (40 CFR 81.344 and 40 CFR 81.332).
Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the air quality impacts during the construction stage for
the proposed action (Phase 1) and for full build-out (Phase 1-8) would be SMALL

Operations: Impacts would be SMALL. For the proposed action (Phase 1) and full build-out
(Phases 1-8) operations stage, the primary activity is receiving and loading SNF into modules.
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 full build-out (Phases 1-8).

Decommissioning: Impacts would be SMALL. The NRC staff anticipates that decommissioning
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, considering air quality and proximity of emission sources to receptors, the
impacts would also be the same. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the potential impacts
to air quality from decommissioning of the proposed action (Phase 1) and full build-out

(Phases 1-8) would be SMALL.

Noise

Construction: Impacts would be SMALL. For the proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-8,
noise would result from traffic entering and leaving the project area and from earthmoving and
construction activities. For the proposed action (Phase 1), expected noise levels generated
during construction activities would be most noticeable in proximity to operating equipment such
as excavators, heavy trucks, and bulldozers. ISP estimated noise levels for the proposed action
(Phase 1) construction based on noise levels from construction equipment and additional noise
sources related to mechanical equipment associated with the security and administration
building and the cask-handling building and noise from vehicle backup alarms. For the
proposed action (Phase 1) construction stage, potential noise increases would be most
noticeable within and directly adjacent to the proposed CISF [30.8 and 20.3 decibels (dBA),
respectively] (EIS Table 4.8-1). Potential noise increases would be less noticeable (1.3 to
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7.8 dBA) at nearby industrial facilities (e.g., National Enrichment Facility (NEF) operated by
URENCO USA, Sundance Services, and Permian Basin Materials) (EIS Table 4.8-1). As
described in EIS Section 3.8, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) recommended
sound level for industrial sites is 70 dBA. The estimated total sound level for the proposed
action (Phase 1) construction within and around the proposed CISF is below the EPA guideline
of 70 dBA for industrial use. For the proposed action (Phase 1), because of the distance from
the proposed CISF project area to the nearest residential noise receptor {approximately 6 km
[3.8 mi] west of the proposed CISF project area}, the residential receptor is not expected to
perceive an increase in noise levels because of construction activities. Additionally, noise
impacts from constructing Phases 2-8 would be bounded by the noise impact from initial
construction stage. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the noise impacts from
construction of the proposed action (Phase 1) and full build-out (Phases 1-8) would be SMALL.

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

Phases 2-8, noise generated during the operations phase would be primarily contained within
the cask-handling building. Noise levels to onsite (outside the cask-handling building) and
offsite receptors would be less than during the construction stage and would be mitigated by
keeping sound-abatement controls on operating equipment in proper working condition, using
recommended hearing protection for activities where shift-average sound levels exceed 80 dBA,
and adherence to OSHA regulatory limits for noise to workers. Train traffic associated with SNF
shipments would be infrequent and result in only short-term noise. Traffic noise from
commuting workers would not noticeably increase noise levels to sensitive receptors along local
highways. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the noise impacts from operation of the
proposed action (Phase 1) and full build-out (Phases 1-8) would be SMALL.

Decommissioning: 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 full build-out (Phases 1-8) 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 the
proposed facility. The proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-8 would encompass
approximately 130 ha [320 ac] of land north of the existing WCS low-level Radioactive Waste
(LLRW) facility in Andrews County, Texas. The area of potential effects (APE) would coincide
with the footprint of ground disturbance for the construction stage (e.g., cask-transfer building,
storage pads, access roads, and rail sidetrack). The NRC staff anticipates that because of
construction activities, the largest area would be disturbed during the construction stages of full
build-out (Phases 1-8). In addition, construction of the rail sidetrack, site access road, and
construction laydown area would contribute an additional area of disturbed soil such that the
total disturbed area for construction of the proposed CISF would be approximately 133.4 ha
[330 ac]. Therefore, the land disturbed during the construction stage at full build-out represents
the upper bound of potential effects to the direct APE, and the direct APE is an approximate
133.4-ha [330-ac] parcel of privately owned land corresponding to the area of land disturbance
from the proposed project.

No archaeological materials were observed in the portion of the direct APE surveyed during the

Class Il Cultural Resource Surveys the applicant conducted in May 2015 and November 2019.
The closest known archaeological resources to the proposed CISF project are located
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immediately outside the 1.6 km [1 mi] buffer (i.e., the indirect APE) in New Mexico and

consist of five prehistoric sites excavated in 2003 prior to the construction of a nearby
uranium-enrichment facility (i.e., URENCO NEF). These archaeological resources, however,
are at a distance where construction and operation activities for the proposed action (Phase 1)
and full-build-out (Phase 1-8) would have no impact. ISP has also committed to an inadvertent
discovery plan for human remains or other items of archeological significance during
construction. Work would cease immediately upon discovery and the appropriate agency would
be notified. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the construction stage of the proposed
action (Phase 1) and full build-out (Phases 1-8) representing the direct APE would not affect
cultural and historic resources, and impacts would be SMALL.

Operations: Impacts would be SMALL. During operations of the proposed action (Phase 1) and
Phases 2-8, 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 full build-out
(Phases 1-8) would not affect cultural and historic resources, and impacts would be SMALL.

Decommissioning: Impacts would be SMALL. For the decommissioning stage, the total land
disturbed for decommissioning would not be greater than that disturbed during the construction
stage; therefore, the NRC staff concludes that decommissioning of the proposed facility for the
proposed action (Phase 1) and full build-out (Phases 1-8) would not affect cultural and historic
resources, and impacts would be SMALL.

Visual and Scenic Resources

Construction: Impacts would be SMALL. As part of the proposed action (Phase 1), the
construction stage would alter the natural state of the landscape through the introduction of
proposed new buildings, infrastructure, and SNF storage modules. However, the absence of
regional or local high quality scenic views in the area, lack of a unique or sensitive viewshed,
and the presence of nearby industrial properties and structures would result in minimal visual
and scenic impact. For Phases 2-8, the additional impact to visual and scenic resources would
be from the addition of SNF storage systems and pads, which would increase the overall
footprint of the facility. However, considering existing structures associated with nearby
industrial properties and activities (e.g., the Permian Basin Materials quarry, the WCS LLRW
disposal facilities, the Lea County Landfill, NEF, and Sundance Services), the proposed CISF
structures would be similar to current conditions and no more intrusive than those already
existing in the area. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the impact to visual and scenic
resources resulting from construction of the proposed action (Phase 1) and full build-out
(Phases 1-8) would be SMALL.

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

Phases 2-8, the facilities built during the construction stage (particularly the cask-transfer
building) of the initial phase would continue to impact the visual and scenic resources.

However, SNF shipments would be relatively infrequent; therefore, the overall visual impact of
operating the proposed CISF would be the same or less than from the construction stage.
Additionally, dust control measures (e.g., water application) would be implemented to reduce
visual impacts from fugitive dust during operation activities. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes
that the impacts to visual and scenic resources from the operations stage of the proposed action
(Phase 1) and for full build-out (Phases 1-8) would be SMALL.
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Decommissioning: Impacts would be SMALL. Decommissioning activities would be similar to
those occurring during the construction stage. Equipment used to decontaminate and/or
dismantle contaminated components or conduct waste disposal activities and final radiological
status surveys would result in temporary visual contrasts. Visual and scenic resources may be
affected by fugitive dust emissions from decommissioning activities, but mitigation measures
would continue to be implemented. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that impacts to visual
and scenic resources from decommissioning the proposed action (Phase 1) and full build-out
(Phases 1-8) would be SMALL.

Socioeconomics

Construction: Impacts would be SMALL to MODERATE. The NRC staff anticipates that
economic impacts could be experienced throughout the 3-county region of influence (ROI) for
the construction stage of the proposed action (Phase 1) and during concurrent construction and
operations stages at the proposed CISF project. While the NRC staff anticipates that impacts
on employment, housing, and public services would be SMALL, impacts on population growth
would be MODERATE, and MODERATE and beneficial for local finance. 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. Peak employment with concurrent construction and
operations of the proposed action (Phase 1) together with subsequent Phases 2-8 (if approved)
is 110 workers per year. Furthermore, the NRC staff estimates a population growth from new
residents moving into the area would result in a population increase of 0.12 percent, which
would have a MODERATE impact. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that socioeconomic
impacts resulting from construction of the proposed action (Phase 1) and full build-out

(Phases 1-8) would be SMALL for employment, housing, and public services; MODERATE for
population growth; and MODERATE and beneficial for local finance.

Operations: Impacts would be SMALL to MODERATE. Because the size of the operations
workforce would be smaller than during the construction stage or peak of construction and
operation, the NRC staff determines that there would not be a noticeable impact on public
services during the operations stage. Therefore, impacts to socioeconomic resources for the
proposed action (Phase 1) and full build-out (Phase 1-8) would be SMALL for population,
employment, housing, and public services. Impacts on local finances would be SMALL to
MODERATE and beneficial, depending on the number of new businesses and residents moving
into the ROI and the percentage of revenues that the proposed CISF would contribute to local
finances over the 40-year license term.

Decommissioning: Impacts would be SMALL to MODERATE. Potential environmental impacts
on socioeconomics could result from hiring additional workers compared to the operations stage
of the proposed action (Phase 1) and full build-out (Phases 1-8) to conduct radiological surveys;
potentially decontaminate equipment, materials, buildings, roads, rail, and other onsite
structures; clean up areas; and dispose of wastes. Differences between decommissioning of
the proposed action (Phase 1) and subsequent phases would include the number of radiological
surveys conducted and amount of decontaminating (if necessary) needed. The number of
workers required for decommissioning the proposed CISF would also depend on the number

of radiological surveys conducted and amount of decontamination needed. However, the NRC
staff assumes that the workforce needed for decommissioning the proposed CISF for the
proposed project (Phase 1) and for Phases 2-8 would not be greater than the NRC staff
assumption for peak employment; thus, there would be no increased demand for housing and
public services during the decommissioning stage. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that
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socioeconomic impacts resulting from decommissioning of the proposed action (Phase 1) and
full build-out (Phases 1-8) would be SMALL for population, employment, housing, and public
services. Impacts on local finances would be SMALL to MODERATE and beneficial, depending
on the number of new businesses and residents moving into the ROl and the percentage of
revenues that the proposed CISF would contribute to local finances.

Environmental Justice

Construction, Operation, and Decommissioning: The NRC staff considered the potential
physical environmental impacts and the potential radiological health effects from constructing,
operating, and decommissioning the proposed action (Phase 1) and full build-out (Phases 1-8),
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 action
(Phase 1) or full build-out (Phases 1-8) to disproportionately affect minority or low-income
populations. Because land access restrictions are already in place that 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 ISP 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 4.12.1).

After reviewing the information presented in the license application and associated
documentation, considering the information presented throughout the EIS, and considering any
special pathways through which potential 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 potential environmental justice populations would exist.

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 sidetrack, 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. ISP has proposed
implementing dust control measures (e.g., watering), to reduce and control fugitive dust
emissions. 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 full build-out

(Phases 1-8) of the proposed CISF project.

Nonradiological impacts to construction workers during the construction stage of the proposed
action (Phase 1) and full build-out (Phases 1-8) 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
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(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
full build-out (Phases 1-8) would be minor.

In summary, the NRC staff concludes that public and occupational health impacts from
radiological and nonradiological activities from the construction stage of the proposed action
(Phase 1) and full build-out (Phases 1-8) would be SMALL.

Operations: The radiological and nonradiological 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. ISP estimated
occupational radiation exposures during proposed operations involving the proposed SNF
receipt and transfer operations for both vertical and horizontal storage configurations. Among
the configurations evaluated, most of the calculated collective worker receipt and transfer dose
estimates were above 0.01 person-Sv [1.0 person-rem]. The highest receipt and transfer dose
estimate would be associated with the transfer of a NUHOMS 24PT1 Dry Shielded Canister
from a MP187 Cask and into a horizontal storage module. Per individual canister, the collective
dose estimate for the entire crew was 0.01097 person-Sv [1.097 person-rem] and the maximum
individual occupational dose was 4.5 mSv [450 mrem]. The NRC staff reviewed the ISP’s
occupational dose calculations and found them to be based on acceptable methods,
assumptions, and input parameters that would not be expected to underestimate calculated
doses. Because the occupational doses can be maintained within the NRC 0.05 Sv/yr

[5 rem/yr] occupational dose limit specified in 10 CFR 20.1201(a), the NRC staff concludes that
the radiological impacts to workers during the operations stage of the proposed action (Phase 1)
and the operations stages of full build-out (Phases 1-8) 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. Therefore, the NRC staff concludes that the nonradiological occupational
health impacts of the operations stage of the proposed action (Phase 1) and full build-out
(Phases 1-8) would be minor.

The NRC staff concludes that public and occupational health impacts from radiological and
nonradiological activities from the operations stage of the proposed action (Phase 1) and full
build-out (Phases 1-8) would be SMALL.

Decommissioning: 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, the NRC staff concludes that public and occupational
health impacts from radiological and nonradiological activities from the decommissioning stage
of the proposed action (Phase 1) and full build-out (Phases 1-8) would be SMALL.
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Waste Management

Construction: Impacts would be SMALL. The construction stage of the proposed CISF would
produce nonhazardous, hazardous, and sanitary liquid waste streams, but not LLRW. The
proposed action (Phase 1) would generate a volume of 2,378 metric tons [2,621 short tons] of
nonhazardous solid waste over the 2.5-year construction stage, whereas construction of
Phases 2-8 would generate approximately 2,330 metric tons [2,568 short tons] of nonhazardous
solid waste annually, over the license term. The NRC staff considers that the amount of
nonhazardous solid waste that the construction stage would generate for the proposed action
(Phase 1) and full build-out (Phases 1-8) would be minor in comparison to the capacity of the
landfills to dispose of such waste. Additionally, the proposed action (Phase 1) construction
stage would involve limited activities that generate hazardous waste. The construction stage of
the proposed action (Phase 1) and Phases 2-8 would generate approximately 0.5 metric tons
[0.53 short tons] of hazardous waste annually with a total volume for full build-out (Phases 1-8)
construction of approximately 9.6 metric tons [10.6 short tons]. Based on this volume of
hazardous waste, the applicant expects to be classified as a Conditionally Exempt Small
Quantity Generator (CESQG), and ISP would store and dispose the hazardous waste in
accordance with applicable State and Federal requirements.

During the construction stage of the proposed action (Phase 1) and full build-out (Phases 1-8),
the proposed facility would be estimated to generate approximately 57,000 liters

[15,000 gallons] of sanitary liquid waste monthly. The NRC staff considers that the amount

of liquid sanitary waste the CISF construction stage would generate is relatively minor in
comparison to the capacity of publicly owned treatment works to process such waste.

Based on the amounts of nonhazardous solid waste, hazardous solid waste, and sanitary liquid
waste the proposed CISF would generate relative to the available capacity for disposal of these
wastes, and considering the mitigation measures that ISP has proposed to implement, the NRC
staff concludes that the potential impacts to waste management resources during construction
for both the proposed action (Phase 1) and full build-out (Phases 1-8) would be SMALL.

Operations: Impacts would be SMALL. The operations stage of all phases would be expected
to produce nonhazardous, hazardous, liquid sanitary, and LLRW. The amount of nonhazardous
solid waste the proposed action (Phase 1) or individual subsequent phases (Phases 2-8) would
generate during the operations stage is approximately 48 metric tons [53 short tons] annually,
and these volumes would be relatively minor in comparison to the disposal capacity of the
nearby landfill. The proposed action (Phase 1) would involve limited activities that generate
hazardous waste, such as the use of solvents or other chemicals during operations. ISP
estimates that the operations stage would generate up to 1.2 metric tons [1.32 short tons] per
year of hazardous waste. As stated previously, based on this volume of waste, ISP expects to
be classified as a CESQG. The NRC staff considers the amount of hazardous waste that the
operations stage for the proposed action (Phase 1) and full build-out (Phases 1-8) would
generate to be minor in comparison to the capacity for disposing of such waste. Similar to the
construction stage, the proposed action (Phase 1) and full build-out (Phases 1-8) would
generate 57,000 liters [15,000 gallons] of sanitary liquid waste monthly, and these amounts are
relatively minor in comparison to the capacity of publicly owned treatment works to process
such waste. The operations stage for the proposed action (Phase 1) and full build-out

(Phases 1-8) would generate limited amounts of LLRW {approximately 11.7 m3[15.2 yd®]
annually}, which would be disposed at the WCS LLRW facility. LLRW would consist of
contamination survey rags, anticontamination garments, and other health physics materials.
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The amount of LLRW that would be generated for any phase is minor in comparison to the
available capacity for disposing LLRW.

Based on the limited waste streams produced and the capacity available to disposition the
various waste streams, the NRC staff considers the impact from all waste streams for the
proposed action (Phase 1) and full build-out (Phases 1-8) for the operations stage to be SMALL.

Decommissioning: Impacts would be SMALL. The decommissioning stage would generate
nonhazardous solid waste, hazardous solid waste, sanitary liquid wastes, and LLRW. The
decommissioning stage of the proposed action (Phase 1) would generate approximately

9 metric tons [10 short tons] of nonhazardous solid waste and Phases 2-8 would generate
approximately 64 metric tons [70 short tons]. The NRC staff considers the amount of
nonhazardous solid waste the CISF would generate during the decommissioning stage to be
minor in comparison to the capacity of the landfill.

The NRC staff assumes that any additional hazardous waste generated for decommissioning of
the proposed action (Phase 1) and full build-out (Phases 1-8) 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]} because of the limited waste-generating activities that would occur during the
decommissioning stage. As in prior stages, ISP anticipates being classified as a CESQG.

Like the operations stage, both the proposed action (Phase 1) and full build-out (Phases 1-8)
would generate 57,000 liters [15,000 gallons] of liquid sanitary waste monthly, which the NRC
staff considers to be relatively minor in comparison to the capacity of publicly owned treatment
works to process such waste.

For LLRW, decommissioning would generate 11.2 tons [12.3 short tons] for the proposed action
(Phase 1) and 78.05 metric tons [86.03 short tons] of waste for full build-out (Phases 1-8), which
would be disposed at the WCS LLRW facility. The NRC staff considers the amount of LLRW
the decommissioning stage of the proposed action (Phase 1) and full build-out (Phases 1-8)
would generate to be minor in comparison to available disposal capacity for LLRW.

Based on the amounts of nonhazardous solid waste, hazardous waste sanitary liquid waste,
and LLRW the proposed CISF would generate relative to the available capacity for disposal of
these wastes, the NRC staff concludes that the potential impacts to waste management
resources during decommissioning for the proposed action (Phase 1) and full build-out
(Phases