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ABSTRACT

Sequoyah Fuels Corporation (SFC) is proposing to conduct reclamation activities at its 243-
hectare (600-acre) former uranium conversion site in Gore, Oklahoma, in accordance with Title
10, “Energy,” of the U.S. Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 40 (10 CFR Part 40),
Appendix A (which includes criteria for the disposition of uranium mill tailings or wastes). In its
Reclamation Plan submitted to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), SFC proposes
to consolidate contaminated sludges and soils, demolish existing structures (with the exception
of the administration building and the electrical substation), and construct an above-grade, on-
site engineered disposal cell for the permanent disposal of all contaminated materials. SFC also
would implement its proposed groundwater Corrective Action Plan to restore the groundwater
using the “hydraulic containment and pump back” method. Following the completion of surface
reclamation and groundwater corrective actions, SFC would seek termination of its NRC license.
As part of that future license termination process, SFC proposes the transfer of approximately
131 hectares (324 acres) of the site, including the land area encompassing the disposal cell and a
surrounding buffer, to the custody of the United States or the State of Oklahoma for long-term
control. SFC proposes that the remaining 112 hectares (276 acres) of the site be released for
unrestricted use by members of the public.

This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was prepared in compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 and NRC’s regulations for implementing the Act,
found at 10 CFR Part 51. This EIS evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the
proposed action and its reasonable alternatives. This EIS also describes the environment
potentially affected by SFC’s proposed site reclamation activities, presents and compares the
potential environmental impacts resulting from the proposed action and its alternatives, and
describes SFC’s environmental monitoring program and proposed mitigation measures.

Paperwork Reduction Act Statement

This EIS covers information about only one site, does not contain information collection
requirements and, therefore, is not subject to the requirements of the Paperwork Reduction Act
of 1995 (44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq.).

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

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

BACKGROUND

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) is evaluating the potential environmental
impacts of the reclamation activities proposed by Sequoyah Fuels Corporation (SFC) for its
former uranium conversion site in Gore, Oklahoma. The NRC has determined that approval of
SFC’s proposal for on-site disposal of the radioactive waste from its previous operations, along
with land use restrictions or other institutional controls to prevent inadvertent disturbance of
waste, constitutes a major federal action. Therefore, preparation of an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) is warranted, in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) of 1969 and NRC’s regulations implementing NEPA, found at Title 10, “Energy,” of the
U.S. Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 51 (10 CFR Part 51).

THE PROPOSED ACTION

The proposed action considered in this EIS is the implementation of SFC’s proposed reclamation
activities for the 243-hectare (600-acre) Gore, Oklahoma, site. SFC’s Reclamation Plan
identifies the activities that would be undertaken by SFC to accomplish surface reclamation of
the site in accordance with 10 CFR Part 40, Appendix A (which includes criteria for the
disposition of uranium mill tailings or wastes). SFC proposes to consolidate contaminated
sludges and soils, demolish existing structures (with the exception of the administration building
and the electrical substation), and construct an above-grade, on-site disposal cell for the
permanent disposal of all contaminated materials. SFC would also implement its proposed
groundwater Corrective Action Plan, using the “hydraulic containment and pump back” method
to restore groundwater impacted by past site operations.

Following the completion of surface reclamation and groundwater corrective actions, SFC would
seek termination of its NRC license. As part of that future license termination process, SFC
proposes the transfer of approximately 131 hectares (324 acres) of the site, including the land
area encompassing the disposal cell and a surrounding buffer, to the custody of the United States
or the State of Oklahoma for long-term control. SFC proposes that the remaining 112 hectares
(276 acres) of the site be released for unrestricted use by members of the public.

PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION
Background

In November 1992, SFC notified the NRC that it had permanently ceased production at its Gore,
Oklahoma, uranium conversion facility and would terminate its depleted uranium hexafluoride-
tetrafluoride operations by the end of July 1993. Information available to the NRC at the time of
the SFC notification indicated that at least some of the identified waste and contamination at the
site was known to exceed the NRC’s radiological criteria for decommissioning. Consequently,
the NRC required that the site be remediated to meet the radiological criteria contained in
Subpart E of 10 CFR Part 20 (Standards for Protection Against Radiation). In July 2002, NRC
granted a request by SFC to reclassify some of the waste at the site as “byproduct material,” as
defined in section 11e.(2) of the Atomic Energy Act (AEA) of 1954, as amended. Because of the
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reclassification, Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 40 (which contains criteria for disposition of mill
tailings or wastes) became the appropriate regulatory regime for site reclamation. As a result,
SFC submitted a site Reclamation Plan, and also a groundwater Corrective Action Plan to NRC
in 2003. Both plans have since been revised in response to NRC staff reviews.

Purpose and Need

Under the AEA, the NRC has licensing and regulatory authority for nuclear energy uses within
the commercial sector. This includes the responsibility to ensure the safe and timely
decommissioning of nuclear facilities that are regulated by the NRC. Decommissioning means
to “remove a site safely from service and reduce residual radioactivity [through remediation or
reclamation of the site by the licensee] to a level that permits: (1) release of the property for
unrestricted future use and ultimate termination of the license; or (2) release of the property
under restricted conditions and ultimate termination of the license” (10 CFR 40.4). The
proposed action is intended to satisfy the need to protect public health and safety and ensure that
any potential long-term radiological and nonradiological hazards or other impacts on the
environment are minimized.

The purpose of the proposed action is the reclamation of SFC’s Gore, Oklahoma, uranium
conversion site in accordance with the NRC performance standards contained in 10 CFR Part 40,
Appendix A. These standards require, in part: (1) isolation of the waste materials in a manner
that protects human health and the environment; (2) reduction in the rate of radon emanating
from the disposal cell cover to an average of 20 picocuries (pCi) per square meter-second or less;
(3) a level of stabilization and containment of contaminated materials for a long period of time
(200 to 1,000 years); (4) minimal reliance on active maintenance of the disposal cell; (5)
protection and restoration, as needed, of groundwater; and (6) clean up of the site and structures
outside of the disposal cell to the applicable radiation standards.

Following the completion of surface reclamation activities and groundwater restoration, the NRC
license for the site would be terminated. The disposal cell and a buffer area surrounding the cell,
delineated by an institutional control boundary (ICB), would be transferred to a long-term
custodian for perpetual care. The U.S. Department of Energy, another federal agency so
designated by the President, or the State of Oklahoma would be this custodian and licensed under
an NRC general license (10 CFR 40.28). The purpose of this general license is to ensure that the
SFC site will be cared for in such a manner as to protect public health and safety and the
environment after closure of the disposal cell.

ALTERNATIVES

This EIS evaluates the potential environmental impacts of several alternatives to the proposed
action, including the no-action alternative. Under the no-action alternative, consideration of
which is required by the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ’s) regulations implementing
NEPA (at 40 CFR 1502.14), SFC would not implement its proposed Reclamation Plan, but it
would continue its current programs to clean up the existing groundwater contamination. The
SFC site buildings and waste materials would remain in their current condition and
configuration.
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The NRC staff considered a range of alternatives that would fulfill the underlying need and
purpose for the proposed action. From this analysis, a set of reasonable alternatives was
developed, and the impacts of the proposed action were compared with the impacts that would
result if a given alternative were implemented. These alternatives include:

e Off-site disposal of all contaminated materials to off-site licensed disposal locations where
the SFC waste materials met waste acceptance criteria, including the EnergySolutions site in
Clive, Utah, and the Waste Control Specialists site near Andrews, Texas; and

e Shipment of specific contaminated materials (the dewatered raffinate sludge and other
sludges and sediments from the North Ditch, Emergency Basin, and Sanitary Lagoon) to an
appropriate off-site location. This alternative reflects provisions of the Settlement
Agreement reached between SFC, the State of Oklahoma, and the Cherokee Nation in 2004.
Potential off-site options considered were: (1) Use of the raffinate sludge and other sludges
and sediments as an alternate feed stock at a conventional uranium mill, (2) Disposal of the
contaminated materials at an existing uranium mill tailings impoundment, and (3) Disposal
of the contaminated materials at a licensed disposal facility. The remaining site
contaminated materials would be placed in a disposal cell that SFC would construct on-site.

The NRC staff also considered other alternatives to the surface reclamation and groundwater
corrective actions proposed by SFC, including: (1) On-site Retrievable Storage; and (2)
Alternative Treatment Technologies. These alternatives were eliminated from further analysis
due to economic, environmental, or maturity reasons.

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

This EIS evaluates the potential Determination of the Significance of Potential

environmental impacts of SFC’s
proposed action (Alternative 1) and two
alternatives. The environmental impacts
of the proposed action are generally
SMALL, although they could be as high
as MODERATE in the area of land use.
Methods for mitigating the potential
impacts are described in Chapter 5.
Environmental monitoring methods are
described in Chapter 6.

Land Use

MODERATE IMPACT. The licensee
proposes to construct a disposal cell in
the former Process Area in the northern
portion of the SFC site and demolish
process buildings and equipment on the
site. The only exceptions to this planned
demolition would be the administration

Environmental Impacts

A standard of significance has been established
by the NRC for assessing environmental
impacts. With standards based on the Council
on Environmental Quality’s regulations, each
impact should be assigned one of the following
three significance levels:

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

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

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

Source: NRC, 2003 (see Chapter 4)
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building, which would be available for potential reuse, and the electrical substation. Following
completion of proposed site reclamation activities, SFC proposes the transfer of 131 hectares
(324 acres) of the site to a long-term custodian for perpetual care and 112 hectares (276 acres)
for unrestricted use by members of the public.

SMALL IMPACT. Because the 131-hectare portion of the SFC site would be held by a
nontaxable government entity (i.e., the long-term custodian), local property taxes may be
reduced slightly.

Surface Water Resources

SMALL IMPACT. Wastewater generated by SFC during site reclamation (e.g., water from
existing ponds and impoundments, storm water runoff from work areas, water used for
decontamination and reclamation processes, and recovered groundwater) would be collected and
treated using an existing wastewater treatment system to remove uranium before discharge of the
treated water to permitted Outfall 001. SFC would backfill soil excavation areas with on-site
rock and soil (with concentrations of constituents of concern [COCs] below cleanup criteria), and
the areas would be graded with a slight slope to provide adequate storm water drainage. The cap
would be covered with topsoil and planted with native vegetation to minimize runoff and
erosion. In addition, the majority of pavement and buildings on the site would be removed, thus
decreasing site runoff and minimizing long-term effects on surface water quality.

Groundwater Resources

SMALL IMPACT. Implementation of SFC’s proposed surface reclamation and groundwater
corrective actions would result in concentrations of hazardous constituents in the groundwater
being returned to levels that would be protective of public health and safety and the environment.
Groundwater would be monitored by the long-term custodian responsible for perpetual care of
the disposal cell and surrounding buffer zone to assess the performance of the proposed disposal
cell.

Public and Occupational Health

SMALL IMPACT. The estimated off-site public dose during SFC’s reclamation activities would
be 0.005 millisievert (0.5 millirem) per year, and the long-term public dose in the unrestricted
area surrounding the proposed ICB would be 0.095 millisievert (9.5 millirem) per year. These
values are below the regulatory limit of 1 millisievert (100 millirem) per year from all sources.
The estimated average worker dose during reclamation would be 2.2 millisieverts (220 millirem)
per year, and the worker dose during the custodial care period would be 0.002 millisievert (2
millirem) per year. These values are below the NRC occupational worker regulatory limit of 50
millisieverts (5,000 millirem) per year. If there were a loss of institutional controls within the
proposed ICB following reclamation, the estimated dose to the public would be 0.54 millisievert
(54 millirem) per year (residential farmer scenario). The estimate of latent cancer fatalities to the
public and workers due to radiation exposure are less than one in all of the above cases (range:
3.0x 107 to 1.3 x 10™%). There would be no chemical exposures to workers or the public during
reclamation due to the implementation of mitigation procedures (dust suppression). There would
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be a maximum of five occupational injuries per year during the construction period, and a fatality
would be unlikely (the probability of a fatality is less than one fatality per year).

Transportation

SMALL IMPACT. The increased numbers of commuting workers and construction deliveries to
the SFC site would be below the design capacity of State Highway 10. While the increased
traffic volume would be noticeable to users of State Highway 10, and minor traffic slowdowns or
delays might occur at the entrance to the SFC site and at the intersection of State Highway 10
and U.S. Highway 64 about 1.6 kilometers (km) (1 mile) north of the SFC facility, this would
have a small impact on the quality of traffic flow in the area. Following SFC’s completion of
site reclamation, traffic conditions would return to normal.

SMALL NONRADIOLOGICAL IMPACT. The predicted risk of fatalities from traffic
accidents would be less than one; therefore, no truck-related fatalities are likely to occur as a
result of SFC’s reclamation activities. There would be no long-term direct or indirect traffic-
accident-related effects following completion of site reclamation activities. The additional
vehicle use during SFC’s site reclamation would result in a predicted additional latent cancer
fatality of 0.00055 (a probability of 1 in 2,000) for inhalation exposure to vehicle-related
emissions, which is a very small fraction of the fatalities expected from all causes (1,500) within
the population in proximity to the SFC site. Long-term indirect effects of inhalation of
vehicular-generated particulates would not occur because there would be little to no activity
conducted at the restricted portions of the SFC site following completion of reclamation
activities.

SMALL RADIOLOGICAL IMPACT. Under the proposed action, no waste materials would be
transported off-site; therefore, no off-site transportation-related radiological impacts or accidents
would occur under this alternative.

Cultural Resources

SMALL IMPACT. Consultation with the Oklahoma Historical Society, the Oklahoma
Archaeological Survey, and the Cherokee Nation has determined that there are no prehistoric or
historic cultural resources currently known on the SFC site. If cultural materials were identified
during site reclamation, SFC has indicated that construction activities would be halted, the
appropriate NRC official would be notified, and the Oklahoma Historical Society would be
consulted. Similarly, if Native American human remains or funerary objects are discovered
during reclamation, all construction activities in the area of the discovery would be halted for up
to 30 days, the appropriate NRC official would be notified, and steps would be initiated to
comply with the requirements of the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act.

Visual and Scenic Resources

SMALL IMPACT. During demolition and construction at the SFC site, the movement of heavy
equipment on the site would temporarily generate dust, noise, and open earth that might be
visible to travelers on State Highway 10, U.S. Route 64, and [-40. Following completion of
reclamation activities, the only structures that would remain on the SFC site would be the
administration building and the electrical substation. The licensee’s disposal cell would be a rise
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of about 12 meters (40 feet) above the existing grade. The top of the disposal cell would slope at
1% and the sides would slope at 20%. The cap of the cell would be covered in topsoil and
planted with native grassy vegetation. Although the disposal cell may be visible from State
Highway 10, U.S. Route 64, and the 1-40 bridge, overall the SFC site would contain fewer
structures and all exterior equipment and tanks would be removed. The revegetated and grassy
disposal cell would blend into the existing natural landscape, although the surrounding fence
would be visible to passersby.

Geology and Soils

SMALL IMPACT. SFC would excavate soils under the footprint of the disposal cell that exceed
560 picocuries per gram (pCi/g) uranium and soils outside the footprint that contain uranium,
radium, or thorium in excess of the following:

e Uranium — 100 pCi/g;
e Radium - 5 pCi/g; and
e Thorium — 14 pCi/g.

Suitable clayey soils from the southern portion of the SFC site would be used as a liner in both
the base and cover layers of the disposal cell. In addition, SFC would place soils collected and
stored on-site from prior cleanup activities into the disposal cell. To reduce the potential for soil
erosion, SFC would employ mitigation measures in the form of best management practices (e.g.,
the use of earthen berms, dikes, and silt fences) to minimize this impact. The excavation areas
would be backfilled as necessary, graded, and planted with native grasses, which would mitigate
any long-term impacts associated with soil erosion. In addition, NRC staff evaluated the effects
of potential geologic hazards on the long-term integrity of the proposed disposal cell and
determined that the design adequately protects public safety.

Climate, Meteorology, and Air Quality

SMALL IMPACT. Air concentrations of the criteria pollutants predicted for vehicle emissions
and emissions of particulates of less than 10 microns (PM;¢) from fugitive dust emissions would
be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. Fugitive dust would be temporary and
localized. Activities associated with the proposed action also have the potential to release
radiological air emissions. Based on the results of data collected during and after remediation of
a similar site (Department of Energy’s Weldon Spring uranium conversion facility in east-central
Missouri that was decommissioned in the late 1990s), it can be concluded that radiological
emissions during site reclamation would be below the annual National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPSSs) of 0.1 millisievert (10 millirem).

Ecological Resources

SMALL IMPACT. Construction of the engineered disposal cell by SFC would remove
approximately 0.8 hectare (2 acres) of open field habitat from the industrial area. In addition,
approximately 6.1 hectares (15 acres) of upland woodland in the southern part of the site would
be disturbed and altered due to use as a clay borrow area. Based on the disturbed nature of the
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SFC site, the overall number of wildlife species and diversity are low. Any wildlife disturbed by
construction activity and noise would likely return to the area following cessation of the
disturbance, which would be temporary. The American burying beetle (a listed endangered
species) could be present at the proposed clay borrow area on the SFC site. Because the
proposed action has the potential to affect the American burying beetle, the NRC has engaged in
informal consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) under Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act. As a result of this consultation, the USFWS has recommended that a
survey for the American burying beetle be conducted at the clay borrow area prior to initiating
any reclamation activities. If it is determined that the American burying beetle is present, SFC
will follow standard mitigation practices under USFWS Conservation Approach 1 (e.g., bait
away and trap and relocation protocols). No other threatened or endangered species are likely to
be adversely affected by the proposed action.

Another recommendation by the USFWS concerns compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty

Act (MBTA). To comply with the “no take” provisions (i.e., no bird mortalities) of the MBTA,
SFC has agreed that the upland woodlands in the clay borrow area would not be cleared during

the nesting season for migratory bird species.

No jurisdictional wetlands are located on the SFC site.
Socioeconomic Conditions

SMALL IMPACT. The local workforce required by SFC for site reclamation would increase by
an average of 72 workers during the peak level of activity, which would primarily be the first
two years of reclamation activities. This workforce would include the management team, cell
closure workers, health and safety technicians, equipment operators, truck drivers, welders and
riggers, and general laborers. The overall number of short-term workers that would be needed is
small compared with the total labor force available in the region.

Environmental Justice

SMALL IMPACT. Four census tracts within a 25-mile radius of the SFC site have a higher
percentage of minority populations than their respective counties, and one census tract has a
higher rate of low-income residents than its county. However, all of these census tracts are
greater than 32 km (20 miles) from the SFC site. Since the environmental impacts associated
with the SFC’s site reclamation activities would be localized and temporary, these census tracts
are too distant from the site to experience any adverse impacts. Therefore, based upon the NRC
guidelines for evaluating environmental justice impacts, there would be no disproportionately
high or adverse human health or environmental effects on these populations.

Noise

SMALL IMPACT. Reclamation activities would be limited to normal daytime working hours.
The maximum noise level calculated for the nearest residence, 0.73 km (0.5 mile) to the
northeast of the site boundary, was 54 decibels (A weighted), or dBA. This noise level would
not exceed the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) day-night level of 55
dB(A), which is recommended for protecting the public from interference with indoor and
outdoor activities.
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SUMMARY OF THE COSTS AND BENEFITS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

The cost benefit analysis conducted on the proposed action and alternatives compares the full
resource costs of each site reclamation alternative over the entire project lifetime to the
anticipated benefits. The analysis conforms to the guidance contained in NUREG-1748,
Environmental Guidance for Licensing Actions Associated with NMSS Programs, Section 5.7,
and reference documents contained therein. In addition, the cost benefit analysis was conducted
using procedures outlined in NUREG-1757 Vol. 2, Rev. 1, Appendix N.

The direct costs of the site reclamation activities associated with the proposed action would
amount to approximately $32.6 million (in 2007 dollars). These direct costs represent site
remediation and restoration costs, construction of an on-site disposal cell, and groundwater
remediation and treatment. The total costs considered in the cost benefit analysis for the
proposed action also included regulatory costs and the opportunity cost of land (see Table 7-6).

The main benefits measured in the cost benefit analysis consisted of the monetized direct health
and safety benefits associated with removing residual radioactivity, referred to as the “collective
radiation dose averted.” The collective radiation dose averted would no longer be experienced
by relevant population(s) at the site. The net monetized collective radiation dose averted for the
proposed action totaled $191 million. Benefits also included regulatory costs avoided and the
capitalized value of net agricultural income from unrestricted release of a portion of the land.
The total net benefits of the proposed action (net benefits = total benefits less total costs)
amounted to $171.5 million.

The expenditures associated with these remediation activities and costs noted above would
mainly be spent locally for goods, services, and wages. These expenditures would have a one-
time additional economic indirect impact by creating temporary additional employment and
economic activity. Because the 131-hectare (324-acre) portion of the SFC site would be held in
permanent custody of a nontaxable government entity, the county tax base would be reduced
since SFC currently makes an annual property tax payment to Sequoyah County at the same rate
it paid when its facility was in operation.

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES
No-Action Alternative

Under the no-action alternative, SFC would not implement its proposed Reclamation Plan and
the site would remain in its current condition and configuration. SFC would not remove
potential sources of additional groundwater contamination but would continue its current
programs to clean up the existing groundwater contamination and perform associated
monitoring. This alternative would have SMALL impacts with respect to transportation, cultural
resources, air quality, ecological resources, socioeconomic conditions, environmental justice, and
noise. For land use, the LARGE adverse impact would be the restricted use of the site in
perpetuity. There would be no possibility of the site being productively reused for another

purpose.

If reclamation of the site is not conducted, the potential exists for the manifestation of broader
contamination across the site in the long term, with MODERATE to LARGE adverse
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environmental effects on surface water and groundwater resources, public and occupational
health, and geology and soils. The existing structures on the SFC site would continue to
deteriorate and result in MODERATE adverse impacts on the visual quality of the site.

Alternative 2 (Off-site Disposal of All Contaminated Materials)

Under this alternative, SFC would remove all contaminated soils, sludges, and structures from
the site and restore the groundwater under an NRC-approved groundwater Corrective Action
Plan. In the short-term, there would be SMALL impacts on land use, surface water, and
groundwater resources, public and occupational health, cultural resources, geology and soils, air
quality, ecological resources, socioeconomic conditions, environmental justice, and noise. There
would be a short-term MODERATE impact on transportation due to the combined effects of the
increased number of community workers, the construction and use of a rail spur to connect to the
main railroad line, and construction deliveries to the site. In the long-term, this alternative would
have a MODERATE positive impact on land use in that the entire site would be released for
unrestricted use. For all other resource areas, the long-term impacts would be SMALL.

Alternative 3 (Partial Off-site Disposal of Contaminated Materials)

Partial off-site disposal of contaminated materials would result in the most contaminated
materials being removed from the SFC site (the dewatered raffinate sludge and the sediments
from the Emergency Basin, North Ditch, and Sanitary Lagoon). In the short-term, there would
be SMALL impacts on land use, surface water, and groundwater resources, public and
occupational health, cultural resources, geology and soils, air quality, ecological resources,
socioeconomic conditions, environmental justice, and noise. There would be a short-term
MODERATE impact on transportation due to the movement of contaminated materials off-site
on local and regional highways. In the long-term, this alternative would have MODERATE
impacts on land use in that a portion of the site would be released for unrestricted use. For all
other resource areas, the long-term impacts would be SMALL.

Comparison of No-Action and Alternatives 2 and 3 with the Proposed Action

In comparison to the no-action alternative, the proposed action (Alternative 1, On-site Disposal
of Contaminated Materials) and Alternatives 2 and 3 would almost all have SMALL impacts,
with the exceptions of land use and transportation. Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would all have
MODERATE land use impacts, differing only in the amount of the site acreage that is proposed
for release as unrestricted use. Alternatives 2 and 3 would have MODERATE transportation
impacts because, in combination with commuting workers and construction activities, either
railcars or trucks would be used for transporting contaminated materials off-site. For all other
resource areas, the magnitude of potential impacts among Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would be
SMALL.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1  Background

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) staff and its contractor, Ecology and
Environment, Inc., prepared this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to evaluate the potential
environmental impacts of the reclamation activities proposed by Sequoyah Fuels Corporation
(SFC) for its former uranium conversion site in Gore, Oklahoma. These reclamation activities
include both surface reclamation and groundwater corrective actions. The SFC Gore site is
located in Sequoyah County in eastern Oklahoma (see Figure 1.1-1).
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Figure 1.1-1 Location of Sequoyah Fuels Corporation
Facility, Gore, Oklahoma

The NRC has determined that approval of SFC’s proposal for on-site disposal of the radioactive
waste from its previous operations, along with land use restrictions or other institutional controls
to prevent inadvertent disturbance of the waste, constitutes a major federal action and, therefore,
warrants the preparation of an EIS in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) of 1969, as amended. This EIS meets the requirements of the NRC regulations
implementing the NEPA, found at Title 10, “Energy,” of the U.S. Code of Federal Regulations
(CFR), Part 51 (10 CFR Part 51).
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The SFC site is licensed under NRC license SUB-0110. In accordance with conditions in that
license, SFC submitted its proposed site Reclamation Plan and its proposed groundwater
Corrective Action Plan in 2003 for NRC approval. Both plans have since been revised in
response to NRC staff reviews and requests for additional information. The NRC staff’s review
of SFC’s plans against the requirements in Appendix A to Part 40 are contained in two separate
reports, a Safety Evaluation Report (SER) for the Reclamation Plan and a Technical Evaluation
Report (TER) for the groundwater Corrective Action Plan.

Before SFC can proceed with its proposed surface reclamation activities and groundwater
corrective actions, these activities must be approved by the NRC. This approval would come in
the form of NRC-issued amendments to SFC’s license, which would require SFC to conduct
surface reclamation and groundwater corrective actions in accordance with the approved plans.
To approve SFC’s proposed plans, the NRC must determine that they meet the requirements of
Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 40 and that the environmental impacts of such plans have been
evaluated and appropriately considered.

The role of the NRC as a regulator is to assess the licensee’s proposed action with respect to
protection of public health and safety and the environment. As lead agency, NRC retains final
responsibility for the content of all documents, which include the Sequoyah Fuels Draft EIS and
the Final EIS. NRC’s responsibilities include determining the purpose of and need for the EIS;
selecting alternatives for analysis; identifying impacts of the proposed alternatives; making a
recommendation on the proposed action; and evaluating appropriate mitigation measures. Under
NEPA, the EIS must consider reasonable alternatives to the licensee’s proposed action to define
the issues and provide a clear basis for choice among options by the decision maker and the
public (40 CFR Part 1502.14). In this EIS, the NRC staff has reviewed and evaluateed the
impacts of the licensee’s proposed action and two alternatives. However, as a regulator, the
NRC does not choose a preferred alternative in the EIS.

1.2  The Licensee’s Proposed Action (Alternative 1)

The proposed action considered in this EIS is the implementation of SFC’s proposed reclamation
activities for the 243-hectare (600-acre) Gore site. SFC’s Reclamation Plan (SFC, 2006a)
identifies the activities that would be undertaken by SFC to accomplish surface reclamation of
the site in accordance with 10 CFR Part 40, Appendix A (which includes criteria for the
disposition of uranium mill tailings or wastes). SFC proposes to consolidate contaminated
sludges and soils, demolish existing structures (with the exception of the administration building
and the electrical substation), and construct an above-grade, on-site engineered disposal cell for
the permanent disposal of all contaminated materials. In accordance with 10 CFR Part 40,
Appendix A, the NRC can allow the reclamation of the SFC site such that the SFC waste can be
isolated in an on-site disposal cell.

SFC has also submitted a groundwater Corrective Action Plan (SFC, 2003) that identified
activities to address groundwater contamination at the site. SFC subsequently modified its

groundwater Corrective Action Plan in response to NRC staff reviews and requests for additional
information (SFC, 2005).



Following the completion of surface reclamation and groundwater corrective actions, SFC would
seek termination of its NRC license. As part of that future license termination process, SFC
proposes to transfer approximately 131 hectares (324 acres) of the site, including the land area
encompassing the disposal cell and a surrounding buffer, to the United States government or the
State of Oklahoma for long-term control (the final size of the area to be transferred is subject to
negotiation between SFC and the long-term custodian). The State of Oklahoma would have the
first option to take responsibility for long-term custodial care of the site. If the State declines this
role, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) (or other federal agency) would take custody of the
site under the provisions of Section 83 of the Atomic Energy Act (AEA) of 1954, as amended by
the Uranium Mill Tailings Radiation Control Act of 1978. The remaining 112 hectares (276
acres) of the site would be released for unrestricted use.

1.3  Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action

This section of the EIS describes the regulatory history of the site and the relevant NRC hearing
history in the context of the purpose and need for the proposed action.

1.3.1 Regulatory History

In November 1992, following a release of nitrous oxide, SFC notified the NRC that it had
permanently ceased production of uranium hexafluoride (UF¢) and would terminate the depleted
uranium hexafluoride-tetrafluoride (DUF4s-DUF,) operation by the end of July 1993.
Accordingly, SFC notified NRC by letter that all production activities at its Gore, Oklahoma,
uranium conversion facility had ceased on July 6, 1993, and that SFC was seeking termination of
its license in compliance with the requirements of 10 CFR 40.42(e) (License Termination and
Decommissioning of Sites).

The information available to the NRC at the time of the SFC notification indicated that at least
some of the identified waste and contamination at the facility was known to exceed the NRC’s
radiological criteria for decommissioning. In the vicinity of the process buildings, process
impoundments, and uranium handling areas, concentrations of uranium in the soils were found to
exceed background levels. Consequently, the NRC required that the site be remediated to meet
the radiological criteria contained in Subpart E of 10 CFR Part 20 (Standards for Protection
Against Radiation). SFC subsequently submitted a Site Characterization Report and a study of
remediation alternatives (SFC 1998) to the NRC. In a Decommissioning Plan submitted to the
NRC staff in March 1999 (SFC, 1999), SFC proposed the construction of an on-site disposal cell
for the disposal of contaminated materials, including consolidated waste and soils.

In July 2002, the NRC granted a request by
SFC to reclassify some of the waste at the site .
or wastes produced by the extraction or

as AEA Section 11e.(2) “byproduct material” concentration of uranium or thorium from any

(42 U.S. Code [U.S.C.] 2014(¢)(2)) and in ore processed primarily for its source material
December 2002 issued a license amendment to | content.” 42 U.S.C. § 2014(e)(2).

authorize SFC’s possession of this reclassified
material. With the reclassification of some of the contaminated waste and soils, the applicable
regulatory regime was transferred from Subpart E of 10 CFR Part 20 (Standards for Protection
Against Radiation) to Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 40 (which includes Criteria for the Disposition

Byproduct Material means . . . (2) the tailings




of Mill Tailings or Wastes). This shift required SFC to withdraw its 1999 Decommissioning
Plan and to prepare a Reclamation Plan, which was submitted to the NRC staff in January 2003,
with further revisions being submitted in May 2005 and December 2006 (SFC, 2006a). In
addition, SFC submitted a groundwater Corrective Action Plan to NRC in June 2003 (SFC,
2003), which was subsequently revised (SFC, 2005).

In its Reclamation Plan, SFC proposes to conduct many of the same types of activities to achieve
surface reclamation of its Gore, Oklahoma site as it proposed under its previous
Decommissioning Plan. Implementation of these activities would result in many of the same
environmental issues—disturbance of surface soils, control of surface runoff, groundwater
corrective actions, and ultimately the release of at least a portion of the site for future use.

1.3.2 Relevant Hearing History

In 2003, the State of Oklahoma and the Cherokee Nation submitted hearing requests to the
NRC’s Atomic Licensing Board regarding SFC’s plan for reclamation of their Gore, Oklahoma,
site. The licensing board withheld action on the hearing requests because negotiations were in
progress and, in December 2004, a Settlement Agreement was entered into by SFC, the State of
Oklahoma, and the Cherokee Nation (NRC, 2004). The topics addressed by the Settlement
Agreement included, among others, the disposition of contaminated sludges and sediments, as
well as PCBs and asbestos. It is important to note that the terms of the Settlement Agreement do
not fall within the scope of the NRC’s enforcement authority. In response to the requests of
cooperating agencies, the NRC acknowledged that a Settlement Agreement was entered into by
the State of Oklahoma, the Cherokee Nation, and SFC. In this regard, the Settlement Agreement
and any discussion of its terms must not be construed as a supplement or substitution whatsoever
for any Commission regulation or staff review of the information submitted by SFC.

In the Settlement Agreement, the parties agreed that SFC would revise the Reclamation Plan to
state that the raffinate sludge, North Ditch sediment, Emergency Basin sediment, and Sanitary
Lagoon sediment would be disposed at an appropriate off-site location and that SFC would spend
up to $3.5 million for off-site disposal of this material. The parties acknowledged that off-site
disposal of this material would be given high priority but that complete off-site disposal may not
be economically possible due to circumstances outside the control of SFC.

To date, the Reclamation Plan has not been revised to provide for any off-site disposal of
raffinate sludge, North Ditch sediment, Emergency Basin sediment, and Sanitary Lagoon
sediment as described in the terms of the Settlement Agreement. However, as per the Settlement
Agreement, two months after the publication of the SER by the NRC staff, SFC is required to
prepare and submit an updated assessment of off-site disposal locations, SFC’s financial
resources, and the estimated costs of such off-site disposal. The NRC staff has not yet completed
its SER for the SFC proposed action. Once the SER is completed, it is SFC’s responsibility to
either revise the Reclamation Plan according to the Settlement Agreement or reach consensus
with the State of Oklahoma and the Cherokee Nation on other disposal options or modifications
to the plan. If SFC changes the Reclamation Plan to provide for off-site disposal as described in
the Settlement Agreement, SFC would be obligated to submit a license amendment to the
Reclamation Plan to the NRC for approval. At that time, the NRC staff would make a
determination as to whether a supplement to the EIS would be necessary.



1.3.3  Purpose and Need

Under the AEA of 1954, as amended, the NRC has licensing and regulatory authority for nuclear
energy uses within the commercial sector. One part of this licensing responsibility is to ensure
the safe and timely decommissioning of nuclear facilities that are regulated by the NRC.
Decommissioning means to “remove a site safely from service and reduce residual radioactivity
[through remediation or reclamation of the site by the licensee] to a level that permits: (1) release
of the property for unrestricted future use and ultimate termination of the license; or (2) release
of the property under restricted conditions and ultimate termination of the license” (10 CFR
40.4). The proposed reclamation, including construction and maintenance of the disposal cell at
the SFC site, are being evaluated by the NRC with respect to conformance with the criteria for
decontamination, decommissioning, and reclamation specified in Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 40.
This evaluation is documented in the NRC’s Safety Evaluation Report (SER). The proposed
action is intended to satisfy the need to protect public health and safety and ensure that any
potential long-term radiological and nonradiological hazards or other impacts on the
environment are minimized. Satisfying this need would be consistent with NRC’s statutory
mission under the AEA.

The purpose of the proposed action is the reclamation of SFC’s Gore, Oklahoma, uranium
conversion site in accordance with the NRC performance standards contained in 10 CFR Part 40,
Appendix A. These standards require, in part: (1) isolation of the waste materials in a manner
that protects human health and the environment; (2) reduction in the rate of radon emanating
from the disposal cell cover to an average of 20 picocuries (pCi) per square meter-second or less;
(3) alevel of stabilization and containment of contaminated materials for a long period of time;
(4) minimal reliance on active maintenance of the disposal cell; and (5) protection and
restoration, as needed, of groundwater, and (6) clean up of the site and structures outside of the
disposal cell to the applicable radiation standards.

The Appendix A criteria were established to provide reasonable assurance of control of
radiological hazards for 1,000 years, to the extent reasonably achievable, and in any case, for at
least 200 years. This requirement conforms to the standard established by EPA in 40 CFR Part
192. The Uranium Mill Tailings Radiation Control Act (UMTRCA) required EPA to establish
standards for reclamation of 11e.(2) byproduct material and NRC to conform its regulations to
the EPA standards. For performance beyond 1,000 years, the low-profile of the cell is designed
such that any future releases of uranium-238, thorium-230, or radium-226 would be
incrementally slow (erosion of a low-relief feature over geologic time), hence minimizing risks
to the public health, safety, or the environment.

Following the completion of surface reclamation activities and groundwater restoration, the NRC
license for the site would be terminated. The disposal cell and a buffer area surrounding the cell,
delineated by an institutional control boundary (ICB), would be transferred to a long-term
custodian for perpetual care. The DOE, another federal agency so designated by the President,
or the State of Oklahoma would be this custodian and licensed under an NRC general license at
10 CFR 40.28. The purpose of this general license is to ensure that the SFC site will be cared for
in such a manner as to protect public health and safety and the environment after closure of the
disposal cell.
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1.4  Scope of the Environmental Analysis

To fulfill its responsibilities under NEPA, the NRC has prepared this EIS to analyze the potential
environmental impacts (i.e., direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts) of the reclamation activities
proposed by SFC for its Gore, Oklahoma site, as well as reasonable alternatives to the proposed
action. The scope of this EIS includes consideration of both radiological and nonradiological
(including chemical) impacts associated with the proposed action and the reasonable alternatives.
The EIS also addresses potential environmental impacts relevant to transportation.

In addition, this EIS addresses cumulative impacts to physical, biological, economic, and social
parameters. This EIS also identifies resource uses, monitoring, potential mitigation measures,
unavoidable adverse environmental impacts, the relationship between short-term uses of the
environment and long-term productivity, and irreversible and irretrievable commitments of
resources.

The development of this EIS is the result of the NRC staft’s review of the SFC Reclamation Plan
(SFC, 2006a), its supporting Environmental Report (SFC, 2006b), and the SFC groundwater
Corrective Action Plan (SFC, 2003, as amended). This EIS review has been closely coordinated
with the development of the SER and TER prepared by the NRC staff to evaluate, among other
aspects, the health and safety impacts of the proposed action. The SER and TER are the
outcomes of the NRC safety and technical reviews of SFC’s Reclamation Plan and the
groundwater Corrective Action Plan.

1.4.1  Scoping Process and Public Participation Activities

The NRC’s NEPA implementing regulations in 10 CFR Part 51 contain requirements for
conducting a scoping process prior to the preparation of an EIS. Scoping was used to help
identify those issues to be addressed in detail and those issues that are either beyond the scope of
the EIS or are not directly relevant to the assessment of potential impacts from the proposed
action and reasonable alternatives.

On October 20, 1995, the NRC published a Notice of Intent (NOI) in the Federal Register (60 FR
54260) to prepare an EIS for the proposed decommissioning of the SFC facility. Following
reclassification of the waste at the SFC site by the NRC, an NOI to Conduct a Public Rescoping
Meeting was published in the Federal Register on April 23, 2003 (68 FR 20033). The public
rescoping meeting was held on May 13, 2003, in Gore, Oklahoma. The purposes of the
rescoping meeting were threefold: (1) to inform the public about the Reclamation Plan and the
groundwater Corrective Action Plan; (2) to explain how these plans would be used to reassess
the potential impacts of the proposed action; and (3) to solicit additional public input on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).

On September 21, 2007, the NRC staff published a Notice of Availability for the DEIS in the
Federal Register (72 FR 54080). In the notice, the NRC staff provided information regarding the
public meeting and the public comment period and how to obtain a free copy of the DEIS. On
October 16, 2007, in Gore, Oklahoma, the NRC staff conducted a public meeting to receive oral
comments on the DEIS from members of the public. The NRC staff received both oral and
written comments on the DEIS during the comment period. The NRC staff identified 58



comments from the oral comments and the five letters received during the public comment
period. Appendix H to this EIS contains a more detailed summary of the public participation
process, all of the public comments, and the NRC staff’s responses to the public comments,
including an indication of whether the comment resulted in a modification to this EIS.

1.4.2 Issues Studied in Detail

In the 2003 NOI, the NRC identified the issues to be studied in detail as they relate to
implementation of the proposed action. During the subsequent scoping process, the public
identified additional issues. The following issues identified by the NRC and the public could
result in short- or long-term impacts on resources during SFC’s proposed reclamation of their
Gore, Oklahoma, site:

e Land Use and Tax Revenues. SFC is proposing that the radioactive waste at the site be

consolidated and placed in an on-site disposal cell. In addition, long-term control by the state

or federal government would be required in perpetuity to protect the disposal cell and
surrounding contaminated areas from inadvertent intrusion by the public. As a result, the
proposed site reclamation would make portions of the site unavailable for future unrestricted
use. The public has commented that restricted use of the SFC site would have significant
societal and economic impacts. Section 4.2, Land Use, discusses land use and tax revenue
impacts related to the alternatives assessed in this EIS.

e Water Resources. There are both surface water and groundwater issues associated with
SFC’s proposed plan for site reclamation.

— Surface Water Resources. The public has expressed concern that, even after the
completion of site reclamation, drainage from and erosion of the site could result in
suspended radionuclide-contaminated soils being washed into nearby rivers. The public
also is concerned about ingesting fish products from a river or reservoir that has been
contaminated with radionuclides by surface runoff or groundwater from the site. The
potential for surface water contamination during and after surface reclamation of the site
is discussed in detail in Section 4.3, Impacts on Water Resources, of this EIS.

— Groundwater Resources. During operations, SFC inadvertently released radioactive
materials into the ground, contaminating the surrounding soil and groundwater. Elevated
concentrations of uranium have been identified in the upper levels of groundwater in the
vicinity of the main process building. There also are groundwater plumes from the
storage ponds with uranium concentrations exceeding the drinking water standard
contained in 40 CFR 141.66 (30 milligrams per liter [mg/L]).

The public is concerned that contaminated groundwater plumes could reach underlying
aquifers and believes the groundwater should be cleaned up before such plumes reach

local rivers or the Robert S. Kerr Reservoir. The public also is concerned that, even after
the completion of surface reclamation, seepage from the on-site disposal cell could still
be directed downward to the groundwater and ultimately reach surface water resources.

Under SFC’s proposed action, approximately 112 hectares (276 acres) would be made
available to the public for unrestricted use. An alternative to SFC’s proposed action
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would make the entire site (243 hectares [600 acres]) available for unrestricted use. Of
concern, then, is the potential for future residents to use the groundwater for drinking or
other domestic uses. The potential impacts on groundwater resources are discussed in
detail in Section 4.4, Water Resources, of this EIS.

e Public and Occupational Health. Public and occupational health and safety issues are of
concern to the public, including the potential for adverse effects on human health related to
chronic and acute exposures to ionizing radiation and hazardous chemicals present on the
site, as well as from physical safety hazards. The public has indicated that effects on human
health might occur during and after site reclamation and during transportation of any
contaminated wastes under off-site disposal alternatives. The potential impacts on public and
worker safety and health are discussed in detail in Section 4.4, Public and Occupational
Health, of this EIS.

e Transportation. As a result of surface reclamation activities proposed by SFC, there would
be an increase in traffic operating on the SFC site and accessing the site from public
highways. This increase in traffic would include construction workers commuting in private
vehicles, earthmoving equipment operating on-site, and large trucks delivering equipment
and materials to and removing waste from the site. The public is concerned with the
consequences of increased traffic, such as accidents and exposure of local residents to
transportation-related radiological doses. The potential for impacts due to transportation
issues is discussed in detail in Section 4.5, Transportation Impacts, of this EIS.

1.4.3 Issues Eliminated from Detailed Study

The NRC has determined that detailed analysis of several issues is unnecessary because, after
examination, they were found to have small to no impacts and thus are not considered potential
discriminators among the proposed action and the reasonable alternatives. These issues and any
associated impacts are briefly described below and are further discussed in Appendix B, Issues
Eliminated from Detailed Study, of this EIS.

e Geology and Soils. Reclamation of the SFC site would disturb surface soils during
excavation and grading activities to remove and consolidate contaminated materials prior to
disposal and during construction of the disposal cell, including its closure and capping. At
completion of the Reclamation Plan, contaminated soils would be isolated within the on-site
disposal cell. Excavated areas would be regraded and reseeded. Therefore, impacts on
geology and soils would be small.

e Cultural Resources. Consultation conducted with the Oklahoma State Historic Preservation
Officer (SHPO) revealed that no historic properties would be affected by implementation of
SFC’s proposed reclamation activities (OHS, 2006). The Oklahoma Archaeological Survey
(OAS) identified only one archaeological site in the area, to the west of the SFC site
boundary (OAS, 2000). This site would not be disturbed during the proposed SFC
reclamation activities. Therefore, there would be no impacts on cultural resources from on-
site reclamation activities. Consultations regarding construction of a rail spur east of the site
for another reasonable alternative would be pursued if needed.
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e Visual and Scenic Resources. Visual and scenic resources comprise those features that
relate to the overall impression a viewer receives of an area. The value of the affected setting
is highly dependent on existing land use. The SFC site is an industrial facility located in a
rural area and is surrounded by a mix of forest and pastureland with rolling hills. The
waterways adjacent to or near the site (the Illinois and Arkansas rivers, including the Robert
S. Kerr Reservoir) are used by the public for recreation. The SFC facility currently contrasts
with the rural and natural character of the surrounding area.

This contrast would continue to be evident during the licensee’s construction of the disposal
cell and related reclamation activities. Travelers on Interstate 40, U.S. Route 64, and State
Highway 10 would be able to observe dust and construction equipment on the site and
increased traffic on the roads leading to the SFC site. Following reclamation, the only
structures that would remain on the SFC site would be the administration building and the
electrical substation. After revegetation, the disposal cell would blend into the existing
natural landscape, although the surrounding fence would be visible to passersby. In
summary, following SFC’s completion of the reclamation activities, the overall visual and
scenic impacts would be small.

e Air Quality. Air quality and visibility could be temporarily affected by site reclamation
activities. Demolition or earthmoving activities during removal of structures and
consolidation of contaminated soils and sludges would result in fugitive dust and vehicular
emissions, causing local, short-term degradation of air quality. SFC would implement
standard dust-suppression practices and maintain appropriate emission controls on diesel and
gasoline engines during the reclamation activities. Therefore, the action will not exceed any
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). Applicable radiological air quality
standards are not expected to be exceeded as evidenced by experience from decommissioning
of the former uranium conversion facility at Weldon Spring, Missouri. The concentration
ranges of contaminants at that site and at the SFC site are comparable, and decommissioning
at the former site included removal and temporary storage of contaminated soil and other
material as well as permanent disposal in an on-site earthen cell. In addition, the results of
the dose assessment study conducted for this EIS indicate that the radiological dose from all
potential pathways, including air emissions, would be within regulatory limits. Therefore,
the impact would be small. In summary, any air quality impacts would be small since they
would be temporary and occur only as reclamation activities were being conducted.

e Ecological Resources. As proposed in its Reclamation Plan, the licensee would raze all of
the former process buildings (with the exception of the administration building and the
electrical substation) and construct an on-site disposal cell for the disposal of the
contaminated materials consolidated from different areas of the site. Following capping of
the disposal cell, it and the former Process and Industrial Areas would be graded and seeded
with grasses to prevent erosion. As a result, the amount of wildlife habitat on the site would
increase. In addition, the potential risks to wildlife from exposure to radiological and
nonradiological contaminants would be reduced. While the construction phase of the
proposed action would result in short-term, moderate disturbance to wildlife, in the long-
term, implementation of SFC’s proposed reclamation activities would improve the quality of
local wildlife habitat. The American burying beetle (a listed endangered species) could be
present at the proposed clay borrow area on the SFC site. Because the proposed action has
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the potential to affect the American burying beetle, the NRC has engaged in informal
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) under Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act. As a result of this consultation, the USFWS has recommended that
a survey for the American burying beetle be conducted at the clay borrow area prior to
initiating any reclamation activities. If it is determined that the American burying beetle is
present, SFC will implement standard mitigation practices prior to construction activities.

No other threatened or endangered species are likely to be adversely affected by the proposed
action. Therefore, overall potential impacts on ecological resources would be small.

Noise. Reclamation activities at the SFC site would result in temporarily increased noise
levels from the operation of heavy trucks, jackhammers, bulldozers, loaders, and other
equipment that would be used to dismantle and demolish structures and to conduct other
activities necessary to remediate the site. Noise levels in the immediate vicinity of the
equipment could reach 110 decibels or more if there are multiple nearby sources, but noise
levels at the nearest receptor would be about 55 decibels, which would be comparable to
residential construction. Appropriate controls to limit worker exposure to noise would be
implemented by SFC in accordance with regulations of the Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA) (29 CFR 1910.95). Noise impacts would be small since they would
occur only during the construction phase of SFC’s reclamation efforts at the site and would
not adversely affect nearby residents.

Socioeconomic Impacts. SFC has indicated that implementation of the proposed
Reclamation Plan would likely involve the hiring of 72 to 78 on-site workers, most of whom
would be local. As a result, short-term construction-related impacts on regional housing,
public infrastructure, and economic resources would be small. Under the Proposed Action,
SFC is proposing to “restrict use” of more than 50% of the site in the long-term, with
additional long-term restrictions on the use of groundwater at the site. The remaining portion
of the site will be released for unrestricted use. Following reclamation and until reuse of the
unrestricted portion of the property, there would be no commercial activity and the impacts
would be small. In the long-term, the unrestricted portion of the site could potentially be
developed for commercial or industrial use and yield positive economic and tax benefits.

Environmental Justice. Executive Order 12898 directs federal agencies to address
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of proposed
actions on minority and low-income populations. Appendix B of this EIS describes the
distributions of minority and low-income populations in the vicinity of the SFC site. This
analysis shows that there are four census tracts where the percentage of minority populations
within 40 kilometers (km) (25 miles) of the SFC facility exceed the percentage of these
populations in the region as a whole. In addition, there was one census tract within 32
kilometers (20 miles) of the SFC site where the low-income population exceeded that of the
region. Since the environmental impacts associated with SFC’s proposed site reclamation
activities would be localized and temporary, these census tracts are too distant from the SFC
site to experience adverse impacts. Based upon NRC environmental justice guidelines and
further analysis, it was determined that the implementation of SFC’s proposed action would
not have disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects on
minority or low-income populations.
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e Mineral Resources. Minerals mined in the area include coal, limestone, sandstone,
sand/gravel from the Arkansas River floodplain, clay, and shale. No coal mining operations,
oil or gas fields, or other mineral resources in the immediate area of the SFC site would be
affected by implementation of SFC’s proposed Reclamation Plan.

e Cost. SFC provided cost estimates to support the alternatives, and the NRC obtained quotes
from transporters and off-site facilities licensed to accept the contaminated materials. These
were used to develop a cost benefit analysis based on the guidance contained in NUREG-
1748, Environmental Guidance for Licensing Actions Associated with NMSS Programs,
Section 5.7 (NRC, 2003), and reference documents contained therein. In addition, the cost
benefit analysis was conducted using procedures outlined in NUREG-1757 Vol. 2, Rev. 1,
Appendix N. The results of the cost benefit analysis indicated Alternative 1 (Licensee’s
Proposed Action) would yield the greatest net benefits.

1.4.4 Issues Outside the Scope of the EIS

The following issues were identified in the public scoping process to be outside the scope of the
EIS:

e Impacts of past exposures to radioactive materials.

e [ egal actions.

e Siting of low-level radioactive waste (LLRW) disposal facilities.
A summary of the scoping process is presented in Appendix A.
1.4.5 Related NEPA and Other Relevant Documents

The following NEPA documents were reviewed as part of the development of this EIS to obtain
information relevant to the issues raised:

e Final EIS (FEIS) for Operation of the SFC Facility (NRC, 1975). In 1975, the NRC
published an FEIS regarding the operation of the SFC facility. This document did not
discuss the environmental impacts associated with decommissioning because a detailed
description of decommissioning was not expected until just before SFC’s license would be
terminated.

e Environmental Assessment for SFC License Renewal (NRC, 1985). In 1985, the NRC
published an Environmental Assessment for renewal of SFC’s license. This document noted
that SFC had submitted a decommissioning plan and cost estimate, but that the plan did not
review the environmental impacts of decommissioning.

e NUREG-0586, Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement (GEIS) on
Decommissioning of Nuclear Facilities (NRC, 1988). This GEIS describes and evaluates
the generic impacts associated with the decommissioning process for various nuclear fuel
cycle facilities, including a uranium conversion plant, and concludes that the environmental
consequences of decommissioning a uranium conversion plant are small. The impacts of
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decontaminating building structures and areas of contaminated soils also are discussed in the
document.

e NUREG-1496, Generic Environmental Impact Statement in Support of Rulemaking on
Radiological Criteria for License Termination of NRC-Licensed Nuclear Facilities
(NRC, 1997). This GEIS focuses on the costs and environmental effects of the activities
required to achieve the residual dose criteria contained in 10 CFR Part 20 and evaluates the
environmental impacts associated with the remediation of several types of NRC-licensed
facilities. The analysis encompasses many of the likely impacts that would in situations
where the licensee proposes to release a decommissioned site for unrestricted use.

e NRC Safety and Technical Evaluation Reports. The NRC staff is preparing an SER for
the reclamation of the SFC site and a TER for groundwater restoration. In the SER, the NRC
staff evaluates whether the licensee’s proposed action can be accomplished in accordance
with the criteria in 10 CFR Part 40, Appendix A. The SER evaluates the licensee’s
Reclamation Plan. The TER evaluates the groundwater Corrective Action Plan. Together,
these reports include reviews of the extent of contamination at the facility, the radiation
protection program, the design of the disposal cell and proposed groundwater corrective
actions, potential for accidents, and the funding needed to complete site reclamation.

1.5 Applicable Regulatory Requirements and Permits

This section provides a summary assessment of major environmental requirements, agreements,
Executive Orders, and permits relevant to the performance of proposed reclamation activities at
the SFC site.

1.5.1 Federal Laws and Regulations
1.5.1.1 National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (42 U.S.C. §4321 et seq.)

NEPA establishes national environmental policy and goals for the protection, maintenance, and
enhancement of the environment to ensure for all Americans a safe, healthful, productive, and
aesthetically and culturally pleasing environment. The Act provides a process for implementing
these specific goals within the federal agencies responsible for the action. This EIS has been
prepared in accordance with NEPA requirements and the NRC’s regulations for implementing
NEPA (10 CFR Part 51).

1.5.1.2 Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (42 U.S.C. §2011 et seq.)

The AEA and the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. §5801 et seq.) give the NRC
the licensing and regulatory authority for nuclear energy uses within the commercial 